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Coordinator:
Thank you. Today’s conference is being recorded. If you have any objections you may disconnect at this time. Please go ahead.
Robin Gross:
Thank you very much, (Louise). Good morning, good afternoon, good evening. This is the NCSC call on the 11th of June, 2013. On the call today we have Robin Gross, (unintelligible), Wolfgang Kleinwachter, ((Edward Morris)), (Karl) (unintelligible), David Cake, (unintelligible), Mary Wong and Bill Drake. From staff we have myself (Marcy Pervin). I’d like to remind you all to please state your names before speaking for transcription purposes. Thank you very much and now over to you Robin.

Robin Gross:
Thank you. Thank you very much.

(Aubrey):
On the call? This is (Aubrey). I’m also on the call. I don’t think I heard my name.

Robin Gross:
Wonderful. Thank you very much, (Aubrey). Is there anyone else?

(Maria Fowl):
(Maria Fowl) has also joined the call.

Robin Gross:
Great. Great. Thank you very much. Let me quickly just review our agenda thins morning. We’re going to discuss the NCSG reconsideration request and our response to the board governance (committee). We’ll get (communiqué) on these new GTLDs and then an update on the accountability and transparency review team, ATRT.

Then we can go through our counsel agenda for Thursday and go through the motions and discussion items and make sure that we’ve got all of our counselors, are prepared to participate or have found for themselves a proxy, an alternate, somebody who will fill in for them.


And then we can go over any open comment periods and working groups and time preview discussion for what’s coming up with Durban. So that’s what we’ve got on the agenda and anything else - is there anything anyone would like to add?

All right. Not hearing anything. I guess that means no and we can get started. Can folks hear me okay?

Man:
Yeah.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Great. I was noticing Bill was typing in a chat that he couldn’t hear so I just wanted to make sure. All right. So the first issue to talk about today is the NCSG reconsideration request and its rejection by the Board Governance committee.


Basically the board governance committee wrote a recommendation - I should say the outside legal team - wrote a recommendation that basically ends the bottom up policy development process and says that ICANN staff can unilaterally change policy at its own discretion irrespective of what the GSNO counsel or the community thinks. So it’s in violation of the stated bylaws. ICANN bylaws for how policy is made it. It certainly isn’t bottom up the ICANN claims it is.


So this decision will - there are a lot of members of the GSNO counsel who are upset about this particular decision even though they don’t really care about the underlying issue, the substantive issue, the trademark plus 50 policy that staff and the IPC crafted.


Maybe there’s a lot of counselors who don’t particularly care one way or the other about that policy but what this decision does if it stands is it really kills the bottom up policy development process. So that’s the part that a good number members of the community are concerned about.


And so there’s the question of how do we respond to this and I know the GNSO counsel will be trying to have a meeting with the board governance committee to discuss the rationale. And I believe Jeff Neuman’s already put a motion on the table to try to fix some of what he sees as the holes in this policy as it stands of allowing the staff to do whatever it wants irrespective of what the community says.


So I think that motion is on the table for Thursday but we can talk about that particular motion later. We also need to discuss the NCSG response - our specific response. And I think what we should do and I should mention this a couple of times on the list and I’d really like to get some feedback is I think we need to request a meeting with the board governance committee so we can discuss the rationale of this opinion, its implications for the bottom up multi-stakeholder model.


Frankly I doubt many members of this board governance have read this opinion. I think it was just kind of rubberstamped written by outside legal staff and rubber stamped for approval.


And it’s also my understanding that many members of the board governance committee are conflicted off of participating in these kinds of decisions because they’ve got conflicts with new GTLDs so there’s not a whole lot of board members left so can even participate in these kinds of decisions. But - probably just rubberstamp this.


So it will be before the board on June 25th at this point and will probably be rubberstamped then. So at that point I think we should consider filing for an independent review panel to challenge the decision. This is another part of ICANN’s supposed mechanism for accountability when they get things wrong to be able to challenge decisions when staff and the board doesn’t follow their own bylaws.


I’ve been talking with a couple folks in the community and it sounds like the biggest drawback or problem with that objective is the cost because it’s a situation in which the loser pays all the costs.


So, you know, you have to pay for ICANN’s outside legal staff and, you know, I’ve heard people have said that it can cost 3 to 4 million dollars and you have to have some of this money up front and before you can even file your claim.


And so it doesn’t - on some levels the more I look at it the more I wonder this is no accountability mechanism whatsoever. You have to be a millionaire to even have this kind of accountability mechanism to make use of it. But some non-commercial users will be able to.


However, Ed’s been doing some research for us and apparently there are some means of asking the arbitrator to award differently or perhaps we could ask ICANN to put up our share of the advanced fees if we have to put any up or to waive that. I don’t know.


There may be some options for that so I just wanted to kind of lay out those possibilities and open it up for discussion. And I know Ed’s been doing a good bit of research so, Ed, if you’d like to add anything or give anymore granular detail on what we need to do for this independent review panel, your thoughts on that, I’d really appreciate it.
(Edward Morris):
Thanks, Robin. It’s (Edward Morris) for the record. First of all, thank you for your leadership in this. If you hadn’t stepped up and recognized what’s going on, this would be a dead issue. So I think we all owe you a great deal of gratitude.


We don’t have to make a decision on the independent review today. The way I would look at it is we’re on a journey on the independent review. That’s our destination. Right at the end just before we get to it, there’s a bridge with a toll on it. There’s a lot of intermediary steps, a lot of off ramps and rest areas that we can play with on the way there to try to give the board an opportunity to back up a little bit.


The next step in terms of formal procedure is what’s known as the CEP, the cooperative engagement process. What that basically means - it’s free. What that basically means is we’re considering an independent review. Nobody wants to go to an independent review panel. It’s costly, it’s conflict- ridden. There’s only been two in the history of ICANN.


What CEP consists of is a two stage process. Within 15 days after the board’s decision - is it the 25th or the 27th, Robin?

Robin Gross:
25th in my notes. Let me double check that.

(Edward Morris):
Okay. I thought it was the 27th but whatever day, within 15 days of that decision basically me or Robin would just have to send an email saying we want a CEP. 3 days after that ICANN has to appoint a single executive that will deal with the matter.

And then two days after that - so five days after our request there will be a phone call or an in-person meeting between that individual and presumably Robin and a few of our other folks to talk about the issues, to see if we can reach some sort of compromise, something they can take back to the board.


If that doesn’t happen, seven days from that date there will be a face to face meeting where we try to do it again and if that’s not successful we frame the issue for a potential independent review. Then we get a little over two weeks to decide where to go for the independent review. It’s free. It gives us another bite of the apple. If we do it in conjunction with a few other things I sort of like our chances to get something out of this process.


One of the things I suggest going forward with and I actually talked to Milton last night or I was corresponding with Milton last night about this is something called the DIDT. It’s a documentary request and it was replaced in my head by a lawyer that Milton actually introduced me to in Beijing.


What we want to do is say hey, ICANN, give us all the information you have, all of your discussions, all of your internal documentation about (TM50). Let’s figure out how this policy is placed in effect as an implementation mechanism but we’re also entitled to board DGC minutes, communications from staff to the board. Basically everything we do with our reconsideration requests and the BGC decision. So if we get that request in immediately we’ll have that data. There’s a 30 day time limit and time to evaluate it before we go in to the CET.


So I guess what I’m saying right now is there’s a whole bunch of things we can go forward with. I love the idea you have of trying to get a meeting with the BGC. (Aubrey) has the petition up and running. We have the counsel efforts. I think what we want to do is just a (raw) attack, try to raise the salience of the issue and we have - this is timed perfectly for the Durban meeting.


For example, if we decide to go forward with the CEP we requested on the outset of the first day or so of the Durban meeting, we can then circulate your (circle ID) article, Robin, revise it a little bit and say, okay, NGST is going forward with this but CEP will be (mutual) towards IR. We can make copies of it, throw it in the (hotel).


We can make this a focal point of the Durban meeting. If we do that and we’re engaged with the board and staff through the CEP, I think there’s a reasonable chance we might come away with something we may not be happy with but better than what we have now without having to go the toll bridge of the independent review.

That’s where I’m at right now.
Robin Gross:
Thanks very much. Thanks for your research on this and for the initial reconsideration request. Well, so it sounds like the CEP step we can - would be the next step and that wouldn’t be the costly step. Maybe we could get something very positive out of that decision. I know one of the things that some of the other members of the community that are unhappy with this decision have said is that they just want the board to come back with a different decision, you know, that they don’t really care if the particular trademark plus 50 policies stand.


But this decision, the impact that it has for the entire bottom up model, they just can’t let this decision stand. So if the board governance committee could be persuaded to not adopt this particular recommendation then we would have a (unintelligible).
(Edward Morris):
Hey, Robin. It’s Ed again. The BGC is gone so right now everything has to come from the board itself.

