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Cintra Sooknanan:
We can start this call. Nathalie, can you please go through the roll call for us.
Nathalie Peregrine:
Of course, Cintra. Good morning, good afternoon and good evening, everybody, this is the NPOC Open Policy Meeting on the 5th May, 2014. 

On the call today we have Cintra Sooknanan, Poncelet Ileleji, Klaus Stoll, Rudi Vansnick, Sam Lanfranco, Laurie Schulman, Naomi (Inaudible). 
We have apologies from Miguel Mundy (ph) and Marilo Liminir (ph).
And from Staff we have myself, Nathalie Peregrine.

I'd like to remind you all to please state your name before speaking. (Inaudible/audio skip) --

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you very much, Nathalie. I'd like to go right into the agenda. We've noted some comments on the agenda which I'd like to raise in any other business, and well the second item on the agenda goes to Rudi, the NSCG and Fourth Charter Review. 

Rudi, I know you had some comments on this through the mailing list, so I'd really appreciate you stating those comments for the record here. You have the floor.

Rudi Vansnick: 
Thank you, Cintra. I was just querying to see if we have a recording, and I see that Nathalie just mentioned that the recording is on. Okay, because normally I see red button somewhere on the right side of my screen. But okay, if we are recording, that’s okay.


With regards the NCSG and NPOC Charter review, I think it's important that if we want to change our Charter it should be aligned in such a way that there is no -- about membership, that there is no confusion about positioning inside the NCSG and an umbrella organization, and I think it's important that in London, we put on the Agenda of the NCSG the discussion about the charters in order to have aligned charters. I'm referring also to the other point on the agenda about the membership that also impacts the Charter in itself, and how organizations and constituencies are working together. 

So, before we start in-depth discussion on the NPOC Charter, I think it's important that we know what (inaudible), if they are going to review their Charter and realign as the NCSG Charter was, in fact, created before the -- (inaudible/audio skip) and as such -- I have to take care of (inaudible/audio skip) and I'm listening to anyone having other views or comments on this. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Rudi, I'm sorry. I see Laurie and Sam. So Laurie, you can go first and then Sam will have the floor. 

Laurie Schulman:
Yeah. I apologize, I didn't raise my electronic hand. My question is, how do we engage NCUC in our Charter review, without creating World War III? I mean, I know that’s like a -- probably an exchange statement, but have there been any talks yet with them, or will we broaching this as an entirely new subject, because there was a lot of back and forth, less than two years ago, on this Charter. So either we open it now, I would imagine we would want to think of a diplomatic way to do it, and what does that look like. 
Rudi Vansnick: 
Yes, Laurie. Rudi speaking, if I may -- Well, that’s the reason why I want to address NCSG and not NCUC, because NCUC is at the same level as NPOC and what NCUC decides with their Charter it's their issue and their problem. I want them to have a clear liaison definition between NCSG and NPOC. If NCSG is an umbrella, it doesn't make sense that you have members in NCSG because then you are overruling anyway all the decisions taken at a layer lower than the NCSG, which is, in our case, NCUC and NPOC. I think the polite to do is to ask NCSG if there is any discussion on reviewing the Charter now that we have to mature constituencies under NCSG. But, again, I'm listening to others, if they have any (inaudible/audio skip) --

Cintra Sooknanan:
Sam, would you like to go ahead now. 

Sam Lanfranco:
Cintra, can you hear me?

Cintra Sooknanan:
Yes, we can, but very faintly.

Sam Lanfranco:
Okay. I will get something louder. I don't know the history here, so I think that whatever the NPOC Charter Review looks there would need to be some reconciliation with the NCUC Charter as well. And I agree with Rudi that the NCSG as an umbrella organization, shouldn’t have independent members. That they should either be going to NCUC or NPOC. And that’s my first impression on this, but I'm just learning the history as we go. 

Laurie Schulman:  
Right. This is Laurie, again. What my concern is, and I -- part of some of conversations that goes back as three years ago, and then I took a little step back for health reasons, but in the very, very beginning, there were issues surrounding, and from practical purposes the leadership at NCSG, the leadership and NCUC are in a sense the same leadership. So I think on paper while they look separate, there's some realities about how to go about -- I'm not sure, I'm not clear in my head, but I think it's worth discussing. 


I agree with Rudi too, NCSG is the umbrella, NCUC, and NPOC are what's underneath the umbrella, but I don't know that we have that same sense of consensus on the other side when it comes to NCUC. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Klaus, would you like to have the floor?
Klaus Stoll:  
I've got my hand up for quite a while. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. You have the floor now. 
Klaus Stoll:  
Hello. Yes, okay. 

Unidentified Participant:   (Inaudible)

Klaus Stoll:  
I would say -- look, tomorrow is the NGSC (ph) Meeting, and we have to put a few things on the agenda, and I propose that by tomorrow morning to our (inaudible) and say, look we need to put on the agenda, the -- what's the situation with the NCSG (ph), with you, and although with the (inaudible) is number 14. And from then we can make a -- we can make a decision how we want to proceed with this, but I think we should first have our official statement from the MGST about the Charter and then take it from there, because otherwise all we are doing is speculating. Of course, and I think it's now open secret, as long as the NCUC and NCSG postpones by any means, a few of the NCSG Charter, is better than the (inaudible) NCUC.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Klaus.
Klaus Stoll:  
So my proposal is let's -- let me lie to Rafik and insist on having, under any other business or a standalone point -- discussion point for tomorrow at the NCSG Meeting, but the Charter Review and (inaudible) number 14. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. I agree with this matter being raised at the any other business section of that call. What I'd like to ask Rudi -- Rudi, I see your hand up. If you would prefer to raise this issue Rudi, or if you would prefer if Klaus raise it, because I know Rudi, you’ve been intimately familiar with the review of the NPOC Charter. So, Rudi, you have the floor.
Rudi Vansnick: 
Thank you, Cintra. Rudi speaking. Well, I would prefer that the discussion about the NCSG Charter would be put on the agenda in London, for the simple reason, that physically we will be present, and if it's easier to look at the faces and how they react, when we put this on the table. If you let them prepare themselves, they will find a way to around it, and discuss it, so I prefer that the agenda in London, and not (inaudible) on the call tomorrow. That’s my proposal. 
Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Rudi. Klaus, do you have any comment on this? I see your hand up. You have the floor. 
Klaus Stoll:  
The comments to make that this -- Rudi, under normal circumstances would very much agree, but I've been in two ICANN meetings, face-to-face with Rafik, and Robin, on that topic, on that specific topic, with Julian (ph) and so on, and we've just been smiled at, and it means that, or we can solve -- or we can talk about that at a later date. It doesn't make any difference, in my opinion. I'm just warning you.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Right. I see agreement from Poncelet on this point, and I also reminded to agree with Klaus. I think we should raise it in the any other business section of this weeks' NCSG call, we should follow that up with a statement or recommendations on issues that matter to both the NCSG and the NPOC Charter Review, that we'd like to place on the agenda, specifically for the London call.

So in that sense we do get it on the agenda for the London call, meeting, but as well, they are aware, because Charter reviews do take time, s I just think it will take some time in order to get specific wording proposed as well as implemented in any Charter. Are there any comments on this? Rudi, do you have any follow-up statement or comments?
Rudi Vansnick: 
Rudi speaking. No. I think that, as Klaus said, we can do it this way or the other way, it probably doesn't make any sense anymore, so we have  to go as quick -- 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Rudi, I'm sorry, you're breaking up. Do you mind just typing your comment into the AC chat room, and I can always read it into record. Are there any other comments on this particular topic? Okay. Hearing none, I'll move onto the next item on the agenda, which is the update on the upcoming GNSO Council Meeting. 

