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Coordinator:

(Tony):

Woman:

(Tony):

Man:

(Tony):

This call is being recorded. If you have any objections you may disconnect at

this time.

Well good afternoon everyone. There's still a few people to join us I think but

we should really get moving.

You can't hear me? That's the best way.

Okay. Is that better? Let me have the mics.

And I think we'll start the transcription. So | think there's a dial in.

This is (unintelligible) speaking. The transcript's already been started. Thank

you.

Okay. No dial in? Okay. We'll just go with the transcript.

Okay.

Thank you. Is there a problem with this? Can you hear me? No.
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Can you hear me? | don't think we have a phone. We've got (unintelligible).

Benedetta Rossi:  Tony? Can you hear me?

(Tony): Right, okay.

Benedetta Rossi:  Tony can you hear me? This is Benedetta speaking.

Man: Hello.
Man: It's fixed Tony.
(Tony): Yeah no it's in the dial in.

Benedetta Rossi:  Tony can you hear me?

(Tony): Okay so having fixed that and hopefully we'll have dial in capability fixed in a

minute | think we should get going. I circulated the agenda as was.

And the intent of this session was to prepare for our session with the board on
Tuesday. By doing that it frees up the time of the CSG meeting that we've got
planned for Tuesday morning.

So rather than go through this exercise then we should be able to do some real
work and concentrate on some other issues. There are a few additions to this

agenda as printed.

And that is following the session we had this morning (Chris Mondini) is

going to join us at 6:00. So that should be a rather interesting session.
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And providing he's here on time at 6:00 then the update from the meeting
strategy working group from Michelle will take place after that at the end. So
that's the agenda that we currently have.

What we normally do in terms of preparation for the meeting with the board is
to go through the issues, make sure that we've got all the points out that we
need to raise, agree how we're going to do that and agree who's going to start
that discussion when we actually meet with the board. So the first topic is the

one that you've heard a lot about today.

| think there was a fair amount of discussion about the budget and the
operational plan both in the GNSO session with Xavier and also afterwards

when we discussed the AGRT2 activities. It was raised then again.

So now is your opportunity to raise any issues with the stat plan and budget
and get out on the table all of the points that we really need to make. Steve

maybe | can call on you to actually start the discussion on this.

| know you had some pretty useful input this morning. And it may be

worthwhile Kicking it off on that.

Steven Metalitz: Thank you. This is Steve Metalitz with the IPC. | think our issues with the
operating plan and budget falls into two categories.

The first has to do with the request that we made as constituencies. None of
which have been acted upon and we learned this morning that | guess we're
not going to find out for at least three weeks or some number of weeks after

this meeting whether or not or to what extent our requests have been granted.
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It also became clear to me that our requests had not been read because Xavier
stated that nobody asked for another intercessional meeting. The IPC asked

for another intercessional meeting.

So I don't know. I guess we know how that one's going to turn out.

But that's one area. And especially because we were explicitly told by Xavier
at the last intercessional that if we had a project that was going to run
throughout the entire year we should not apply for it in the so called fast track

-- we should apply for it in the regular process which we did.

So we're going to be well into probably at least six weeks into the new fiscal
year before we know whether we have funding from ICANN for example a
secretariat which the IPC asked for. And some other things that we were really

hoping to know one way or another well before the fiscal year started.

So that's one area of problem. And the other area of problem is really deals

with the larger budget questions.

I mean, you know, we're one little corner of the budget here -- like 1% of the
budget that is all of the supporting activity, supporting organization and
advisory committee requests. But there are much larger questions that were
raised in particular by ISP filing and the business filing as well as in the
registry stakeholder group filing and others.

So we are not, you know, alone in this. And apparently there are concerns

elsewhere too that really haven't been addressed.

And these have to do mostly with the vague categories that account for in

some cases 40% or 50% of the spending in a particular area. But there's really
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very little understanding -- there's nothing in the operating plan that really

tells us what will be done.

Those are the two areas of concern that we had. And in terms of how best to

present this to the board I'm not totally sure.

I think I'm a little hesitant to lead with the first one because it sort of just
seems like special pleading we didn't get, you know, our money. Well we

don't know if we got our money, you know.

And | think the bigger questions and the broader questions are also very
important. And we just haven't been given a document that'll enable us to

comment very intelligently on it.

So but those are the two main areas of concern | think. | may be leaving
something out but I think those two - | guess the other one that we raised also

was compliance demonstrated by several of us.

And that's an example of lack of information in the budget. I think Chris did
an analysis which indicated that the headcount for compliance would actually

be below what was asked for a couple of years ago.

Xavier's response came back and I think he said it would be one person higher
which I guess is good. But maybe not commensurate with the scope of the
problem that's being faced, you know, withy 1000 new registry operators and

1000 registrars -- many of them operating under a brand new agreement.

So those were the two main issues. And | guess that we could discuss and I'll

pass to present them.
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(Tony): Okay thanks Steve. Can 1 just check is anybody online? We were expecting
some people.
So who is online please?

Benedetta Rossi: Tony this is Benedetta speaking. Can you hear me?

(Tony): Yes can hear you. Anybody else?

Benedetta Rossi: Perfect.

(Tony): Online?

Benedetta Rossi: We have (Alan Shenkman) on the line as well.

(Tony): Okay thanks. Okay if at any time you wish to take the floor please indicate.
Thank you.
So...

Man: It seems pretty universal. It must be a universal (unintelligible).

(Tony): Who is this?

Man: Rather than leaving stuff out? Yeah. So like - so Sarah was - ran into the

problem that she wasn't getting audio from the bridge from (unintelligible) on

the bridge (unintelligible). And so...

(Tony): Excuse me.
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Man:

Man:

Man:

Man:

(Unintelligible)

Man:

Man:

[Audio Gap]

Woman:
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Ran the board obviously and left a gap. And he had turned up the audio going

out so the participants could hear that (unintelligible) but they couldn't hear

back in since we had (unintelligible).

(unintelligible) bridge.

Yeah, yeah.

(unintelligible).

Yeah.

So we generally like to see (unintelligible) on the line (unintelligible).

Oh okay.

Yeah. You know, and | don't know the audio technical side. You know, | don't
know all the reasons why (unintelligible).

(unintelligible).

Of the outreach and global engagement line item without any detail as kind of
the last item in the budget discussion. But then use that as the segue into the
discussion about, you know, what exactly are they doing on outreach and

engagement?



Zahid Jamil:

Ron Andruff;

ICANN

Moderator: Gisella Gruber-White

07-14-13/9:00 am CT

Confirmation # 1888467

Page 8

And why do they seem to be dead set on not including us or trying to integrate
our efforts. I know that's not necessarily the topic but it seemed pretty clear to

me from the discussion this morning that all three constituencies feel very

much the same on the point.

And | think it's an important one to use the opportunity of the board to make.
And, you know, it would seem to me that - and | certainly think the point that
Mikey made needs to also be included.

Yeah and just a point - a quick point on what was just said about hiring these
35 people for the new GTLB program. I'm not saying this is a good or a bad
idea -- just perhaps consider that they did take in | think in the order of $350

million from the applications.

So that would seem to be the possibility to use some of those funds let's say
for the rollout of these TLDs which will demand a big effort. And in my

perception that might be covered. Thank you.

Thank you Tony. Ron Andruff for the transcript.

What | find kind of astounding about it all is that we're talking now about
engagement and all of the importance of engagement. ICANN for all of us
who are a little long in the tooth, you know, we've watched it grow from a
couple hundred to 500 to 700 to 1000.

| mean it's been an organic growth. It's grown as the institution has grown and

developed.
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Within the BC for years we've been working on how do we do outreach.
We've tried to connect with chambers of commerce in various cities we arrive

in and so forth.

And we've produced all kinds of documentation to entice people to come and
join. But there's been no desire for people to come and join for one reason or

another.

But we have grown nonetheless organically. So the question | have right now

is why?

Why are we bringing on 35 people? Why are we bringing 10,000 people?

What is the rationale there? Because it's the end user ultimately that needs to

be informed of what's going on with ICANN.

So in terms of building this large mass of 10,000 new people - why? ICANN

grows as an organic body and it keeps its focus.

And if it's to get rid of volunteer fatigue | just don't see guys rushing in,
joining the organization and as we saw that chart that the other Chris showed
the other day about how everything kind of moved to the middle, you know,
they get involved and then they see it and then they get on a working group
and then they all of a sudden take leadership positions. That's all well and

good and that's kind of how it works.

But I just don't see that you could start advertising. And all of a sudden, you
know, there's massive outreach that's going to create this massive amount of

volunteers.
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It just seems to me almost a waste of money. And I'd rather see those funds

being spent on compliance.

I'd like to get 35 more compliance people that are going to be added before the

end of the year. Now that's something we can talk about.

Because right now we've got a lot of guys with guns in the streets and we've
got no cops. And we've been complaining about that for a decade.

And that's really maybe where we want to dig our heels in and say look it, let's

stop talking about engagement. Let's start talking about compliance.

How big is that compliance team going to be? And how are you growing that

compliance team?

It's all I hear from compliance every year, every meeting when they show up
is we've got this many positions filled, we've got these three or four positions

still outstanding. Well why are they outstanding?

Why haven't - you've got twice as many people, five times, 10 times. We
watched CFOs get fired from this company because we talked about more

compliance. Thank you.

Thanks Ron. I've got Chris, Marilyn and Jonathan.

Thanks. Chris (unintelligible) here. Just following on from what Kristina said
| think the outreach is probably a good example to spearhead with not just
because it's an example of well the 11 programs in the past actually make $11

million of which one is $5.8 million.
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And when we question that the answers that came back answer 67 -- I'll just

read it out. We understand the need for increased transparency and visibility
into ICANN's workload and progress. Due to the ongoing work to develop
consistency and uniformity to the ATAR system we've provided program
level data for the FY '14 budget. As ICANN's proficiency in that task matures
and project planning becomes more fully developed ICANN will provide

more detailed information.

So that's where we are with it. So we've got 80 questions and the answers are

either sort of stop ends or so complicated I can't understand them.

On that point I think we share that response back on the questions. They were

far from helpful. Marilyn.

I'm going to see if | can propose and approach that doesn't throw the baby out
with the bathwater. Because the reality is that we have asked for tools and
resources and assistance to build and strengthen the constituencies, the
stakeholder groups and have done a lot of work ourselves but have
increasingly recognized that to do a more professional job and to be more
effective ourselves that we need for ICANN to invest a little bit in matching

the huge amount of stakeholder work.

And | do not call us volunteers because we are building -- we actually are the
people who bind the process. But - probably a better analogy.

But what I'm seeing here and | said it this morning but I'm really seeing it
again -- they really do not understand enough - all of the new people do not
understand enough about ICANN or what we do to understand how to work
with us to support our being more effective. And they are people who are used

to being hired to do a job themselves.
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So I'm hoping we can come up with some concrete ideas that include
fixing the funding support to the constituencies and stakeholder groups,
finding a way to provide more detail. And taking an interim approach to

putting some of these massive programs on hold until more detail is provided.

| believe there will be strong support for them for that approach from other
groups like the CCNSO and others who have traditionally, you know, really

reinforced the importance of rigor and accountability.

Well most groups -- most companies that do budget builds start at the bottom
and projects get filtered as the projects build layer on layer until you get to the
top assessment of budget. Here it seems that we all put in our request -- and

they all got put on hold.