Robin Gross:
Your’ saying done with the board governance committee, everything that they’ve - they’re role is finished. Is that what you’re saying?

(Edward Morris):
Yes. It’s gone to the board now. So now the board makes the decision at the next meeting in late June and that’s’ what we react to. So it would be interesting to talk to the BGC to see why they did what they did but they’re not going to be able to reverse the decision. At least that’s how I read the bylaws.

Robin Gross:
Well, I don’t know though. I’m not so sure that they couldn’t - I mean, is there anything really to prevent them from amending their own recommendation?

(Edward Morris):
No. It’s really I think (unintelligible) we just buy cannons and hope we get something if that makes sense. I think this is more a political issue at this point than it is actually a legal and structural issue. If we can raise the (salience), get them to understand other parts of our community - or the ICANN community - are interested in this that it’s important to them they have a number of opportunities to draw it back. But at this stage procedurally and officially it’s now at the board.
Robin Gross:
Okay. Great. So do folks think it’s worth our time to call for a discussion with the BCG on this rationale if - because maybe they could change it. I don’t know. Or should we just go straight to the board? Anyone have any thoughts on this and how to proceed? Maria?

(Edward Morris):
Oh, sorry. Go ahead, (Maria). Just one of my basic impulses if they’ll meet with us, that would be great. It can’t hurt.

Robin Gross:
(Maria), did you have something on this issue? I don’t hear anything. Is there anyone that wants to get in the queue on this? Any counselors want to speak on this issue since we need to be prepared for Thursday? Hello? I hear a voice.

David Cake:
Was that me, David? I think.

Robin Gross:
David. Yes, please, go ahead.

David Cake:
Yeah. I think I mean the counsel if very concerned about this one. I think it definitely is a huge political issue. A lot of people it didn’t care at all really about the trademark plus 50 issue. You know, probably mildly concerned about a few of the things we said but not really worried about it.


Obviously I mean, (Jen), the most obvious one, incredibly upset about it. So I think the GNSO is definitely going to meet - is definitely going to want to discuss this with everyone we can. I think NCSG themselves will be - we should just get in the queue. Everyone’s going to want to talk to the BGC about this. We should too.


I think it will be hard to get - I think it will be easier to get to talk to the BGC than it will be to the whole board. I definitely think the reconsideration - what was it? The...
Robin Gross:
The DADP?

David Cake:
Yeah, whatever it was. That process I think we should absolutely start that. I think they’re going to get a very political attempt to handle this political problem from ICANN staff. But that’s okay. I mean, it is a political problem and we do want them to - I mean, we don’t want them to handle it despite trying to discreetly wiggle out of it.


We want to make them realize it’s a very real problem that they, you know, basically can’t walk away from without taking some sort of action to back away from the reconsideration request, the BCG decision. So, yeah, full steam ahead basically on this one at least until it starts to cost us serious money and then we’ll have to work out where we can get it from.

Robin Gross:
Great. Mary, did you have your hand up?

Mary Wong:
Yes. I did. Can you guys hear me?

Robin Gross:
Yes, we can. Please go ahead.

Mary Wong:
Okay. So I typed in the chat that I don’t see why you just can’t ask to meet with the board because chances are the board are going to send reps from BCG and the NGPC anyway. Maybe people who are on both committees at the same time.


I just think it’s important to make it very clear that this is not just the normal, you know, we meet with you every ICANN meeting type of meeting but that we want a meeting with representatives of the board on this specific issue and (too) the DIDP simultaneously. That would be my suggestion.

Robin Gross:
Great. Thank you, Mary. I think the board really needs to be made aware. I think a lot of times there’s so many things happening and it’s such a quick pace that it’s just not aware of all the details and the implications of all these decisions and if they realize that, you know, this decision could mean a good chunk of the multi-stakeholder model is going to walk away because what’s the point in participating if the decision and staff can do whatever it wants and overrule a community and still claim to be bottom up.

Well, I mean, then we’re all just being used here and frankly we do more harm than good by participating and our moral obligation is to leave and to let the world know what a scam ICANN is. So I think if the board were to realize that this is - they’re on a precipice here.


This is a moment where they need to make a decision to reign the staff back in or they’re going to lose a lot of credibility and a lot of why they claim they can be in the public interest and completely walk away and to attack them on a serious basis if this is the kinds of decisions that we can expect from this so-called accountability mechanism.


So I think we do need to meet with the board and explain to them why they need to wake up and pay attention to what this staff is doing and to what this decision means for a multi stakeholder model down the road. I see Bill’s got his hand up. Bill, why don’t you go ahead. Bill? I don’t hear anything. I don’t...
Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
This is Wolfgang, Robin. It’s (difficult) for me to speak because I’m sitting in a car and have to drive but I can only support your basic approach that this is a crutch which is linked to the multi-stakeholder model and it is unacceptable that the board and also the (parties) speaks about the multi stakeholder model and use it as, you know, the big innovation in ICANN.


And if it comes down to Earth the very concrete action is they ignore it. And I think they should be one of our main line. We should position ourselves also as the supporter of the multi-stakeholder model in reality and not only on paper or as lip service.

Robin Gross:
Yes. Thank you, Wolfgang. And I think that’s really the piece that most of the community can rally behind is that this decision really doesn’t say that the GNSO counsel is meaningless and can determine on its own accord policies and positions that it wants and consider it to be implementation or consider it to be policy that it wants. Then there’s pretty much can’t be overruled by the counsel.


And of course it’s in violation of ICANN’s bylaws. But when you’ve got accountability mechanism that consists of the same legal team that wrote the policy is now deciding whether or not it’s a legitimate policy. That’s no accountability mechanism whatsoever. It’s a joke.

Bill Drake:
Robin, can you hear me now?

Robin Gross:
Bill, I hear you for the first time, yes. Please. Floor.

Bill Drake:
Sorry. Had to mess with the settings. I just repeat what I said online a couple weeks ago. I would say we should have a meeting with the board. I would try to involve others who have similar concerns. It doesn’t have to be just NCSG meeting with the board. You can bring in Jeff Newman or anybody else of contracted folks.


I think a broader cross-community discussion would be good and then we can follow up with them to taste in our own regularly scheduled meeting with the board I would do that kind of stuff before I would get into all these elaborate legally defined by-laws based upon (unintelligible).


There are undoubtedly people on the board who are not well-informed about this. They’re all really busy. A lot of people take their eye off the ball. I just - before we go start getting nuclear I think we should try to have a conversation.
Robin Gross:
Great. Thanks, Bill. Anyone else have a view on this? Okay. Is there anyone that wants to get in the queue?
David Cake:
I just wanted to back up what Bill said.

Robin Gross:
Please.

David Cake:
This is David. Just wanted to back up what Bill said. Yeah, we don’t need to go - a lot of people on the board won’t understand the seriousness of the situation. A lot of people on the board probably aren’t reading the, you know, the press about this. They probably haven’t read - they’re not following what goings on the GNSO so they don’t know - just upset how people are about it.


The first thing we’ve got to do is make them aware that this is a very - you know, this is being taken very seriously within the GNSO and elsewhere and not an issue the board can ignore or just hope that, you know, if they tough it out it’ll go away. We’ll see how they respond after that but I don’t think a lot of them are aware and that has got to be our first step.
(Aubrey):
This is (Aubrey). Can I add something?

David Cake:
We need to do everything we can to make sure they do. That’s it.

Robin Gross:
Thank you. (Aubrey), please.

(Aubrey):
Yeah, sorry. And my apologies, David. I thought you had stopped but it was just a long breath and I apologize for jumping into it. I almost agree with those that say yeah we’ve got to keep on talking, we’ve got to keep following the process even though we might have 2 to 4 million for it.


But at this point I also think we have to admit that we ain’t going to win this one and that, therefore, perhaps the rumblings of possibly going (nuclear) are appropriately timed. I’m not saying we should go nuclear today but, you know, at this point you try to follow the processes.\


At this point we’ve obviously followed the process pretty much to the dead end because we don’t have 4 million. Sure we can fight for that one and we can, you know, have a bake sale and go out and wash cars but by and large it’s not going to happen.


So I think it turns out thinking about how reasonably, I think as far as the board’s concerned, any of them that are clever enough to understand and care enough to understand already do. But they just don’t care. So I’m not sure - sure, we should talk to them again. I mean, it’s, you know, due process and we have to follow through the process.


But I think we also have to be ready and I don’t think there’s a problem with the rumbling of this is a farce that we are legitimizing and if it doesn’t show soon that it isn’t a farce, then we’ve got to figure out what the next step is. Thanks.
Robin Gross:
Thank you. I mean, that really is one of the things that I struggle with in participating in ICANN when you can constantly get these kinds of decisions back from staff and just slaps in the face, the hypocrisy.

You just think, my god, we shouldn’t be here. We’re actually harming the future of the Internet by allowing ICANN to claim that civil society participates, by allowing ICANN to claim that it’s bottom up when in fact it isn’t. So I mean this is something that I struggle with all the time.

