GNSO Council Recorded Abstentions and Reasons:  2009

	8 January 2009

	Item 5: Registrar Accreditation Agreement ( RAA) Discussion and vote
	4 Abstentions (4 Votes
) 

	Philip Sheppard (BC)
	We are concerned about the sequential approach to the RAA changes.
	The reason reads like a “No” vote would have been appropriate especially because an abstention has the same effect in both old and new procedures.  The new procedures call attention to the fact that “abstain” should be rarely exercised in situations such as this one.  If there is something about the motion’s timing, approach, wording, or underlying methodology, perhaps the more appropriate vote would be “No” vs. “Abstain.”

	Ute Decker (IPC)
	I abstain because of the way the consultative process has been run, how the input of registrants and users has been largely ignored and because of the weighted voting that has been granted.
	It is not clear whether the IPC knew of this Councilor’s abstention and might have made a different decision.  However, a “No” vote seems appropriate action given the reasons provided.  An abstention has the same effect, both in the old and new procedures.  

	Kristina Rosette (IPC)
	Because contrary to Dr. Twomey's statement in March and June in 2007 and the Board's June 2007 resolution, the RAA amendment consultative process essentially excluded registrants and users including brand owners, and ignored their input.  In addition to that flawed consultative process, the Registrar constituency is now being granted weighted voting on whether the amendments should be approved.  And finally, because the highly restricted, narrow and limited language resulting from that flawed consultative process will render the majority of the purported improvements moot and/ or unusable.
	Same as cell immediately above… 

	Terry Davis (NCA)
	I have not been part of this process long enough to take a position on this yet.  I am still understanding all the issues associated.
	Addressed in the new procedures as a “volitional” abstention.  This case preceded the bicameral House structure; therefore, the NCA had no organization to request assistance. In the new GNSO Council, a voting NCA could solicit help from the applicable House if unsure about the matter at issue including requesting Voting Direction.  

	Item 6: New gTLDs Implementation
	2 Abstentions (3 Votes)

	Mike Rodenbaugh (BC)
	I’m personally going to abstain from the motion anyway.  I feel conflicted actually, because I’m involved in business ventures that are, actually dependent on the timeline to some extent.  Although certainly everyone understands it’s flexible.  So I’m certainly not in favor of inordinate delay.  But I think it may be going a little bit too fast.
	The reason provided reads like an “obligational” abstention under the proposed terminology.  The new procedure would afford the Constituency an opportunity to employ a remedy including Voting Direction, Proxy, or Temporary Alternate.  

	Tim Ruiz (RrC)
	A number of reasons.  For one I’m not clear on how we - where we even go from here. .... because we’re actually changing the previously approved policy. In fact setting a timeline that didn’t exist before.  ... then I’m not even sure that my constituency fully understands what this motion was all about. And even the fact that I’m not even sure.  And the recent comments from the Department of Commerce and events that have occurred since the first draft have made me rethink, not whether we support new gTLDs, but whether it’s prudent at this time to be shortening or setting a timeline so that’s why I abstained at this point.
	The reasons read like a “No” vote (with explanation provided) and, in both the old and new procedures, an abstention has the same effect.  The new procedure would afford the Constituency an opportunity to decide if it wanted the Councilor to vote “No” or sanction the abstention – either way it is treated as an effective “No.” 

	26 March 2009

	Item 3: Approve GNSO Council minutes
	1 Abstention (1 Vote)

	Mike Rodenbaugh (BC)
	The reason for the abstention is that Mike had not yet reviewed the minutes. 
	Covered under the new procedure as a “volitional” abstention and discouraged.  Whether a remedy is called for on approving Council minutes is arguable, but Voting Direction could have applied if deemed appropriate. 

	9 July 2009

	Item 3: By-Law Changes
	3 Abstentions (3 Votes)

	Kristina Rosette (IPC)
	It is inappropriate for there to be a vote on the by-laws until we have a resolution of the allocation of Board seats 13 and 14 as well as the absence of language pertaining to the temporary transitional allocation of the six seats in the Non Commercial Stakeholder Group (NCSG).
	This abstention reads like a “No” vote with explanation provided.  

	Bill Drake (NCUC)
	I abstain because the document is not done and we are waiting for clarification of some closely linked issues that will affect our participation in the new GNSO
	The reason reads like a “No” vote to the motion vs. abstention.  

	Carlos Souza (NCUC)
	I understand that the wording regarding the NCSG seats have been changed and we do not have the blank space at the end of the clause as it was presented in Sydney. However, there are some issues that require further input and the document as today is still incomplete on that regard.
	This reason also reads like a “No” vote to the motion to approve the Bylaws changes.  

	23 July 2009

	Item 3: Approve GNSO Council minutes
	1 Abstention (1 Vote)

	Mike Rodenbaugh (BC)
	Abstained because he was absent from the meeting
	Example of “volitional” abstention – not having attended the meeting for which the minutes were recorded.  The reason it is considered voluntary is that the Councilor could have taken the opportunity to listen to the MP3 recording of the meeting before voting on the motion to approve the minutes.  

