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Thursday, March 15, 2018

David Olive:
Okay, a good way to give a few more extra minutes would be to start with quick introductions.  If I could ask Manal, the chair of the GAC, to start from that end, coming around, and people can finish chewing.  Sorry, Heather.
Manal Ismail:
Manal Ismail, Chair of the GAC.

Heather Forest:
Heather Forest, chewing, Chair of the GNSO.

Claudia Selli:
Claudia Selli, Chair of the BC.

Julie Hammer:
Julie Hammer, Vice-Chair of SSAC.

Rod Rasmussen:
Rod Rasmussen, Chair, SSAC.

Paul Diaz:
Paul Diaz, Chair of Registries.

Zoe Bonython:
Zoe Bonython, Registrar Secretariat and representing Graeme Bunton, Chair of Registrar.
Sue Schuler:
Sue Schuler, the Secretariat for the Registry Stakeholder Group.

Rodrigo de la Parra:
Rodrigo de la Parra, Global Stakeholder Engagement for Latin America and the Caribbean, ICANN.

Josh Baulch:
Josh Baulch, ICANN staff meetings.

Nick Tomasso:
Nick Tomasso, Vice President of Global Meeting Operations.

Tanzanica King:
Tanzanica King, ICANN Meetings.

David Olive: 
David Olive, Moderator.

Sally Costerton:
Sally Costerton, Head of Stakeholder Engagement, ICANN.

Tripti Sinha:
Tripti Sinha, RSSAC Co-Chair.
Alan Greenberg:
Alan Greenberg, Chair of ALAC.

Alejandra Reynoso:
Alejandra Reynoso, Chair of CCNSO Program Working Group.

Joan Kerr:
Joan Kerr, Chair, NPOC.
Elsa Saade:
Elsa Saade, representing the Chair of NCUC, Renata Aquino Ribeiro.
Paul Wilson:
Paul Wilson, the Chair of the Number Resource Organization.

Farzaneh Badii:
Farzaneh Badii, Chair of Non-Commercial Stakeholder Group.
Par Brumar:
Par Brumar, Vice-Chair, GAC.

Guo Feng:
Hello, everyone, Guo Feng from China, Vice-Chair of GAC.
David Olive:
Thank you, everyone, and welcome to our preparatory kickoff meeting for the ICANN 62, the public -- the Policy Forum in Panama.  As we are completing ICANN 61, we have to look forward.  And with that, I thank everyone for their continuing cooperation and inputs as we need the advice, ideas, and consensus of the groups as we move forward to these plannings.  And I must say that the elimination, or at least reduction of conflicts, trying to make sure we manage the great puzzle that's called the ICANN meeting in an orderly way is coming together thanks in large part to your cooperation, input, and understanding.

So, with that, I would like to look at the agenda.  We want to go through the summary of public comments, which related to the incremental changes of the meeting strategy.  Sally and Nick will take us through that.  The third part of the agenda will be, thus, a discussion of the future ICANN meetings in light of our flat funding trends.  And then, finally, ICANN 62, the Policy Forum, Tanzanica will take us through the block schedule, the community sessions, the potential EC admin session, as well as the request from Yoren (ph) and others on continuing the strategic trends exercises within your various groups.

With that, if there's no objection to this agenda, we'll move forward with it.  And I would like to then turn it over to Sally and Nick on the summary of public comments.  Sally?

Sally Costerton:
Thank you, David.  I'm going to ask Nick to take us through the specifics.  I just wanted to make a couple of framing comments for item two and three, because they are -- the outcome of two is part of three, if you see what I mean.


It's become obvious, partly through the public comment on the incremental changes and through an increasing level of discussion coming from you, from the community, that especially in the light of the flattening funding at ICANN, that probably we should be thinking about how we can utilize the money available to us to most effectively deliver against the meetings within the context of the mission.  The reason we do ICANN meetings at all is as part of delivering our ICANN mission.  And as time passes, we obviously are -- a lot of you are talking to the organization staff and to Yoren, the Board, saying hey, are there things we can do differently that allow us to be more -- to make that money go further in terms of our objectives.