Klaus, you had mentioned that you would like some specific times allocated to upcoming policy work, and that kind of thing, and I hope you would express any policy issues coming up in the GNSO Council meeting during this time. Klaus, you have the floor. 


Klaus Stoll:  
Very much so. Cintra, would you like me to read out the agenda, or sing a song, or do a tap dance, because the point is I can only talk about policy issues, and GNSO Council Meetings, even about the review. Once either the meeting has happened, or when GNSO Council or the NCSG, is talking about it, and that’s actually happening tomorrow, so I would prefer to mention these items and to discuss these items, and put them on the agenda, after they’ve been -- things happen. And not just copied and paste into an agenda which happened, and also before, and I mentioned that now four times. Every time we had a monthly call saying, before you put somebody else's names and the time, into the agenda, ask them beforehand if they actually have something to say, how long they want to talk, and if they agree to talk about it. Thank you.
Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Klaus. I do circulate  draft agenda, and Marila has done so in the past well. During that time you did make comments to me, and I did incorporate those comments. The point of this agenda item is on -- particularly where you require any specific feedback from NPOC going into that meeting, so if there are no items for discussions that you would require feedback from NPOC going into that GNSO meeting, then that’s fine. But it's our duty to ask. 
Klaus Stoll:  
Cintra, I'm sorry. First of all, I sent you and I sent to the list, a reply saying that it has nothing to do -- and the comments I require are part of the policymaking process of NPOC, and will be dealt with under later items, like items number six, so please the point is, I need to hear what you have to tell me, and not what I have to tell you.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. Thank you, Klaus. Are there any other comments on this particular item, or generally, with regard to this discussion. I'm sorry I've lost connection to Adobe momentarily, so if there any comments please feel free to jump in.
Rudi Vansnick: 
Rudi speaking. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Sure, Rudi. You have the floor. 
Rudi Vansnick: 
Well I agree -- the agenda of the GNSO Council, the upcoming one, does not contain any motion that has to be voted, so I think that there's very few (inaudible/audio skip) input to give as  (inaudible/audio skip) -- actually it's a full meeting, if I'm not wrong, Klaus, you can correct me.  

Cintra Sooknanan:
I'm sorry, Rudi, you broke  little bit towards the end, the last statement. Do you mind repeating for us?

Rudi Vansnick: 
Well, because incredible now that I'm at home, at office where I have normally 60 meg capacity, and I see that my connection status becomes (inaudible/audio skip) -- maybe because I'm (inaudible/audio skip) --
Unidentified Participant:   
Lost you.

Rudi Vansnick: 
 (Inaudible)--

Unidentified Participant:   Your microphone is going in and out.

Rudi Vansnick: 
If the GNSO Council that is coming up, in fact it's containing two of my (inaudible) --  

Unidentified Participant:  
His microphone is coming in and out.

Cintra Sooknanan:
So let's just move on in the agenda, and we'll come back to Rudi's comments. I'd like to move on to item 5, which is the report from the NETMundial Meeting. And Sam, if you could just share a few words on that for us, please. 
Sam Lanfranco:
Okay. Can you hear me?

Cintra Sooknanan:
Yes. We hear you fine.
Sam Lanfranco:
Yeah. The meeting was -- the meeting was only two days long, and most of the time was spent with presentation of views from civil society, business, governments, and from the academic (inaudible). Several reports have been written thus far, but I guess the main things to take away from it, are not -- not was agreed on, but what wasn’t agreed on. Clearly under the cloud layer, there's a very serious issue as between as the government viewing the whole process as basically multilateral, and the civil society seeing it as a multistakeholder process going forward. I think, and especially after Avri reported on what was going on in England, the last couple of days, those meetings, one of the things brewing under the surface there.
 There were lots of presentations, lots of people felt good because they got to say something. Unfortunately, a number of people would get up and say, I represent several  concerned groups, and I'm speaking on behalf of myself, and many people got to speak several times, basically saying the same thing over again. I think critically it was more ritual than substance, much more ritual than substance, and that what wasn’t agreed on, was more important. The final report was adjusted at the very last minute because the governments were not happy with the wording. 
Some wording was demoted, like Net Neutrality was tacked on (inaudible), and then we are going to try and do a more organization analysis of it, but I think that people are talking about what was achieved, but I think we should be focusing on what were the red flags, that were thrown up, and one clear one that the government is showing up is, to what extent are the voices in the civil society legitimate voices. Who do they represent? We could turn around that and ask the same thing about governments because they have the upper hand on that. 
Business was fairly quiet because they tend to have a very, they made statements, but they were pretty much what you expect. But they are very close to government on this, and what was missing of course, was small, medium enterprises. The big players were there from the government -- from the business community, not the mass of the stakeholders.

So I came away with a lot more red flags than achievements, but others were very happy that they got to speak at the microphone, and I think it will take a while to figure out what actually happened. Are there any questions?
Cintra Sooknanan:
I just want to also ask Klaus, you know, what's his take on things as we'll?
Klaus Stoll:  
Sorry. Did you ask me?

Rudi Vansnick: 
 Yes.

Klaus Stoll:  
Okay my take on the--

Cintra Sooknanan:
Just your feedback from NETMundial, any observations?
Klaus Stoll:  
The NETMundial Meeting for me was, insofar, a very important meeting to see what's really happening in the background , and what Sam just said, is quite a good -- quite a summary, but also, we've -- the real point there, what Sam said, is who is -- actually represent civil society? And you might have noticed that civil society was the only group, who basically made official objection against the outcome, because we are talking here about groups of people and organizations who expect to go in and to win 120% but not to do any compromises. 


The other important point for me, but I might be biased on that one, is quite simply that the point came out, that question of sovereignty (ph), which I and other people have raised about a year and a half ago, seems to be really on the center of things, we have to find new ways how to define sovereignty, and the other point is that there can't be any legitimacy in Internet Governance without involving the grassroots of the end users. 


And  this will be, in my opinion, the big topics over the next few times, in one way or another, but as I said, I might be -- I might be biased in this. That’s my outcome of it, and I -- it was a very important meeting in the sense that dialogue seemed to be the desired way forward, if there will be anymore in that direction, going, I don't know, but as a  PR exercise and as a business exercise it was quite good for ICANN.
Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. 
Sam Lanfranco:
I have one more comment.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Sure . Go ahead, Sam.
Sam Lanfranco:
The other comment is, and this comes from experience in other areas, and that’s that civil society, what wasn’t clearly understood there, as I watch the deal, is that civil society within countries has to organize with respect to its position, and vis-à-vis its own country on issues. Like Open Data, Net Neutrality and so for, and not just think that they can do an end run around its own government by going to an international forum. 
And to the extent that the government's strength is that civil society is doing an in-run around it, there will be a persistent problem there. So part of the education is rooted on the civil society side, and you have to organize at home and not just turn up at NETMundial or ICANN, to state your position. Your position may be right but it has no weight. And so I don't know how we do that (inaudible). 
Cintra Sooknanan:
My -- I have  question. I agree with most of your perceptions on things. I think that there -- it was a great PR stunt, but  I think a lot of the lobbying actually took place upstairs in the back rooms, when no one was present. Only particular stakeholders were present really. There was a significant push to strengthen the IGF as a forum for dealing with NETMundial type issues, like the future Internet Governance. My question, well, particularly to Klaus and Sam. What do you think about that push. Do you think that there is any to it, or do you think it's just more PR talk? 
Sam Lanfranco:
Sam here. I think that push is real, and I think one of the challenges and I was to Olivia about this, region of Africa, is that if you pay the IGF, or you take GAC within ICANN, a significant number of countries, don't have -- they are there but they don't have any perception of what the issues are. Are you still there,  I just lost my signal for some reason. I'm okay. There we are. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
No, we hear you clear. 
Sam Lanfranco:
So that on some of the stuff, just to give an example, Net Neutrality is very important to small and medium enterprise and for innovation, especially in developing countries. But my suspicion is they don't have a clue, and that’s the case. So when they turned up at IGF and when they turn up at something at NETMundial, they are likely to be influenced by whatever the positions of the big players is, and the big players for the most part, are governments that are closely aligned with their lives' business interest. You know, there's a real challenge there, not just increasing the awareness and involvement of the civil society sector; but there's an equally important task in the business community and the smaller medium enterprise. An equally important task on the part of the government. And I don't think any of that is taking place. 


Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. I tend to agree with that, because I know , well, coming from a small island, developing state, there's a lack of data, there's a lack of open data So there's nothing for our government reps to base it on really, you know, in making these kind of decision -- Klaus I see your hand is raised. You have the floor. 

Klaus Stoll:  
Yes. I mean the point is with the IGF, please remember two points. The IGF is trying to raise money, they are raising -- trying to raise a lot of money, they are trying to raise -- sorry, I have a sneeze --  They are trying to raise between $50,000 and $200,000, and everybody is wondering why aren't they not able to raise this small amount of money, and the reason is very simple, that’s what's missing in the IGF is quite simply the decision-making authority. And as long as there is no discussion about which event will actually make the position in Internet Governance, it's even worthwhile throwing  the penny in. 

So NETMundial was a very good event, it was a nice pointer, include directions, but the document has no authority. Whatever the IGF does, has no authority, and basically where you put your money at the moment, decides who's got the authority, or who overlaps the authority. So everybody stays away. So, yeah, put your money where your mouth is. That’s the situation.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. I see Poncelet's hand is raised, but Nathalie had said that he's dropped off. Nathalie could you just let know, is he on or off the call?
Poncelet Ileleji:  
Yeah. It's Poncelet Ileleji.
Cintra Sooknanan:
Oh, Poncelet, you have the floor, thank you.
Poncelet Ileleji:  
I think to some extent, especially when I  try to look at the NETMundial compared to what happened at the Wikis (ph) in December 2012, I would say it was more evenly represented. I want to tend to disagree a bit with Sam's comments on small and medium enterprises, because if -- although he was not there, but Klaus was there, it's the Civil Society Meeting at the cultural center, you will discover that varied civil society organizations that came there. Some of them represented end users, who were physically small SMEs, and I discovered that at the end of the day, just as it happened, you cannot please every -- you cannot please every constituency, and I think that is where, to some extent,  I think one good thing that happened at this NETMundial was the agreement to strengthen the IGF with resources.

And I total concur with what Klaus said,  you put your hand where your mouth is, and that is -- I think that is the biggest and officially (inaudible), that the global IGF down to the grassroots IGF, people would know how to be well presented and what they need to say, because when I look at statements from Best Bids from civil society, the (inaudible) of civil society, then state-wide. And also a look at AP, AP statements you will discover that’s definitely based on interest groups, some countries were very pleased with the general outcome. 


Like I know in Gambia, were very pleased with the general outcome, because my government was there and we felt physical -- for our national IGF, it released, you said, depends how to engage people, and especially in Gambia, too, because they we -- we have also report on the whole process. So I would think, in a nutshell, we should look positively at it to look to what's becoming IGF in Istanbul. You definitely be (inaudible) these cautions -- outcomes that people can implement at a better levels in countries. Thank you.
Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Poncelet. I have one follow-up question, associate the length to the NETMundial document, now this is just an outcome statement. There's no teeth, there's no implementation to it. Based on the document in itself, do you think that these principles will be actually implementable? You know, the same week of NETMundial, on the second day you have a statement from the U.S. saying that Net Neutrality is dead. So I mean, how viable is this document in itself?
Poncelet Ileleji:  
I would say it's viable, because you have to look at it, that of course based on the Edward Snowden issue, the U.S. were lambasted, and their government tried to massage (inaudible) every little way. But I'll say from the firm consensus that I got, and even from -- coming from a developing country, I'm talking so, because we had some African  meetings, I'm talking to colleagues, and so it was -- think that we would be -- that would be genuinely be implemented. Especially you have to also understand that if I go back to what happened within Wikis (ph), whereby some African countries were very apprehensive to bring civil society around to the table.


At the NETMundial that was not the case, because the governments like Algeria, who were very skeptical about certain things coming up, and decided that okay, there's a way to walk around it. So I would say to a large extent most of what came out of the final document, it depends on how you want to plan it out, but it should work for it depends on the interest group, and that’s why we look towards -- as Klaus said. And that’s why, personally, to me I don't think it's a problem of really money, for the IGF, it's just that no one player should be seen as swapping (ph) but this is the business that can conform the whole IGF if you want to, you know, but it defeats the whole purpose of doing a multistakeholder process. Thank you. 
Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Poncelet. Sam, I recognize your hand is raised. You have the floor. 
Sam Lanfranco:
I just want to make a comment about the language in the NETMundial document, and the fact that it has no teeth. Many of the different concepts in there, and the one I'm picking on at the moment, is Net Neutrality. Net Neutrality in the final analysis will be decided by national policy, country-by-country, there may be a global agreement, and they have two levels.

 It may be a principle that comes out of something like the IGF, or a principle that comes out of something like NETMundial, but the actual implementation is going to be -- is going to end up being national policy, and it may even end up being something where it is a multilateral agreement on that particular issue, not on everything, but on that particular issue, because there are economic comparative advantages and competitive advantages, to having your country with neutrality, when your trading partner doesn't have neutrality, and it also causes problems between the two countries. 

But there are certain areas here where it's going to be bilateral, multilateral, in the final analysis, needs to be national policy. And so the most we'll be able to get at a global level, is going to be a statement of principle, and then try to push it in the right direction at the national level. There's no way that there will be on Net Neutrality a global policy. There can be a global agreement principle, but there would still be national implementation. So the strategies have to kind of recognize that, and not just get frustrated if we can't make decisions at the global level.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. Thank you, Sam. All right. So, I think we can move on to the next agenda item if there are no other comments on this -- on this meeting. No? Okay. Hearing none. 

Actually, with regards agenda item six, I just want any new information in any of these working groups to be put to the room, so I don't know, Rudi, or if anybody has any updates on their particularly working group, if they'd just want to let us know. And I see Rudi has pasted this, IANA agenda -- sorry -- transition draft. Rudi, you have the floor.

Rudi Vansnick: 
Thank you, Cintra. Rudi speaking. Well, we are still on the agenda point four, looking at listing of current public comment periods. There is one that is ending the 8th of May, which is the IANA transition. It's the call for public inputs on transition of NTIA's strip of the IANA functions. It's a question that is going also into the NCSG call tomorrow, and probably will be on the agenda for the GNSO also. 


So I think it's important that we keep an eye on this, but as it is public input, I'm just wondering if there will be another way of bringing input to that transition of NTIA's stewardship through other channels. I think about the channels that we regularly are trying to (inaudible), or trying to, you know, from the GNSO Council itself. So that’s the one that’s quite important. There is another one that came up today, and I would like you all to have a view on that one, because the one that I'm posting in the chat room now, it's about the Board Members' compensation. 