	13 August 2009

	Item 3: Approve GNSO Council minutes 23 July 2009
	1 Abstention (1 Vote)

	Kristina Rosette (IPC)
	Abstained because she was absent from the meeting.
	Same as 23 Jul entry, Item 3. 

	3 September 2009

	Item 6: Fast Flux Hosting Motion
	1 Abstention (1 Vote)

	Avri Doria (NCA)
	Due to Commercial Stakeholder Group (CSG) concerns about the ethics of my decision to join the NCUC and about the propriety of my continuing to vote as an NCA, I abstain from all votes in the council until such time as the Board Structural Improvements Committee decides on the disposition of the CSG letter of concern.
	This reason would fall under the class of “obligational” abstention.  This action occurred before the Bicameral House structure was in effect; however, under the new procedures, a voting NCA so conflicted could appeal to the House to transfer the vote (proxy) to the non-voting NCA.  

	Item 7: Charter for joint ALAC/GNSO Drafting Team on Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA) issues
	2 Abstentions (2 Votes)

	Avri Doria (NCA)
	Same as 3 Sep entry for Item 6
	Same as 3 Sep entry for Item 6

	Maggie Mansourkia (ISP)
	I have not studied or know really anything about the topic.
	Covered as “volitional” abstention and discouraged under the new procedures.  The Constituency, in this case, would have remedies available, e.g. Voting Direction, Proxy, Temporary Alternate.  

	24 September 2009

	Item 3: Approve GNSO Council minutes 3 September 2009
	1 Abstention (1 Vote)

	Avri Doria (NCUC)
	Same as 3 Sep entry for Item 6
	Same as 3 Sep entry for Item 6

	Item 4: Vote on motion on Vertical Separation
	4 Abstentions (7 Votes)

	Chuck Gomes (RyC)

Edmon Chung (RyC)
	I want to thank Kristina and the IPC for the good amendments that were accepted as friendly by the NCUC. The Registry constituency does not want to abstain because of the amendments, it has not had enough time to comment on them yet. The constituency had previously made a decision on the original motion to abstain and because there has not been enough time to obtain feedback on the amended motion, Edmon Chung and I are going to abstain.  The reason for the abstention has little to do with the request in the motion, except for the fact that even though the motion requests that any PDP not affect the timing of the new gTLDs, we think it would be highly unlikely that it would not have an impact on the launch of new TLDs, and because there could be misperceptions with regard to existing Registries doing anything that might cause delays and thinking that we are fearful of competition, we want to avoid that possible perception.
	Reads like a “volitional” abstention which is discouraged under the proposed procedures.  

	Jordi Iparraguirre
	I'm abstaining for the same reason as Chuck and Edmon. Our vote in the GNSO follows the decisions taken by our constituency, and we had no time to discuss it. 
	Same as above.  If two Constituencies abstain because they have not had sufficient time to review the motion, should it have been postponed vs. registering abstentions for that reason? 

	Avri Doria
	Same as 3 Sep entry for Item 6
	Same as 3 Sep entry for Item 6

	Item 5: Vote on the bicameral Council transition plan, including assignment of Nominating Committee Appointees (NCAs)
	1 Abstention (1 Vote)

	Avri Doria (NCA)
	I abstain because I am referred to in the motion.
	This reason may be another example of an “obligational” abstention.  The Councilor believes that voting when his/her name is part of the motion is inappropriate.  Under the new Council structure and abstention procedures, a voting NCA could request from his/her House Voting Direction or Proxy to the non-Voting NCA.

	Item 6: Motion to Approve Draft GNSO Council Operating Procedures for Public Comment
	1 Abstention (1 Vote)

	Avri Doria (NCA)
	Same as 3 Sep entry for Item 6
	Same as 3 Sep entry for Item 6

	Item 7: Vote on Charter for joint work with SSAC on Internationalized Data Registration Working Group
	1 Abstention (1 Vote)

	Avri Doria (NCA)
	Same as 3 Sep entry for Item 6
	Same as 3 Sep entry for Item 6

	8 October 2009

	Item 3: Approve GNSO Council minutes 24 September 2009.
	1 Abstention (1 Vote)

	Tony Holmes (ISPC)
	Abstained because he was absent from the meeting
	Same as 23 July entry, Item 3. 


Note:  Prepared (22 February 2010) by ICANN Policy Staff for use by the GNSO Council Operations Work Team.  
� Extracted from published minutes at: gnso.icann.org.  There were no recorded abstentions on the following 2009 GNSO Council meeting dates: 19 February, 16 April, 7 May, 24 June, 2 October, 23 November, and 17 December.


� Weighted voting was in effect at this time where contracted parties votes were counted at double value.  
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