GNSO Council Questions for Rita Rodin – 28 Feb 08
1. Note that the call is being recorded.

2. Welcome to Rita

3. Thanks to everyone who submitted questions in advance and to everyone participating on the call

4. Overview of voting process including timeline (Glen)

5. Outline of interview process

a. Purpose of interview:

i. To interact with Rita regarding her current and future role in ICANN Board seat 14 in preparation for voting by the GNSO Council in response to her nomination for that seat 

ii. To allow Councilors to not only learn more about how Rita functions in the role of director but to also understand her responsibilities in that role according to the ICANN Bylaws

iii. To allow Rita to better understand our concerns and issues related to policy development processes including the Board’s role in that regard.

b. Introductory comments by Rita (optional)

c. Procedures and guidelines for the interview process:
i. Chuck will coordinate the interview process including managing a cue for participation.

ii. Questions submitted in advance will be asked first, in the order listed below unless otherwise decided, and then Rita will be given opportunity to respond including asking clarification questions; follow-up questions by anyone on the call will be allowed including any Rita may want to ask.

iii. The person who submitted the question will be allowed to ask it if he/she is present; in other cases, Chuck will ask the questions.

iv. Keep in mind that this is not the time to do policy development work nor a time to advocate personal or constituency positions regarding policy issues.
v. Because there is only one candidate, this should be viewed more as a two-way learning session for Rita and the Council than a political debate; hopefully the discussion will help all of us improve our ability to work together constructively to develop policy going forward.
vi. Questions that were not submitted in advance may be asked during discussion on particular topics as long as they are relevant to the current discussion topic; there will be opportunity after we discuss all of the advance questions for questions on new topics.

vii. In the case of advance questions, the name of the person who asked the question will be listed prior to the question.

viii. In all but one case, the advance questions are printed with no substantive changes; in the one case where Chuck modified the question, the originally submitted question is shown in parentheses.

6. Questions or comments?
7. Interview
Interview
Opening comments by Rita

Questions and Discussion:
1. Adrian Kinderis:  Rita, you have been ill and away from occasional phone calls and recent ICANN meetings, do you expect this to continue?
a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

2. Chuck Gomes: As a director, is it accurate to say that your first responsibility is a fiduciary responsibility to ICANN, the corporation?  What does that mean and how does that translate into the concept of representing the GNSO?
a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

3. Avri Doria:  My question relates to the improvements casting the GNSO council, as a management body instead of a 'legislative body.'  One of the concerns that I wrote of in the public comment period, has not really been alleviated by the last report. This concerns the distinction between policy management as an administrative function and policy management as a policy function.  If I read the current proposal correctly, the council must pass on recommendations from Working Groups as long as they followed the (to be developed) process correctly - even if, in the consensus view of the council, the recommendation is a really bad idea.  I think this relegates the GNSO council to a purely administrative body and not a policy body.  At the very least, I believe the council should be able to reject a policy recommendation if there is a supermajority against it (same rules as apply to the Board vis a vis a GNSO council supermajority PDP decision).  I would like to know your position regarding my concern.
a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

4. Adrian Kinderis: How can we better progress outstanding issues (domain tasting, transfers GNSO reform etc) with the Board?
a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

5. Adrian Kinderis:  How can we better communicate (through you?) to the Board to get them to understand these issues and their importance?
a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

6. Mike Rodenbaugh:  In light of discussion on the domain tasting working group list, how would you describe the RyC role in Consensus Policy development?  (Note Mike’s original submission:  “I have asked Rita her views about Jeff Neuman's statement of the RyC position that ICANN can't enforce any Consensus Policy not previously agreed by the RyC.”)

a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

7. Robin Gross:  Free expression and new top-level domains.  -  In your view should ICANN institute a "one-size-fits-all" policy prohibiting domain names considered "immoral" or "contrary to public order" in any part of the world?   How should ICANN take into account the different legal and social systems at the local level to develop a global policy for introducing new top-level domains?
a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

8. Robin Gross:  ICANN & human rights. -  Could ICANN build more protections for human rights into its governance structure by incorporating guarantees found in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights into its corporate Bylaws?  How can we ensure protection for fundamental values in an entity that is a legal corporation (such as ICANN)?
a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

9. Tim Ruiz:  The ICANN Staff recently submitted to the Council a synthesis on single-character names at the second level. One of the auction methods it states as having been suggested is "managed or qualified auction for those with prior rights." While the synthesis only makes this single mention of prior rights, it is likely to become a much bigger issue.  What is your view or position regarding prior rights claims to single-character names at the second level?
a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

