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Marilyn Cade:
Benedetta you want to just do the roll call?
Benedetta Rossi:
Yes of course. So for today’s BC Member’s call May 18, 2011 we have Jim Baskin, Mike O’Connor, Marylyn Cade, Berry Cobb, Tero Mustala, Fred Feldman, Ron Andruff, Lane Mortensen, Philip Corwin, David Fares, Elisa Cooper, John Berard and John Nevitt.

And we have apologies from Steven Delbianco and Sara Deutsche.

Marilyn Cade:
We haven’t heard from either one of our counselors.

John Berard:
No I’m here.
Marilyn Cade:
Oh.
Benedetta Rossi:
John Berard is here.

Marilyn Cade:
Wonderful. Sorry, I was writing rapidly and I missed that. Welcome John.

I’m just going to review proposed agenda for this morning and ask folks to make any proposed updates to it but - and we will do this call in an hour.

And thanks to all of you for joining the - this is the call that we are scheduled to do before the - about a week before the council call.

And we used it for two purposes, one to review decisions and questions and any guidance that members and counselors want to discuss related to counsel decisions and agenda and then two to also deal with other decisions for management of the BC public comment processes and news that members may not individually be aware but may benefit from in hearing from others and in this case news in particular about what’s going on between the GAC and the board.


We will today talk briefly about Singapore planning. I prefer to talk in detail about Singapore planning but Singapore’s not planned.


It’s...
Man:
Marilyn, it’s kind of hard to hear you. I’m sorry.

Marilyn Cade:
Sorry. Singapore is not very well-planned at this point because the board and staff have not made many decisions.


And so I want to talk about the implications of that for - I can go through our proposed planned agenda but we’ll have to take into account late-breaking changes from the GAC and the board.


So I think what I’d like to do is start off with a discussion about the council agenda John if that’s okay with you, any questions or issues.


Steve did send around an updated document that everyone should have. But it doesn’t actually - there’s a couple of things on it in terms of public comments that I want to talk about that if we could focus for a bit on the council agenda and your sense of what’s going on at the council and things that you’d like to share with the members?

John Berard:
Sure. There’s only one motion on the council agenda for Thursday. It has to do with the GNSO approval of the Joint Applicant Support Workgroup.


This is going to be a pretty contentious discussion I think. What, in the past I suspect would have just been as close to a rubber stamp as the council gets

But the - there is if you read the council thread, a fair bit of agitation over what is perceived to be the direct, I guess stimulus and response, question and answer between the board, the GAC and the working group and the fact that the ALAC has already passed the report along to the board without the GNSO having it even seen it.

Because the two people who are supposed to be presenting it at the last meeting, neither of them showed up, neither of them designated anybody to carry their water.


And so there is a sense that the process, the processes that guide these things is broken or might be broken. And it’s triggering a larger conversation about the role of cross constituency working groups. I see this as being the dominant matter at...

Marilyn Cade:
Okay I’d like to open this for discussion and I’m going to started by exercising the chair’s prerogative in giving my point of view about it which is it is only my point of view and members do not by any means need to be bound by it.


The - most of you know that I was on the council for several years. My observation in watching this is that - and this is in fact the Jazz discussion has never come to the GNSO. It has been at the GNSO counsel unlike ALAC which made it an ALAC-wide discussion.

The GNSO council has been so split on this topic - and John you can please feel free to edit this but it’s just my - it’s been so split on this topic that it has not considered the proper procedures or processes for dealing with establishing and filling and directing joint working groups from the GNSO let alone maybe even most effectively from the GNSO council.


So there’s no - that topic has been on the council agenda a couple of times. But to my awareness the council has not actually grappled with the processes for joint working groups leaving aside a particular highly loaded working group where different constituency counselors have highly -- and maybe different constituencies -- have highly developed oppositional opinions.


The previous time when this - when the topic of what the rules would be for such working groups came up it was not addressed on the council as far as I could tell.

John Berard:
I would have to yield to Marilyn on this. This predates my participation. But, you know I - it’s unavoidable that this is going to be the primary topic of conversation because not only is the only motion related to the Jazz working group but the, you know, there’s a separate item on community working groups as a concept, as an agent of policy inside ICANN. And so I see this as being the dominant matter on Thursday.

Marilyn Cade:
But John the - shouldn’t the issue of establishing a set of rules that are then taken out to the constituencies and agreed on how to establish cross community working groups, shouldn’t that be of the priority project for the business constituency rather than the - I mean you’re right, the puts and takes of dealing with jazz have to be dealt with.