So, that's what we want to do under number three, is really just share some -- get some discussion from you guys, get some impressions and thoughts.  But, I wanted to just -- and I'm going to ask Nick to do that, but probably a good place to start is showing what the outcomes were from the public comment process on the first piece, the incremental changes.  Thank you.  Nick?

Nick Tomasso:
Well, thank you all, and thanks for being here today, truly appreciate it.  After many, many years of working on the agenda, I have never seen it go as smoothly as it has now, and it's clearly as a direct result of all of your involvement.  So, you make my job easier, and I appreciate it.

You'll remember a few meetings back, we started discussing what we categorized as incremental changes to the ICANN meetings, and then fundamental changes to ICANN meetings.  And what we decided to do at that particular point in time was to focus on the incremental changes.  And the discussion in the room, and what we eventually put out for public comment, was a discussion on the incremental changes.  The first one we laid out was do we need more time at the mid-year policy forum for not only outreach, but for additional constituency activity.  And we had a very resounding yes to that question, so we're proposing to you that we extend the policy forum to five days.  As I said, the responses were overwhelmingly positive in that direction.

Not so clear direction, and a bit open for interpretation, is reducing the AGM, or the last meeting of the year, by a day.  And where we came out was in a very precarious position, if we are actually going to use this as an opportunity to tighten the schedule, and perhaps tighten the budget a little bit.  So, the results were, yes, reduce the meeting to six days from this current seven, but leave the seventh day open so that constituency groups could potentially hold recap sessions, et cetera.  
It's not a viable one for us, in that it really changes nothing.  It's pretty much what we do today.  When we published the dates of the meeting, we would be forced to publish that Friday as a meeting day, which would prompt people to schedule their hotel rooms and their flights to leave the following day, and it doesn't serve our purposes, I believe.  And so, what I propose to you is that we do away completely with the seventh day and accommodate those very few requests that we get for some activity on that Friday through an ad hoc basis, so basically reduce the meeting to six days.
So, those are the findings, and I really appreciate your input on whether or not you think those are the right decisions to make, perhaps by a show of hands, extend the policy forum by one day, the mid-year meeting.  

Paul Diaz:
Question, Nick.  The extended day would be Friday, so it becomes a full work week?

Nick Tomasso:
That would be my intention, but I would leave that open to this group to decide.  I don't see any value in trying to do things, especially if we're doing outreach on that day, should try to do that on a weekend.  It would seem less valuable to me.
Paul Diaz:
Understood.  And also, some of us are already meeting on Sunday, so not making that the official fifth, maybe Friday?  Okay.  

Nick Tomasso:
That would be the proposal on the table.  Any other questions?  Alan?

Alan Greenberg:
I don't want to get into a game of semantics, but if we say it is a seven-day meeting but the last day is only for selected groups, I take that as being essentially identical to saying it is a six-day meeting, but making it quite clear that ACs, SOs, can request specific meetings on that seventh day.  So, I think the two things you're saying are the same, but we'd just announce it, and the public relations is different.  Is that correct?
Nick Tomasso:
Let me be very clear as to what the proposal I'm making is.  I'm proposing that the last meeting of the year end on Thursday, which would make it a six-day meeting, and that those organizations, such as yours, that have a need to do wrap-up sessions on an additional day, that would be within your venue, and within your communication out to the people who you would expect to spend an extra day.  We would not publish that day as a meeting day, meaning people would -- everyone else would book their meeting -- their travel to leave that day rather than meet that day.  That's the plan.

Alan Greenberg:
But, there will -- would still be more than the very tiny rooms that might be available in a hotel to actually hold meetings, if necessary, but clearly no ballrooms.