This could be the moment where it’s time to go in the other direction and recognize that ICANN is hopelessly broke and someone needs to blow the whistle on it. I don’t know.


I mean, the board hasn’t accepted this decision yet but they’ve accepted every other decision that the board governance committee or ICANN staff has put in front of them to rubber stamp. So, you know, it remains to be seen. I see Mary’s got her hand up. Mary, please, go ahead.
Mary Wong:
Thanks, Robin. I guess I don’t see why the two couldn’t pass them together. And I don’t mean the legal 4 million dollar thing. I think that’s absolutely probably not something we want to get into and not measures of (unintelligible) even then I think we need to be (carefully).


So we’re talking about just now like between now and Durban. Given there’s a board meeting next week or the week after, I think we do need to get in the request to meet with the board specifically.


I think that either the way we do this or the invitations and the (media) and all the other stuff we like surrounding this request could echo the sort of rumblings that (Aubrey) talking about so there are some sort of impending threat in the atmosphere without actually making it explicit along side the request.

And I think additionally one of the things to think about is on top of requesting a formal meeting with the board specifically the board on this issue we might want to consider also talking to (Bruce) and (Bill Graham).


I mean, it’s not going to get us anywhere but I think it’s one of those things where you want the community to see that we are trying everything in our power following all the rules and trying to talk to as many board members as possible to try to understand the board’s thinking.


And in some ways you’re sort of also not trapping them but pushing them into a position where they have to respond either individuals or at the committee or at the whole board.

And the reason why I think (Bruce) and (Bill) even though they’re not representative of the GNSO and the board, once they get on the board they are the ones that are elected by the GNSO and this is not a GNSO issue.


So I would suggest meeting with the board, (unintelligible) about this, do the rumblings around it and specifically request also that (Bill) and (Bruce) talk to us in Durban.
Robin Gross:
Thanks, Mary. Yeah, I think that sounds like the right approach. So I will...
(Edward Morris):
Hey Robin. I - if I can just get in. It’s (Ed). I guess we’re saying we’re just going to stop the process then. When I hear you talking about the depth of the multi-stakeholder process I’m with you.

I mean, I’m close to walking anyhow because I’m looking at this - I’m looking at it as almost a farce after being in this thing for about a year. I think we need to talk.

We need to do everything we can but I also think we need to continue with the formal process, do the CEP, get the documents. We can do a two-track model but unless we’re going to go forward, until we can no longer do so we’re not really giving ICANN a chance to respond.

They have these procedures here for us to use and you might as well use them.
Robin Gross:
Yes. Well I guess I wasn’t necessarily hearing anyone say we should stop the process unless I misunderstood.
(Edward Morris):
I may have misunderstood that. My apologies.
Robin Gross:
Okay. I’m - I see some people have their hands raised. Avri please go ahead.
Avri Doria:
Not saying stop the process. I’m saying to follow the process all the way through including the car wash and the bake sale to raise the money. I’m just saying understand that it’s time to start the parallel process.
(Edward Morris):
Of course Avri. I apologize and I’ll be there washing the cars with you. Thanks.
Robin Gross:
Thanks. (David) you have your hand up.
(David):
Yes. I just wanted to, I mean, agree with Avri that we, I mean, we should acknowledge we’re not going to win this one in terms of are we going to win the trademark plus 50 issue.

For whatever reason we don’t seem to care about it but the Staff care enough about it to really dig in and fight on it. So who knows why? And they’ve doubled down and really said, “Well we’re willing to, you know, we’re willing to stake the, you know, a huge amount on it.”

And I think that’s - but we can - at this stage what I - what we really want is for them to just go, “That BGC motion was problematic, that they’re, you know, includes terrible problems and that the issue - ways in which we’re going on to address this policy implementation model need to address it.”

And essentially just say, “Look, what you’ve told us is there is no meaningful reconsideration mechanism, because if you can always produce a - you can always bring an external council to fight - to fabricate, you know, reasons that were never brought up in the process and find something.

You’ll always be able to do it.” So yes, we’ve just got to - we acknowledge we have lost the trademark plus 50 issue but that’s not - the issue is a lot bigger now so...
Robin Gross:
Yes, we don’t want to lose the bottom up multi-stakeholder model in the process, because they are two separate issues but they both are at play here. And it is that second issue that the rest - many members of the rest of the community care deeply about and would be willing to get behind us on.

Even though, you know, they don’t care one way or the other about the specific trademark issue, it’s the implications for the bottom up model if this decision stands that I think many other Councilors will be concerned with.

And I think that if the Council discussion on Thursday is focused at that level and, you know, really doesn’t go into the trademark plus 50 policy at all because I think that that’s not really the issue on the table at this point.

It’s the issue of is ICANN bottom up or is it as dictated? That’s - Council decision discussion can stay focused on that. I think there will be a good bit of support on the Council to push this further.

So I will request a meeting with the Board. I’ll send a letter and I will also open that up to other members of the community, and I think that’s a good idea if we bring in other members of the community who are just as concerned about the impact of this decision on the multi-stakeholder model.

Any other suggestions on that or other suggestions? And I think we continue to go forward as if the Board will rubber stamp this decision and the discussions would - the IDP and the CEP.

So I think that we go forward on - we’re on a little bit of a different time schedule but we continue to expect to do them. Any other thoughts on that - this issue - final thoughts?

Okay not hearing any I guess we can go on and thanks (Ed) for your contributions on this and research all of the nitty gritty details and policies and such.

It’s been extremely helpful. Okay so let’s move on to the next issue on the agenda, which is the GAC communiqué on new gTLDs. NCSG did file a response to the Beijing GAC communiqué on new gTLDs.

I don’t think we filed anything in the reply period. I suppose we could. I think it’s probably still going on, so if folks have more things they want to say I think there’s still a opportunity.

I did get a - I was contacted by the European Commission and they want to schedule a meeting with the members of the Non-Commercial Stakeholder Group - telephone meeting in the next few weeks to discuss the GAC communiqué and to discuss the NCSG response, and see if we can find some common ground or some understanding of each other’s positions.

And so I said of course we’d be glad to talk with members of the European Commission on this communiqué, and so I’m trying to get that scheduled right now and I’ll let folks know as soon as that gets scheduled.

Is there anyone who is - on this issue or has been following this issue more closely or is filing a comment on this issue?
Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
Yes this is Wolfgang. May I report about a meeting we had last week with (Kalak Kameo) and the German GAC member about the issue? And it was interesting to watch the conversation between (Kalak) and (Erika).

(Manhu) was also there and (Jagger Hichy) and representatives from the German governance not only from the Ministry of Economics, but also from the Permanency and also government office about how to read the GAC communiqué from Beijing.

And my conclusions from this debate was that there are certainly, you know, various approaches to how to read the GAC communiqué. But one approach is - which is preferred by the German government to treat it as a start for a discussion on issues just when you go through the list of the two or three other proposed new gTLDs, because this would mean that the GAC expects that it has the last word.

So it would mean (Hoover Settler) from the German GAC just exclaimed that a lot of individual cases focus of the - into this of the German community if you both like something in the house but position holding of some others.

Just want to make sure that the less parties should have a consultation or a discussion on the issues to verify things and not to stop it or not to ensure that cut.

There are some other issues which are really more of course for some elements with regard to the correction of the reality yes, but a very - and I’m not sure in lots of cases.

So the consensus is all this should be held on a case-by-case - virtual cases so that the concerned parties, either governments or proposals or third parties involved, you know, should take an invitation for their local and discuss it.

And we think with the level of exceptions I think in some cases in the first part of the relevant paragraphs of the GAC communiqué, so everything is open for discussion and (Kalak) is nicer.

He has said, “Okay was this a good approach so that we move forward via a dialog?” That’s why they have not produced to you the scorecards so that it’s stop and go forward and, you know, having the next in line but a consultation.

So probably this is the start of new dynamics of intact among the government and the Board. So this was at least my conclusion from the discussion between the German members of the GAC and the German government and higher officers from ICANN. Back to Robin. Hello?
Robin Gross:
Yes, thank you very much for that Wolfgang. Yes, is there anyone else who wanted to add something to this issue? And Mary has her hand raised. Please go ahead.
Mary Wong:
Yes. I’m not sure I’m adding anything. I guess my point is I’m not sure what else we can do now. It’s a - continuing to monitor and discuss, and just also with members to read the scorecard or whatever that’s called that the Board or whichever committee on the Board would be a new gTLD - just came up with.

And actually I think it was approved by the Board earlier this month to see which parts of the GAC advice were affected, which parts were not. And the note - I suppose that they’re really at this point dealing only with the relatively easier and more concrete parts of the GAC advice.

