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Nathalie Peregrine:
Thank you very much (Tanya). Good morning, good afternoon, good evening everybody. This is the NCSG Policy call on the 8th of October 2013. On the call today we have Robin Gross, (Jerry Wopali), Edward Morris, Maria Farrell, Avri Doria, Amr Elsadr, (unintelligible) and (Carrie Brown). We have received no apologies today's call. And from staff we have myself Nathalie Peregrine.


I'd like to remind you all to please state your names before speaking for transcription purposes. Thank you very much and over to you Robin.

Robin Gross:
Thank you very much Nathalie. And thank you everyone who's joined the call. Seems like we've got quite a lot of people and some new people on the call today. So thank you for joining.


Let me quickly review our discussion agenda and see if there's anything else anyone would like to add or any questions on that before we get started. First we'll do a very quick NCSG annual election update. And then we can go through the GNSO Council meeting agenda for Thursday's meeting and prepare for that meeting, prepare our participation.


And then we can go through some of the open comment periods, see if anyone would like to volunteer to work on drafts or if anyone is working on drafts. Also a quick review of some of the policy working groups that people are participating in. And then we can do a quick update on our DIDP and our reconsideration request and then problem of ICANN's lack of accountability that these requests have underlined.


And then we've got any other business. And (Bill) has asked that we add a quick update on NCSG at IGF and also start talking about some of our preferences for the Buenos Aires meeting, which is creeping up in November.


Okay. So that's what we've currently got on our discussion agenda. It's a pretty full plate but if anyone would like to add anything else or ask any questions on that, now would be a good time. Okay. Well not hearing any, I say let's just get started.


The first issue is the election update. And as you all are no doubt aware we're currently undergoing our annual election to reelect new leadership. We've got my position; the NCSG Chair is up for election. And we've got one candidate that was nominated and accepted the nomination so that who's running for this position. That's Rafik Dammak.


And then we've got three other positions that are up for election and that is the GNSO Council - three representatives to that Council. And we currently have four, excuse me, five candidates who are nominated, accepted their nominations and made candidate statements on the ballot; Avri Doria, Amr Elsadr, Wolfgang Kleinwachter, Klaus Stoll, Guy Aho Tete Benissan are the five candidates for those seats.


So the election is taking place right now. And people have until October 14; it's midnight UTC Time to case their ballots or change the - change your mind about a ballot that you've already cast. So then the voting will end there.


Now the voting takes place through email ballot. So everybody who is on the active members list should have received a email ballot from ICANN. And if you have not received this ballot, please let me know. Let ICANN know so we can make sure we get you a ballot and get your vote cast.


Sometimes ballots get caught in various email filters along the way from Point A to Point B. So they sometimes take a few tries to actually make it to their intended recipient.


And so, you know, it's pretty common. This election like every election sometimes folks can't find their ballots or they didn't get them and then we have to ask ICANN to please resend them and they get resent and finally people find them and cast their ballot.


But it is important that people look for their ballots because if you don't - if you don't look for it, then - and then you wait till the last day and you realize you don't have it, it's going to be really hard to get that vote cast. So please be on the ball and get your vote in now if possible.


So then the...

(Wendy):
And where should people send the inquiry if they didn't get their ballot?

Robin Gross:
To me.

(Wendy):
Okay.

Robin Gross:
To me. So if you have not gotten the ballot, let me know. You can cc Glen on that because my next email is to Glen to say Glen, this person didn't receive their ballot and needs to get one. So if you want to do a jump start on that, you can send it to me and Glen at the same time. But that would be the process. So if anyone is expecting a ballot and has not received one, please let me know.


Okay. So then we will announce the election results on October 17. And then the term for these rules begin at the termination of the Buenos Aires meeting. So this would be November 22 when the term begins. Okay. So does anyone have any questions on this or would like to discuss this?


Okay. I see in the chat (Maury Lauren)'s raised her hand. Okay. Please go ahead.

(Maury Lauren):
Hi. Can you hear me?

Robin Gross:
Yes.

(Maury Lauren):
Okay. Can we - can I speak now of the session for newcomers from newly elected GNSO Councilors. I have a question actually. (Is this) the right moment?

Robin Gross:
You mean the Friday session for - that ICANN has organized for the incoming GNSO Councilors? Sure. Go ahead.

(Maury Lauren):
Right.

((Crosstalk))

(Maury Lauren):
...question about (this).

Robin Gross:
I don't know - but I don't know very much about it. But - so I don't know that I can give you an answer but we can certainly get - figure one out - start to figure one out.

(Maury Lauren):
Thank you. Yeah. I'm slightly confused because maybe one of you know the answer to a question I have. I received an email as well as other Council (unintelligible) leadership saying that incoming GNSO Councilors were supposed to attend the Friday session that you were mentioning.


But then the way it was resent it gave the impression that ICANN would pay for let's say Councilors that were already on the ground over there in Buenos Aires to stay an extra day. So I emailed back (Jonathan) asking whether they were - it was implied that a newly elected Councilor who was not sitting on the Council right now and was not attending the Buenos Aires meeting would be, you know, would be due to attend the Friday session and the cost covered.


And I got no reply. So I don't know whether it's because he's busy or because the question was sill or because I don't know or someone knows the answer to that just to make sure because we have two candidates right now and they - I understand that they won't be at Buenos Aires. So if one of them is elected, I would like to know what will happen to them.

Robin Gross:
Right. Well that's a good question because, you know, I wasn't clear on that either. I also got that same email and it did look like ICANN was offering some sort of hotel travel support for one night for the newly elected Councilors but nothing more.


And so, you know, that really doesn't help people who aren't already going to be in Buenos Aires. So yeah, I think we need to ask ICANN to clarify this and to work with us to, you know, make it so it can actually fit our needs such that whoever it is that gets elected will be able to participate in that new meeting because, you know, like you say it's not clear that it will be people on the ground. And, you know, they should be in that Friday incoming training session.


So I - unless somebody else on the call knows more about this meeting or ICANN's plans for funding the travel support, I think we have to take it up with them. I don't know. Does anyone else have any ideas how this is supposed to work? It wasn't really clear in the email I got. I think I got the same one.

(Maury Lauren):
May I add something?

Robin Gross:
Yes please.

(Maury Lauren):
I think that I already emailed (Jonathan). I mean I replied to the same email you received asking the question and got no answer. So I guess I don't know whether someone else should ask the question.

Robin Gross:
I'm wondering if (Jonathan) wouldn't be the right person to know the answer. I'm guessing it's probably somebody with staff.

(Maury Lauren):
But I sort of remember that there was some people cc'd. But I would have to check who was cc'd with Glen or...

Robin Gross:
Well, let's follow up on that together and maybe check with Glen and with (Rob) and see how they want to handle that, you know, because I'm sure they want our new Councilors to be there just as much as we want our new Councilors to be there. Yeah. Okay. Any other thoughts on this?


Okay. So that is the election update. And I'm really excited by the way by our election. We've got great candidates and competition and this is - I think we're really demonstrating tremendous growth and diversity and this is going to be an exciting new year for us coming up.


Okay. Next on the agenda.

Amr Elsadr:
Robin. Sorry. This is Amr.

Robin Gross:
Yes.

Amr Elsadr:
I've got my hand up (unintelligible).

Robin Gross:
Oh, I'm sorry. I was not looking in the right window. I apologize. Please go ahead.

Amr Elsadr:
That's (fine). I just have a comment because I know that at least one other constituency in the GNSO, the ISP Constituency, I think they've already concluded their elections and they know who their new incoming Councilors are. I'm guessing this is probably helpful for them to plan who would be going to this event for new incoming Councilors.


I was just wondering is there a reason why different stakeholder groups have different election times.

Robin Gross:
Well I think we're all pretty much on the cycle of the terms begin and end at the annual meeting, which, you know, will be in November. And then they pretty much leave it up to the various stakeholder groups and - to figure out how they want to handle the elections internally themselves.


And some have like we have rather difficult check in processes that take a month or so just to sort of get the election primed up. And so it's a little bit more work for us than it is for others.


But also we didn't know anything about ICANN's plans to have a incoming Council training session in Buenos Aires until long after our election schedule was set. They've never done this before.


I think it's a good thing that they're doing it. It'll be great for the Council to help educate and train people coming onboard. But this is the first time they've done it and they didn't give us any warning and - or any idea that, you know, there might be some reason to have the election conducted earlier.


So that, you know, now we know that this - they may do this. I understand this is just sort of a pilot program. But I suspect it will be something that will happen again. And now that we have some awareness that this will be happening, we can certainly schedule our elections earlier to, you know, so we can get the travelers to the meeting.

Amr Elsadr:
All right. Thanks. Fair enough.

Robin Gross:
No problem. Okay. So next on the agenda was to prepare for the GNSO Council meeting on Thursday. So let me pull up the agenda here for Thursday. What Councilors do we have on the call today? We've got Maria and David and (Wendy). Who am I missing? Avri's not - she's a Policy Councilor.


Okay. So here's our agenda. On the consent agenda fake renewal notices and defensive registrations. I guess they see no further work on this and they're just - okay. So that's not terribly important.


There's a motion to approve the Whois Survey Working Group. Okay. So there was a report that was published. There's a survey about the possible technical requirements of a future Whois service. And so there's a motion on the table to approve this report.


Okay. Does anyone have any thoughts on this? Folks who've been working on Whois issue or who have read this report, other Councilors perhaps and will be voting on this? Okay. Anybody read the report? Okay. Let me post a link to this report here in the chat so folks can see what I'm talking about. Okay.

(Wendy):
The fun report explores the recommendations regarding a survey constructed about possible technical requirements of a future Whois service solution.

Man:
Is that the same survey that's been post - started last year?

Robin Gross:
Okay. And so now there's a report on it. A motion to approve it in its recommendations. Yeah. So let's see. What is the - what does the report recommend?

(Wendy):
Deliver the results of the report to WEIRDS to the Expert Working Group and to the Whois Working Group. That's what it read. Deliver the results of the report of the survey.

