ICANN

Moderator: Nathalie Peregrine 

07-22-14/12:05 pm CT

Confirmation #7506288

Page 57

ICANN
Moderator: Nathalie Peregrine
July 23, 2014
12:05 pm CT
Nathalie Peregrine:
Rafik, this is Nathalie. I'll be doing the roll call so let me just start the recoding for you.
Rafik Dammak:
(Kristina), could you please start the recordings and let me know when you're done? Thank you ever so much.
Coordinator:
The recordings have been started.
Nathalie Peregrine:
Thank you very much, (Kristina). Good morning, good afternoon, good evening everybody and welcome to the NCSG Open Policy call on the 22nd of July, 2014.

On the call today we have Rafik Dammak, Cintra Sooknanan, Markus Kummer, Klaus Stoll, Rudi Vansnick, Stephanie Perrin, Laura Schulman, (Maria) Farrell, Avri Doria, Sam Lanfranco. We have a member named (unintelligible) in the Adobe Connect and we'd be grateful if he could provide his last name to (unintelligible).

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, Rafik.
Rafik Dammak:
Thank you. Okay thank you, everybody, for joining today. I know it can be complicated during summer and it's holiday time but thank you all for attending. So the agenda for today, we have a kind of different items, it's special for this call which we have started discussing who the Board Seat 14 candidate, Markus Kummer who joining - joined us today. And so we have the chance to talk and discuss with him.

And then (unintelligible) second item we'll go through, as usual, the GNSO Council meeting agenda and we'll discuss about motion and this will be (unintelligible) led by our GNSO councilor from the NCSG.

And then we will go into update about ICANN policy from the standpoint of (unintelligible) groups, it's work groups and so on and also to cover any open comment period that - to respond and ending with any other business, for example, a follow on the meeting and also just to remind people about the NCSG election.

If I hear no objection we can go to the next item and starting with Markus. Oh okay...
Markus Kummer:
Hello.
Rafik Dammak:
Okay. Hello? Yes, we will start with Markus. Markus, can you hear us?
Markus Kummer:
Yes I can hear you. Can you hear me?
Rafik Dammak:
Yes. And I would ask everybody if you are not speaking to please to mute yourself so we avoid any echo or any surrounding noise. And so Markus, first thank you for attending today. And we are really glad that you could join us. It's good opportunity to discuss with you and also an opportunity for maybe to know more about you.

So if you want to discuss maybe with a few words so Markus, the floor is to you now.
Markus Kummer:
Yes thank you, Rafik. And it's a pleasure for me to be on the call. I know some of you very well but I don't know all of you so I do understand that you would like to get to know me better.

Well essentially I have a - originally a government background. I worked for the Swiss Foreign Ministry for more than 20 years. I was involved in - with this very early on that I met some of you. And from with this I moved on to the UN where I was first - (unintelligible) the Secretariat of the working group on Internet governance and then the Internet governance forum.

And from there I moved on to the Internet Society. It seemed then quite a natural transition. And in the course of my activities first working with the Swiss government to deal with all sorts of interlocutors ranging from business to cultural to office I learned to interact with people from different backgrounds.

That stood me in good stead in my UN activity where I served essentially as a facilitator bringing people together helping them to connect and to find common ground to find a place to speak to each other. And I think my track record in this regard speaks for itself. I think the IGF (unintelligible) very successful professional achievement in a very tense area to begin with was able to create a space where people are comfortable talking with each other.

And also I think I have a background - I come from Switzerland where we do have a very strong and long tradition of finding a compromise and I saw that in diplomacy. But Swiss diplomats are quite often sought after when trying to find a solution between different actors.

I was asked when Switzerland was the host country for business to chair some particularly contentious negotiating groups in particular human rights, media and Internet governance. And I was able to find solution.

Last so in NETmundial I was also asked to be the co-chair of the group on principles and while NETmundial was a different experience for me it was nevertheless also quite tricky experience and I managed to broker a final compromise where again, as the saying goes, in diplomatic - in multilateral diplomacy maybe not everybody was happy but everybody was equally unhappy.

Not everything was perfect in NETmundial but I think what was positive that we managed to come up with something - with a rough consensus on important principles.

So that's to my background and as far as ICANN is concerned I attended my first ICANN meeting 10 years ago and I think one of my first contacts I had then was with Milton and other representatives from the NCUC who were very keen to show me that there are also other interests at stake in the ICANN community.

I was then the new boy in town - on the block and heading the working group on Internet governance made many people nervous and fear of a UN takeover. And they looked at the UN guy with some trepidation but I think managed to convince me that it was not my intention of taking over anything. And I think the results of the working group on Internet governance which shaped to a large extent the Tunis agenda and the Tunis agenda gave good marks to the Internet community, it did state existing arrangements work well. And this is - continues to be my strongly held belief.

Yes, there is room for improvement but the existing Internet ecosystem is a distributed ecosystem that works well and is adapted to the underlying distributed architecture of the Internet.

Now if elected as a Board member and I would stand ready to be elected among my priorities I would consider would be the operational excellence of ICANN, a focus on ICANN's core mandate and transparency and accountability of the organization and also maybe improved communication and cooperation within the Internet ecosystem.

So I'll leave it at that and obviously I'm happy to answer any questions you may have. Thanks a lot for your attention.
Rafik Dammak:
Thank you, Markus for this introduction and describing your background and so maybe you already went about what you can do as - if you're elected as a Board member. But let's see if we have any questions from our members today and so we would see - and we have the queue in the Adobe Connect so please if you have any questions to Markus so just raise your hand.

Okay a question from (Maria). Hi, (Maria), if you'd go ahead.
(Maria Montiel):
Thanks, Rafik. (Maria Montiel), for the record. My first question is more related to the political context that we are living and the process that we need to (unintelligible) and beyond.

Well, there are a lot of movements from ICANN to try take a more prominent role in the Internet as the system and there is an underlying (sanction) in it which is how ICANN can remain focused on its mandate and develop the activities that it needs to in order to remain an organization that cares for the security and stability of the Internet.

But on the other hand there is a vacuum if we may say in terms of leadership in the ecosystem. And we fear that ICANN is more and more (to) many reactions that it is (scaring) out through many documents that it's producing trying to fill that vacuum. I'd like to know how do you evaluate that and how do you think with your experience in the broader ecosystem we could consider it to voice the concerns of groups such as this one into this process basically that, thank you.
Markus Kummer:
Well thank you, (Maria). I think that's an excellent question. And I said in my opening statements that my priority would be to focus on ICANN's core mandate. And I think indirectly that answers the question. Traditionally in the broader Internet governance landscape it was ISOC that assumed a leadership role among the Internet organization.

Now again I'm saying this, I will leave ISOC at the end of September so that's not a conflict of interest, whatever this is a historical fact that the Internet community gathered around ISOC.

Now you identified a vacuum and yes I see what you mean. But I think it's no so much a vacuum, it is more an expansion of ICANN seeking a very - a broader role in this Internet governance discussion.

Now I'm not saying ICANN should not be involved, but I think it should be involved through a rather narrow point of entry and that is essentially its core functions. But ICANN in the past year really seems to have expanded greatly. And - but again taking Fadi by his word he said okay, now we've done by the job by leading towards NETmundial. And again I think it was the right initiative at the right time and it was a great success and congratulations to you, (Maria) and all your Brazilian colleagues for working hard to make this happen.

But I think time has maybe come to recenter and refocus the ICANN activities while being involved in the broader discussion. These broader discussions are incredibly important for the future of the Internet and ICANN needs to have a voice there. But it should not necessarily be the leading voice.
Rafik Dammak:
Thank you, Markus. So we have for now in the queue, Stephanie and Robin. So, Stephanie, please go ahead.
Stephanie Perrin:
Hello. Can you hear me?
Rafik Dammak:
Yes, Stephanie.
Stephanie Perrin:
Very good. Thanks for doing this, Markus. I had a couple of questions and they may be naïve; I use that caveat whenever I ask a question. The first one is I wondered if you would share your thoughts in terms of the accountability of the multistakeholder model particularly with respect to civil society. Like how are we held accountable? How are we representative? What are your thoughts on that?