So what’s coming and which will be something that will consume a large part of the time in Durban I think, the GAC’s time, the Board’s time, the community’s time is the safeguards issue that we still haven’t gotten any indication, not publicly anyway from the Board or the new gTLDs who work on committee as to what they’re thinking about that, which to many people it’s probably the more troubling piece.
Robin Gross:
Great. Thank you - that Mary. I agree that this is going to - much of this is going to be coming to a head in Durban, so I think we should be thinking about that as we prepare for our Durban discussions and agendas and thinking about this issue in particular and what we want to do in Durban on this issue.
Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
Robin may I raise another...
Robin Gross:
Please.
Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
...issue of - to make a proposal for Durban? The - (Settler) also explains, you know, why the GAC communiqué is so confusing because they are made to trade three and it’s negotiated until midnight at the end of what’s clear confusion and to hammer out the text, which already yesterday, you know, was looked in so it’s a perfect text by the government or by a number of governments.

So it would make sense that the - that we write some selected GAC members how in consultation with them and the other - our Stakeholder Group and the - and government just to ask for clarifications and say, “Explain us the process.”

So they’ve been trying just to take the GAC communiqué as a holy paper, which is, you know, over the mountain so give them - send our communiqué and start a dialog.


I think to prove them into a dialog would be - could be a very interesting move and need to - something like a special tenor for consultations between the Non-Commercial Stakeholder Groups and the government so there is no need to read this dialog by Board members or ICANN member from - or others.

So we can do it directly and we could start, you know, with the access that the GAC discussions would be permission and we can invite all the, you know, U.S. government or Australian government. We can use strong words in this process or somebody else. Thank you.
Robin Gross:
Thank you.
Bill Drake:
Hello?
Robin Gross:
Bill please.
Bill Drake:
I thought I had my hand up. Sorry.
Robin Gross:
I see that. Yes.
Bill Drake:
Okay. As I think I mentioned before I’ve been in contact with Heather and her Vice Chair - one of her Vice Chairs about the possibility of somebody from the GAC coming over to meet with us during the NCUC part of the time, although we could do it during NCSG as well - doesn’t matter.

There seems to be some reluctance, some - since this is recording the conversation I’m - I try to be unspecific there. But I’ve seen the back and forth communication and there’s some reluctance among certain people who don’t appear to recognize NCSG’s existence or think that it is a particularly important stakeholder grouping to meet with.

But then there are others who do so this creates a rather interesting dynamic. In any event the conversation continues. If we would like to have at least a half hour with at least somebody from the GAC leadership, recognizing that they’re going to come in with all the caveats that they don’t speak for the GAC and blah blah blah, but just to share concerns and hear our - hear what we have to say and take it back.

We can pursue that. I think that there is at least one GAC Vice Chair who would be willing to come if we want that to happen.
Robin Gross:
Thanks Bill. I definitely think that’s worth doing. I know the GAC meets with other groups on a more regular basis and at the last meeting even met with the potential brand constituency.

So, you know, it might be nice for them to meet with us at some point and hear our views on an issue. So I think it would be great and it doesn’t really matter to me which meeting.

You know, we can work out the specific scheduling during the day on - day and - but I think we should meet with them.
Bill Drake:
Okay. Well here’s - I guess the reason I’m asking in this context - part of their issue is of course that they’re having meetings at the same time. And so for them to come out of the meeting and, you know, somebody to come over is an issue and so on.

So the question becomes when is it the most convenient for them? So if they - if somebody from the GAC leadership could come over in the afternoon. Then it’s NCSG in the morning.


NCUC/NPAC people certainly could come over to our room at the time if we know it’s happening. We, I mean, we could find some way to work it out. So I will try to circle back with them again.

Just to know - if you could let me know Robin if there are particular time slots during the afternoon that are already locked up that would not work, I will point that out to them.
Robin Gross:
Okay, well at this point they could come talk to us between 1:30 and 3:30.
Bill Drake:
Okay. I’ll circle back. Thanks.
Robin Gross:
Okay that would be great. Yes I think it would be great for them to come talk with us. And I’ll - and if they want to come in the afternoon I’ll happily, you know, work our schedule around what works for them.

Anything else then? Not hearing any let’s - on to the next, which is the update on the Accountability and Transparency Review Team. And we are lucky enough to have one of the members of the ATRT team on the call, Avri Doria.

So Avri could you give us a - an update on where the ATRT team is, and then maybe point us in a direction for what we should be doing now and next to engage?
Avri Doria:
Sure. I - sure I can do that. This is Avri and I am going to miss another meeting that’s just about to start. But anyway, okay first of all before getting into what NCSG can or should be doing, I’d like to point out what NCSG should’ve already done, which is sent in comment to the ATRT, either answers to the questions or something.

And I know something was being circulated. It doesn’t seem to have come yet. So the period closed on the 9th. I’m sure if something showed up today it would still get into the reading pile.

But - so unless it somehow just got lost I don’t see an NCSG, an NCUC, an NPOC, an anything contribution, which I think is a pity for various reasons. One, it’s what the people in the community sends to the ATRT that sort of sets the foundation for a lot of the work we do.

For any of us to bring in an idea that no one else has mentioned already can be difficult, because is it coming from - is it personal agenda or is it the view that’s coming out of the community?

In any case where we are is remembering that we pretty much have a drop-dead date of - end of the year the report has to be out. So spent basically the first part starting to do the work, starting to organize, putting out the questionnaire.

We’re in - at the very end of figuring out whether on any of the issues that have come up either in the questions we read already or in the reports that we’ve seen from ATRT 1, and the report Staff has given on what work has been done to meet those things.

We have further questions that we think might require the use of an outside consultant. So we have a number of those that - at the moment and I think today we finished sort of the polling part of the evaluation.


And then we’re going to look at how many things people thought it was important to get an outside evaluator for. We have - and how much money there is in the budget.

Can we afford it? We want more budget to get more outside evaluations. But until we know what people thought - things that were being considered were for example doing some more case studies as had been done at - during the last one where they did three case studies.

Another one was a specific case study on the policy development process, how it’s working, how effective it is. One was on looking at the financial issues and seeing whether the audit wasn’t sufficient and something else needed to be looked for that was less an accounting audit mechanism than how is the money being spent, not is it being done properly from an accounting perspective.

One -- I don’t know if I mentioned this -- was - I don’t have the list in front of me so I’m recalling. One had to do with how whistle blowing works. There is - going back to the One World Trust report, they had a requirement for the creation of such a program.

ICANN has created a program that it says meets those specifications. We have a confidential list up where we have received some email - now a question - a good way to look at whistle blowing.

It needs to be done by professionals from outside, not us from inside. And then there’s a couple other specific issues that I - forgive me - have slipped my mind at the moment.

I can certainly go back and find a list. And then also within the notion of case studies there’s like 20 different PDPs, Working Groups, various decisions that got - and two, that we’ve - trying to prioritize and see if we were to do three, which would we do?

So anyhow, we’re pretty much done with that. What we have in front of us at the moment is a mountain of reading to do. And we’ve divided into several workstreams that cut across the various subsections of the mandate question for the ATRT too.

So that’s from - right. So we’ve cut it into a couple of workstreams and I don’t want to get down to those details. And the next couple weeks/months are reading/discussing.

We have a very - we’re filling up a very full schedule in Durban visiting with each group where we hope to sort of talk about the comments they sent, get clarifications and in those cases where people didn’t or couldn’t send a comment see what we can get in, you know, a brief conversation because all there will be will be our, you know, whatever.

So those - they’ll be open meetings so the Durban meeting is really the public listening meeting. You know, we’re doing the reading. We’re doing the listening and then we come back from Durban and then we get into - and writing.

We have a meeting scheduled later in the year for Australia where it’s specifically coming up with the recommendations, drafting them and starting to have the report because as I say we have a delivery drop-dead date December 31. Open to questions.
Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
Avri may I ask a question? You know, I’m interested also in this general political climate within the ATRT. You’re at - was a high level policy - political representatives from the government of the United States, the government of China, a high level Russian representative - it’s just a very constructive collaboration or, you know, it becomes the starting place of the ATRT already politicized.
Avri Doria:
Oh no, it’s a very collegial group that’s very, you know, getting the work done and doing its best, was very much a declaration of we function as a group of equals and we really do so there has not been any overt or even underlying political issues.

Obviously each of us comes from where we come from and we have perspectives on various things, but we’ve all very much been very serious about in the role of the - our reading and our listening, we’re reading and listening.

So obviously, you know, I have a warm spot in my heart for whistleblowers. Other people have a warm spot in their heart for financial issues. Other people have it for various, you know, other issues.

But, you know, it is very collegial and no, has not been politicized I’d say any more than life is normally politicized.
Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
Thank you.
Robin Gross:
Thank you. Thank you Avri. Bill did you have your hand raised?
Bill Drake:
I do. Okay, Avri I just finished scheduling with Staff for ATRT your visit to NCUC on a constituency day from 11:00 to 11:30. I pointed out that awareness and - of and engagement in this process will be unevenly distributed in the room.