And they then said well there's this amount of money and at some stage we'll
see how much you're going to get which just seems to be chaotic to do it that
way. So certainly the linkage between what they plan to do -- it would be

helpful to know about that.

And it would help to know how we fit. And that's the big gripe I think that we

have.

That's the reason we haven't got our funding.

But Tony what I'm suggesting is that we ask for three things. One is that we

are given the funding we've asked for and justified.
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And two that some of these big gaping amounts of money do not move - that
the board puts that - board continues in a frozen environment until the detail is

provided to the community on some of these things.

Aren't we also asking for something in the future that starts happening again
so we become more involved in the process as well as that builds? Okay.

Jonathan.

Hey it's Jonathan Zuck from ACT. I guess I'd like to echo a little bit what both
Ron and Marilyn have said that | think the gross that's necessary is more
organic and more retail oriented and is not going to be the result of advertising

campaign.

But I don't know why we're surprised because historically the only kind of
measurable metrics this organization has had have been topological in nature.
And so the only way that they can show movement on something is to throw

money at it or hire people and call headcount progress.

And I think that's a pretty common response to problems. | mean | would
suggest that the number one way to increase engagement, you know, little "e"
with ICANN is actually through the much vaunted yet under exploited

comment process.

And that if they were going to spend some resources it might be on presenting
problems in a more digestible fashion to ICANN outsiders. And then also |
mean and this is really out there -- read the comments when they come in and

with sufficient time to incorporate them in the policy decisions.

| think that is going to be the number one way to bring a more of a mass

outside growth of participation. And anything else that just is sort of funds
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your burnout level is going to be a function of real retail recruiting efforts one

on one, bringing people in one at a time to do the work.

And that's going to require support issues.

(Tony): Okay. So I'm just going to pause there for a moment. We have a technical

problem which I think requires us to stop.

Sorry it'll be just a few moments. Verizon operator can you please announce

yourself?
Coordinator: This is the operator.
(Tony): All right. Is there anybody online at the moment?
Coordinator: Yes.
(Tony): And if you are online can you please announce yourself?
Woman: I think we actually have to tell them to dial back in now. So can you...

Benedetta Rossi: Yes so this is Benedetta speaking. I'm online and we have Alan Shankman on

the line as well.

Man: Okay thank you. Ladies and gentlemen I'm happy with that. (Unintelligible)

back into the room and you may continue.

(Tony): Okay. Thank you. So Alan you're online and is Bennie online as well?

Benedetta Rossi:  Yes | am.
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Okay. Thanks. So continuing. (Alita) you were going to...

Yeah so | just wanted to go back to something Kristina said. And that is |
think it probably might make sense for us to ask why we've not been more

involved in the decisions.

And | know it's not something that we'd identified in our agenda. But 1U

would like for us to consider addressing that.

Seems a reasonable question certainly. John? Okay could | ask that those who

are on the line to mute unless you want to speak please.

One final question I have here. One final question -- Mikey the issue you
raised today about sustaining the level of budget seemed to take I think some
of the staff by surprise.

My question is that it seemed a really obvious question to reflect tomorrow as

well if you're having to do that -- to pose that.

Yeah this is Mikey. | think the problem they've got is they've got this At Task

gizmo and it's a bottom up roll up thing. They implemented it in a hurry.
They implemented it really badly. The staff don't know how to operate it.
And so they poured a bunch of garbage into this system that's then rolled it up

to the top. And then they get giant numbers which they then take this garbage
number and plunk it into the budget on the cost side.
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Meanwhile there is the whole revenue side where there's the current base of
revenue which seems to be flattening. And then drug induced fantasy about

the revenue streams coming in from new GTLDs.

And they plunked that in. And no one has ever done the net income

subtraction.

So I'm happy to do something equally - maybe more coherent when I've had

more sleep.

Okay. So before we move onto the next topic | think we've teased out the
issues we need to raise. My question is who would want to start the discussion

and set the context for this as the first issue when we meet with the board?

Any volunteers?

Tony perhaps you could just summarize what that first topic sounds like in a

few words.

Well the heading for the first topic was the one that's on the agenda. So it's
basically our reflection back on the current status of the operational grand
budget.

Steve?
Tony could I suggested that we go through the other topics as well and then

we can allocate because so we don't, you know, so that we get - split them up

in one...
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Okay. That seems fairly reasonable to do it that way. So let's move onto the

second one.

Certainly in terms of providing a brief for this -- I'll obviously help reflect the
notes I've taken of the input that's come with whoever's going to do that. But

let's move on.

So the second topic was the GAC advice on GTLDs. Both related to the

process itself and the impact on the timeline.

We had some discussion about this earlier in the day. But I'll open up now for

any comments on that particular item.

Ron you did a good job in leading this this morning so please go ahead again.

Thank you Tony. Ron for the records, Ron Andruff.

| think what's really important that needs to be put on the table in a discussion
like this is the fact that from my point of view in any case the GAC advise has
been consistent from day one. If we go back and look back at when we were
developing the applicant guidebook and all of the different elements they've
consistently met their mark in terms of the things that they said they would

like to do and so forth.

And as we've progressed through the development of the applicant guidebook
to the point where we closed it and then we started to look at what I'll call
more of the implementation elements of it where we are now -- while many
might throw up their arms and say this is too late. You're coming at, you

know, late notice and so forth.
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The reality is that as was stated in the GAC new GTLD process committee
meeting this morning their responsibility is the public interest -- to take care
of their citizens. And so as a result of that they are flagging issues that they

think need more work.

They also said it's not their responsibility to flesh those issues out. Rather
they're flagging them, sending them back to us as the ICANN community and
saying could you please work through these a little more - in a little more

detail and try to come up with some solutions.

So I think there's two elements. One they've been consistent from the very
beginning as far as | see it even though it's maybe come at late timing in

others' view.

And two the work has to be done on our side. They're flagging issues that are
of concern to them and they're acting in the interest of their citizens. Thank

you.

Okay. Fred?

for the record this is Fred Feldman. And I'd agree with you that the GAC has

been super consistent about their advice with one exception.

| think the geographical advice seems to be an expansion of entitlement. And
it seems to be outside of even national law with some of the requests they've

made in terms of Amazon and Patagonia.

And I'm concerned and I've heard others concerned that this opens the door
for increased governmental intervention with respect to domain names

especially at the second level. We've seen the origins note as well that
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proposes even greater protections for geographic at the - geographical

indicators at the second level.
So we think it'd be interest - of the interest of the business constituency
potentially and others to actually have a discussion about the expansion of the

geographic indicator limitations.

Stephane?

Stephane Van Gelder: Thanks. Stephane Van Gelder, PC. Also in - when we talk about the public

interest | think we ought to - although this may go slightly beyond GAC
advice -- expand the discussion to the technical issues that seem to be coming

out of late and that will definitely impact.

I mean, you know, if we're talking about maintaining the public interest with
an internet that actually works as we expect it to then obviously those issues
are a concern. And I'm not - with that I'm not saying that there are - that, you

know, all the warnings are true.

My real problem here not being a totally technical person is that | don't know

who to trust. And some of this | also get with the GAC advice.

The point that Fred has just made, you know, it's a question of how do we
ascertain exactly who's right and who's not right? You know, what - if you're
trying to gauge impact from advice then you have to understand exactly, you

know, what the impact could be.

And if you're being told by one person and we're getting a lot of this that some
of the impact could be dire and other people are saying no that's absolutely not

right and there's no problem. And the real dire impact would be a delay and
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further, you know, lack of clarity for people who have embarked in the

process along a set of sudden rules then that could be a dire impact.

So my problem really with this is trying to understand who's telling - who can
be relied upon basically to tell the truth.

Stephane on that point are you referring particularly to the security and
stability issues or something different when you refer to the technical?

Stephane Van Gelder: yeah no I'm talking about the reports that we got on dotless domains from

(Tony):

Mikey O'Connor:

(Tony):

SSAC and others.

Mikey?

| just want to add on to Stephane's comment -- there are reports that are in the
pipeline -- it's not clear when they're going to get released. But there are drafts

out circulating that some people have seen in the community already.

And theoretically they're going to be released sometime this week on these
two things. And I think one of the things that we might want to add to

Stephane's point is a -- it would have been nice to have those before Durbin.
And then b, it's awfully tough to make policy decisions in that kind of
vacuum. It puts a huge stress on this meeting when we have this giant corpus

of information unavailable.

Marilyn?
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I'd like us to make a fairly strong statement about the fact that these reports
should have met the promised deadline. Some of the SSR issues have been

raised in the past and glossed over at various times.

And the terms of reference that some of the previous independent studies have
been written so narrowly that the experts were - the reports did not capture or
document all of the risk. But we also have an opportunity to meet with the
SSAC while we're here.

But | think the failure to meet the deadline on these two - on the studies is
really inexcusable even if it meant that ICANN needed to throw more money
at who was doing the studies. That's the first point I'd like to make.

The second point that I'd like to make is that I'm not supportive of opening up
discussions about individual elements of GAC advice in the CSG until we
have an opportunity to talk at a constituency level. The - my assessment of
what we got in the improvements of the RPMs and in much of the GAC
advice is that it substantially improved in areas that we had been calling for

improvement in.

And | may have a personal perspective about an individual piece of GAC

advice. | have no conflicts of interest.

But I think if we were to get into focusing on individual pieces of GAC advice
that we may find ourselves in a situation of having to declare interest and it
would be very time consuming and we've got larger issues to deal with on the
role of GAC advice. So now I'm just going to make a quick comment about
the role of GAC advice.
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Unless the GAC is respected -- and I'm not saying obeyed -- that's not the
comment I'm trying to convey. But unless the role of the GAC is understood
and incorporated into this multi stakeholder model then we're going to spend a
whole lot more time dealing with external threats at the ITU and elsewhere to

what is right now a pretty safe guarded place for contracted parties.

Okay. So your preference is to certainly take a swerve around the geopolitical
issues. Is that...

| am not - | don't agree - | have a different point of view than perhaps some

others will have. | don't have a client that has an investment in that issue.

But I think that trying to get into a debate about the geonames at this time is
going to be very time consuming and potentially very divisive while there's a

broader issue about effectively addressing the GAC advice that does help us.

Certainly the points that Stephane raised about security and stability. And the
lack of information being out there seems a very valid route to go down.
Steve?

Yeah this is Steve Metalitz. I'm getting a little confused by this discussion.

There's GAC advice which Marilyn just referred to. And I think 1 would
generally be in agreement with her if some of this GAC advice has not been

discussed at the constituency level -- some has in our constituency.

And then the security and stability issues while I recognize it's covered by
GAC advice at various times the real driver as | understand this was not the
GAC. There were other reports and submission and various - in various ways

these issues were (unintelligible) had a report -- in various ways these issues
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were flagged and there's a concern that the response to that - to those issues

has been too slow or lacking.

We don't have the reports - | agree with Stephane -- we don't - this - I'm
certainly incompetent to evaluate how serious a problem this is. But the whole

idea of getting this report was that somebody competent would get the review

anyway.

So I'm totally on board with that. But I'm just not sure that's GAC advice.

And | think if you throw it in with GAC advice it kind of muddies the water.

Sure but it fits with our overall concept of concern though for the GTOD

program. | saw Jay Scott, then Jonathan and then Mikey.

A couple of things. First with regards to Stephane there was an independent
report that was done. And then when Google decided to change their approach
they decided we'd have a second study which calls into question why we need
a second study when we have the security and stability committee that is full
of experts that when the issue wasn't even an issue -- there was nobody with a

vested interest -- it seems to me that that seems to be the most valid report.

