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Brian Cute: Thank you, Alice. And Alice, would you read off the roll call please, of those 

on the call. 

 

Alice Jansen: Yes. On line we have Cheryl, Manal, Erick, Louie, Larry, Willie, Warren, 

Olivier, James, Brian, Fiona, Fabio, Xinsheng, and Willie. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you very much. And, this is Brian Cute. This is the July 6 call of the 

Accountability and Transparency Review Team. I’d like to remind all the 

members, just please identify yourselves before you speak for the listeners and 

the recording. 

 

 Let’s move to the agenda. We have circulated a draft agenda. Does everyone - 

does anyone not have a copy of that? 

 

 Okay. Very good. We have nine items. I think the only item that doesn’t 

appear here that we will need to discuss is Becky’s updated conflict of interest 

statement. We can cover that in other business at the end, if everyone’s okay 

with that approach. 
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 Are there any suggested changes or edits to the agenda? 

 

 Okay. Hearing none, we’ll move with the agenda. 

 

 The - I think the first - the only extra change I’ll make is just a little bit of the 

ordering. I think what we need to address first is an update on the budget, 

which we’ll then - as opposed to starting with Burkeman - the contract and 

initiation of work, let’s have a discussion on the update of the budget, which 

will then include a discussion of the Burkeman contract face-to-face meetings 

as well, as both of them will impact the budget. 

 

 Did everyone - anyone not get a copy of the draft budget that Alice circulated 

I think a couple of hours ago? 

 

Woman: Oh, if it was a couple of hours ago, I was in another meeting, so it will have 

been received, but not looked at. 

 

Brian Cute: Okay. Well, I’ll walk you through... 

 

Woman: Can you put it up in the Adobe room? 

 

Brian Cute: Can we do that Alice? 

 

Alice Jansen: Yes. I’m just checking if we have silent observers on the call, so we can 

publish it on the Adobe room. Yes. 

 

Brian Cute: Is Peter on the call yet? 

 

Alice Jansen: No. (he) cannot join in. 
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Brian Cute: Okay. I had a conversation with Peter yesterday, as he’s posted. He’s 

identified some - not concerns, but it reinforced a discussion that we had in 

Brussels about the need to justify the budget, and also concerns about keeping 

expenses down to the extent that we can. 

 

 We had asked Burkeman to come back with the final proposal and to reduce 

their price to the extent that they could, and they’ve done so, bringing it down 

about 9% from their original figure. And, we had a discussion in Brussels 

about travel. And what you see in the budget - the draft budget now reflects a 

face-to-face meeting in Beijing. A meeting in Washington, D.C., which was 

an output of discussion that we had in Brussels, although nothing was 

finalized since we were not a complete group. 

 

 I think what we need to revisit first is the issue of fact-to-face meetings and 

travel. And, let me recap for those who were not in Brussels that 

(unintelligible)... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Peter Dengate: Hi. This is Peter joining. 

 

Brian Cute: Good morning, Peter. This is Brian. 

 

 Peter, I had just begun the discussion about budget. I put that at the top of the 

agenda, and I was - if you’d - it should be in the Adobe Connect room, and 

you should have a copy in your inbox. 

 

Peter Dengate: I’m actually not able to join up at the Adobe Room. I’m in a restaurant - back 

room of a restaurant, I’m going to say with no connectivity. 
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Brian Cute: Okay. Well, let me hit the high points for you. There is a draft budget that was 

put together working with Kevin Wilson and Doug Brent that’s up on the 

screen. It has two basic components to the budget. One is Burkeman, and then 

the other is projected travel for the team for face-to-face meetings. There is of 

course conference calls and meeting rooms and phone costs associated with it 

as well. But, those are the two big items if you will. 

 

 And, what I was touching on now was the discussion of face-to-face meetings. 

And toward the end of our Brussels meeting, a number of team members had 

left, but there was a conversation - a recognition of a need to try to control 

expenses as best we could. We discussed face-to-face meetings and travel. 

There was a provisional agreement of the folks in Brussels that we could look 

at either doing fewer trips or doing trips that would bring us to Marina del Ray 

on the on hand and Boston to work with Burkeman directly, as alternatives to 

either Beijing and Cairo. 

 

 So, what we’re looking at on the screen is projected costs for individuals who 

would be receiving ICANN expense money for travel right now with a 

meeting in Beijing, a meeting in Washington, DC, and then the meeting 

Cartagena, where the Review Team will be delivering its recommendations. 

And, I just asked the team to - let’s discuss the face-to-face meetings issue and 

the travel issue to see if we can come to some agreement as to how we address 

that. 

 

 The summary on where we are -- as I’ve said in Brussels -- we’ve discussed 

provisionally, changing travel, doing two US meetings, one in Marina del Ray 

-- that would provide us access to the ICANN staff as we do our work -- on 

the one hand, and a meeting with Burkeman face-to-face as they provide the 

team with the output of their work, and to have a face-to-face with them to 

keep the work efficient. 
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 At this point, there is the question of Beijing. In the Brussels meeting, Mr. 

(Guo), you had reported to the people - the Review Team members who were 

attending that it appeared there was agreement for the meeting in Beijing to 

take place, or confirmation from the Ministry. Can we get an update on that, 

because I’ve recently understood that perhaps the meeting in Beijing is not 

finally confirmed by the Ministry. Could you give us a status update? 

 

Man: Hello. This is (unintelligible). Hello. Yes. In the Brussels meeting, I told you 

that to hold a face-to-face meeting in Beijing the possibility is very high. And 

also, my colleagues are now undertaking the preparation for the Beijing 

meeting. And, this - so, I would like to - I would like you to inform me what 

logistics work or preparations we should prepare (unintelligible). 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Fabio Colasanti: Fabio here. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. 

 

Fabio Colasanti: I have a problem. I’m not in a position to travel to Beijing anymore because 

between now and the moment I should be boarding on a plane for Beijing, I 

will not be in Brussels long enough to get a visa. If the letter of invitation had 

come a week ago - ten days ago, I would’ve been able to get it. But, I’m flying 

to Brazil on the 9th, coming back on the 20th; flying again off to Greece on 

the 24th, then to Argentina, and returning at the end of August. I will not have 

the possibility anymore of getting a visa for Beijing, so I will not be able to 

attend the meeting in Beijing, as much as I wanted to do that. 
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Brian Cute: Thank you, Fabio. And, it is recognized that the visa requirements is an issue 

that needs to be addressed. Let me - I’d like to open this up to discussion. Let 

me preface this by saying first, obviously if the Ministry has finally confirmed 

a meeting in Beijing, the Review Team would welcome this confirmation and 

look forward very much to our interaction in Beijing. 

 

 At the same time, as we had communicated in Brussels, there is a discussion 

of budget - there is a concern about expenses and keeping them down as best 

we can. And, there are the logistics of visas and getting people into Beijing, 

which seem to be a bit of a challenge. Is there any other discussion from 

Review Team members about how we approach the - A, the provisional 

meeting in Beijing and the travel generally for face-to-face meetings? 

 

(Guo): Hello. This is (Guo). 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, (Guo). Please. 

 

(Guo): I believe Mr. (Guo) totally understand the situation here cause the difficulties 

for the - to some Review Team members. And - but now, I have to tell you 

that my colleagues are not undertaking the preparation for the Beijing 

meeting, but I have not received the final confirmation from Mr. (Guo). And 

as you know, he is now in the (air plane). 

 

Brian Cute: That’s understood, and thank you for clarifying that, (Guo). Are there other 

Review Team members who have visa issues, in terms of travel to Beijing? 

 

Manal Ismail: This is Manal join. I’m not sure (unintelligible). It all depends on receiving 

the invitation letter and starting the process, which I haven’t got yet. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, Manal. 
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Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Cheryl here. I think providing we get a - the final confirmation and letters 

in a very short amount of time from this meeting - and perhaps what we could 

do is establish a point in time where that is a cut-off date for that to happen, 

then we can answer that question. But in the absence of having what some of 

us need to get the visas going, that’s sort of a how long is a piece of string 

question, Brian. So, I’m not sure we can answer that just yet. 

 

 But whilst I have the microphone, Brian because you’re not in the Adobe 

room, there’s been both traffic and me desperately waiving my hand, but I 

didn’t know you weren’t in the room. The budget has some error, which is 

overestimation of costs with relationship to the Cartagena meeting. Louie, 

Becky, and myself don’t belong as a cost in the Cartagena meeting to this 

budget because we are in fact covered by (FO)s to go to Cartagena. 

 

Erick Iriarte: Me too. I have the same situation. I have my own budget for Cartagena. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: So, we are looking at a budget which is much nearer, and I would think 

Peter would be in the same position, because you know, he has to be there for 

this thing on the Board. 

 

Erick Iriarte: Yes. 

 

Brian Cute: That’s right. So, we’ve got Peter, Cheryl, Becky. Anybody else who’s expense 

will otherwise be covered due to the ICANN meeting and not the... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: And Erick. 
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Man: Erick and Louie. 

 

Brian Cute: And Erick and Louie. Okay. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: And, that makes a hell of a difference, might I just point out. 