10. Tim Ruiz:  There is likely to be ongoing policy work regarding the allocation of "IDN ccTLDs." Any resultant policy will have a significant impact on both the gTLD and ccTLD communities. In your view, is this an example of a need for a cross-SO policy development process? In your view, is a cross-SO process reasonable to consider given the evolving nature of the Internet?
a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

11. Norbert Klein: I would appreciate getting some comments regarding what you think should be done on the ICANN Board level about the issue of travel cost support for GNSO Council members – with your active initiative I would hope.  I also would appreciate to know how you would assist ICANN use its travel resources more wisely.  [Please note the background information provided by Norbert below.]
a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

12. Adrian Kinderis:  I would like to see a regular (monthly) report from our representative on Board issues and where she stands on them (potentially with time allotted on calls and in meetings).  Is that possible and are you willing to do that?

a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

13. Adrian Kinderis:  I would like to see our representative present at our "Council days" at ICANN meetings (where Board commitments permit).  Is that possible and how do you feel about that?  Is that possible and are you willing to do that?

a. Rita’s response

b. Follow-up questions and discussion

14. Other questions or comments from Councilors or Rita?

Background information provided by Norbert Klein regarding his two questions

As you are probably aware, there has been almost no support from ICANN, as an institution, for the travel costs of members of the GNSO Council members to participate in ICANN meetings. The GNSO Council has discussed repeatedly – as far as I remember at least since the Wellington meetings – the need to secure funding support for transportation and hotel costs for the members of the Council to assist them in fulfilling their roles in attending meetings, as is done for Board members, NomCom appointees, and certain persons in ALAC. 
This has also been raised in various ways with ICANN. In the period leading up to the New Delhi meetings this had led to official communication from the GNSO Council chairperson, on behalf of the Council, to the ICANN CEO and others. Very late, transportation support only was made available for New Delhi. That was the first time that ICANN made available any travel support for GNSO Council participation in any ICANN meeting. (Gomes comment: I believe this is true for regular ICANN public meetings but it is not true of all ICANN GNSO meetings such several New gTLD Committee intercessional meetings.) Unfortunately, it seems that some members of the GNSO Council were still not able to participate in the New Delhi meeting because the support was only for air ticket, and because the decision was announced so late.  
The GNSO Council again raised the problem, and on 13 February 2008, a special ICANN “Workshop: Discussion on ICANN Travel Expense Support Funding” was held at the New Delhi meeting. (Unfortunately, I could not participate in it.)  

However, the GNSO Council has still not received an official notification of any decision about the issue. Mike Rodenbaugh, a member of the Council, wrote to ask for a response. I have just now received a copy of a reply by Denise Michel simply responding with one sentence only: “No funds were set aside for GNSO Council travel support to Paris and there currently are no plans to provide support.”  

As you know, the GNSO Council is a formally constituted body within the ICANN structure, and performs important functions. It is not only unfair but counter-productive to refuse to support the participation of GNSO Council members in meetings, while other bodies contributing to ICANN's work are supported. I would like to know how you intend to help to solve this problem, and also how you could help to improve communication between the Board, the staff, and the GNSO Council more broadly. I consider this case as a serious example where present ICANN practice – in spite of several attempts to rectify the situation – needs improvement.  

I would also like to use this occasion to raise my concerns about the way in which ICANN resources for travel are handled. Below is some background material which shows that the administrative handling of my New Delhi travel arrangements did neither care to economize ICANN resources nor demonstrate any understanding of how to handle travel arrangements in a flexible way. Furthermore, as I heard, some participants supported by Fellowship Funding were forced to travel back before the end of the meetings, in order to meet some ICANN travel agency convenience, after hundreds or more than one thousand dollars had been spent to bring those persons to Delhi. 

I would therefore also appreciate to know how you would assist that ICANN use its resources more wisely. Squeezing meeting participants into imposed schedules is an obstacle to their fulfilling their tasks – surely members of the ICANN Board would not tolerate this for themselves. I propose that it is urgent that ICANN authorize, in principle, that supported travelers can make their own travel arrangements and purchase their own tickets if those would be cheaper than tickets provided by ICANN. This would allow meeting participants to mesh ICANN travel with other obligations and choose the travel dates according to their own requirements.
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