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AOBj. 

 

Resolved (2012.04.26.01), the Board approves the
minutes of the 12 February 2015 Meeting of the ICANN
Board.

a. 

հայ

Resolved (2015.04.26.02), as part of the exercise of its
responsibilities under the IANA Functions Contract,
ICANN has reviewed and evaluated the request to
delegate the .հայ IDN country-code top-level domain to
Internet Society. The documentation demonstrates that
the proper procedures were followed in evaluating the
request.

Resolved (2015.04.26.03), the Board directs that
pursuant to Article III, Section 5.2 of the ICANN Bylaws,
that certain portions of the rationale not appropriate for
public distribution within the resolutions, preliminary
report or minutes at this time due to contractual
obligations shall be withheld until public release is
allowed pursuant to those contractual obligations.

Why the Board is addressing the issue now?

In accordance with the IANA Functions Contract, the
ICANN staff has evaluated a request for ccTLD
delegation, and is presenting its report to the Board for
review. This review by the Board is intended to ensure
that ICANN staff has followed the proper procedures.

b. 

1. 
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What is the proposal being considered?

The proposal is to approve a request to the IANA
Department to assign the sponsoring organization (also
known as the manager or trustee) of the .հայ

country-code top-level domains to Internet Society of
Armenia.

Which stakeholders or others were consulted?

In the course of evaluating a delegation application,
ICANN staff consults with the applicant and other
interested parties. As part of the application process, the
applicant needs to describe consultations that were
performed within the country concerning the ccTLD, and
their applicability to their local Internet community.

What concerns or issues were raised by the
community?

Staff are not aware of any significant issues or concerns
raised by the community in relation to this request.

What significant materials did the Board review?

[REDACTED – SENSITIVE DELEGATION
INFORMATION]

What factors the Board found to be significant?

The Board did not identify any specific factors of concern
with this request.

Are there positive or negative community impacts?

The timely approval of country-code domain name
managers that meet the various public interest criteria is
positive toward ICANN's overall mission, the local
communities to which country- code top-level domains
are designated to serve, and responsive to ICANN's
obligations under the IANA Functions Contract.
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Are there financial impacts or ramifications on
ICANN (strategic plan, operating plan, budget); the
community; and/or the public?

The administration of country-code delegations in the
DNS root zone is part of the IANA functions, and the
delegation action should not cause any significant
variance on pre-planned expenditure. It is not the role of
ICANN to assess the financial impact of the internal
operations of country-code top-level domains within a
country.

Are there any security, stability or resiliency iss ues
relating to the DNS?

ICANN does not believe this request poses any notable
risks to security, stability, or resiliency. This is an
Organizational Administrative Function not requiring
public comment.

Resolved (2015.04.26.04), as part of the exercise of its
responsibilities under the IANA Functions Contract,
ICANN has reviewed and evaluated the request to
redelegate the .BN country-code top-level domain to
Brunei Darussalam Network Information Centre Sdn Bhd
(BNNIC). The documentation demonstrates that the
proper procedures were followed in evaluating the
request.

Resolved (2015.04.26.05), the Board directs that
pursuant to Article III, Section 5.2 of the ICANN Bylaws,
that certain portions of the rationale not appropriate for
public distribution within the resolutions, preliminary
report or minutes at this time due to contractual
obligations shall be withheld until public release is
allowed pursuant to those contractual obligations.

c. 
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Why the Board is addressing the issue now?

In accordance with the IANA Functions Contract, the
ICANN staff has evaluated a request for ccTLD
redelegation and is presenting its report to the Board for
review. This review by the Board is intended to ensure
that ICANN staff has followed the proper procedures.

What is the proposal being considered?

The proposal is to approve a request to the IANA
department to change the sponsoring organization (also
known as the manager or trustee) of the .BN
country-code top-level domain to Brunei Darussalam
Network Information Centre Sdn Bhd (BNNIC).

Which stakeholders or others were consulted?

In the course of evaluating a delegation application,
ICANN staff consults with the applicant and other
interested parties. As part of the application process, the
applicant needs to describe consultations that were
performed within the country concerning the ccTLD, and
their applicability to their local Internet community.

What concerns or issues were raised by the
community?

Staff are not aware of any significant issues or concerns
raised by the community in relation to this request.

What significant materials did the Board review?

[REDACTED – SENSITIVE DELEGATION
INFORMATION]

What factors the Board found to be significant?

The Board did not identify any specific factors of concern

Resources - ICANN https://www.icann.org/resources/board-material/resolutions-2015-04-26-en

6 of 36 13/05/2015 14:24



with this request.

Are there positive or negative community impacts?

The timely approval of country-code domain name
managers that meet the various public interest criteria is
positive toward ICANN's overall mission, the local
communities to which country-code top-level domains
are designated to serve, and responsive to ICANN's
obligations under the IANA Functions Contract.

Are there financial impacts or ramifications on
ICANN (strategic plan, operating plan, budget); the
community; and/or the public?

The administration of country-code delegations in the
DNS root zone is part of the IANA functions, and the
redelegation action should not cause any significant
variance on pre-planned expenditure. It is not the role of
ICANN to assess the financial impact of the internal
operations of country-code top-level domains within a
country.

Are there any security, stability or resiliency iss ues
relating to the DNS?

ICANN does not believe this request poses any notable
risks to security, stability or resiliency.

This is an Organizational Administrative Function not
requiring public comment.

�ودان

Resolved (2015.04.26.06), as part of the exercise of its
responsibilities under the IANA Functions Contract,
ICANN has reviewed and evaluated the request to
delegate the ودان� country-code top-level domain to
Sudan Internet Society. The documentation
demonstrates that the proper procedures were followed

d. 
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in evaluating the request.

Resolved (2015.04.26.07), the Board directs that
pursuant to Article III, Section 5.2 of the ICANN Bylaws,
that certain portions of the rationale not appropriate for
public distribution within the resolutions, preliminary
report or minutes at this time due to contractual
obligations, shall be withheld until public release is
allowed pursuant to those contractual obligations.

Why the Board is addressing the issue now?

In accordance with the IANA Functions Contract, the
ICANN staff has evaluated a request for ccTLD
delegation and is presenting its report to the Board for
review. This review by the Board is intended to ensure
that ICANN staff has followed the proper procedures.

What is the proposal being considered?

The proposal is to approve a request to the IANA
department to create the country-code top-level domain
and assign the role of sponsoring organization (also
known as the manager or trustee) to Sudan Internet
Society.

