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[CONTEXT: DISCUSSION OF REQUIREMENTS AND DEFINITION OF SOI AND DOI]

Avri Doria: This is a question I've got, and I think it’s partly because I didn't pay a lot of 
attention a long time ago. I'm not clear on the difference between an SOI and 
a DOI now. 
Ray Fassett: Let me try. I think Ron could do better, but I'm going to try because Ron has 
taught me. 
Ron Andruff: Well, there’s also definitions at the top of the document. 
Avri Doria: Oh, okay, I see. I'm sorry. 
Ray Fassett: Oh, darn, you weren't supposed to have looked - darn it all. Okay, so a 
statement of interest is sort of the ongoing document that people submit. It’s 
more general, okay. While we are asking specific questions in the statement 
of interest, it’s more of a living document if you will. But then, from time to 
time, a certain issue arises that is of material impact to a relevant party. 
And at that moment, what we’re expecting in terms of accountability and 
transparency is so that relevant party now, you’re given an opportunity by the 
Chair say, "Look, I got to disclose an interest here in the outcome of this 
matter." Whereas a statement of interest allows me to participate in the work 
group or the work team and be involved with this, provide my expertise, et 
cetera. 
 But at some points where you start going down the path of whatever the 
initiative is about, or policy is about, it the situation could arise where well I'd

better not participate in that part of it because I have to disclose that I have a 
benefit on the outcome of that specific piece to what is under discussion. 
Avri Doria: So I don't just add that to my SOI. (Unintelligible). 
((Crosstalk)) 
Ron Andruff: No, let me give you - yes, maybe that wasn't very good. No, now let me give you an example. I think you said it right, Ray. But I'll give you kind of an 
example of what that might be. 
Ray Fassett: Okay. 
Ron Andruff: Let’s say that I am a registry operator and it’s all in my SOI. I'm a registry 
operator. I have this role with the company and these are my tasks and so 
forth. And now there’s a thing before the Board or the GNSO or whatever and 
the discussion is another registry is applying for some special ability to do 
something. 
 And then I go to the microphone and say, you know, this is really good thing 
and I really support that. We should do this. The disclosure of interest would 
be, and by the way should this go through, we get a benefit too. 
 Now this is kind of a simple explanation, but it’s just to say that if I'm 
supporting this and not because I'm supporting that company, but in fact, if 
the board were to approve that, then I'm going to ask for the special 
exemption from (ITLD) as well. 
That’s a disclosure of interest because the topic that’s being discussed will 
impact us, but it’s not part of my statement in interest. I don't have anything to 
do with that other registry. They’re merrily doing what they do. But I'm 
speaking in strong support of it because in fact we would have a benefit too. 
So again, it’s coming back to being more transparent. I'm not speaking to 
support that other organization as much as I'm speaking to support that idea 
because I feel it would be of benefit my organization. Does that help clarify it 
a little bit? 
Ray Fassett: Yes. 
Avri Doria: Partially, but I guess so and these things would be treated and these things 
would be written up and they would be filed. And so we’re talking about 
maintaining two separate lists, databases, what have you, one of the SOIs 
and one of the DOIs. Does one take a DOI and tack it onto the bottom of an 
SOI? If I come and I'm - I guess... 
Man: Yes. 
Avri Doria: I'm confused about how we handle these things. But you said it’s 
(unintelligible). 
Ray Fassett: SOIs are public documents that are in the record as I see it. And a DOI is 
something that would - I'm sorry. 
Avri Doria: These are just ad hoc statements that people would make? 
Ray Fassett: Exactly, a DOI was just noted in the public record. 
Avri Doria: Okay, okay I got it. 
Ron Andruff: No, that would have been the simple explanation wouldn't it ,Avri. That would have cleared it up for you. Statements of interest are formally things people 
have to fill out, will be submitted as a form posted on a Web site whereas a 
declaration of interest is not that. It’s ad hoc. It’s disclosing a statement of 
interest at the time the Chair is asking for such things. 
Ray Fassett: I see. 
Ron Andruff: So does that help explain the difference? 
Avri Doria: So therefore that wouldn't happen at the beginning of a meeting. That would 
happen at that point at which you were actually talking about the topic. 
Ron Andruff: Probably, you know in the case of - let’s use another example. Right now 
there’s been the dialog with regard to whether the board should be 
compensated or not. And so I've spoken at those particular meetings. Not the 
public forum, but those are the, you know, the meetings where that 
discussion is happening. 
 And so Ray just used the right word. He says the disclosure. So I would say, 
"My name’s Ron Andruff, RNA Partners, and in the interest of full disclosure, 
we may or may not be applying for a new top level domain. I would like to say 
I support the issue of the Chairman getting paid." 
So I've disclosed that I'm actually an applicant. So I take that out of the way. 
So it’s not like I'm just telling this thing the Chair should get paid so that have 
a - you know, look at me fondly and try to help our cause when he can. 
 I'm disclosing right from the get go that we may have a - that we put an 
application in, but the bottom line is I support this from our, you know, my 
personal point of view and our corporate point of view. But I'm disclosing the 
fact that we’re also involved in that. So it’s just again, transparency. 
Avri Doria: Okay, I've got another question on that one as well here. 
Ray Fassett: Sure, go ahead Avri. 
Avri Doria: If on that particular example, let’s say I've got my name in with (NAMCOM) to 
become a director. Would I have to disclose that also, since obviously I'm

