GNSO Consensus Group Meeting Report

Meeting of July 4, 2008

Executive Summary    The working group created by resolution of the ICANN Board of Directors held its first meeting via teleconference. The group discussed and agreed to certain operational ground rules and parameters for its deliberations and began its substantive discussions.  The group is committed to an aggressive meeting schedule and is willing to expand its discussions to explore as many potential solutions as possible.

ATTENDEES:

Avri Doria / Nominating Committee Appointee representative

Chuck Gomes / gTLD Registries Constituency representative

Alan Greenberg / At-Large Advisory Committee representative

Tony Holmes / Internet Service and Connection Providers Constituency representative

Steve Metalitz / Intellectual Property Constituency representative

Milton Mueller / Non-Commercial Users Constituency representative

Jonathon Nevett / Registrar Constituency representative

Philip Sheppard / Commercial and Business Users Constituency representative

Glen de Saint Gery / ICANN Staff

Rob Hoggarth / ICANN Staff

Glen reported that the GAC had yet to formally decide on whether to appoint a representative for the group.

PROCESS DECISIONS:

1.   Agenda and moderator    The group approved the “strawman” agenda as edited by Milton M. and appointed Rob H as moderator for the deliberations.

2.   Recordkeeping    The group agreed that meeting calls should be recorded and notes kept of all meetings.  Representatives discussed the need to report back to their constituencies and groups, but jointly agreed that to promote candid dialogue and efficient deliberations for the short duration of the group that email list correspondence and meeting deliberations would remain private to the specific list of participants identified in the Board resolution.  At the end of their deliberations the group will decide whether to make their meeting recordings publicly available.

3.   Meeting Attendance    The group agreed that every effort should be made to ensure that all representatives can be present at all meetings.  In the event that a representative is unable to attend a meeting he/she may advise the group to proceed without him/her.  In the event of an emergency a group member can name a substitute to take their place during that meeting.

4.   Meeting Schedule    The group agreed in principle to conduct two conference calls a week for the duration of its deliberations.  The next call is scheduled for Monday, 7 July at 1400 UTC.  The group did not reach a consensus on whether to hold a face-to-face meeting.

5.   Board Expectations For Consensus    The group agreed that the Board expected a group recommendation that all representatives could/would support and about which no party could/would say “this is unacceptable.”

6.   Group Consensus Discussions     The group agreed that the goal of its efforts should be 100% approval or acquiescence to any final decision.  There was some discussion regarding how the group might address the absence of 100% consensus and how/whether minority views would be provided in a report to the Board, but there was no consensus on that point.

SUBSTANTIVE DISCUSSIONS:
The group agreed to dispense with any opening statements of positions and moved directly to an options paper prepared by Philip Sheppard with written comments from Chuck Gomes as the starting point for discussions.  A copy of that draft is appended to the end of this report.

The group conducted a wide-ranging discussion during which a number of general viewpoints appeared to come into focus.  In no particular order, those points appeared to include the following:

1.   There is some desire in the group to reach a consensus solution using a wider universe of options beyond just the council voting structure.  For example, those options might include discussion of GNSO Board seat allocations or variations on the existing GNSO paradigm where different voting thresholds are employed for different matters.  The general thought is that a wider-based solution might produce results by taking into account broader constituency concerns where a final decision based solely on a voting structure could be problematic.

2.    Discussion of a potential consensus solution may need to take in broader industry developments that diverge from conventional/historical perceptions of industry relationships.  For example, business and user interests are likely to become more diverse in the future and include more heterogeneous interests and points of view.  Also, perceived dividing lines of suppliers/customers, domainers/trademark owners and commercial/non-commercial may not be so clear-cut.

3.   The group generally acknowledged that any future combination or blurring of registry and registrar business models was hypothetical at this point (pending new gTLDs going online in the 2010 time frame) and not an appropriate basis for a consensus decision for this group during this review period.  The issue might be worthy of consideration in future review efforts.

The group adjourned without a discussion of the drafting process.

AGREED TO-DO LIST:
1.    Glen will produce a meeting notice for the 7 July 1400-1500 UTC call

2.    Glen will create a Doodle calendar survey to enable group members to identify “unavailable” days between now and 25 July.  Glen will then produce a subsequent – more granular Doodle survey to establish specific meeting dates and times.

3.    Rob H. will circulate a meeting report on the 4 July meeting

4.    Jon N. will circulate his research on various GNSO voting thresholds to the group

5.    Philip S. will produce a revised version of his options paper

6.    Alan G. will circulate a copy of his clarification email correspondence with Roberto Gaetano to the group

7.    At Chuck G’s request, group members will think about identifying “other” potential areas for consideration that could help create a wider-base for a consensus decision.

# # #

Drafted 4 July 2008

By Robert Hoggarth