Which stakeholders or others were consulted?

In the course of evaluating a delegation application,
ICANN staff consults with the applicant and other
interested parties. As part of the application process, the
applicant needs to describe consultations that were
performed within the country concerning the ccTLD, and
their applicability to their local Internet community.

What concerns or issues were raised by the
community?

Staff are not aware of any significant issues or concerns
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raised by the community in relation to this request.

What significant materials did the Board review?

[REDACTED – SENSITIVE DELEGATION
INFORMATION]

What factors the Board found to be significant?

The Board did not identify any specific factors of concern
with this request.

These evaluations are responsive to the appropriate
criteria and policy frameworks, such as "Domain Name
System Structure and Delegation" (RFC 1591) and "GAC
Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and
Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains".

As part of the process established by the IANA Functions
Contract, the "Delegation and Redelegation Report" will
be published at http://www.iana.org/reports.

What factors the Board found to be significant?

The Board did not identify any specific factors of concern
with this request.

Are there financial impacts or ramifications on
ICANN (strategic plan, operating plan, budget); the
community; and/or the public?

The administration of country-code delegations in the
DNS root zone is part of the IANA functions, and the
delegation action should not cause any significant
variance on pre-planned expenditure. It is not the role of
ICANN to assess the financial impact of the internal
operations of country-code top-level domains within a
country.

Are there any security, stability or resiliency iss ues
relating to the DNS?
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ICANN does not believe this request poses any notable
risks to security, stability or resiliency. This is an
Organizational Administrative Function not requiring
public comment.

Whereas, Article XVI of the ICANN Bylaws
(http://www.icann.org/general/bylaws.htm) requires that
after the end of the fiscal year, the books of ICANN must
be audited by certified public accountants, which shall be
appointed by the Board.

Whereas, the Board Audit Committee has discussed the
engagement of the independent auditor for the fiscal year
ending 30 June 2015, and has recommended that the
Board authorize the President and CEO, or his
designee(s), to take all steps necessary to engage BDO
LLP and BDO member firms.

Resolved (2015.04.26.08), the Board authorizes the
President and CEO, or his designee(s), to take all steps
necessary to engage BDO LLP and BDO member firms
as the auditors for the financial statements for the fiscal
year ending 30 June 2015.

The audit firm BDO LLP and BDO member firms were
engaged for the annual independent audit of the fiscal
year end 30 June 2014 as a result of an extensive RFP
process. Based on the report from staff and the Audit
Committee's evaluation of the work performed, the
committee has unanimously recommended that the
Board authorize the President and CEO, or his
designee(s), to take all steps necessary to engage BDO
LLP and BDO member firms as ICANN's annual
independent auditor for the fiscal year ended 30 June
2015 for any annual independent audit requirements in
any jurisdiction.

e. 
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The engagement of an independent auditor is in
fulfillment of ICANN's obligations to undertake an audit of
ICANN's financial statements. This furthers ICANN's
accountability to its Bylaws and processes, and the
results of the independent auditors work will be publicly
available. There is a fiscal impact to the engagement that
has already been budgeted. There is no impact on the
security or the stability of the DNS as a result of this
appointment.

This is an Organizational Administrative Function not
requiring public comment.

Whereas, in 2012, the Board adopted a two-pronged
approach to address the recommendations of the
WHOIS Review Team, calling for ICANN to (i) continue to
fully enforce existing consensus policy and contractual
conditions relating to WHOIS, and (ii) create an expert
working group to determine the fundamental purpose
and objectives of collecting, maintaining and providing
access to gTLD registration data, to serve as a
foundation for a Board-initiated GNSO policy
development process (PDP).

Whereas, in 2014, the Expert Working Group on Next
Generation Registration Directory Services (EWG)
delivered its Final Report [PDF, 5.12 MB] to the Board
with its recommended model and principles to serve as
the foundation for the GNSO PDP.

Whereas, an informal group of Board members and
GNSO Councilors collaborated and developed a
proposed framework [PDF, 612 KB] to provide guidance
to the GNSO PDP for the examination of the EWG's
recommended models and principles for the next
generation registration directory services to replace
WHOIS.

f. 
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Resolved (2015.04.26.09), the Board thanks the EWG
for the significant effort and work exerted that produced
the proposed model for a next generation registration
directory services as reflected in its Final Report [PDF,
5.12 MB].

Resolved (2015.04.26.10), the Board reaffirms its
request for a Board-initiated GNSO policy development
process to define the purpose of collecting, maintaining
and providing access to gTLD registration data, and
consider safeguards for protecting data, using the
recommendations in the Final Report [PDF, 5.12 MB] as
an input to, and, if appropriate, as the foundation for a
new gTLD policy;

Resolved (2015.04.26.11), the Board directs that a new
Preliminary Issue Report that follows this framework
[PDF, 612 KB] be prepared and delivered to the GNSO;

Resolved (2015.04.26.12), the Board commits to forming
a group of Board members that will (i) liaise with the
GNSO on the policy development process to examine
the EWG's recommended model and propose policies to
support the creation of the next generation registration
directory services, and (ii) oversee the implementation of
the remaining projects arising from the Action Plan [PDF,
119 KB] adopted by the Board in response to the WHOIS
Review Team's recommendations. The Board directs the
Board Governance Committee to begin the process for
identifying a recommendation of a slate of Board
members to do this work.

Why the Board is addressing the issue?

This resolution continues the Board's attention to the
implementation of the Action Plan [PDF, 119 KB] adopted
by the Board in response to the WHOIS Review Team's
recommendations [PDF, 5.12 MB]. The resolution
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adopted today adopts a framework [PDF, 612 KB] to
conduct a board-initiated GNSO policy development
process to refine the purpose of collecting, maintaining
and providing access to gTLD registration data, and
consider safeguards for protecting data, using the
recommendations of the Expert Working Group's Final
Report [PDF, 5.12 MB] as an input to, if appropriate, to
serve as the foundation for a new gTLD policy.

What is the proposal being considered?

Under the Affirmation of Commitments (AoC), ICANN is
committed to enforcing its existing policy relating to
WHOIS (subject to applicable laws), which "requires that
ICANN implement measures to maintain timely,
unrestricted and public access to accurate and complete
WHOIS information…." The AoC obligates ICANN to
organize no less frequently than every three years a
community review of WHOIS policy and its
implementation to assess the extent to which WHOIS
policy is effective and its implementation meets the
legitimate needs of law enforcement and promotes
consumer trust. Under this timeline, the second WHOIS
Review Team is to be convened in late 2015.