commenting. I'm also hoping I get picked for the board. Do I - am I under 
obligation to say, "And by the way, I've put my name into this super secret 
process to become a director." 
Ron Andruff: That would be - I would think that would be a disclosure of interest, yes. 
Avri Doria: So you would expect that anyone that speaks on the topic in Nairobi affords 
executive compensation would have to say whether they wanted to be a 
director or not? 
Ron Andruff: Yes. 
Avri Doria: Okay, cool. 
 Ray Fassett: Okay. So with that said, you know, there’s no hard and fast rules. I think if 
people are regular participants in ICANN say, which we want, right? The 
more people effectuate these things, do these things, the more credibility they 
start earn over time. 
(Rob): And the organization, that’s the critical factor here. 
Ray Fassett: And those that aren't doing it, I think will not earn the same level of credibility. So while it is up to each individual to disclose, and there’s no hard and fast 
rules or concrete of what applies to when, if I - like myself, if I am asking 
myself the question, I wonder if I should disclose that? Chances are I'll arrive, 
well, if I'm even asking myself the question, I probably should. 
 And then if I do this now habitually because there are procedures in place 
that either are asking me or reminding me or whatever, I have a feeling - and 
I'm just guessing, it’s up to each individual’s own interpretation - but I have 
feeling that my credibility is going to rise over time. That’s just my thinking on 
it and it’s a theory. 
(Rob): And I support that, absolutely. And your definition, your litmus test was quite 
correct. If I'm questioning myself on this issue and it's, you know, it’s kind of 
niggling me, then that means I need to do this. If it’s not - if I question myself 
and say, no I don't really need to, then I know the answer. 
Ray Fassett: And what we can't do is police against those that are wanting to purposefully, when they ask themselves this question, how do I hide it. There’s nothing we can do, you know. But I think over time, their own credibility will suffer as a 
result. 
(Rob): Well, and that’s the embarrassment aspect that we hope that, you know, that 
it would be so embarrassing that should something come out like that and 
people kept, you know, a little bit of finger pointing going on behind their 
back. Well, you know, "He or she did this and that," you know, that would be 
very uncomfortable, I think. And I'm hopeful that that will be the determinant - 
the factor that will push people away from trying to sneak things through, so 
to speak. 
Avri Doria: It’s ICANN we’re talking about. 
Ray Fassett: Yes, that’s right, that’s right. So it’s all about improving the integrity of ICANN which is made up what, of individuals. It’s not like ICANN makes cars or 
anything or something like that, it’s just an organization made up of 
individuals. 
 And the more we can do in what our little role as GCOT to add integrity as 
part of the individual process, we hope over time that it adds up for ICANN to 
be considered legitimate and credible, right? That’s all in theory. 
Ron Andruff: Well said. So that’s exactly the point. 
Ray Fassett: Okay. So I don't have anything else on - let me page back down - anything 
else prior to Section 5. Does anybody else? And Julie, are you comfortable? 
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[CONTEXT: DISCUSSION OF HOW TO DETERMINE COMPLETENESS OF AN SOI AND WHETHER AN ONLINE FORM A CAN BE USED FOR SUBMISSION]

Ray Fassett: Um-hmm. So let’s - okay. So let’s go with the completeness aspect of it for a minute. So let’s talk about like resource management. Do we really want a 
person that reviews all of these manually and tries to establish that they’re 
complete? Or is this an online form where there are required fields, and if the 
fields are not completed, the submission is not accepted? 
Avri Doria: This is Avri. 
Ray Fassett: Yes Avri. 
Avri Doria: I tend to think that if this is as problematic as truthfulness. I mean I tend to 
believe I don't know how one captures it in writing but what you’re essentially 
doing is the giggle test. And basically you put something out public and 
people look at it. And enough people know enough about enough people that 
it either passes muster or somebody asks a question.