And the second question is, what in terms of accountability in ICANN and in fact the discourse among the various groups, what do you think is the biggest challenge facing - I would say facing the Board because the Board has a responsibility of course to deal with these challenges.
Markus Kummer:
Well, I don't think these questions are naïve, they're highly complex. And I think it would be rash of me to try and give a quick answer here. It's accountability of civil society, broadly speaking I think it's also among civil society to decide, do they feel that the people who speak on their behalf civil society is a very broad concept and I think it is very difficult if not impossible to say I speak for the global civil society.

So it's very maybe also amorphous and has to be judged by reactions. If you do get negative reactions and if people say this or that person doesn't speak for us, well then that may be a problem. But I think - I cannot see any kind of formal process that can assure accountability of representatives from civil society to the broader civil society.

Maybe ICANN - that's equally complex but I think there is a general feeling that there's much room for improvement to ensure the accountability of ICANN and that also implies the various roles of the different bodies within ICANN, what is the role of the Board, what is the role of the GNSO?

And some of these seem to have blurred a bit over the years. And is there an appellate body? Is there a possibility to have recourse for decisions? I heard some opinions expressed that originally the Board was supposed to be an oversight and that should put more into a policy developing body.

So these are definitely not naïve questions but these are also very complex questions and I do understand that the ICANN community is willing to tackle these question, accountability features high in also the IANA stewardship transition process. And I think in many ways I think it will be key to a successful process.

But it would be presumptuous to have an answer what will be the key friction points again? I think it'd be very much around the various roles and responsibilities of the various bodies within ICANN that will need to be sharply defined.

But the proper oversight body comparing it, for instance, to the Internet Engineering Taskforce that's the body that makes the standards and then you have the Internet Architecture Board, that's the oversight body.

And there doesn't seem to be a clear architecture (unintelligible) with the role of the US disappearing which was a kind of oversight in the background I think there will be need to replace the role of the US with a robust oversight structure.

So I beg your pardon if maybe my answers were naïve but your questions definitely were not. These are complex issues.
Stephanie Perrin:
Thanks very much. I think those are good answers.
Rafik Dammak:
Thanks, Markus. So Robin. Robin, can you speak?
Robin Gross:
Can you hear me now?
Rafik Dammak:
Yes.
Robin Gross:
Can you hear me? Okay great. So my question is what does Markus see as the biggest challenge facing both ICANN as an organization, the geopolitical sense and noncommercial users, the biggest challenge facing noncommercial users in the coming years in his estimation.
Markus Kummer:
Well thank you for the question. I think the biggest challenge remains the challenge we always had, to find global acceptance for a organization that is not government-driven but private sector driven. And as you know as well as I do that many governments find this simply unacceptable or strange at least.

They used to (unintelligible) architecture of global governance that governments sit at the top of a pyramid and nongovernmental stakeholders have little say. So it was an amazing innovation and it's still in the process of gaining acceptance. That does remain a challenge. But I think this stewardship - the IANA stewardship transition process is always a unique chance to get it right and to gain acceptance.

Then the - yes to reconcile the commercial interests with the interests of the noncommercial, that will remain a challenge but that is, at the same time, in line with managing a global resource in the public interest that the voice of the noncommercial should be listened to with much - as much if not more attention as the voice of those who have commercial interests in the management of the resource.
Rafik Dammak:
Thanks. I have question from Maria.
Maria Farrell:
Thanks, Rafik. It's Maria Farrell here. Hi, Markus. I've been listening to you and you've kind of answered part of the questions I was going to ask so I'm going to give you maybe a tough question. Stephanie kind of picked up a lot on the idea of accountability and the transition of the IANA coordination function.

At the last meeting in London the Board was given a statement, a joint statement by all of the GNSO taking a very, very different view on accountability and how it should be married and dealt with in lock step with the transition issues.

And I had the impression then and since that the Board and leadership are very hostile to that idea. And also during the London meeting the interactions of the Board as a group with the GNSO, and particularly with the NCSG, were, you know, quite shockingly hostile. There's no other way to put it.

And they seemed entirely closed to some of the discussions and ideas that were coming across. So my question to you, and it's a tough one and I appreciate this, but is that as the Board director you have a fiduciary responsibility to the Board but as somebody who's been put there by the GNSO I think one of the jobs you would have would be to translate some of the, you know, sentiment and ideas coming from the GNSO through the Board.

And how would you do that given I think at the moment we have a Board and indeed a CEO who is quite hostile to some of the day to day vagaries of the multistakeholder model.
Markus Kummer:
Yes, that is an excellent question and again a question which is maybe difficult to answer in detail. But actually also when talking to the other half of the house and notice to my surprise that there seems to be an amazing lack of dialogue within ICANN.

And I would (unintelligible) interpret my role as you outlined it, I mean, okay if you're elected by a constituency then you have to represent their interests and I mean, their broader interests, not narrow sectoral interests in the body you're elected to and that is the Board.

But it seems that they have very little enthusiasm to let Board members engage with the community during ICANN meetings. And I would see that clearly as one of my priorities that I find out what does the group want and supposed to represent feel about this or about that issue and bring that to the attention of the Board.

And this is also a little bit what I consider to be part of my core competencies as I learned to listen to people and try to find a compromise between their two positions.

The (call) then in theory that can work out how in fact that theory can work out is yet a different story. I mean, yes I don't - I would not be as presumptuous to say - I go to attend my first Board meeting and I will change everything. I do understand it's also a learning process to learn how a group functions and what you can do to influence processes and procedures. But again I'm very much in broad agreement with the general thrust of your statement.
Rafik Dammak:
Okay, thanks Markus. I'm not sure if Maria wanted to ask another question or okay - we have Amr who want to ask question and then Laurie. Yes, Amr, please go ahead.
Amr Elsadr:
Hi, this is Amr. Markus, thank you for being on the call with us today. It's really helpful to especially some of the members who might not know you as well as others do.

So a little earlier you spoke about reconciling the differences and positions between the noncommercial and commercial parts of the Non-Contracted Parties House of the GNSO. I would also like to hear some of your thoughts on reconciling different positions between the GNSO on the whole and other parts of the ICANN community.

And of course this is specific to gTLD policy and as I'm sure you are aware gTLD policy is developed in the GNSO and it's a long arduous and slow process by which gTLD policy recommendations come out of the GNSO and go to the ICANN Board. And sometimes these recommendations conflict with the positions of other members of the community, especially the GAC or for example the GAC.

And I was wondering what your thoughts are on that and how to reconcile these differences and where exactly - or how do you see the GNSO's role and importance in this process? Thanks.
Markus Kummer:
Well, as far as I understand it the GNSO is the policy developing organization within ICANN. And my answer to - and resolving this kind of conflict as they have would be more preventive diplomacy, that is just try and have the discussions as early and as much upstream as possible in order to prevent the conflict from happening.

But it's, again, ICANN was an experiment when it was set up and it's still young; it's 15 years old which is (major) okay. But it has (unintelligible) definitely but at the same time I think maybe the - one of the floors was setting up different (silos) around the different groups within ICANN. And instead of having more taskforce-based processes.

I know that is happening now, it's happening more but it is different as you sit together to develop a policy and somebody says, oh, if you go that way there may be a problem arising because of this or of that in terms of letting the process move ahead. And then once it's done let the others come in and say oh, we have a problem here. And that's - it inherently turns into a (conflictual) situation which may have been prevented had they talk to each other earlier.
Amr Elsadr:
Thanks, Markus.
Rafik Dammak:
Okay thanks. We have two people in the queue so I think it's Laura and then moving to Avri. Lori, please go ahead.
Lori Schulman:
Can you hear me? Can you hear me?

Rafik Dammak:
Yes. Yes Lori.

Lori Schulman:
Oh, typed it out. I started to type it out because it's a long question. I'm interested to hear more about what Markus said about the meaning of civil society, what that actually means and maybe there isn't a clear meaning. And this idea of ICANN has - ICANN's mission getting broad and blurry but at the same - and needing to pull in.


And I'm a little confused here about where he sees organizations like non-technical NGOs. He - Markus, I know that you're still with ISOC and ISOC is a very technical NGO. It's reaching out to ensure technical stability, reliability, which is all in synch with ICANN's mission.


But ICANN was tasked to reach out beyond technical organizations; to reach organizations like my own, which is a international educational non-profit. And I haven't seen a whole lot of energy put behind getting a more -- I guess - so lack of a better word -- democratic message out that the Internet really is inclusive of more than a cadre of technical organizations but again understanding that ICANN's names and numbers.