In 2012, in response to the recommendations of the first
WHOIS Review Team, the Board adopted a two-prong
approach that simultaneously directed ICANN to (1)
implement improvements to the current WHOIS system
based on the Action Plan [PDF, 119 KB] that was based
on the recommendations of the WHOIS Review Team,
and (2) launch a new effort, achieved through the
creation of the Expert Working Group, to focus on the
purpose and provision of gTLD directory services, to
serve as the foundation of a Board-initiated GNSO policy
development process (PDP).

The Expert Working Group's Final Report [PDF, 5.12 MB]
contains a proposed model and detailed principles to
serve as the foundation for a PDP to support the creation
of the next generation registration directory services to
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replace WHOIS.  This Final Report [PDF, 5.12 MB]
contains over 160 pages of complex principles and
recommendations to be considered in the GNSO PDP. In
order to effectively manage the PDP on such a large
scale, an informal group of Board members and GNSO
councilors collaborated to develop the framework [PDF,
612 KB] approved today.

What factors did the Board find to be significant?

The complex nature of the EWG's recommendations,
along with the contentiousness nature of the WHOIS
issue in the ICANN community over the last ten+ years,
calls for a very structured approach to conducting a
policy development process of this magnitude. The
framework [PDF, 612 KB] provides guidance to the
GNSO on how to best structure the resulting PDP(s) for
success – that is, it proposes a process which leads to
new policies defining the purpose of gTLD registration
data and improving accuracy, privacy, and access to that
data.

This framework [PDF, 612 KB] creates a 3-phased
approach to conducting the PDP, with Phase 1 focusing
on definition of the policy requirements, Phase 2 focusing
on the functional design elements of the policy, and
Phase 3 focusing on implementation of the policies and
providing guidance during an expected transition period
during which the legacy WHOIS system and the next
generation registration directory services may coexist
and both operational at the same time. The Board
believes that following the framework [PDF, 612 KB] will
ensure that the PDP will properly address the many
significant issues and interdependencies that require
consideration in order to support the creation of the next
generation registration directory services.

The Board recognizes that additional resources may be
needed for the conduct of this unique policy development
process. The Board commits to reviewing the GNSO's
proposed plan and schedule, as well as Staff's
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assessment of the resources required to implement this
proposed plan, and to supporting appropriate resourcing
for the conduct of this PDP.

In addition, the Board believes that the importance of the
WHOIS issue, along with the breadth and scope of the
many WHOIS activities currently under way, support the
need for a designated group of Board members
dedicated to overseeing the entire WHOIS Program,
including working with the community on the GNSO PDP,
and any future transition to a next generation registration
directory services that may emerge following the GNSO
PDP.  Community members participating in the informal
Board-GNSO Council effort to develop the framework for
the PDP also requested the Board's continued
involvement in this effort.

What significant materials did the Board review?

The Board reviewed the EWG Final Report [PDF, 5.12
MB], the framework [PDF, 612 KB] developed through
the informal collaboration between the Board and the
GNSO Council, and the Briefing Papers submitted by
Staff.

Are there fiscal impacts or ramifications on ICANN
(strategic plan, operating plan, or budget)?

The initiation of focused work on WHOIS and the
creation of policies to support the next generation of
registration directory services are expected to have an
impact on financial resources as the research and work
progresses. Due to the expected complexity of this PDP,
there is a potential that this PDP may have higher
resource needs than other PDPs, though the full extent
of those resource needs are not fully understood,
particularly as to the scope of those resources in
comparison to the resources proposed for allocation
within the upcoming fiscal year for this effort. The Board
commits to reviewing staff's assessment of resources for
the conduct of this PDP (after there is a plan and
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schedule developed) with a view towards providing
appropriate resourcing for the conduct of this PDP.

Are there any security, stability or resiliency iss ues
relating to the DNS?

This action is not expected to have an immediate impact
on the security, stability or resiliency of the DNS, though
the outcomes of this work may result in positive impacts.

Is public comment required prior to Board action?

As this is a continuation of prior Board actions, public
comment is not necessary prior to adoption.  A public
comment period will be commenced, as required by the
ICANN Bylaws, once the Preliminary Issue Report is
published by Staff, thereby allowing the framework [PDF,
612 KB] approved today to be adjusted as appropriate
prior to delivery of the Final Issue Report to the GNSO.

Resolved (2012.04.26.13), the Board approves the
minutes of the 11 February 2015 Meeting of the ICANN
Board.

a. 

Whereas, on 3 March 2015, an Independent Review
Panel ("Panel") issued an advisory Final Declaration in
the Independent Review proceeding ("IRP") filed by
Booking.com (the "Final Declaration").

Whereas, Booking.com specifically challenged the
determination of the String Similarity Panel ("SSP") to
place .hotels and .hoteis in contention and the refusal of
the Board to revise that determination, as well as the
conduct of the Board in adopting and implementing the

b. 

2. 
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entire string similarity review process.

Whereas, the Panel denied Booking.com's IRP request
because the Panel determined that "Booking.com failed
to identify any instance of Board action or inaction or
ICANN staff or a third party (such as the ICC, acting as
SSP), that could be considered to be inconsistent with
ICANN's Articles of Incorporation or Bylaws or with the
policies and procedures established in the Guidebook."
(https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/final-
declaration-03mar15-en.pdf [PDF, 4.76 MB].)

Whereas, while ruling in ICANN's favor, the Panel
expressed sympathy for Booking.com insofar as the IRP
Panel suggests that there could be future improvements
to the transparency of processes developed within the
New gTLD Program, and the Board appreciates the IRP
Panel comments with respect to ways in which the New
gTLD Program processes might improve in future
rounds.

Whereas, in accordance with Article IV, section 3.21 of
ICANN's Bylaws, the Board has considered the Panel's
Final Declaration.