I think we will have some people there from African Civil Society and so on who have not been involved in ICANN before, as well as our usual suspects or at least some of them.

So I pointed - I suggested to her that, you know, anything that could be done in advance to try to provide us with more pointers s to - and I’m talking about Alice.

Sorry, Alice Jansen - more pointers as to what kind of concerns ATRT wants to explore and how we might usefully engage. Since you’re in the - inside the process and really know where that dialog is, it would be helpful if you could help to provide a little bit in the way of a point as well.

We, you know, can pass around some information to try to prep people, but I think a lot of people are going to come in cold and maybe not have read any of the material off the Web site, et cetera.

And if we’re going to have a productive conversation for a half hour we’re going to need to have a little bit of lifting the boats together to get there, okay?
Avri Doria:
Yes. Well yes we wrote a whole questionnaire on exactly what things we were looking for more information on. And so that I would recommend be something that people have read and thought about. I mean, those are the questions. There’s not another set of questions.
Bill Drake:
Are there no other kinds of materials that we could point them to that - besides just talking about the questions that would be useful as a basis for conversation?
Avri Doria:
Yes, read the AoC itself. I mean...
Bill Drake:
Okay.
Avri Doria:
You know, those are the basics. You know, and then there’s more. You know, you could - you can go and read the ATRT 1 report. I recommend you stay away from the matrices that have the AoC 1 report and the Board’s answers and the questions, because those things will drive your eyes and minds nuts and numb.

But certainly reading, you know, the questions, knowing what the AoC says and then if you want to take the one step further it’s the ATRT 1 report. But, you know, I really can’t suggest anything else.
Bill Drake:
All righty.
Avri Doria:
But if you’re really into detail you can read our mailing list. But we’re not producing, I mean, we produced the questions and we will produce a report at the end of the year but how much reporting can we do other than ask questions, read answers, clarify by talking to people and then producing the snapshot.

Man:
Okay.

Avri Doria:
But they should have read - you know you get answers in and they certainly should have read those.

Woman:
Okay great thank you. Thank you both. Anything else on ATRT? Okay not hearing anything. Let's go onto the next item on our agenda which is the review of the GNSO Council meeting agenda on Thursday. And we'll start just by looking at the motions that is on the agenda for the GNSO Council on Thursday. So let me just pull this up here, Thursday's GNSO Council meeting. The agenda...

Okay the first motion is Item 4 to adopt the revised GNSO Council operating procedures. It says the GNSO Council has determined that the language concerning the deadline for the submission of the reports and motions in the GNSO operating procedures lacked clarity. The GNSO Council proposed a modification of the operating procedures that reports and motions should be submitted to the GNSO Council for inclusion on the agenda as soon as possible but no later than 23 hours, 39 minutes coordinated universal time on the day ten calendar days before the GNSO Council meeting.


Okay. Do counselors want to speak to this how they intend to vote or how they suggest to vote or any members have any comments or recommendations on this motion? The floor's open.
Volker Greimann:
(Unintelligible) I do not see any problem.
Woman:
Okay so it sounds like you're saying you vote to approve this motion.

Volker Greimann:
(Unintelligible).

Woman:
Anybody want to speak to that? I see Maria Farrell has typed in the chat to also approve the motion. Yes I don't think this is terribly controversial. I think it's just you know. Okay. Any other thoughts on this one? Anyone disagree?


All right it sounds like we will be voting in favor of this motion. Let me go on the agenda to the next one. It says motion TBC okay. I guess we don't know quite what that is.


Item 6 motion initiation of a policy development process on the translation and transliteration of contact information. It looks like Ching Chiao has brought this motion forward. Okay any thoughts on this motion, how folks are going to vote on Thursday on this motion?

I think Maria's typed in the chat that they got a stay on this motion last month. Avri has her hand raised. Please Avri go ahead.

Avri Doria:
Yes I'm just trying to understand and I have paid very little attention to this one so it's a study on commercial feasibility? I don't - a PDP that's a study on commercial feasibility. I guess I'm confused. I think the doing of the work is a good idea. I think that if there's going to be always it needs to be multilingual and that has nothing to do with the policies. Now there may be some policy in deciding between translation, transliteration et cetera.
Woman:
Okay it sounds like not a lot of support for this at least from what we can tell about it here. Any councilors have any views on this?

Woman:
(Unintelligible)
Woman:
I'm sorry Avri are you speaking? I thought I heard you there for a second.

Avri Doria:
No I wasn't speaking.
Woman:
Okay.
Volker Greimann:
(Unintelligible)
Woman:
Is somebody speaking?
Volker Greimann:
This is Volker. This motion was discussed already in the last council meeting and for me it was confusing because it was debated and waiting for some more input from the working group (unintelligible) several times and didn't get the full meaning of it so from my point of view it's not (unintelligible) they can do it but for me it's part of this tactic or strategy in which ICANN allows it for more than ten years (unintelligible) and doesn’t really move a step forward so as part of the assembling of features and we can have something against the other side but this will cost another money will make by another group which is probably not so informed about what is happening on organizations. So I'm not happy with this motion but if some constituencies think they want to have it then I would not say no. (Unintelligible)
Woman:
Okay thanks. So it sounds like you're not terribly excited about this motion. Avri has her hand raised. Please go ahead.

Avri Doria:
I actually don't think I was speaking against voting for it. I was raising a question and that question might now boil down to is can someone suggest a friendly amendment that eliminates the worries and obviously commercial will be one of them. It will be the predominant one but there may be other feasibility issues that need to be looked into. So that was really my issue with it was that as I said needs to get done. And if we have to go through the gauntlet of yet another study, so be it. This is ICANN. We have to pay as many studies as we can.

Man:
(Unintelligible)
Avri Doria:
A friendly amendment.
Man:
Hello?

Woman:
Yes please go ahead.
Man:
Thank you.
Woman:
Did somebody want to speak?
Volker Greimann:
Do we want this? Yes.

Woman:
Pardon me. Please can you repeat that?

Volker Greimann:
This is Volker. My question is do we vote this? Yes. I think it's important for the Chinese people which is why Ching Chiao is so active here.
Woman:
Okay so you're saying vote yes because it's important to the region, the Chinese region.
Volker Greimann:
Okay with all the notice for our first statement, I believe we can move to the next item.
Woman:
Okay. So the next item, let me see here... Okay it's the discussion of the NCSG's reconsideration request and so I hope that our councilors will be engaged in this discussion on Thursday and again bring up the importance of not accepting this particular rationale and this recommendation from the board governance committee and maybe the council can draft a letter. I mean the council was supposed to send a letter after Beijing.

You may recall we had a motion on the table on the circumvention of the GNSO by staff of policy matters and we said we would table our motion because the council was going to draft a letter. We tabled our motion. I don't think that letter's been drafted. I haven't seen any discussion of it on the council list so we may need to remind the other councilors that this is supposed to have been done and continue to put more pressure to use council as a vehicle to pressure the board to not accept this provision.

Any other thoughts on this? I know we've already covered the overall issue earlier in the call but this is really just with respect to Thursday's council meeting discussion.
Volker Greimann:
Am I understanding it from this ICANN on the GNSO Council agenda this is up for discussion and what we discussed in the first point of our agenda today can be repeated here on the list item so that we address our concerns that the gap between which there was (unintelligible) for the model and reality of the council. A number of issues as we have mentioned earlier today and the trademark clearinghouse is just one of them, as the reality moves away from the promise (unintelligible).

Woman:
Right. No I think that's exactly right and I know in the chat Maria's asked if it should be brought up in Thursday's call that we'll be writing to the board and asking to talk with the board and the other members of the community are invited to participate in that discussion assuming the board is willing to talk with us about it. So I think that's a good idea and just really trying to engage with the other members of the community who care about the principle at stake which is the protection of the bottom of a community-led multi-stakeholder process.


Okay anything else on this one? Can we go onto the next agenda item up for discussion on Thursday? Okay, which is the forthcoming reviews of the GNSO and the GNSO Council.


Okay so it looks like the council will hear the intended course of action and provide input for a draft call for volunteers into a non PDP working group on that issue. That will be good to hear what the staff has planned for the GNSO review. Anything on this issue?


Okay the next item on the agenda is update and discussion on the report on the user experience implications of active variant TLDs and IDN letter to the board. Oh boy. It looks like there's a draft letter from the council on user experience implications. So the council will be discussing any additional action to be taken according to the agenda and then an update on the letter to the board. Anything on this issue?

Okay Maria says in the chat that this is mostly Ching.

Oh did we lose somebody? Did we lose me? Can you hear me? There is a telephone line beeping.

Avri Doria:
Yes I can hear you. I can hear the telephone line beeping too but I can certainly hear you.

Woman:
Okay I thought I'd been disconnected there for a second. Okay I guess we got it fixed now. I don't hear the beeping anymore.

