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Coordinator:
Excuse me, this is the operator. This call is now being recorded. If you have any objections you may disconnect at this time.
Nathalie Peregrine:
Thank you very much, (Laura). Good morning, good afternoon, good evening everybody. This the CSG call on the 15th of April, 2014.

On the call today we have Jonathan Zuck, Elisa Cooper, Tony Holmes, Ron Andruff, Steve Metalitz. (Alan Berrand), Mikey O'Connor, Petter Rindforth, Jim Baskin, (Alan Berrand), Bill Graham, Wolf Knoben, John Berard, Jimson Olufuye, Greg Shatan, Susan Kawaguchi.

From staff we have myself, Nathalie Peregrine. I'd like to remind you all to please state your names before speaking for transcription purposes. And equally to please go on mute when not speaking to avoid any background noise. Thank you very much and over to you, Wolf.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Thank you very much, Nathalie. And hello and good evening, good morning, good afternoon to Bill especially and to all of you. Thank you for joining. We shall have one hour I think so for the session. And we can immediately start. We had yesterday a session already with Avri Doria. And we had at first a statement given by Avri and then we stepped over to the Q&A. And we had people asking questions. That was also my idea, well, if you could do so and if you agree that we go through those questions which we had yesterday as well. But if there are additional and different question in addition please tell me and I put you in the queue as well.

So hello, at first to Bill and I would like to ask you, Bill, at first (unintelligible) with your statement please.
Bill Graham:
Great. Thank you very much, Wolf-Ulrich and thank you all for taking the time for this call. I genuinely appreciate it. I thought I'd talk a little bit at first about what I did on my first term on the Board in terms of Board committees and so forth. I suspect you may not all be aware of my involvement there. And then talk a little bit about what I think I bring to a second term.

I'm currently a member of the Board Risk Committee following up on the work I did previously as chair of the Board DNS Risk Management Framework Working Group which brought in a report that's now being implemented by the Risk Committee.

I'm a member of the Board Audit Committee, a member of the Structural Improvements Committee and also of course taking up most of my time these days is being on the New gTLD Program Committee.

In my first term I was chair of the Board Global Relations Committee looking at ICANN's globalization and interactions largely with intergovernmental organizations and Internet governance. I was a member of the Board IANA Committee. Both of those have been disbanded as of the annual meeting.

I worked on the Board Governance Committee in my first year and a half and I still remain sort of half-member of that because of my work on the Conflict and Ethics sub committee of the Governance Committee and I'll talk a bit about that in a second.

I chaired, as I said, the DNS Risk Management Framework Working Group trying to bring together the work that needed to be done on that for implementation. I have been co chair with a member of the GAC of the Board GAC Working Group dealing with implementation of the ATRT recommendations and I'm still doing that. I think in that respect I've helped quite a great deal to improve relations between the GAC and the Board and I continue in that position.


So in that I guess the things I'd like to highlight are my work on the Conflicts and Ethics in the Board Governance Committee sub committee on ethics and conflicts. I work there very closely with the International Expert Group looking at ICANN's accountability and ethics policies and on working on developing responses to that.

We've also, as members of the sub committee, Cherine Chalaby and Ray Plzak and I have been responsible for going through all Board member's - all Board member's potential or perceived conflicts of interests and advising them on how to minimize those or eliminate those if they want to be on the new gTLD sub committee or in some cases advising them as to why it's not possible for them to function in that role.

I've also been very, very involved in the developments around Internet governance which have been important obviously in the entire time I've been there and are now increasingly important as we look to the transition of the IANA functions.

And in that respect I have a very solid understanding of the mechanics of the IANA functions having been on the IANA sub committee. I also have a long involvement and interest in the IANA function going back a long way into the early parts of last decade first when I was at the government of Canada I commented a couple of times on the earlier iterations of the IANA contract.

When I was with the Internet Society I was one of a small team of four working with the IETF as the Internet Society and IETF looked at what might be involved in transition anticipating that the US government might eventually announce that.

To be frank we didn't anticipate that happening that quickly but working closely with the IETF and Internet Society I've got a good solid understanding of that which I think is actually one of the things that I bring forward as a potential Board member for this next term.