 

Brian Cute: Okay. Thank you for that clarification. Any other discussion on the Beijing 

meeting or face-to-face meetings in general? Again, there’s an understanding 

that we need to control our costs as best we can. There was even the 

discussion of doing fewer face-to-face meetings. Right now we do have two 

planned in the fall timeframe. 

 

 Fabio, yes. Yes, Fabio. 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Fabio Colasanti: (Unintelligible). I’m raising a small issue, but I think it’s still important, 

relating to the Cartagena meeting. Our deadline was to publish the draft 

recommendations by mid-October, and then allow for 45 days of public 

consultation. That brings us to the end of November. If we have go to 

Cartagena -- and there are a lot of reasons for going to Cartagena -- I wonder 

if we shouldn’t foresee our own meeting of the review team at the end of the 

ICANN meeting. 

 

 In other words, we will come earlier for whatever interaction we will have to 

have for all those of who have obligations, but the Review Team, instead of 

meeting as in Brussels before the ICANN week should be meeting at the end. 

That means the 10th, the 11th, the 12th, something along that, that would be 

very important. Because, I don’t see otherwise how we could possibly 

examine all the material that will have come in in the public consultation 
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between November 13 and December 3, or December 4, if we meet before the 

meeting. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, Fabio. And Peter, just to update you, because I don’t think you 

were in the Brussels meeting. This was one aspect of our discussion that the 

members of the team who were present had about can we reduce costs by you 

know, not having the entire team go to Cartagena. There was a discussion 

around that point. There was a discussion that you know, this is where we 

deliver our recommendations or near final recommendations and have an 

interaction with the community, and that was considered a valuable thing to 

do. 

 

 So, while we talked about reducing expenses and being careful about 

expenses, there was a recognition that a face-to-face meeting with Burkeman 

would be of value to work through the - their report to the team. And, a 

discussion that Cartagena -- with regard to our interaction with the community 

-- an important meeting in terms of delivering what would be the near final 

recommendations to the community. So while we had a discussion about 

reducing expenses, at the end of the exercise we didn’t have a reduction in 

number of face-to-face meetings anticipated. 

 

 And again, with the variable of Beijing, having the - it was in process if you 

will, waiting for confirmation from the Ministry. You should see what the 

status of that meeting is right now. 

 

Peter Dengate: Yes. Brian, just a couple of comments. I think you know, as we’ve just 

explored, the - everyone - Cartagena is not the issue, because all of the people 

are already funded to that from other budgets. 

 

Brian Cute: Right. 
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Peter Dengate: So, that’s not quite the drain. The issue is additional ones, if you like. And in 

relation to that, again at a high level, as long as they’re - well, face-to-face 

meetings are very important. They act as a catalyst for getting work done on 

their deadlines, and most of us - not just the lawyers, but particularly the 

lawyers all respond particularly well to deadlines. That’s the only way we can 

get things done. 

 

 And, it’s long experience in this space that - you know, deadlines like face-to-

face meetings are quite productive. And, we all get together and we put aside 

everything for a couple of days and we can get some work done. So, that’s on 

the plus side. 

 

 On the negative side if you like, they’re very costly. People flying from all 

around the world and staying in expensive hotels and so forth. So, there has to 

be a balance. And, the major balancing factor is the quality of the work and 

the - and getting the work done, and how that sets the work program. So as 

somebody might have to go to the Board Committee and justify this budget, it 

was helpful to me - it was very - it could be clearly shined that the timing of 

these meetings is crucial to the work plan and you know, what’s going to be 

achieved at each of these meetings. If that’s the case, then there’s no 

meanness about this, and we just put that forward as saying this is what’s 

required. 

 

 I think that the last of the high level comment periods that people will say, 

“Well, what have you done about using the tools that - you know, what have 

you done about video conferencing and use of the Internet and so forth?” So 

you know, if any of those could be replaced by a video conferencing station, 

perhaps not including the entire team, you know, that would be helpful. So, 

that’s just for high level comments. 
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Brian Cute: Thanks for that, Peter. I think what we can take away from this discussion of 

travel is obviously the corrections for Cartagena -- and I’ve just rough 

estimate -- that backs out about $17,000 from this budget roughly. We have 

the Beijing meeting, which is still not finally confirmed, and we have some 

visa issues. We need to come to a conclusion of Beijing and quite rapidly. Mr. 

(Guo), we understand completely that the process that Mr. Zhang has had to 

go thorough to get final approval and confirmation. When he is on the ground 

from his trip, would you have him give me a call? 

 

(Guo): Hello. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. 

 

(Guo): And, I have followed your discussion and I will report your suggestion and 

discussions to Mr. Zhang. 

 

Brian Cute: Please do, and if he could let me know when it would be convenient to have a 

phone call so we can come to a final resolution on Beijing, that would be very 

important, as we need to both finalize our work plans and finalize this budget 

and get it approved. Thank you very much. 

 

(Guo): Okay. I will try. 

 

Louie Lee: This is Louie. If I may? 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, do. 

 

Louie Lee: I have a room in Singapore on standby if we need a backup plan. 
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Brian Cute: Thank you, Louie. We had discussed alternative locations and asked some 

folks with that. Thank you for that. 

 

Louie Lee: Yes. 

 

Willie Currie: Willie here. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, Willie. 

 

Willie Currie: Two things. I - the Beijing meeting is quite important in terms of our original 

conception of trying to cover the international space. And secondly, I think the 

- from the revised version, a reduced fee is not in the - selected in the budget 

as far as I can see, though they should... 

 

Brian Cute: No, it’s not. No, you’re quite correct, Louie (sic), it’s not. And, the Burkeman 

came back with a final revised proposal with a cost of $265,692, so that’d be 

you know, let another roughly $34,000 backed out of this budget. So I think 

looking at the budget that’s in the Adobe room, we’re probably down 

somewhere around the ($350) range. 

 

 Peter, so I think the request from you is for us to draft supporting statements 

or explanatory statements with regard to the travel and how it ties into the 

work. And then with regard to Burkeman, if you wouldn’t mind, I think that 

you were looking for some explanation as to the role of Burkeman and the 

work of Burkeman. And, do you want to give just a little guidance there for 

getting final budget approval, Peter? 

 

Peter Dengate: Yes. Again, there’s no meanness about this. It’s just a (unintelligible) of 

explaining it. And, once people see what to ask for and what’s required, there 
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should be you know, no trouble with that, including the obvious point that the 

(AAC) itself talks about the team having experts assisting us. 

 

 I just think what we need is just to put together the - you know, what is the 

work plan? What is the justification? What is the output? Speak to the output 

and how does that fit together with the report of the team? And once people - 

once that’s laid out. And, I think - I thought that was probably written 

somewhere already. Perhaps, I’m just repeating you know, Larry and other 

people’s comments. It’s a document (unintelligible). 

 

 But, just the process that the team has been through to justify it to itself just 

needs to be written down and carried out. 

 

Brian Cute: Well, I’m happy to do that as soon as we end the call here. Get that pulled 

together and finished today so you can - the team members can take a look at 

it 

 

Woman: Thank you. 

 

Brian Cute: Peter, can you give us a sense of timing? You know, assuming we get those 

explanations drafted, completed, and this revised budget backing up the 

figures we just identified. And, noting that you know the Beijing travel costs 

again, are not finally confirmed. There could be an adjustment there. 

 

Peter Dengate: Yes. 

 

Brian Cute: How quickly could we get review and approval? 

 

Peter Dengate: Timing can be done very rapidly if we have to. But to explain. There’s a 

Board working group formed to provide - examine what the Board’s level of 
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oversight in relation to all of these reviews is going to be. This is the Board’s 

commitment at these reviews. But on the other hand, the reviews themselves 

have got to be done and (unintelligible), so there’s a working group set up to 

work out what the Board should be doing about them. So, that’ chaired by 

(Rita), and they’ve had a meeting in Brussels as well, and I think Brian, 

you've spoken to (Rita) about aspects of this already. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. 

 

Peter Dengate: So, the process would be a request should come with us - you know, in the 

usual fall away from this Review Team to that committee which will review 

it. And then hopefully, make a recommendation to the Board, then the Board 

will vote. Now, the Board has an Executive Committee which can take these 

decisions you know, sufficiently. So, all those things should only - should go 

through reasonably quickly, if there’s no hiccups. 

 

Brian Cute: Okay. Well, the reason I ask is the obvious one, which is our next agenda 

item, which is the Burkeman contract, and Burkeman commencing their work. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Becky put her hand up in the room, Brian. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, Becky. If you would, yes. 

 

Becky Burr: I was just going to say that as part of the contract slide up, there is a you know 

work plan and (unintelligible) want a brief discussion about the justification. 

So, that may be already done. 

 

Peter Dengate: I’m sure there’s lots of - I’m sure it a (unintelligible) of collating rather than 

(wrapping), but I’ll leave that to Brian. 
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 I guess maybe really - just some - be ready for some rigor, if the - and, I have 

to say I haven’t paid - I was out of the room for much of the discussion about 

this, but you know, if they’re going case studies, do we need you know, 11 

case studies, will 8 do? Or, whatever the number is. I think we just need to be 

prepared to defend the breadth of it. There’ll be people who will be saying, 

“Well you know, if you’re just looking for examples, how many examples do 

you need to make a point?” 