But policy development goes beyond names and numbers. I actually see it as an intense almost schizophrenic conflict that ICANN is in right now.

Markus Kummer:
Okay. Again an excellent question. Well, maybe a word about ISOC. ISOC is I think it's also more than just a technical organization. Yes, it provides some institutional home of the Internet Engineering Task Force. At the same time it has chapters that just makes more stable society and it has organizational members that are essentially business. So it has a very broad (rule).


But when in ISOC, I actually did reach out more proactively to civil society organizations. We have moved for instance in the human rights area where we also joined up with civil society organizations with the same human rights - in the Human Rights Council, the online (of time).


And I'm a strong believer in the important role of civil society and I also agree with you that especially with the new gTLD process I think that has brought in a whole new class of which to - that call for civil society participation. The issues related to freedom of expression to freedom of association.


They have a very strong human rights component, right. Usually and traditionally civil society organizations are the most competent organizations in giving advice. So here I don't know what in the past has been done to attract more but I also do understand that there are now also more human rights organizations active in the ICANN environment. But I'm sure (that's your point to that).

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks Markus. Now it's time for Avri to ask her question. Ask Avri.

Avri Doria:
Okay. Thank you. This is Avri speaking. Hi Markus. The question I wanted to ask kind of goes back to the question Maria asked. And I wanted to get your reaction to something.


At the USA ITF the other day that whole question of what the ICANN Board is responsible for fiduciary matters came up. And Steve Crocker got up in that meeting and said, "Hold on a second. You know, we also have a bylaw that we are responsible to." Now this is the first time that I'd ever actually heard - not really the first time but one of the first times I heard it so strongly.


So I'm wondering how you look at that balance between yes, Boards are Boards and by California law they have that fiduciary responsibility but because of ICANN's nature that that's just one part of this thing. And I wonder how do you view that particular mix going forward. Thanks.

Markus Kummer:
(And so) the question. I think it's an excellent question. I think it was also something that came up in my (intuity) on the side of the house referring to the obligation of Board members to serve in the interest of ICANN whether that's was limited to the fiduciary responsibility to the organization or whether that meant the broader ICANN community.


And my interpretation would definitely be the latter of that. (And so) the Board member you do have a responsibility to look at the broader context and yet the security, instability and the multi stakeholder bottom up process I think is equally important as the fiduciary responsibility to the organization (as such). That's my interpretation. But if there's any legal text, they're always open to interpretation. And unless we have a Supreme Court decision, I suppose it remains open to interpretation.

Rafik Dammak:
Okay. Thanks. Avri, you want to ask another question or...

Avri Doria:
No. I just forgot to put my hand down.

Rafik Dammak:
Okay. Thanks. So we have (Stephanie) (unintelligible).

(Stephanie):
My goodness. Can you hear me? I - there's some kind of background noise going on here. Anyway, more or less a follow up to Avri's question Markus.


My field of course is privacy and it would be my observation that the interpretation of the California law and the fiduciary responsibility that ICANN Board members feel to ICANN -- they don't just feel it; they're under it -- seems to have been interpreted in a way that makes it almost impossible to move forward on privacy protection.


If there's any risk of liability then ICANN has to of course protect itself from liability. And to me this as a member of civil society, this flies in the face of that broader social responsibility to the users of the Internet.


My take on this is that there has to be new structures and new organisms that can take on the role of ensuring that even distribution rather than always finding in favor of a narrow strict liability kind of interpretation of what they ought to be doing. Because the two are it seems to me on a collision course.


I wonder if you have any comment on that. And please feel free to tell me I'm completely misinterpreting everything. This is just my own thoughts after a little bit of time fighting for privacy.

Markus Kummer:
Well, I think fighting for privacy may also see slightly a bit of a transatlantic gap in our interpretation of what this means and then what is important. And that goes back, you know, I remember this discussion many years back that some Americans laugh at European sensitivities and kind of say oh, we don't have your kind of history.


And it comes across again at the NSA disclosure. That's okay. We understand maybe this America is oversensitive because you grew up in a dictatorship. But this is part of a broader question. And I think it's one of the problems that will remain with us for years to come and it's not easy to resolve. But I think identifying a problem is always a - it's a start for having a look into what's a solution.

(Stephanie):
Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks Markus. (Bill), go ahead.

(Bill):
Okay. Tell me if you can hear me okay because I've been hearing sounds (unintelligible). Am I clear? Can you hear me or no?

Woman:
Yes.

Rafik Dammak:
Yes (Bill). There is some noise but we can hear you. Yes.

(Bill):
Okay. Just wanted to be sure because I've been having very choppy (state) connections today. Markus, (unintelligible) my question I'll type it. And Avri asked you about ICANN's involvement in the broader global Internet governance environment.


I don't - I hope you didn't address this before I got on the call. Over the past half a year or year, as you know, ICANN and the (CBO) had started to play more of a catalytic role in (longer) Internet governance discussions that you've been centrally involved in for the past decade.


And one of the questions that I think has arisen is the role of the Board in relation to that process and the extent to which the Board serves as a mechanism for the community to be engaged effectively in that process.


For quite some time prior to Fadi's coming when NCUC and CSG would meet with the Board I used to always ask them questions about this stuff and found them to be fairly disconnected from the issues. In many cases just wasn't something that many of them were following closely.


Now (they are) (themes) but we're not finding that the community is being really brought onboard in a lot of the planning around some of this interface between ICANN and the larger environment. And that includes the NETmundial alliance, which has been (unintelligible) at, explained, some of the various initiatives that have been taken with high-level panels and other types of things (to tackle).


And so you have a lot of people in the community who have felt sort of like they are not being given the opportunity to engage effectively in these processes. And the Board one might think would be in some ways an interface between the leadership and the community. That hasn't happened.


And I wonder if you see any role for the Board in this regard in trying to help bring together inputs from people in the community and give - make this a little bit more of an inclusive process.

Markus Kummer:
(Thanks) for the question. Well we touched on this a little bit beforehand. I think you bring in a different angle and that is involvement of the community in certain direction. And I think this is also what I missed a little bit in the past year and would very much (talks on) initiative, maybe it was needed in a particular moment in time.


But I think time would also be right in correcting this and bringing the community onboard. That is not just the Board. It's the Board, the community and have a real bottom up approach that's been discussing what ICANN's role should be in that.


But again, I don't know the dynamics well enough how that works out in the Board. And as I said earlier, obviously I would have to learn the dynamics before being able to have any impact to change a little bit. But I mean yes, it's a very (good) question. I ask myself that one as well.

Rafik Dammak:
Okay. So just checking if anybody want to ask further question to Markus. Okay. I see nobody want to raise his or her hand I think. So we should go - just maybe waiting for a second. But otherwise we may end the decision. But before that, if Markus you wanted to something just to make a closing statement. And so...

Markus Kummer:
Well, yes. Thank you. Well we - actually I mean just let me thank you all for giving me this opportunity. And let me assure you I don't know all the ins and outs. I have been a regular (attend) participant of ICANN meetings. But I haven't gone down into the details that much.


But should I be elected, let me assure you I would thank you all and look for the context and listen to your concerns you may have and discuss with you what is the best way forward, which is what I think an organization we all remain attached to which have an important role to play in the - making the Internet what it is and preserving its security and stability and its open character.


And with that, once again I would like to thank you all for giving me this opportunity. Thanks and bye.

Rafik Dammak:
Thank you Markus. I'm very grateful that you could join us today and having this interest in our members and in our questions. I hope you didn't see that as an interrogation. But it's more of an interaction between you and the prospective as the candidate for the Board seat and members of the NCSG. And so to this end what kind of Councilor we have and what are our expectations for a Board member.


Thank you again and maybe you'll - you may be in holiday like many are here now. And thank you now.

Markus Kummer:
Thanks once again. Goodbye.

Rafik Dammak:
Bye. Thanks everybody for your question and (the direction). I think it was really interesting being part of our call today. So now we are moving to more usual stuff but still important for us to talk about the GNSO Council agenda.


So I will really share with us the agenda. I think there is only a motion in the table for this time. And the other items is more about some update. Our GNSO Council, which (I can give) some briefing about this discussion and we're (trying it) for at least for the motion maybe to come with a kind of concern (system with what) we should do in that call.