Robin Gross:
Huh. And what is the survey - what are...

Amr Elsadr:
This is Amr.

(Wendy):
(Unintelligible) the total of 67 full responses.

Amr Elsadr:
Yes.

(Wendy):
I heard Amr trying to speak.

Amr Elsadr:
Yeah. I was just going to say that we didn't get anything on this yet - the Thick Whois PDP Working Group at all. I seriously doubt if we will - that we will - we're at a stage that we'll be taking anything new into consideration because we're pretty much wrapping it up there.

Robin Gross:
Okay. So this wouldn't fit into that - or feed into that.

Amr Elsadr:
I have the impression that if we try to bring in more technical issues based on a survey that we might be (guillotined) on that working group. We're already dragging it on really aggressively because of the privacy issues. And well, this is the same survey I'm thinking about that started sometime last year before - considerably earlier than the Thick Whois PDP Working Group started.


I remember telling the folks at the working group that we should take this into consideration but that was I think maybe December or January. And that we had agreed if it comes in a timely - if the survey was - come in in a timely manner then we would take them into consideration. But obviously they haven't.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Well as I'm looking at just skimming some of the results of this particular report, it looks like they're trying to really tighten up the - some of the contact details, point of abuse contact. So, you know, I'm sort of thinking maybe we would want to vote no on this.

(Wendy):
So this is (Wendy). The recommendations here are merely share the report with - of the survey with other groups. And the note I'd make is that it might be nice to get some statistical analysis. Are these significant results and is this a sample that's large enough to give us any reliable data about the world? Getting responses from 67 people who are not identified...

Robin Gross:
Yeah.

(Wendy):
...beyond some generic characteristics is perhaps interesting but not enough to be making conclusions about generalizations to the world, so.

Robin Gross:
They're not terribly...

((Crosstalk))

(Wendy):
I might say it's fine to pass it on with comments about its level of persuasiveness.

Robin Gross:
That sounds fine to me. Anyone else want to weigh in on this? Particularly any Councilors or anyone who's been following Whois. Okay. I guess we're going to follow (Wendy)'s lead on this one unless anyone's got any other suggestions.


Okay. Well then let's go on to the next issue on the Council agenda, which is another motion. A motion to approve the further development for a framework for cross community working groups.


Okay. This motion seeks further development framework for cross community working groups by picking up the work of the drafting team, which proposed a set of draft principles for cross community working groups that were approved by the GNSO Council in March 2012.


This work has had the benefit of subsequent review, comments and suggestions provided by the ccNSO. The staff - the motion here proposes that in full cooperation with other SO/ACs the GNSO Council jointly develops an updated set of principles for cross community working groups taking into consideration the feedback provided by the ccNSO and in collaboration with other interested SO/ACs.


The aim being to create a framework applicable across all SO/ACs for the effective future functioning of the cross community working groups. Okay. So the motion. That's what they're up to. Anybody have any comments on this? Questions? Avri, yes please.

Avri Doria:
Hi. It's Avri speaking. I have a question, which is - and I haven't looked at this. Is this across constituency work plan that the Council is talking about or is this a normal GNSO work plan that is open to everybody but it's specifically a GNSO process? I didn't gather that from what you read.


They say cooperate and cooperate but how's that being done or is it just normal GNSO but everyone's invited to come play? Thanks.

Robin Gross:
Yeah. No, I think that's a really good question. Is this something that other SOs or ACs are also doing or, you know, for how we interact with - how we interact with them or is this something that only we are doing for how they interact with us?


I think this is just a - and I'm not sure because I haven't looked at this. But just from what I can see here, this looks like it's just sort of a GNSO initiative. I mean it, you know...

Avri Doria:
(Unintelligible) Councilor's (help)?

Maria Farrell:
It's Maria. Can anyone hear me?

Robin Gross:
Yes. Please go ahead.

Maria Farrell:
Hi, thank you. And so I don't know a lot about the back history of this one and but I think - well I think it came in part from - oh you remember about three or four years ago there used to be a regular co-constituency meeting scheduled that ICANN face-to-face meeting. And that kind of went - that went away. I think staff didn't really like it.


There are one or two people on staff didn't like it. And so this - I think what was proposed was to develop some kind of, you know, (slightly) guidelines - formal guidelines on how cross constituency working groups should be created.


So partly to address the GAC in the face-to-face meeting schedule and also partly to address things like, you know, when the GAC suddenly wakes up and says we've never heard about, you know, new gTLDs (unintelligible).


So I think it was originated within the GNSO but I know there's been a (unintelligible) to the ccNSO. What I don't know is - has the GAC had anything to say about it.


But I know - I've looked over the guidelines myself and they seem pretty (unintelligible). I don't see a lot to object to in them. But I don't have the full collective picture of where they're going to next.

Robin Gross:
Right. Right. You know, if the Council approves this, then what happens to it? It goes to the Board and the Board says okay, this is how the communities are going to interact with each other. I mean I - it's really not clear, you know, how this is supposed to play out.


I mean it looks like this was a GNSO Council initiative about how the ccNSO or frankly government can have more participation or engagement in GNSO processes from what I can tell. This is really making - about making more space in the GNSO world for the governments and the ccNSOs to influence how policy is made in the GNSO. That's my take. Anyone can tell me I'm wrong or tell me this is something else. I'm happy to hear it.

Maria Farrell:
Robin, it's Maria again. I think that's probably right. I mean that sounds, you know, plausible to me. And I'm going to hand it (unintelligible) that we can, you know, it's not easy to object to what's in them because it's a lot of - but yeah. I mean it's...

Robin Gross:
Yeah. No, I know what you mean. I mean it's very, you know, cleverly done such that if you object to reengagement you're a jerk. But at the end of the day this is about government having more power at ICANN.

Maria Farrell:
(Unintelligible) ask the GNSO if they would like to have, you know, oversight or whatever of GAC or other policy...

Robin Gross:
Exactly. I think it should be reciprocal. I think anything - that any allowances that the GNSO makes for them they should be required to make for the GNSO. And that - so I think perhaps this work is to go forward then to be some kind of reciprocity built in.

Maria Farrell:
So I think, you know, I would be happy to raise that point in the Council call. You know, if anyone else does, I'll bow to them.

Robin Gross:
I certainly would welcome it. Okay. Any other thoughts on this exciting development? All right. Let's see what's next on the Council agenda. Like pulling stuff out of a hat. You never know what you're going to get.


Okay. Another motion. To approve a charter for translation and transliteration of contact information PDP Working Group. Okay. In June the Council initiated a PDP on a transliteration and translation contact information and decided to create a PDP Working Group for the purposes of fulfilling the requirements of the PDP.


Following the call for volunteers a drafting team was formed and its members have developed a charter for consideration by GNSO Council. The drafting team has submitted the charter and so the GNSO Council having reviewed the charter will vote on whether to approve it as submitted by the drafting team. Okay.


So this motion to approve a charter. Resolved.

Man:
I think it's going to be uncontroversial.

Robin Gross:
Yeah. Looks like it. I mean I don't see anything that...

((Crosstalk))

Amr Elsadr:
Robin, it's Amr.

Robin Gross:
Yes.

Amr Elsadr:
I was on this drafting team. And it's a pretty - it isn't a controversial charter at all. The issue itself is probably controversial but the charter is not really a problem. Actually I think we'll give the working group working on this PDP a great deal of flexibility on where they want to go with it.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Sounds like you're recommending and folks are saying that we should vote yes on Motion 3.

Amr Elsadr:
Yeah I guess for the charter. I don't like the - I don't know how it got - I mean I don't like the policy itself. But the charter's okay.

Robin Gross:
Well, would it be helpful to amend the charter in some way - to propose an amendment to the charter such that we could get a more favorable outcome to the overall...

Amr Elsadr:
I wouldn't say that. I think the principle itself is just wrong. I mean I would prefer this PDP just did not exist at all. But it does and the charter...

Robin Gross:
Well...

Amr Elsadr:
...is all right. And it will have been a great deal of...

Robin Gross:
Oh...

Amr Elsadr:
Sorry, go ahead.

Robin Gross:
I was just going to suggest perhaps as a way we could limit the scope of the work of the charter to sort of limit its damage if we think it's ultimately going to be at a bad thing.

Amr Elsadr:
Well this PDP is going to basically - it's supposed to cover two points. One is whether it would be desirable to translate contact information Whois to a common language and transliterating it to a common script or not. That's the first point that this PDP will address.


And so the - sort of have to make - decide that before deciding the second point, which is okay, if we do decide that it should be done, who's going to do it or who's going to decide who's going to do it? And then it sort of gave a few examples or scenarios on who could - who those - who might end up doing the translation and transliteration.


But still the charter - the language in the charter just really will give the working group a free hand to sort of take the discussion in any direction they like. And also will require them to take into account work done by other working groups on Whois and as well as get feedback from constituencies and stakeholder groups. So I think the charter's all right.

Robin Gross:
Okay.

Amr Elsadr:
I don't - yeah, I don't think - I mean I wouldn't recommend that we need to change the charter in any way. But I'm just saying for the record I just think the policy's a bad one and we should have - this PDP just it would have been better if it didn't exist at all.

Robin Gross:
Well then...

Amr Elsadr:
Basically I think beneficiaries of Whois services don't want to pay for translating Whois data or contact information that is in languages they don't understand or they want someone else to do it (and follow) policy. So it's kind of weird.

Robin Gross:
We should vote not for this. I mean if we think this is all going to get us somewhere we don't want to go, why...

Amr Elsadr:
Yeah. I think it - I think - well that would depend on whether we're voting on the policy or whether we've voting about the charter. That's the point I guess I'm trying to make.

Robin Gross:
If we think that this charter is going to lead to that policy. I don't know. I mean, you know, I'm looking for you - to you guys to have been following this more closely to advise us on how we vote on this motion. But, you know, I am not someone who thinks that we should just be voting yes because everyone else is going to and it's going to pass anyway. No, no, no, no, no.