Nick Tomasso:
No.  I'm not going to -- the way to make this work financially is to cancel the day, not have the meetings team stay, not have security stay, not have the IT team stay, not have the interpreter stay.  That's where the savings are.  In saying it is not a meeting day, but if you need to have a meeting in a hotel for seven or 10 people, that you could do that as you do today.
Alan Greenberg:
Well, to be clear, certainly for ALAC, saying there is going to be no interpretation, for instance, no AV, changes the dynamics completely.  So, I'm not empowered to speak on behalf of my group.  I think we'd have a real problem if we were told we could hold a meeting, but it's just going to be a meeting, and don't expect any services at all, including Internet and AV and interpretation.  We run a group which has multiple languages, so--.

Nick Tomasso:
--I guess maybe I'm misunderstanding.  I'm talking about your Executive Committee meeting that you typically hold the morning after.

Alan Greenberg:
Oh, that's a separate thing altogether.  That one we hold without any AV.  If you look at the AGM, we held a meeting on Friday.  We held two meetings, one for our regional leaders, equivalent of our constituencies, and one for a developmental session of the ALAC.  That was held on the Friday.  We're not talking about the leadership team that meets somewhere in a corner.

Nick Tomasso:
Understood.  Thank you, Alan.  Yes, Heather?
Heather Forest:
Thanks, Nick, very much.  It strikes me, the previous comments notwithstanding, in light of present budgetary pressures, that this is a pretty immediate bit of relief that we can provide by not having that.  I can well appreciate I think, Nick, what you're saying is, by not having the full conference center and -- I mean, essentially, we can't just have a room in a conference center, right?  By not having this whole building, by being able to send staff teams home, it seems to me that that has a pretty tangible impact on the budget, and that's something that we could, as a group, prioritize, in other words putting our meetings into the main -- into the set days as opposed to having these sort of ad hoc things.  So, I think it falls on us to try and embrace that as best we can.  Thanks.

Nick Tomasso:
And so, what we find now is that almost no one uses Friday during the AGM.  There are very, very few meetings that take place at all, and we do keep the conference center open with a full complement of services based on the needs that are outlined, but just having Internet requires many, many people to stay.


Let me put a price tag, by the way, on extending the policy forum by one day.  That's about $350,000 because of what we're talking about, in this case extra meeting room space, but then all of the services that go along with providing that days' worth of additional functionality in the convention center.  I would hope that, as we look at Barcelona, although the contract is already established and we've already contract for the meeting space, if we are able to release the teams earlier, the support teams, and of course the community teams, this also results in reduced community cost if we're able to do that.  We can take some of that money that we would save there and apply it to the extended day for the policy forum.  Yes, Alan?

Alan Greenberg:
Just to be clear, the kind of discussion we're having right now where you actually put a dollar value on it, let's just make value judgments.  It's really important.  It's something we've never, ever heard before even at that order of -- even of that level of inexactitude.  So, that's really important in helping us make decisions.

Nick Tomasso:
And that's why I put it out there.  And it was probably a little later than I should have, but that's the reality.  The reality is about $350,000, and that's a -- it's a fundamental decision.  And we have to then be able to recover some of those costs by canceling day seven on the AGM, which will help to defray the $350,000.  Heather?

Heather Forest:
Thanks, Nick.  Just to clarify, because I agree that day is useful, how much is that cost?  Is that an average, or is that location venue-dependent?

Nick Tomasso:
It's pretty much an average.  The meeting room, or the rooms that we'll use, will vary in cost by location.  But, since many, many locations are similarly priced that we use, that's an average cost.  That won't vary very much.