But again my observation of watching the council list and listening to the discussion when I’ve been there is there’s a lot of expression of turf coming from some of the counselors.

John Berard:
Right. And I think it goes without saying that any plan or process that has the hope of being successful is going to have to be instigated at the constituency level.


So my intention would be whatever the discussion is on Thursday to use it - to take it as the framework for a discussion at the constituency which they could feedback to the council.


And I don’t think that council in a position to without that kind of consultation vote any conclusion.


I mean I think that the motion will pass although there is some consideration to use it as a statement.

But I think the motion will pass and I think that there will be the outcome of Item 6 which is community working groups will be to take the sense of the conversation at the council back to the constituencies for input.

And that can then be fed back and perhaps a consensus approach resolved at the council level.

Marilyn Cade:
I’m going to open this conversation up though about the interest of the BC and the population of working groups and ensuring that our members - not just specific to this John but I want to come back to it, that the rules of how working groups are established and what status individuals have been working groups and who they speak for and whether or not they’re bound by for instance if the council were to establish rules about across community working group I think there could be a lot of implications for BC member interest in that.


So I think if the rest of the members agreed that I would strongly preferred that we say the creation population and accountability of such cross groups need to come back to the constituencies for consideration.


I don’t know that anybody’s very happy for instance with the last two working groups that got established and people volunteered and then the council decided - the council found themselves in a position of playing Solomon at the last meeting in San Francisco when due to restrictions on numbers the council without the opportunity to let the decision be made by the fuller set of constituencies, the counselors were put in the position of having to decide who got to stay in the group if I’m right John?

John Berard:
Right. That was a - yes, the request was a specific number of people. And there were more than that number of volunteers so it was the council that made the decision as to who would sit on that committee.

David Fares:
And so Marilyn you’re suggesting that we recommend that it’s the constituencies who determine who represents them and makes the final decision regarding the constituency reps?

Marilyn Cade:
John?

John Berard:
Yes I think that’s true. I mean in - we did that on the fly with regard to the working group in question.


But we probably need...
Marilyn Cade:
But if it’s long - it’s a very long and acrimonious discussion. And because people didn’t know that there were going to be limits going in David, it ended up creating I think unnecessary tension and discord.

And it also does not allow the constituencies to have guidelines, you know, if okay if there’s only 12 people spread across, you know, if there’s only going to be 12 seats or 24 seats then across community working group what is the allocation of seats so that then leads constituency can determine who they put forward?


Right now and I’m not - you know I’m not suggesting one way or the other but right now people volunteer in good faith. And then in a cross community working group then a limit was set.

David Fares:
I think that’s the right position for the BC to take. We should be able to control who represents asset base, set the right guidelines of the number of representatives across the constituencies. We should determine who represents us.

Marilyn Cade:
Does everybody else - I - that sounds like a good summary. But is there any other comment on that from anyone?

Mikey O’Connor:
This is Mikey. I’d like to get in the queue.

Marilyn Cade:
Please Mikey.

Mikey O’Connor:
I agree with all of that emphatically but I think it’s also you touched on it a little bit Marilyn, it’s also important for us to figure out sort of what people who are in the working groups...
Marilyn Cade:
Right.

Mikey O’Connor:
Have in terms of, you know, in terms of ways to communicate back to the constituency, get ideas and advice from the constituency and what that process is all about. I think we in the BC are making great strides in that area.


But we may want to just try and lead by example and keep working on that because, you know, I’m on a bunch of working groups and it’s hard to know how to get back to you all with breaking news.


I mean we’ve got a bunch of breaking news on the IRTP and PEDNER that’s, you know, it’s gotten pretty intense the last couple of weeks. And so we need mechanisms I think, you know, to make that process better.
Marilyn Cade:
I really agree. I know John has also expressed that and so has Berry.


I’m going to - Steve’s not on the call with us but I’m going to suggest may be those of you who are the most active and experienced on the working groups and maybe Steve and John, at least one of the counselors we (always) kind of get together and have a - if we’re going to have a limitation of seats on these working groups then maybe if we have a larger pool of interested players in the BC we ask Steve to put together an informal communication process and we schedule reports which from each of the working groups on the BC calls which I’ve been trying to do but I just - I’ll make sure that we do a better job of that.


And Mikey I do actually have the question of what’s going on in those two working groups on the list here.


John Nevitt who - because you do work on working groups, so does Berry pretty extensively, do either one of you have other comments about this?