We have an obligation to our membership to vote no when we think something is ultimately going to lead to harm for us. So I, you know, that's the question. And if we can - if we think this maybe harmful, how do we - how do we fix the charter? How could we narrow the charter, its scope or, you know, some kind of conditions or requirements? And then we could propose a friendly amendment perhaps.

Amr Elsadr:
Robin, this is Amr again. I can discuss this in a bit more detail but there's a queue forming up on the Adobe Connect room so maybe let other folks go first.

Robin Gross:
Okay. I'm missing the queue. So please folks, jump in. Avri, you have your hand up?

Avri Doria:
I thought Maria was before me so I was waiting patiently. I guess up until today I've been fully in favor of this. And because thought that we do not have a way to express characters that aren't seven bit ASCII in anything and therefore we really do need a way to express those.


So I guess I haven't - and in fact I was just searching for the charter because I don't understand the point Amr is making that this is going to be a bad thing. And so I guess I'm confused. Thanks.

Amr Elsadr:
Okay. Let me just try to - this is Amr. Can I go Robin?

Robin Gross:
Please. Please go ahead.

Amr Elsadr:
All right. Yeah. The impression I got from the whole purpose of this proposed charter and some PDP is basically that there is a lot of contact information out there that is non-English and that is not in ASCII.


So from - and basically the status quo right now that people who use Whois lookup services have to do the translation to determine who the registrants of domain names are when they're looking for information on that.


But what this PDP is proposing is basically shall we have a policy where everyone has to provide the Whois data - the contact details in a - translated into a certain language as well as transliterated into a common script.


And if we make this decision who's going to do it? Will it be the registrants? Will it be the registrar? If it is the registrar, will the registrar do it themselves or will they outsource this? And will it be the registries or shall we just say go ahead and be the end user who does it?


My impression of this is that this is basically a transaction cost in beneficiaries of Whois lookup services. And this costs exists because when they do want to look up who a registrant is when they don't understand that they're going - they can't read the language. They have to translate it.


So my impression is that this is a policy that sort of just shifts that cost away from the Whois service lookup to someone else whether it's a contracted party, act like a registrar or the registrants. So that's just why I just think this whole policy is kind of bogus. Does that make any sense at all Avri?

Robin Gross:
Avri, are you there.

Avri Doria:
Oh sorry. I was on mute. It's Avri again. I guess I tend to - I mean I understand the perspective I guess. I don't see it that way at all. I see this as A, there is a technical requirement that we stop restricting ourselves to only talking is ASCII, only talking in seven bit ASCII in this stuff.


So therefore given that we need to be able to express information appropriately, not always in some bastardized form, not in ASCII, we need to figure out how that's going to happen.


Now that's a technical task that is proceeding. The other half of the task is given that it will be possible now who's responsible for doing what? In other words - and which way do we want the (unintelligible) work on doing this? Who's responsible?


Is it the registrar? When they're doing information it has to give you the service. Or do registrars want to shift that somewhere else because they don't want to pay the development cost to basically capture that?


So I tend to see that yes there's a cost element in discussion of this but it's more on the side of who doesn't want to develop what. I don't believe it's a question of, you know, somebody looking at the information needs to find a way to do it because if you're talking about law enforcement and others (unintelligible).


It's only a, you know, it's basically an ancient technical hangover that as we fix the technical we need to have an accompanying policy to indicate how it's used. So I tend to look at it completely differently.

Robin Gross:
Great. Thank you for that alternative perspective. Maria, did you have your hand up on this issue? I don't seem to see hands up right now. So someone said you had.

Maria Farrell:
No. Sorry I had left it up by accident.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Okay. Okay. So any thoughts on how to vote on this tomorrow? I'm sorry, not tomorrow; Thursday.

Avri Doria:
I thought that most of the Councilors listen to what all of us have said and then they figure out, you know, since we don't ordain how they're going to vote. But...

((Crosstalk))

Avri Doria:
...recommendation for (vote the user) and one for voting for the charter. Not vote for the charter since this is in the consent agenda. One of the Councilors would have to pull it out of the consent agenda and then start the discussion, as I understand the process.

Maria Farrell:
It's Maria here. I would be inclined to probably to vote in favor of the charter because we have a difference of opinion on it but also I'm, you know, I have a lot of respect for what Amr says but I'm not convinced that voting against the charter achieves what we would like it to.


I am, you know, I am conscious of what, you know, Amr that what Robin says is that, you know, we shouldn't necessarily always be saying (unintelligible) just because we're not going to have an affect.


But I'm (whole) because it - I'm just - I wonder how much political capital are we going to expend on something where we're not going to have a result if we go through the whole process of pulling it out of the consent agenda, you know, forcing a vote and then seeing the other people who vote against it.

Robin Gross:
Well my suggestion would be if we think that there may be places where this charter could potentially be problematic that we propose a friendly amendment to amend the charter such that we can vote for it and no one can say we're uncooperative.


But at the same time we're protecting our interest - our members' interest by trying to mitigate the potential damage that could happen.

Maria Farrell:
So if we were to do that would be basically say we want to propose a friendly amendment and then I guess throw it to (Jonathan) to figure out how - what the process would be for following up on doing that. Because I think he would probably want to create a bunch of people to do that work, which is fine. But I'm just wondering what, you know, what the next step would be if we decide to do that.

Robin Gross:
Well I'm not a process maven. But we do have one on the call with us. So maybe Avri can weigh in. I think you just say I'd like to make a friendly amendment that we reword the charter as follows. And if they don't object, if they accept that as a friendly amendment, done deal. Fine. No problem.


If they don't want to accept that as a friendly amendment, you know, then it'll be voted on and then it'll be probably, you know, voted down. But at least we made an attempt to help out members' interest. But I don't know. Avri, you want - you know more about the process.

Avri Doria:
(Unintelligible) but if it's in the consent agenda, first you have to request that it's taken out of the agenda - consent agenda. As I understand it, it is then put in the regular agenda. When you get to the regular agenda you offer the friendly amendment.


Obviously when someone asks why do you want to take it out of the consent agenda, it's because the friendly amendment we would like to propose. But it's two stages. It's in the consent agenda. Someone from the constituency, the stakeholder group or whatever has to pull it into the regular agenda and I don't now whether they ask you a reason but, you know, sure, it makes sense to ask you a reason.


But you won't actually do it until you hit in the agenda. That's my assumption from a mavenish point of view.

Robin Gross:
Okay. That sounds right to me. Amr, please.

Amr Elsadr:
This is Amr. Yeah. I'm not sure what a - actually what a friendly amendment to this charter would be. Because like I said, it really gives a free reign to everyone in the working group to sort of make suggestions to how this is going to play out. How it'll go.


And so from that perspective I think the charter is pretty well written. So I think at this point if we - if one of our Councilors suggest that we alter the language in the charter to protect registrants more, I think others might not see this as a very friendly amendment.


But on the - if you think the charter is good, then you can go ahead and vote for it and we can take up this issue when it - when - during the work of the working group itself. I think I'm going to join this working group. And I'm very much in favor of it.


And when this PDP - and when the time comes to decide on the first point of whether it would be desirable, I would argue that it isn't desirable and for the reasons I have. But the charter itself I don't think it's a bad charter. I have to be honest about that. Thanks.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Thank you. Avri, you have your hand up.

Avri Doria:
Sorry. Talking mute again. The PDP is already approved. We - I forget whether we voted for it or not. But that's kind of like water over the dam unless we're going to try and stop a PDP, which I wouldn't recommend in this case for sure.


Unless we're trying to stop a PDP - this PDP is already on. The question is is this charter okay to go with, not is this a PDP we want to do because the PDP is on.

Robin Gross:
Got it. Okay. Well I still think that if we think that we could reach a better result by amending - proposing an amendment to the charter, we should do that even knowing that it would be voted down. I think, you know, it should still be done if we think that we could come up with some language that could mitigate some potential damage from the PDP that we know is going to happen.


You know, the charter will guide the direction that the PDP takes. It will be the constitutional document, if you will. So if there are ways that we can massage the text of the charter to achieve outcomes that we would like or preclude outcomes that we don't want, I think that perhaps is where we should put a little bit of energy.


Okay. Did anybody else want to weigh in on this? (Joy) has her hand raised. Please. (Joy), go ahead. (Joy), are you there? I don't hear anything yet. No, can't hear you. (Joy), are you trying to speak? Are you on mute perhaps? Okay. (Joy) typed that her mic is not working. Okay.


Well you can type in your comment here. I'd be happy to read it to the folks on the call. I think Avri's got her hand up while you type (Joy). Avri, please go ahead.

Avri Doria:
I don't. That was fumble fingering.

Robin Gross:
Okay.

Amr Elsadr:
Robin, this is Amr again.

Robin Gross:
Yes.

Amr Elsadr:
I would like to point out that there were other NCSG members on this drafting team. Actually there were basically four people who were working on this drafting team and three of them were NCSG. So (Rudy) was also on the drafting team as well as Chris Dillon who I do not know personally. But they co-Chaired the drafting team. So...

Robin Gross:
Okay.

Amr Elsadr:
...it was the two of them and me. So you might also want to get some of their input as well if you can before the Council meeting.

Robin Gross:
Oh absolutely. Okay. So that's really helpful to know. Thanks. Okay. Well let's stick a pin in this one for right now. It sounds like we, you know, we've got some differences of opinion and some possible ways of moving forward.


But we should talk to (Rudy) and maybe try to hammer out offline perhaps and detail specifics about how if possible this charter could be reworked such that we'll be happy with the outcome of the PDP. Any other thoughts on that or shall we move forward? Okay. Okay. I don't see anything further on that. So let's go forward.


The next item on the Council agenda. A discussion of policy issues surrounding string confusion. Oh yes. So there's a lot of talk right now about a string confusion relating to plural and singular versions of the same term. And contradiction - contradictory decisions on identical strings.


So the Council has agreed to write to the Board in the new gTLD program to maybe - and to consider appropriate additional action. Here the Council needs to decide what if any additional and appropriate action is to be taken.