I really see the IANA transition and Internet governance more broadly as being really critical issues where I bring a unique perspective to the Board should you decide to put me back in that position.

I'm also very aware of the things that I'm hearing from the community in terms of concerns about the speed with which the organization is moving, questions about the level of control or oversight the Board has on senior management moving quickly, the questions about whether the Board is being fully informed and consulted by the CEO and senior management as the hugely energetic work program that they've got going on.

And I'd just like to say that that is an area of strong concern. It is an area where I'm already working with other Board members who are concerned trying to find ways not only to exercise that appropriate oversight but also for it to be seen by the community that that oversight is being exercised in response to the very strong messages that we're being given by the community. And obviously the public sessions in Singapore we heard a great deal of that.

So I think I will stop there. I'll just say that I do think that my - the breadth of my experience both as a diplomat working for the government, someone very experienced in negotiations at the governmental level and also among stakeholders are very useful to the Board.

I think my time at the Internet Society really gives me a good solid set of connections and understanding of the relationships between ICANN, IANA and the technical community that is valuable to the Board. And it's for those reasons that I've accepted to have my name put forward for a second term on the Board.

I'd be happy to talk about any of these things with you obviously and any questions you might have about my perception as a Board member. I guess maybe the last thing I might say is something about my personal style.

I have heard lately that there's a feeling that I have not been as vocal publicly as people might wish to see me be. And I'm taking those things aboard and I will try to alter my style to play a more visible public role.

I must say that given my background I have a strong tendency to really hold my cards fairly closely, to try to make fairly incisive interventions in Board meetings to move things along in the direction they need to go. I've also, on several occasions taken very strong stands and build consensus to change the direction that Board was heading.


So I feel I work best in a smaller group. I know how to influence. I know how to negotiate very did I do those things very well. I definitely - I hear the criticism that I've not been as vocal publicly as I could've been. Definitely I will work on changing that just so that you have a better sense of what it is I'm doing should you bring me in for a second term. And I'll leave it there and thank you very much for the opportunity.

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Yeah, thanks Bill, for this warming up. And my suggestion is right now, well, that we start with the questions and we take a queue and then people - so that we don't have the same role as we had yesterday of questions. And then if we start with questions - but the only thing I would keep as yesterday I would start myself with the first question and then invite the others, well, to come into the queue. That was done as well yesterday.

So okay let me start with the first question from my side is, Bill, you know, the Board member is a kind of representative of the Non Contracted Parties House here because you are elected, you will be - one of you shall be elected from the Non Contracted Parties House.


And you know the structure and the - let me say that specialties of this house. The question is as a representative of the NCPH to the ICANN Board how would you strengthen the communication to the entire house?
Bill Graham:
Thanks Wolf-Ulrich. That's a good question. And it's actually something that I spent quite a bit of time in Singapore exploring primarily with the noncommercial side.

I have felt that there's been a very open and welcoming relationship between myself and the commercial stakeholders during the first term. You've been kind enough to organize the Sunday morning sessions with myself and with Bruce.

Early on in the term we had a couple of midterm telephone calls and that's repeated on an ad hoc basis from time to time during the last three years. I'll be very frank comment that has not been as successful on the noncommercial side; not for want of trying from me. Although at some point I kind of threw my hands up and gave up.

During the first year and a half I reached out to the noncommercial side and requested a meeting like the Sunday meeting with them. We managed to have one. We managed to have one interim phone call. And then I had a very, very hard time getting a period on their calendar.

They were very clear with me in Singapore that, A, they recognize that efforts had been made but, B, it has been unsuccessful in the later periods. And in speaking to them I apologize for my part in that. Certainly it was a shared problem. I've suggested to them that we arrange interim phone calls, as I've suggested in discussion with some of you recently. Very happy to organize inter-meeting telephone call, at least one each time if you wish. We could do more if there are pressing issues.

I would also say that in the role as your representative of course the bylaws make it very clear that we are not to play a representational role but I absolutely do understand that because it's an elected position that is not really an accurate description of the role.