It looks like they want to increase the Board's remuneration which was initially $30,000, if I'm not wrong. And from a report that first was also in that document, when you click on the link. The report from consultancy office that checked the compensation in other Boards, and it looks like it's going up to $45,000. 


Sam, for you , if you would be selected and elected for the Board, that would be great, but a slam in my face as a volunteer, that I have to spend more time working very hardly in trying to do what is expected from me for zero dollars a year. 

So, I would like to know what is the positioning we are going to take on that one, in the near future. It is 23rd May (inaudible/audio skip) but we still have a few weeks' time, but I would really see as all past, I don't understand why they are still in the Open for Comments, and the comment period already closed in April. So I don't understand.


And the other one, end of May, is the draft five-year strategic plan, but I've heard they are reviewing the five-year strategic finance plan too. That’s something that I hear -- I heard in the corridors, so that’s the agendum. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Rudi. We are hearing you clearly but there are breaks sometimes in your connection. I do think we should comment on this compensation because this is a big increase, it's 50%, so I think either through NPOC on its own, or through the NCSG we should make a comment on this. 

Klaus, I see your hand up, you have the floor.

Klaus Stoll:  
Thank you very much. I would like to comment on the compensation issue too. I would recommend to raise compensation of the ICANN Board Members to a minimum of $100,000 or $150,000 or $200,000 per annual, under the condition that fucking volunteers, and I really want that on the record, are getting compensated too, because as Rudi mentions, we are spending now, 20, 30, 40 hours a week on trying to do our job, and nobody is thinking about what's going on here, and people's livelihoods are really on the brink. 


And quite simply, it's not even our choice, because we understand what it -- how important it is at the moment to be left in Internet Governance and to keep an eye on it, and to make policies, and to be involved in policies, and to keep yourself informed and to read, and to do things, and to go to the meetings, and to listen to one conference call after another, and because otherwise we are not doing our job just for our constituency, but for humankind as a whole. 

Sorry to use these huge words, but that’s what actually is the point. So I would go the double way to come back to the beginning of what I said, recommend to raise the compensation for the ICANN Board, under the condition that the volunteers also get their fair -- and at least get their expenses properly reimbursed, and don't have to apply to its constituency travel about $6. Thank you.
Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Klaus. That is a fair comment. Poncelet, you have the floor. 
Poncelet Ileleji:  
Yes. Poncelet speaking, for the records. I think, based on Rudi and Klaus said, what I'd like to add, I don't -- I'm totally -- (inaudible) disagree with them, but I think, especially when we potentially have a representative, in Sam representing, or the (inaudible) from the team representing us in the Board, we should try to get a consensus on this. We have to issue a statement within the NCSG, we should try to get the feelings of what NCUC, maybe what they think about it, because if you look at the other perspective, yes, we volunteer and get zero dollars for what we do, but if you look at it from another perspective, most of the Board are in the firing lines. They do a lot of -- put a lot of carbon (ph) footprints on the ground, going from places to places.


Physically, it's almost like a fulltime job. I'm not trying to disregard what we do at policy level, and other working groups we have, but I think we should tread very carefully, so that at the end of the day, if our colleague then happens to be on the Board, we are in a stronger position to bargain for other things to come. That’s my take. Thank you. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Poncelet. George (ph), I see you have your hand raised, you have the floor. George we don't hear you, but you have the floor.
Unidentified Participant:   
Unmute.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. George, I'll give you two minutes to sort out your issues. Laurie, you have the floor in the meantime. 

Laurie Schulman:  
Yes. I have a question , so the resolution that Rudi posted, is about paying the Chair $75,000. What do the Board members make, individually--?

Rudi Vansnick: 
Actually the Board members  (inaudible), the Board members receive something like $30,000 a year, if I'm not wrong. 

Laurie Schulman:  
And California allows that? Because I know many state laws don't allow Board compensation. Why is the Board -- I mean I'm asking a basic question, and I'm not presuming anything, the IRS will allow it, that’s true, but most state allow for compensated Boards of charitable organizations. So I'm a little confused. 

Klaus Stoll:  
ICANN is not a charitable organization.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Klaus, if you want to--
Rudi Vansnick: 
 Rudi speaking. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Sure, Rudi. Go ahead.
Rudi Vansnick: 
Sorry. Rudi speaking. I have some experience as I'm an ISOC Board of Trustees Member, and we don't have compensation, and we are registered in Washington. It looks like based on -- if you go through the report it's -- at the end of the page that you can see at length, there's the Towers Watson April 2014 Report on ICANN Board compensation, you will see that what they propose is some kind of average that they figured out, looking into several Boards, and they mentioned on there also that ISOC Board not compensating their Board members. 

So I think it's based on what the Board itself decides, as far as I understood, it's not because you are a not-for-profit, we aren't even a charity organization, ISOC, it depends on what the decision at the Board level is. That’s what I see. And especially when you look into the Form 990, you will see that the organization, they are compensating the Board, and even the ISOC Board, has to indicate the number of hours that we are working on the ISOC Board, in the 990 Form. 

Laurie Schulman:  
Right. Okay, I thought that-- I thought that ICANN was organized under the U.S. law as a charitable organization under -- look I'll look up the legal -- legalities, but typically, if you were incorporated under IRS Section Code, 501(c)(3), and you are serving a public purpose, typically your Boards aren't compensated, unless you are organized as a private foundation, which I don't think ICANN is, but I'll look. I don't know. It just raised -- it just raised a funny question in my mind, an ethical question as well as a legal question. Because I know, at least culturally, in the U.S., ethically, Boards of nonprofit organizations are typically not paid.  

Cintra Sooknanan:
Laurie, thank you very much, for that contribution.
Klaus Stoll:  
Laurie I should -- it's not a payable -- it's not paid. It's not a salary, it's a compensation for effort (ph) --
Laurie Schulman:  
That’s still a payment. It is still a payment under the law, they are paid, there's a tax form generated, they are paid. So I agree they are not employees, from an employment law perspective, but from an ethical perspective in terms of having an objective Board. If you have the organization pay the Board anything, I mean except for travel, except for the cost of doing the business as a Board member it -- 

Unidentified Participant:   
Yeah. I agree.

Laurie Schulman:  
 -- I think it creates a problem, if the optics are not good, to put it mildly. 

Klaus Stoll:  
Good point. I've always been told the ICANN Board, there are people spending so many hours on ICANN Board, and these hours  they can't use to do any compensated work, so they need to be compensated for that time they spend on the ICANN Board, and this is exactly the argument we've had (inaudible), because how many hours do the volunteers spend or not, which they could actually do some productive work, and nobody is even mentioning that.
Laurie Schulman:  
I agree. But the minute you pay somebody they are not a volunteer. So that, to me, opens a bigger question.

Klaus Stoll:  
 I think it would be a good idea--

Cintra Sooknanan:
And I agree with Laurie as well.
Klaus Stoll:  
-- to have a little more details to look into it. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Klaus, we are having difficulty hearing you. Would you like to repeat?
Klaus Stoll:  
I think it's a good idea if Laurie has a look into it. 

Laurie Schulman:  
I will.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. Excellent! Okay, so let me just go back to the queue. I'd like to hear from George if his mic is working now, if not please type your response into the chat room, but I will see. George, you have the floor. Okay. Hearing nothing, Poncelet would you like to speak, you are next in the queue.
Poncelet Ileleji:  
Yes. I just want to comment on -- Poncelet speaking for the record -- what Laurie said. I would say -- first I'd like to say, I mean, these compensation that you're talking about, right now, no matter how you try to put it, it's in a way, a form of payment, but I would say, within ICANN structure itself, that’s not just something they sat down to decide overnight. So they look at -- they have been looking at a lot of legalities, because I saw then that this was raised during the Beijing Meeting, during the public meeting in Beijing last April.