Okay. Yeah. This is actually an interesting issue. I think Jeff Neuman has written a bit on this and has pointed out some of the ways there's a lot of contradiction with ICANN staff and the - some of the dispute resolution providers are just sort of making up policy - contradictory policy from each other, contradictory from what the GNSO recommended.


And so there's a bit of concern on the Council. Councilors please correct me and this is - that's my background. What's happening on Council on this issue? Any Councilors want to weigh in who've been party to some of these discussions?

Maria Farrell:
Robin, it's Maria here. I guess I'm certainly not an expert on this like lots of people are on this particular issue. But I think within Council context I think what's happening is that there is an attempt by Jeff and others to bring to - to recast this topic, which some people see as (true) gTLD implementation - new gTLD implementation to recast it as a policy topic that the GNSO Council needs to look at.


(Unintelligible) they've got it on the agenda and asked Christine Willett from staff is going to come and talk about how they're, you know, the issue of consistency of dealing with strings from the (unintelligible). But I think that's fairly context (unintelligible).

Robin Gross:
Okay. Great. Thanks. That's really helpful. Okay. So it sounds like that Christine's going to come explain herself to the Council and Council may or may not write a letter to the Board on the issue. Okay. Any other thoughts on this issue?

Maria Farrell:
One other thing. I wouldn't be holding my breath for Christine to say anything that's particularly completely for details or possibly helpful to be honest. I imagine she's going to want to keep, you know, for staff to maintain, you know, it's ability to maneuver the other things on a case-by-case basis while, you know, giving certain (unintelligible) to - I wouldn't expect her - put it this way.


I don't think here contribution's going to be conclusive or decisive. And I think the issue's going to ramble on.

Robin Gross:
Yeah. Well I, you know, from what I - the - what I've read in Jeff's letters and some of the arguments that I've seen made on the Council list and during - listening to some of the Council calls, I think, you know, these are really good points and places where ICANN can prove itself should it choose to take criticism in such a way at some point. So that's my - that's sort of my take on it. Anyone else want to weigh in?


Okay. Next issue on the Council agenda is updating discussion on a PDP for relevant policies on issues not dealt with during the course of developing the 2013 RAA. Okay.


ICANN staff has prepared a paper to summarize the outcomes of the 2013 registrar accreditation agreement, the RAA negotiations in order to set the scene for subsequent relevant policy development work to be managed by the Council. This will be an ICANN Board initiated PDP. Here the Council will receive an update from staff and confirm the intended course of action. Okay.


Start your engines. This is important. Anyone have any thoughts on this? Looks like this is where all those sort of privacy issues that didn't get dealt with may get (shunted) to and where the - some of the privacy work that the - or non-work that the Expert Working Group on directory services may feed into. Any thoughts on this? Okay. Not hearing any, I guess we'll just wait and see what staff has planned for us in the future of the world.


Okay. And the next item on the Council agenda is the procedure to elect the GNSO Council Chair. Okay. Yeah. We need to elect a new Chair. I don't think there's anything terribly controversial here. They want to use the same procedure for electing the GNSO Council Chair that they used last year. Anyone have any thoughts on that?

(Wendy):
I have no problem with the procedure. I'm just - sorry I'm just - is (Jonathan) on a short term or what - why are we looking at this already again? I thought we just elected him.

Robin Gross:
I think it's an annual term.

(Wendy):
Right. Sorry. Do you know what - I'm so sorry. Because I missed two meetings. I thought it was only six months. But of course it was...

((Crosstalk))

(Wendy):
...yeah a year ago. Okay. Sorry.

Robin Gross:
(Unintelligible). Okay. Anyone have any thoughts on that? (Joy) has her hand raised. Yes please, go ahead.

(Joy):
Can you hear me now on the call? Robin, can you hear me?

Robin Gross:
Yes. Go ahead.

(Joy):
Great. I actually wanted to go back to the previous item, which was on the Board initiated PDP for the RAA (discussion).

Robin Gross:
Okay. Yes. Go for it.

(Joy):
And yeah. I mean I just wanted to say that I think the reflection on this one for me has been that, you know, for all of the processes that ICANN is transparent on and, you know, we have transcripts and open negotiations and charter development, PDP processes. This private negotiation of a public contract is really, really deeply problematic.


And I think we need to be saying this point very strongly in the Council meeting and asking really whether this - whether as to how this issue is to be addressed in some way by this review. That's my (unintelligible).

((Crosstalk))

Robin Gross:
I'm sorry. Did I just cut you off there? I apologize.

(Joy):
I'm just saying I would be interested in what others thought about raising that point.

Robin Gross:
Well I think that, you know, the point you raise is certainly one that we've had a lot of members raise over the course of the years. And, you know, it hasn't been able to get much traction outside of the non-commercial space or even some of the large folks as well haven't - you know, largely because this - just the contracted parties they don't want more people part of what they see as their negotiations.


Of course it has to do with what our rights end up being. But they see it as their negotiations. And so, you know, this is something I think a lot of the - number of our members have raised over the years.


And I think it's probably worth continuing to point out that, you know, at the end of the day these are individual rights what people are actually able to do and the kinds of activities they can actually engage on the Internet get ultimately decided by a lot of these policies.


And, you know, reminding folks that if ICANN really wants to have some kind of governance legitimacy, it has to have the consent of the governed. And I'm not sure it can meet that qualification at this point. So I think it's worth - my two cents is I think it's worth raising. I'd be curious to hear what others have to say.


Not seeing any hands up, I guess there's total agreement. No. Just kidding. Right. Anyone else have anything to say on this point?

Maria Farrell:
It's Maria. Just also in agreement with (Joy). Actually it's something that's so obvious and, you know, it's so engrained in the ICANN's process we almost stop thinking about it. And we have to keep hammering that point home.


We have made some slight kind of inroads into transparency of negotiations over the years but very little and I think we should take up every opportunity we have to do so.

Robin Gross:
Yeah. I agree. Okay. Okay. Not hearing anything more on this point, let's move on in the Council agenda, update and discussion protection as they call it; privileges as I call it, of IGO INGO identifiers and all gTLD policy development processes. Okay.


So the working group that's working on creating special privileges for the Red Cross and the Olympic Committee and intergovernmental organizations - the Chair will give a little update on the status of that. And there's a public process going on now on the draft final report.


There was only one comment that had been filed in the public comment period that - and it was against the creating these special privileges for these groups. But I don't expect much will influence the train. It's on a one way track. Let me tell you.


Okay. Anyone else in this working group want to comment on this? Or anyone want to offer some comments into the public comment forum, which is open on this now? Okay. Not hearing anything further, we will await Council discussion on that.


Okay. And let's see. And the next issue on the Council agenda. The Council is planning for Buenos Aires. We don't need to worry about that. Input and discussion, perspective improvement to the policy development process. Oh. Staff has written a paper about making improvements on the PDP process and they will use an opportunity to discuss that paper.


Anyone have any thoughts on that? I don't know. I can't keep up with all these staff papers. Hopefully the Councilors can. I can't. Okay. I don't hear anything on this issue and this is really the only - the end of the substantive issues on the Council agenda for Thursday.


Okay. Did anyone else have anything? Oh, let's quickly review, make sure we've got all six Councilors prepared to participate. Wolfgang let me know that he wasn't going to be able to participate and Maria agreed to be his proxy. And that form was submitted. So we've got one proxy taken care of for Thursday's call.


Are there any other Councilors who will not be able to represent us on Thursday and need a proxy or some kind of alternative arrangement? (Joy) has her hand raised. Yes. Please go ahead.

(Joy):
I think - I'm attending but I'm dialing in via (site) and Glen suggested that just in case I have connectivity issues it might be useful to have a proxy for my vote in case I lose connectivity before the vote's taken. So I'm not quite sure what the preferred via if I'm actually in attendance.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Are these votes that...

((Crosstalk))

Robin Gross:
...email if for some reason you got dropped during the call when they did the voting. I know sometimes they let you send in your - an email vote. But I think there are rules...

(Joy):
That really tweaks them.

Robin Gross:
Pardon me.

(Joy):
And that really tweaks them.

Robin Gross:
That's right.

(Joy):
Let me check with Glen again. I'm just (milling) it. I do plan to attend but she raised it just as a logistical thing. She was really just trying to protect the (voting process) for us.

Robin Gross:
Okay.

(Joy):
So yeah.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Okay. Let me know...

(Joy):
I'll email her about that...

Robin Gross:
...if...

(Joy):
...and copy you.

Robin Gross:
...proxy form and the in case you get dropped and I'm happy to do that. And we've got two Councilors on the call here (Wendy) and David who will probably write, tell me they've confirmed they'll be at the call Thursday. So maybe one of you two could take (Joy)'s proxy should she get dropped and not be able to vote via email afterwards.

(Wendy):
Yes.

((Crosstalk))

Robin Gross:
Okay. Excellent. And what about Magaly. Has anyone hear from Magaly to - is she prepared to be on Thursday's call?

Maria Farrell:
Haven't heard.

Robin Gross:
Pardon me.

Maria Farrell:
Sorry. It's Maria. I haven't heard from her.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Okay. Well we - I guess we'll wait and see. All right. The next issue on the agenda are the comments - open comment period and any policy - various policy working groups.


I know Avri is on the ATRT2 Team. Avri, are you still on the call or did you - I know you had another call that was going to conflict with this so maybe you're not on this call anymore. Are you still on this call? Ah, (drats). Okay. I think we've lost her for a bit.


Are there - is there anyone on the call who is participating in any of the working groups and can give us an update?

(Cathy):
Robin, it's (Cathy). Can you hear me?

Robin Gross:
Please go ahead.

(Cathy):
It's not exactly on point. I'm not participating in a working group per se but I am following the Expert Working Group. Would this be a good time to raise issues with that?

Robin Gross:
It would be a fabulous time. Thank you.

(Cathy):
Okay. Great. Let me raise two issues. And I want to ask some questions and see if anyone has A, if we want to do anything and B, if anyone has any suggestions about what to do.