So I called into question why we're having a second report at all. That bothers
me at a very fundamental level with regards to that.

And I struggle also with you. | agree with Marilyn that we should make a very
big point about the fact that when there are reports like this coming out it is
incumbent that they get it out at least two weeks before the meeting because

there's a lot of analysis.
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And we all represent large constituencies that have to get buy in and approval

from everyone else. | disagree with Marilyn with regards to the GAC advice.

I think that it is incumbent upon us to respect the GAC. | respect a lot of

people | disagree with.

| think that the GAC is fundamentally wrong here. And I think for commercial
stakeholders this should scare you because what they are doing is they are
seeking to get something that they cannot even get through their own

international law treaties and through their own legislatures.

So they're creating a super legislature outside of the accountability process. So

today it's geographic so indications with regards to domains.

Tomorrow it's ISP issues. The next day it's how you can incorporate to
participate in this ecosystem.

So I think this is fundamentally problematic. And I think we owe it to the
people that we represent here who are not within this bubble to speak up
respectfully but clearly and say that that's unacceptable.

Jonathan?

Jonathan Zuck from ACT. | guess this topic's gone around the posey a couple
of times. And so I'm still reacting to Stephane's comment about SSR because |
think it's a situation where as you say the reports are coming out too late to be

incorporated.
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And everybody thinks that someone else is taking care of this problem. I mean
anytime we talk to somebody whether it's people on the GAC, etcetera -- well

the FX has got it covered.

Well there's a report. And the FX is just an advisory board -- it's really

something the staff need to be taking care of.

And so - and | can speak as a technical person because I've had to install
internal certs that the situation is not tenable the way that it's currently

structured. 120 days in a large enterprise would be a disaster.

And furthermore | think the real issue is that the down side of addressing this
issue head on is so minor compared to the down side of letting it through that
it should be a no brainer. This isn't about slipping the entire timeline for new
GPLDs.

It's four or five strings that we already know are the ones that are
predominantly dominate this internal cert space. You know, defer those or

something like that and let the rest of the timeline continue on.

It's a very painless process compared to the pain that I think we're going to see
especially the business community that we're trying to outreach to through all
these new employees. They'll be spending all their time justifying the fact -
apologizing for the fact that they've shut down their internal certs.

So | think this is probably something worth addressing because again the
stakes of addressing it are so low and the stakes of not addressing it are so
high.
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I've been doing my little note taking thing and I've already split these two into
separate topics. There's, you know, | really agree with the idea of separating
technical issues topic which I think warrants treatment at the same level as
GAC advice and budget.

The main point - | think that was the main thing | wanted to say. And I'm so

groggy from taking a nap I'll stop.

Kristina?

| was going to speak on (unintelligible) but as everyone knows | represent
Patagonia and Amazon. But | don't mean to because I think Jay Scott said
what | wanted to say far more effectively than I could and he didn't have a

conflict.

one thing just picking up on the technical issue and the report | very much
would like us to get the board to commit to us verbally that there will be a full
and thorough and deliberate consideration of these reports when they are
finally released. I'm very concerned that it'll be a situation where oh,
everybody's on their way home and we're just going to throw the reports out

and we'll have a 21 - 20 day public comment period.

And frankly that's not acceptable on this issue. And | think we need to do
everything we can to pin them down to commit to really giving this issue the -

right, exactly. Exactly.

And that's a good point that leads into our next issue as well when we get
there. Certainly for the board there'll be some hooks. Christian?
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(Christian Dawson): Prospective member of the commercial stakeholder group speaking on
behalf of the internet infrastructure coalition. And | wanted to speak to
Stephane's comments because | fully admit that the domain clash and
doubtless domain issues are new to me as of today.

And | wanted to say that it's not necessarily an issue of who is telling the truth.
But it seems to me as though this is a situation in which the old adage about
everybody looking at different parts of the elephant and they've got their own
part of the elephant that they're looking at and saying well it looks okay from

here.

You know, I'd take a look at the domain clash situation. And from my
perspective today | deal with amount the constituents that we deal with and

what I do in my personal day job | deal with web hosting providers.

We resell most of the domain names that are out there. And we're going to get
those calls when people are saying well, my internal communications, my

internal sites aren't working.

The certs are not functioning anymore. We're the ones that are going to get

those calls.

And | want - I'm interested in finding out more about well, how - are we
looking at what the scope of the problem is with regards to how many of -- not
just enterprise level businesses but small to medium businesses are going to be
affected. How they're going to be able to retool their systems to address these

things.
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How many of the providers that I deal with are going to need to figure out
how they're even going to get the information to deal with these situations.

Because it's brand new to me today. And that's a problem.

Okay. Thanks. Did you want to pick up on that specific point Jonathan? And
then I'll go to Jeff?

Okay.

| was going to do that. And | - and it will affect small businesses quite a bit |

think is the issue.

And the truth of the matter is that the analogy that comes to mind is when
Microsoft came out with Windows 3.0. They couldn't release it until it could
run Lotus 1-2-3 in a dos box, right, which was this ugly, hacked but the only
way that they could sell a copy of windows was if they could run Lotus.

And there's a lot of ugly hacks out there in every enterprise and every
corporation right now. And to suddenly say that wow, this is a purer way to do
it and you've got 120 days to do it is just a disaster waiting to happen.

Okay. Jeff welcome. The floor is yours.

Thank you. | just wanted to relay that this was a major area of focus for the
security and stability review team that I served on. And we had a number of
recommendations related to doing a full scale security and stability review of

the new gTLD program before it was launched.

And there were certainly folks on the team a lot more technical than | am. But

the general theme of what others have been saying here is, you know, this is -
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if this was being done within a company this is like a major new business that

you're launching.

And that's everything from the human failures that can come with small and
medium businesses they're going to be dealing with as well as all the technical
issues. And we were also frankly concerned after having spoken with the
LSAC that the root scaling study that they had done was very narrowly
tailored and was only one piece of the overall elephant.

And they admitted as such. So there was an element that even on the technical

issues there should be a much more holistic and rigorous technical study.

so | think the type of work that is only now really being done where they're
doing surveys of the domain, you know, resolution request and really taking a
look and analyzing that is the type of thing that, you know, can argue it
probably should have been done long ago. But at a minimum it really does

need to be taken before we launch.

And | think the other thing that | haven't seen happening is are they scaling up
resources whether it's the security team -- how are they going to relate to all of
these new registries and registrars and be prepared to provide federal support.
So we had really said this should be a broader look not just at what you're

doing on day one but what you're going to need going forward.

So | think this is an area where the commercial stakeholder group has, you
know, it's going to feel the impact of this is not done well should try and keep

the pressure up for more focus in this area. Thank you.

Jeff | think that is really useful input. When we get into the session with the

board I think that would be a really powerful input if you could make it as part
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of that committee as well. I think it would really have some standing.
(Heather)? Sorry.

(Heather Farr). I'm a member of the IPC.

| just wanted to follow-up briefly on Jay Scott's comment having spent four
years studying international law and particularly rights and respective
geographic names. | want to wholeheartedly agree with Jay Scott's comment.

Look there have been attempts in the past and unequivocally unsuccessful
attempts in the past from governments to claim at the level of international
law rights in geographic names. As | say those attempts have been
unsuccessful and governments -- I don't think it's going to take them very long
to realize that it's much easier and much quicker to get things done in the

GAC environment than in the international treaty environment.

So this sets up a dangerous precedent, there's no doubt.

Thank you. Steve and then Stephane.

So Tony | wanted to address something else in GAC advice that was rejected
by the NGPC about which this group was passionate at our meeting in
Beijing. You remember how we were so amazed, we were astonished and

angry about the singular plural dismissal -- the decision that had been done.

And we were relieved to see that it made its way into the GAC advice in

Beijing. But | for one was just as amazed that it was rejected.

And in rejecting the reconsideration or in some sense saying we reconsidered

it and we think we were right -- so | guess they don't categorize that as an
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outright rejection of GAC advice. They think the accepted GAC advice to

reconsider, they reconsidered and figured out they were right.

| just want to quote you what the new gTLD committee said was the rationale
to say no, we got it right. Their primary rationale was worried about
precedent, a ripple effect because they felt that overriding the determination of
an expert panel would cause a ripple effect and reopen the decisions of all

expert panels.

IN other words they're worried about precedent. And yet when you think
about it only the GAC has the special sort of stature of all the other advisor
groups none of them have the bylaws driven motivation for ICANN to either

adhere to or do consultations on advice.

So that precedent doesn't really hold water. And yet the precedent that we're

worried about is in the next round, right.

In the next round any TLD is delegated now. In the next round I guess it's fair

game to propose a plural of that.

So you talk about dangerous precedent. So when it all comes down to it |
think we should take our opportunity when we meet with the board to suggest

that it wasn't just the GAC worried about singular and plural.

The CSG was extremely concerned about it and made that point several times
when we met with the board, we did the public forum, we've done so in our
comments and we're amazed that the reasons they gave for the rejection were
so thin. They actually said it in the example that there happens to be some

second level domains that are plurals.
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There's a car.com and a cars. A new.com and a news.

And since the world didn't end with that and they're able to distinguish we see
no problem at all with having a .car and a .cars, a .home and a .homes. So |
put that out there.

I think all of CSG felt strongly about it. And if so we should consider raising
it with the board.

Steve on that issue you were overseeing the room when the response was

given to the GAC. Was there any response back from the GAC?
So in both meetings with the GAC -- it happened yesterday during the
plenary. And Peter Neterhold raised that concern that he was still very upset

about the decision.

And it came up again today. And it was the European commission speaking

for the entire European commission expressed real disappointment with that.

There was no reaction from the NGPC, the new gTLD program committee at

all to that point. So there - it's an ask and unanswered question.

And I believe the GAC may issue advice about it in the Durbin communique.
But let's leave the GAC out of it a second longer.

We had an issue with this before the GAC even put it in the communique.

And I think we need to beat that drum again.

Okay Stephane.
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Stephane Van Gelder: Thanks Tony. My point is different to Steve's if anyone wants to address

Man:

Woman:

what Steve said perhaps | can come back in later.

but if not | just wanted to ask as a relatively new member of this group the
points made by Jay Scott and others about the possible | guess GAC overreach
in terms of them trying to get some results that perhaps a multi stakeholder
process wasn't designed to allow. I'm not clear on is this something new that
this group is now considering that it's actually, you know, a GAC probably

have overreached to some extent and perhaps they shouldn't have done?

Or is this something that - is this a view that's been held within the group for a
while? Because I've not heard this group - sorry being on the other side |

guess as | was -- I've not heard this group say that before.

It's a view that | personally hold to some extent and as you know I'm very
deeply motivated to make sure that the multi stakeholder model does allow all
voices to have an equal voice. So when | hear that there's a feeling that the
GAC may have tried to have a bigger voice than everybody else I think that's

an interesting point.

And I'm wondering how - what do we get - you know, how do we take that
out of this discussion and act upon it in the real discussion that we'll have

tomorrow.

It's certainly a big issue.

| am not at this point willing to say that this group has abuts upon the truth -
the point I was making earlier - individuals may be raising different points of
view - but | don't feel that we have had a thorough discussion about this range

of issues and the threats or risks or benefits to the multi-stake holding model
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within the business constituency or within the CSG - and enough depth for the
group to have a view. | also - there are a lot of people here who spend a lot of
time in a broader eco-system of multi-stake holder activity and I think we
would have to have a more thorough discussion - broadly - but I'm not - just
because we're individually expressing points of view - | don't think we're at a

point; myself, of reaching a consensus.