 

 You know, I’m not challenging that. Just be ready for that. 

 

Becky Burr: Yes. I don’t think that there are 11 case studies. So, we’re okay on that score. 

 

Peter Dengate: Well, if there are five, do we need three? Don’t argue with me about the 

numbers, because I don’t know what they are. But, take the principal on 

board. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Cheryl here. Peter, we have gone I think into considerable detail about 

thinking about the case studies. And indeed, the type of case study that would 

give us the most appropriate outcome that this Review Team needs from a 

third party independent review up. So, I’m quite happy that we will be able to 

stand and defend this to anyone who’s questioning it. 

 

Peter Dengate: Right. 

 

Manal Ismail: Brian, this is Manal. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, Manal. 
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Manal Ismail: Just before getting into the Burkeman, two very quick comments on the travel. 

So, now I should be resetting all preparations for the Cairo meeting? I’m just 

trying to make things clear, so... 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. It’s a good question Manal, because we have Cairo on the calendar as 

well. 

 

Manal Ismail: Yes, I just want to clarify... 

 

Brian Cute: Well, the provisional dates of Cairo - well, not provisional dates, were again - 

that was the October timeframe, correct? 

 

Manal Ismail: Yes. 

 

Brian Cute: Okay. 

 

Manal Ismail: Which is fine. I’m just trying to make sure. If this is finalized, I have to reset 

the preparations here in Cairo. And on the other hand, also we should 

probably be having some deadline for the (unintelligible) - is it tomorrow end 

of business day for example, or... 

 

Brian Cute: I think that would be appropriate, yes. And (Guo), if it’s possible to speak to 

Mr. Zhang within the next 24 hours, we really need to put a clear line under 

this decision one way or the other. 

 

(Guo): Yes. I will do that. 

 

Fabio Colasanti: Fabio here. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you. 
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Fabio Colasanti: I will enforce what has just been said. A final decision by tomorrow. In my 

case, as I said, I’m not sure that I would be able to make it. But, a final 

decision by tomorrow should mean that we all receive the letters of invitation 

by tomorrow. Because if that is again a (protract) is extended for God knows 

how long more, we might have another telephone call in two weeks time and 

we will be in the same situation where we are now. 

 

 So really tomorrow, you should be having from Mr. Zhang a firm indication - 

very precise about when the letters of invitation will be arriving, not just a 

decision communicated orderly. The concrete letters of invitations is what we 

need. 

 

(Guo): Fabio, this is (Guo). And, I will require your message to Mr. Zhang, and I 

think Mr. Zhang will direct me - will instruct me and my colleagues try to do 

that - to issue the invitation letter. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, (Guo). 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Cheryl here, Brian. Just following off of that. Of course, we do need to 

note that we do have part of our team, regardless of whether it’s in Beijing, 

Singapore, or anywhere else, going to be attending that particular meeting at 

that particular time by teleconference anyway. So, there will be those of us 

who are face-to-face and those of us who are not. 

 

Brian Cute: Right. Thank you. And, getting back to Manal... 

 

Manal Ismail: Is at least Washington, D.C. Confirmed, or... 
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Brian Cute: Well, no. And Manal, I want to get back to Cairo, because we did have that as 

planned. The discussion in Brussels which resulted in Washington showing up 

on the budget as a possible meeting was a notion that meeting with Burkeman 

- sitting down with Burkeman to have a working face-to-face meeting to take 

on their work and to ask any questions and integrate it into our work streams 

was viewed as important. 

 

 And, a suggestion about doing it with them in D.C. or even Boston was where 

we came out. So, that’s why you see a Washington, D.C. meeting reflected 

here, although it is not firm. Cairo had been agreed to prior to that. I would 

say we don’t - we have - so we have - yes? 

 

Manal Ismail: I fully understand the reasons behind the change. I just want to be notified as 

soon as things are confirmed to reset the preparations here. And, it doesn’t 

have to be right now on this call. I’m fine. We still have time. 

 

Brian Cute: Understood. If you have time, then that’s... 

 

Fabio Colasanti: Fabio here. Whereas in Beijing we depend on decisions that are not under our 

control, on the question of where we meet in October, we could be taking a 

decision. Because, we had agreed that clearly, we have to have the Burkeman 

people presenting the result at the beginning of our meeting, so on the 11th. 

 

 Both solutions are possible. We invited the Burkeman people to come to 

Cairo, and we will have to pay their travel costs. Or, we meet in Washington 

and we will also have to pay their travel costs, but for them it will be minimal. 

So, we have all the elements. I don’t see - really, it is less urgent, because 

there are no issues of visa, but we have all the elements to take a decision on 

Cairo or Washington. 
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Brian Cute: The variable, as you say Fabio -- this is Brian -- would be the cost of flying 

the Burkeman team to Cairo. I’m not sure what those would be. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Or a proportion - sorry, Cheryl here. Or, a proportion thereof. Because we 

do have video conference capabilities. 

 

Peter Dengate: Peter here. I’d be arguing for the cheaper one, unless there’s some reason to 

go to Cairo - some benefit that we go. Because with respect to any opinion, 

the reason we go - there has to be a good reason why we go there. 

 

Brian Cute: Well, let’s do this. Let’s - I’ll get some cost figures on the trip to Cairo, 

including Burkeman, or at least a representative of Burkeman. And if we can 

do a side-by-side, I think we can pick this up online after the call and make a 

final decision, if everyone’s okay with that approach? 

 

Peter Dengate: Brian, fine with me. Peter here. What about the discussion about a meeting 

around the (unintelligible) idea, either on the way through and somewhere in 

Europe or after? That’s (unintelligible)? 

 

Brian Cute: Well, yes. I... 

 

Peter Dengate: Many of us here are okay with that. 

 

Brian Cute: I think - you know, we had some - what you’re seeing here is the results of the 

Brussels discussion with part of the team, and (Villaneous) was not included. 

When we were looking at reducing expenses, this is where we came out, with 

a suggestion of maybe Marina del Ray one time, because we would have close 

access to staff and to do work with staff if need be, and then a meeting with 

Burkeman face-to-face as described. That’s what was discussed. 

 



ICANN 
Moderator: Alice Jansen 

07-06-10/4:00 am CT 
Confirmation # 3120627 

Page 20 

 (Villaneous) and interaction with the community through the IGF itself or 

through regional IGFs was also discussed, but not in an expense reduction 

context, it was not put on a possible trip. We discussed briefly would there be 

ways with conference calls or video conferencing to interact with the 

community through the IGF? But, there was no firm conclusion there, Peter. 

 

Peter Dengate: Okay. Thank you. 

 

Becky Burr: This is Becky. I think that there is some concern about you know, holding a 

meeting where we’re talking about accountability and transparency, and 

ICANN in connection with you know, the (ICU) and those kinds of issues. So, 

I just think there’s another sensitivity about the (Villaneous) issue. 

 

Manal Ismail: Yes. Brian, this is Manal. Item on (Villaneous), we discussed this very briefly 

in Marina del Ray, and it was the issue of sensitivity and the issue of not many 

of us are going to be there anyway. I think by a show of hands, we were like 

four or five maximum. 

 

Brian Cute: And, I think this is still an approach. If members of the Review Team happen 

to be in (Villaneous), and there was an agreed upon way in which interaction 

with the community could take place that minimized the noted concerns, then 

I think that’s still an option. But Becky, your point is taken. 

 

Peter Dengate: I wasn’t - when I raised (Villaneous), I wasn’t talking about meeting with the 

- I was talking about a team meeting around (Villaneous), and not necessary - 

not even at (Villaneous). So, I think we (unintelligible)... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: We talked about a hub. Yes. We talked about a hub on the way here. 
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Brian Cute: Yes. But, that is no longer on the table, given the concern of our expenses and 

as we’re trying to address meetings, that’s no longer on the table. 

 

 Okay, with that let’s just tie this off then. This conversation. And, the most 

important point I guess would be the Burkeman contract. Peter, I will begin 

drafting at the end of the call here the supporting statements for the budget 

and get that circulated today so that we can get this up to (Rita) and her 

committee, if you will, for you know, a quick decision as possible. 

 

 We do have Burkeman ready to go. We had on our original timeline the 

contract signed by now and the work begun by Burkeman. We did agree to 

extend the original deadline from the end of August by a few weeks, so there 

is some more time, but it’s very important that Burkeman get their work 

underway. So if there’s anything you need from me or from the team other 

than the support of statements to get a rapid approval, please let me know 

what that is. 

 

Peter Dengate: Nothing else that I can think of now. 

 

Brian Cute: Okay. Very good. 

 

 Becky on the contract, you had worked on the contract with Burkeman. 

 

Becky Burr: Yes. And, I will be circulating something later on today. 

 

Brian Cute: Okay. And, there was one item that I think was flagged, which was the desire 

to have a mid-term report termination provision. That is, if the mid-term 

report, or the work of Burkeman was deemed unsatisfactory by the team, that 
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there be a clause that would allow the team to terminate the contract at that 

point in time. 

 

Becky Burr: Right. 