And the second, I want to put back, when you mentioned under the U.S. law finds (inaudible), one, yes ICANN is registered under California and U.S. law as a charity, but these are some of the things, too, that have helped ICANN back, especially in terms of the internationalization processes, whereby some certain stakeholders feel that looks U.S.-centric, and I will say, in that process, they are going to be looking at it, I will say you should look at it from global best practices, than to look at it from the point of a U.S. -centric, a not-for-profit organization, because it will, at the end of the day, defeat the whole purpose.

And that’s why I will say, I know people in NCUC must have also looked at it, that for anything NPOC might want to say about this issue, they should be in synch with what our colleagues and -- it should be one statement coming up from us being part of NCSG. Thank you.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Poncelet. I just want to note George's comment in the chat. He apologized for his mic, he just wanted to object to the languages by Klaus. He notes that the issue is too delicate and requires a serious contribution from NPOC. I also want to thank Laurie for taking the lead on this matter, and I recognize her hand is raised. Laurie, you have the floor. 
Laurie Schulman:  
Yes. I just wanted to say, I understand about looking at it from a global perspective, in terms of setting a norm, but I am also, and I am a U.S. lawyer, so I'm going to own that piece of it. I'm going to be U.S.-centric in the sense that I want to make sure that we are complying with whatever the California law allows. And it may allow it, and I just don't know it, but it's very strange to me, that’s all I'm saying, but I agree that internationalization is a challenge if you're going to have a U.S. organized entity, not only subject to U.S. Federal Law, but subject to U.S. State Law as well. So I recognize that, and I just wanted to note that. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Laurie. Rudi, I note you are typing some statement with regard to the NTIA topic coordination, would you like to say that on the call, your comment?

Rudi Vansnick: 
Yes. Thank you, Cintra. Rudi speaking, for the transcript. Yes. I just figured out that tomorrow we have a conference call on -- it's an Ad Hoc Group, on NTIA topic coordination, that’s partly in Singapore, there was a request during the NCSG (ph) ALAC Meeting, and the call is tomorrow at 13:00 UTC, and it is organized by At-Large. And in the call are actually, (Inaudible), Olivier Crepin Leblond from the At-Large, John (Inaudible), Rafik Damak, Avri Doria, Phil Shatan. From ALAC Ollie Rej (ph); Fatima Cambronero from ALAC; and myself. 


So I would love if there could be somebody participating in that call too, because it's quite important, it's a kind of a common reporting that probably we'll do on the MTIA transition.  

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Rudi. Can you share the call details (inaudible)--
Klaus Stoll:  
Rudi, could you please repeat your time for (inaudible)--

Cintra Sooknanan:
Klaus, would you like to say--?
Klaus Stoll:  
Rudi, could you just repeat your time?

Rudi Vansnick: 
The time is 13:00 UTC, you can see it in the chat room,  I posted it in the chat room and I will send it to the mail that I received with the invitation to the XCOM, so that you figure out if you can join me, yes. 
Klaus Stoll:  
Yes. That’s right because we've got the (inaudible) -- the GNSO is -- okay, fine. No problem. Thank you.

Rudi Vansnick: 
Well, as I said, we are working quite a lot of our free time, our personal -- professional time, and our free time on a lot of NPOC and ICANN stuff, so maybe we have to make a recommendation to the ICANN Board to have a review on remuneration -- no, compensation of volunteers. That’s recognizing the (inaudible)--

Klaus Stoll:  
(Inaudible) everybody, but can I just make -- I would like you to listen to the following. I have a list in front of me. This is a list of just simply the conference calls I've got this week, and counting together, my Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, and this is just four days, because I'm flying on Friday, I will be in conference calls 16-1/2 hours over the next four days without receiving any kind of compensation. And I know that other people like Rudi and so on, are exactly the same way. We just can't go on with this, it's not possible.  

Cintra Sooknanan:
I agree, Klaus, we need more volunteers to spread the work. Just going ahead with the agenda because we are a bit behind now. Are there any -- agenda item six, are there any working groups that require reports, on this call? I just want to speak a little bit about the Cross Community Working Group on Internet Governance.

That Working Group did submit quite a few topics on abstract, at the NETMundial Meeting, and currently is working on its Charter. So as soon as the Charter is finalized internally within the Working Group it will be shared among all the SOs and ACs for review and acceptance. Are there any other working groups? Klaus, you mentioned that you were on quite a few calls this week, do you have any reports that you’d like to share with NPOC? Any other rules or--?
Klaus Stoll:  
Not at the moment, thank you.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. Rudi, I see you hand is raised. You have the floor. 
Rudi Vansnick: 
Thank you, Cintra. Rudi speaking for the transcript. With regards the Translation And Transliteration Working Group, we are now in a stage where it would be our -- trying to close down the common steps we received, and in put that we received from all SOs and ACs, so that we can start producing a first draft of expectations in our Working Group. An ongoing process till London, because in London we need to report where we are and what we -- which direction we are going to put the recommendations down. 


On the other side, aside that one, I have actually, on the NPOC website, you have now a list of all the ongoing Working Group if you go under NPOC in ICANN button, then you can find the list of all the ongoing working groups, and you have also, at the bottom, the list of the working groups where we have NPOC's participants so we have a view on -- we are doing what, and I think it's quite important to have a group update, as for instance the Cross Community Working Group seems to be split into two. That’s at least my perception. 


Maybe, Cintra, you can clarify a bit of that Working Group now, because I have the impression there is a phase that end it, and there is a new phase that is drafting a Charter on the Cross Community. Is that correct?

Cintra Sooknanan:
Yes. That’s correct. So, Rafik and Olivier will have (inaudible)--
Rudi Vansnick: 
Well with that we will have a new -- that means that we have a new Working Group.

Cintra Sooknanan:
It's the old Working Group but with a new Charter. So in light of NETMundial, and the current IG environment they are reworking the Charter in order to incorporate some of the NETMundial language. 
Rudi Vansnick: 
Well I've been participating in one of those calls too, and I was really confused about what's going on. In fact, it's this close Community Working Group is that the ongoing process, that it's the Working Group that will stand forever, to try to get the communities working together? Or it's the Working Group, does that have a clear objective and a deadline? I'm really confused.
Cintra Sooknanan:
There's no clear deadline, there is a clear object, and from time to time the Working Group will report on its work, as well s upcoming issues that it needs to take to the community, all the SOs and ACs for comment and approval or disapproval. So that’s my impression on things. There was a draft Charter that was circulated. The Working Group is funny in its operation in that it operates in all, I think, four times, or three different time zones. So at any given time, there are some participants who will participate why it's meaningless or would not actually be on the call. 

So it's viewed as, maybe, a hindrance to the Working Group's work, but I mean it also goes towards the objective of the Working Group which is to be global and cross community.