So discussing the agenda I think we can go I think in the content - sorry - trying to move I think in the content agenda. There is nothing but in the first - in Item Number 4 if you can see the screen, it's the motion about the (unintelligible) notification of the GNSO Council's recommendation where I think (unintelligible) and the Red Cross identifier.


I think that discussion we start with maybe two weeks call - maybe two previous call for GNSO. And I think we see a lot of discussion. Maybe some GNSO Councilor can, you know, briefing and they explain about this motion and its impact.


So maybe I'll even give the floor now for Maria Farrell, as she also is the Chair of the Policy Committee. Maybe she can give us some thoughts about this motion. Maria, sorry for (trapping) you but can you hear me?

Maria Farrell:
Hi Rafik. Yes. Can you hear me?

Rafik Dammak:
Yes.

Maria Farrell:
Great.

Rafik Dammak:
Please go ahead.

Maria Farrell:
Okay. Super. Thank you. Okay. So this is the only - as Rafik pointed out, this is the only voting motion on the agenda. All of the other items on the agenda on this week's Council call are for information and discussion only.


This - the motion is basically called a proposed modification of the GNSO's consensus recommendation relating to IGO acronyms and Red Cross identifiers.


And so this is a topic that has been coming back and forward for quite some time. It's quite controversial. It relates to extra protections that have been award to national governmental organizations such as the Red Cross.


They - I guess the most recent thing to know about it is that the GNSO had made recommendations on this previously in late last year in November 2013. And the Board had asked us to try to put it basically to look at those again.


And so the Council has been discussing in London and also since London and at this meeting - it's been discussing whether it had to reconstitute a working group to look at the requests that the Board and New gTLD Program Committee has made and see if we can find our way to amending the GNSO previously agreed policy.


So we've got a (cosmic) feud on this one. And we're glad that the Board didn't completely reject the GNSO and say we've got no interest in implementing what you recommended. And on the other hand, they've asked us to change that GNSO policy. And also there are some of the Councilors and it's a policy that was a difficult set of concessions to make regarding trademarks.


And so we've kind of got - we had - I wouldn't say we've had, you know, very strong differences of views but just - and trying to find our way through to see what is the right thing to do on this and what is the right way to vote and should we vote to have the working group reconstituted and look again at the policy recommendation and be glad that the GNSO is still setting policy at the request of the Board. Or should we vote to refuse to do that and basically tell the Board to make policy itself.


And my understanding is that there will be enough votes span across the GNSO Council to pass the motion. But obviously it still matters very much how we vote. So maybe Amr or others have something to add to that.

Rafik Dammak:
Yes. Amr, please go ahead.

Amr Elsadr:
Thanks. This is Amr. Well I have a few thoughts on this issue. And I guess from a thought process perspective there's nothing wrong with reconvening a working group and that's what the motion is really about here is reconvening the working group that worked on this PDP to consider some of the differences - some of the differences between the GNSO recommendations and the GAC.


And there's nothing wrong with that per se. But I do have a few issues with this specific topic. And that's mainly of how the ICANN Board is presenting this.


First of all I thought their letter to Jonathan Robinson, the GNSO Council Chair - I thought it was very poorly written, almost sounded like a threat. If you - if the GNSO doesn't get on board with the changes we want to make to please the GAC then we're going to go ahead and make those without you. So do something - get your act together and - that's really - I guess that's not really relevant to the substantive issues.


What I think is relevant here is that when the Board was presented with the GNSO recommendations on this PDP, they accepted the recommendations that were universally accepted, that were universally about the (bud) of GNSO and the recommendations that were rejected by the Council and that were conflicting with what the GAC wanted. They said that they would facilitate a dialog between the GNSO and the GAC to see how they could resolve this.


Now we're being asked by the ICANN Board to reconvene or to do something. And we're thinking okay, we're going to reconvene this working group to discuss it. But as far as I know, and I may be mistaken of this, but as far as I can tell that the Board hasn't done what it said that it would do, which is facilitate a dialog between the GAC and the GNSO so we could somehow try to work out our differences.


Well, some might say well reconvening the working group would be a good opportunity to do this and get the GAC - the folks in the GAC sort of interact with the working group. But that gives a pretty tight deadline for these issues to be resolved at which time the GNSO is required to agree with the GAC or else the Board will go ahead and dictate policy in - one way or another.


I would have hoped that this motion would be deferred and delayed and we ask the ICANN Board to facilitate this dialog first and then take everything that happens into consideration during the 45-day period by which the reconvened working group has to do its work. So those are just my thoughts but - there was a mention that there are conflicted opinions on this and I'd like to hear others. Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks Amr. So Avri was - raises her hand but she had some problems that we couldn't - so we go to Avri and the (Charles). Avri.

Avri Doria:
Okay. And thank you for picking up on my hand earlier. Yes. I guess I have a slightly different take on it. And but it's still a take that doesn't support the motion. Let me explain.


First of all, I think the Board is doing the right thing being basically sending something back to the GNSO as opposed to, you know, making a contrary decision on its own. I think the Board has to find a way to deal with the separate inputs and as opposed to putting itself in the role of adjudicator and sort of say oops we have this conflict.


Now I don't see the Board as saying decide the way we say or decide the way the GAC says or else. Yes, the GAC letter says something like that. But that's separate. And that's a problem with the GAC and that's a problem with their attitude and that's a problem that hopefully the GNSO GAC Working Group can delve into at some point at least from a theoretical process to get some solution.


So indeed I think that the Board is doing the right thing in terms of sending it back. Now the bylaws process that we have at the moment only gives them one avenue for doing this. And that avenue says that if the GNSO wants a change to the recommendation before the Board has approved it and where definitely the Board has not approved a previous recommendation yet.


But if the GNSO itself wants a change before the Board approves it, it can then send out amendments that it supports to the working group and say hey working group, we would like you to reconsider these changes to your recommendation because we think these are changes you should (get rid of).


And that's where my problem with this all comes through is I'm perfectly fine with the process though I wish this (SBI) would be told to develop a better process for dealing with these requests from the Board. But that's a longer-term thing.


So I think they're using a process correctly. However, as a GNSO Councilor that looks at those for changing - those four parts of the motion, those are not things that I feel I would like to ask the group to change.


And now if we were just sending down a question that said please reconsider these issues based upon the evidence from the GAC, I would go sure. I have no problem with reconsidering something based on new evidence, based on new arguments, based on, you know, whatever.


I think reconsiderations as we've demanded on the Board are good things should be (content full) and should be possible. But in this case because of the process, we're not sending down a please think about this. We're sending down a here's what we think. Please, you know, tell us if that's okay. And I can't do that.


Now I certainly can't do that in terms of the IGOs partially because I and I believe the NCSG was very committed to the notion that, you know, we're not sure about giving any extra, you know, protection, and extra rights to IGOs in general.


But if you give something to an IGO you got to give equivalent to INGOs. And there's absolutely no equivalent in those two. So on two respects I have problems with it. A, I don't want to give more stuff to IGOs. But if we do give more stuff to IGOs for some reason, I believe it has to be - (can comment) that we also give it to the INGOs.


Now personally if the two that had just come down dealing with national Red Cross names had been standing on its own, I - and I know that we are divided in the NCSG on that issue. I am not as bothered about that; that they've separated the issue off of International Olympic Committee. The IOC is not part of that package. That was always a poison pill for me. So that's gone. And just in my general estimation, as I say, I know that we're split on that.


I would be willing to say sure. If we're going to give all these other names anyhow giving protections, giving extra rights to the National Red Cross that, you know, because they do so much, et cetera, and, you know, contending that I ignored the U.S. one for a (met) second, I might be willing to go for that.


But the two INGO - I mean the two IGO ones I just don't see any way. So as it stands, I don't see any way that I could actually support this motion. Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
And Avri, (that's clear). And Klaus can go ahead.

Klaus Stoll:
Thank you very much. I hope you can hear me. Both Amr and Avri made extremely good points. And I don't want to repeat them because most of them I completely concur. So it keeps me basically with a stomachache because however we vote, we vote - it's not the right way around.


And I really would tend to go to say no to this quite simply on the notion that there is something we are ultimately drudging up where we don't know the outcome. And I really have some feeling with that letter from the Board. It's basically asking us to send a letter down which really (ends) the outcome.