Okay so the next item on Thursday's agenda is planning for Durban. So I think we need to start thinking about and feeding into council and also back to the various other parts of the organization the discussion topics that we'd like to bring to the table at the different meetings in Durban whether it's the council meeting and our meeting with the board and our meeting with At Large and discussion items that we'd like to propose to the public forum. So that's on the agenda for Thursday.

Are there any topics of discussion that members would like councilors to bring back to the meeting on Thursday and would like to see some discussion of in Durban?

Man:
Probably Bill can give us an update about the NCUC event in collaboration with the summer school on Friday afternoon and how we can in both of the ICANN constituencies. Bill can you give us an update?

Bill Drake:
I could but it's a stakeholder group meeting so...
Woman:
That's fine. It's a good idea because I think NPOC is also having an event and it would be great for both groups to hear what the other is doing so why not?

Bill Drake:
Okay that's fine. Yes I mean I did understand that NPOC was doing an event and that was part of why it didn't really make sense for NCUC to be trying to do a policy conference -- a full policy conference -- on Friday. It also would have been pretty difficult since there was - it turned out that we would have had to do a budgetary request and so on which we weren't aware of.


Well anyway okay as the NCUC people here at least will know and maybe others, there is an African summer school on Internet governance that's being organized by NEPAD, the African governmental group, and the Association for Progressive Communication. That runs on Wednesday through Friday before the ICANN meeting.

And in that context I've been working with APC people around this. And so we, NCUC, is going to do a workshop on Friday afternoon at the end of the three days, a kind of little type event and also a discussion of what our challenges and so on have been representing some society over the years in the GNSO. And then we will have a reception afterwards which we're sponsoring.

And the workshop part will also be in some ways a link I guess at least in content to a joint thing which actually we should talk about at a stakeholder group level, which is the workshop that I proposed for the IGF meeting in Bali. Yes I'm actually very glad you prompted me now.


So I proposed the workshop for Bali that would be a joint thing between NCSG and NCUC and NPOC in the fast track budgetary process. ICANN approved it and gave each of the three groups a budgetary allotment to be able to participate in that workshop if the IGF MAG approved it.

The IGF MAG has approved it, the workshop will go forward and we need to know since (Alan) was going to be the NPOC person and presumably will not be now, we need to know who NPOC intends to have as a speaker on that workshop so that we can begin to coordinate. It would be (Rob) as NCSG chair, me as NCUC chair and whomever NPOC wants to send and then some other people.

(Alan) has all the e-mail and that about this. I can recirculate it including - well the description of the workshop is also on the IGF Web site. So anyway I will stop there. It would be good to hear from NPOC people, A, what they're doing in Durban; and B, if they have any clues about who might be coming to Bali that'd be helpful.

Woman:
Great thank you very much Bill. So is there an NPOC member on the call who can speak to tell us a little bit about the event or workshop that NPOC is (unintelligible) Durban?

Klaus Stoll:
Can you hear me? It's Klaus.

Man:
Yes Klaus go ahead.

Woman:
Go ahead Klaus.

Klaus Stoll:
Can you hear me?

Man:
Yes Klaus go ahead.

Klaus Stoll:
Just a very quick update on the planned NPOC Durban event. As you know we have planned for the Friday or Saturday a full day NPOC event but as it happened we've been in touch and have decided to join forces with the ISOC event going on on Friday and Saturday so we will be participating in this event. And in addition to that one, we have a short event, a 90-minute event, on Wednesday.


We will move our full one-day event as it looks like and it's all just 90% decided not fully decided to our full-day event to Buenos Aires. And with regard Bill to the event in Bali, as Cintra just typed in, we will get to you when you (unintelligible) and we need to discuss it internally in Durban. But you will know in Durban who will be speaking at Bali and we are fully committed to that, other movements and things around the (IMPOR) initiative at the event planned there for the next few months and next year. Thank you very much.

Bill Drake:
Can I follow up please? Klaus actually I have a deadline from the IGF MAG to finalize the workshop and the lineup of speakers and that is like the 10th of July which is before the ICANN meeting in Durban. So I really need the name as soon as you guys can sort your stuff out because the Thai hosts...
((Crosstalk))

Bill Drake:
I'm sorry the Indonesian hosts want to print up a program I guess and all that kind of thing so we're being told we have to get this in early.

The other thing can I ask you Klaus, you say that you are doing a workshop on Wednesday...
Klaus Stoll:
Thank you for letting me know.

Bill Drake:
Okay. Can I continue? You say that you're doing a workshop on Wednesday during the ICANN program, is that correct? Klaus can you hear me?

Klaus Stoll:
No it's a workshop it's a 90-minute event where...
Bill Drake:
I'm sorry I can't hear you.

Klaus Stoll:
Hello. It is (unintelligible). It's not a workshop it's a 90-minute event where we will...
Bill Drake:
Okay I don't know about anybody else. I just keep hearing 90-minute event.

I was just curious because we proposed a workshop...
Klaus Stoll:
It's not a workshop it's a 90-minute event.

Bill Drake:
Right I heard that. I was wondering because the ICANN stuff has not given us any reply about our request for a timeslot so I was just curious. Thank you.

Klaus Stoll:
I tell you that we also are having problems with our timeslot and it has not been confirmed with ICANN staff.
Cintra Sooknanan:
Can you hear me?

Woman:
Yes. Cintra did you want the floor?

Cintra Sooknanan:

Yes please may I?
Woman:
Yes please go ahead.

Cintra Sooknanan:

Okay thank you. Just a follow up on what Klaus has said, we have two sessions in mind apart from the stakeholder session. One is dealing with (unintelligible) and the other one with the role of DNS in Africa and we're really trying to turn the latter one with ISOC activities so that we're sure about the audience that we're reaching.


Though with regard to your request, we certainly will get you that before your deadline, but at this point we can't really commit to any person in particular. Did you have any more questions Bill?

Bill Drake:
No that's fine thank you.

Woman:
Okay thank you. Anyone else want to get into the queue on this, preparations for Durban? Okay not hearing any let's go to the GNSO Council agenda as it currently stands.

So do we have our councilors all prepared to participate Thursday or have they found a proxy? I saw a note from (unintelligible) wouldn't be able to participate. Presumably she's finding a proxy. Anyone else? Everyone else is going to be on the call Thursday?

Volker Greimann:
This is Volker. I will be on the call and I could also take a proxy of needed.
Woman:
Great. I think you've just got yourself Wendy's proxy. Be careful what...
Volker Greimann:
I have to be careful with the group that will she voted for yes or not but I think we have to clear this.

Woman:
Yes. Okay I see on the chat and Maria plan to be on Thursday's council call. David what about you? Are you on board for Thursday's council call?

David:
Yes I should be on board for Thursday.

Woman:
Great. Okay. All righty thank you all. Enjoy I guess...
Woman:
What? What's there to enjoy?

Woman:
Okay let me go back to the agenda here and see what's up next. Open comment periods and other statements. Okay let me go over to the comment periods -- ICANN public comment periods -- and see what's open. I see Avri's got her hand up.

Avri why don't you take the floor while I bring up the open comment periods here? Avri are you there?

Avri Doria:
Sorry I was still muted. I started talking already. As the alternate chair of the policy committee, I think we're doing a horrid chair. We're trying to get organized at it but we're just not getting enough written.

I know that this week I tried to write one on the registry agreement. But by the way, I'm really grateful for the people that have done them but we're still - I wrote one for the registry agreement. I found the only thing I could say was gee I agree with VeriSign on this, this, this and this. And then reading the others I just wondered yes this is another version of the new regime in ICANN that has unilateral right to change.


And so yes we could discuss that issue again in this context. I don’t know that there’s value for us in just doing that. And I - so in the end when I had written two paragraphs that said, yes we agree with the registries and we agree mostly with VeriSign because VeriSign did most of the writing, I just didn’t see a point to continue so I didn’t put one out for draft. So...

Robin Gross:
I’m sort of - I’m inclined to...

Woman:
That’s about it.

Robin Gross:
Yes.

Woman:
Sorry.

Robin Gross:
No thank you. Thanks a lot for getting us started on that too. And I’m actually to think that we should go ahead and should file the comment that says where we have some agreement. I think it - that just it’s important just beyond the record as this is being - this staff unilateraled problem is being an issue all throughout these different parts of ICANN right now.


And you know it doesn’t have to be a big long statement and it doesn’t - but simply you know being on the record and stating that it’s a problem and here’s another example of it, I think it’s important just for demonstrating, creating a record. So I would be inclined to do - to go ahead and do it even if it’s a short statement that isn’t - that doesn’t say much else.


But I - you know I’d be very curious to hear what others think and maybe there are other things that other people would like the statement to include. Anyone? (Unintelligible)...

Woman:
(Mary’s) asking on the chat...

Robin Gross:
Yes.

Woman:
(Mary’s) asking on the chat, do we have anything to say about the biz and info renewals. I didn’t.

Robin Gross:
Yes I didn’t have any...