John Nevitt:
I don’t. This is John. I don’t disagree with anything I’ve heard.

Ron Andruff:
This is Ron, Marilyn. I’ll get in the queue.

Marilyn Cade:
Please Ron go ahead and then I’ll come back to Berry.


I just wanted to just comment on the fact that it does make sense. I mean we certainly experienced in the VI working group that there was a heavy group on one side and a heavy group on the other side as opposed to if we were to have two representatives from every constituency or break it down into those kinds of lines. At least I think you would find more opportunity for compromise.


If you’ve got a large, two large bodies that are diametrically opposed to each other finding consensus is virtually impossible.


So I agree with the idea of having limited numbers of people in the working groups and trying to make the numbers such that people have to work for consensus. Thank you.

Marilyn Cade:
Thank you. I will just comment, Philip Sheppard and I commented on a previous called that in taskforces which was the precursor to this new form of working group, we did have a limitation. We could allow observers and the lists were open. But that did require a form of representation that doesn’t exist now.


There’s the question of how do unaffiliated parties participate? But I think we should park this for a work effort within Steve’s - with Steve’s direction and guidance. And we need a BC position on it.

And I don’t - I think we ought to strive to have a BC position by the time we come to Singapore. It doesn’t - it may not be voted but I don’t see any - you know, I think we need to be laying out some here’s how we think it’s going to work better.


So I’ll take that. And Benedetta if you don’t mind remind me that you and I when we send the transcript to Steve take an opportunity to talk to him about how to advance this.

Benedetta Rossi:
Of course.

Marilyn Cade:
Thanks. John I just - even though there’s only one - I think we should just - I’m going to ask Ron if you don’t mind Ron, I’m going to ask you to report briefly on the individual initiative created by yourself and Andrew Mack that a number of BC members in their individual capacity have endorsed related to a guidebook aspect.


Then I want to go back to John for a discussion about sort of the temperament of the council because of the - kind of the - some of the political things that are evolving around the council related to the election and other things and the election outcome and other things.


And then I’d like to go to the -a discussion about the DAG position.


But I’d like Ron if you don’t mind for you to introduce the individual initiative that you and Andrew launched.

Ron Andruff:
Certainly Marilyn. And I’ll send a link to the communication, the correspondence that we sent to (Peter) and (Rod) in this regard.


The purpose of this letter was simply to as we’re getting down to the last elements of the guidebook to have to be finalized Andrew and I felt quite strongly about the fact that within specific communities in the world multiple languages are used every day and to start breaking down the domain name system into multiple operators for the same string just in different languages or different character sets just doesn’t make a lot of sense.


It’s a recipe in our view for lots of collisions and ultimately disaster if we’re trying to expand an intuitive Internet.


So the idea was to draft a letter to (Peter) and (Rod) and then put it in the public comment which we did. And we reached out to the BC and the broader community for signatories.


Ultimately we had about 27 - 26, 27. Another four or five have come in since. So we’re certainly over 30 signatories. And I’m happy to report that amongst small enterprises like myself there were also people like Chuck Gomes and Brian Cute, new CEO of PIR for those who are not up to speed on that.

So we had some larger weight names participating. And Chris Martin did an excellent job reaching out on short notice to his members at USCIB but unfortunately was not able to get a majority. So they weren’t able to sign on.


But there’s a lot of voices that agree with the principle that we should have a managed DNS where entities have the ability to offer multiple scripts and languages right from the get go as opposed to coordinating them off into a space where any applicant would not be in a hurry to spend 185,000 on additional languages that would support their community but ultimately cost them too much money to do.


So that was the genesis of the letter. And that’s what we achieved. It’s now out in the public comment forum. And as I said I will post a link to the BC list in the - showing where it is to be found in the correspondence section.

If there are any questions happy to respond to them otherwise that’s my report.

Marilyn Cade:
Ron thank you. I would like to explain why I signed on in my individual capacity. I’m - in the past I have organized previous letters by individuals to the board. And I supported this but I supported it with a pretty strongly held view that I want individually to tell the members about.


And that is that I’m very concerned about the proliferation of registries that purport to serve exactly the same community. And they will bulk upon confusion for consumers and users and they will just create additional cloned space.


And the path board and the staff were going on literally was - could possibly allow that.


I also however was really strongly of the view that transliteration has to go both ways. And that means that an IDN applicant should have the opportunity to offer the ASCII version, ASCII being nearly another script as opposed to the dominant preferred script.


We don’t know how this - the individuals who signed on to this do not know how this will be ultimately received by the board.