Rudi Vansnick: 
Okay. Thank you, Cintra. Rudi speaking, for the transcript. When I was looking into the Wiki space of that Working Group, the reason I got so confused, and if you look at the link that I posted of the meeting, it states that the new Cross Community Working Group will begin meeting in May 2014, that’s why I was completely confused. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
I think the meeting is the new Cross Community Working Group under the new Charter, I agree, it's confusing, but I think it's with regard to the Charter development, rather than having a new group, per se.
Rudi Vansnick: 
Okay. Thank you.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Sure. New York other comments on the Working Group? Poncelet, do you have any report on the Meeting Strategy Working Group? I note that you weren't present on the last call, so you would (inaudible) a report --
Poncelet Ileleji:  
Yes. Thank you, Cintra. Poncelet, for the record. The Meeting Strategy Working Group, we have our upcoming meeting on Thursday, and the meeting is to review the final reports that have been prepared and all the inputs that have gone, and we got it sent in today by Renata, the ICANN Staff who is coordinating -- who coordinates our meeting for that particular Working Group, so I think by Thursday when all the decisions have -- we have agreed to disagree on the final work document is agreed by the Meeting Strategy Working Group. Then in our next monthly call, and I'll also send the information out on the XCOM mailing list.


But I'll say, without much ado, the Meeting Strategic Working Group has really put in a lot of work, it's been very difficult to get a consensus on the number of meetings on how the meeting should be structured, especially given more time to the committees to hold their various programs during ICANN public meetings. And also try to get some setting aspects of regional participation involved in the time of the meeting. 


So I'll say the document has really been well done and it really shows a very good consensus in what has been achieved and the structure for the way forward, and I think at the end of the day, it might not please everybody but most of the constituency folks will be happy about it, and also there's a lot of things that can be happening, regionally, too. Thank you.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Poncelet, I don't mean to dwell on this topic, per se, but can you tell me if the Meeting Strategy Working Group looked at all at the meeting agenda for the ICANN Meeting? I know there have been a lot of changes recently as to the scheduling of meetings. 
Poncelet Ileleji:  
Yes. Can you please repeat your exact question you want me to answer. Sorry, Cintra. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Sure. No problem. Could you tell me if the Meeting Strategy Working Group looked at all at the ICANN Meeting agenda recently? Such as in the Singapore Meeting there have been changes to the meeting agenda, so for instance I think the gala is on a different night. There are a lot of changes, you know, in terms of when the public forum, et cetera are held. Was that discussed at all with the Meeting Strategy Working Group?
Poncelet Ileleji:  
Yes. It was looked at. It was seriously looked at, changing the agenda to accommodate more constituency-level discussions and meetings. So that’s why I think some of those amendments were made and maybe slightly experimented on in Singapore. You know, so I'll say, to an extent, you're right. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. Thank you, Poncelet. I want to move forward. With regard to the membership. I see Sam has posted some comments in the chat, which I'll now invite him to speak. The membership issues are particularly important with the upcoming election. So I know he's been working on that, and I'd really like to find out what kind f support you would require from us, from the executive as well s from Staff?
Sam Lanfranco:
Okay. It's kind of hard to -- to not get disheartened here -- the basic problem is, the lists are not up to date, and the lists that exist have names, but no contact information, so there's no way to know who is or is not an NPOC member. They are not all listed, and the ones that are listed have no email addresses for contacting, and thus far is able to decide -- figure out if they are listed on NPOC voice or not. So it's we have no way of putting together a correct membership list for voting at this point. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. Thanks, Sam. Now I had circulated a document to you. Last year we had the same issue, and we had sent out a lot of emails which caused quite a delay in our election timeline. The document I circulated to you was, at that date, the current membership as well as the correct email addresses. Was that able at all? You know, what kind of gap in terms of membership, or updating do you think you would need to be done?
Sam Lanfranco:
And I had requested to glance more in assistance and I requested that yesterday, so I haven’t heard back yet. 
Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. No problem. Feel free to reach out. 
Sam Lanfranco:
I will make a more specific request to Glen (ph), sketching out the challenges to see if there's any way around this. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Sure.
Sam Lanfranco:
But if there -- it appears to be a terrible state of affairs. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Laurie, I notice your hand is up, and you were a part of the Membership Committee, so you have the floor. We don't hear you, Laurie.
Laurie Schulman:  
Part of NCSG EC which the Chairman of the membership status, now in the documents that we review, all of the applicants have to have an email address, so I don't understand what Sam is looking at, and I will send to Sam the links that I have from Rafik, and maybe they are different documents. And if they are that would be really confusing. 
Sam Lanfranco:
Well I'm looking at -- right now, at the Docs Google, Current NCSG Membership Roster, and it's incomplete and it has no email addresses. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay.
Sam Lanfranco:
So if there is another document, I don't know where it is or what it is. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
What I'd like to ask, is for Laurie and Sam, if you'd like me to work with you, and we could take this off the call and we can work on this maybe within the next week and just see where the gaps are. Poncelet, I see your hand is raised. You have the floor. 
Poncelet Ileleji:  
Yes. Poncelet speaking, for the records. I just wanted to say, that’s why after that -- Sam's email , I was then personally surprised, because I remember when the -- Allan was alive and we worked on this membership stuff together, of the elections, these things, they are very detailed. The contacts people for the organization, their email address, if they have Web presence and stuff like that. And I think for such things, especially with membership since Laurie is working on the back issues, it's best to address this, and for Sam to go and start looking for it somewhere, that maybe it's not, well, or been under the website of the second time, and stuff like that, because all these things are well documented, because it makes us look funny, because who knows where they are and where they can be found. Thank you.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Poncelet. Rudi, you have the floor. 
Rudi Vansnick: 
Thank you, Cintra. Well, I just posted the link on which I was working, that seems to be the official page where we can find the membership, and when you to into that one, they mention the current and the pending. On the current I think I would find the information that contains all data that is needed. Also to which constituency are affiliated. I don't need immediate email address, but at least I would like to know, to who they are affiliated. And somewhat you're saying that they are, that page is incomplete, Laurie. That there is another list -- another link, why is there another link and that on is the only one. Sorry?
Laurie Schulman:  
No. Let me -- I'm sorry, it's Laurie. Let me look into my inbox. Rafik just sent me a list to look at for Monday. I can sent this list, but I think it's password protected until approved, but I have no problem just showing you the link by way of example, because you might be able to look at it. So hold on. 
Sam Lanfranco:
Okay. While you're doing that. Rudi, the list -- the pages that you  have just put up, is incomplete and does not have email addresses. This is Sam. 
Rudi Vansnick: 
And that’s the only official page that you can see when you go into the website of NCSG, it's logic that you can have a list of the membership of NCSG and their sub-constituencies, and actually the list doesn't reflect any updated data that allows us to discover what (inaudible/audio skip) 

Sam Lanfranco:
Yes. I agree. I am not on the list, my organization is not on the list. 

Rudi Vansnick: 
(Inaudible/audio skip) -- member to discuss, they are a member of NCUC (inaudible/audio skip)--

Cintra Sooknanan:
We are getting a lot of feedback. I think, Rudi, is it your line? I'd like to actually, I know we've started this discussion, and it's something that we really do need to take offline, because we are going to have to work on this together to really collate and rectify the membership list. Within the next week, can I -- I'll just, you know, offer to getting us all together to really review these different lists and really coming up with one synonymous membership list. 

I do want to move forward. Rudi, I don't know if you have issues with you line, or you're able to speak about the next agenda item which is the status of NPOC activities at the London Meeting. I know you were the one working on the meeting request.
Rudi Vansnick: 
Yes, Cintra. Rudi speaking. I suppose you can hear be now.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Yes. We can hear you now. 
Rudi Vansnick: 
I have a lot of connectivity issues. Yeah, I have a lot of connectivity issues, and it looks like this is happening since we moved to another platform, of the Adobe, (inaudible) problem. Just to be -- to close  down, firstly, the other issue, I would really like to know today, if we have a list -- access to a list, a decent (inaudible/audio skip)  -- list, because tomorrow we have the NCSG call, and I would like to go through it.