Resolved (2015.04.26.14), the Board accepts the
following findings of the Independent Review Panel's
Final Declaration that: (1) Booking.com has failed to
identify any instance of Board action or inaction, or any
action or inaction of ICANN staff or any third party (such
as the ICC, acting as SSP), that could be considered to
be inconsistent with ICANN's Articles of Incorporation or
Bylaws or with the policies and procedures established in
the Guidebook, including the challenged actions of the
Board (or any staff or third party) in relation to what
Booking.com calls the implementation and supervision of
the string similarity review process generally, as well as
the challenged actions of the Board (or any staff or third
party) in relation to the string similarity review of resulting
in the placement of .hotels and .hoteis in contention; (2)
the string similarity review performed in the case of

Resources - ICANN https://www.icann.org/resources/board-material/resolutions-2015-04-26-en

17 of 36 13/05/2015 14:24



.hotels was not inconsistent with ICANN's Articles of
Incorporation or Bylaws or with the policies and
procedures established in the Guidebook; (3) the time to
challenge the Board's adoption and implementation of
specific elements of the New gTLD Program, including
the string similarity review process has long since
passed; and (4) each party shall bear its own IRP costs.

Resolved (2015.04.26.15), the Board directs the
President and CEO, or his designee(s), to move forward
with processing of the .hotels/.hoteis contention set.

Resolved (2015.04.26.16), the Board directs the
President and CEO, or his designee(s), to ensure that
the ongoing reviews of the New gTLD Program take into
consideration the following issues raised by the Panel in
the Final Declaration regarding transparency and
fairness:

"The Guidebook provides no means for applicants
to provide evidence or make submissions to the
SSP (or any other ICANN body) and to be fully
"heard" on the substantive question of the similarity
of their applied-for gTLD strings to others."

"[T]he process as it exists does [not] provide for
gTLD applicants to benefit from the sort of
procedural mechanisms - for example, to inform the
SSP's review, to receive reasoned determinations
from the SSP, or to appeal the merits of those
determinations."

Booking.com filed a request for an Independent Review
Proceeding (IRP) challenging the ICANN Board's
handling of Booking.com's application for .hotels,
including the determination of the String Similarity Panel
(SSP) to place .hotels and .hoteis in contention and the
refusal of the Board to revise that determination.
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Booking.com also challenged the conduct of the Board in
the setting up, implementation, and supervision and
review of the entire string similarity review process. On 3
March 2015, the IRP Panel (Panel), comprised of three
Panelists, issued its Final Declaration. After
consideration and discussion, pursuant to Article IV,
Section 3.21 of the ICANN Bylaws, the Board adopts the
findings of the Panel, which are summarized below, and
can be found in full at https://www.icann.org/en/system
/files/files/final-declaration-03mar15-en.pdf [PDF, 4.76
MB].

The Panel found that it was charged with "objectively"
determining, whether or not the Board's actions are in
fact consistent with the Articles, Bylaws, and Guidebook,
thereby requiring that the Board's conduct be appraised
independently, and without any presumption of
correctness. The Panel agreed with ICANN that in
determining the consistency of the Board action with the
Articles, Bylaws, and Guidebook, the Panel is neither
asked to, nor allowed to, substitute its judgment for that
of the Board.

Using the applicable standard of review, the Panel found
that objectively there was not an inconsistency with the
Articles, Bylaws and Guidebook, noting that "the
established process was followed in all respects"
concerning the process followed by the String Similarity
Panel and the BGC's [Board Governance Committee]
handling of Booking.com's reconsideration request."
(Final Declaration, https://www.icann.org/en/system/files
/files/final-declaration-03mar15-en.pdf [PDF, 4.76 MB], at
p. 41.) 

Specifically, the Panel concluded:

144. Booking.com has failed to identify any
instance of Board action or inaction, including
any action or inaction of ICANN staff or a third
party (such as ICC, acting as the SSP) that
could be considered to be inconsistent with
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ICANN's Articles of Incorporation or Bylaws or
with the policies and procedures established
in the Guidebook. This includes the
challenged actions of the Board (or any staff
or third party) in relation to what Booking.com
calls the implementation and supervision of
the string similarity review process generally,
as well as the challenged actions of the Board
(or any staff or third party) in relation to the
string similarity review of .hotels in particular.

145. More particularly, the Panel finds that the
string similarity review performed in the case
of .hotels was not inconsistent with the
Articles or Bylaws or with what Booking.com
refers to as the "applicable rules" as set out in
the Guidebook.

146. To the extent that the Board's adoption
and implementation of specific elements of
the new gTLD Program and Guidebook,
including the string similarity review process,
could potentially be said to be inconsistent
with the principles of transparency or fairness
that underlie ICANN's Articles and
Incorporation and Bylaws (which the Panel
does not say is the case), the time to
challenge such action has long since passed.

(Id. at pp. 42-43.) Accordingly, the Panel declared ICANN
to be the prevailing party. (See id. at ¶ 152, p. 43.)

The Panel acknowledged certain legitimate concerns
regarding the string similarity review process raised by
Booking.com, which concerns the Panel noted were
shared by some members of the NGPC. Most notably,
the IRP Panel noted that while the String Similarity
Review Process, as it exists does not allow for some
procedural appeal mechanism, "[a]s to whether they
should be, it is not our place to express an opinion,
though we note that such additional mechanisms surely
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would be consistent with the principles of transparency
and fairness." (Id. at ¶ 128, p. 37.)

The Board appreciates the IRP Panel comments with
respect to ways in which the New gTLD Program
processes might improve in future rounds. ICANN will
take the lessons learned from this IRP and apply it
towards its ongoing assessments of the ways in which it
can improve upon its commitments to accountability and
transparency. In particular, the Board will include the
following concerns expressed by the Panel in its review
of the New gTLD Program for the next round:

"The Guidebook provides no means for applicants
to provide evidence or make submissions to the
SSP (or any other ICANN body) and to be fully
"heard" on the substantive question of the similarity
of their applied-for gTLD strings to others."

"[T]he process as it exists does [n]ot provide for
gTLD applicants to benefit from the sort of
procedural mechanisms - for example, to inform the
SSP's review, to receive reasoned determinations
from the SSP, or to appeal the merits of those
determinations.

This action will have no financial impact on the
organization and no direct impact on the security, stability
or resiliency of the domain name system.

This is an Organizational Administrative function that
does not require public comment

Whereas, the Board approved the FY15 Operating Plan
and Budget, which includes an amount of US$7 million
for costs to be incurred related to the USG IANA
Stewardship Transition initiative, which was expected to
be funded by the Reserve Fund.

c. 
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Whereas, ICANN is incurring ongoing costs to support
the work of the ICANN Community in relation to the USG
IANA Stewardship Transition initiative.

Whereas, the Board Finance Committee has
recommended that the Board approve the release of
funds from the Reserve Fund to cover costs incurred in
FY15 related to the USG IANA Stewardship Transition
initiative in an amount not to exceed US$7 million, and
the Board agrees.