The first thing I want to raise is something that really concerns me. That there's still a movement towards adding - one would have thought that these guys would take away data from a centralized database whether it's one database or regional databases. I think we may have knocked the Expert Working Group back from one database to multiple databases. We'll see what comes from that.


There they're, you know, we asked them for other options, as did other groups. A number of other commentators said hey, you guys are giving us the solution, the policy answer. Give us the problem. We'll help you find the solution.


But one of the things we're seeing is a strong initiative to add more date elements including what type of entity the speaker is. So what type of - whether you're incorporated or individual. And I wanted to know what people thought because from a first amendment perspective, and I understand that's really U.S. centric, perspective.


The protection of your speech has nothing to do with the physical entity that you are. Individuals can get protection for political speech. Organizations. Non-profit organizations can get protection, as can companies.


If a company's having a foundation and they're serving up educational or research oriented speech, they can get protection as well. It's a non-commercial speech is not based on the entity. It's based on the type of speech.


And so I'm really concerned about putting a flag in because once you've classified the type of entity, just watch. Then they're going to say that only not purely non-commercial individuals can get protection. It's a slippery slope. It's going to go straight to that. Can get privacy and not protection privacy.


So I wanted to see if other people were concerned about adding a data element that says the type of entity. And then I've got another issue to raise.

Robin Gross:
(Cathy), this is Robin. I think you're right on the mark on raising that as a red flag and seeing where that's going to lead down the line to us losing free expression principles, which are recognized in the U.N. declaration of human rights. So, you know, everyone supposedly signed onto these. It's just, you know, the First Amendment in the U.S.


But I think most of the countries in this world have agreed in theory to protect freedom of expression and I think you're absolutely right about that being an issue that we should raise. And so do you have a suggestion for how we can handle that issue or...

(Cathy):
Well we submitted comments on it and I think we just keep using every opportunity and Buenos Aries as well as once the materials are presented to the Board to keep fighting on it.

Robin Gross:
Yeah.

(Cathy):
Yeah. Okay. And something for others to think about and let, you know, let me know because there are country codes that do require that the entity classify. And the reason why that individuals are automatically protected under some of the data protection laws.


But here I think it would be a mistake broadly especially for those who operate out of countries without data protection laws. I think it would really hurt organizations - the people we represent to lose - to have to classify what kind of speech they're involved in here. Okay.

Robin Gross:
Right. Well, you know, if you think about it, it really - it punishes organizations specifically so that would be like all of MPOC's members because they're all organizations by default. So they would by default get no privacy protection.

(Cathy):
Right. And the non-profit is a tax status in the United States. It's not - a lot of organizations are incorporated as companies. I run one that educates girls about early women in computing. And it's an LLC. It's a company. And so the idea that automatically there would be no privacy protection even though I run this group out of my home I think is insane. It's...

((Crosstalk))

(Cathy):
...educational speech.

Robin Gross:
I think we have a lot of members that would be severely impacted by a rule or a policy such as this that would decide automatically they're not entitled to privacy protections because they've been set up as an organization.

(Cathy):
Right. But remember the two steps. First they're going to put the element in the database and then they'll come back and restrict it.

Robin Gross:
Yes, right.

(Cathy):
Okay. Cool. I just wanted to run that past. Second thing. We got in a lot of trouble -- let me put trouble in quotes -- for one - you know, we submitted - for anyone who doesn't remember, we submitted five sets of comments. We just submitted individual comments for each major issue of the Export Working Group that caused some of us to hit the roof.


And one set of comments was on the strange trinity of MarkMonitor. That MarkMonitor has its former founder who is still the Chair according to its Web site, Faisal - Faisal Shah and who's on the Expert Working Group.


And MarkMonitor's submitting a lot of very, very aggressive comment as MarkMonitor, which has not been bought by Thomson Reuters, particularly on adding this new field. The one we were just talking about. What type of entity it is and then totally restricting privacy. They've gone that far. They don't want corporations to have any privacy. So, which includes again, our non-commercial organizations who happen to have a corporate structure.


So then - so MarkMonitor's submit comments. Faisal's on the Expert Working Group and Margie Milam who used to be - it's not General Counsel, Senior Counsel and a Senor VP of MarkMonitor and their advocate on Whois who's head of staff on the issue.


And so we submitted a comment where we worked and people worked really hard to make sure this diplomatic as possible. But you should now everyone hit the roof. People on the Expert Working Group hit the roof. Denise Michel hit the roof because she got very upset at me. And I don't believe there's been any - I don't believe Margie's been pulled but we said hey, look at the relationship here.


Maybe staff should recuse themselves or be recused when they've actually lobbied on the issue already, when they're on the record supporting a certain side.


So I wanted to know - MarkMonitor submitted a very inflammatory response to our comment. And in thinking about it I wasn't sure whether to respond in - I don't want to respond in kind. We don't want to - I mean they've very upset and they said we accused them of all sorts of things. And clearly we didn't.


We just pointed out that this was, you know, an unholy trinity and that recusal was probably the right thing to do here. There was a potential conflict. And we wanted to point it out. I wanted to see if anyone thought we should do anything further.

Robin Gross:
Great. Thanks (Cathy). Any thoughts on that anyone? I mean it's certainly the revolving door the governed or the companies that do the regulating and the regulators are - is pretty well known and outside of ICANN as well. ICANN's no different.

(Bill):
None of the other parties expressed concern?

(Cathy):
No. No (Bill). But they're not the ones who are being written out in the final report - in the, you know, in the interim report. We are.

(Bill):
Yeah.

(Cathy):
There's a bias in the report. And it's away from us.

(Bill):
So no potential allies of any sort on this?

(Cathy):
I don't know about that. I think we - I think we knocked a flare. My sense is to let this - let's let it lie at this point and to respond to the really inflammatory comments of MarkMonitor. Because they were - I think they were over the top anyway.

Robin Gross:
Well, you know, I actually thought they were great because they just drew so much attention to our comments. But nobody would have read our comments but for the fact that they upset someone. And they had to make a bit (whoopdeedoo) drawing attention to our comments. So good, you know. (Unintelligible).

(Cathy):
So Robin, do you think we needed to say anything, even, you know, a paragraph or two. It's beyond the time but they would probably accept it if you wanted to.

Robin Gross:
I don't think we need to. I don't think we need to. But, you know, people want to, I certainly wouldn't object.

(Cathy):
Thanks for the discussion.

Robin Gross:
Thank you. All right. So. Let's see. So we're - any other policy working groups that folks wanted to report a status on or ask for some guidance or clarifications on? Okay. Not hearing any.


In terms of open comment periods right now, there's the draft report on the privileges for the Red Cross, the Olympic Committee and the intergovernmental organizations. And that commend period closes October 11 with the reply closing November 1.


I do think we should submit comments on this. We did file a minority statement to this report because of course the report was a rubber stamp. Give these privileged groups everything they want. And so we filed a minority statement against that, which will of course get ignored and so I suggest we also file a comment that will also get ignored. Anyone want to undertake that? No takers huh. Yeah. That's surprising.


Okay. So and then the other issue is let's see study on Whois privacy and proxy service abuse. Okay. There's a comment period. It closes on October 22 on this one and a reply period that closes November 13. Is there anyone who's working any comments on this - the Whois privacy and proxy service abuse issue or thinks that we should be working on comments?

(Cathy):
Robin. It's (Cathy).

Robin Gross:
Yes.

(Cathy):
I think we should definitely be working on comments. But I'm not...

Robin Gross:
Great.

(Cathy):
...volunteering to do it.

Robin Gross:
And what should our - do you have a suggestion as to a direction our comments should take?

(Cathy):
No. But I'd be happy to work with a small group of people to figure it out.

Robin Gross:
Okay. And I know we do have a small group of people working on privacy and Whois and I think many of them had to leave this call already. So I think we can probably work to get something done on this.

(Cathy):
Cool. Do you want to throw it into the privacy sub team and then I'll help - since I helped draft what the study was. And I think it's the one I'm thinking of. It's the one we thought shouldn't be funded. I didn't think should be funded at all because it's a fait accompli. Do bad people use proxies? Yes. Why do we have to spend $120,000 to figure that out?


And I think that's what came back is yes. The answer is do good people use - I mean the real question is do good people use it. And I think that's what we have to keep reminding people. So if you throw it into the privacy subgroup, I'll help lead it from there. And...

Robin Gross:
Wonderful.

(Cathy):
...then we'll find someone to draft it because I'm still on publication deadline.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Thank you. Thank you very much. I really appreciate that.

(Cathy):
No, thank you.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Great. And then the other issue that is a open for comment now is the revised public interest commitments dispute resolution procedure. Oh yes. This is the - I don't begin to know how to describe this without my (snark) today.


So this is the plan where ICANN's going to decide whether or not a proposed top level domain is in the global public interest. And if it is, they let it go forward and if it isn't, they're going to stop it.


And they're - they've put forward a procedure - a dispute resolution procedure. And comments are open on this until October 23 and then the reply period is open until November 14. So does anyone want to - have any thoughts on this issue or thoughts on comment - drafting a comment on this issue? We've had some discussion on the list. And I know other groups - oh yes. (Joy) has her hand raised. Please (Joy), go ahead.

(Joy):
Thanks Robin. Just a couple of things. One is on the privacy Whois made a - and also I think it might apply in relation to this one. Some of us who are (changing) the governance for next month are thinking of trying to (feed) some conversations and get some input on the particular issues that are being discussed in ICANN circles as sort of opportunities arise.


And I know (Bill) wants to talk about the NCUC workshop as well. So I guess just wanted to signal that it might be - just because that coincides with the window of time for comments on this particular - it might be some way to give some feedback from a slightly wider group in the time available. That is all.

Robin Gross:
Yes. (Bill). Thanks (Joy).

(Bill):
Sorry. Sorry. I'll (unintelligible) right because I missed the front of it.

Robin Gross:
Yeah. Just go.

(Bill):
(Unintelligible) that right?

Robin Gross:
I got it.