Laurie Schulman:  
This is Laurie.

Rudi Vansnick: 
There's no connectivity in--

Laurie Schulman:  
I lost my hand for some reason. I keep getting kicked out of the Adobe, so I apologize. But I'm looking for the links, and  don't have the links. Rafik hasn’t sent the link yet. He said he was going to last week, but he hasn’t. So I don't even have the most recent link to send you.

Klaus Stoll:  
Thank you. (Inaudible)

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. So, I'm going to ask that we go through this after the call, and then we sort it out. Rudi, if your line is okay, if you could just move ahead to the list of NPOC activities, in London.
Rudi Vansnick: 
Yes. Thank you, Cintra. Rudi speaking. I hope that my line will stand, but I would ask ICANN Staff to look into the issues, because everybody is kicked out (inaudible) -- out of the Adobe Connect, and the connectivity is really bad, it's going down again to almost nothing. That’s unacceptable, that’s (inaudible/audio skip) -- 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. We see to have lost Rudi again. 
Rudi Vansnick: 
It's not only me. It's everybody on the call has issues, I would like that -- can you still hear me?

Cintra Sooknanan:
Yes. We can hear you.
Rudi Vansnick: 
Hello? Do you still hear me? Do you hear me now?
Cintra Sooknanan:
Yes, Rudi. We hear you.
Rudi Vansnick: 
Yes. But it looks like there is a delay of approximately 10 seconds after what I'm saying, and you replying, there is at least 10 seconds. This is just is just crazy, that this is a problem that we never had before. As NPOC activities as (Inaudible) in order to my lines being decent, going down again, I hope you hear me. 


Well, the proposal is the following. We are going to have to try to have a regular NPOC internal meeting on Tuesday, but we have been discussion at this point, and collaboration between ALAC -- NPOC because we have the same common ground being the NGOs. The goal would be that we have, during the ALAC summit, session of about 20 minutes, where we will be able to discuss what -- or present what NPOC is doing, and during our Tuesday meeting, we would try to pick out one hour, and invite all the (inaudible) to come to our NPOC Meeting, and NPOC is doing -- how NPOC is working and doing a lot of outreach, that’s the goal. So I say about -- and I hope (inaudible/audio skip)-- 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Rudi. Klaus, can you tell us if I-Engage will also be holding a similar event with the At-Large attendants?
Klaus Stoll:  
No. We won't. The thing is, with I-Engage, it doesn't make sense to have a specific I-Engagement because there are so many things going on at the moment with -- we were actually at the London event, shows that I-Engage, will be one of the tools which is available by NPOC, but seriously, it doesn't make sense anymore to put I-Engage available as a big instrument to NPOC because remember, for example, we had that disaster in Singapore, and we didn't even manage to -- for NPOC to register a letter of complaint, or something like that, and you have to think about that. 

I've got as a Managing Director of TKP effort, and as an owner of I-Engage, (inaudible) is the owner of I-Engage. I have to have a responsibility how to implement that tool in the proper and professional way. So it really doesn't make sense at the moment to have a separate I-Engage event. But this would mean, I-Engage as a tool is available to NPOC and to ICANN as a whole in the governance world, and we hope to deal with it, but as I said, it needs to be done in the proper and professional way. Thank you.  

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Klaus. I want to move right along, seeing no hands. Would you like to just let us know a little bit about the election process, for (inaudible) number14.
Klaus Stoll:  
I think we talked about this already. The point, quite simply, is at the moment we need to force -- a fourth round, and we talked about that at the beginning of the conversation how that’s going. So basically we really need to be absolutely aware and conscious about, that we need to force a fourth round, and I really believe that Sam has a very good chance to win the fourth round. But there are two major obstacles, one of them is simply built, might not be willing to -- might not be willing to step back. And the other one is that maybe NCUC or anybody else, might have another idea for another candidate, but I think the major problem at the moment is in the hands of the (inaudible) constituency, and they need to sort things out.


This said, we need as NCSG, show them how to sort things out in a very, very, very short timeframe, and if Sam doesn't get interviews this week or next week, I'm really getting worried. Thank you. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Klaus. Okay. I'm going to just talk a little bit about the elections office. On the 14th April, the notice of elections was posted by Marila, and she sent out the request for nominations. Since that time there have nominations, but no acceptances for the Chair and Vice Chair position. I believe the Vice Chair position was a self-nomination, so pretty much it was a nomination and acceptance in that effect. The close of nominations just happens within a little over a week, so there are quite a few positions that are still open for nominations and acceptance. We do expect to have the membership issue sorted out before we begin voting, and before the issuance of credentials for that whole thing. 

Just going along with the timeline that Marila had set without -- I know there were issues with regards to the approval, but this is the timeline that has been published, and which we are going along with at this point. At the end of voting, takes place on the 26th June, so we should have our election results by the 28th June. And the term of the new executives should run from the 10th July, according to Marila's posting. 

Are there any comments on this? Sam, do you feel confident that we'll be able to get the membership list together in that time? 
I personally feel that since, essentially it's just one year of new members to add that -- I'm pretty confident that we will be able to sort out the membership issues, as well as credentials, within this timeframe. Okay.

I see Rudi typing, but hearing nothing, I'd just like to move on to the update, to the status of the NPOC seats on NomCom. On the last call we had decided to go forward with an email to the Board Chair, and to issue a statement with regard to our disappointment with the fact that the issue of NPOC having a seat on the NomCom was pointed to the broad Working Group. I drafted a response, and I've shared it with Laurie, so we would be looking within the next week, internally, just to finalize that draft and then we'll share it with the XCOM for submission to the Board. As while we proclaim the NomCom Chair into that statement, so that they are well aware of where we stand and where the current situation is. 
Are there any other comments on that? Laurie, did you want to say anything on that point. 

Laurie Schulman:  
No. I was just going to say that you wrote a very comprehensive letter, and we just need to edit it and make sure that it's just ready to be sent, so that it can be read by all. And I don't even see that much change going into the letter. I read I very briefly, but I'll make sure that I have my comments back to you before Thursday.
Cintra Sooknanan:
Laurie -- thank you s much, Laurie. Rudi do you have your hand up? You have the floor. 
Rudi Vansnick: 
Thank you, Cintra. Rudi speaking, for the transcript. I think that it's all fixed into the plan that the Board is sequestering to have a full review of the GNSO, and use that as a perfect excuse to delay any decision from an NPOC sheet.  I think that is the big issue in hiding themselves, in taking an appropriate (inaudible). Furthermore as we don't argue on the fact that NCSG has not a correct balanced representation of the two constituencies, it will never get solved anyway.
Cintra Sooknanan:
Well, Rudi, actually it's not even a matter of NCSG because the other seat is held by NCUC. So on balance we--
Rudi Vansnick: 
(Inaudible/audio skip)-- well the balance is made in the way that it is NCSG requesting to have NCUC getting the Board seat, or the NomCom seat, and there is no other requests, in the sense that NCSG is not pushing to have a balanced situation. That’s the reason why I think there is this hidden discussion.