 

Brian Cute: Is that something you can work into the agreement? 

 

Becky Burr: Yes. Absolutely. 

 

Brian Cute: Okay. All right. If you would... 

 

Larry Strickling: (Unintelligible)... 

 

Brian Cute: Yes? I’m sorry. Who is speaking? 

 

Larry Strickling: Brian, this is Larry. I just had two quick comments to make. Sorry to have 

interrupted you, but two things. One, with respect to the mid-course 

correction, one of the ideas of meeting in Marina del Ray in end of August, 

beginning of September, was that that would’ve been an opportunity - 

assuming Burkeman was out there doing its work at that time to get that mid-

term report from them and give us an opportunity to do that evaluation. So, 

being in California was not just to be with ICANN staff, it also gave us an 

additional opportunity to engage with Burkeman, assuming they would be 

timing their interviews around the same time. 

 

 Secondly, when we are at the point of talking specifically about the substance 

- about the Burkeman contract, I am concerned that with Becky’s continued 

involvement on behalf of (ICM), I think we’ve got a serious appearance issue 

of we’re going to keep that (XXX) as one of our case studies. And, I actually 

believe that you probably need to move away from that. 
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 I don’t see any conflict with Becky’s involvement in this project with the rest 

of the work of the Review Team, but I do think to make it a case study that 

Burkeman singles out, given her continued involvement, I think raises a 

serious appearance issue for us. And, I feel we have to consider changing the 

case study. 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Man: (Unintelligible). 

 

Becky Burr: Larry, this is Becky. 

 

Brian Cute: Becky, just one second. Just why don’t we - I had originally asked that - or 

suggested Becky, that we address your updated Conflict of Interest statement 

at the end of the call in Other Business. I think since we’re now talking about 

the Burkeman contract, which is the agenda item we’re on, and Larry has 

raised the issue, which is an important issue. It goes to the subject - the 

content of Burkeman’s work, why don’t we take that point up now Becky. 

And if you would, walk people through your updated Conflict of Interest 

statement. Give folks the background and let’s have a (fulsome) discussion of 

that, because it would impact the work potentially. 

 

Becky Burr: Sure. As I indicated in my initial statement, I do uncontested work for (ICM) 

that doesn’t involve contested matters with ICANN. Following the Board 

meeting, they asked me to assist them in preparing the due diligence materials 

that the Board requested the staff gather and contract negotiations with 

ICANN staff consistent with the direction of the Board. And so, I updated my 

Declaration of Interest just to note that. 

 



ICANN 
Moderator: Alice Jansen 

07-06-10/4:00 am CT 
Confirmation # 3120627 

Page 24 

 I guess, I did not - you know, I probably under any circumstances wouldn’t be 

participating in you know, putting together the case study on (XXX) anyway, 

just for appearance purposes. But you know, I’m perfectly happy to you 

know, contemplate other approaches or making that preparation more formal. 

Larry, I mean unless there’s a case study that some - that people want to use 

that works as well, I mean I also would consider not doing the (ICM) work. 

Although, it is quite limited in terms of it really doesn’t involve - it simply 

involves preparing the materials requested - that the Board directed the staff to 

put together. 

 

 But I mean, I understand the sensitivity, so - I mean, the work is essentially 

putting together the materials that were put together for the original 

submission updated in terms of financial statements and a discussion about the 

contract, which I originally negotiated with ICANN staff several years ago. 

So, it was just - it’s an efficiency issue for (ICM), but now intended to include 

any contested matters, as I indicated to the ICANN staff when I just first 

discussed it with them. 

 

 So I mean, Peter, is there a sensitivity about this from the ICANN staff’s 

perspective? 

 

Peter Dengate: Well, not that I’ve discussed with them. But I’m pretty sure that like Larry, 

everyone thinks there is. 

 

Becky Burr: Okay. Well... 

 

Peter Dengate: You’re seduced into either recuse yourself or change the case study is I think 

the two lines we have to pursue. 

 

((Crosstalk)) 
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Cheryl Langdon-Orr: I have my hand up for a reason. 

 

Becky Burr: There is a... 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. Becky, please. 

 

Becky Burr: The third alternative is if (this) is you know, impossible, then I won’t do the 

work for (ICM). But, I think Cheryl was the person who was indicating she 

had something to say about it. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: I most certainly do. And Cheryl speaking. And, it’s on behalf of what 

would be I believe serious concerns from the community I represent here if 

we were to drop the very valid look at the (XXX) (unintelligible) and decision 

as a viable case study. Because whilst Becky and I are very I think transparent 

and clear, why has it has made absolutely clear to us and the community what 

her relationship and specific work with (ICM) is all about, we need to 

remember that there are vast members - numbers in the ICANN community 

that have raised issues and concerns about this process, not in terms of the 

content per se, but in the matters about accountability and transparency around 

it. 

 

 And, it is I think doing our work a disservice if we drop the case study. If we 

meet the concerns head on and we justify our choices, and we stand by our 

decisions for all the right reasons, then I think that’s the way we should go 

forward. So, however we negotiate what appears to be some form of bias, 

concern, or conflict, whatever Becky is happy with, I’d be supportive of. That 

I would like us to be against dropping it as a case study. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, Cheryl. 
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Fabio Colasanti: Fabio. 

 

Brian Cute: Fabio, please. 

 

Fabio Colasanti: I understand Cheryl’s concern, but I’m a bit worried about having as a case 

study something that is still going on. Because when we were discussion 

about the (XXX) issue before the latest decisions, this appeared as one of the 

past decision on which one might want to do some forensic. But now, this is 

becoming again a live issue, and there is a fine line between examining the 

past and influencing the present. So, that’s another consideration that we have 

to take into account. 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Brian Cute: One at a time. Hold on. One at a time please. And, please identify yourself 

before speaking. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Cheryl. I’m just saying that - replying to Fabio. Cheryl here. I’m just 

saying all of the proposed case studies are live. 

 

Fabio Colasanti: Okay. 

 

Brian Cute: But - this is Brian. It’s a point well taken, Fabio. And, I know that we have 

made statements publicly that the recommendations of the team are forward-

looking. That our work is in no way designed to undo the past, but you’re 

quite right that there is a fine line that we need to be conscious of in making 

our recommendations and doing our work. That we need to respect that 

certain items are still in process and what impact that might have. 
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 My own view, and I share Cheryl’s view, is that the case studies that we have 

identified, that been identified as potential case studies have derived from first 

our interaction with the community. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Yes. 

 

Brian Cute: We spent a week in Brussels hearing from the community what they felt were 

legitimate and important case studies for us to look at. That’s the source. 

Number two, we as a team had a discussion around the potential case studies 

and what we heard, and made our own judgment as to the validity and 

usefulness of the potential case studies. 

 

 One in particular with regard to (XXX), which I think resonated with Review 

Team members, was that it is unique in the fact that it’s one process where in 

all of the review mechanisms within ICANN were utilized, and there would 

be some value in examining how those mechanisms worked. So, I would feel 

strongly that we would not want to negotiate away case studies that were 

proposed by the community, and that we as a review team deemed to be of 

value. 

 

 That being said, and I’ve spoken to Becky as well, if we can look at the 

Conflict of Interest statement and look at her engagement and conclude that it 

doesn’t itself propose any conflicts that would require prophylactic action, 

whatever that may be. 

 

 At the same time, I want to mention that I think there is a issue of optics, and 

that we experienced our interaction with (Rod Bextrum) in Brussels, and his 

statement in his opening speech. We spent time with him. We’ve discussed 

this. There’s an optical question, and I have a concern about the environment 

that we’ve been operating in so far, and what appear to be sensitivities in 
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ICANN staff, and in fact questions of our ability to be neutral. And, I’d like to 

hear what people on the Review Team feel about the optics issue. We appear - 

so, I’d like to... 

 

Becky Burr: Bryan? 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. 

 

Becky Burr: Brian, this is Becky. Look. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. 

 

Becky Burr: This is a small amount of work, and I do not think that it is you know, 

appropriate to turn over the work of the Accountability and Transparency 

Review Team. This was really intended to be just something supporting the 

efficient response to the Board resolution. But, I would prefer that the issue of 

the case study be chosen on the basis of their merits, not on the basis of you 

know, anything. So, if - you know, it’s either - I am happy either to recuse 

myself from working on the case study or simply not to undertake the work 

for ICANN - for (ICM), if that’s the perspective of the members of the 

committee. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, Becky. Let’s discuss the first point. I had made the suggestion in 

the Brussels meeting that one approach to conflicts would be for individual 

members to recuse themselves from case studies where they are the party they 

represent have a direct or even indirect interest. There wasn’t (fulsome) 

discussion on this point. We haven’t agreed as to whether or not that’s the 

mechanism the Review Team would use. 

 



ICANN 
Moderator: Alice Jansen 

07-06-10/4:00 am CT 
Confirmation # 3120627 

Page 29 

 Could I have some reaction to if we go forward, individual recusal on case 

studies. Is that a mechanism we want to use or not, and why? 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Brian Cute: Peter. 