So what you probably are not aware of is that after each of our meetings and after each of our phone calls I do summarize what it is that I heard and points of concern and I distribute those through to the entire Board. I also raise points that I've heard during my meetings with you during Board meetings.

So I think that I have been, to some extent, playing a representational role. I hear that there is a desire for me to do that more actively and I'm very, very happy to say that I would do that going forward.


I'm also open to suggestions. And as I hope you've discovered I am a very open person. I'm available to you either for phone calls or to have a discussion by email. So, you know, if you ever feel that there are things you want to discuss please do reach out. And I know some members of the stakeholder group do do that from time to time. Thank you.

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Okay thanks, Bill. So I just would like to open the queue and ask for people coming in for questions. Who would like to stay in the queue?
Ron Andruff:
Wolf-Ulrich? Wolf-Ulrich, this is Ron. I'd asked a couple questions yesterday so I'm happy to...
((Crosstalk))
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Ron, yes.
Ron Andruff:
Thank you.
Marilyn Cade:
And, Wolf, it's Marilyn. It's Marilyn. I've joined the call. I'll be on mute and would you put me toward the end of the queue please so that the noise doesn't disrupt the call?
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Okay. Ron and Marilyn and then?
Jimson Olufuye:
Jimson - Jimson here please.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Yes, Jimson, are you here?
Jimson Olufuye:
Yes please.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Okay Jimson, I put you in the queue. And then there was...
Mikey O'Connor:
Mikey.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Mikey, yes. Jim Baskin was it?
Jim Baskin:
Yeah, I'll ask my question again.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Okay. So...
Greg Shatan:
Hi, this is Greg Shatan, to get in the queue as well.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Greg, Greg, we did not have question from you but okay. Great. It's great. So let's start here and then we will see how far we come and then continue. But first please Ron.
Ron Andruff:
Thank you Wolf-Ulrich. And thanks, Bill, forgetting on the call and for giving us that background and your opening statement, it was very helpful. In fact one of my questions goes directly to one of the things you said. You mentioned that you were on the Risk Committee and that you have developed a risk management framework.

My first question was - and I'm going to give you three. They're somewhat connected but I'll give them to you one at a time. What experience do you have with risk management was the question. So I wonder if you might just flesh out a little bit the risk management framework that you developed and the work that do in the Risk Committee for us. Thank you.

Bill Graham:
Thanks, Ron. My role with the Risk Management Framework Working Group was I think essentially as an intermediary. I was asked to come in and chair the group because there were a number of different views of how risk management ought to be handled in the organization.

And it was felt that I could bring a neutral role to that and try to come to some conclusion about the role for the organization. Obviously there have been the work done by Mikey O'Connor and his group. That was ongoing. There was also ongoing work in the organization.


So my role was essentially first off to get a definition of what we were supposed to be doing in risk management framework. I took the view and we eventually arrived at the conclusion that we should be looking primarily at risk management within ICANN recognizing that there are external factors but making sure that ICANN had a good approach to looking at risk within its own organization.


So we proceeded along. Staff engaged a consultant. They did a study. They chose a methodology for doing brisk framework. The methodology was different than the one that the - that Mikey's group had taken on although I don't believe it was contradictory.


The consultancy worked up a plan. It was a fairly straightforward description. It was accepted by the staff and it was accepted by some members of the community. It wasn't universally accepted; I know there was dissatisfaction that not all of the work that had been done by the community working group had been adopted by the consultancy.

However the committee felt that this was an adequate approach. It was a desirable approach and it was doable. Simultaneously the organization expanded its risk management staffing and they are now proceeding along to implement the framework that was decided.


So I'm not quite sure what else I can say about that. I am satisfied that the approach that the consultants took and the report that they delivered in Singapore increased my confidence in this. I'm satisfied that the words that they have proposed and the work that the staff is starting to do is going to strengthen the risk management function in ICANN.

The Risk Committee is working with other committees most specifically for Structural Improvements Committee and Audit Committee to look again at a risk framework (unintelligible) the risk framework outside technical risks and looking more at risk inside the organization itself, management risks, the kind of - a much broader framework.