Ron did some a letter around to a few GAC members. I also sent it to a couple of board members as an individual noting that they should be aware of this concern that a number of individuals had.


It has a diverse set of signatories. And my suggestion to the BC is not that the BC endorse it but that individual companies who share concern about the principles that underlie it should contact Ron and Ron issue an update to the list of signatories.


But I wanted since I had signed on in my individual capacity I did want to explain why.


Are there any questions or comments for Ron or - because a number of BC members did sign on in their individual capacity okay?


Who - Benedetta can you update the attendance for us?

Benedetta Rossi:
Sorry I was on mute. Yes we have Michael Palage who joined and Neal Blair as well.

Marilyn Cade:
Thank you. I want to turn our discussion now to what is going on between the progression of discussions between the GAC and the board related to the DAG.


At this point let me say previous - previously what we all expected to happen was a summary to be done of the submission of public comments and then some exchange between the board and the GAC on 20 of May in the form of a conference call to discuss where they both - the - each groups thought they were and then depending on the outcome of that progressing towards Singapore.

In the meantime it’s my understanding that there has been a formal communication from the GAC to the board. And I’m just going to open the mic for discussion on any information that is available about that.

Michael Palage:
So this is Palage. I think what is - I saw (Kieren) yesterday out here at (Inca). And he posted an article yesterday referring to requests by the GAC to have a face to face meeting I guess on the Sunday before.


It’s also my understanding from some other people that I think had access to it that there appears through a list of say a number of additional points that they have identified as being problematic and the need to slow down and address those issues before, you know, necessarily running forward their celebration or, you know, their things.


So that’s kind of what I’ve been able to piece together, still trying to dig out a little more regarding the specific elements identified in the letter.


But everything I have heard seems to be consistent with what (Yurin) has referenced publicly in his article.

So that’s it. The letter has not yet been posted on the ICANN Web site which is a little odd because when the GAC sent last week communication regarding the request of what is it, Blue Cross -- not Blue Cross, Red Cross and Olympics, there we go -- I was just dealing with my healthcare provider - slip of the tongue there.

The difference when the Red Cross and the Olympic reference was made last Thursday, that correspondence was posted almost immediately.


So I don’t know whether the request was made to keep it confidential, but obviously, (Yurin), that’s all I know. Anyone else?

Marilyn Cade:
Thanks Mike. Any other news from anybody else on that front?


I can share my conversation with a few GAC members at a very, very high level.


The conversations that I’ve had are not in any means in detail. And they relate to of very general preparation because I’m at a UN meeting with several of the GAC members beginning on Thursday and extending through next Friday.


The GAC generally, the individual members are deferring to the subject matter experts.


So if you are particularly interested in a particular topic go to the scorecard and look at who the GAC member is who is holding the pen. And the rest of the GACT members really are deferring to that team as the (rappatores) and the lead.


The biggest issue still seems to be as far as I can tell as Mike indicated, sensitive strings, auctions and how the GAC input will be treated going forward in particular on what the GAC considers to be controversial or sensitive strings.


I don’t know what the other topics are but I think you can probably assume that there remains a very strong concern that in the category of sensitive strings, strings that the GAC believes are loaded, that is consumers would assume that this is a trusted territories such as .finance or .bank that’s those are likely to be considered still by the GAC as being strings that need special treatment.

Berry Cobb:
Maryland, this is Berry. I’d like to get in the queue please.

Marilyn Cade:
Please Berry. And then let me open it up because what we’re doing right now is just sharing information because I - that’s the extent of what I know. Berry please.

Berry Cobb:
Yes this is Berry. You know, out of all of the line items in the scorecard I think to me personally this is the most scariest one because, you know, and I understand the motivation behind it.

Certainly as an example a .bank and the GAC wanting to kind of as I understand this, would basically force .bank to be a community application and it would never be delegated unless there was a community defined properly for a bank.


Now that does seem appropriate given this particular example and, you know, the security, the high-security nature of the financial industry et cetera.


My concern about this one -- and I definitely think I side with ICANN about this, is where do you draw the line on certain strings?


And so .candy as an example now definitely doesn’t require the security level of a financial institution. But why wouldn’t the GAC come out and say well you need to have all the candy associations come in and say .candy to be approved and delegated? So I have very strong reservations about this one.


And I hope unless I’m misreading it I’m hope it does, you know, that this doesn’t get caved into that GAC.
Marilyn Cade:
Well Berry I’m going - it’s Marilyn. Before I open this up to others I’m going to intervene on this.