Okay - on that - so it's a good point, it's also an issue that we haven't discussed
the constituencies that are maybe soon to be used around that, (Lisa). Okay -
yes, (Scott)?

To answer your question - and I've been around for a while, so to my
knowledge, | think sometimes that opinion - is sort of like policy versus
implementation. There are people - but in this particular instance there are
entire books written on this issue - okay, this is not - this has been going on
since the 1950s - it has been a highlight of every major trade negotiation trips
- it's been around since the 1800s where the Paris Convention was signed. |
think Heather pointed out to you she spent four years studying this - it is
actually studied in schools - that's what a big issue this is. So this is the one
time that I can actually point to treatises that have been written in this
particular specialty on this issue. And what I'm concerned about is when the
international law is so unprevailed - even though it's been 60 years that people
have been - here's one of the books written on it, by the way - has ben - what's
going to happen when they learn they can circumnavigate around - you say
the GAC, but the reality is it's only a few governments within the GAC - it is
not the GAC as a whole. And so I think it's very incumbent upon us to be very
wary of allowing them to circumnavigate processes that have been in place for
intellectual property protections for over a hundred years. And | am woe to be
part of that not and not stand up as a President Elect of INJ - the largest trade

organization for trademark owners and say, "This is incorrect - we appreciate
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your respect; this is an emotional issue - we understand you have a point of
view - but the law does not support this and for that reason, this advice should

not be taken into account."

Phil Corwin, a BC member speaking in a personal capacity and on the security
issues generally and that list of names, I'm not in any way an expert - my
expertise is in law and policy not in technical aspects - but | do know that
ICANN's number one job is not trademark law or anything else - it's to be the
technical manager of the DNS and if they mess that up and become the
technical mis-manager - the DNS is going undermine the entire organization.
So I think from a business perspective and an ICANN supporter objective -
the feedback they get from us should be - the guiding principle should be first,
do no harm and proceed with extreme caution because if you mess up the
technical management job it's going to undermine everything else you're
doing and it should not be rushed through to serve some other agenda. I'm not
saying I'm for or against not listing names or anything else but it's got to be

done in a very deliberative and cautious way. Thank you.

Aisha Hassan.

So seems like, you know, going back to this issue of the GAC overreaching -
it seems like there are a number of members - BC members and IPC members
who feel strongly - although I can tell you in the BC we have not discussed
this nor do we have a position on it. That said, I'd like to see if there's a way
for us to be able to have a presence on this or be able to talk about it in time
for our discussion and I don't know if that's possible or there's a way to do that
but I'd like to put that out there.

Thank you, the basis on which we supported the GAC, you know, insistence

on trying to solve the problem by doing GOs or because it was based upon
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international law and for now the GAC to try and do something which is
contrary to that and is not based on that - it would be a big precedent and |
would say, you know, that is one of the arguments that could be used and say,
"Look, that was different because that had to do with international law and

this doesn't.” I think it's important that we make that point.

Stephano.

Yes, Stephane again - just to say that in - I think we do have to try and let
regional positions if possible - but I don't know, once again, | may be
overstepping - you may not work like this and apologies if | am - but just
listening, logic suggests that we've heard from Jahid; J. Scott and others that
there's a legal position that is undeniable and I think, you know, some of us at
least; and I'm one of them - are uncomfortable with the overreach idea and so
there's definitely, I think a basis for discussion and trying to reach an end
point which is actually, you know, rather than just discussion it; we actually
act upon it. I don't know if it's possible in the time frame so once again, please
be positive of my urge to get somewhere - but, you know, if it is possible then
| think we've heard enough today to certainly suggest that there is a problem -
thank you.

Steve.

Steve Metalitz - first on the geographic names issue - I think it is also the case
that the IPC hasn't taken a position on it as we discussed fully. | think the
reason for that - I'm trying to reconstruct this - | think the reason for that is
that the respondent to the board's request for - on certain portions of the GAC
advice. The safeguards and so forth and this was not part of what they asked
for comment on. | think that's the reason that we didn't - I may be wrong about
that - but I think that's the reason.
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Well, as part of that effort there was a separate letter drafted, the text of which
is approved and was supposed to have been submitted and for whatever

reason, was not.

And | think the rush now is the same reason that we haven't addressed it

either.

Yes, it strikes me that one thing we could say at this point, is that they should
have asked for our views on it. It - although - I'm trying to keep this kind of -

differentiate this from what they did ask us about and that we did respond on.

They only asked for safeguard advice - that's all.

Yes, | know.

You've got to be a little bit careful going down that road - they don't use

that as a way of then asking for that because you wouldn't have an answer.

Yes, | understand that - but it really goes to the role of GAC advice. | thought
it was a positive that when there was very significant GAC advice that
affected all the UGTL applications - that the board asked the public for
comment on it. That was a positive side - | think it's the first time that the
board has asked for public comment on advice, (David) - | may be wrong but |

can't think of another time.

Perhaps they should have had a broader request which then the constituencies
could have responded to. I think we can certainly report to the board that there
are strong views about this within our constituencies. We haven't come to a

formal position because we were not, you know, we were not asked by the
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board and in the rush of everything else - which is a I think our third point that
we're going to bring up with the board - we had to prioritize and just focus on
the things they specifically asked about. But | mean, I think that as a way of
communicating - that there are some serious concerns about it but without
actually distorting the fact - and | think it's a fact - that none of the three

constituencies have actually taken a position on.

Stephane Hankins: Certainly a good point but I think the CSG would certainly all support the

Steve Metalitz:

Stephane Hankins:

Steve Metalitz:

Mark Partridge:

idea that the GAC should have been - it should have led to a public comment

but that's something we'd all support.

Yes, | think.

Because it's worth making that point.

Yes, | think the same would probably be true on the singular and plural issues
which obviously affect a large number - it's not part of what they asked for
advise on - | don't believe - I'm not sure that we have a unified deal on it but
there are some people who have strong concerns about it and, you know, so
maybe that would be the way to package it or to present it to the board on
Tuesday given that we have not - we may not - it may be more difficult to

come to a unified CSU position on the merits of either of those.

I'd like to make an - it's Mark Partridge, I'm a member of the IPC and I also
attend these meetings as a representative of AIPLA - the American

Intellectual Property Law Association - I'm not speaking on that group's
behalf because it's not a topic we've betted but | always see things through that
prism and | feel like I should speak to them that way. What | heard in sitting
in the GAC discussion about this was a split of views within that group where

some of the members were expressing concerns about granting exclusive
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rights in certain terms - but also wanted to make sure it was consistent with
established legal principles such as some of these terms are also used by other
companies and you have to find a mechanism to deal with those rights and the
existing mechanisms in the real world, involve established legal principles as
they've been mentioned here that should be applied. We also seem to hear
some comments from some of the members at the GAC that seem to go
beyond that - as has also been suggested here. And I don't think this is really a
very controversial thing for any of us in the business community or the
intellectual property community to say that and urge the board as they
evaluate and apply the GAC advice that it should be consistent with the
established legal principles and not granting some sort of new interest that's
not recognized by established legal principles. Perhaps that's a way forward in
encouraging the board to identify within the advice - is this consistent with
established legal principles or is this the special interest of a particular group
within a particular country to get something that is not being established
outside this organization.

With that issue Mark, would you see the board or the group that would make

that decision? Would you look up that advice and make that judgment?

So the question is who would do that? | think the board would need to reach
out beyond itself to do that. But what the board would do is establish a process
for those questions to be asked. Some of the suggestions that were made in the
GAC could be a way forward to implement something along the lines of the
clearinghouse would dispute mechanisms to specifically deal with these
issues. It's going to be a case by case basis - but it would be something that
should be consistent with the established legal principles that supposedly -
when we were building these - launching these top level domains - part of the
policy was that it should be consistent - with the right to allocate it should be

consistent with legal principles and that was - a lot of time was spent on the
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business side and the intellectual property side on those rights. This is
something that a new - new issue to focus on because it's being raised in a

way that hadn't been - I don't think - really raised much before by the GAC.

Sure - the need for it to be consistent - it's certainly irrefutable - there's no

doubt about that. Just one final comment from Zahid and we must move on.

Just a word of caution - the way we messaged this out to the GAC or anybody
else - it's important that they keep in mind two things: 1) that our RPMs - Jack
was very helpful to us and we need to be sensitive to that one; 2) that the
language that we use to sort of explain this on the basis that it should not
sound like the objections the NCSG had when they said, you know, you don't
want to create new low when you bring in RPMs and stuff. So we need to find
- we may be saying the same thing but we need to say it in such a way that

we're not accused of it.

| just wanted to - picking up on a comment that Steve made, you know, I think
as a practical matter there will be another communiqué with GAC advice
coming out of this meeting. While it troubles me - | guess - that there is a view
within least the IPC that we wouldn't be able to come to a consensus position
on this in the next, you know, several days - perhaps the other way to go about
it which would also open up the opportunity that these EI Bianco reference
would be to specifically request that any GAC advise coming out of this
meeting as well as NGPC advise that was not necessarily consistent with the
outcome that the GAC had in mind - that there advise is put out for public
comment and that way you keep everything into, you know, one opportunity
to cover it; you avoid the issue of which constituency has a position - which
doesn't and so on and so forth, you know, | suppose individual members could

still speak but that way - it might be a good way to move things forward.
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How does that fit with the next issue we're going to move on to, which is that
we've already been swamped by public comments? That's the only thing |
have with that. Because that's where they're going to after the discussion - on
the one hand we're asking for additional public comments and the issue we're
moving on to now is overload on volunteers and the need for programs.
Obviously, that would be one issue that you couldn't deny - the load of fatigue

that occurred in that program is a result of that. Steve?

| would say since we're bring up the volunteer fatigue and comment overload -
quite frequently even if we just park that for this meeting instead of making it

seem contradictory to the point just brought up. (Kristina)?

| actually, you know, yes - (Unintelligible) but it seems to me that one of the
issues we talked about this morning is that the unpredictability of the public
comment. And if you can do the forecasting and this is an opportunity to do
that. Because of the practical matter all affected applicants have 21 days from
when the board publishes the GAC advise - so you could say - okay, we know
that a month from now we're going to get a public comment period. We can
work around that, I mean, you know, again - it's just not a chief position that's
fine. But you need - from my perspective - one of the real issues is, yes,

there's volume but also not being able to plan ahead.

A perception in the public comments were going somewhere other than the
circular file, I think would also act as an incentive to the volunteers that are

feeling fatigue; that feel like their - I'll say - yelling into the wind.

Yes, that's a view | think we all share, but part of the bigger question. (Ron)

and then Stephano.
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| fully support what was just said but I also wanted to comment on Kristina -
this morning's meeting with Bill - that got some traction and I think that's - we
know that there will be public comments; we know that there going to be
coming out, but the point is, if they can schedule them in a way - so it's not
even that so much that we know what's coming but, you know, we know that
there's a schedule; there's a full schedule so we can kind of then draw the
resources from our constituencies who are best capable of dealing with
various things as opposed to keep throwing the same people at the same - at
the multiple comment periods that come through. So that would be much
better - that's certainly - | agree, we shouldn't be bringing up fatigue because I
think that’s, you know, we're kicking a dead horse - there's a lot of bigger
issues right now but I think we approach it from this point of view - that's
here's our recommendation - other folks are unhappy - but here's our

recommendation, what do you think of this? That will go a long way.