And so I would say that that work is not completed but I think that the most critical aspects that have been identified are at a point where there've been addressed and we are looking at expanding the framework to take a more holistic approach. Thanks.
Ron Andruff:
Thanks Bill. Very helpful. The second question is what experience have you had managing complex multimillion dollar projects? Obviously you've had that experience with the board now in this last period. I'm just wondering is there anything else outside of that or is there anything you'd like to comment on with regard to your work with the Board in this regard? Thank you.
Bill Graham:
My management experience is - in terms of financial management of complex multimillion dollar projects doesn't really - I don't really have very much. I've served as the treasurer of a housing co-op for a few years running, you know, a couple of million dollars in annual budget but I wouldn't say that that's in any way comparable.

The kinds of oversight that I'm doing on the Board obviously have given me some experience. I've had formal education doing administration degree so I understand the basic concepts but in terms of hands-on experience really not very much.


On the other hand particularly my work in government I have a great deal of experience in managing complexity and projects where I'm trying to - I've been trying to move things forward in an environment where there are many stakeholders. There are large financial implications although the disciplines involved in managing financial issues in government are very different from any not for profit or a private sector.


So I think I've got a good range of experience managing complexity. What - I'd just name a couple of examples and I'm prepared to go into these in more depth if you wish but one I point at particularly is being head of the Canadian delegation to the World Summit on the Information Society.

Again the financial aspects of that were not immense; it was certainly in the several million dollar range. But it's a good example of bringing people together to a common end. We in the Canadian delegation were the very first to involve civil society in the government delegation to the WSIS. We managed a very lengthy and complex multistakeholder consultation process.

We managed a very complex delegation through a complex set of negotiations that went on for four years. And I think we were able to make a significant impact.

So I just offer that as an example of a very complex long-term project with a lot of stakeholders with different interests. And I'd assert that I was quite successful in managing that. I think I'll leave it there and let you ask clarifying questions if you have some.
Ron Andruff:
Thanks Bill. Actually that was a very good lead into the third element that I was going to bring up to you and that is a question about your interpersonal skills if you could rate them 1 to 5 with 5 being excellent what would you say your interpersonal skills are? Thank you.

Bill Graham:
Thanks Ron. I'd rank myself quite highly. I'm Canadian so of course I can't say 5 but I'd certainly give myself a 4. I regard myself and others regard me- I don't know if you've seen the 360 report from the Board, I know some of you on this call have. I'm a very good listener. I'm very good at understanding different people's positions.

And I would say I'm quite good at trying to integrate different positions and different people's views into finding a solution. That said I know it's not always possible to make everyone happy. I think I also have a good set of skills in identifying when a decision has to be made, identifying when there is the essence of a consensus and bringing things to closure and then trying to make it clear to people who are not entirely satisfied why we got to where we got and, you know, hope to bring them along to work together in the future. Thanks.
Ron Andruff:
Thanks for your concise answers, Bill. Wolf, I turn it back to you. Thank you.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Yes thanks. And Bill, thank you. So we switch over to the next is Marilyn please.
Marilyn Cade:
Thank you. I came onto the call a bit late but I heard Bill actually addressing what was a statement and a question so I'll just try to re-summarize it. I have asked - Bill, I had asked a question about the sordid governance issues related to ICANN, not gTLD policy but ICANN governance and the accountability of the Board to ensure that there's a tight (unintelligible) concerns and consensus-based guidance of the community to better guide than new CEO, although he's been there a year, and all the new staff so that there's more congruency between what the community expects and what is being designed and delivered.

I then asked - and I think you addressed that so I'll just pose that and if you wish to say more that's fantastic. But the main question was what do you see as the top 3 to 4 challenges to ICANN during the next three year period which is the term of office of this Board seat?

And what are your thoughts about how to make sure those challenges are addressed with a tighter alignment between the expectations of the stakeholders and the enthusiasm and direction that the organization goes in based on activities undertaken by the staff and the CEO?
Bill Graham:
Thanks Marilyn. Yes, as you say I've sort of touched on the edges of that but let me try to be more direct. One of the areas that I found most interesting and most challenging on the Board is my deepening understanding of how the bottom-up process is working now.