And it says you - the policy making process necessarily that we should do that and we should do that the right way. But we should not trying to get (drudged) in operation where we don't know and nobody's actually covered (that). But given that what Avri said, it will be voted through. Anyway that's the feeling.


And maybe on the practical level could we ask or make minority statement or a statement saying these are our concerns and before this one goes to vote and as part of that what Avri said so well, in the end it's not about just the IGOs. It's about the INGOs and about much, much more conflict. And I think we should use that opportunity to open the field to rethink and think about the protection of NGOs in general. Thank you.

Rafik Dammak:
Thank you Klaus. Any further comment on this? Okay. I'm not sure if we have a common position here. But I think - and the GNSO Councilor attending this call extend their position and how they may vote. But okay. Well maybe want to add another point. Yes Avri. Please go ahead.

Avri Doria:
Actually I just want to ask a question based on the question that Amr just asked in the chat. Okay. The Council folk have spoken. Is there anyone else on this call that thinks we should be voting for this and has a reason why? Because we've all stated why we don't want to. But I'm just curious as Amr put forth. Is there anyone that thinks that we should vote other than the way we've spoken? Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
Okay Avri. And I show that (Robin) is saying she is against the motion but Lori wants to speak up. Yes Lori.

Lori Schulman:
Yes. Hi. One of my thoughts about this and I'm not - honestly, I'm not clear either way because I think Klaus and Avri's reasoning is sound. But then coming on the other end of this, I'm wondering if we don't vote for it does it close the door to some sort of NGO protection down the line? And that's my concern.


My concern is that the - and my organizations and I'm speaking on behalf of an organization who because of the way the gTLD process has been handled and not handled over the course of many years you now have non-profit organizations that do have names that resonate globally and that are ripe for the picking for fraud, squatting.


The concerns that - and they are IP concerns but they go beyond IP concerns. They're about performing a public service and your inability to do so or diverting your funds. Talk about fiduciary responsibility; my organization just to defensively register a few names, just a few critical names that if it were got into a squatter's hand would cost me far more to recover under the current system, cost me literally thousands of dollars.


We're big enough that we have it. But I've very concerned about organizations that may not have the resources my organization has. And I know Red Cross and Olympics have many more. But there - what I worry about is that if we don't vote in favor of it, are we closing the door on the protection of NGOs period.

Rafik Dammak:
Okay. I think Avri want to respond to that.

Avri Doria:
Yes.

Rafik Dammak:
Yes Avri.

Avri Doria:
Yes. Thank you. I actually - I think the door already got closed on us. By not having INGOs/NGOs maps to the RGO, all part of the amendment. I think that that door has already been closed. I mean I'm certainly willing to mention my, you know, mapping of IGO to INGO in a statement supporting my negative vote. So I'll definitely get that on the record. And I think Klaus was saying something similar.


The only way that you could reopen the door and I'm not sure that there'd be NCSG support for that is to suggest and I don't think it would get through but is to suggest an amendment to the requested amendment and to basically say an amendment that wherever IGO was mentioned INGO was mentioned.


Now it only takes one of us to offer such an amendment if such an amendment were offered. I would probably, you know, have to (face them) who I vote for this amendment having voted for the amendment if it goes through. You kind of have to go for that and at that point I would probably suggest dividing the issue into two motions.


But I think the door is already closed on this pass. Now other kinds of extra protections, extra rights for NGOs can certainly be bought up in the future and definitely, you know, be brought up again. But as part of this particular issue, I think that door is currently closed. Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks Avri. Yes Klaus.

Klaus Stoll:
Thank you. Avri, you're 100% right. But I - allow me to (digress) for a few minutes because I want to come back. Yes, this door is closed but I think we should use this opportunity to open another door again. And we really need as we (unintelligible) trying to get a process going for the NGOs.


And I will tell you something what I did in the last three days. I did a quick through of 15,000 NGOs registrants basically (records) on their official NGO name.


And I think it's extremely depressing. There are more than 50% of the sites which are registered are not functioning. Many of the sites which were registered are now used by other organizations; mainly commercial organizations.


And there are so many problems and so many issues the NGOs having with use of their Web pages or use in general we really need to start doing something about it and getting the right protections, right mechanisms into place because otherwise I feel we don't do our jobs as constituencies in the NCSG by representing these (people).


It is really, really a depressing sight just really going into the sites and seeing what's actually going on. I never till now (quite) thought that the NGOs (unintelligible) of that space.


And so my suggestion is let's vote against it, make a statement and try and have the NCSG to get the (plumber) back and have another policy making but that's specifically for the NGOs, so.

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks Klaus. So we have (Cathy) then Amr. (Cathy), go ahead.

(Cathy):
Actually can I speak after Amr?

Rafik Dammak:
Okay. Thanks okay. Yes. Amr, please go ahead.

Amr Elsadr:
Thanks. Thank you (Cathy) I think. I - actually I just wanted to put a few thoughts forward in response to Lori. And first of all I'm not totally familiar with this PDP and been going on for quite a while before I - and was more or less wrapped up before I joined the GNSO Council.


But my impression is that this - and I'm just trying - I just want to make sure that you are also aware of this but the protections that are being afforded by the PDP don't necessarily apply to all NGOs, not like - not sure which NGO you work for Lori. Apologies about that.


But I'm - but my understanding is that it's INGO (since it's) large funds international, NGO I guess and IGOs, which I believe is inter-governmental (innovations).


And well that actually isn't really the point though. The point is that there have been extensive discussions throughout this PDP and it went on for quite a while. And they discussed the pros and cons of different types of protections for IGOs and INGOs.


And in the end there was a lot of recommendations on how these should be handled and they did get some protections. It's not like they didn't get any. They did get some.


But the real point right now is why this motion right now why are we asking the working group to reconvene to have more discussions after they really hammered it out the first time? Is there something new on the table? Is there something that was not considered before and needs to be considered now?


And the way I see it is that there is nothing. It's just all we've done is really get the GAC's displeasure. They don't like the recommendations the GNSO came up with. And they want something more. But why do they want more? This has still not come forward.


So it's not really - the way I see it it's more of a process issue rather than a substantive issue because if there was a reason why we should have the working group to get back together again and have more discussions after they've done so much work already, then sure. Why not? Go ahead. There's a reason why this process exists to allow working groups to reconvene.


But there really is nothing put forth. So it's not really about giving NGOs more or less protections. It's just about what is new. I mean everything has already been discussed; everything has already been talked about. And I believe there are several members from NCSG on this working group and they could probably provide more details than I can.


But there is no reason to ask the working group to reconvene at this point. Not the way I see it. But I would be interested to hear if anyone disagrees with that. Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks Amr. So (we'll know) and for (Cathy) to speak. And (Cathy).

(Cathy):
Hi Rafik. Hi all. Sorry for coming in late. We had our working group call earlier. I don't have all the background but this is the - this is the resolution that's been hanging around for a long time. Amr's background was fascinating. And if we're going to vote against it, that makes sense. We've been fighting this for a long time.


But the GAC obviously is concerned about IGOs and INGOs. And I remember when we were redrafting - when Lori and I were redrafting, I made the mistake of putting in a wider list of INGOs. And it was caught by (Marilia) I think who appropriately substituted the narrower list of INGOs - IGOs/INGOs.


There was a narrower list that it was - the sense was its resolution was limited to a small number of organizations. And I don't like the idea of expanding it to that small number of organizations. I certainly don't like the idea of expanding it to all NGOs without lots and lots and lots of additional thought.


I think NCSG is split on this one. I think there's a real tension here because traditionally we come out of protecting non-commercial speech online and part of that has been trying to keep the UDRP and the dispute resolution mechanisms as narrow as possible.


We got the UDRP forced down our throats. It was the first consensus policy and it was drafted largely by WIPO. It was all we could do to get some changes in to protect registrants.


But it certainly wasn't intended as a dispute mechanism among organizations using very common words in many cases. You know, women's association, women's health, these kinds of things. It wasn't intended as a dispute mechanism for that.


So I'm really concerned about expanding it to everybody. I'm not happy about expanding it to IGOs. But as has been explained to me repeatedly, it's a very, very narrow list.


And I certainly wouldn't be supportive of expanding it beyond that until we talk about the ramifications and the tensions within NCSG of what we've done historically on this issue where it's kind of some of the new pressure and concerns coming in from the NGO community or from other parts of the NGO community. Hope that made some sense. Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks (Cathy). Okay. So I guess regarding the motion vote and I'm not sure but I guess there are some concerns of that to vote again - to vote again. I see some discussion about the list of how much it can be long and should be narrow or not. I'm not sure we can resolve these here.