Yes, we are into the discussion about this and are quite hopeful - it may be a
way we can - based on the end of the other discussion - in a positive light. So,

Stephane? (John) you had your hand up?

Just on the fatigue thing which is a pet issue of mine as well - I kind of
disagree that we should not talk about it at all - but if 1 understood (Ron's)
suggestion - probably to go about it in a different way - there's probably an
elegant way to bring it into the discussion. Another possible way we could go
about it - mixing up issues again - sorry, | did this earlier on with the technical
aspects, forgive me for doing it again - but on the budget issue which I know
we've discussed a lot - the way I can just multiply the initiatives left, right and
center - spending huge amounts of money on doing lots of things that aren't
just - personally I just feel completely swamped and I'm being involved for
quite a lot. So the real issue behind the volunteer burnout issue is trying to get

- trying to maintain ICANN's ability to function. On the one hand, a group of
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paid people - people are paid to work at ICANN and another group of people
that put in their own time, effort and good will towards getting a lot of what
ICANN's really about done. And I don't think those people were asked - the
volunteers - are now in a situation where with all these new initiatives as well
going on, it does go back to the common period thing as well, but if we look
at all these, you know, all that's coming out now is just - I've been blindsided
by it completely all the time. | have no idea it's coming; new websites; new
systems; new positions opening up; new people to talk to - it's just getting so
complicated, you know, that's what burnout is - you just feel like shooting

yourself and just not reading one more ICANN email.

And as that's happening - the volume of emails is certainly going up. (Karen)?

| think we need to go into this with some concrete positive recommendations
to ICANN about how to improve their support to the public. That we may
have said before but apparently we have to say much more clearly - the
digestibility of the overview to not just new people but to more and more
people who have overlay - this is not actually that hard to do, if there is a
commitment to doing it so the digestibility of the overview needs to be fixed.
The - they do not do neutral effective documented summaries of the public
comments - they do not analyze where the public comments come from on an
overview sheet; they do not provide a period of time between the initial
response - even if it's five days - and publish the summary and then open the
second round. We have repeatedly asked for not just 21 and 21 but a longer
initial and a shorter reply - these are concrete things that we have asked for -
predictability to precede a point would be an incredibly helpful thing. They
could pause some of the non-essential activities - like I'm not sure if I'm going
to die if | can't get on the Linked In site for business. | suspect I'll still be able
to effective at ICANN - maybe not, which, you know, we could go in with

concrete prioritization and say for the next year, do it this way, and - because
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right now, I think we ourselves - when you look at the public comment
process as a tool, it's not being effectively supported by ICANN to be an

effective tool or for us to be able to use.

So maybe some concrete things - which these aren't policy issues, right, these
are things we've thrown out before - we might be able to go in with concrete

examples. Maybe | will die if I'm not on Linked In.

(Mark Trackenburg): Mark Trackenburg from the IPC - | think one other concrete thing - | don't

Man:

know about the other constituencies, but, you know, one concrete thing is the
IPC has asked for is secretary of support - I think while we should definitely
ask for this - just like Marilyn had suggested, you know, we have before. We
can't really control what they're going to do with that. Either they say yes,
we'll do that - we can't really know what the outcome will be. They may say
yes, okay that's a great idea we'll do that and it may just be indigestible in
another way. Or, you know, they may adjust it in a way that's still doesn't
really work. We don't really have control over that - we sent a, you know,
send us a secretary of support to some extent we have control with that and so,
you know, that would be incredibly helpful to the IPC to have someone
manage that and to be able to organize all of the constituencies, you know,
with the gather all the responses and be able to spend time going over other
people's responses so that we can have a better idea of whether ICANN
summary responses have any reflection at all upon those replies. So being that
the easiest slot, most logical and most efficient way to reduce to some extent
the overload - | think we should really make the request again even more
strongly and again, frame the context of a very easy way to it - and that also

connects the supports of the budget.

Yes, that's right (Mark) we'll look back on those things and there is that inter-

relationship and the fact that we're all struggling currently because we don't
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know where we're going or how we're going because we don't know what

budget we've got. That hooks back to that really well.

(Mark Trackenburg): And to outreach as well because again, you know, I think others have

Man:

(Steve):

Man:

made the point but, you know they had a huge outreach budget to the extent
that you get more people in and then you can't focus those people to actually
be able to contribute to ICANN. So, you get your money from that budget and
put it into the secretariat - that way whatever other outreach efforts you have -
you expect to bring more people in - you're actually getting value from that

because it's contributed effectively, I think.

Sure. Okay. | think we need to have a much longer discussion about that third
item because | think we've all got the same concerns - we will understand the
problem on that. So, I'll bring this to a conclusion now if | can, in terms of the
three issues. The way | anticipate it would work is the same way we've done
time and time again - we have somebody introduce the issue and then having
participated in this discussion, people are free to make their own points -
having been involved in this and aware of the dialogue we've had and what
was considered somewhat contentious; what was considered pretty solid
ground to present on. So going down that path - again, we're back to the first
question Steve that we've got - which is in terms of introduction of these three
items - how do you want to handle that? Do you want to lead on these issues?

Who's particularly passionate about any of these and the position?
| just want to correct one thing, in my notes I've got four - the reason is
because | broke out the technical issues and added it to the list. So the three

that you're talking about has now been changed to four.

The technical issues are part of the general issues around each of these?
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No. We were talking about GAC advice and that snuck in. So I split it like
that.

Right now its GAC advice and technical issues.

| actually had something that said concerns over (Unintelligible) one could be

the GAC advice and the other could be the technical issues.

Okay. If you do split them | would take the GAC advice - I'm happy to play

that role.

In terms of (GTODs) it was put into the technical issues which Jonathan said

he would take and Ron, you were saying?

| was saying if you just want to split it up and if you wanted to talk - want
someone to lead on GAC advice on GTLVs | would be happy to open that up.

Okay. Do | have a volunteer?

I think we need to be clear on what it is we're going to say about GAC advice
because | do not agree that we had discussed this issue in the business
decision. We have a threshold that could lead to a vote and you have a period
of time that it's going to take to vote. So it depends on what we say that, you
know, (Jim) really agreed to.

Okay. Be specific Marilyn, what is it you would want to fall back on?
I'm not in agreement that we have had enough discussion about how to

address a geographic need. Individuals have raised concerns about it - some

have conflicts of interest that they would have to declare - others may have
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other beliefs - so | would have to understand what we're going to say about
geographic needs. Something about GAC advise and the fact that we have
benefited and | think you made a point that | was agreeing with earlier or |
made a point that | think he agreed with earlier - that we have to think about
how we are recognizing the GAC advice and how it has helped us in our

command.

One of the things we were asking for was to be able to comment on some of
those issues as well. | don't think anyone disagrees with you on that particular

point. Steve?

Yes, | agree with Marilyn - we need to be a little clearer on what it is we are
going to say about the GAC advice and my suggestion is if we thank the board
for having put the safeguard portion of the GAC advice out for public
comment - that we're glad to have the opportunity to comment on them - and
that there were other part of the GAC advice that - about which many people
in our constituency felt strongly and they were important and affected a lot of
applications and they were not put out for comment. Perhaps they should have
been and perhaps there will still be opportunities with whatever comes out of
this meeting for those to be put out for public comment - and if they are, our
constituencies will be do our best to respond promptly and as cogently as we

can. Lisa?

Yes, | agree but | think we can say there are many members or there are some
members or there are members that have concerns at least in the business
constituency in regards to discussion this further. We don't have a position
today but there are concerns and we are working towards having a definitive

position.

With respects with the overall opportunity to do this. Mikey?
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Tony and the rest, this is Mikey - I've been taking notes - unfortunately the
screen is dreadful and | would be happy to sit with a small group in a room
with a better screen and grind through some of this. But I've taken my usual

copious notes.

That would be really helpful for those who feel passionate enough about this
issue to want to contribute. We're at the section on the board - if you can get
scheduling then that would really be helpful.

I’1l send the notes to the leadership group - they'll be in outline form - they'll
be that neutral super dense but I think it will be a helpful mental refresher for

you and then let you all kind of.

We can circulate but | think it's important that those who - are there are some
conflicting duties - those who wish to make an input into that dialogue as a
small group - that will be really helpful. And actually hash out where we're
going and where we're not going. And particularly, Ron and Jonathan,
obviously needed - well it's more your area Ron - | think the consensus is the

technical issues.

Exactly and | think, you know, Mikey brought it back to a good point that we
might have kind of glossed over - at the end of the NGPC GAC meeting this
morning, | was talking with (Bruce Tompkins) in joint development about the
fact that it was an interesting dialogue and that it's, you know, it's a very
cordial, collegial discussion but what's happening to us in the community is
that we're lacking the documents to which they are speaking - meaning that
the document that was referenced at the top by (Shireen) that - you sort of got
this document so late that we received it also a little late but now we have it.

And all the board members agreed that should be a public document and we
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should see it. That would be very helpful to see that document. I think it
would be good to bring that out - that this is an important dialogue and here
we are the constituency discussing what's going on as well - we should have
seen that document at the same time as everyone else. Why would you hold it

back? So, if that makes sense - | see Phillip waving his hand.

It's actually out now? Okay very good. | take back everything I just said,

thank you very much.

| did not hear that. Okay, Ron, back to issue, rather than leave this floating can

we just pick a time maybe when that group can get together?

For my part, right after this at 6:30 - will that work? Jonathan? Will 6:30

work?

Sure, my part is not controversial.

Right - make sure we get a script right. Thank you.

For those who want to take part in that discussion about the actual issues -
Ron knows - after you get going at 6:30 and give you time. So let's go back to
the other two issues: the operational plan and budget and the issue about

overload. Is there anyone around here - Steve?

Yes, with respect to the GLB advice - | don't know whether this group has a
consensus on whether we want to go back into singular or plural or not. BC is

solid on that but I don't know whether the rest of you are.

We haven't discussed that in detail and we don't have a position in the ISPs - |

think if you're going raise that - my own view is that and other ISPs can
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comment - but my own view on that would be if you want to raise that it
would have to be raised as an issue from your constituency, not from the CSG
- I wouldn't have a problem with you taking that route. And | think (Steve)
said - you haven't got a view on that either.

On, you know, I don't think that, you know, it's necessary to put it - I think we
have kind of a rough consensus, | don't think we have any kind of formal
position so, you know, perhaps that's the best way to address it. Well, let me
ask this - would the ISPC oppose to including singular or plural in the topics

that perhaps could be put out for public comment?

Yes.

Okay, then maybe that's the cleanest way to handle it.

Okay. That seems a reasonable way forward. So - operational plan and budget
and the issue of overload - there the two issues that we have need some brief
introduction on. My own personal view is | want to do the budget having
given Salieu a bit of a rough time - | gather from his response back this back.
So I'd rather - I don't know if anyone else would run that one up.

Well, | feel a little singled out as I've been invited to have a discussion. You

have too.

Really? That's interesting.
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| - it's Marilyn - | had my corridor discussion with him already and | would
make an observation about - | think we need to help him help us. There are
some other people who are responsible for - he is not the champion for our
needs - that is, he was the champion last year because there was no one - there
are other champions - | will say that the champions are, | think are not either
we haven't effective educated them or they are not advocating on our behalf
yet. And | think that's something we should take the opportunity to reinforce

in the corridor conversation that we have.