I think completeness is so difficult. Does that include my high school 
graduation place? You know, it’s completeness within what’s pertinent. And 
so you’re asking someone to do something as subjective as truthfulness. 
 And so it's, you know, we need to have somebody review it for, you know, 
reasonableness, which is yes blatantly subjective, but, you know, at least it's, 
you know, by making them publicly readable, they are reviewed for 
reasonableness by all and sundry. And anyone can say wait a second, that’s 
not reasonable. 
Ron Andruff: This is Ron. I take it from - I was falling more from the perspective of what 
you said the latter position Ray that in fact the completeness aspect. And it 
got me - before I say that, I do support what Avri just said. It really is passing 
the giggle test, everybody can look at it and say that’s reasonable. 
But the completeness element for me was more that the document - it was an 
online form and in fact, you know, if there were ten boxes, every one of those 
boxes had something in it to make sure that even if it did - wasn't relevant, it 
said not applicable. But every box in fact was full and that the - each 
individual has completed a task of filling in those boxes. 
Ray Fassett: Um-hmm. 
Ron Andruff: So it was more - that was more an academic just, you know, a check as 
opposed to a review of how complete I was. 
((Crosstalk)) 
Ray Fassett: And that can be automated. So completeness... 
Ron Andruff: Yes. It should - well it should be. It must be automated. Yes. 
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Ray Fassett: Yes. Okay. So completeness is an automated process which then inherently 
means less human resources happen to be attributed to it. And I think that’s 
an important point for us to think about in coming up with procedures. If we 
can, let’s - unless there’s an overwhelming need to attribute human resources 
as something, let’s not burden what doesn't need to be burdened. 
 Okay. So, if - I'm kind of in - now here’s another question. Is it reasonable 
though that the procedure can only be online? What if I'm in an area of the 
world that I don't have access to online? 
Ron Andruff: You'd have to send it to staff and staff would have to put it online. It all has to 
be online. It has to be readily be accessible to anyone who wants to go and 
look at it. 
Ray Fassett: Oh yes. I guess I don't mean the actual form. I mean the ability to complete 
the form. Is it only an online process or can you manually send in a form 
where somebody at ICANN is assigned the role of getting the mail and 
opening it up and typing it in themselves? Or do you have the procedure be 
you have to fill it out online and just sorry that’s all we have? And then how 
many different languages? 

Ron Andruff: Well, yes. Well okay. So you’re asking a number of good questions. 
Ray Fassett: Yes. Yes. 
Ron Andruff: But I think the reality is that what we’re talking about here are work teams or 
GNSO counselors, so it’s a specific body of group - body of people, you 
know, Board members, staff members. I don't know if their staff members 
would be filling out an SOI. So it’s really community members that are 
participating in work teams or GNSO appointed work. 
 Those people will have to be online to be able to participate in that process. 
You can't not be online and be on a work team of some sort because you