 

Peter Dengate: Brian, I’m really concerned about two things. First of all, I need to know 

where the vast numbers that Cheryl talks about have made this request for this 

to be a case study. I’ve obviously not been keeping up. So, can somebody 

show me where all the - where I find the vast numbers that have asked for this 

particular case study so I can review them? 

 

 And secondly, the suggestion that all of the case studies are dealing with 

actual pending issues is very concerning. In my view, the Review Team 

should not be intervening in any live issues, because that’s not the function of 

review. That crossing the line between review and influencing pending 

decisions is completely inappropriate. 

 

 So, you know I haven’t been paying attention to the detail of the work that 

Burkeman is proposing to do. But before we discuss individual conflicts of 

interest, there would be in my view a complete conflict of interest between 

conducting case studies on what Cheryl has described as all pending issues. 

So, can we get that point clarified? 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Can I just send - this is Cheryl here. Peter, can I just read to you the 

current list of case studies, which were drawn from community input during 

the Brussels meeting. 

 

((Crosstalk)) 
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Peter Dengate: Only if that answers my question. I’d like (unintelligible)... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Well, I’m about to tell you what the current list is, and when you listen to 

these topics, you will see that none of them are history. They’re all current. 

Introduction (unintelligible)... 

 

((Crosstalk) 

 

Peter Dengate: (Unintelligible) - I don’t want to hear the list of them. I’m quite happy to take 

the point if the point is that they are all current and pending issues, then my 

position is that none of them can be done. They have to be - we have to 

rethink what review means as opposed to intervening in current processes. 

 

Becky Burr: But Peter, our job is to - (progress) since the affirmation of commitments was 

fine. There are a limited number of issues that - I mean, unless we wanted to 

go back in time so far that we found completed issues, which would be I think 

inappropriate given our mandate, you know, the issues that come up around 

the introduction of new gTLDs. They’re just (freed). But, it is true that the 

whole gTLD process is not completed. 

 

Olivier Muron: Yes. Olivier here. I wouldn’t talk about the issue but about the process. I 

mean, our - each of these topic, the process has been handling by the various 

stakeholder in this (unintelligible). 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: But, the did - the point appears -- Cheryl here -- Peter, the point appears to 

be that of those listed, which apparently don’t need to be read to the record at 

all as they’re all ongoing, none of them would be valid in his view. 
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Peter Dengate: Well, let me just speak clearly here. What I’m trying to ensure is that we get a 

credible report from this review. The most important thing is that we get a 

report that reviews accountability and transparency. If there’s any suggestion 

that the report is attempting to do anything else, it will lose credibility. And if 

you can do that in a way on a current issue which doesn’t speak to influence 

that current issue, and you do not get - and you avoid the accusation that 

you've become involved in efficacy for any of the current issues rather than 

review, then I’ll be satisfied. But, that is a problem that this team has to get 

right. 

 

Fabio Colasanti: Fabio. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, Fabio. 

 

Fabio Colasanti: I was the one who first intervened and raised this issue between that - past 

issues and live issues. I realize that that is complex. I also realize that it would 

look very bad if after all, now we were to drop the (XXX) from our list of case 

studies that has already been widely distributed and accepted. 

 

 I think that what we need to do is in our work, in our own methodology, and 

in the instructions that we give to Burkeman, we have to introduce strongly 

the point that Olivier was making. That we’re interested in the process that has 

lead to decisions up to a cutoff date that we can agree could be June 1, 2010, 

so before the Brussels meeting. And, that we try and distinguish as much as 

possible what happened that is being reviewed from what might happen in the 

future, which is not the object of this - of our work. 

 

((Crosstalk)) 
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Peter Dengate: I agree with that kind of approach. If you can do that, that’s enough to meet 

my issue. What you've got to be very careful of not - you know, there is a 

public comment process for effecting the current decisions. Any suggestion of 

the Review Team is going to participate and provide a different means of 

influencing outcomes you know, just blows the ICANN model itself apart. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Peter, Cheryl here. We’ve been particular in saying in all our interactions 

with the community, that we are not going back and making changes or fixing 

or reviewing the content issues here. We are looking at process and the 

matters of accountability and transparency associated with that process or 

those processes. I think that goes a long way to meeting some of your 

concerns. This is not a revision... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Peter Dengate: (Unintelligible)... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: ...it’s not a revision, it’s a review of process under certain topics. 

Preferably, that is our post (IAC). 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, Cheryl. 

 

 Peter, I think it has been the intent - if it’s not expressed in writing, it was an 

agreed policy. But, it’s certainly been the intent of the team members to 

conduct the review according to the principals that you articulated about five 

minutes ago. And perhaps, this is an area where we need to be explicit in our 

work and our (SOW) with Burkeman, and perhaps even explicit in a statement 

about our work so it’s clear to the community what our recommendations 

mean. 
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 Perhaps, this is something that would be worth putting together a statement or 

a policy about. Does anybody have a reaction to that? 

 

Willie Currie: Willie here. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, Willie. 

 

Willie Currie: Yes. I think that the problem is solved by putting the cutoff date in place. And, 

I think that the good cutoff date would be at the end of the Brussels ICANN 

meeting. And within that, we have been looking at what is thrown up about 

the quality of decision making in the processes that we looked at, and not 

commenting on the substance or trying to speak to influence them in the 

future. 

 

 But to say - well in this case, we indentify a certain thing happening. You 

know, a decision was made and entered to the gTLD process to go in one 

direction and not in another. That can be looked at as a piece of decision 

making rather than worrying about what the substance of that decision was. 

And I think in that way, we - you know, we obviously would have to put up - 

make it clear what the parameters are of reviewing issues that are ongoing. 

 

 And, I think the other side of this is that we did discuss in the (unintelligible) 

that one can look at accountability not just as a - in a retrospective way that is 

something that is ongoing. And, I imagine that in our recommendations we 

have, making some recommendations about underlying forms of (evaluation) 

during processes that are quite - that you know, are extensive in time and 

ongoing. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, Willie. 
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 Let’s just test that out a bit, because the setting of a date as a mechanism could 

be useful. But looking at the list of items that Cheryl’s posted to the Adobe 

room of potential use cases, what is a decision? What is a decision taken? I 

mean at the Board level, I think that’s probably clearer. At the staff level in 

terms of processes that are ongoing, maybe less clear, and whether a date 

would be useful. 

 

 I’m looking at the introduction on new gTLDs, which was an item that was 

heard from the community. The Implementation Recommendation Team, the 

IRT for example. Has a decision been taken there? Is that something we could 

fix a date around and identify that as something worthy of review and topic to 

review as we’re discussing. I’m not so sure. 

 

 So, I think the date could be a useful mechanism, but as we look at the 

potential case studies - the role of the GAC for example, that’s directly from 

the affirmation of commitments. 

 

 And, you know, I’m not sure setting a date on that is as important as others, 

but I think if we go with the date, we’d still want to look through what we 

heard from the community as important potential case studies and determine 

whether or not that that mechanism works for a given proposed case study. 

 

 I don’t see any hands. Any discussion? Well, we have the - we really have to 

run this one down, because we have - Becky, correct me if I’m wrong, but in 

the proposed contract to Burkeman, we have identified the potential case 

studies that we’d like them to begin doing research on, correct? 

 

Becky Burr: Yes. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, this - that’s in there, yes. 
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Willie Currie: Willie here. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, Willie. Please. 

 

Willie Currie: You know, just on Becky’s issue, I think that certainly she should recuse 

herself from, for example, the working group from into the - in independent 

review, and from having anything to do with the .xxx case study. That I think 

is fairly sensible. 

 

 In terms of her carrying on with working for ICM, I don’t know that we could 

insist on her not taking that work up. And that I think is - would be under our 

capacity to make a suggestion on. 

 

Becky Burr: Well, I’m not - I mean, I’m - I am offering that, as opposed to requiring me to 

insist on it, if there’s... 

 

Willie Currie: Well... 

 

Becky Burr: ...that degree of a discomfort. 

 

Willie Currie: Right. Well, I think if you’re offering that, then I would think that would - 

may be well a good thing, because that would eliminate all possibility of, you 

know, combined with the recusal, that would eliminate all possibility of 

negative perception regarding the team’s objectivity. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, (Will). Any other comment? 
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Fabio Colasanti: I would like to (strike) the comment of Willie. I think if Becky could stand by 

her offer of withdrawing from that work, that would clearly reduce a number 

of appearance issues. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, Fabio. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Cheryl here. Just on that, if that most generous offer of Becky’s comes to 

pass, I think it’s appropriate for the review team to have our recognition of 

that very publicly recorded, because it’s all very good for us to discuss this, 

but in our accountability and transparency, the efforts of people -- and I do 

think some of it is literally bending over backwards -- to make sure that we 

remain as impartial and as independent as humanly possible needs to be 

recognized. 

 

 And I think the extreme measures that Becky is going to need to be 

recognized not only for what she is doing, but the intention of the review team 

as a whole. 

 

Becky Burr: Cheryl, I... 

 

Fabio Colasanti: Yes. 

 

Brian Cute: ...appreciate that... 

 

Fabio Colasanti: Good point. 

 

Becky Burr: ...but the truth is I actually think that this issue is - that would just call 

attention to this issue in a way... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Okay. 
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Becky Burr: ...that... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: (Fair enough). 