Alan Greenberg:
The ALEC developmental session, I first experienced this kind of thing in the GNSO about six years ago, and I found it exceedingly effective then for when we have suddenly a new team coming together to get them to at least talk to each other and meet with each other and start establishing and understanding before we go home and disappear.  And that's proven to be the case for ALAC.  Is it worth $600,000 so we can have this touchy-feely session?  I'd say probably no, but I really think we need to investigate, are there things that could be done to meet the perhaps minimal needs we need, and we certainly don't need a convention center.  We probably don't need a significant part of the facilities, but maybe there's something we've done in between.  I'm not sure we can do that in this meeting, but there is great value to it.  Is it worth $750,000?  Probably not.  But, I don't think I'd want to toss it out without looking at is there anything in between we can do to get the benefit without all of the cost.
Nick Tomasso:
There certainly are things that we can do.  You and I have been working on that for the last few meetings in that we don't use the convention center.  We use a meeting room in a hotel at minimal expense, but basically, the cost of a meeting room.  So, yes, I don't anticipate abandoning those kinds of low-cost, low-impact sessions that you run, low-impact on the facility, high-impact on your ALAC.  Pardon me.  Thank you, Sally.  She's the politically correct one here.

Sally Costerton:
So, I'm just taking from the lack of hands up that the -- I think I'm hearing some agreement with Nick's proposal, with the caveat that Alan has raised, that we will and can work with ALAC in this particular case, but it is not just for ALAC.  If there are other groups who, for whatever reason, feel, by the AGM, that they might have a need for a particular kind of meeting on a Friday, then we would ask you to talk to Nick and to us.  
So, there is no desire to be unhelpful or inflexible, but it is a big consideration.  And if it's okay to bridge to this point three, yes, which is we organize the agenda in this order on purpose, because it kind of makes you start thinking about the cost of some of the choices that we've made in the past.  And as I said earlier in my comments, there's been quite a lot of discussion, actually, at this meeting, informal discussion and feedback mainly about, well, the meetings cost a lot of money.  How -- are there things we can do differently?  And we've started that discussion in this group, and I said to Yoren, well, we're having a meeting here today with you, and he said please try and take advantage of your presence to explore the Citadel (ph) more.

Now, specifically, the current rotation model -- sorry, (inaudible) -- to be helpful, in order to avoid us all going, well, I think this is a good idea and I think that is a good idea, which is going to be paid for for everybody.  We can tell you that the biggest driver of cost overall of ICANN meetings is the rotation cadence, so not rotation, per se, but the dictated rhythm of rotation.  That was determined in the policy to which we are working, which was published in, I think, 2013.  Thank you.  Josh is nodding.  I think it's 2013. 
So, that's our current extant (ph) rules to which we adhere.  And I'm going to ask Nick to just take a couple of minutes to just, again, sort of educate you a bit more about why that is such a big driver of cost, because it isn't not obvious.  It's certainly wasn't obvious to me in the sense that I -- wasn't obvious to me that an additional day at an ICANN meeting would cost another $350,000.  I don't think these things are obvious.

So, what we would like to do for the next few minutes is have Nick help you understand a bit more about the main cost driver, and maybe one or two others, and then open the floor for just a bit of feedback.  I'm conscious that probably what you'll say is well, this is not long enough in this meeting to have this sort of conversation.  We need to know more.  We need more information.  And we absolutely expect to provide that to you after this meeting.  So, I don't want anybody to worry that we'll shut down this.  Quite the opposite.  We will actually want to start a conversation.  But, I just wanted to at least use the opportunity of us being face-to-face to have a very high-level kind of start of a 10 (ph) so that everybody is a little bit on the same page.  When we do send you more information, you kind of understand the context.  Is everybody comfortable with that?  Nick?
Nick Tomasso:
Thank you, Sally.  I do want to let you know that what I've proposed for the policy forum will not take place in Panama.  That train's already left the station, so to speak.  But, we will enact it, with your agreement, in Marrakesh next year.

So, let's get back to what Sally has proposed.  As a reminder, the Meeting Strategy Working Group invested a considerable amount of time and energy in coming up with the meeting strategy that we're using today.  And when it comes to rotation, there was a mandate to maintain geographic rotation.  It was not to be abandoned.  We had considered what's been known as Hub City strategies and a few other options.  But, it was clearly we need to continue to bring the ICANN around the world.  The latitude that the Meeting Strategy Working Group gave me in doing that was to hold -- I didn't have to stick to a rigid North America/Latin America/Europe/Asia/Africa, this sort of rotation, but I had to run three meetings in a five-year period in a given geography, which pretty much does the same thing, although not quite so rigidly.  So, that -- those are the current rules that we're working under.