Resolved (2014.04.26.17), the Board authorizes the
President and CEO, or his designee(s), to withdraw
funds from the Reserve Fund to cover costs incurred in
FY15 related to the USG IANA Stewardship Transition
initiative in an amount not to exceed US$7 million.

The USG IANA Stewardship Transition initiative is a
major initiative to which the ICANN Community as a
whole is dedicating a significant amount of time and
resources. ICANN's supporting the Community in its
work towards a successful completion of the project
(including both the USG IANA Stewardship transition
proposal development and accountability work) is critical
for ICANN.

Considering its exceptional nature and the significant
amount of costs anticipated to be incurred, the funding of
this project could not be provided through the ICANN
annual operating revenue. Accordingly, when the Board
approved the FY15 Operating Plan and Budget, it
included the anticipated funding of the project costs
(US$7 million) through a corresponding withdrawal from
the Reserve Fund.

The withdrawals from the Reserve Fund for the FY15
costs associated with the USG Transition Initiative will be
done twice, once for the actual costs incurred from 1 July
2014 – 31 December 2014, and once for the actual costs
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incurred from 1 January 2015 – 30 June 2015. The first
withdrawal will be for US$1,454,287, representing
US$471,438 in personnel costs, US$548,247 in travel
and meeting costs, US$352,164 in professional services,
and US$82,439 in administrative costs.

As costs are incurred during FY15 for this project, ICANN
is proceeding with the planned withdrawals of funds from
the Reserve Fund to cover the actual costs incurred in
FY15 related to USG IANA Stewardship Transition
initiative, up to the amount of US$7 million included in
the Board approved FY15 Operating Plan and Budget.

This is an Organizational Administrative Function that
does not require public comment at this stage. In
particular, the anticipated costs of US$7 million was
included in the FY15 Operating Plan and Budget that
was subject to public comment before it was approved by
the Board.

Whereas, ICANN sources IT services from multiple
different vendors and wish to consolidate its sourcing of
such services to improve efficiency, quality and costs.

Whereas, ICANN staff has undergone an extensive
request for proposal process involving 28 potential
service providers, which led, after multiple reviews,
demonstrations and interviews to the identification of one
preferred candidate, Zensar.

Whereas, ICANN staff has undergone further due
diligence of Zensar by organizing pilot projects for
approximately four months to determine the effective
ability to obtain timely quality services from Zensar,
which have proven highly conclusive.

Whereas, ICANN staff considers that Zensar has
demonstrated the ability to provide ongoing services and
project development support durably.

d. 
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Resolved (2015.04.26.18), the Board authorizes the
President and CEO, or his designee(s), to take all
actions necessary to contract with, make payments to,
and carry out any additional necessary actions with
Zensar for a period of up to three years, involving
expenses of up to [amount redacted for negotiation
purposes].

Resolved (2015.04.26.19), specific items within this
resolution shall remain confidential for negotiation
purposes pursuant to Article III, section 5.2 of the ICANN
Bylaws until the President and CEO determines that the
confidential information may be released.

ICANN has been using the services of multiple vendors
for its IT related needs, either for ongoing activities or for
development projects. The management of multiple
vendors is inefficient and generally leads to a higher cost
for the value of services received.

ICANN staff has investigated alternative solutions to
obtain the IT services that it requires, and the solution of
obtaining several services on a long-term basis from a
single external vendor with a knowledgeable and
competent pool of resources is the preferred approach.

ICANN staff has therefore conducted an extensive
request for proposal (RFP) process by defining the list of
potential services it requires, obtaining proposals from 28
different vendors, conducting in-depth reviews, selecting
a shortlist of five capable firms, interviewing each of the
five firms, identifying two shortlisted candidates, and
conducting deep-dive analyses of the two organizations
to ultimately select Zensar as the preferred candidate.
ICANN staff then conducted several pilot projects with
Zensar to establish through live services and projects the
ability of the company to put in place the adequate
resources to provide timely quality services.
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This extensive selection and testing process has
provided a high confidence that Zensar is a capable
partner for a durable period and ICANN Staff has
recommended to engage the services of Zensar for a
period of three years, up to [amount redacted for
negotiation purposes].

This is an Organizational Administrative Function that
does not require public comment.

Whereas, prior discussions between community
members and ICANN staff members identified the need
for an earlier decision on the funding of additional budget
requests from ICANN's Supporting Organizations (SO)
and Advisory Committees (AC).

Whereas, the staff created an SO/AC additional budget
requests process, to collect, review and submit for Board
approval funding requests from the SOs and ACs.

Whereas, in accordance with the process, requests were
submitted by the ICANN Community by the set deadline,
and were reviewed by a panel of staff members
representing the Policy, Stakeholder Engagement and
Finance departments.

Whereas, the staff panel recommended the approval of
requests representing $657,300 for approval.

Whereas the Board Finance Committee, reviewed the
process followed and the staff's proposal, and has
recommended that the Board approve staff's
recommendation.

Resolved (2015.04.26.20), the Board approves
committing $657,300 during Fiscal Year 2016 to cover
the costs associated with the adopted SO/AC additional
budget requests.

e. 
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Approving commitments within the FY2016 budget in
advance is a reasonable accommodation within the
established budget approval process and timeline in
order to facilitate the work of the ICANN community and
of the ICANN staff, and does not create additional
expenses. The amount of the committed expenses
resulting from this resolution is considered sufficiently
small to not require that funding resources are
specifically identified and approved by the Board.
Information on the process for consideration of additional
budget requests from ICANN's Supporting Organizations
(SO) and Advisory Committees (AC) is available here.
The list of FY2016 requests received and the disposition
of the requests is available here [DOCX, 145 KB].

There is no anticipated impact from this decision on the
security, stability and resiliency of the domain name
system as a result of this decision.

The approval process is an Organizational Administrative
process that has already been subject to significant input
from the community.

Whereas, the ICANN Five-Year Operating Plan provides:
(i) a five-year planning calendar; (ii) strategic goals with
corresponding key performance indicators; (iii)
dependencies; (iv) a five-year phasing; (v) a list of
portfolios; and (vi) a five-year financial model.

Whereas, together with the ICANN Five-Year Strategic
Plan, the ICANN Five-Year Operating Plan will serve as a
foundation for the annual operating plans and budgets.