Cintra Sooknanan:
No. But what I'm saying is the seat belongs to NCUC, it doesn't belong to NCSG, so there is no room for NPOC there. The seat that is current it's not (inaudible)--
Rudi Vansnick: 
Cintra, Rudi speaking. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Sure. Go ahead.
Rudi Vansnick: 
Again, the fact that it is NCUC reveals that NCSG has no representation in the NomCom, which means they cannot represent, or bring people that represent NCUC, NCSG at the higher level. And that’s where I say that it is unbalanced actually. NCUC taking a NomCom seat to elect their people to the Board, where NCSG does not have a seat. And that’s, somehow, ridiculous, (inaudible/audio skip) -- clear to the discussions -- sorry, it was my agenda making -- 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Rudi, you're breaking up quite a bit. Hello? I'll just ask that you to type your comment into the chat room. In the meantime I'd like to move to any other business. Klaus, I know you had an issue with the -- in particular. And Laurie also commented on it, on the structure of the agenda. Can I just ask that, you know, we raise this discussion now, in terms of how you'd like to see the agenda structured, and what changes you'd like to see made to it.

Laurie Schulman:  
This is Laurie. I was talking about today's agenda. 
Cintra Sooknanan:
Mm-hmm. 
Laurie Schulman:  
Which agenda are you talking about? The upcoming London Meeting, or today's agenda?

Cintra Sooknanan:
Today's agenda. To be general, because today's agenda has really followed the typical agenda of our Open Policy calls. So all of our sense--
Klaus Stoll:  
 By tracking, that’s  a problem, Cintra.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Sure. Klaus, you have the floor. 
Klaus Stoll:  
Cintra, the problem is you can't copy the last agenda for the next month, or the next month. We need to be a dynamic constituency that can actually respond to the real items which are going on. Being NPOC doesn't mean t fulfill the legal functions and to tick boxes. We need to be able to discuss the topics which are possible -- and which are current. Which means, if you are calling a meeting you should have, two weeks before, sent out an email saying, okay people, there are certain things that we have to discuss, which are standard, but they are -- which are the other item which we need to discuss which are going in.


 And also not to basically -- I'm really pleading now for the fourth or fifth time about, don't put topics and peoples and times into the agenda without asking these people first. It's rude, and it's not fair, because you are just putting expectations, and you're putting on the spot, and that’s not right. And you have to think about, you are wondering why so many people are involving with NPOC, and why are so many people staying away from our conference call. Quite simply, it's not relevant. It's not attracting. And we need to make it attractive, and we need to make it attractive by responding to people's needs. Simple as that. Thank you.
Cintra Sooknanan:
Okay. So, my question then, Poncelet, I see your hand is raised , you do have the floor, but I do want to come back with a question to the group after --
Poncelet Ileleji:  
Yes. I'm Poncelet speaking, for the records. Just to respond to what Klaus, you just said, to be fair to Cintra, let's look at it in context, the meeting agenda. I have relatively seen not much difference since my time in NPOC from what was occurring before. So I think your suggestions are relevant, but at the same time the agendas have just been following the norm, and then it needs to take -- it needs to take the collective. I like the way you brought that, because I was --  saw something that I wanted to mention but it was -- I felt that it was what the mission, conduct -- it would be especially when you made suggestions on trying to sue the funds for other outreach activities. 

You know, I felt that is important, instead of just doing something only in the London Meeting, when a lot of events are happening. So I think it's something that we have -- that you have brought up that we have to say, okay, even not two weeks, we know when our next monthly call will be, before the next monthly call, there are some issues that have happened that we want as per NPOC, not as per the norm, that was to be discussed. I think that is what we should follow, but think it's based on what has been happening, that’s why this agenda is something like this. Thank you. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Poncelet. Klaus I see your hand is raised gain. You have the floor. 
Klaus Stoll:  
Yeah. I'm sorry we can't -- somebody gave me in the private note, the response that I'm reacting like an old, grumpy bear. Yes. I'm reacting like an old, grumpy bear, but let me explain a little bit why. The reason is, look, we've got extremely intelligent and good people in NPOC, some points -- on the policy side, and on the side of political analysis, and policy analysis, I had never seen anybody better from (inaudible). 

Somebody like Rudi, who was able to organize and bring in common sense, and all those strategy brilliance, pure brilliance. Totally, somebody who is able to bring in a point of view, which for us, sometimes seems to be strange, but in the end it always turns out to be the right one.


Laurie, with her legal mind, and, and, and, and, and for example, we had to email discussions over the last weeks, for example, where as a result of the NETMundial, it has to be clear to us, that we are basically facing the end of ICANN, and we have to think about how we, as a constituency, or how we as a group, which claims to represent NGOs, needs to develop further. These are the things we need to discuss. This is what's really important. The policy issues, the policy's contributions we are doing, this is the life blood of NPOC, that is what we need to discuss, and we can't have monthly calls, which just simply picks up, okay, report on that. Pick, pick, pick. 


This is not a GNSO meeting, this is about policymaking, not policy administration, and I hope, and I really hope that people, one day, will understand it. It's not about administration, it's about policymaking. The administration is happening somewhere else, and the moment we understand that the members will be happy, the people will be attractive because it's relevant. Simple as that. Thank you.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you, Klaus. So, my question that I wanted to raise earlier is, and this has been raised previously. We have members that are at different levels of awareness of IG issues and in terms of NPOC issues, and in terms of ICANN issues. You know, we spend a lot of time on administrative stuff, which you are right, so should we therefore have a separate NPOC Policy call, I know you’ve said that we spend too much time on conference calls, but the administrative issues are important for members who may not be so versed in the policy end of things. It's a good way for them to get that kind of fundamental knowledge to attend policy calls and to, you know, be viable contributors on those calls. 

So my question to the wider group, and the XCOM is, do you think we should have a separate policy call, to deal specifically policy issues that come up from time to time. Rudi, I see your hand is raised. You have the floor. 

Rudi Vansnick: 
Thank you, Cintra. Rudi speaking, for the transcript . I will make it very easy. This call is not a policy call. This call is an NPOC Members' Call. Point otherwise, policy is done in the policy list to the policy people, and if we don't work like that, we are just working completely different from all other constituencies. They have the policy (inaudible) call, they have the constituency discussion and the constituency call. I would like to split them, and separate them, so that we can have decent policy discussion, in 90 minutes you cannot do policy work, it's impossible. 

Cintra Sooknanan:
I agree with the comment Rudi, I think that’s fair to make. I think if we do want to have a separate policy call, I think that’s fair to make. I think if we do want to have a separate call that’s something that needs to be discussed. If there are no further (inaudible) comments on this, I do note that we are in fact, already over the time for this call by approximately 10 minutes. 

I would actually like to point this back to our mailing list for discussion. I do think it's an important issue, and it's something we need to look at, with regard to the next call. Are there any further comments? 

I also note -- Poncelet you raised the issue about funding other events outside of the (inaudible/audio skip) meeting, and I'm trying to request that we put this to the mailing list, and if it's still live by the time the next call rolls around, we make it an agenda item to be discussed fully then. Okay. Not hearing any further comments--

Poncelet Ileleji:  
Cintra?

Cintra Sooknanan:
Yes. Sure, Poncelet. You have the floor. 
Poncelet Ileleji:  
Yes. I think it's something that we have to look into, especially since when I was doing this membership outreach when Alan was there, and of course, strategic document is something that’s in relation to our (inaudible), what we set, output, in our XCOM mailing list to see -- to get the feedback of everybody on the list. Thank you.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you very much, Poncelet. Okay. So not hearing any further comments, I would ask Nathalie, to please add the (inaudible), and thank you, all, for attending today's call. It was a pleasure having you all on, and hearing you. Thank you. Bye-bye.
Rudi Vansnick: 
Bye-bye.

Poncelet Ileleji:  
Thank you. Bye. 

Rudi Vansnick: 
Thank you.

Cintra Sooknanan:
Thank you very much, that’s the end of the recording. 