I will tell you that there are high-cost geographies and low-cost geographies, and within those geographies, high-cost facilities and lower-cost facilities.  But, some facilities represent substantial savings, a facility like this one, where the Convention and Visitors Bureau of Puerto Rico provides what's called subvention.  Subvention is what a Convention and Visitors Bureau, or government, will give you to bring your meeting to their country or their city.  I'll just give you a case in point.  This facility was priced at $200,000 which, in and of itself, is quite reasonable.  They gave me a deep discount of 50%, and the subvention coming from the government of Puerto Rico covers the remaining costs.  So, this is basically a cost-free facility, and it's not bad, so cost-free doesn't mean inferior.  We're looking at hopefully that same situation in Kuala Lumpur in 2020.


So, what we can begin to do is leverage these kinds of opportunities that will allow us to continue and run what I perceive to be high-quality meetings -- I hope you do, as well -- without sacrificing some of the things that we do extremely well, like remote participation and the AV facilities within the building, et cetera.  So, the intent would be to begin to look out to find the low-cost facilities wherever they happen to be, with an eye towards geographic rotation.  I'm not saying we abandon the geographic rotation model.  I suggest we don't stick rigidly to one.

You may have noticed, probably not, that the dates in 2021, '22 and '23 we went through a public comment period, and we got feedback, and we established those dates.  And if you go to the meetings.icann.org, you'll find that the dates are established.  What I did not do was establish the geographic locations.  I did that intentionally so that I could begin to search the world for the best, most cost-effective locations to adhere to the three- and five-year mandate that we had from the Meeting Strategy Working Group.  And I think that will serve us well.  Now, if we add one more level of criteria, which is the lowest-cost facilities to ensure that we continue to run three meetings a year of a very high quality, that's just what I would propose, that we embark on that and perhaps, after this meeting, send you a paper describing what we might do with that.

David Olive:
Should we open it up for any comments or questions?  Thank you, Nick, for presenting some of the details and logistics and costs involved, as well as the, again, notion that we will prepare a paper so that you can see all this in that format for further study.  But, any reactions or comments?  Alan Greenberg?
Alan Greenberg:
Yes.  Nick, you started off by saying one of the original questions, should we stick to hub cities, or move around the world.  Now, there can be hub cities around the world, of course.  Can you give us some idea of what it costs you to investigate a site?  Now, given that, of course, some of the sites you investigate fall through and they don't work, so you probably have to investigate two or three to get one meeting.  And I have no idea of how many people are involved, how many trips are involved, how many months of effort and negotiations are involved in just making a new -- finding a new place that we haven't met recently.

Nick Tomasso:
At the risk of taking too much time for this meeting devoted to that, I will answer that question, because I think it's a pertinent one, Alan.  


Our current practice is to issue expressions of interest to host an ICANN meeting.  We get responses to those, and people submit the EOI.  We then evaluate those EOIs, and we're getting very good at evaluating them online, because just so long as a convention center has a good floor plan that we can examine, we can eliminate 70% of those.  Event they -- the EOI is very specific as to what our needs are, everybody thinks, well, we can probably -- they run meetings for 5,000 people, and people don't understand that it's not the number of people.  It's the number of concurrent sessions that we run in the configuration -- room configurations that we run, which drive us to the facilities in larger and larger facilities.


So, I would say that, for any particular meeting, we would have two trips, one for -- excuse me, three trips -- one for me, because I've never used a facility I haven't seen personally, one for Ted, who does all of my evaluations of space, and one for the IT team, who has to look at the technical network infrastructure.  That said, following that, once we decide on a location is what we call the site visit.  And that site visit is comprised of 10 people, or more.  If you use the same location over and over and over again, then you don't need to send 10 people every time.   You send two or three, perhaps, dealing with the government and those sorts of things.  So, there are savings to be had.