 

Becky Burr: ...I mean, I have to say that I did think we were looking at processes here... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Yes, we are. 

 

Becky Burr: ...and not, you know, not outcomes... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Oh. 

 

Becky Burr: ...but processes. But this issue has been used, and I think frankly I will be very 

clear in saying misuse. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Oh. 

 

Becky Burr: So my willingness to withdraw from this is simply a statement of my view 

about the importance of the integrity of this accountability and review team 

and my unwillingness to compromise that, although I have said from the 

beginning that I think misuse of this issue has been quite extraordinary. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: So noted. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you. I’d like to suggest some - a way forward here not with regard to 

Becky’s issue, but in terms of our work. 
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 We have to have budget approval, and as quickly as possible, in order to 

execute a contract with Burkeman. We need to know that there’s approval for 

those expenditures. 

 

 So again, Peter, I’ll get you a write-up -- well, for the whole team -- a write up 

on the supporting statements for the Burkeman engagement and the budget 

generally. We’ll need as quick approval as we can on that piece. 

 

 With regard to the contract now, we have a list of potential case studies, but 

we’ve had some discussion about putting a date of certain - around potential 

case studies, which I think could impact that list. 

 

 Can I have someone who’s willing to, if we go on the assumption that 

Brussels ICANN meeting would be the terminal date for anything that’s 

subject to review, go through the list of potential case studies and apply that 

date and identify what might fall off the list or what might be impacted by 

taking that approach so that, in the short time we have to get budget approval 

and prior to getting a contract to... 

 

Becky Burr: Brian? 

 

Brian Cute: ...Burkeman, we can... 

 

Becky Burr: Brian? 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. 

 

Becky Burr: Brian, I really, really think, since I have taken the .XXX issue off the table, 

that manipulating this process in a way to respond to issues that we did not 

think were issues before is problematic. 
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 And if you would, you know, in the write-up in the contract, let me try and put 

some more specificity around this, I think the - sort of the notion of picking a 

date and, you know, maybe at the Brussels meeting or whatever, isn’t 

necessarily, you know, that might - may work very well. 

 

 I just think that the more important principle is that we’re looking at processes 

and there’s only a certain period of time that we can look at these, as opposed 

to some, you know, a date or a cutoff or whatever it is that is driven by the 

.XXX thing, which is, you know, which I have taken off the table, makes no 

sense whatsoever. 

 

Peter Dengate: Brian? Okay, let me just unravel some of that, because the important - it’s got 

very little to do with - my point’s got very little to do with triple X. It’s about 

attempting to undermine the accountability and transparency processes 

currently available in ICANN and the processes for doing work. 

 

 If the review team is going to start - let’s call it becoming involved in current 

processes, that would - and start becoming an advocate for anything in 

relation to a current process, that will severely damage the credibility of the 

review team’s work. So the... 

 

Becky Burr: Okay. And I... 

 

Peter Dengate: ...people and the leaders... 

 

Becky Burr: Peter... 

 

Peter Dengate: And I’d rather not be interrupted. 
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 The principle that needs to be included in the work with the Burkeman team 

needs to include at least a date, but also the principle that what they are 

looking at has to take care of avoiding advocacy in relation to current process 

- current debates before the community and forward. That’s the principle. 

 

Becky Burr: And I completely agree with the principle. 

 

Manal Ismail: Brian, this is... 

 

Man: Manal. 

 

Manal Ismail: ...Manal. Yes. 

 

Man: Yes. 

 

Manal Ismail: First, I’m sorry -- I’ve been disconnected and disconnected, so I missed part 

of the discussion. 

 

 But if I understand right, I think that - I’m not sure what’s really meant by a 

cutoff date, especially that we’ve already agreed on having some link on the 

Web site to collect ongoing comments or feedback from the community that is 

related to our work. 

 

 So... 

 

Woman: Yes. 

 

Manal Ismail: So I mean we’ve made this clear that this is an ongoing thing. 

 



ICANN 
Moderator: Alice Jansen 

07-06-10/4:00 am CT 
Confirmation # 3120627 

Page 41 

 On the other hand, I think it would be useful if we have like - just a few 

bullets stating the - our operating principles, I mean to make sure everyone is 

clear that we are looking into processes, we are not altering any decisions, we 

- I mean just putting those in a few bullets and making them public I think 

would be useful. 

 

Brian Cute: I agree with that, Manal. And I think also - I understand your points, Peter. 

The word that jumps out to me is advocacy. And that’s a clear line that I don’t 

think the team would or should cross in its recommendations and in its work. 

 

 At the same time, I’m having a hard time looking at the affirmation of 

commitments, which are the document we’re working under. And if one took 

a narrow view of our work, we could argue that we should be examining 

ICANN processes or decisions since September 30 of last year... 

 

Man: Yes. 

 

Brian Cute: ...to present. And as a practical matter, how we would be able to review 

anything that wasn’t in process in some form, would be extraordinarily narrow 

group of decisions, if at all. 

 

 So I’m just struggling with the construct here, given the issue that you raised, 

but I certainly agree with all of the principles that you’ve articulated about 

how this team should conduct its work and not advocate and make 

recommendations that don’t impugn the credibility of the team 100%. 

 

Peter Dengate: Brian, just a quick response. 

 

 And the one that was mentioned earlier, the IRT seems to be a classic 

example. That’s an issue that’s been raised and finished. A team was put 
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together, was appointed, it gave a report on those - and the report’s being 

discussed and included in the DAG4. I mean, that’s a - to my mind, that’s a 

largely kind of proposed process. 

 

 The complaints about it that I understand have been raised have been, you 

know, how was the team appointed and who was on it and were they funded 

and, you know, was there a prejudice or other interest. That seems to me to be 

a perfect example of something that should be - that could be looked at 

because it’s a closed issue. 

 

 But my concern would be if any part of that led to reopening in the DAG4 of 

the issue of intellectual property protection, for example, just to... 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. 

 

Peter Dengate: ...work that one through. 

 

 Look at that - look at a closed issue and the accountability and transparency 

principles and operation and the processes, but stay out of, you know, the 

current debate about one of the live issues in the DAG4. Does that help? 

 

Brian Cute: It does, and it’s certainly a line that I think we would want to walk. I hadn’t 

heard suggestions otherwise. I’d never heard... 

 

Woman: No. 

 

Brian Cute: ...a suggestion that we should make a recommendation that could in any way 

impact the forward-going processes that are in play. And I realize... 

 

Becky Burr: And that is... 
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((Crosstalk)) 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, Becky? 

 

Becky Burr: I think that the team has been very clear about that from the beginning. I think 

that... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Certainly has. 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Becky Burr: ...both does know what its mandate and does know that it is - its mandate is 

and is non-intending to engage in advocacy. 

 

 And so, I mean if we can’t talk about issues that have not been resolved 

because a new gTLD - the new gTLD, the processes that the, you know, we 

don’t - haven’t gone from a DAG to an (AG), then there’s nothing really we 

could do. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Yes. 

 

Brian Cute: Becky, if you could, as you suggested in the context of the contract with 

Burkeman, put some more language around the SOW aspects of it and the list 

of potential case studies and send it to the review team for us to take a look at 

to make sure that we’re comfortable, that we’re moving in the right direction 

on that, I think that would helpful. 
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 I think putting together some form of a statement, whether it’s guidelines or 

policy or statement of the ATRT on these points that we could agree to and 

post, I think also, as Manal suggested, would be helpful. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Sure. The - Brian, yes, so as Manal suggested, what it is, is a written 

formalization of what we have said again and again and again in Brussels. 

 

Man: Oh. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: And obviously that needs to be written in 16-foot high letters somewhere... 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. I think... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: ...for everyone... 

 

Brian Cute: I think we... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: ...to read. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. I think we should do both of those things. 

 

 And Peter, if I could ask - this is just occurring to me now but, you know, 

given the experience that we just had with staff in Brussels, and given the 

existing sensitivities of staff to the work of this team, and given your reaction 

on the phone call today to the proposed work, I would ask you, now that you - 

now that we’re having a good discussion about this -- and I think we’re setting 

our focus on how we’re going to proceed with our work and making it explicit 

-- if you would take back to the board and/or the staff these points - because I 

think if this - these are things that are just coming into focus for us and for 

you, yourself. 
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 Knowing what the discomfort has been and perhaps the misunderstandings on 

the side of the staff and perhaps the board, I think it would be very useful to 

the extent that you can socialize... 

 

Peter Dengate: Oh. 

 

Brian Cute: ...this - discussions, this orientation with them so that we can avoid any other 

unnecessary disconnects, if you will, going forward, that would be... 

 

Becky Burr: I... 

 

Brian Cute: ...that’d be very helpful. 

 

Man: (Unintelligible). 

 

Becky Burr: Brian? 

 

Peter Dengate: Brian, you there? 

 

Becky Burr: Brian, this is Becky. 

 

 Let me just add, Peter, that I actually think that, you know, that itself is an 

issue of accountability and transparency, and that, you know, this group has 

done nothing but attempt to communicate its commitment to ICANN and to 

the team. And, you know, for every single issue to be taken as an assault is - 

it’s going to turn this into a grueling process. 