I don’t think that’s actually in any way a realistic concern. The GAC has never suggested that they thought they ought to be involved in commercial allocation.


They - I do think though if you were thinking of .health, .medicine, you know, there I think my understanding from the government, others of you work as closely with governments as I do.


But I haven’t - I have actually seen the GAC wanting to get involved in commercial associate, commercial community allocations.

Berry Cobb:
Right. Look Marilyn just to counter to that is, you know, just like with brands and trying to find a bright line definition, I think we should be supporting one here because, you know, the latest government de jour is well Americans are too fat. Let’s start regulating the food industry and all of this other stuff.


You know, .candy as an example is a high calorie TLD, you know. And so I understand where you’re coming from but, you know, there is no bright line definition in this number two here. And I think that it could open up the door. So I’ll rest with that. Thank you.

Marilyn Cade:
Let me- comments please from others particularly anybody who may be from a regulated industry?


Okay well right now what we’re talking about is really what we think the GAC may be saying. I guess the thing I'm going to suggest is the really big issue for the BC is getting a copy of the letter, figuring out whether or not we have a position on the five topics; and if we don't have a position on the five topics, do we need to develop a position?


I want to open the floor up to a slightly - it's the topic for me right now that I need guidance on. The GAC has carried a lot of BC water in the position that it has taken with the Board. The input taken by the BC and by others from the business community were largely being ignored by ICANN.


After the Brussels meeting, we saw some significant advances in directions including an IP protection and other issues, concerns about defensive registrations. The global - a global reserve list even reemerged in the Congressional hearing as possibly being added back in to the discussion of protection and resources to serve registrants.


I'm of the view that we need to be looking very carefully at what the GAC is saying and assessing how it advances the BC's interest or does it. And that means we need to get a copy of the letter and form a small group with (Steve)'s oversight to evaluate that.


And we're going to have to do it fairly quickly. We don't have to do it before the 20th, which is Friday. But we need to do it after that because on the 20th the GAC and the Board will be advising each other of what they plan to do. I would be shocked if the Board - if the Board refused to have a face-to-face meeting with the GAC on this Sunday. And that would be a very, very bad move on their part.


But we are likely to find that ICANN is saying the remaining X number of issues, we have heard your advice and we are not accepting it in the following areas. We may not know that until we're on ground in Singapore folks. So we ought to have a pretty good sense after the 20th.


So I'm going to park this topic and move us on but say...

David Fares:
Marilyn, just - this is David, just very quickly I would support trying to get a copy of the GAC letter and doing as you suggested.

Marilyn Cade:
Thank you. That was what I was going to ask and I'm also going to ask for volunteers. When we send the letter out even if you can't volunteer to be on a drafting, you need to weigh in if you can about your views about okay, in general the BC needs to come down in support of the GAC.


Here's the area we can't - and we're not - the issue of GAC consensus is likely to be an issue where the BC will be very challenged to support the GAC definition of consensus, which basically is if a single country objects.


But let me take that up - let me take the timing up with (Steve) and many of you will be reading the letter and you'll have your own views. And the more you're willing to share them, it'll help to inform the rest of the BC.


I want to go back to you (John) if I can. The - we had an election. And as you guys all know, it was actually a very, very complicated process. To summarize, on - there was exploration of the possibility of standing for a candidate from within the BC. At least one other member of the BC expressed possible interest in standing.


Neither one of those candidates did move forward with standing a compromised candidate, a candidate from outside of the BC but with strong qualifications and well known to many BC members. Bill Graham emerged as a compromised candidate across the three BSG constituencies.


He stood. He was nominated and stood and Avri Doria was nominated and stood. The election went to two cycles. It was a really challenging set of discussions and negotiations overall.


And I want to turn to (John) who was instrumental; he and Zahid and the ongoing negotiations supported by many of the BC members; but (John), I know there may be some politically - political updates that you might want to comment on in terms of living through this election process.

(John):
Living through the election process. I think that the point is that Bill is the new member of the Board and I think that's good. He emerged as a candidate primarily because the BC and the commercial stakeholder group understood the need for finding a candidate who could speak to all members of our house. And I think that ultimately he was selected because it was a realization that he did just that.


In the aftermath there seems to have been some post-election lobbying on two matters with the nominating committee apparently. One of the matters being the need for diversity on the Board and that perhaps Bill's election doesn't do anything to support or add to that.