Woman:
(Unintelligible). We’re stepping on each other’s pauses. I can take the two paragraphs I’ve written, make them a little - yes I can turn that into a paragraph and put it out if you know the group and the (C) committee wants to approve it. So sure.


As I say, it’s mostly supporting statements that were written by VeriSign, but I guess there’s nothing wrong with us doing that. So sure I’ll put them out and I’ll see if I can’t find just some other statement to mention in there, so it doesn’t look like a complete you know VeriSign worship sort of note.

Woman:
Well you know what big fans we are.

Robin Gross:
Okay I don’t see any other...

Woman:
Get us invited to a party, who knows?

Robin Gross:
Hey they throw the best parties, that’s pretty clear. After 10 years I actually went to one. Had to crash it, but you know.


Okay are there any other (unintelligible) that folks want to comment on? The registry agreement, the operating plan and budget, Whois information status policy?

Woman:
Yes.

Woman:
No.

Robin Gross:
Proposed (unintelligible) dot biz?

Woman:
And we missed putting in anything on the community travel support, but as Mary is indicating, could still say something during the reply period if we wanted to. I don’t know. What do those of you that travel on community travel want to say? I understand that people are pretty happy with it. So...

Woman:
Well actually...

Woman:
And Mary I see also put in...

((Crosstalk))

Robin Gross:
We aren’t able to bring as many of our leadership as we need to. You know we only have for example community travel support only provides three travel slots for executive committee, but we have five voting members of the executive committee. So I think there are places where it could be improved and maybe this is the place to make those suggestions.


I see Bill has his hand raised. Yes Bill please go ahead.

Bill Drake:
I was just wondering, I don’t really - because I’ve been unfortunately a little bit preoccupied with the organizational side of NCUC and I have not been able to follow the NCSG policy committee activities very much. I’m not on the policy committee, but I’m subscribed to the list.


So I’m just - I don’t have much of a sense for what the current state of dialogue and focus of activity is there and if anybody could kind of talk a little bit about where that committee is at. And since the idea I guess we had sort of agreed on was that policy work was going to be - a lot of policy work would go through there in the first instance. I’m a little unplugged.


The other question I wanted to ask was by the way, there was this proposal from the (BC) about how we’re going to - about reorganizing the time on the weekend and whether - I’m trying to remember the details. But I think part of the point was that we had talked about moving the policy committee meeting to the weekend.


I don’t know if there’s been any follow up on that Robin?

Robin Gross:
Yes I’ll speak to that. I have sent a couple of requests to ICANN asking about that exact issue. If any of that time has been freed up on the weekend so we could move our policy committee to I think I said would be Sunday instead of Monday morning.


And the response that I’ve gotten back yet is there isn’t a schedule yet. So either they don’t know or they just haven’t told us yet. But I will continue to try to get a more concrete schedule.


And if anyone else who has access to the GNSO’s schedule activities could share that with me, that would greatly help to schedule a lot of these meetings. As for your previous point about the state of the policy committee, I think (Aubrey) had her hand up and is the alternate chair of the policy committee. Maybe she can get us started on that question. (Aubrey)?

(Aubrey):
Sure.

Bill Drake:
I’m sorry before you go - (Aubrey) could I just get clarification on...

(Aubrey):
Of course you can.

Bill Drake:
Thank you very much. So - and then we’ll go to the policy committee. Robin on the scheduling I mean it’s not really up to ICANN when we hold our policy committee meeting necessarily. Unless it’s a - except for the fact that the counselors can’t be in two places at once.


But has there been - have you been in contact with the CSG coordinating on this point or with (Amy) in GNSO or no? I mean are you just talking to ICANN staff and are - I’m not clear on what’s happening there.

Robin Gross:
...to (Glenn) about it so I don’t - I - you know I presume that when they get the GNSO schedule worked out for the weekend - or for the week, they’ll let us know. And you’re right that you know we can hold our policy committee meeting anytime we want.


We don’t necessarily need to wait for the GNSO schedule. But to the extent that we can schedule it such that they don’t take place at the same time, I would definitely prefer to do that, so I...

Bill Drake:
Has CSG formally proposed this to the GNSO?

Robin Gross:
Pardon me?

Bill Drake:
Has CSG formally proposed this scheduling to the GNSO so that it’s on (Steph’s) agenda?

Robin Gross:
I think so. I’ll reach out to the CSG again and see if maybe they’ve pushed on this or if they’re going ahead and scheduling some of their meetings on the weekend. You know just so we can try to nail this down a little bit.

Bill Drake:
Okay I would really like it if we could do it on the weekend. All right so (Aubrey) thank you for waiting.

(Aubrey):
No problem. Okay you say you’re on that mailing list and then you asked what activity and discussions have there been. As somebody on that mailing list, you know full well there haven’t been any or certainly not many.


So and as I admitted before when we talked about statement preparation, we hadn’t managed to organize ourselves in any sort of way to make sure that as soon as the statement was announced, we had somebody who would volunteer to write. We had someone who would volunteer to edit.


And we followed through on a schedule, producing written material two weeks after that so that there was a week for it to be reviewed and then sent it as a comment.


I have seen other stakeholder groups that actually managed to do this, they’re the ones that have people that are probably paid, but may not be also. But we certainly haven’t managed to do it.


So as you know we’re still very much haphazard. We track some stuff. I tried putting in lists and having empty boxes for people to put in names, but people didn’t put in names. And so as you well know, we’re nowhere. Thank you.

Bill Drake:
Sorry (Aubrey) I know what’s on the list, although I don’t focus that intensely. I just thought maybe there was some other discussions among smaller groups or coordination among counselors or whatever.

(Aubrey):
No.

Bill Drake:
Okay.

(Aubrey):
(Unintelligible) you brought it up because we don’t see a lot of discussion between counselors. It would be great if the counselors were discussing things on the policy committee list, but by and large they don’t. There’s little you know formal or even informal communication on the issues (unintelligible) on that list.


So yes if that were happening it would be great. But it’s not. But thanks for bringing it up, I’m just saying you kind of see what there is. And there isn’t much.

Robin Gross:
Yes and I think in addition to sort of the lack of general discussion (unintelligible) we’ve got a shortage of drafters of - for comments. People who are willing to pick up the drafting pen and say I will undertake the first draft of this, that or the other.


I mean because I can tell you, I can come up with a schedule by which we need to have comment A, B and C in, and it will (unintelligible) nowhere until we get someone to volunteer to actually draft (unintelligible).


So I think that you know we really need - let me use this as an opportunity to encourage members and especially our counselors to be leaders on policy development and undertake some of the drafting responsibilities to take us to the next step on - in developing some of these policies that we’d like to see go forward at ICANN.


I see some people have their hands up. Cintra please go ahead.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you Robin. At - this point is a bit unrelated to the policy but it does feed into it. And (unintelligible) to this point is still not only (unintelligible) as a constituency in the NCSG and are really appealed to our GNSO counselors. So kind of (unintelligible) for us to have a non-comm representative.


You know up the last (unintelligible) was that the board had considered this change to be part of the overall GNSO amendment. But it’s something that we will continue trying to lobby with them, simply because it does affect our participation, it does affect our output. Thank you.

Robin Gross:
Great thank you Cintra. I’m glad you brought up that point, because you’re absolutely right that (unintelligible) users are underrepresented on nominating committee and we have been for some time. And as NSCG grows, our underrepresentation becomes even more apparent and underlined.


So I think that we do need to press for more non-commercial representation on the nominating committee. I mean the business community gets one for small and one for large business and then you know there’s the IP and the ISP. So it’s - just is incredibly imbalanced and imbalanced inputs obviously leads to imbalanced outputs.


So to the extent that we can press the nominating committee to have more non-commercial representation and that means most likely giving (Npac) a representative of their own in the nominating committee or if they want to do it such that it’s NCSG for (unintelligible). I don’t know. I don’t care.


But the point is, is we need more non-commercial representation on the nominating committee. Anyone else want - have anything to say on this point?

Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
Yes this is Wolfgang again. You know I was disconnected for several times. So but if it comes to the non-comm - so my recommendation would be indeed to write a letter both to the board and to the chair of the non-comm (unintelligible) and to the chair of the non-comm because this needs a bylaw change.


And the bylaw changes can be done either in (Durbin) or in Buenos Aires on the annual meeting. So but at the - it has to be flagged as soon as possible and it’s unacceptable that (Npac) and NCUC share (unintelligible)...

Robin Gross:
Oh you’re cutting out there, I’ve lost you. We’ll stay...

Woman:
I lost him too.

Robin Gross:
Oh we lost you (Wolf).

Woman:
I was going to add something to what he said, so I can prattle on while he’s waiting to come back. I think it’s an excellent idea. In fact as people might have noticed there was even some discussion on the NCUC discussion list about getting involved in trying to help with this.


I think we need to come up with you know - I think Wolfgang was right, doing a letter, but perhaps we should actually - okay Wolfgang you’re back. I’ll let you proceed. I was filling the space.

Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
Okay thank you very much. My simple proposal is to write a letter signed by the stakeholder group and to two chairs of the constituencies, calling for the special - not for a special seat, just for the regular seat. Because this was overseeing when (Npac) got the status as a constituency.

Robin Gross:
Great thank you very much. Okay I see Bill has his...

Woman:
Can I continue now? I...

Robin Gross:
Yes.

Woman:
My hand’s still up. Okay thanks. So yes - so I was supporting what Wolfgang was suggesting in terms of the letter. I want to add two elements to it.


One is I think we should actually look at the bylaws and recommend the wording of the change. And it’s going to be a minimal you know so we should include in that letter, change this to that. And so that you know lobbying 101, if it’s easy for them to write, perhaps they’ll write it.


The other thing I think we should do and while I think NCSG should take the leads on this, NSCG should also write a letter, I think once we sent the letter, we should ask the (GNSL) and we should put a motion into the GNSO asking them to endorse the action that we took on behalf of (Npac).


So I don’t think we should gate it on getting GNSO support, but I think we should request it.

Robin Gross:
Oh that’s a great idea.

Woman:
Thanks.

Robin Gross:
Yes Bill please. You have the floor.

Bill Drake:
No I actually (Aubrey) has said pretty much everything. We did talk about this on NCUC. NCUC people did say that they all supported the idea of asking for another slot. (Rudy Vasnick) who’s involved in both sides wrote to me and said he would be coordinating back and forth between (Npac) and the point and NCSG.


And I would definitely argue that in fact I believe there’s a slot for academia right now on the non-comm that is not occupied. And so - and I’m not sure how they would ever properly allocate that.


So they’re - if that’s the case, there’s already something concrete that could be pointed to, although frankly I’d rather add an academic slot plus an (Npac) slot, given the number of business interests that are represented.

Robin Gross:
Yes I mean I think we should push for parity of representation with business. However many slots CSG has, that’s how many NCSG should have. That would be my proposal. Anyone else have anything on this?

Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
Yes I want to raise another issue which is not directly connected to the previous issues. You know from the discussions we had in Berlin last week with (Tarek) the issue of internationalization becomes bigger and bigger for ICANN.


It’s not only the three offices they open now next to those (unintelligible) in Istanbul and Singapore, it’s also the so-called engagement offices. It start as - they’ve started with Beijing, and they consider now to do it (unintelligible) probably one in Brazil, another one in Geneva.


With a clear target for instance to (unintelligible) you know have engagement with European commission. In Geneva they should have engagement with the UN institutions.


So and my question is, if they spread this engagement offices around the globe, you know these offices have to get a clear mandate and they should be used also to do outreach to non-commercial groups. So not only to governments or to business people, also to non-commercial groups.


So that they - you know if they write the tasks or the - you know the mandate for these engagement offices, there should be a paragraph involved which they know part of their work is to do outreach. And to consult you know with the non-commercial stakeholder group.


But that we can use them as (unintelligible) to do outreach and you know to help to get more contacts to people within this region.

Robin Gross:
Great. So we would draft a letter to ICANN?

Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
Yes and would welcome this internationalization strategy and the opening because (Tarek) told me they have a list now with about 25 countries where they will possibly you know open engagement offices with in the next five years.

Robin Gross:
Great well you know it sounds like you’re - you’ve kind of got this thought through. So can I ask you if you would be willing to take the first stab at drafting this letter that we could send to them?

Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
Yes I’m happy to do this. Thank you.

Robin Gross:
Thank you. No I’m really glad you...

Klaus Stoll:
(Unintelligible) this is Klaus. I think it’s a absolutely great idea, and that will also help when - no problem will come. Yes I can work with you if you like.

Wolfgang Kleinwachter:
Thank you. But we shouldn’t do it German. We should do it in English. But (Tarek) speaks wonderful German. He has studied in Munich.

Robin Gross:
All right. Was there anything else on this one?

Man:
Great idea.

Robin Gross:
Okay and then let’s see as I’m looking at the agenda, any of the open working groups. Do we have anyone who’s on the Whois working group on the call right now? And can give us some kind of a update on what’s happening on the - in the Whois working group? Well I suppose there are several of them.

Woman:
Is this the (unintelligible) Whois working group?

Robin Gross:
I don’t know which - there are several.

Woman:
If it is - there is the (unintelligible) Whois working group, which happens to actually been meeting right at this point. So I’m - at the regular participants like (Amar) and (Roy) -- especially (Roy) -- are actually at that meeting instead of here.


They’re just about - in the thick one they’re just about to put in a - put out the initial report. It’s definitely something that we should work on. And of course in this case we can count on (Roy) and (Amar) to do the work, it’s the rest of us that have to do it.


I’m in the group, but I’ve just been a watcher. (Roy) and (Amar) have done a great job at getting the point of view expressed, but they’re obviously a minority voice, so we will need to add our voice to what they’ve gotten in there.


But in general I think it’s a good initial you know report. A lot of stuff to comment on and discuss. It’s an opportunity we really should take advantage of. Thanks.

Robin Gross:
Great thank you. No it sounds like we should take advantage of this opportunity. Do we have - do you know what kind of time frame we’re on for that?

Woman:
It hasn’t been released yet. I think they’re trying to make the deadline for the meeting, but please put a question mark around what I’m saying. But I think they’re trying to make the deadline for the meeting, so they’d have one of those where the comment period (unintelligible).


But it won’t close until after. But those are so easy to miss even though they’re six weeks long.

Robin Gross:
Okay.

Woman:
I’ll get you the date when I’ve got it, but we’re not there yet. But it’s coming.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Okay. Other working groups? The INGO, NGO, the special privileges for the (unintelligible) and the Olympic committee and the other international organizations, anyone want to update us on that working group and what’s happening there?


And Mary has got here hand raised. Please Mary go ahead.

Mary Wong:
(Unintelligible) I was thinking that (Aubrey) would be better than I would be because she’s been following it a little more closely recently. But essentially where the group is now is in the final throes of getting - trying to get out a preliminary report for community (unintelligible).


And when the report is out - and (Bob) and I think you’ve been following this and you know some of this. I think it’s very important for non-commercial members to weigh in on the report, both in the individual capacity as well as a membership group.


So there’s a meeting tomorrow - a call tomorrow and I think we’re just going to try and get that out soon so that comments can start coming in and that we can start finalizing recommendations, keeping in mind the (Durbin) meeting and all the external deadlines around this project.

Robin Gross:
Great thank you. So just so I can understand. The member comments should they go to members of the NCSG who are in this working group? Or do they go directly to the working group, just so I - we can get that out there?

Mary Wong:
I think - (Aubrey) you correct if I’m wrong, because (unintelligible) mixing up working groups, but I think it’s actually going to go out in a formal public comment period so like the (ATRT) people can communicate directly the working group.


I think the preference would be (unintelligible) documents. All comments into the public comment forum, which will then be consolidated and reviewed by the working group.

Robin Gross:
Okay great thanks. (Aubrey) you had your hand up?

(Aubrey):
Yes just to back up what Mary said. I can give the exact same talk that I gave last time on the last one, which is you know the people in the group got as far as they could in terms of the perspectives that have been expressed in the NCSG discuss, in terms of finding balances and whatever while taking into account the various.


But again there’s minorities. It’s really quite complicated. I think it’s a good initial report that contains a lot of good stuff for us to need to comment on. Thanks.

Robin Gross:
Thank you. And thanks to you and to Mary as for - Mary for engaging in this working group. We will be on the lookout for that report and try to get some comments in on it. Anyone else want to get in the queue on this?

Man:
(Unintelligible).

Robin Gross:
Do I hear someone?

Man:
(Unintelligible).

Robin Gross:
Is somebody trying to speak?

Man:
(Unintelligible).

Man:
(Unintelligible).

Man:
Hello?

Robin Gross:
Hello? Hello? Yes go ahead. Okay is somebody trying to get in the queue? I guess not. All right are there any other open working groups that people would like to report on or ask questions about?


Okay not hearing any, and as I look at the time, we’ve gone six minutes over and really the only thing left on the agenda was preview for (Durbin). And I would just say for that to start compiling your - the discussion topics that you would like to discuss with the board and discuss with at large and discuss with amongst ourselves and for discussion items for the public forum.


Start compiling those lists and thinking about particularly the (GAC) communique and the - NCSG’s reconsideration request and - as being big issues in (Durbin). And we will have a (Durbin) planning meeting I think it’s July 2. So folks who will be in (Durbin) I would like to encourage you to participate in that call, just do a quick review and get - try to get ourselves on the same page and prepared going into (Durbin).


Anyone else have anything to add? Any other business? We’ve gone through the agenda and we’re seven minutes over.

Man:
Thank you very much good bye.

Robin Gross:
Thank you. And I guess we can call this meeting to a close and thank you all for participating and we will continue our discussion the e-mail list. Thanks again.

END