But if we get some guidance in how the GNSO Council (unintelligible) I think that's okay for now and leave the discussion and to -- how shall I say -- (shelve) this issue.


So saying then there is no one willing to comment further or any additional explanation, I think we can move to the next item. Okay. So yes. So I think - seeing no objections.


So let's move to the next - to the next item and then hope (unintelligible) discussion at least to share your thoughts with other members. So for Item Number 5, we see then the uniformity of reporting; final issue report resolution.


Can someone give me more update on this and to clarify what the purpose of this (work) and what's the goal of (unintelligible) I mean in the reporting? Maybe Amr can brief us on this.

Amr Elsadr:
Hi Rafik. This is Amr. Sorry. No, I can't brief you on this. If someone else could, I'd appreciate it.

Rafik Dammak:
Okay. No problem.

((Crosstalk))

Rafik Dammak:
Okay. Yes (Maria).

Maria Farrell:
Yes. Hi Rafik. I don't know an awful lot more about this than Amr. I've just taken a look at the documents and what I understand - so this is - it's basically, you know, obviously coming from the compliance department. It is about the uniformity of reporting of performance metrics by registrars (RG2) ICANN compliance.


And to me I mean it looks pretty harmless. It looks like predated the operational some. But - and I have not heard anything particular from the registrars or the contracted party side of the house about this one.


So my understanding is that it's, you know, they're basically just bringing back their final issue report to the Council. They want the Council to just formally accept it. And beyond that there's not been any discussion on the Council list that I have observed at this point.


So because it's simply an update item on an accepting of a report item, my, you know, take on this was that we would basically listen and learn tomorrow and see was there anything particular that needed doing.


I think it's probably unlikely that there's anything of great interest for us in this item. I hope those aren't famous last words. I have been wrong about this sort of thing before.

Rafik Dammak:
Thank you Maria.

((Crosstalk))

Rafik Dammak:
And please if someone - please mute your line. Okay. Thanks. So I think we can move to the next item, which is about the Cross Community Working Group about IANA (unintelligible) foundation. I think it is still under discussion and there is a drafting team. My understanding that Avri is participating. Maybe she can give us - and yes, she already be raising her hand. Yes Avri. Go ahead.

Avri Doria:
Hi. Avri speaking again. So on this one basically we've had two meetings now of the drafting team for the Cross Community Working Group on this. We've actually got as the beginning of the charter and we're talking through it.


We've gone through issues like are we just allowed to talk about names or can the GNSO Cross Community Working Group actually give recommendations on other stuff?


And while the coordination group, the ICG, the IANA Coordination Group seems to want to separate things very strictly into things that you're allowed to make recommendations on and things you're only allowed to comment on in their draft charter. Something that we should look at and perhaps respond to.


The - basically the Cross Community Working Group (unintelligible). Of course our primary focus is names. But there is an ASO, you know, and the advisory committees do advise across the fold.


So while the real - the main focus is on that and especially because we have issues about accountability and this notion of is there a wider notion of accountability or is it just, you know, IANA's accountable for protocol parameters to (IEF). It's accountable to - for numbers to the RIRs and it's accountable for names too.


And a lot of us think that no, there's a broader accountability across all of them. Plus there's very few topics that are actually limited. If you look at for example numbers, while the RIRs have lots of regional support, actually at the global level it's not the NRO. It's the ASO.


So there's - if you look at the IETF, there are working groups that are saying well as part of protocol we can define various names as being protocol artifacts and therefore not available as TLDs. And basically that has become sort of a new - I see it as sort of a roundabout way to basically take various names out of it because of whatever reason and say it's because the protocol requires it.


And basically asserting an IETF prior right on these names because well they're the ones that invented the protocol and they're the ones that tell IANA what requirements the protocol has. So if I invent a new protocol that says I need the names of people in this protocol, then I can declare that I do know that was an (absurdum) and I just gave someone grief elsewhere for an (absurdum).


But one can sort of say well home, you know, or mail. This is an email protocol and we need to take the name mail out of circulation before it (declines).


So that - and I don't want to argue that particular, you know, RFC at the moment. But basically that's sort of shows that there's broader concerns and that the accountability of IANA to the community is not specific. So basically we're insisting on that.


In terms of other things with the charter, we're trying to keep it limited in terms of membership but we're heading toward open to as many observers as wished not just from ICANN but from other groups because there really is no other place for people to participate. And that they would have full rights to participation, just not be part of consensus that, you know, for documents to go forward to the IGC - no, the ICG. Get my acronym mixed up.


To the Coordination Group it needs to have the support of all the chartering organizations. But that, you know, dissenting opinions can also be sent forward.


So we're still in the process. At, you know, at some point probably after our next meeting that the charter will be stable enough for me to sort of send it to the NCSG discuss list to start picking up some more, you know, comments on it from the group.


But we're moving along. Our goal is we're meeting every week and we're working - and we're actually working in between sessions because we think it's critical that this group get started as quickly as possibly especially when you look at the schedule that's come out of the IANA Coordination Group that wants us to have the recommendations in by the end of this year. Something we also think is probably not possible and so want to push back on already.


So that's pretty much where we're at at the moment.

Rafik Dammak:
Thank you Avri. Also thanks for bringing up the issue for accountability because there is some - still discussion about having the Cross Community Working Group on the accountability. It's not clear if it will be a community led or it will be initiated by the ICANN staff since we are still waiting for the summary of the comments on the accountability. So please keep us updated.

Avri Doria:
Yes.

Rafik Dammak:
The work...

Avri Doria:
I did put my hand up again because that reminded me of something I should add. One of the things we - and forgive me. But one of the things we added is - and we had a long discussion about was at some point someone said that this group has nothing to say about accountability issues.


And a lot of us objected to that. You know, (Chuck), myself and others said no. If there's only one place where the IANA transition and accountability are bolted together, it's in this Cross Community Working Group.


Now obviously there's issues of ICANN accountability that are broader than the IANA transition. So but what - at the moment we've got drafted in the statement basically says that, you know, we do have something to say about the pulling these two together and the dependencies between them insofar as the accountability stuff is IANA transition required.


So we're actually insisting that while we're not going to do the accountability work that we've got a role in making sure that that work is done and is done in a usable way for the transition. So sorry I left that out. But you prompted me to remember it. Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks again. (If I could - can) somehow yes. Thanks Avri for these comments. So keep us updated. I think this Cross Community Working Group will be in shape and hopefully that's one that's supposed to be really important to feed the Coordination Group on the IANA foundation. And so I guess - Avri you want to speak again or - okay. Yes Avri.

Avri Doria:
No. I'm just being fumble fingered. Sorry.

Rafik Dammak:
Oh. Okay. Okay. So if there is no any other question, I go to the next item. Just have less than 30 minutes. So I'll try to cover as much as possible. So the next item is about the work of GNSO Review Working Party.


I think it's more kind of a regular update. You know, (particular) update of what's happening there and yes my hope will be Maria will explain better than me what's happened there. Yes Maria.

Maria Farrell:
Yes Rafik. It's Maria Farrell here. So yes, this is basically just a, you know, a scheduled update. Nothing particular to note about it. However, I just wanted to lend some background on this one because a couple of us at the GNSO Council meeting in London and myself included raised some concerns with how this review is being structured and constrained.


And we've kind of been - well people have been saying this for about six months. And that it's basically just the Board and I think particularly Ray Plzak is really wanting to constrain it to be just purely, you know, a typical exercise basically and add little quality to research as possible and originally not even looking at any of the structural issues of the GNSO.


So really it just feels like a box ticking exercise and so we basically - so, you know, I raised some real concerns but a couple of other people did in London. So just to say we'll be watching really closely because it's just one of those opportunities that comes around.


I mean realistically it's supposed to be every five years, even less than that. And it's just our chance to look at, you know, the structures of the voting structures in the GNSO and some of them just seem so dysfunctional and, you know, and really trying to have a go at improving that.


And I suspect a lot of the pushback, you know, is partly to do with this is just a kind of review that Ray would like to run himself. But also I think the Board is probably concerned about, you know, being too critical about changing the GNSO while they're still trying to go through the transition process and with the IANA and basically attracting criticism on that push.