Whereas, the ICANN Five-Year Operating Plan for
FY16-FY20 is the result of an extensive, collaborative,
bottom-up, multistakeholder and multilingual process
using the Board adopted Five-Year Strategic Plan

f. 
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FY16-FY20 as its foundation.

Whereas, the ICANN Five-Year Operating Plan will be
maintained and updated on an annual basis per ICANN's
planning process.

Resolved (2015.04.26.21), the Board herby adopts the
ICANN Five-Year Operating Plan for FY2016 – FY2020.

As a new element of ICANN's planning process, the
ICANN Five-Year Operating Plan for FY16-FY20
complements the Five-Year Strategic Plan, will guide
ICANN's activities for the next five years, and will inform
ICANN's annual operating plans and budgets.

With the focus to provide the public with more insight and
advance ICANN's accountability and transparency, the
Five-Year Operating Plan sets forth details for each
Strategic Objective and Goal – portfolios of ICANN
activities, key operational success factors (outcomes),
key performance indicators (measurements), key
dependencies, and phasing over the five years (at the
Goal level); and is completed by a five-year financial
model, which describes the principles and approach to
ensure financial accountability and sustainability in
achieving the ICANN mission.

The ICANN Five-Year Operating Plan for FY16-FY20 is
the result of a collaborative and bottom-up
multistakeholder process, which included extensive
public input. Public comments were sought from 11
November 2014 to 4 January 2015. Also, the Community
discussions at ICANN 52, Singapore, involving ICANN's
Supporting Organizations, Stakeholder Groups,
Constituencies, and Advisory Committees, have further
refined the ICANN Five-Year Operating Plan for
FY16-FY20.

Adopting the ICANN Five-Year Operating Plan will be
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advantageous to all stakeholders and the entire ICANN
community. This decision itself will have no specific fiscal
impact that is not, or will not be, anticipated through the
annual Operating Plan and Budgets going forward for the
next five years. Further, this action will have no direct
impact on the security and stability of the domain name
system.

This is an Organization Administrative Function that has
already been subject to lengthy public comment, as note
above.

Whereas, Ray Plzak is a member of the Board and
current Chair of the Structural Improvements Committee
(SIC).

Whereas, Mr. Plzak's current term on the Board expires
at the conclusion of the Annual General Meeting in
October 2015, and Mr. Plzak is not seeking another term.

Whereas, Rinalia Abdul Rahim is a current member of
the Board and member of the SIC.

Whereas, to facilitate the smooth transition of leadership
of the SIC at the expiration of Mr. Plzak's term, the BGC
recommended that the Board immediately appoint
Rinalia Abdul Rahim as the Chair of the SIC and retain
Ray as a member of the SIC.

Resolved (2015.04.26.22), the Board appoints Rinalia
Abdul Rahim as the Chair of the Structural Improvements
Committee (SIC) and retains Ray Plzak a member of the
SIC effective immediately.

The Board is committed to facilitating a smooth transition
in the leadership of the Structural Improvements
Committee (SIC) when Ray Plzak's term on the Board
expires at the conclusion of the Annual General Meeting

g. 
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in October 2015. In light of the upcoming expiration of his
term on the Board, Mr. Plzak suggested that he step
down now in order to provide for a transition period to a
new SIC Chair while he is still on the Board. As the
Board Governance Committee (BGC) is tasked with
recommending committee assignments, the BGC
discussed Mr. Plzak's proposal and has recommended
that the Board appoint Rinalia Abdul Rahim as the new
SIC Chair effectively immediately.

The Board agrees with Mr. Plzak and the BGC that it is
appropriate to appoint Ms. Abdul Rahim as the Chair of
the SIC, effectively immediately, and retain Mr. Plzak as
a member of the SIC until the end of his term.

This action will have no financial impact on the
organization and no direct impact on the security,
stability, or resiliency of the domain name system.

This is an Organizational Administrative function that
does not require public comment.

Whereas, staff has compiled a complete list of all digital
services offered by ICANN to its served communities.

Whereas, ICANN offers a total of 85 such digital
services, some 50 of which are services that have been
partially or wholly developed by ICANN staff, or under
ICANN staff supervision, leaving a code-base for
maintenance under ICANN staff control.

Whereas, the Board Risk Committee has reviewed
preliminary findings as presented by the Chief Innovation
and Information Officer (CIIO) during ICANN52 in
Singapore.

Whereas, the Board Risk Committee has reviewed the
CIIO's short- and longer-term treatment of IT security

h. 
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matters on 17 April 2015 and agrees with the CIIO's
recommendations that there is an immediate need to
assess the software code-base managed by ICANN staff
that has not already been assessed.

Whereas, the individual assessments may not
individually reach the threshold of US$500,000 requiring
Board approval, however because collectively they may
reach that threshold, the Board Risk Committee further
referred this matter to the Board Finance Committee.

Whereas, the Board Finance Committee has
recommended that the Board delegate to the President
and CEO, or his designee(s), the authority to perform all
necessary contracting and disbursements to address the
immediate need of assessing the software code-base
managed by ICANN staff.

Whereas, there are sufficient funds in the FY15
contingency fund to cover the costs of this project.

Resolved (2015.04.26.23), the Board authorizes the
President and CEO, or his designee(s), to perform all
necessary contracting and disbursements to obtain a
comprehensive review and security vulnerability
assessment of all software platforms in use at ICANN for
delivering digital services, including contracting with
external service providers, acquiring needful tools,
expenditure disbursement and undertaking remediation
measures as appropriate.

Resolved (2015.04.26.24), the Board directs the
President and CEO, or his designee(s), to provide
regular updates to the Board Risk Committee on the
progress of the long-term plan to ensure systems design
and systems architecture are integrated into standard
ICANN processes, and that security considerations
occupy an essential role in corporate decision making.
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As part of ICANN's digital services health-check, during
the first quarter of FY152014, ICANN's IT organization
initiated an RFP process to select a suitable external
third-party with a reputation and the needful skills to
assess all the services and the underlying technologies
ICANN has deployed. Following the RFP process,
ICANN selected and engaged the services of a globally-
recognized leader in undertaking such assignments.

The selected contractor performed a thorough analysis of
the ICANN portfolio of digital services. ICANN staff
decided to leverage the SANS Institute 20-factor Critical
Security Controls framework (see http://www.sans.org
/critical-security-controls/controls. The contractor
produced a report during the first quarter of FY15 to
identify those framework-factors that met or exceeded
the "Green" standard, while also identifying those
framework-factors that could use further attention.