So, for instance - the request for the secretariat funding is actually in David
Olive's budget - but David is not someone what we have had any discussion or
need to really educate or have a dialogue with. Last year, Rob Hoggarth and
David did have an opportunity to comment on our budget request - | think.
And it was helpful.

Yes. | mean I'm certainly happy to work with others on making further
liquidations of the kinds of things we need - I think - but I think with that

particular instance in terms of Salieu's - we need to put some information and.

Sure - what we had this morning - it wasn't an attack in any way - it was really

just stating some of the concerns that we had.

What I'm saying is the audience was probably not complete enough.

Agreed. So, this part about saying your office moving up.

I'm happy to work with a small group of others.
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Man: Okay. We'll certainly when it comes to discussion there's a lot of input there.
And the final one was the overload on our volunteers - if there's nothing else
on that?

((Crosstalk))

Stephane Hankins:  Stephane here - when you do the actual meeting and you have these

people introducing new topics - does it then go through a general discussion?

Man: Yes and the importance thing with these meetings is to make sure that the
issue is that we caught forward there - our issue where there is a level of
commonality in terms of support and it's worked pretty well. So, it really just
sets the standard and then you open up for the dialogue and we're working it

the same way this time. | think we'll go to Chris first and do that after if we

can.
Woman: Okay, yes.
Man: Okay, so thanks. If we're through with that part of the agenda at this stage, I'd

like to welcome - you coming to join us - we've got a couple of other things to
work through before we're actually through with the whole agenda for the
meeting. But this morning we had some discussion ICANN for business and
we had a number of discussions about the recent initiative that is being
launched by - maybe I should ask you at this stage - just to introduce that and
say a few things about that particular initiative. It came quite late in the day
perhaps, so obviously we very much appreciate you receiving the email
notification. But what it didn't enable us to do obviously was have any

discussion before we got here.
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(Christopher Mondeen): It's a pleasure - | think I know most of you here - for those of you |
don't, I'm (Christopher Mondeen) - (Decour Engagement Group) working
with this engagement. I've been given additional responsibilities about a
month ago with (Groups North America Engagement) and actually have been
working on a lot of things from prior roles that | can. So I'm sort of on my
fourth rotation - for those of you that have seen or heard about the model of
engagement that we discussed which is the finding of the pathway of
engagement and involvement from the outer circle to the inner circle of people
who are active in participating - we've identified that there is a circle missing
or some steps missing to get from unaware to participating - if somebody
chooses to and wants to participate. So with regards to business engagement -
my focus and my job has really been on those circles sort of raising awareness
of - looking for in a business friendly way to communicate ICANN - the

model and so forth.

The Linked In group ICANN for business is really an attempt - an experiment
to be if some of the newer - the people that are newly exposed to ICANN
choose to use it as a place to meet or discuss or learn more or to post. | found
that in about a third of my time that I spend on business engagement, speaking
to groups and producing material and so forth - that there is a great deal of
interest. Sometimes it comes from audiences like business school students or
engineering students who are entrepreneurs - but they're not really - what their
really interested in doing is figuring out how they can stay aware. Certainly a
big part of the communication is involved in explaining the constituency;
explaining how to reach through and explaining how to identify information
and so forth. But also, we're looking for some of those circles that are not

quite in the very center but one step in from the creative circle.

So it's an attempt, nothing more - some of the newer audiences chose to use

this as a meeting place; as a way to remain informed and share their views -
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hopefully it will take on a life of its own as a forum to discuss the linkages

between business and science and the work of ICANN.

One question - how do you actually see these progressing towards the use of
that site? | mean is this something that you see they are going to stumble upon

or how do you see that step taking place?

(Christopher Mondeen): We can - we sort of as you noted - without again very much

Man:

advanced discussion with the groups here - sort of a soft opening to the extent
that newer audiences that you're speaking to or that my colleagues are
speaking to are asking for an opportunity to, you know, what happens is | can
have the experience where, for example, | spoke at a university and had
business students say, okay, so where do - what should I do now? And I didn't
really have an answer for them - they are interested in what's next for ICANN;
they weren't in the country that's eligible for fellowships; they're not - I don't
think people that are eligible for the constituency groups here but that could
be wrong. And they are social media types, so to respond to that kind of a
need - so to answer your question - | think it's more something that's available
to any of us that's speaking to an audience that is perhaps not ready to jump to
the center circle but are looking for ways to again, be alerted and be involved

or communicate.

So, it's not - there isn't a lot of resource put behind it - there isn't a big
communication plan - the best social media should be sort of viral and have a
life of its own and that works. So we'll see how quickly it will take off through

word of mouth and social connection.

Okay, thanks. I'll open up for comments but just to offer something to start -
certainly looking at that site - there were various issues that were referenced to

ISPs and | don't know whether this constituency sits on this but from ISP
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perspective, we would certainly be interested in putting some hooks into that
site that actually point toward some of the activities that we are doing. And
some of the issues we have come back to the whole engagement strategy - |
think certainly, speaking for the ISPs, we are really struggling to understand
how we fit in with the global engagement; how we fit in with the business
engagement - I mean trying to do our own thing at the same time and it
appears that we're going down - we're not actually working together on this
stuff. And if this initiative is going to work | would think there has to be some
conversation about how we can actually take advantage of that in terms of
making sure the information there is correct and the right pointers are in at the
right level - so that those people can be aware of what we do; what they could
get out of becoming part of a constituency and if they don't fit, how they can
actually integrate into the process. With that, | want to talk - there should be

comments from others. Yes, (Mark).

Yes, one of the - in addition to talking about circles, I've also talked to a few
of you about funnel - which is to say in terms of the engagement team and my
own efforts are very focused on the wide end of the funnel - sort of attracting
and informing and ideally - and again, we don't know if it will reach that point
- but I could envision businesses very broadly define for me and for that site -
so it's not really business from a particular constituency perspective - it's sort
of business in a layman's term and - but what would be ideal is for your
particular constituency groups that it's among your goals to recruit more - you
might begin to see participants there and know already that they're informed
or intrigued by what they have to say and then that's almost the stable of
potential talents for you. So, | have to say that the attraction process is one
where hopefully we can meet in the middle because | can't - to go around to
each constituency group and ask about your particular plans for growth or
your onboarding process or who you're trying to recruit or what you're seeking

- would be one way to approach that but I almost think it would be more
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helpful to just bring a world of interested new parties to the topic of ICANN
and how it's important and relate to business and vice versa. And then have
them somewhere where you could pick them and recruit them and develop
them. So that may be an ambition but it's one that | hope will be win-win for

all involved.

| definitely take your point about the newbies and younger people, you know,
wanting to act on information through social media - is there a social media
policy for ICANN employees? Because one thing that occurred to me
immediately - especially upon looking at the business - the Linked In for
business one is that there's ICANN staff members posting articles and various
pieces of information and you have to wonder - is that sponsored or endorsed
by ICANN? Is that ICANN's view and, you know, I'm an advertising attorney
and do social media policies all the time - it's critical to have a policy for any
companies employees who engage in social media communications and
activities for things like - making very clear whether or not their speaking on
their personal behalf or speaking on behalf of the organization. That's one of
the most fundamental components and that's the thing that | immediately
noticed on the Linked In for business site. So, | think while it's a great idea in
theory, you know, before you go too far or go any further on it, you have to
have an established policy in place and your entire idea implodes if you get all
these people who come to the site and they're getting incorrect information -
which they think is coming from ICANN and the information has been
misread. Before you make even another posting, you need to have a policy in
place and I'd be happy to assist and I'm sure other people would as well. But, |
mean, you know, it concerns me a lot when | hear you say, oh well, it can't be
structured you have to just go with it. To some extent that's true, obviously,
that's a reality of social media - but that has to be in the context of, you know,
a framework of rules and policies in an educational program and people who

are going to engage in social media including who's authorized to do that.
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(Chris), I'll gather some comments and then maybe you can come back. So

that's all. Kristina, Aisha?

Aisha, then I'll go.

Okay, Aisha.

I guess I just would like to offer help and see if there's a possibility for us to
work collaboratively. You know we do - | do - there are many members of the
BC who work to educate our clients even outside of ICANN and we would be
- I'm sure there are others besides myself that would be more than happy to

work with you if that's something you would be amenable to.

(Kristina)?

| would certainly offer the same on behalf of the IPP end. In fact I think there
would certainly be - | think it might actually be more helpful for both you and
us if we were able to identify maybe two or three members who would be
willing to kind of serve as your liaison. | guess the question that I have and it
really came to the fore as you were talking - is, you know, for purposes of
business engagement, does that encompass the contracting parties or not?
Because if the answer is no, then | have to respectfully disagree with your
statement that you can't possibly consult with us because then there's only - |
mean, there's three constituencies. Obviously you're talking about the
contracting parties and that's a broader group of entities. But it would seem to
me that there would be opportunities to provide kind of a more direct

communication that would be I think mutually beneficial.

Marilyn?
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| think we're arguing each of the constituencies have been doing a range of
things and | think we could quickly put together the knowledgeable few
people who are here and sit down with you and spend some time to hear the
things we've tried - what we have found that works - because your role is
incredibly important to us and we have been the under- represented and under-
served community within the ICANN. The contracting parties have signed a
formal liaison; the ALAC passed the same thing - it isn't that we don't have
policy staff, but I'm talking about the help to us to grow and feed and to, you
know, to deal with the person who all they want to do - looking at the circles
is to deal with all of those. And we're all very interested in also increasing,
what I just call brand awareness about ICANN. Not everybody wants the
same meal or needs the same meal. I'm sure that we're interested in working
with you but the other thing, Chris, that | just want to reinforce is the
comment that Mark made, we have to have some understanding of the rules of
the road and predictability on the validity and integrity of information that is

served out to these communities - who we then pick up and process.

And it does give an aura of legitimacy and the ICANN brand on it. If there's a
blog post or an article that's picked up - it could come across as being official
ICANN policy and I'm very concerned that part of this is going to come
across to business users as if the yay-yay; rah-rah buy your domain name now.
And I don't think that's in any way the intent but there's a lot of business users
out there that are just getting aware.

Just on that one point Chris, | have some similar concerns because some of the
information that has already been posted relating to the ICPs isn't particularly
correct. But that's a minor issue we can take off line - it's just an example. So,
Mikey, Zahid and Chris. Okay good.
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My colleagues have spoken about the help that we can give on out-reach - |
just want to flag one little thing and it's slightly different is recruitment. What
is considered to say it's slightly different and I'm often surprised considering
the size of the ICANN organization of the corporation in the inbounding it
must receive is how few to still their way down to certainly, the business
constituency and that converts into members. So I'd like to flag recruitment as

well as an objective. Thank you.

Mikey?

This is Mikey O'Connor. I'm going to come at this another way. Why is it that
this thing gets hijacked by folks like me? Like what if | come in and | just
start spraying a whole bunch of stuff. And I say, "(Unintelligible), and that

article is stupid.”

And we get into a little internal rumpus on the LinkedIn site between
constituency members who are sometimes speaking as individuals, and
sometimes speaking as representatives of constituencies, and maybe not

making that distinction, and maybe, you know, raising their pet peeves.

And suddenly you have this rumpus that's just delightful for a guy like me.
You know, I'm a (unintelligible). I love that kind of stuff. But I'm not sure that
you want that romper room to be the gateway for all businesses in the world

without at least some adult supervision. You know what | mean?