wouldn't receive documentation. You wouldn't be up to speed on any of the 
elements of that working activity. 
 So I think it is an online form. And I don't see any reason why we shouldn't 
continue to go that way. 
Avri Doria: This is Avri. 
Ray Fassett: Yes. 
Avri Doria: I would actually - you might have the possibility of some people in some 
remote areas where they would have email access that would allow them to 
receive documents and such but you might not have sufficient bandwidth for 
online form thing. So while I think the notion of getting a letter and typing it in 
is difficult, I do think that perhaps in exceptional circumstances, allowing for 
somebody to fill in the form on email and having somebody cut and paste 
may not be an unreasonable exception for those who may be bandwidth 
challenged. 
Ray Fassett: All right. Let me ask this question then. Is - where does the burden rest at the 
end of the day and on whether one of these things is completed before the 
individual’s able to participate? Does it rest with the Chair of whatever it is 
that’s going on or whatever the group is? 
Ron Andruff: Yes because the Chair is asking the question at the start of the meeting after 
they've taken roll call, has everyone completed their SOIs and DOIs? Has 
that been done? 
Ray Fassett: Um-hmm. 
Ron Andruff: So he’s asked the question now, if any - that doesn't mean he had - the Chair had to go back and check everyone's. He’s asking everyone to confirm that
they have because they cannot start the activity until they've confirmed that 
they have. 
Ray Fassett: Um-hmm. 
Ron Andruff: So it’s more a question of confirmation at the start of the meeting rather than 
the Chair actually going back and doing the legwork. And that’s exactly where 
the point comes that somebody raises the question says, you know, I was 
looking at the SOI DOIs yesterday of Joe Blow and it seemed to me that it 
wasn't complete. 
 And then staff would then go back, find that document, have a look at it and 
say yes that’s true. There’s ten box - answers here and we've only received 
eight. And then that would get cleaned up. It might just be a housekeeping 
matter that just, you know, the first person didn't feel that those questions 
were relevant so left the box blank as opposed to putting not applicable. 
 So those - that - those four - it should be a very simple process. This should 
not be something that’s adding extra burden to any Chair. 
Ray Fassett: So you don't want to put the added, oh I don't know if you call it added. You 
don't want to put the burden on the Chair. You want staff to do it. You want 
staff so... 
((Crosstalk)) 
Ron Andruff: Yes. I want the Chair to ask the question and I want the work team members 
to respond affirmatively or negatively. And if it’s negative, then the Chair 
would have to ask well then I'll have to ask you to recuse yourself from this 
meeting today until such time as you’re - it’s up to date. 
 On the other hand if somebody - if there’s a third party that sees something 
not complete, they just happen to be looking through the night before and

they find it’s not complete and that person does not confirm that individual 
who hadn't completed the form doesn't confirm it, then staff would be asked 
to go back and check that form of so - of this partic - so and see if in fact that 
is correct, it’s complete or incomplete. That’s the completeness test. 
Ray Fassett: Well given the different Internet connections around the world and where 
you’re at, is it fair to say today that the rare exception is going to be 
somebody that only has say an email accessibility but not the ability to hit the 
online forms or be able to do an online form? Is that - is it fair to say that 
that’s really the rare exception? 
Avri Doria: Not if you - this is Avri. Not if you look at oh Africa. Most of them will not have 
necessarily online form capability. They'll have (must man) email capability. 
Ray Fassett: Um-hmm. 
((Crosstalk)) 
Avri Doria: And so it depends on how much outreach we’re doing. 
Ray Fassett: Um-hmm. 
Ron Andruff: Well I think Avri you’re also referring to not as much as bandwidth as much 
as, you know, documents. For example, this, you know, Windows 7 or all 
these newer softwares coming out will have a DOCM, D-O-C-M document or 
a D-O-C-X document that older software won't open. 
Ray Fassett: Um-hmm. 
Ron Andruff: So I think that it’s not just about the bandwidth issue, it’s about just the 
software issue. But again if these people are members of a work team, they 
would have to put - be in some way capable of participating with the rest of

the work team otherwise you’re going to have one individual that’s basically, 
you know, it’s the law of caravan. 
 If that person has to receive written documents by mail then that will be the 
speed of that work team. So I think that this - should have to be a proviso - 
it’s just a precondition that if someone’s working on a work team that they 
have Internet access to be able to trade documents, share documents, 
discuss online and have to be able to edit a document as we are doing with 
this one, add comments and so forth. 
Avri Doria: No. I guess... 
((Crosstalk)) 
Ron Andruff: And I don't disagree with what you’re saying. 
Ray Fassett: Again, I think... 
Ron Andruff: I'm saying that we have to kind of - we've got to amp it up a little bit here 
otherwise the work teams will be working in slow motion. 
Ray Fassett: Yes. And that'll lead us back up one minute before you go Avri and then I'll let 
you go. As I - I'm not looking to debate different cultures or capacities. What 
I'm trying to find - what I'm trying to get an idea about is, you know, what is 
the minimalist approach we have to take here? Is it snail mail? You know, I 
mean I think that’s unreasonable. 
 I think there is a certain level of reasonableness that you have connection to 
the Internet in order to be able to stay with ICANN activities. Now, where it - 
now is it just email and not, you know, Web sites or what have you? But I 
think we as a work team that just sort of gets to a position of what’s 
reasonable here that we should expect of a work team member. And I don't 
think it’s regular mail. So that's...

[SUBSEQUENT DISCUSSION SUGGESTS THAT THE WG WORK TEAM SHOULD ADDRESS THE QUESTION OF THE FORMAT FOR SUBMISSION OF DOCUMENTS BY MEMBERS OF WGS]