The report particularly highlighted one factor –
Application Software Security – for deeper analysis.

Concurrently, staff inventoried all the digital services it
offers the ICANN community. That number stands at 85
today. Staff catalogued the number of software platforms
(development environment plus database or content
management system), which have been leveraged to
develop these services over the last 15+ years. Staff also
determined that ICANN delivers digital services
leveraging 10+ software platforms for the benefit of its
served communities.

Following the SANS Institute framework-based
assessment, ICANN IT staff initiated a 16-projects
portfolio, focused on improving ICANN's defences in
those IT infrastructure areas meriting further attention.

Staff analysed the nature of data captured, manipulated,
stored and delivered by these services. The analyses
looked at data integrity, data sensitivity and data privacy,
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among other factors. The result of this analysis showed a
concentration of high-sensitivity data in services that
serve ICANN's Contracted Parties community.

Staff retained the services of a deep-specialty firm with
expertise in the software package and platform utilized
by ICANN to specifically assess digital services deployed
for the benefit of the New gTLD program. This specialty
firm produced a report in late February of 2015,
identifying areas that merited further attention.

Staff has determined that all other (~10) software
platforms merit similar assessments. In attempting to
estimate the costs of this project, staff approached three
large firms with extensive ranges of skill sets and
knowledge on numerous software platforms. Staff then
also made cost inquiries at smaller, niche or subject
matter expert firms that have concentrated expertise on
just one or a few software platforms. The estimates
received from the larger firms were significantly higher
than those from the niche firms, even though both size
firms have relatively equal expertise on any given
software platform for which the niche firms have
concentrated expertise. Accordingly, staff appropriately
determined to recommend using numerous, smaller
niche firms, rather than one larger firm for this project.
This will have the added benefit of allowing multiple
assessments to be performed in parallel.

The Board reviewed staff's recommendation for
assessing potential software-driven vulnerabilities in the
code-base of services leveraging these platforms, and
the determination that the proposal met the standard for
such assessments. The process for selection of subject
matter expert firms for such assessments does not call
for public consultation, as the assessment of the
code-base is the primary consideration and the
expenditure with any given vendor is not expected to
reach the level requiring a public bidding process as set
out in ICANN's Procurement Guidelines (see
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/procurement-
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guidelines-21feb10-en.pdf [PDF, 1.03 MB]). However, the
collective amount anticipated to be spent in this effort
across firms is anticipated to be above the contracting
and disbursement limit for which ICANN management
alone can approve.

It should be noted that this project is just the first step in
a comprehensive approach. ICANN acknowledges that
we have experienced some security issues, resulting
from various causes in the recent past, and the Board
and staff are committed to taking the steps necessary to
help ensure such issues, or any other issues, do not
arise in the future. To that end, the Board has directed
the President and CEO, or his designee(s), to dedicate
additional attention and resources to all IT facilitates to
ensure that they achieve and/or maintain the level of
security that is appropriate and warranted given ICANN's
mandate and to report periodically back to the Board on
continued progress.

There will be a financial impact on ICANN in engaging in
such an assessment but it is already covered in the
budget under the contingency fund.

This is an Organizational Administrative function that
does not require public comment.

Whereas, the Board approved in previous years the new
gTLD Investment Policy and the creation of three
different investment accounts to hold and manage the
funds resulting from new gTLD application fees collected.

Whereas, the new gTLD Investment Policy requires that,
when the aggregate amount of remaining new gTLD
funds reaches $150 million, those remaining funds be
managed by two investment firms instead of three.

Whereas, the new gTLD remaining funds amount to

i. 
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US$171 million as of 31 March 2015.

Whereas, auction proceeds have been collected for a
total (net of auction costs) of approximately US$59
million.

Resolved (2015.04.26.25), the Board authorizes the
President and CEO, or his designee(s), to take all
actions necessary to consolidate the new gTLD
remaining funds with two of the three existing investment
managers.

Resolved (2015.04.26.26), the Board authorizes the
President and CEO, or his designee(s), to take all
actions necessary to invest the proceeds generated
through the last resort auctions in the New gTLD
Program in a segregated investment management
account.

By the end of June 2012, and pursuant to the New gTLD
Investment Policy (available at https://www.icann.org
/resources/pages/investment-policy-new-gtld-
2013-01-07-en), the application fees received in the first
application round in the New gTLD Program have been
invested in investment accounts at three different
investment firms. The Board-approved New gTLD
Investment Policy includes a provision requiring that
once the remaining funds under management reach
$150 million, only two investment managers should be
used. The current level of remaining new gTLD funds is
US$171 million (as of 31 March 2015), and therefore is
approaching the US$150 million threshold.

Separately, net auction proceeds gathered through the
last resort auctions within the New gTLD Program of
US$59 million have been collected over the past eight
months and kept in a separate bank account. These
funds need to be invested until the mechanism for
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disposition of the auction funds is determined.

As a result, the Board Finance Committee has approved
a staff recommendation that that: (1) the remaining new
gTLD funds are consolidated into two investment
managers, as required by the of the New gTLD
Investment Policy; and (2) the third investment manager
(i.e., the investment manager that will no longer have
New gTLD application funds under management) will be
requested to create a new investment account, dedicated
to managing auction proceeds received through the New
gTLD Program.

This decision is in line with prior Board actions on the
management of application fees collected within the New
gTLD Program. This decision has no impact on the
security, stability and resiliency of the Internet DNS.

This is an Organizational Administrative Function that
does not require public comment at this stage.

No resolutions taken.

j. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 - CURRICULUM VITAE DR. EMMANUEL KEULEERS 

Dr. EMMANUEL KEULEERS 
Research Fellow 
Center for Reading Research 
Department of Experimental Psychology 
Ghent University, Belgium 

Contact information
Department of Experimental Psychology 
Ghent University 

 

 
 

Web http://crr.ugent.be/members/emmanuel-keuleers 
  
Personal information

• ° 1974 

• Belgian 

Degrees

• PhD in Linguistics, University of Antwerp, 2008 

• Master in Theoretical and Experimental Psychology, Ghent University, 2000 

Career
• October 2008-Present: Research Fellow — Department of Experimental Psychology, 

Ghent University. 

• January 2008-July 2008: Researcher — CNTS Language Technology Group, University 
of Antwerp. 

• January 2004–December 2007: PhD Researcher — Center for Psycholinguistics, 
University of Antwerp. 