And the other is that should there be some framework of qualifications that candidate be - to, you know, to be used as a filter for candidates rather than anybody being nominated from any quarter should there be a baseline of capabilities, requirements, experience that could guide those of us that do have to vote on Board members. So those are the two things that I'm aware of Marilyn. Have you heard anything else?

Marilyn Cade:
There was also - there's also some background noise, an effort to suggest that Bill is not qualified because he's a former government guy. And the interesting thing that I would just say is the two votes that supported Bill came from - the two votes that supported Bill we do not know where they came - come from of course because it's confidential.


But our - the likelihood is that it came from the parts of the NCSG that would have the ability to create independent constituencies. We're really fortunate I think to have the Board election have the outcome that it has.


We will be moving into a discussion about the role of the nominating committee in Singapore and the views of the business constituency members about what qualifications for Board members are. But not to impose them on the elections but to try to come up with a framework that people can refer to. Bill is at the (unintelligible) in Istanbul and that I think is overall good news for all of us.


I want to move this along. I do want to just say one thing about the temperament of the Council - the makeup of the Council. There will be some changes in the Council makeup in October from some of the constituencies to we'll have to make a decision about because certain elections are lapsing. There'll be some turnover in Councilors.


And that's something to just be aware of from a number of the constituencies have elections. We do as well. And we will be holding the election in the September timeframe. Probably be discussing the format of that election in Singapore.


I think there could be as many as - there are two or three members that are term limited on the Council. Our own Councilor is not term limited but some Councilors are. So there will be some changes to anticipate within the Council.


Are we ready to go to Singapore planning update? Or is there anything else that - actually (John) before I do that, there's two public comments - documents that are announced that members should take note of. They're not in the gTLD public comment process. They're more overarching. One of them is the budget and operating plan. Has (Chris) joined us?

(Chris):
Yes I've joined the call Marilyn.

Marilyn Cade:
Great. Welcome (Chris).

(Chris):
Running late - yeah.

Marilyn Cade:
(Chris) will be organizing a discussion about the further follow up and input of the BC on the budget and operating plan. We did file comments previously. We actually made suggested edits and requested specific funding. And (Chris) I don't know if you want to say anything in more detail or just move ahead to put together a drafting process and on evaluating and (cementing) on the plan.

(Chris):
Yes, I think so. I haven't had any feedback from comments that we'd made initially either good or bad; nor the toolkit. As far as I know, that was postponed from the Council meetings and hadn't heard that's it has been brought up again. So I'll have to look at these documents and take a step forward yet.

Marilyn Cade:
(John), can you tell us why the toolkit - let me explain to the BC members what the toolkit is. The toolkit includes funding for the constituencies as well as funding for the management and administrative support to the Council itself. So the Wikis and other support, conference calls, transcripts, et cetera.


We made a specific proposal for outreach and participation from the BC. (John), do you know why the toolkit was postponed? Was it just lack of time?

(John):
It clearly is lack of time. But I also think that it's not perceived as urgent - I don't know exactly why that is. But it's a combination of I guess some other things taking up a lot of the oxygen in the room and then meetings running longer than people want. I think that's what has caused it not to be dealt with.

Marilyn Cade:
Probably the political issue for the BC is I'm not sure why the BC would agree that the GNSO Council whose job is policy development should review or have any input on budget requests that are about running the constituencies. And the toolkit has inputs from both sides.


The problem with having the discussion and approval of the toolkit in front of the GNSO Council is that the contracted parties are able to block approval of such support as the conference calls, transcripts, other kinds of things that the constituencies have asked for.


So I'm, you know, maybe (Chris) if you're - when you put your group together if we can take up that particular issue as well of, you know, why would toolkit support to the constituencies actually have to devolve to the policy council versus remaining as a budget issue.

(John):
Now the current project list of accounts does indicate that the remaining work on this project resides with staff and individual communities and will be removed once the FY12 budget is resolved.

((Crosstalk))

(John):
...no longer has Council to dos. I just know if the staff feels it needs some further imprimatur or if staff is just looking at the decisions being driven by the FY12 budget planning. But maybe (Chris) this is a part of the comments that we make in response to that plan.

(Chris):
Yes. I picked it up from the Council agenda item that it was almost just a debriefing by Rob Hoggarth back to the Council.

(John):
Right.

(Chris):
And not necessarily going to be a decision point by the Council. Obviously we were all ears to hear what he had to say. But he ran out of time anyway. I agree with what Marilyn says about it's not really - it's administrative action not really a Council decision point anyway.