When we first started talking about hub cities, it was more about the community getting to the city, the ease of getting to the city, et cetera.  Hub cities don't necessarily make the most sense anymore, Alan, because, for instance, Singapore was one of our hub cities.  it's too expensive in this new construct.  So, I'm not using the concept, the word "hub city" any longer.  What I'm using is let's use the most cost-effective facilities.  And where we have the opportunity to repeat, it saves even more money in the future.  Thanks, Alan.  Thanks for setting up that question.

David Olive:
Thank you.  Any other comments or questions?  We'll obviously receive -- you'll be receiving the paper soon after ICANN 61, and you'll be able to, of course, provide any other comments or inputs that you wanted to on that point.  Rod, sorry, excuse me.

Rod Rasmussen:
So, on the hub city thing, if I remember right, that was before we had -- the surveys were taken before we had these budget constraint issues.  And now, people have seen things that are getting proposed be cut as a result of that.  I would posit that people's attitudes and preferences may be slightly different based on the things that they would prefer to have cut rather than moving the meetings around.  So, I would think that it might be a good idea to retake the temperature here at some point on that.


And then, one other comment I wanted to make, or question, a lot of the cost of travel and all that is staff, right, ICANN staff.  There's a large concentration of ICANN staff in one geographical natural hub area where we've had multiple meetings.  There may be a particular spot that would be logical to have more meetings at just because of that, if we were going to prioritize budget-wise.  I know there's all kinds of other issues attached to L.A., right, I'm -- say what I mean here -- but that from a tradeoff in the community perspective, I think that would be worth knowing what those -- what we can get for that, right?  If you, said, held a meeting in L.A. every X period of time, just from that, because we're looking at other things we're sacrificing in the community in order to move it around in North America, for example.
Nick Tomasso:
Yes.  In the normal course of doing business, having nothing to do with this discussion or this exercise, I did look at the Marriott in Staples Center in Los Angeles as a viable venue for an ICANN meeting.  And what I discovered was that, with the right commitment of the number of rooms we would book and the food and beverage we would buy, they would give us the space for free.  Now, before you get too excited about that, what they wanted as a minimum for the food and beverage was ridiculously high.
Unidentified Participant:
(Inaudible.)

Nick Tomasso:
That said, I think there's room for negotiation.  And if Los Angeles becomes a natural hub, because of the cost savings with moving staff into the city -- and I think, and if I can negotiate multiple-year deals, I could drive that request for food and beverage down significantly, which would then make it a cost-effective location.  And moving equipment, too, as David points out.  Thank you, David.  Alan?
Alan Greenberg:
Yes, this is the first time we've seen in a budget or anywhere saying, because this is an expensive city, other things will have to be cut to compensate for it.  Can you give us some idea -- excluding Los Angeles, which may be as a special case, roughly for any given size meeting, roughly what's the ratio between a cheap city and an expensive city in terms of the cost to the ICANN budget, which implies obviously travel to it and the facilities?  They're all variable.  What order of magnitude are we talking about?

Nick Tomasso:
If you take the travel out of the picture, we're talking the least expensive/most expensive, least expensive being zero, most expensive being $425,000.  So, you could have that wild a spread of $1.2 million a year if we went to three very expensive venues.  

Now, what I try to do during the course of the year is go to Panama, very inexpensive venue; San Juan, very inexpensive venue; Barcelona, not so cheap.  But, it's a balance.  So, that's the spread, zero to about $425,000.

Alan Greenberg:
Zero doesn't include -- that's only the facility, not the catering and all the other costs.

Nick Tomasso:
Oh, no, I'm sorry--.

Alan Greenberg:
--That go along with holding a meeting.

Nick Tomasso:
Yes.  The very -- the one place -- we're always going to buy food.  Some places will be more expensive, some places it'll be less expensive.  We're always going to have to fly someplace, so cost to ICANN, cost to the community, et cetera.  But, the meeting room rental charges are the one that I can control very -- much more closely by the locations we select.