 

Peter Dengate: I don’t understand any of that. By whom is it being treated as an assault, and 

what’s the evidence of that? 
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Becky Burr: Well, just the interactions that Brian were alluding to in Brussels. 

 

Peter Dengate: Well again, that doesn’t help. 

 

 Brian, I think the - I’m happy to socialize these things in my role as conduit, 

as I’ve said, but I guess probably useful to come back to you at the - for the 

question that started this. I took us on a slight diversion, perhaps a very useful 

one. 

 

 Your question was about personal recusal from individual work parties. Let 

me just find my way behind there. If there’s anybody involved... 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. 

 

Peter Dengate: ...and this is the extension, if you like, of the Becky principle. If anyone’s 

involved in any - in - closely in any of the things that are going to be a part of 

the work study, then they have to recuse themselves. 

 

Becky Burr: But Peter, that is the point that - we had this conversation in Brussels, and the 

reason I took .XXX of off the table is so that we would not have to go down 

this road. 

 

 There are registries and registrars and members of ALAC and intellectual 

property owners and, you know, all kind of other things. All of them are 

affected by the... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 
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Becky Burr: ...new gTLD process. That is the point of this institution. We deal with multi-

stakeholders. We put the interests on the table and we deal with them that 

way. We don’t - the board is not independent of the process, the board deals 

with these kinds of issues all the time. You’re turning this into an exercise 

about an institution that doesn't exist. 

 

 I’m willing to, you know, take the .XXX thing off the table all - for - simply 

because I understand it’s, you know, high stakes and it’s got a lot of input 

behind it. But I want to know, frankly, what all of the members of the 

Council, any of them, were - and transparency review team think about the 

IRT or vertical integration or all of those things. 

 

 And I am - and I believe the community is perfectly capable of understanding 

that Brian works for affiliates and that Warren has an interest with GoDaddy 

and we could all take from that. I mean, what - I mean, that’s all part of this 

ICANN process. 

 

 And it’s - and it is incredibly (unintelligible), it seems to me, to buy into this, 

you know, “We all have economic interests and therefore are not capable of 

being rational” thing. 

 

Peter Dengate: Well, Brian... 

 

Brian Cute: And I... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Peter Dengate: ...I’m going to - Brian, I’m about to... 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, Peter. 
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Peter Dengate: ...run out of battery, so I might have to leave the call. 

 

 Let me just begin by explaining to Becky that she didn’t take that off the table 

as a deal that means that she can negotiate what other things are left on the 

table. She took that off because it’s perfectly obvious to everyone that she has 

a complete conflict of interest. 

 

 What we’re trying to do is move from there to see whether there are other 

conflicts of interest that would... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: If you’re talking about commercial or contracted basis, then we need to 

have that clearly defined. But I would chime in behind Becky and question 

that in the multi-stakeholder model how having a case study where none of us 

- oh, sorry, (move) to the point where all of us are utterly disinterested in 

independent parties is going to work. 

 

Willie Currie: Willie here. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, Willie. 

 

Willie Currie: I think we - if we look at the structure of the estimation of commitments and 

the paper that was produced around the review, it does talk about the notion of 

a participatory review. And clearly, if you have stakeholders putting forward 

people to be on the team, then that will be part of it. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Yes. 

 



ICANN 
Moderator: Alice Jansen 

07-06-10/4:00 am CT 
Confirmation # 3120627 

Page 49 

Willie Currie: But I do think that Peter’s correct in saying that if there are obvious cases of 

conflict, then the person involved needs to recuse him or herself. I think that’s 

just a natural ordinary practice. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Yes. 

 

Willie Currie: And, you know, my sense - it - the other thing I would say is that for - point 

around the dates of the case study is that they create a finite space to look at. 

Well, I think the date of September 30 - obviously we can’t make that a firm 

date because these processes have history before that, but we can certainly 

make a date of say, June 30 as a cutoff point. 

 

 And that doesn’t stop anyone raising points after that or - but I do think in 

terms of Burkeman, it would be helpful to put the end of June as an end point 

on their case study (unintelligible). And that would, you know, optically just 

solve their problem. There’s is more than enough stuff for us to look at up to 

the point of June 30. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, Willie. Anybody have - else have a clear point of view on whether 

one on a team should recuse or not recuse? This is a very important issue. I’d 

like to hear from the team. 

 

Woman: (Unintelligible). 

 

Fabio Colasanti: Fabio speaking. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, Fabio. 

 

Fabio Colasanti: I think we are in a difficult situation. First of all, what does it mean that a 

person - that a member of the team recuses himself/herself from discussion of 
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the point? I’m sure clearly the person will refrain from intervening. At the 

personal level we have no problem, but from the outside world, it will be very 

difficult to convey this idea, to really make them understand that that Mr. X or 

Mrs. X has not really participated in any discussion concerning a certain point. 

And this is something on which we will never convince the outside world. 

 

 But my point is also, to which extent is that really an issue, because we all 

have interest. We are in this group because... 

 

Brian Cute: Oh. 

 

Fabio Colasanti: ...we have interest in some part of the ICANN process. After all, we are even 

in a situation where we have in the group Peter, who’s the chairman of 

ICANN. 

 

 So I don’t think that we should be making too much of this idea of recusing 

ourselves. We all have interest of one point or another, and it is legitimate that 

we bring them to bear. 

 

 And in any case, even if we were to say that we have recused ourselves from 

one point or another, I don’t think that that would really be believed by the 

outside world. So, maybe we shouldn’t really be spending too much time on 

that beyond some kind of generic statements that we have made already. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you, Fabio. 

 

Warren Adelman: Brian? 

 

Brian Cute: Any other discussion? 
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Warren Adelman: Hey Brian, can you hear me? 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. 

 

Warren Adelman: Yes. I mean, I think we - just to follow up with what Fabio said -- this is 

Warren -- I think we actually discussed this is Marina Del Rey as well... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Yes. 

 

Warren Adelman: ...So, we’re sort of revisiting it again. And I think maybe... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Yes. 

 

Warren Adelman: ...perhaps Becky touched on this and we went over it and we provided our, 

you know, appropriate forms in - again I’ll echo that in any representative 

organization we’re going to have, you know, people with interests. It’s that 

kind of a world. 

 

 And, you know, we know that there’s going to be certain places where we 

may want to - where an interest could be too overt or, you know, could fall 

into the sort of world of being, you know, adjudicatory I think could be the - 

perhaps the right word, but in general I think we covered this in Marina del 

Rey when the organization that we’re a part of got started. And I’m not sure 

that we should be trying to reinvent the wheel here. 

 

Brian Cute: Thanks, Warren. 

 

Peter Dengate: Peter just rejoining from the kitchen of the restaurant. 

 

Brian Cute: Peter, welcome back. 
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Peter Dengate: Thank you. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Can I just say, “Hear, hear,” to what Warren just said? 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. I think what we should do is we’ve decided to draft a statement, whether 

it’s principles, guidelines, bullet points, whatever, that outlines and makes 

explicit the review team’s orientation on these issues and our approach to the 

work. 

 

 I think we can integrate some statements there that we just covered and 

identify a recognition that the team is composed of interested parties, et cetera, 

et cetera. And let’s put pen to paper on that. 

 

 Do I have a volunteer to put pen to paper on that? Don’t be shy. 

 

Peter Dengate: Brian? Brian - while all the volunteer are fighting to get the microphone to 

volunteer. 

 

Warren Adelman: No, no. But, Brian I’m not sure we need to - I - this is Warren. I’m not sure 

we need to do that. I mean, I think we’ve done that already. Haven’t we done 

that? Haven’t we, you know... 

 

Brian Cute: Well, we had a fulsome discussion about the interested parties. We, you know, 

posted our - the conflict of interest statements, and I think we’ve added that 

one in Marina del Rey, as you say. 

 

 I think there’s an overarching question that Peter’s asked. And when - let’s 

discuss whether we put this to writing or not is the nature of the 

recommendations, the absence of advocacy - the - not... 
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Peter Dengate: Just on - again, just on current issues. I don’t - I’m not saying that the review 

team shouldn’t be powerful advocates for change in relation to past issues Let 

me just be clear about that, if it was to go back to the IRT example. 

 

 If there’s something that was clearly under-transparent or unaccountable about 

that, then there’s no problem at all, given that that’s now closed, in saying, 

you know, “This was wrong and this shouldn’t be done,” or “This was,” you 

know, it’s just the current issues. Let me just be clear about that. 

 

Brian Cute: That’s the issue that’s on the table, Warren. Not so much the interested parties 

issue. 

 

Warren Adelman: Yes, I have no objection to that. I just maybe would think that we would 

perhaps do it in concert with the announcement of sort of the areas that we’re 

going to look at, you know, as opposed to... 

 

Brian Cute: Oh. 

 

Warren Adelman: ...a separate statement. But again, I’m open to everybody’s feedback. 

 

Brian Cute: That’s an interesting suggestion. We could pair it with the announcement of 

the work, if you will. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: I - Cheryl, here. I think that’s a very valid way forward and particularly 

because it’ll give us a chance to simply repeat what we’ve said so many times, 

that we are not going back to change or review and make any 

recommendations in terms of what has happened. But rather than that, we are 

focusing on the accountability and transparency aspects of the processes. 
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Brian Cute: Very good. I... 