Marilyn Cade:
So let me go to a report that you should be awaiting with baited breath and I haven't seen it on the list. But someone may find it there before I do and that is the staff response to the ATRT report. The - this is the long awaited ICANN acknowledgment of how they are going to fulfill the ATRT long, long list of improvements.


And the - this has been work in progress. There's been a chart available on the ICANN Web site for some time. But the ICANN is supposed to publish before June for comment - before the June meeting for comment how they are improving transparency and accountability as guided by the ATRT.


That report will probably be something that is of particular interest to the BC. I have not seen it yet but it should be coming at, you know, pretty soon now. And we will have to put it on our agenda of things that we have discussion talking points ready for Singapore.


So I will just flag that because we will also be seeing - and let me move to Singapore planning. During Singapore we will have meetings with Whois working group that is the second of the - the third of the working groups created by the affirmation of commitments.


We will try to have an update from Jeff Brueggeman on the SSR working group. And we will also - we're scheduled to have a one-hour interaction with the Board on Tuesday as to CSG. That was scheduled for San Francisco and did not happen because of the negotiations and the public meetings that the Board then established with the community and the GAC to try to continue to evolve the DAG.


Right now hypothetically mark your calendar; we will have a one-hour CSG face-to-face discussion between the CSG and the Board, topics yet to be determined because we don't know where the DAG is. But I will be posting requests for suggested comments to the BC members as soon as we know if that meeting is going to go forward.


If the DAG is done, we'll obviously focus on governance and other issues. If the DAG isn't done, then we'll have to factor that into our thinking about what the - what happens in that - in exchange.


We have - we are in rotational alignment to have a social event with the Board. But the Board established this new process where they no longer will have breakfast with anyone and all of their events are staggered so that no one constituency gets an event at each meeting.


The IPC had a social even with the Board in San Francisco. The BC is supposed to have a social event with the Board. I've asked for Monday evening as our first choice and Tuesday evening as our second choice. But we have no confirmation right now from (Diane) on when our social event will be.


We are supposed to have one and I will keep you guys informed as soon as (Diane) gets back from the Board retreat. Hopefully we can nail that down. The Tuesday morning breakfast will be a joint breakfast with the ALAC and the other two constituencies.


And the topic of discussion will be centered around ICANN's role in acting in the public interest and trust and confidence not in the gTLDs which seems to kind of be how the BC paper is evolving but the larger topic of ICANN's role and the larger Internet ecosystem and what its role is - what does it mean that ICANN should act in the public interest in the decisions it makes.


So that certainly doesn't exclude concern about trust and confidence in new gTLDs but it's a broader (unintelligible) is because the ALAC - it's a joint topic development between the ALAC and us.


It's largely intended to be a get acquainted session in an effort to identify congruent areas where the ALAC and we have agreement and alignment. And I think you're going to be surprised to find a number of areas where the business community and the ALAC probably are fairly like-minded.


We're talking about having a separate private social event that we could invite the GAC - some individual GAC members to as a backup if something falls through and we don't have a BC social event with the Board. Right now that backup time is Monday. So if the Board social event doesn't come through then we will do a backup BC social event.


And at least one or two of our members have offered to help with the sponsorship of that. It would be fairly small and intended to help us also to interact with members from the business community from the Asia region that Ayesha Hassan is working with to try to ensure that we have some additional business presence coming to the ICANN meeting.


That's the kind of social structure we - I've invited the new VP of Security to lunch with us on Wednesday. He's a Black Hat - the former head of Black Hat so he's a fairly well known hacker. And this would be a get acquainted session, not a effort to negotiate with him what our views are on security but an opportunity for us to get acquainted with him. And it would be him and his entire team.


So it'd be Patrick Jones and could be other people plus him. And it would be sort of the same kind of informal lunch that we had in Columbia with the new COO and financial officer.


That's the surround. In the meantime the Board is going to have a really, really incredibly busy agenda because of the ATRT and the DAG. And there will be a few members of the ATRT team in Singapore. So I think we can expect there to be some strong discussions between the GAC about accountability and transparency as well.


Okay. I've told you practically everything I know. Let me pause. Comments on any of this, ideas about the agenda? I'm going to turn to Benedetta for a quick update on - if you don't mind Benedetta, can you tell us quickly who's already confirmed that they're coming.

Benedetta Rossi:
Sure. Let me just open the file. We have Chris Chaplow, Martin Sutton, Phil Corwin, Chris Martin, Ayesha Hassan, Ron Andruff, who also told me that two members of the Singapore Travel Agents Association will join us which are John Low and Nicholas Yap.