• November 2001–December 2003: Research Assistant — Center for Psycholinguistics, 
University of Antwerp. 

Research Areas
• Psycholinguistics 

� Visual Word Recognition 

� Computational Models 

� Morphology 

� Crowdsourcing 

Contact Information Redacted



� Megatudies 

• Computational Linguistics 

� Word frequencies 

� Semantic Models 

� Corpus development 

� Memory-based learning 

Membership of Professional Organizations

• Fellow of the Psychonomic Society 

• Member of the Association for Psychological Science

• Member of the Belgian Association for Psychological Sciences 

Teaching

• Different BA and MA courses in Psychology and Psycholinguistics. 

• Regularly invited Lecturer at Research schools and workshops 

Further information

Home page: http://crr.ugent.be/members/emmanuel-keuleers 

10 most relevant publications (last 5 years)

1 van Heuven, W.J.B., Mandera, P., Keuleers, E., & Brysbaert, M. (2013). SUBTLEX-

UK: A new and improved word frequency database for British English. The Quarterly 

Journal of Experimental Psychology. 

2 Frost, R., & Keuleers, E. (2013). What Can We Learn From Monkeys About 

Orthographic Processing in Humans? A Reply to Ziegler et al. Psychological Science, 

24(9), 1868–1869. 

3  Kuperman, V., Drieghe, D., Keuleers, E., & Brysbaert, M. (2013). How strongly do 

word reading times and lexical decision times correlate? Combining data from eye 

movement corpora and megastudies. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental 

Psychology, 66(3), 563–580. 



4 Keuleers, E., & Brysbaert, M. (2012). Detecting inherent bias in lexical decision 

experiments with the LD1NN algorithm. In G. Libben, G. Jarema, & C. Westbury 

(Eds.), Methodological and Analytic Frontiers in Lexical Research (pp. 231–248). John 

Benjamins Publishing.. 

5  Keuleers, E., Lacey, P., Rastle, K., & Brysbaert, M. (2012). The British Lexicon 

Project: Lexical decision data for 28,730 monosyllabic and disyllabic English words. 

Behavior Research Methods, 44, 287-304. doi: 10.3758/s13428-011-0118-4. doi (open 

access). 

6 Keuleers, E., Diependaele, K., & Brysbaert, M. (2010). Practice Effects in Large-Scale 

Visual Word Recognition Studies: A Lexical Decision Study on 14,000 Dutch Mono- 

and Disyllabic Words and Nonwords. Frontiers in Psychology, 1. doi (open access). 

7  Keuleers, E., & Brysbaert, M. (2010). Wuggy: A multilingual pseudoword generator. 

Behavior Research Methods, 42(3), 627-633. Award from the Psychonomic Society for 

Best Article of 2010 in BRM. doi, preprint. 

8 Keuleers, E., Brysbaert, M., & New, B. (2010). SUBTLEX-NL: A new measure for 

Dutch word frequency based on film subtitles. Behavior Research Methods, 42(3), 

643-650. 

9  Keuleers, E. & Daelemans, W. (2007). Memory-based learning models of inflectional 

morphology: A methodological case study, Lingue e Linguaggio, 6(2), 151–174. doi, 

preprint. 

10 Keuleers, E., Sandra, D., Daelemans, W., Gillis, S., Durieux, G., & Martens, E. (2007). 

Dutch plural inflection: The exception that proves the analogy. Cognitive Psychology, 

54(4), 283–318. 

Research funding granted in the last 5 years 

• TRIBAL: Translation Recognition in Bilinguals Across the Lifespan. Awarded by 

Ministerio de Economía y Competitividad, MINECO, Gobierno de España. Members: 

Jon Andoni Duñabeitia, Emmanuel Keuleers, Stéphanie Massol, Aina Casaponsa, 

Ainhara Martí. (2012-2015) [PI: Jon Andoni Duñabeitia][45,000 EUR] 

• Erasmus Mundus Basileus Staff Exchange Grant (2009), 3,000 EUR 

Awards

• Award from the Psychonomic Society for Best Article of 2010 in Behavior Research 

Methods. Presented at the 51st Annual Meeting of the Psychonomic Society. St. Louis, 

November 18, 2010.



ATTACHMENT 3 - LIST OF MATERIALS REVIEWED 

1. Materials for the first psycholinguistic study 

Several studies have been conducted in which lexical decision data was collected for tens of 

thousand of words in different languages. In the English Lexicon Project, Balota et al. (2007) 

collected responses to 40,000 English words and the same number of nonwords, using over 900 

participants, each responding to 3,500 trials. In a similar study, the French Lexicon project, 

Ferrand et al. (2009) collected responses to 38,000 French words and nonwords. Keuleers et al. 

(2010) collected responses for 39 Dutch speaking participants answering to 14,000 Dutch words 

and nonwords. Finally, in the British Lexicon Project, Keuleers et al. (2012) collected data for 

28,000 English words and nonwords using 78 British English participants. These studies are 

widely accepted by the psycholinguistic community as reliable tools for the investigation of the 

visual word recognition system. 

For the current analysis, we have used the data from the British Lexicon Project. In contrast to 

the English Lexicon project, the stimuli in the British Lexicon project were presented in 

lowercase. The characters l and i are visually more similar in lowercase than in uppercase, 

presenting a more stringent test of the effect of visual similarity between those characters on 

word recognition. 

The data from the British Lexicon Project, on which we will base the current analysis, are 

publicly available in the Supplemental Data Archive of the Psychonomic Society, with document 

object identifier doi:10.3758/s13428-011-0118-4. The details of the experimental procedures, as 

well as an analysis of the reliability of the results, are given in Keuleers et al. (2012). 

2. Materials for the three corpuslinguistic studies  

Our first corpus study was based on wordlists. The two general English word lists we used are 

the following: EOWL and wordsEN.txt. Both are freely available, fully downloadable and thus 

open to quantitative analysis. 

The word list wordsEN.txt is available from SIL, the international organization on language 

studies (originally known as Summer Institute of Linguistics) and a pioneer in the field of 

quantitative analysis of linguistic data.  

The list can be downloaded from:  

http://www-01.sil.org/linguistics/wordlists/english/ 

The second word list is the "English Open Word List" (EOWL), developed by Ken Loge, and 

available from: http://dreamsteep.com/projects/the-english-open-word-list.html 

Both word lists contain more than 100,000 words each.  
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