But I think more importantly I have really increased my understanding and my grasp of how the bottom up process ought to work I think in that we are facing a situation now where there are a number of challenges - and I'll get to those in a minute - that are coming forward that are very much going to affect different parts of the community differentially.


And it's very important that ICANN, as an organization, find ways to make the bottom-up process work more effectively and more responsibly as we go forward with that.


We have gone through a period, I guess in the last - what would it be, eight or nine years now where we've been through three CEOs who have very different levels of energy, very different levels of engagement with the community.

We're now in a position where we have, I think, a very capable manager. We've got a very energetic CEO. And we're moving forward in I think generally very positive ways.

The speed with which he's moving is a serious challenge for the bottom-up process and may in fact not be completely compatible with the bottom-up process. So we're at a point now where we've got activities going on at two levels.

You know, there is very quick response of actions being taken by the CEO and by senior staff. There are a whole series of very complicated problems being addressed deliberately and I would say it increasingly responsively in that GNSO particularly. I've been very pleased to see how that GNSO is becoming more responsive and just quicker in dealing with issues.


So those things I think are creating a certain amount of friction. There is a misalignment and we need to, as they Board, really continue to educate the CEO as to the bottom up process how it should be working and what needs to be done to keep the engagement of the stakeholders while the organization is facing the challenges that it faces.

Our role as Board members is to be in touch with the community, be aware of the developments and the, you know, the work that's being done number one, but also the views that are out there and bring those into discussions between the Board and senior management and stress the importance of what's going on in the community.

So that definitely is a challenge for the next three years. I would say that the management systems in the organization are strengthening. And as they strengthen I think that's going to help to address some of the concerns. I'd point particularly at the finance side where I have been very much in tune to the problems that this stakeholder group have felt their have been with the budget process, also the CCs.

I think that there's progress being made now to address some of those. I'm extremely pleased with our new Chief Operating Officer who has a good grasp of what needs to be done and I think will help up leveling the work there.

In terms of the challenges for the next three years I see the, number one I guess is making sure that the organization remains cohesive and remains able to function in the ways that it's intended to. And just about everything else that's facing ICANN hinges on that and is affected by that in some way.


So to look at the IANA transition, for example, that has to be something that has complete community buy-in if it's going to be successful. I see it as a very high risk endeavor for the US government to be transitioning its oversight to ICANN. I think that that is very, very far from simple for a whole range of reasons.


One being internal among inside ICANN making sure that the stakeholders to bear our cohesive and can come together around a solution to making that and accountable process where people are confident that that fundamental function is working well but also with our other friends in the Internet community with the technical community. Obviously that needs to be something that's working very smoothly.

The legal questions around what happens if the US government relinquishes the contract that requires ICANN to be in the United States? Obviously there are very, very significant issues around legal relations between ICANN and its contracting parties, parties that are dependent upon ICANN's - the legal framework that ICANN works in to feel confident that they have accountability mechanisms in the legal systems.


So there are a whole range of complex problems that I feel we are just barely starting to enumerate much less come to terms with. Those will all have to be addressed deliberatively in a way that the community is satisfied with. The way - we can't - I've certainly cannot yet see that mechanism in place and I don't think anyone feels that there is an established mechanism yet.

That's on the friendly side. On the unfriendly side we're facing a degree of uncertainty and that's coming at a time when there is increased discussion of Internet governance inter-governmentally some very powerful governments are obviously going to see this as an opportunity to try to advance their interests to take greater control of ICANN.

There will be a need to work closely with USG and other friendly governments to ensure that that doesn't happen. And not wanting to get too cosmic here but just looking at the global political situation it's becoming much, much less uncertain than it was even a year ago.


So I think the biggest challenge that faces us is maintaining and strengthening the multistakeholder model. Given that lens then I think you can see things, again, the IANA transition is obviously very major. We're coming up against the really hard points on the introduction of new gTLD program. First round, we're going to face the review of that in the next three years and making decisions on how that work - how and when to go into another round for new gTLDs.