And, you know, what | read in the stuff that was there was - | mean it was PR
stuff. And as a (unintelligible), 1 was really tempted to come in and have some
fun with you like I did with Chris Gift over the fact that he didn't register the
domain name for ICANN Labs.
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So social media's great, but | do want to amplify the policy issue that you guys
have raised, and add to it the fact that, you know, you're launching a rocket
into a pretty interesting space, and you may wind up with fireworks you

weren't expecting.

(Unintelligible) drops anyway now, Mikey.

Yeah, | know. | think I'm the first member. I'm not sure.

So he...

Well we have adult supervision, I think it's a good thing, (Chris), that you, you
know, the continued engagement you've had with, say, the chairs of the
various constituencies, especially the BC. | think that's a positive step, and
hopefully that'll continue and, you know, that actually - make sure that some
of that supervision is available.

But on the other note, what | really wanted to say was that - and, you know,
make everybody in the room aware, the work that you had done, for instance,
as an example, with the ICC.

And, you know, there was an event in Doha, and there | think that taking the
opportunity to be able to message out what was happening in ICANN, and
doing that with, you know, calling upon certain resources which are from
business was, | think, a fantastic opportunity, because I can tell you that most

people in the room had no idea what this was all about.

And some of them were quite - let's say it led to some pretty vigorous
discussions. So having that sort of outreach - and some of them actually came

up and said, "Well where can we join? How do we sort of engage?" And |
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think that's - I just wanted to encourage that kind of outreach you're going to
be able to do in, you know, different forms -- not just the ICC, maybe others.

But I think that's a very good place to start. Thanks.

(Tony): | think - so Jonathan and Greg, and then after that we'll wrap up and throw it
back to (Chris).

Jonathan Zuck:  Hey, (Chris). Jonathan Zuck from ACT. I guess I'm concerned about an
engagement outreach effort which is too disconnected from an engagement

strategy.

I think as you look at your different spheres of separation from the inner
circle, as you were sort of describing it, that it's important to do some real
work figuring out what the sort of demographic look of those businesses are
that you're trying to appeal to, and what you imagine their interaction with
ICANN is going to be.

Because setting processes in place within the organization to actually have
that engagement, I think has got to take priority over inviting people to engage
in a process in which they're fundamentally not welcome at this point.

| mean this organization is made up primarily of people whose business is the
Internet, which is not the broader business community that's represented at,
you know, by the BC in some measure.

And so as they go out retail and literally - (Marilyn) has done yeoman's efforts
trying to grab people and say, "You need to be here. You need to spend time
spent in the BC. And | don't care if it's torture.” Right?
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And I've brought, to date, you know, at least 40 small business owners to sit
through an ICANN meeting. | have a real difficult time getting them to come
to a second one, right? And so this process is wired for insiders, not for
outsiders.

And understanding who those people are and what kind of communication
they need so that they can effectively participate by looking at a sliver of a
problem and understanding what question they're being asked and answer it, |
think, is critical before making an invitation to participate. Because | think it
becomes a bait and switch that ultimately will be disappointing to your

outreach efforts.

(Tony): Greg?

Greg Shatan: Greg Shatan, IPC. I'll just say when | saw this, | thought - and heard about
how it came about, | found it fundamentally bizarre that this launched without
any engagement with the commercial stakeholder group. It's one phone call.

It's one email -- maybe three.

| really - it seems to almost smack of a fundamental misunderstanding of the
multi-stakeholder model. Because where do stakeholders come at ICANN if
not through the stakeholder group that they have an affinity to and affiliation

with?

And that this all went out there without a mention of the multi-stakeholder
model, without a mention of this group, just - it almost seems like you kind of
forgot about the GNSO and about the commercial stakeholder group, and
instead there's just this paint-gun approach to just splatter this thing out there

without - no aim and no strategy and no policy.
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It just seems infantile. Not that | have a strong opinion about it, but it just
seems to me to have been almost like some kind of strange fever dream that,

you know, got out there.

And now, you know, all you've got is a Colombian entrepreneur that says
we've all got to go buy domain names tomorrow and a bunch of guys who -
and we found out about it only because Mikey finds this thing, you know, in
the corners of the Internet.

And then, you know, you hear at the last minute to find out what the heck is
going on. It's just - it seems to me that, you know, it's almost like ICANN isn't
working for the stakeholders anymore. And | just felt leaving us out shows
that the strategy and planning behind this, whatever it was -- it was supposed
to be viral -- was yes, as a virus. But the virus were on a very high fever that

caused rational thinking to be suspended.

And to put this out there this way without the participation of people --
anybody in this room, as far as | know -- although you say you engaged
community leaders when you did this, in a little post on the blog - so I think,
you know, which community leaders you engaged, if none of them were in

this community? Or if they were, where they are? Thanks.

Thanks. I said we'd end but, (Ron), want a couple of words?

Thank you very much. (Chris), it's not easy to sit here and take all of this, but
| think that summary right there really captures, for all of us, the frustration --

some of us around here 14 years, 13 years.

We've done outreach for years and we've tried to engage chambers of

commerce, all kinds of things. And when we had our last meeting, we spoke
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about this a little bit if you recall, in Beijing. It's a very frustrating thing for us

because all of a sudden, out of the blue, we see this stuff.

What this is, quite clearly, is corporate environment. It's a corporation driving
from the top -- very uncomfortable for us. I think the message that you might
want to be taking back to your colleagues and your superiors is that we're very
uncomfortable about the fact that we've got people, with all due respect, who

don't know who we are.

A lot of new hires have no idea what ICANN is. They've never been to an
ICANN meeting, let alone understand how the nature of this incredible
institution works. And that's a frustration for us, because they try to do their

best -- you included. Everyone's doing a lot of serious work.

But you can't do that in ICANN. ICANN is this incredible model of bottom-
up. And we have to drive that message home, because what's happening now,
we're seeing a corporate approach, and that's why stuff is being shown to us as
opposed to being developed with us. And that's where the disconnects happen,

and it's making a lot of people very uncomfortable.

And | think that Gregory just really kind of summarized it very well. We're
pulling our hair out a little bit. We would like to see growth. We'd like to see
expansion. We'd like to see development. But it cannot happen without us. We
have to be all part of this thing to make it go forward.

And Fadi says it all the time, but unfortunately the actions we're seeing are
somewhat different than what we're feeling. So I just want to say that I'm
sorry we're beating the messenger a little bit, but it's important that the

message gets back. Thank you.
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(Chris), I think it's appropriate now to kind of fall back to you if you want to

(unintelligible) points to be making.

Sure, well thanks for the comments. Thanks also for the offer to help and
(unintelligible) and (Christina) and others who, you know, helped over the last
few weeks since I've been doing the - there is a social media policy. I will get

that to you.

There's sort of rules of the room which are on there to - it's early days, so there
isn't much diversity of material. | think the thing has been open a day and a
half, so sort of with the idea of raising the ICANN brand awareness among the

broader world.

That, as | said, to me includes business in all categories, and to (Christiane)'s
question, it's not directed really towards registries and registrars or even the
(unintelligible) industry, because it's not directed anywhere yet.

There's a - what | think | could propose to do with this group is to share the
social media policy; to ask for your input on sort of the rules of making - to
see if they can help with your concerns about accuracy with the appropriate

disclaimers and so forth.

| also think that there isn't a variety of material on there yet to judge what it's
about in terms of the direction that it's going, and perhaps what I could have
done was populated more of the categories of business, which right now

there's just kind of a couple of mentions (unintelligible).

But groups like, as | mentioned, business students or entrepreneurs or all of
the people at ICC that came to the Doha event, were invited to join and had

(unintelligible) Singapore, too.
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You know, again this is meant to be a tool to answer that question which | get,
which I suspect you get, too, which is what's an easy way for me to stay
informed. So | can speak with each of you about ways to answer that question.

This particular social media tool is really one of the first of what could be
dozens coming down the pike. And | was very eager to get it going because |
was seeing a lot of enthusiasm and a lot of demand (unintelligible). And short,
you know, audiences that aren't ready to join a constituency, and | was at a

loss for where to direct them.

So this has all been very helpful, and | think that | certainly - hopefully with
your help even over the coming days, you'll see the site or the room or
whatever it is, with a little bit more variety of categories of business and

topics and articles and things covered.

The Colombian - the young, passionate Colombian entrepreneur who loved
ICANN is a blogger and we cross-hosted that blog. There's a gentleman in
India who is a blogger and passionate about ICANN, but he came to an
ICANN meeting and he had a bad experience, and | don't know if he'll come
again. But he still wants to know about what's going on, and he's passionate,

too, but he's not ready to join anything yet.

So I'would like to, you know, the growing team for engagements is there for
all of ICANN as a tool to raise brand awareness and bring in many, many,
many, many more eyes and ears to this wide end of the funnel. And we should
do it hand-in-hand with you in a way that is informed, in terms of making it
easy for you to benefit from that as well, and for the ICANN in future

generations to benefit as well.
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So when we talk in the broader forum this week about social media
engagement or development of new platforms for collaboration, please raise

the issues you've raised with me and I'll certainly raise them with my team.

And let me know who - if somebody wants to co-manage a social media
group, it's a lot of time but I'm happy to accept that offer of help. If somebody
wants to suggest guidelines that we should follow that we make public, I'd
welcome that help, too.

So I'm being a little bit rambly, but I'm grateful for this. It's very helpful. And
just understand, as (Marilyn) said, it's all good for you in my view. There's
nothing that should be felt as detracting from your mission. And if it does feel

like it's detracting from that, then I've failed. Thanks.

Thank you, (Chris). I think the issue here is with anything that is viewed as
business, then this group would feel that they needed to have some

engagement in that, and we need to find a way of working to make that work.

| wonder how many of those folks who went to Doha and Singapore are
actually aware of the constituencies and work that we do, in a way that they
don't necessarily have to join us and come to all our meetings, but we can also
provide channels back to them, information channels, and probably come in to

speak to the other constituencies here.

But if there are any ISPs in there, that would clearly be our aim. And at the
moment we very much feel that we're on the outside of this, and those
connections won't be made. So if we can find a way of making that work, then
maybe we've got something we can all use. So I'd like to thank you for

coming along very much.
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| would - just at that last point, so | never engaged with any audience or group
without describing the constituency groups -- what they do, what their Web

site is, and tell them to please look and see what the criteria for joining are.

So those come above, on the slide, the LinkedIn group. So those are - you're
all there. And there's also this social media platform if you want to just hang
out and talk about ICANN things. So rest assured, you know, the numbers
involved are getting bigger.

So but with ISPs in particular, | know that that's the particular focus of your
group. So if I - I will seize upon anybody that shows interest, and | will
introduce them personally to (unintelligible).

Thanks, (Chris). My response to that would be that in terms of newcomers
coming on, particularly those who don't know that much about ICANN, |
think for all of us, our Web sites are the best places to start, because they're
geared up for a particular use and they're geared towards those of us who vote
in ICANN.

What is useful is that if we can get contact with those folks who are
appropriate to our constituencies, we can start having dialogue with them. The
BC, they have an excellent newsletter which is a good starting point to bring

them in at a level that means something to them.

And it's getting to make that contact with those people at the right level that's
critical. Just saying this is the BC or the ISPs, this is what you need to be a
member and this is their Web site, it's probably going to be a complete turn-
off in those early days. So we need to find other ways of working through this
to do that.
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So help me understand a little bit. Between the options of directing them, say
for the ISPCP group, directing them to the Web site or introducing them to

you personally, are there other in-between options?

(Unintelligible) approach, but the way | would prefer to see that working for
our constituency, if you can point those people towards us probably initially
through the (unintelligible) area, we can make that contact and we can follow
up as is appropriate at the level to engage with those people. And that would

seem a good starting point. So I'm sorry to draw this to a conclusion...

