GNSO OSC Communications Work Team

Meeting Notes

01 April 2009, 1900 UTC

Primary Team Members in Attendance: 

· Chris Chaplow - Commercial and Business Users Constituency
· Mason Cole - Registrar Constituency
· Steve Holsten - gTLD Registries Constituency
· Catherine Sigmar - gTLD Registries Constituency
· Antonio Tavares - Internet Service and Connectivity Providers Constituency
· Jaime Wagner -- Internet Service and Connectivity Providers Constituency
ICANN Staff in attendance: 

· Ken Bour - Policy Consultant

· Julie Hedlund - Policy Consultant

· Robert Hoggarth - Senior Policy Director

· Glen de Saint Géry - GNSO Secretariat

MEETING AGENDA

1. Call to order / roll call 
2. Approve minutes from 25 March meeting 
3. Review work plan – Anything to add? 
Suggestions from Chris Chaplow:

Problem: deficiencies in design of ICANN’s web sites – add:
· Languages other than English (Patrick Sharry p9 BC comments, Summary of Board Actions p8, p12 3ii, 3iv. BCG/WG p. 42/43)

· Usability including review of Statistics (London School of Economics (LSE) p12, Rec7, para 3.8 3.10, Summary of Board Actions p12 3iii)
· Search engine optimization and content inventory.

· GNSO low external visibility.  Non-technology recommendations (LSE Rec 11, LSE p48 para 3.2, 3.5, 3.9. p56 3.17)
· Ability for Stakeholders to find out what is going on (LSE p48 3.1, LSE Rec10)
Problem: Poor organization …..document management – change recommendation to “Improve document management” and add:
· Document management, document Tracking, mail lists.
· Note from Ken Bour: Content management as listed under the first problem does embrace the document management requirements at a high level.  Marc Salvatierra cautioned us to avoid using “content management” when we mean, “document management.”  
Problem: poor ability to solicit meaningful feedback – add recommendation “Improve GNSO ability to solicit meaningful feedback” and add:
· Author documents explaining importance and significance of issues. 
Problem:  Few formalized channels for GNSO council to communicate with Board.  Recommendation: Improve GNSO’s coordination with other ICANN structures – add:
· Transparency, open Meetings, minutes, telephone vs. face-to-face (LSE Recommendation 15)

Other:  The sheer number of acronyms at ICANN is bewildering; add a task to create a glossary that will be updated.

Suggestion from Ken:

· Last call raised the issue that there isn’t anything in the BGC and LSE about the quality of communications in ICANN, that is, the effectiveness of sharing meaning.  We could create a “netiquette” sort of guideline for communications.

Suggestions from Mason:

· Organize recommendations in three sets:

· Technology and tools

· Content of communications (avoid diplomatic speak, for example), effective translation, etc.

· Process: How communications are facilitated; regular monthly communications from ICANN to stakeholders, etc..  Thoughts?  Jaime: Content would be the first priority, because all tools would have to share the same content.

4.  Work Plan: Divide work among team and aggregate in recommendation document 
· Mason: Proposal – It may be useful to order our work in an outline as a central place of storage to track what is done and not.  Action item: Mason volunteered to start this document.  Question: How do we start dividing up this work?

· Steve and Chris agree to work together on the website section of the business requirements.

· Chris also would be willing to work on the document translation issue.

5. Work plan action item: Provide with milestones to OSC.
6. Calendar of meetings
· Next meeting15 April at 1900 UTC and every two weeks thereafter.  Mason will set up a meeting request and Glen will send notices before each meeting. 

7. All other business  -- Update on discussions with ICANN staff (Ken Bour)
· Joyce Thomas, as project leader, will create a charter document for the technology efforts.  ICANN staff agreed that the project scope would be very inclusive and cover everything the Work Team has discussed thus far.  ICANN staff suggests that we prioritize the requirements work as follows: 

· We could identify all requirements before starting any implementation activities, but some will likely not be achievable over a space of years due to lack of viable industry solutions.  On the other hand, some requirements are excellent candidates for incremental improvement in a short time horizon.  We can take advantage of this knowledge and tackle the requirements in phases.  It may be a couple of weeks before the Work Team gets the charter from the ICANN staff.  Ken will make sure the work we do in the meantime is not counterproductive to the anticipated charter.

· Question (Jaime): While we are completing the business requirements we could start implementation?  

· Answer (Ken): Yes.  We would take the full set of requirements and determine which “buckets” we could address right away (e.g. “Content Management”) for which there are technology solutions.  We could work on those items first using an agile development methodology where the “beta” site goes through incremental improvement based on team interaction and feedback.   

Meeting adjourned 1943 UTC. 
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