So there are questions around how that's going to work and there are questions around the internationalization of ICANN because obviously tied up with this change in relations to the US government there will be changes in relations to the rest of the world. So we need to be sure that we continue to expand our outreach and our inclusion of all parts of the world.


The developing world is still not fully represented. If we go to another round of gTLDs that has to be a major issue, how to make sure that the developing world is well served in that second round.


So I think, you know, I could keep going enumerating specific items but I would still come back to the number one challenge which is really affirming revitalizing and growing and strengthening the multistakeholder model that will allow us to effectively respond to these other channels. Thank you.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Okay. Thank you very much, Bill. I understand Marilyn is every time is putting the most complex questions and then...
Bill Graham:
...does that always.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Very, very long answers, you know. I have to look at the time a little bit and we would like to leave you with as many as possible questions. So let me just go over to Jimson right now please.
Jimson Olufuye:
Okay. Thank you, Wolf. And, Bill, welcome. My question is related to the secret (codes) Board meeting leading to the Montevideo meeting and statement. I think that was an example of perhaps lack of transparency and disregard to bottom up approach to a very major decision of ICANN.

Judging by the displeasure of many in your constituency what will you do differently in order to connect with your constituents similar future scenario having really judged properly that the CEO is (unintelligible) but Board members also dare to kind of have the control and also proper direction on the process for the CEO. So I would like to know what would you do differently in view of the displeasure expressed by the constituency about the secret meeting. Thank you.
Bill Graham:
Thank you, Jimson. If I'm understanding correctly you're asking what would we do differently to avoid a situation arising like the development of the Brazil NETmundial meeting which came as a significant surprise and a not very pleasant one to the community. Have I got that right?

Jimson Olufuye:
Well, something in that regard. But you in particular, what will you do as a Board member differently. You. What will you do to connect back to the bottom up process in your constituency to make it open? Thank you.
Bill Graham:
Good. Thank you, Jimson, I understand that now. That actually was a very difficult question about a very difficult situation. I have to say that the Board was consulted about - and in fact we had a fairly extensive discussion.

I think I can say a bit more about that now that the IANA transition announcement has been made. We had a discussion. We knew something like that was coming along. We knew that there was a great deal of global political concern around the role of the US government with the Internet after the Snowden revelations.

And we - based on that information which was - some of which certainly was not public at that time that ICANN was going to have to make a response. So we authorized the CEO to do what he needed to do to go to Montevideo - excuse me for a second - to talk to the other Internet organizations about moving forward towards a new model of Internet governance to get some buy-in on that and to discuss that with other parties.

So that happened. Fadi went out with that agreement and the result of that, in this situation he was in, was the NETmundial meeting. There was really no possibility because of the confidentiality of some parts of the information to reach back into the community.

And to be very, very frank with you I don't really see what I could have done differently in terms of giving advance notice and consulting in advance what the community. And I recognize that that's not an ideal situation but given the circumstances I don't quite see what I could have done differently.

What I can say is that I think that that was an extraordinarily rare set of circumstances that came together. I do not think that it's appropriate for the organization to be going out, for the CEO to be going out and negotiating with heads of state and setting up what amounts to almost an informal summit level meeting to talk about anything without having first socialized this and come to an understanding of where the community is.


So on the one hand I'm sorry to say that I just - I don't see how we could have replayed that in a way that would have been a whole lot different than it was. On the other hand I really don't - I can say to you that I don't think that it was our finest moment.

I mean, it was reacting to a whole series of situations under conditions where things had to be done in a given timeframe and Fadi did the best he could and the Board, including myself, support him in that because I genuinely think he was doing the best he could under the circumstances.


As to what we'd do differently: avoid that kind of situation number one. Number two, absolutely not get engaged in anything of that magnitude without coming back to the community. And here's where I think having more regular calls but also in a situation like that I think that I would reach out and ask for an opportunity to float things by you to the extent that it's possible given the restrictions that are put on Board members. Thanks.

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Thanks Bill. Coming now to Mikey. Mikey please.
Mikey O'Connor:
Thanks Wolf. And thanks, Bill, for joining us. I've got three questions all in one. I'll read them off and did you want I can repeat them but they're all around the topic of working groups. Have I mentioned working groups recently?