(Bill):
Okay. I just wanted to say - yeah, yeah. I just wanted to point out that the SO/AC quote leader's list there's been a discussion that - they had a brainstorming meeting about the program for Buenos Aires and changes they want to make to the program, which is something I wanted to raise in the (EOB) later.


But I just wanted to flag here since we're talking about it. There's a discussion about having a cross community dialog in Buenos Aires on the Monday about public interest commitments concepts. And ALAC has expressed a strong view on it, which I don't think is completely in sync with where some people in NCSG are but maybe is with some other people.


So I don't know if we can come to a singular point of view on this issue but I think that it's a issue that will be aired in Buenos Aires and would be a good opportunity for us to be visible on a top level policy discussion that involves the GAC and everybody else. And after all, we're supposed to be interested in the public interest as non-commercial players.


So I would suggest that whatever bandwidth people have discretionary on top of everything else going on that this would be something worth at least trying to put our heads together on in NCSG.

Robin Gross:
Thanks (Bill). That's some really good ideas. I'm wondering - we've got, you know, some different meetings scheduled throughout the week in BA so we could maybe spend some time on this just internally in our Policy Committee meeting or we could also - and that's Sunday.


Or we could also do something with - perhaps with At Large when we meet with them. We could focus on this and sort of try to work through some of the - some of these issues and the differences that we have. Or maybe you're possibly suggesting a broader discussion with a broader range of community members on this specific issue. I think this is...

(Bill):
I...

Robin Gross:
Go ahead.

(Bill):
Sorry. I didn't mean to interrupt.

Robin Gross:
No, no.

(Bill):
I doubt that we have the - I doubt that we have the bandwidth to sit to - carried away here since NCSG has elections going on and NCUC will have them after and everybody's got everything else happening.


But I would agree on the two points you just made to have a - to make this a focal point of the discussion in the NCSG policy discussion on Sunday and also put it on the agenda for discussion with ALAC later in the week. And we obviously should do some preparatory reading and dialog internally in order to have our act together. (Unintelligible).

Robin Gross:
I think you're right. I'm sorry. Go ahead.

(Bill):
Just on that I was going to say for me I mean I'm - leaving aside everything going on in the GNSO Council and stuff (Cathy)'s been talking about, APRT seems to me is something that's coming to fruition and, you know, where we have to really come to a view on what we want to say with them about this. And I think the public interest commitments thing is another case where we ought to prioritize whatever bandwidth we have available.

Robin Gross:
Yeah. Thanks for that. And we also should consider putting those topics on the agenda for our discussion with the Board. And, you know, if we've got it - if we've got that as a discussion topic at all these different meetings throughout the week, you're right, we have to come prepared with a statement ready to make and, you know, a viewpoint ready to advocate.


So I think that you're right. These are two issues where we might want to focus some time and attention between now and then. And we don't have a lot of time and attention between now and then. But the little that we do this would be a good place to put it. Anyone else have any thoughts on this?

(Cathy):
Yeah. I do Robin.

Robin Gross:
Please go ahead.

(Cathy):
I just wanted to share that I think there may be a split view on this in the constituency and the community - in our community. Because I like having, you know, back when I was with the registries I helped draft - I was on the drafting team that reviewed the new registry agreement.


And, you know, it's a cookie cutter agreement. And so I actually found some legitimacy in what the GAC said that, you know, if someone is - if a registry has agreed to take and make additional commitments whatever they are and the didn't build them into their contract, it's something that's been negotiated through the process, the objections or warnings or consensus or whatever it was, then the PIC is the only way to do it that I know of where you say, okay, I'm self-binding myself to do the following things and I'm adding it to my contract.


So for those of us who fought against (unintelligible) this is one of the ways that that's going to get executed is the public interest commitments where they say okay, we're stepping back from the commitment that we made that we're going to monopolize, you know, all of these generic domain names and we're going to put it in our PIC so that it's enforceable, you know, in case we keep out half the industry. So anyway just wanted to share, you know, kind of another view of that.

Robin Gross:
Great. Thank you very much. And I agree that I think we're going - we will have quite a diversity of viewpoints within our stakeholder group on this issue, which might be a really good reason for us to lead a lot of the discussion in the broader community frankly. (Wendy) had her hand up. Yes (Wendy).

(Wendy):
Short to express the opposite viewpoint but I don't tend to want to encourage specialized contracts for domain names and don't think we want to be expanding ICANN's role in the monitoring and policing of those. So I'd much prefer to drive both in the opposite direction of we don't need the commitments because we aren't awarding domain names based on special commitments in their agreements but rather based on standard provisions.

Robin Gross:
Great. Thanks (Wendy). Yeah. I tend to agree with you on that as well that, you know, I just see this as a huge rabbit hole where ICANN's putting itself in the position to the be decider of what is in the global public interest on every possible issue that comes before it. And that's just an enormous amount of power that ICANN can't help but resist abusing despite what all of our good intentions may be for these public interest commitments. That's may take on it. David had his hand up. Go ahead David.

David Cake:
Yeah. I find the problem with public interest commitment to it really gets back to the idea that ICANN has no definition of public interest and really having one. And I think - I mean I agree with (Cathy) that PICs can be quite valuable. I quite like the idea of there being a mechanism for forced (unintelligible) to say, you know, where if (Dodd) Bank makes a commitment to only allow legitimate financial institutions or so on.


I mean that definitely ties into - or so say (Dodd Secure), you know, decides to stop, you know, suddenly take away all its security roles or something. I can see a role for them. The big problem we have is that most of them aren't really in the - many of the PICs actually aren't really in the public interest at all. They've just - they've succumbed to, you know, trademark lobbying. Put that in a PIC and now we'll provide a mechanism for additional trademark cases.


So the PICs are very - it's a very complicated messy issue I think. So I think we - I think the idea that this will be a complicated issue and we won't have a unified opinion within NCUC and we should lead some of the discussion is probably a pretty good one.

Robin Gross:
Great. Thank you David. And...

David Cake:
And just I think it's definitely - the one - one other thing I had. Definitely worth looking at what the actual PICs are particularly the standards ones that, you know, groups like Donuts and so on that have got a large number of applications and are putting in their PICs and is, you know, a lot of - several of those I think and Donuts I remember offhand particularly.


They're putting in stuff like sort of additional rights protection measures and things that aren't particularly in the public interest at all and have been rejected by the ICANN policy process into a PIC. But they aren't actually doing many application specific commitments, which yeah would be, you know, a case-by-case application so specific commitments might be a different thing.

Robin Gross:
Great. Thank you. All of you really this has been really a very helpful substantive discussion. And again, I think we should be, you know, bring it up to the broader community and really talk about it in Buenos Aires. Anyone else want to weigh in on this one? (Joy), is that your hand raised? No. Okay. Not hearing or seeing anything further on this one, let's keep the discussion going and take it to the mailing list and see if we can try to get some views.


And I love that we're going to have a diversity of view on this. (Joy), is this your hand raised? Go ahead.

(Joy):
Yeah. My microphone cut out for some reason. I'm not sure why. Yeah. Just to say I think that this is a really interesting topic for those of us from punt to the strong public interest tradition where holding public space as a particular space is something that we would want government to do and that we would want particulars as well as (unintelligible) holders.


And so I do think it's a good idea for us to be willing to share the diversity of opinions. But also to be thinking creatively amongst ourselves about concrete ways to deal with those different views and construct the traditions around that. That's all I wanted to say.

Robin Gross:
Great. Thanks. I appreciate that. Yeah. If we could, you know, figure out a way to sort of take this - the concerns that are raised by the different views and try to, you know, hammer some way to navigate through them, that would be a really helpful contribution to the overall debate. Okay. Anything else on this? Shall we go on?


Okay. The next issue is a quick update on our DIDP and reconsideration request about ICANN's lack of accountability. I'll be pretty brief on this and ask Ed was well to comment.


We filed - as folks know, we filed a reconsideration request about ICANN's decision to adopt the trademark plus 50 proposal for new gTLDs that staff came up with. And so they - it was adopted outside of the bylaws process. ICANN's bylaws it's got a process by which policy is made. And this was done outside of this process.


And so we filed a reconsideration request to the Board. The Board didn't seem to be aware that it was a process issue and seemed to think we were just complaining that we didn't like the decision. So they denied our request.


And then we filed a request - a DIDP request for information - the so-called accountability mechanism by which ICANN shows the world how accountable and transparent it is by providing information that it hasn't yet provided to the public on issues going to its policy making process.


So we filed some requests on that trying to get some of the information that ICANN took into consideration when it chose to create and adopt this trademark plus 50 policy.


The response that we got from ICANN is all that information is the trade secret. Everything, you know, they wouldn't provide us any new information at all. Just pointed to some old documents on the Web site that everyone else has already seen.


So I mean it was really a non-response. They didn't turn over a single, you know, piece of information as part of this accountability and transparency mechanism that we're all supposed to be assured is in place.


So then we filed another reconsideration request asking the Board to reconsider the lack of turning any information over. And we haven't gotten any response from that yet.


We are in the process of filing a - or scheduling a call of the cooperative engagement process as it's called, a call with staff to try to narrow some of the issues and begin the process for IRP independent review panel decision.


It's really the only way I think that anyone can get any kind of accountability from ICANN is from something independent because all of these accountability processes that we've been talking about all pretty much end with the ICANN legal department or with the Board, which pretty much just does what the ICANN legal department has instructed it to do.


So all of these existing accountability mechanisms are pretty much turning out to be useless because it's always up to ICANN to decide whether or not it wants to participate and there's no kind of external oversight.


So we think we need to go the independent review panel route to get some kind of independent outside accountability. Oh but there's a problem with that. It costs millions of dollars to do that. So we have to go through a process of requesting this panel, requesting a fee waiver, which then ICANN will then deny and we'll be at a dead end.


So that's where we - that's where we are. I want to ask Ed whose been doing most of the heavy lifting on this issue and to whom we're all in his debt for the work that he's done on this. If you want to give a few comments, your thoughts, insights on this process and a way forward. Ed.