And, you know, we live here and I think we want the house to work a bit better than it does. But the house I just mean the whole structure. So just to say that I'll be keeping an eye on that and other will too. Yes.

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks Maria. Yes. I think this review process is quite important. I mean should not - but is not - it should not be (charged with) checking (particularly) but really a way to improve the current structure in the GNSO.


I think - I'm not sure when the process exactly itself. Maybe we have the comment in the plan maybe in just - I'm not sure before or after (unintelligible). So we need to be ready for that I think (unintelligible) and to - we have somebody presented (unintelligible) the working part anyway.


Okay. So if there is no question or comments we may go to the - move to the next item. Okay. So - sorry. The next item is about - maybe just an update about the work of the GAC GNSO Consultation Group. I think it's also we have an action here since there is a call for application for - that we can send - can accommodate that to be selected to be a liaison - GNSO liaison in the GAC.


So I think Amr is one of our member involved in that consultative group and he can give us more update on this.

Amr Elsadr:
Hi Rafik. Amr Elsadr. Yes. Yes. I think the outstanding issue of importance now is appointing the GNSO liaison to the GAC. And this is going to be a position that is sort of - it's kind of like beta testing the liaison issue and seeing if the - and really just trying to get the GAC to become aware of an early stage of PDPs that are starting that may have public policy implications.


So it's quite a limited role actually. But the GNSO does need to decide on a liaison. If I'm not mistaken, I think the deadline is the end of this month on who this person or deadline for nominations at least by the end of this month.


And another part of this exercise is going to be that as you're probably aware every working group has a liaison to the GNSO Council. And it's usually - and it's typically a Council member.


And so specifically the PDPs that are identified to have public policy implications of the GAC may be interested in these liaisons who also serve to - serve as the liaison to the GAC to provide updates to the GAC on what's happening to PDPs.


And these, like I said, are all just beta testing exercises to try to get the GAC engaged earlier on in GNSO and gTLD PDP processes rather than, you know, getting their communiques after all the work's been done.


So I - wasn't this issue discussed on the NCSG list for a while? And again, that Policy Committee list. But I mean we should think about if there is someone in the NCSG who would be willing and able to step forward and decide - I guess ideally would be someone who's very involved in the GNSO process - the policy process. Or perhaps maybe a former Councilor as well. So something that the GNSO Council had said would be a pretty good kind of person to have in this position.


But if the NCSG doesn't have someone who would like to step up to and volunteer for this role, I guess we could also possibly agree on someone from any of the other stakeholder groups. Because it's going to be just one person who's appointed from the GNSO to the GAC. Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks Amr for this. Avri, please go ahead.

Avri Doria:
Yes. A couple things. Thank you. This is Avri speaking. A couple things. One, I noticed on the chat that Rudi sent says he sent in a nomination of Klaus.


Now as I understood it's supposed to be at that stakeholder group level that that was (end to end) nominations. Now we didn't have one before Klaus and, you know, the Policy Committee should probably be the ones that takes Klaus nomination and, you know, reinforces or what have you. Just because that was the procedure that was set up. It was a nomination per stakeholder group maximum.


But what I wanted to mention was something else. And this is a little weird. At the last meeting - first of all, I've noticed that these meetings want - make my head want to explode. But that's an aside. They are the strangest meetings in the world. I'm glad I (sampled) them.


I noticed that because (David)'s Vice Chair and Amr was our, you know, NCSG representative on this and when Mikey dropped out, for some reason in the middle of a conversation I volunteer to take it and then followed through with that.


But then all of a sudden I noticed that that made three NCSGs and no CSGs. Now, you know, not that I particularly want to be fair though that's always a good thing to say I want to do but just because I have a fear that if CSG - if it's somehow represented in this, at some point we get somewhere and then we have but we weren't involved.


So basically I talked to Jonathan and I've talked to (Steve) in CSG and said, "Listen. I'm in Mikey's seat. And I'm doing it and I'm willing to keep doing it. But if you guys have someone you want in this group, I'm willing to step down for that." This isn't a seat that I was appointed to by the NCSG. I didn't ask for permission before doing that. I just did that.


So I just wanted to let this group know that hopefully the CSG will come up with a person to take what was really Mikey's place and I will drop out of it because, as I said, it makes my brain hurt. Thank you.

Rafik Dammak:
Sorry to hear that Avri. Thanks anyway. Yes Amr.

Amr Elsadr:
Hi. I just wanted to say that or just the response to Avri and saying that there's nothing inappropriate about you being on this consultant group right now.


Just to clarify, this is a group of Councilors and GAC members. It's not open to folks outside of the GNSO Council. Not at this point (at least). And this was discussed with the GAC at the early stages and decided that. Right now we're still working out the ideas of what we want to do to encourage early engagement.


And it was agreed between the GAC and the GNSO Council that this would be limited for the time being. And I don't think it's meant to reflect any fair sort of distribution of Councilors or anything. Actually there are very few active members on this consultative group.


So Avri, if you're going to be onboard and you - normally you do provide a lot of input, a lot of very positive input and so it would be a waste - it'd be a shame to lose you because you want someone from the CSG to step in when none of them have actually volunteered; not as far as I could tell at least.


Mikey was great there and he (cut) the big hole when he left the group and I think - I would hope that you would stay on. Just saying. Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
Thank you Amr. Anyway we have some in the queue. Yes Klaus. Please go ahead.

Klaus Stoll:
Hello. This is me Klaus. Just two things. I just want to confirm that I will be available and interested to act as the liaison...

Rafik Dammak:
Sorry Klaus. Can you please speak up more loudly? We can't hear you.

Klaus Stoll:
Okay. Is that better?

Rafik Dammak:
Yes. Much better, yes Klaus. Please go ahead.

Klaus Stoll:
Okay. I just want to confirm that I will - that I'm interested in acting as the liaison between the GNSO and the GAC as I will not make myself available for a second term as a GNSO Councilor.


And to come back to Avri. Avri, I'm a little bit confused but maybe you can help me. There is a message from (Glen) this morning, which says - which is a reminder each stakeholder group/constituency is expected to submit a application for its candidate by the 31st of July. So what's the real situation on that one? Thank you.

Avri Doria:
Okay. This is Avri. I think that slash constituency is because the stakeholder group's in there. I think it's fine. I think, you know, I thought about it after I said it. And I think originally I thought the stakeholder group should submit one. But I think the fact that NPOC submitted you is just fine and we should just let it sit that way and not sweat it. So forget I said anything.


And Amr, so yes, you're right because everybody says SGs and constituent. I thought in the meeting we had decided one per stakeholder group. But if (Glen) says stakeholder group/constituency, you guys did the right thing. It's perfect. Good luck to you.


Amr, I understand what you're saying and - but, you know, if they don't find a volunteer, then I'll continue to hang out. And yes they know it has to be a Council member. But their Council members have changed.


And for example if James Bladel or one of those others that I doubt he would because he's on the Coordination Group if they wanted to do it, I think that would be as good an addition on it as I am. As I say, my desire is to run out of there screaming. Thank you.

Klaus Stoll:
I can't hear everybody.

Amr Elsadr:
Oh good. I just wanted to ask if Klaus was on the call. I think Rafik was dropped off.

Avri Doria:
Yes. I didn't hear anything either until Klaus.

Amr Elsadr:
Yes. I think Rafik was dropped off. Someone should pick up. Someone should step in and Chair probably.

Coordinator:
And Rafik has...

Avri Doria:
Yes. Maria. She's our next boss.

Amr Elsadr:
Yes. Yes.

Coordinator:
And Rafik has joined.

Amr Elsadr:
Okay.

Rafik Dammak:
Sorry. I was dropped for a few minutes (obviously). Yes Amr, I think you (were speaking) to something.

Amr Elsadr:
No, no. I was just pointing out that you weren't on the call.

Rafik Dammak:
Oh. Okay. So I think you were in discussion about the Consultative Group or the GAC and GNSO and (I see) that Klaus is raising his hand. So Klaus, you want to speak?

Klaus Stoll:
Yes. It's (basically) follow up to Avri's comments. Avri, (was it really)...

Rafik Dammak:
Sorry Klaus. We cannot hear you and someone's typing.

Klaus Stoll:
(All right). Somebody's typing.

Rafik Dammak:
Okay. Yes Klaus, please speak more loudly.