Then John Berard, Marilyn Cade, Philip Sheppard, Mike Rodenbaugh, Fred Feldman, Elisa Cooper, Faisal Shah, Seven DelBianco, Lynn Goodendorf, Zahid Jamil, (Mike Roberts), Jon Nevitt, Jeff Brueggeman. There'll also be another member of AT&T who is Eric Loeb, (Chuck Warren), Mikey O'Connor, Tero Mustala and (Jack Arusco).

Jim Baskin:
Benedetta, did you get my note? Jim Baskin.

Benedetta Rossi:
No I didn't.

Jim Baskin:
I sent one to you several days ago. I will be there.

Marilyn Cade:
Great.

Benedetta Rossi:
Okay. Perfect. I'll add you to the list.

Marilyn Cade:
Great. So guys while we are there, we are going to have a discussion with - I don't know of Chris Martin is on the phone now or (Mike Roberts) but we are going to have a closed door members only candid discussion with our two nominating committee members. Not about the selection.


Let me be really clear about this. But about the nominating committee process and the views of the business constituency about whether the nominating committee process broadly is effective.


The nominating committee process is responsible for appointing people to the GNSO, the ccNSO, the ALAC and the Board. And it has had a couple of reviews. There are different views of people who have been on the nominating committee about the effectiveness of the process and in terms of living in it.


But I think there are different views as well from the broader community about the effectiveness of the process and the suitability of the process in appointing people in particular to the Councils and to the ALAC and whether we need to be thinking about a different approach in the long term to the nominating committee process.


So our conversation is going to be to take advantage of the fact we've had two members who've been on the nominating committee now for two years in a row. There are a number of other people who've been on the nominating committee.


And we're going to start a conversation about whether we think this is an effective nominating process or if there are other approaches that ultimately might lead to a call for improvements in the nominating committee process in future years.


(Mike) and - the nominating committee is meeting in Singapore so we're fortunate that (Mike) and (Chris) will be there. They're there the entire week. They have other work to do. But we will have a special session with them to start this conversation.


Anything else? Any other business that people are particularly - I'm going to as Benedetta to remind us of the next call and then do one other quick item. Benedetta, anything else? Can you just remind us of when our next BC call is?

Benedetta Rossi:
Sure. I'm just opening the schedule. The next call is Thursday, 2nd of June.

Marilyn Cade:
Okay. So between now and then it's very possible that we may have to have extensive email exchanges about some of these documents. And we may need to have a separate call where we actually work through draft talking points that we would want to do as much as possible before we go to Singapore.


Let me go to the other topic that I want mention to people. This is - we have two Board members leaving, retiring. They're both term limited. One of them is Rita Rodin and the other is Peter Dengate Thrush.


We need to be thinking about what we are going to say to thank Peter in particular for the commitment he made to us as the business constituency. In Paris a couple of years ago Peter was the champion of the Board increasing its awareness and interaction with the business community and the Board has always come to our social events.


So unlike other groups who often didn't get the full Board and it did take a lot of personal interaction on our part. But we always got the full Board for the CSG. And when we did social events, when we did our event in Brussels and when we did the dinner in Kenya organized by one of our members, (Wata Suganga), we had the majority of the Board and the senior staff.


So we have gotten good turnout and support and interaction. And Peter has really - that has been helpful to us as the BC to be able to market that to our members. So do start thinking about, you know, some kind of recognition that we might want to say at the public forum and thanking Peter for a particular thing that he has done that has been helpful to the business community - to us, to the business user constituency.


That's my - that's one idea. The rest of you have known him and worked with him for a number of years. You know that he was the architect of helping to create a separate ccTLD NSO. Has really kind of had a tragedy in his personal life that involved a period - a particular ICANN meeting that he was traveling to.


He's been around the community and made a lot of contributions. So I don't want to overplay this but we should say something to thank him for what he's done. And probably the public -mike at the end of it might be the opportunity to do that. Not a big deal but you guys should think about what you think is reasonable for us to say. Welcome any ideas.


Anything else before we wrap up? I guess we all have to watch the ICANN Web site. And Benedetta and I will talk about if she can keep an eye on the public postings for us. Some of these postings don't go immediately to the public comment period but we'll see if jointly the detective work of our members and Benedetta can identify where the letter is from the GAC to the Board and the ATRT report so that we can get that posted.


Thanks everyone.

Man:
Thank you.

Man:
Thanks Marilyn, great job.

Marilyn Cade:
Mikey, bye.

END