Edward Morris:
Thanks Robin. And always the optimist. Having been through this now for six months, it's amazing. One of the things that has just come up is that while we were waiting - for the (CEP) itself, folks may not know this. When we filed for the (CEP), ICANN asked for an extension. And you graciously gave it to them.


And then we thought hey, let's wait for the DIDP. So we get that information so it can be more of a productive meeting. Well what's happened recently is ICANN's come back to us and said oh gee whiz, well the (CEP) was told we never told the IR. So the independent review your deadline for filing that was September 13, which of course there's no reason to have a (CEP) if the IR deadline's passed.


So they've graciously given us until October 15 to file for an IR but of course we won't be done with the (CEP) until then. So that's an issue we have to deal with.


But yeah, you're right. We have to take this to the end. If we're going to prove that ICANN is not accountable and is not transparent, we do need to take both these processes to the end.


On the second reconsideration motion, which is really an appeal of the refusal to give documents through the DIDP, they're late. We should have had a response by today.


But one of the good things that's happened through the fight we've made in the past six months is we've awakened the greater community to the fact these mechanisms exist.


In 2011 and 2012 there were a grand total of three reconsideration request. Since we filed our in April 23, there have been ten including companies like hotels.com and Amazon. So if nothing else we've at least shown the community that if you're unsatisfied with the decision, there's a place to go.


One other thing. On the DIDP appeal request, at one - some point we may also want to go to the ombudsman because (Chris) has the availability or the ability to look at the documents they refused to give us and determine whether they are in the public interest for them to be released because as we know, the public interest for ICANN legal - public interest equates to ICANN staff interest.


And so (Chris) has the ability to break through that so that's something else we may want to look at in the future. But for right now we need to focus on the (CEP) call within the next week or so with I guess it'll be JJ or (Samantha) or somebody there to keep the process going.

(Cathy):
Robin, can I ask a question? This is (Cathy). Hello.

(Wendy):
Don't hear Robin but ask away.

(Cathy):
Oh, okay.

(Wendy):
Don't know whom you'll be asking but...

(Cathy):
Actually I'm asking David. David Cake. David, did you ever - Fadi was interested in the comments that you made in Beijing where you were arguing not the overall process but that trademark plus 50 is just a - I was wondering whether you ever followed up with him to talk about it.

David Cake:
Well we arranged a meeting we never - we tried to arrange a meeting. Didn't quite make it.

(Cathy):
Because frankly guys I think we could have knocked this down to trademark plus five or trademark plus ten. But I think the - I don't know if anyone wants to pursue it. It may be too late but I don't...

((Crosstalk))

Edward Morris:
(Cathy), it's Ed. Not go give out any trade secrets, but when we go into the (CEP) I would suggest that's one of our goals still.

(Cathy):
It's really late since they've already open the clearinghouse.

Edward Morris:
Yeah. But they don't want to go through an IR.

(Cathy):
Okay. So do you...

Edward Morris:
We can give it a shot.

(Cathy):
...have a position that we're seeking?

Edward Morris:
One we probably shouldn't discuss on a public (quest)...

(Cathy):
Okay.

Edward Morris:
...as a negotiating (tactic).

(Cathy):
Okay. I'm not privy to (unintelligible).

Edward Morris:
But I suggest that what you're saying is probably where we're heading as a general rule.

(Cathy):
Okay. Well good luck with that then. Thank you and good luck.

Edward Morris:
Thanks.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Sorry. I was on mute before. I apologize. Anyone else have any questions or comments on this? All righty. Not hearing anything further, let's move forward to the other issues on the agenda. Any other business and NCSG at IGF it should be and NCSG preferences for Buenos Aires. These were a couple issues that (Bill) reminded us we should talk about.


So first, NCSG and IGF. For folks who don't know, the NCSG and the MPOC and the NCUC jointly put in a proposal for a workshop at the IGF Bali conference in November that was accepted by the IGF. And ICANN agreed to fund the - in a (singi) fashion it turns out but nonetheless it may happen.


And so we've got a workshop prepared where we want to tell other people who are potentially interested in participating in civil society at ICANN how they can do that why they should do that and what are the issues.


And so very sort of a high level discussion trying to encourage more engagement particularly from new members and people in developing countries and folks who haven't been engaged in the ICANN process before. Really try to bring them into the fold and get their engagement for other non-commercial interests.


So I know (Bill) is on the MAG, the Multistakeholder Advisory Group for IGF. And so - and also one of the co-organizers of this workshop as well as several other workshops. Maybe (Bill) did you want to say anything on this?

(Bill):
Yes.

Robin Gross:
Please have the floor.

(Bill):
All right. Well just briefly on this workshop. Well the first point I wanted to make was just backing up. Generally as I mentioned to Robin in email today, you know, the ALAC folks are - because they have staff to build Web pages on confluence for them and so on, are being very organized as they always are and going into the IGF and getting everybody together.


And one of the things that always strikes me is that we don't always do a real good job at networking the folks who go to IGF. And I go to IGF every year and I see lots of NCUC and MPOC people and yet we don't do anything to ever put all those people in touch with each other and know that they're all there together and much less try to do anything coordinated in terms of outreach or just, you know, a meeting.


And so I was - I wanted to suggest that it would be nice if we could make some kind of an effort perhaps to do that. I don't know if there's anybody prepared to help Robin who's over maxed with maybe putting up a confluence page. But to have a record of who's coming and when they're going to be there and what events are going on that are related to us might be a nice thing.


Second point was on this particular workshop I just want to point out that this is - it's called civil society in ICANN's multistakeholders in the GNSO case. The - it can't be just a kind of like rah, rah outreach kind of event although I'm kind of - we're kind of (smuggling) that in and that was hold it was sold to ICANN. But I mean there's actually rules in IGF against (unintelligible) the...

Robin Gross:
(Unintelligible).

(Bill):
...straight out advocacy events in the workshop. So the workshop actually has to be cast in broader more analytical terms to try to talk about civil society in the ICANN model of multistakeholders and what it is, you know, to what extent could it actually make a difference and so on. So I just wanted to point that out.


But anyway that would be an event for everybody hopefully who's coming to perhaps show up for. It's on day two, Wednesday in the afternoon at 4:30 pm. And also for people to log in remotely because the remote participation for IGFs are very good. And I think I'll - we should send a reminder about all this to the list and see if the workshops I submitted that have been accepted.


One on closed generic top-level domains and the other on Internet telecom (unintelligible) governance. Those will be on days three and (unintelligible).

Robin Gross:
Oh (Bill), I'm not hearing you. Breaking up.

(Bill):
So there'll be a lot (unintelligible). I'm done.

Robin Gross:
Great. Thank you. Thanks a lot for that. So I hope folks will - I think you're right. We need to try to get the word out about some of the activities that we will have at Bali in these workshops.


And I also want to mention another workshop that I've organized that deals with multistakeholder governance model and its treatment of human rights and looking at ICANN as an example for how does ICANN as the poster child multistakeholder institution how well can it address, protect, defend, handle human rights issues. So that's another workshop what I've organized for IGF Bali.


And the good news on that that I wanted to raise was Article 29 has agreed to participate. And folks who have been paying attention ICANN for a couple of years, Article 29 is the privacy - the group of European national privacy commissioners.


And they have written to ICANN a number of times telling ICANN that their policies violate privacy laws. And ICANN says well, you didn't fill out your form with the right color ink so we don't have to listen to you.


And so we can continue this debate at IGF with Article 29 and talk about the experience that they've had with trying to get ICANN to pay attention to human rights concerns and how well has ICANN handled taking those concerns into consideration in its policy process. (Cathy) has her hand up. Yes, please (Cathy) go ahead.

(Cathy):
It's on a different issue when we get to any other business.

Robin Gross:
Oh. Okay. Okay. Sorry. I just wanted to raise that just to let folks know that we'll have an interesting exchange. And also on that panel Peter Dengate Thrush, the former Chairman of the Board of ICANN. (Be good). And Google and Internet Society. Any other - anyone else want to say anything about IGF? Okay. Not hearing anything.


The other issue that was requested before we get to (Cathy)'s issue is NCSG preferences for Buenos Aires. I see (Joy) has her hand up. (Joy), did you want to say something?

(Joy):
Yes, sorry Robin. I just was a bit delayed in getting my hand up before you moved on from the IGF.

Robin Gross:
I'm sorry.

(Joy):
Yeah. Just to say that (IPC) has got a pre-event - a number of - and a number of workshops. And we'll also be doing a party of a Friday night. And we want to make sure that we invite as many of our NCUC friends and family if you can.


But so this is a very extended invitation. And also to say that on day three there is official main (unintelligible) is on human rights at the IGF. And I think it would be great if we can be getting from the NCUC, you know, workshop some inputs into this around some of the human rights issues that the community's been grappling with strictly around the privacy and Whois and now this.


So this is sort of a flag there. And be really happy to talk off list with how to support each other through the IGF, you know, make sure everything runs smoothly.

Robin Gross:
Yeah. Thanks for that (Joy). I think we...

(Joy):
(Unintelligible).

Robin Gross:
...should take up (Bill)'s suggestion and maybe try to get a page going together where we can coordinate our activities and sort of where we'll be and how we can engage together since we're all going to be on the same island for a short while. Anyone else on IGF?


Great. Okay. So the other issue is the NCSG preferences for Buenos Aires. We know we need topics to come up with, substantive topics to discuss with the Board, to discuss with At Large, to discuss amongst ourselves, to request be taken up in the public forum. So and we've already sort of highlighted what a couple of these issues are percolating to the top. The PIC. (Bill)'s got his hand up. Yes (Bill), please go ahead.

(Bill):
Okay. Sorry. I was not clear when I sent the message to the list asking for discussion of NCSG preferences. What I mean was typing fast - I'm multitasking. So it's actually a specific question.

Robin Gross:
Okay.

(Bill):
There is a - there is a discussion on the SO/AC quote unquote leaders list that the staff use to talk to people who are chairs of these various things. That's been going on. And they had a collaborative brainstorming conference call unquote on a day when I was unfortunately traveling so I couldn't go.