 

Louie Lee: Louie, ditto. 

 

Brian Cute: Please? 

 

Louie Lee: This is Louie. 

 

Brian Cute: Louie? 

 

Louie Lee: Yes, ditto what Cheryl said. 

 

Brian Cute: Okay. We are out at the - I’m sorry, please? 

 

Willie Currie: Willie here. I’m happy to try and draft some, if that helps. (Unintelligible). 

 

Brian Cute: Willie, thank you very much. And we’ll take a look at that - I’m sorry, please 

finish your thought. 

 

Willie Currie: Yes, that could be integrated into that statement Cheryl mentioned - Warren 

mentioned. 

 

Brian Cute: Sure. If you - thank you for that, Willie. If you’d put together and we’ll take a 

look at it and we’ll use it in the right time and manner as we decide. 

 

 We’re at the half hour. There’s some items we didn’t get to, but frankly, the 

most important thing is getting budget approval number one, and then getting 

the contract to Burkeman. I will take on contacting Burkeman to let them 

know that we just have a little more process to get through before we can get 

the contract finalized so they understand why we’re a little bit behind. 
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 And Becky, if you could get the contract - the revised contract to the team for 

quick review so that, assuming we get budget approval, we can quickly get 

that executed and get their work under way. 

 

 Any other business? 

 

Peter Dengate: Well, Brian, I had just a question about when I was offline. I assume everyone 

agreed that if there’s another situation where a person is closely involved in a 

particular area that then comes up as a case study that they recuse themselves. 

 

 If I was passionately involved in some ccTLD issue that was being reviewed, I 

as a ccTLD person would have to recuse myself. I guess that - was it - there’s 

no disagreement about that. 

 

Brian Cute: There actually - the... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Brian Cute: ...majority of the discussion ran in the other direction, Peter. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Yes. 

 

Brian Cute: And it was a recognition, as we discussed in Marina del Rey, that there are 

interested parties - our recognition that the affirmation of commitments calls 

for the participation of community members. 

 

 And my sense was the majority of the conversation ran in the counter-

direction, that if we do our work in an open and transparent manner and we’re 
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explicit about the way we’re approaching our work, that this is just simply 

part of the process. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Yes. 

 

Peter Dengate: Let me go on record as completely disagreeing with that, that nothing in the 

affirmation of commitments supports people participating in an area where 

they have a conflict of interest. Calling for volunteers from the community 

doesn’t require them to be put in the conflict. 

 

 Narrow recusal on areas of specific conflict is a perfectly straightforward way 

of dealing with it and would add to the credibility of the review team. So I 

think I’ve been very clear about my position on that. 

 

Brian Cute: Thank you. 

 

Willie Currie: Hey, Brian? 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. Yes, please? 

 

Willie Currie: I’m not sure that we ruled out that option in our discussion while Peter was 

offline. 

 

Brian Cute: No, there was... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Brian Cute: It wasn’t ruled out... 
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Willie Currie: What I was saying was that we thought that if - it’s up to the individual 

concern to - if they see potential for that kind of narrow conflict to declare it 

and recuse themselves from... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: As discussed in Marina del Rey, correct. 

 

Willie Currie: Well then, yes, but then Peter has no need to oppose all of this, because we 

essentially are making a space for that narrow recusal mechanism in our 

process. 

 

Brian Cute: (Willie)’s quite right. There was no conclusion about whether there should be 

a recusal, Peter, or not. What I was reporting was the majority sense of the 

discussion to you. 

 

Peter Dengate: Oh, thank you. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. Any other business? 

 

Warren Adelman: Well, Brian, I think we need to look at having another call this week, because 

there’s... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Yes. 

 

Warren Adelman: ...items that we weren’t able to... 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: I think... 

 

Warren Adelman: ...get to. 
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Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Yes. I’d like to support Warren in that. I was thinking if not this week next 

week rather than fortnight hence. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, Alice, could you take a look at I guess a week from -- let’s keep it on the 

same day, if possible -- a week from today if that works for everybody. Could 

you take a quick poll online, Alice, of availability? Remember we came for... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Brian Cute: Okay? 

 

Manal Ismail: Brian, can we quickly decide on the nature of the link you would like to put 

for the community, because I think this is... 

 

Brian Cute: Oh, yes. 

 

Manal Ismail: ...urgent. We... 

 

Brian Cute: But no, please... 

 

Manal Ismail: ...did not get feedback online. Yes. 

 

Man: Yes. Manal please surface that. There were two different types of suggestions 

or - if you could. 

 

Manal Ismail: Yes, one was the normal thing that’s used by ICANN for public comment, and 

the other option was an email address that directs - I mean email would be a 

directed to this specific email address and not put in public, or I’m adding the 

third option that we could have both. 
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Brian Cute: I’m going to qualitate a difference between posting to a link on a comment 

context versus an email. 

 

 I assume you want to afford anybody in the community the opportunity to 

send us a text-based description of an issue that they think is important, and if 

they wanted to submit any documentation for the review team to look at the - 

to analyze, that’s what we want to afford the community. Is there any 

qualitative difference between the two options on those points? 

 

Manal Ismail: I think - and Alice may correct me. I think the only difference is privacy. If 

someone needs to submit something in private, it won’t be feasible on the 

public comment link, but it would be on the email account. 

 

 Again, we’ve made this clear that we won’t accept any anonymous 

submissions. That’s... 

 

Brian Cute: But we can (unintelligible). 

 

Peter Dengate: Peter here. With your permission, I’m going to get out of the kitchen and 

leave the call. I’m not sure I can help much on these kind of issues. 

 

Brian Cute: Certainly. Thanks, Peter. 

 

Peter Dengate: Good night to everyone. Thank you. 

 

Brian Cute: Take care. Is there any down side to doing - making both available? 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: I think both is a good way forward. And I’d also remind you all that the at-

large community has got a general Wiki Web space that will remain available. 
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It started before the team formally convened for anybody to put information 

up in a very public manner as well. 

 

Brian Cute: Any objection to proceeding with both? I’d say that - let’s do that. And let’s 

also make an announcement - if we can get an announcement, Alice, up that 

this is now available because it has been some time... 

 

Alice Jansen: Yes. 

 

Brian Cute: ...since Brussels. I’d like people to see that it’s available to them for input. 

 

Alice Jansen: Yes. Okay. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Alice, if you’d like, you can also recopy the link to the one that’s available 

through at-large community input as well, because that’s another mechanism 

at ICANN wiki, but it is... 

 

Alice Jansen: Yes. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: It allows me toes to come in as well, because there’s a number of points 

that have already been raised. And others can simply say, “Yes, I agree” or 

disagree. 

 

Alice Jansen: Okay, yes. I’ll do that. 

 

Brian Cute: Okay. And Alice, you’ll poll the group for a call for next week. Is there any 

other business? 
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Manal Ismail: But can we, between this call and the next one, even encourage the working 

group to get in contact with each other and decide maybe who’s going to lead 

what scope of work and things like that? Or... 

 

Brian Cute: That... 

 

Manal Ismail: ...should we... 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Manal Ismail: ...form this to... 

 

Fabio Colasanti: By all means. And in any case, we expect from Brian and Manal some 

information - today’s Tuesday - Thursday about the next face-to-face meeting, 

whether it will be Beijing or California. 

 

Brian Cute: Yes, that’s on the to-do list for sure, Fabio. But yes, those who’ve volunteered 

for specific working teams, please get in touch with each other in advance of 

the next call and at least get yourself organized in terms of who will take the 

lead and any initial thoughts you have on your approach to report in on the 

next call. 

 

 Any other items before we close? We’ve run late. Thank you very much, 

everyone. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Okay. 

 

Brian Cute: We’ll see you on a call some time next week. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Brian. So just Cheryl here. 
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Brian Cute: Yes. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: If... 

 

Brian Cute: Yes. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: ...I haven’t looked at our Web site recently. There’s good reason for that. 

Is the documentation we’re looking at at the moment, the proposed workgroup 

structure as a PDF, is that linked? Is that up on that Web site? Is that 

something that not only can we refer to so we don’t have to troll through all 

the millions of emails, but just go to a simple Web site and that the 

community is aware which of us are volunteering for what pieces of work? 

 

Brian Cute: I don’t believe that’s posted yet, Cheryl. I could be wrong. Alice? 

 

Alice Jansen: It is online. It is online, yes. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: Fantastic. Thanks... 

 

Brian Cute: It is online. 

 

Cheryl Langdon-Orr: ...so much. 

 

Brian Cute: Could you point the team to that document please, Alice? 

 

Alice Jansen: Sure. I will. 

 

Brian Cute: Okay. Anything else? Thank you all very much. Talk to you next week. 

 

Woman: Thank you. 
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Man: Thank you. 

 

Woman: Bye. 

 

Man: Thank you. 

 

Man: Bye-bye. 

 

Man: (Unintelligible). 

 

Woman: Bye. 

 

Man: Bye. 

 

 

END 