So the three questions are this: Describe your understanding of the relationship between the Board and the GNSO policy development process, that's one.

Describe your experience with the GNSO PDP, participation in working groups, the process whatever, experience. And then the third one is, describe how the Board could provide air cover and support for making the PDP more robust and effective.

You want to take them all at once that's fine. We are running a bit short on time but I can also feed them back to you one at a time if you want.
Bill Graham:
Thanks Mikey. I have been able to note these down. My understanding of the relationship between the Board and the GNSO policy process, the GNSO policy process is where a very large proportion of the policy of ICANN is developed.

The Board's relationship with that process in a perfect world is to accept recommendations from the process and to ratify those. So in a perfect world the Board is the official ratification body and doesn't really have a whole lot to do with affecting the PDP process. The Board can certainly request a PDP. Individual Board members could engage in a working group and I believe occasionally do engage in a working group to develop GNSO policy.

But the bylaws are pretty clear that the Board ought not to be modifying GNSO policies unless there's a very, very clear reason and then there's a very clear process for how that's to be done. So my understanding is essentially the relationship as defined by the bylaws.

That said, I also recognize that the ideal world doesn't exist within ICANN very often and there have been hiccups in that process of late where the Board has not been entirely compliant with that for a range of reasons.


Number two, my personal experience with that GNSO PDP process it's as observer. I have not participated in those processes directly. And so I certainly have observed a number of them. I've engaged in discussions outside the working group about the process but I have no direct experience.

As to how we can make the PDP more effective I think what we need to do is start taking the bylaws less literally in the sense of engaging actually with the PDP process, finding ways to bring Board considerations that might lead to conflicts between the views the Board takes and the advice that we get from the GNSO or the policy that we get delivered to us from the GNSO.

If we get involved more - earlier on in the process, if we become more active in the process, engage in the debates then at least we would have an understanding of what went on in the process, who was consulted, whose views were presented, what were the reasons for accepting or rejecting those views and we'd have a better view of this.


I don't know that I would advocate that Board members simply for reasons of trying to maintain a reasonable life, I'm not sure how much the Board members can actually get in the working groups. To some extent that would be desirable.

I think we absolutely need to get earlier tracking and earlier advice in detail on what's going on in the working groups so that we have many fewer bumps and ideally no disagreements once the advice reaches us so that we can play our appropriate role. Thanks. Happy to answer follow-ups.
Mikey O'Connor:
Thanks Bill.

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Thank you. I think Mikey and for the question and Bill. But I understand you have just time up to the hour and so we have two questions left one from Jim Baskin and then from Greg Shatan. Jim, please.
Petter Rindforth:
Petter here. Can you put me on the list as - just quickly?
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Who?
Petter Rindforth:
Petter Rindforth.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Oh yes, okay Petter.
Petter Rindforth:
Thanks.
Jim Baskin:
This is Jim Baskin. Bill, thanks for taking the time to talk with us. I think you pretty much answered most of what I - the question that I wanted to pose but I'm going to ask it anyway and see if there's anything you can add to what you've already said.

You spoke about your dual role on the Board as an elected representative where you present their views and concerns of the non-contracted parties house that elected you to the rest of the Board. But in actually making decisions on the Board is your responsibility is to the good of ICANN.

And so my question is what is ICANN when you are making decisions on the Board? Is it the corporate entity? Is it the full stakeholder community? How do you balance the responsibility to deal with the corporate entity and at the same time if you believe, which I think you do, that the bottom-up stakeholder population community is really ICANN how do you balance those things when you're in the decision-making mode on the Board?
Bill Graham:
Thanks Jim. I think you put your finger on exactly what - the greatest difficulty of being an elected Board member as opposed to somebody coming up through the NomComm.

When I joined the Board I went through the indoctrination lessons from the corporate secretary, JJ, and was walked through the bylaws and the very clear roles and responsibilities of a Board member under a California corporation law.


And I am very literally bound to look first to the health of the corporate entity. That is the role of a Board member. Not putting the health of the corporate entity first is a breach of California law effectively and would put meat in legal jeopardy. So that is my number one responsibility.