Sally Costerton: 
Thank you.  I personally think the nature (ph) of this discussion justified having it on the agenda today, and you've been really helpful.  I mean, this was exactly the kind of discussion we wanted to start.  Did you have a question?  Alejandra, are you okay?  Are we all right to keep going?  I think we are.

Unidentified Participant:
(Inaudible.)

Sally Costerton:
Okay, fine.  So, hi there.  So, just to summarize, we will plan to make the incremental changes that Nick outlined, and we will document that and share that back with this team, and that will start at the -- potentially are we going to start that at the Barcelona meeting, or are we going to start that at the Marrakesh meeting?

Nick Tomasso:
I would like to start with the Barcelona meeting, because that's an easy thing to do.  And Marrakesh, we've already confirmed that we can get the extra space for the extra day.

Sally Costerton:
So, that's the first thing.  So, thank you for your help with that, and that just really (inaudible) something.  We will move forward with that.


The second piece, this discussion about how can we -- to Rod's point, and I think it's a very well-made one, it is not just -- and if I understand you correctly, my understanding is the same as yours, that the discussion we are facing as a community is not just within the meetings itself, but it's across the whole spread of the ICANN budget, and are there -- what are the trade-offs that the community feels comfortable with, and what are the options to educate the community to make those trade-offs.  
And I'm being simplistic to make a point, but if we say we are not going to have a CROP (ph) program, just to pick one that's been under a lot of scrutiny this week, which as Yoren said, yes, throwing the first stone to start that discussion, if the cost of that is somewhere around -- I think it's around $150,000 to $180,000, and don't quote me on that, it's in that order of magnitude in the ICANN budget, is there something we would look at, and being -- are there things about the way we build the ICANN meeting structure that we might say, actually, this costs this, or similar, and we don't value it anything like as much.  So, we owe it to staff, we owe it to the community to provide that kind of information as we go, I think, into this next stage also of the response to public comments on the budget.  I take (ph) that as a broader point to be helpful.
And this paper is not a response to the public comments on the budget.  It is broader than that.  But, of course, we'll all try and provide it in such a way that it can be looked at roughly at the same time that we're all thinking about some of these priorities.  So, that was really what I wanted to just make that point, because you made it very well.  And I think that it's the spirit of the discussion.  This is important to see the nature of the process so that we all end up with something that we feel comfortable with.

There is a risk.  We haven't talked about it, and Nick hasn't talked about it, but if we do not find a way of re-prioritizing some of the criteria that drive the cost, we will simply find that the quality of the meetings we are having is degrading.  And I know from a lot of comments that people have made to me in other meetings that that is something the community is very uncomfortable with.  And you quite rightly don't want to be put in a position where that sort of happens, and then everybody says, but these meetings are here to help us get our work done, and this is not helping.

And you have a good set of expectations about, as Nick said earlier, the way we run meetings at ICANN is to a standard that we feel good about, we think the community feels good about it, and, like you, we feel we want to protect that.  So, I hope those -- that's a helpful summary.  
Tanzanica, I'm conscious -- oh, I'm sorry, Sue has a comment.

Sue Schuler:
Is there any way that you can provide us, for lack of a better word, a price list for all of the different services that we're requesting so that, when we're actually requesting these meetings, we can go to them and say, look, do you really need translation services for this meeting?  This is what it's going to cost.  Do you really need to have a recording, or a transcript, or any of these things that they just go, "Yeah, just book it."  But, maybe if we can actually put that in front of them, and they can look at it and go, "Yeah, you know what?  We really don't need that," that might be really helpful when we're booking these meetings.
Nick Tomasso:
For ICANN meetings, there are some things that would be variables, but interpreters, we have a set number of interpreters that we bring to every ICANN meeting.  So, whether or not you use an interpreter or not may not have a profound impact on our -- if we see a trend over time as we get our requests in from the SOs and ACs to suggest to us that there's less demand for interpretation, then we can begin to reduce that upfront.  So, yes, the answer is that anything we can do to reduce those kinds of services does have an impact.  It has a very big impact on your intercessionals and other things that you run, and steering -- working groups or steering committees, et cetera.  But, I think Josh already has some data on those kinds of things, and we'll share what we can with you so you'll understand the cost of an interpreter per hour and how many you need.  It's quite interesting how many interpreters you need for a one-hour meeting.  Thanks.
David Olive:
Okay.  With that, we will make sure that we have a paper with good details and helpful to you to make determinations.