But I wanted 0 there's a concrete set of proposals on the table to change the format of Buenos Aires. I wanted to react to that on the list and I wanted to be able to say that I was not just reflecting my view but also at a minimum hopefully NCUC's view. I don't know if there's enough NCSG people - sorry, MPOC people here for us to characterize it as a NCSG view.


But let me just tell you quickly what's proposed because I - the conversation's moving quickly and I think we have to respond.

Robin Gross:
(Okay).

(Bill):
One is to have a 90-minute cross constituency discussion on Monday. We have in the past at least when I was in GNSO Council always been strongly supportive of cross constituency activities. There was a discussion about either doing it on PICs or on policy versus implementation.


I would like to know first of all whether I'm okay to reply saying that we've talked about it and people support doing a cross constituency discussion and would support a particular discussion of PICs. That's the first question.


The second question is they want to move the public forum from Thursday afternoon to Thursday morning in order to increase attendance supposedly. And of course what this is going to mean if they do that would be that they would be shortening the ICANN meeting even further.


We've already lost Friday and had the agenda be very, very - become extremely compressed. Now it's like an IGF with like 11 tracks of meetings going on at the same time that nobody can go to. It's become completely silly.


ALAC has come out against - come out for reinstating Friday. I personally said that a number of times in various forums. And I've heard other people from NCUC say the same thing. But I don't know whether that's a broadly held view. I see (Wendy) thinks it should be shorter meetings.


But that's another question that I think - I thought we agreed too. But I just - I wanted to check whether I'm okay saying that we number one would not like to have the public forum moved to Thursday morning and have the meeting in there. And secondly that we would like to have Friday back.


But one other option if they do move the public forum to the morning, it would be to use the afternoon of Thursday for other high interest topics. But gain, I tend to think that after the public forum people are going to kind of check out and then it'll be hard to really have really good discussions after that.


So these are a couple of pressing issues that are being discussed right now. And I - by (Sally), David, (Olive) and others. I'd like to be able to reply to them on behalf of the constituency of possible stakeholder group even if (unintelligible).

Robin Gross:
Great. Thanks (Bill). Any reactions to (Bill)'s query? I see on the chat here...

(Bill):
Well why don't we do...

Robin Gross:
Yes. I'm sorry.

(Bill):
Why don't we do one at a time. Is a cross constituency discussion a fix on Monday something that people would support?

Robin Gross:
Speaking personally I would say yes. I'd love to hear what others think.

Man:
I'd support either cross constituency topics but PICs is fine. (It's more than one).

Robin Gross:
See on the chat Maria says she supports that PICs talk on Monday too. Yeah. I agree with that. Anyone else want to weigh in on this question? (Barry) weighs in. He also supports (Bill)'s proposal as does (Wally). Okay. And so (Bill) what was your next question? Hello. Anyone hear me?

(Wendy):
I think (Bill) must be (unintelligible).

(Bill):
I said moving the forum to - public to Thursday.

Robin Gross:
Ah. Moving the public forum to Thursday. Okay. Thoughts on that suggestion? Again, Maria says it's a terrible idea. You know, it's funny though you said that they thought they would get more attendance. But I remember a time when they had I guess it was the GNSO Council meeting or maybe it was the public forum at 7:00 am or 8:00 am and nobody was there because it was like 8:00 am in the morning or something.


So they think moving it to the morning is going to ramp up in attendance, I'm surprised because that isn't the experience that I had in the past, but who knows. Any thoughts on that? Okay. Not hearing or seeing anything further. Okay. So I think that we've covered the NCSG preferences for Buenos Aires. And (Cathy) I believe wanted to add an additional issue to the end of our any other business.

(Cathy):
Yeah. Thanks. Sorry to keep everybody. This is a great discussion. Actually going back to the Expert Working Group on the Whois now called directory services. As soon as you change it from Whois to directory services you decide to market all the data. Terrible change of name.


There's a question that's been raised and I wanted to see if anyone was interested. We submitted a lot of concerns, five comments that raised concerns about what the Expert Working Group is proposing.


We did not submit a comment and probably should have on one good thing the Expert Working Group is doing and it's of course Stephanie Perrin's idea. And I wanted to see if anyone wanted to join me in working on this.


It's an idea called privacy enhanced identity credentials, also called anonymous credentials. With the proxy privacy services we're moving towards accreditation where the proxy privacy providers will have to agree to a set of rules that ICANN will create hopefully through the PDP process.


But that's going to involve turning over identities. And for really - for human rights groups where these are really life and death situations, and I know I worked with a few. I'm sure we've all worked with a few. Stephanie came up with the idea of an enhanced level where the - even to the proxy privacy provider they would provide a token or a number but not the actual name and address.


So when the Chinese government went to the privacy proxy service and followed whatever procedures were required of law enforcement they still wouldn't get the human rights group because it would be protected at another level.


And I wanted to see what people thought of that idea. And if we like it we should privately or collectively or through NCUC or NCSG submit comments because no one spoke out in favor of it. And so it might - that's a problem.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Great. Thanks (Cathy). Anyone else have any comments on this. I see (Wendy)'s got a plus one. And Amr's back on the call. And Avri's raised her hand. And (Wally)'s raised his hand. So we've got a queue going. Avri, you have the floor.

Avri Doria:
Okay. Thanks. The question I have - I think it's a good idea. I wish we had done it earlier. Didn't think of it. But by what measure would we be able to get a (unintelligible) it's no longer open. So how would we do this? Is this outside campaign? Is this somewhat - I don't understand how we do it but I think it's a good idea.

(Cathy):
Probably outside campaign or just individual letters or collective letters to the Expert Working Group. They're still going to be watching and listening for comments. So I think Avri letters, email, that kind of thing probably to the Chair or the facilitator, a guy named Jean-Francois.

Robin Gross:
Great. Thanks.

Avri Doria:
So we're trying to do something as constituencies, as stakeholder group? And if so, maybe that privacy group that did such a good job of writing up the previous stuff could write up something like this and we could put it through the, you know, the (pilot) group in a discuss list and get a full stakeholder group and likewise the constituencies to look at whether they (unintelligible) also. Is that worth doing or should it just be individuals?

(Cathy):
I think that's a great idea to put it through the privacy subgroup. If you think I should, I'll...

Robin Gross:
Okay. Great (Cathy).

(Cathy):
...phrase it and put it out to the group.

((Crosstalk))

Avri Doria:
Thanks.

(Cathy):
Also if there are any human rights groups outside of the ICANN process, outside of NCUC and NCSG who you think we should reach out to so that they can write separately, that might be great too.

Avri Doria:
Good idea.

Robin Gross:
Okay. Thanks guys. (Wally) do you have your hand raised? And then (Joy). (Wally).

(Wally):
This comes in a natural transition. Do you hear me well?

Robin Gross:
Yes. Yes I do. Go ahead.

(Wally):
Yeah. Great. It comes first of all - I mean I'm new to the constituency so you didn't see me probably before. I'm one of those developing country new members, so hoping to add some...

Robin Gross:
Well welcome.

(Wally):
Thanks. The human rights element is rather crucial. I am connected to the (unintelligible) lab and you may be aware of the annual cyber dialog that they have. And oftentimes this was an issue that was raised, privacy and that ICANN level.


And so this would have move mobilization if it's pushed from outside. And that's my opinion. And we could collaborate because at the IGF for example a large delegation from the (unintelligible) lab is going to be there along with a number of other human rights activists.


So we - I could be some sort of a bridge to bring more mobilization and hopefully bring more pressure towards the ICANN constituencies.

Robin Gross:
Thanks (Wally). That's really a great point that, you know, we can't rely only exclusively within the ICANN process. And actually one of the ways that you can get things to happen at ICANN is by creating external pressure. You know, the IPC for example, they constantly go to Congress and lobby Congress. And that's how they get changes within ICANN is through using this external pressure.


So I think we can learn from that and do the same thing. And we can go to a lot of our colleagues in the broader human rights community and other NGOs and try to encourage their engagement on this as well. And I think, you know, putting some kind of external pressure is important as well.


So, you know, it's not really like it's an either or but it's a strategy of pressure from within and as well as pressure from without - from outside and coordinating that and I think I heard you volunteering to be a bridge to the - with that coordination. So thank you very much for that. And I think that's a great idea. Anyone else want to weigh in on that?

(Joy):
Hi. It's (Joy).

Robin Gross:
Yes. (Joy), please go ahead.

(Joy):
I was just going to - just going to support (Wally)'s suggestion on that. And also to say that it's quite difficult at the moment for human rights groups. Sorry, somebody's got their microphone muted and I can hear myself and yeah (unintelligible). They can un-mute their microphone.


Yeah. I was basically going to say is really happy to help. I think what is really difficult for sort of human rights groups is to have something kind of just pop out with a request instead of immediately write two letters to people now on things.


And what I'm wondering is whether we can't get out something a bit more structured in terms of relationships. And I think (unintelligible) but for another policy meeting. We need to start to actually think about how to set a forum where we can do that a bit more systematically. And that might be something we could talk about at the IG Robin and (Bill) and others who will be there.

Robin Gross:
Yes. Actually I think you're right about needing to on a more routine basis have a more coordinated discussion with a lot of these groups that aren't directly engaged in NCSG. And, you know, a lot of times these groups they just have very limited bandwidth and they're not going to be able to justify joining or engaging but they do support us in principle on issues and would be willing to lend their name and support on issues from time to time.


And so I think that this would be a good way to try to do that. And maybe starting with this IGF, you know, maybe trying to pull something together at IGF with a broader range of civil society actors that don't typically engage at ICANN. Maybe they want to, maybe they don't. But it would be a good thing for us to do. Any other thoughts on that?


Okay. Well I don't hear anything further. And that was the last thing added to our agenda. So I guess we can call this meeting to a close. And thanks for staying 15 minutes over. We had a really great discussion today. And I appreciate all you time and attention here. And let's take this now to the mailing list and see many of you in Bali in a few weeks and online. Thanks. Bye-bye.

Woman:
Bye.

Woman:
Bye.

END