Klaus Stoll:
Okay. I just want to follow up on Avri's comment that it would be fine if just NPOC would nominate me. I would be interested to hear if - would we have interest in the NCSG and NCUC to have me as a joint candidate and that could make sense to talk about this.

Rafik Dammak:
So if I can maybe elaborate on this. I think it's up to the NCSG Policy Committee to discuss. I think we had discussion before about to appoint someone. So I guess you are the candidate. And then the BC can discuss that and can have then NCSG candidate. So but maybe Maria can respond to that.

Maria Farrell:
Sorry. Can you hear me?

Rafik Dammak:
Yes Maria. Go ahead.

Maria Farrell:
Oh thank you. Sorry. Sorry. I might have messed up my microphone and stuff. And yes so okay. So the NCSG Policy Committee is the, you know, the (organ) that and appoints people to positions.


So formally it is the group of people that need to make a decision. And personally as the Chair of that committee or the joint Chair, I always get the title wrong Rudi. I think it would be terrific if they were to put someone onboard.


So maybe we should have a chat on that committee (vote) or Klaus were you proposing that you would talk to people on this call about why you should be the person. And personally I think you would be a great person. So I'm just thinking about the decision to be made by the Policy Committee. But if people on this call wants to hear from you, I certainly would have no objection to it.

((Crosstalk))

Klaus Stoll:
I have no intention to (couch) that now. My only point was quite simply I thought the argument is stronger and it looks better for NCSG if it's a joint decision and not just a NPOC nomination. That was my only thinking behind it. But I just wanted to (look if) NCSG was better.

Maria Farrell:
Okay. Thank you Klaus. And my apologies. I may have misunderstood because I only caught the last couple of sentences. So and I do think (that, you know), comments we will take this to the NCSG Policy Committee and we will discuss it there.

Klaus Stoll:
Okay. Thank you.

Rafik Dammak:
Okay. Thanks Maria. Actually it surfaced a few weeks ago discussing about this and but I don't think we issued some position. So just we need to (actually debate) that discussion and we have sealed the 1st of July. So I guess one week to make a decision and send the name.


So this is an action item to follow up by Policy Committee and so the Chair - the (ultimate) Chair of the Policy Committee will handle that. Okay. Any (unintelligible)?


Okay. So we have just five minutes left on this call. But okay. Item Number 9 I don't it's quite critical just in planning for LA. And I don't think we have David Cake here on the call who is the Vice Chair on GNSO Council. So we may leave that for the next time.


And if we move back to the previous agenda for this call, it's more just to try to I guess to follow up on the London meeting and in particular about the public comments.


We have one about the Whois and conflict with national role. And I think we got some volunteers for this. Just one sec. (Natalie), can you please go back to the previous agenda? So we got some volunteers on this. I think it was (Cathy) maybe (Stephanie) and so on.


We are still seeing those (unintelligible) but we need to respond as soon as possible. And also we have people and there's some discussion in the mailing list about the comments and the Councilor report. I think (Joy) had some comments. (Ed) too and also Maria. So I think it's (two main) comment that we need to handle as soon as possible.


So if someone want to speak or to comment on this and so we really need to follow up before everybody to go in vacation. Yes Maria. Please go ahead.

Maria Farrell:
Rafik, I've got an item. It's for under any other business.

Rafik Dammak:
So you want to add...

((Crosstalk))

Maria Farrell:
Yes. Yes.

Rafik Dammak:
Yes. Please.

Maria Farrell:
Okay. Sure. So the GNSO Council had - there was a topic but the Council has decided not to put on the agenda. And I just wanted to (leave it) here to see if people are interested in it.


It is the question of whether there should be two letter domain names in new - I think - yes. It's in new gTLDs. And the question has been raised particularly be registries who want them. So I just wanted to see - to ask people if it is a topic that they think we should be pursuing or if it is not of particular interest at all.

Rafik Dammak:
Okay. So it's about two letters. I think there was some discussion mailing list but if someone to make further comment on this. Okay. Sorry Maria. I don't see any reaction.

Maria Farrell:
No. That's great. That's great. Thank you. I'm quite happy. I just wanted to give people the chance if they thought it was something we should go and fight for. And great. But if not, that's absolutely fine.

Rafik Dammak:
Okay. But Maria if you feel that it needs any more guidance or any input, I think you can send to the list. So I said there was some discussion like a few days ago. But if you wanted to get more specific input that would be a way (unintelligible).


So I was trying previously just to talk real quick about updates in policy. So I think mostly on the follow up of London meeting we had that we want to respond to the Whois requirement and national, you know, conflict to have a couple of your reports. I think that's more open that we have number (unintelligible). I think we get - we got already some volunteers with (Joy), Maria and so on.


We have also to respond to the Expert Working Group and redirection of services. I think that's also quite urgent. So maybe it's better to send maybe a reminder to the (lead) and to the BC and have those volunteers just to remind them to send their draft as soon as possible so we can get input and feedback.


So if anybody wants to add any further comment on these or to - I mean to (give) some and to add any comment. Okay. So I will try then to send just a reminder. We'll discuss probably in the BC. Yes (unintelligible).

(Stephanie):
Hi. Can you hear me? Hello.

Rafik Dammak:
Yes.

((Crosstalk))

(Stephanie):
Okay. Perfect. I just wanted to note that there's a call for comments or reply comments closing on conflicts with Whois. It's the one about the registration - registrars agreement requirements in the 2013 and applying for a waiver from data protection because of data protection law requirements.


And there were four -- count them -- four comments sent in in the first round. Two of them probably sent in by - well, one by Steve Metalitz and one by somebody else that I don't know who it is. I think he's the Software Association. And one sent in by Michele Neylon and another one coincidentally by the Irish ISPs.


This is terrible. Like this is a huge deal that cockamamie thing they've got in the 2013 RAA and in the Whois derogation in general. So we need to comment.


So I've been up trying to beat the bushes and get other people to comment. People are on holidays of course. But I think I've maybe got Tamir Israel interested and I'll keep after him.


And (Cathy) I know is interested in working on this. But if there's anybody who's got some time, I think we definitely need comments from the NCSG. But it would be good if other experts sent in their own comments.


And once the thing is analyzed and the questions are put there, it's kind of like a template. So I am committed to getting a draft out today, which I'll send around to everybody that's put their hand up so far. But if anybody else would like to get in touch if they're interested, that would be just great. Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks (Stephanie). Thank you for the news. Anyway we should (unintelligible) to turn this comment as soon as possible. Okay. Yes Amr. Please go ahead.

Amr Elsadr:
Hi. It's Amr. So (Stephanie), just to say out loud what I typed. I'm very interested in this. So please include me. But I was just wondering why this hasn't been circulated on the NCSG or privacy list. Has it? Did I miss it?

Rafik Dammak:
I think that this is not the (unintelligible) why. I think it's the time to activate it because we have to - I mean there were public comments so it's really good as we get more (active).

Amr Elsadr:
Okay. Thanks.

Rafik Dammak:
So I see also some want to join. Okay. I'm thinking those who may be interested. So anyway I will try to send a reminder about those comments. I think it's really good particular that (Stephanie) explained it would be a real shame that we got few from parties that know - they are non-commercial.


Okay. Well, if there is no comments on this, I will just to maybe move quickly to any other business. And just to remind people that in the 10th of July I send announcement about selection for NCSG. So we have all the dates about the timeline and so on and the nomination will be in August.


But as one of the first steps it will be the check in process is quite critical process to get active members. And I will send the email to the pool, NCSG but also I need to chat to all members and to remind them to check in and to then to be in the (vote at least).


So to the extent of time consuming on process that's quite critical for us. So this is just a reminder about the election. And yes (unintelligible), you know, we have in common. Please just feel free to send me email or actually just with any question you have for now.


Okay. So I don't see any question or comment. I guess we reach our time now - we have been more than two hours on this call. I really want to thank everybody. It's summertime, vacation time and it's great that we have quite - I think yes, important I think (this for today). Thanks everybody. Have a nice week and see you soon. Bye-bye.

Man:
Thank you. Bye-bye.

Woman:
Thanks Rafik. Bye.

Avri Doria:
Bye. Thanks.

Woman:
Bye.

Coordinator:
Thank you everyone for joining today's call. (Kristina), you can please stop the recording. Please remember...

END