Though really delicate part is balancing - exercising my best judgment as to what is good for the corporation with quite is good for ICANN the social entity, if you will, which is responsive to the stakeholders.


The two things are not, in my mind, mutually exclusive. Obviously if the stakeholders all brush their hands and walk away from ICANN that's extremely bad for the corporate entity so that's the way that I bring the two together is by seeing the health of the entity as not simply being a mechanical management function but in fact maintaining the responsiveness to the requirements of the stakeholders is fundamental to the health of the corporation. Thanks.
Jim Baskin:
Thank you.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Thanks for this. And we have two further questions. Is there anybody else who would like to ask a question?
Mikey O'Connor:
I think Petter was in the queue.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Now it's Greg and who was it?
Mikey O'Connor:
Petter.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Yes Petter. Yes I have Greg and Petter right now. Greg first please.
Greg Shatan:
Hi, this is Greg Shatan. Thanks Bill, for joining us. The Non Contracted Parties House can sometimes be described as a house divided with very different interests and points of view between the Commercial and Noncommercial Stakeholder Groups.

Recognizing that you are role isn't strictly representative yet you are elected by the House how have you found balancing the different concerns of the two groups especially on certain hot button issues where there is a spread of concern? And how will that experience influenced your next term? Thanks.

Bill Graham:
Thanks Greg. I talked a bit about that at the beginning in the sense of my need to communicate and reach out to the two groups. Honestly it's not at all easy. Sometimes obviously the two sides align; other times there are extreme differences.

And I see my role as listening to both sides. I'll be very frank, I've been much more effective at listening to this CSG side than the NCSG side simply because you've been more available and more enthusiastic about talking to me.

I do stay in touch even if I'm not talking to them as a group I stay in touch with a number of the NCSG people individually. I listen very carefully to them through the public sessions and I try and bring their perspectives. Then I, when it comes down to discussions of particular issues at the Board level that's where I have to bring my own judgment to bear in contributing to a decision.


Again I really think that my experience working in government where I was (unintelligible) to lobbying from very differing points of view and trying to figure out ways of accommodating if not satisfying all sides on a question has been very useful. That continued through the consultative process within ISOC. I don't know how many of you are ISOC members. But in policy development to bear we have a very consultative process.

But ultimately the buck stops in ISOC with staff the same way that the buck stops with the Board members to a fair degree in ICANN. So, you know, it's listen, understand, present and then exercise my best judgment I guess is how I describe it. Thanks.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Thank you Bill. Now, Petter, please.
Petter Rindforth:
Oh thank you. Bill, some say that being a trained mediator, I'm also one of those that would rather listen and summarize so from IPC we would like to thank you for participating in the call and for your current service and also for your acceptance of our nomination. Thanks.

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Okay. Thank you very much. I see we are at the top of the hour right now. And we have covered a broad range of questions so as we did yesterday. And I would like really just to thank you all - to thank you especially, Bill, for participating and taking our questions.

And as well I would like to thank you all the others for putting these questions here. Would you like to say something else, Bill? Or otherwise I would like just to say thank you and good bye.
Bill Graham:
Thank you, Wolf-Ulrich. Just very briefly I'd like to thank you for the opportunity to have this call. This has been an interesting exercise that I've quite enjoyed. As you can tell I'm pretty frank in my answers. I think you've got a choice between two strong and very different candidates in this election.

So, you know, I appreciate the opportunity to speak to you and put forward my views on issues but also try to give you a good sense of the kind of person I am. It has been a genuine honor and a pleasure to serve you in my first term and should you select me I'll continue to be honored to serve. If you don't I very much respect your process and I'm certain that you will make the best decision for the organization. So thank you again for the opportunity.
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
So thank you again. And well we can close the meeting. And, Operator, just close the calling. Thank you and good bye.
Steve Metalitz:
Thanks, all.
Nathalie Peregrine:
Thank you very much, (Laura), you may now stop the recording.
((Crosstalk))
Mikey O'Connor:
...are either of you still on the call?
END