(Tony), I want to take this opportunity for all of us to remember to thank
(Chris) for organizing the business outreach reception on Monday night that
we're - and if you could just say a word about it, because we're all going to be

there, but you've also done a lot of outreach to various partners.

Could you say a word about that, because you really listened to our views at
Thursday morning breakfast for local folks from work, and you've come up

with a better solution. So...

So tomorrow we can all have a drink together. It's really meant to be a
welcome again for newbies. Sadly, | don't know that we'll have that many
newbies. You know, | almost think having an event later in the ICANN week
allows for a sort of generation of some more buzz, although we have to keep

trying whatever we can try.

Working with the local Durban Chamber of Commerce and Industry in
particular and each of your groups, we're throwing a party. And so the idea is
really it's not a structured thing. It's not panel discussions, videos. We don't

want to - it's drinks.



(Tony):

Man:

ICANN

Moderator: Gisella Gruber-White
07-14-13/9:00 am CT
Confirmation # 1888467

Page 70

So my vision is to just ask people in the room, if they're new, to raise their
hands and let's see how many we get. And then step two, to point out (Tony)
and (Alicia) and (Christina) and say, "Here's people to talk to," and let you all
talk.

So, you know, | almost think that somehow for ICANN meetings, it is really
one of the sad things about ICANN, is that the engagement with the local
geography is not as good as it could be. So | offered actually to the Durban
Chamber to come a week early and do a roundtable or brown-bag to talk about
ICANN, so at least we get some local businesses to come. And I'm not sure

there was even interest in that.

But whatever we can do - and if you have ideas, as we go to Buenos Aires,
about how to sort of prime the pump or create fertile grounds so that whenever
we have a cocktail or a business newcomer briefing, panel, outreach session,
that we actually - they outnumber us, that would be success to me. But thank
you, and | look forward to seeing you. It's in the Hilton Ballroom, 6:30

tomorrow night.

Okay. I realize that we're at the end of our official time, and I've got a really
difficult issue here which I'll seek your guidance on. On the agenda, Michelle
had a slot to present on the meetings working group, and (Christina) also
wanted to have some discussion on the resolutions that are going before

Council.
So I'd like to A, seek your indulgence that we can continue for a little bit
longer -- | can't hear you -- and ask if we can cover both of those issues within

the next 20 minutes or so. Is that all of the business constituency?

I'll stay. | can stay here.
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Okay. Are you okay with that (unintelligible) we continue anyway?

Let me just - I'll just introduce the motion issue very quickly, simply because |
wanted (unintelligible) of our closed meeting, and that is it is the view of the

IPC that Jeff's motion to amend the by-laws should not pass.

We wanted to find out whether that is also the view of the ISPs and the BC.
And if so, which I'm seeing not, so I think the answer is yes, or that we need
to talk about it. And that if the answer is ultimately yes, then with the

assistance of (Lanre) or one of the voting NPA's we can defeat the motion.

The other request was that de-locking the domain name in the UDRP - there's
been a lot of push in the Council level to see whether that is a motion that

could be voted on on Tuesday - on Wednesday, rather.

The IPC - we're still reaching out to our members. | think where we're going
to end up is that we simply didn't, you know, we can't vote on it now, but we
think it would make sense to have a 30-minute meeting for the Council in
August so that you can vote on it and move it along.

But that's kind of the perspective from which | wanted to raise that. So, you
know, I don't know where the ISPs and the BC are on the Neuman, you know,
GNSO-rules-everything motion. But - okay.

Quick response from the ISPs. This was on our agenda for our constituency
meeting. Obviously we haven't discussed it. On the second point, the de-
locking of the domain name, it seems to me to make an awful lot of sense to

go down that path and have the meeting in August.
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On the first motion, we're down to basically expressing views and we don't
have a position. My own view, for what it's worth, is that it would be in
accord with you. But we have our two councilors here, and maybe if you have
any concerns over this, maybe just very quickly pick them up, even if we have

to take it to the constituency meeting.

Yeah, thank you. I'm sorry, (Christina). I'm not very happy that it came up so
late. Right now we've had issues. So I think we need to talk about it
(unintelligible) and would like to have a discussion on that, on (unintelligible)

regards to the domain (unintelligible) motion on the by-laws.

Jeff's motion. So on the one hand I'd personally, as (Tony) said, we didn't
discuss that in the ISP. But I personally - I'm open to that (unintelligible) as to

this motion.

We had a discussion this morning with the Board about that, and it gave us
some flavor of how the Board or how key members of the Board are thinking
about that. In principle - so | would say I do not have a problem with that

motion.

| would have some questions on how to think about that we do not - the
Council does - do not suggest this kind of motion and then put it forward to
the Council other than to discuss what should be - what could be the outcome
of that, and could it be successful. So that is what my thinking is about it, so

we need some discussion about that.

Okay, 1 am (unintelligible), and I think one of the things that you were

thinking about is that given the policy implementation working group charter
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is, in fact, in front of the Council. But, you know, this actually should get

wrapped into that charter.

And obviously we can discuss it more. And | think, you know, given the ISPs
don't have a position on it yet, then certainly, you know, certainly defer

discussion until...

I still have some concerns with (unintelligible) just to shift it over to the policy
implementation group, because | wouldn't like to see that group is going to be
overloaded with - this is ICANN. So but anyway, (unintelligible), (Christina).
Just trying to cut through this and in the sake of saving time, | would suggest
that we have some dialogue between us. But it won't be in the (CSG) session.
I think we should take this into our constituency meeting on Tuesday.
Whatever comes out of that we'll obviously advise you of where we are.
(Unintelligible) anything, I checked out briefly on the possibilities to have a
short meeting in August. | think that people are on vacation and so, so the
reply was that probably too many that are not possible to attend. I think it's...
Well then it looks like you guys are going to vote in September.

Yeah, if we can't decide on it now.

| don't see - (Tony), can I1?

Very quickly.
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Very quickly. Two points. On the UDRP, we are - we don't have a problem
with the motion, but we're quite happy to defer it because of obvious reasons.

I mean it's fine. We don't have a problem with that. That's our position.

On the issue which is the Jeff's motion aspect, | think it was interesting and
we should take note of a transcript if we can get it. But Jeff himself said that
he hasn't any idea what the definition of (vice) is. And that would be
something that the policy implementation working group would have to work

out.

That by definition means there's no way this motion can go through on the
(unintelligible) first. So I think that's one thing we throw back at them. And in
any case, the discussion we heard in the Board today, there was great
opposition to this idea. And there were other workarounds for solutions as
opposed to having amendments. That's just (unintelligible) from the BC.
Thanks, sir.

All right, so after all that and before coming over here, | talked to Jeff; asked
him if he still intended to make the - to offer the motion. He said he did. I
asked him if he would be open to stripping it down to closer to the underlying

motivation.

Again speaking personally, | think the underlying motivation is good. There is
an increase in the contacts that the Board is making with the Council. Either
they are asking for advice on certain matters, or we are offering it outside the
scope of a PDP. And so if they reject it, we'd like to know why, as a fairly

prosaic approach to things.

My complaint initially about the motion was that it was over-architected. |

didn't think we needed to get into the by-laws. (Ray), the Board member, and
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he was, you know, running the GNSO review, said that his druthers would be
to strip the GNSO and the other SOs and ACs out of the by-laws and let them

stand on their own.

So I mean, you know, there is an underlying motivation that I think has
integrity, but that the structure of the motion is just - it's totally over-
architected. And if it's in its current form | suspect that there'll be many in the
BC that have a problem with it.

Okay, I really want to kill this now, this discussion, because | think it's got to

go back into the constituencies...

Can I just say - I'll say two very quick things. One, | am the IPC
representative to the policy implementation drafting team, and | think that the
subject of this motion is absolutely core to the working group that we are
creating in that drafting team, and that doing this before giving the working

group a chance to work is really gutting a large portion of the working group.

It's not overloading the working group. It's stripping the working group of a
lot of its work.

And the other, in terms of the other motion, I think sometime in the last few
months there was work on the Council on trying to set appropriate standards
for when motions are made prior to a meeting, because there was some last-
minute-motions-sneaking-in issue. And they actually made rules about when -

or reiterated the rules about when motions could be made prior to a meeting.

So I think this would violate these rules, and I think that violating

parliamentary procedure for good reasons or bad is a bad idea. Thank you.
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Okay, thanks. I really want to kill this, Mikey.

| know. And | want to finish it. | want to put a bullet in this. You know, we're
waffling and | agree totally with the BC and the IPC on this. This motion

drove me crazy.

Okay.

| was moderately mollified when Jeff at least took the Council wording on it,

but | can't say strongly enough my agreement with Greg.

We're going to have a good discussion in the constituency meeting. That's for
sure. So before everyone disappears, | really want to apologize to Michelle
about the fact that a number of people have left for various reasons. And |
have offered Michelle the opportunity of presenting first thing on Tuesday,
but (unintelligible) do it now. And if that's the case, please feel free.

Michelle Chaplow: Okay. My presentation's only two or three minutes so, you know, and I'm

here and ready. (Unintelligible) I'd prefer to actually just go and have it over
and done with.

Basically I'd like to talk to you about the ICANN meeting strategy working
group, which affects us all because we all come to the meetings, and we all
have an opinion on this. And I'm going to briefly outline the charter structure

and composition and deliverables within maximum five minutes.

The meeting strategy working group was created to discuss and propose
strategy for the structure, purpose and locations of ICANN public meetings

and conferences, commencing in 2015.
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The group is composed of Board members, staff and community
representatives, with actually 16 community members on the working group,
and chaired by Sebastien Bachollet. The GNSO representatives are Paul Diaz,
Donna Austin, (Poncelet) and myself.

Basically the group was divided into three sub-groups. So the first group, the
first sub-group, is on scope, and you can see the list of people who are
involved in the sub-group on scope. The second one is organization, and the

third one is engagement and support. | actually volunteered to chair the third

group.

And then the staff members that are involved are at the very bottom of the
screen there. And | also made sure that we had a GNSO representative on

each of those three sub-groups.

This is basically the structure, and the first group, Group 1 on scope, they look
at objectives, number of meetings, et cetera. The second one is organization.
So that particular working group, they're looking at receptions,

(unintelligible), sponsorship.

And the third one, the engagement and support, is interpretation, languages,
visas, hotels and the press and media, et cetera. So it's much more manageable

now that we've broken it down into these three sub-groups.

Now deliverables, you know, what we're going to provide is metrics --
looking at increasing metrics, not creating new metrics for (unintelligible);
and (unintelligible) current requirements, (unintelligible) that is being done
already by ICANN; suggesting ideas to enhance the meeting and providing a

report for further discussion.
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We will shortly produce the initial draft -- we haven't produced any draft at
the moment, so right at the beginning really -- and which will go out for
public comment. And in the autumn, the draft final report for public comment.

And the very final report will be presented to the Board at the end of this year.

(Unintelligible) two or three minute outline. On Thursday morning, right after
the gala, there's an opportunity for you all to come along between 9:00 and
10:30. And there's going to be a brief instruction of those three sub-groups,
Group 1, 2 and 3. And then we're going to break down into a working session
where we can all receive your ideas and input into this working group. Thank

you very much. | hope | haven't kept you too long.

| wish all presentations were that swift. Thank you very much. Okay, thanks

everyone. Thanks for staying on.

END