I'd like now to turn it over to ICANN 62 in Panama.  Tanzanica, please?

Tanzanica King:
Good afternoon, everybody.  So, hopefully you've got the handouts when you came in the room.  We decided to do that so you could actually read it this time as we talk through it.


We have -- I'd like to look at the production calendar first, which is pretty much identical to the calendar we used right before we went to -- where did I (ph) not show up?  Johannesburg.  Thank you.  And it seemed to work well for us.  The one question I have for you, and the thing that came up last time, was the cross-community sessions and how much time we used in order to get those finalized.


So, last time we had this meeting, you all had said, please, can we have more time?  Why do it so quickly?  I'm guessing everyone will agree that we spent a little bit too much time, and it affected our ability to get the schedule done towards the end.  This meeting, because we are talking about the policy forum, I'm wondering what you think we should do, because we have the mornings, as before, dedicated to sessions that you want to have, internal working sessions, and the afternoons dedicated to cross-community sessions.  So, I think there is a little bit more flexibility, so I just want to say that upfront.  I'll go through this and go through the block schedule, and then try to leave as many minutes as possible for you guys to comment on that, as well as how you think it went this time.


So, with that, the current schedule would say that you have to get your proposals in by the 12th of April.  Sounds soon, but as you know, the time between now and June is somewhat short.  Everything else in here is fairly similar, so I'll wait till the end and let you tell me what you think.

Then, looking at the block schedule, again, it is -- you've got outreach in the mornings.  I've left in the things we had last time, DNS (inaudible) workshop and Tech Day.  I've also -- Manal left in the communique for the GAC, which you may or may not want to do exactly like you guys did it last time, so just let me know if there's things here -- how we want to adjust them.  Last time we had cross-community discussions that went for two blocks, so we're looking at eight here now, but it's possible you could say you want to do a longer period of time for particular topics.


So, with that, I can see a lot of people shaking their heads at me, yes, we want to make comments about cross-community sessions.  So, I'm going to go ahead and open it up.  And again, comments on how it went this time, what you want to do next time, all of the above.

David Olive: 
I see Farzaneh.

Farzaneh Badii:
Farzaneh Badii speaking.  I'm going to be a broken record here.  I've been saying that, for the past -- since I became the Chair of NCUC, and now that I'm Chair of NCSG (ph), cross-community sessions are mostly organized by one community.  They are not balanced.  And we have not solved this problem, and there's a very good example this meeting, that I raised this issue on the mailing list.  I did not get a response.  I don't know how much community cares about this.  But, if a cross-community session includes just one stakeholder group, all of them on the panel, that's not a cross-community session.  That's just that community talking to us.  Why do we have to call it a cross-community session?  Let's just call it something else.

Do we -- and if we want to do -- and I also came up with a process, like ad hoc thing, and I tried to, because we proposed from NCSG the open data session, and I tried to kind of practice what I preach, so I said on the list who wants to get involved, let's go organize a -- let's submit the proposal together.  And I think that would be one way to actually have a cross-community session that at least two stakeholder groups, or groups feel that this issue should be discussed.  If groups want to talk to us, if communities want to talk to us, then of course we'll call it (ph) registries choose and walk in the registries' shoes, and have a community session.  But, I don't know when I'm going to fix this.  I don't know if I should be repeating this anymore.  If we don't do anything about it, I'm going to give up.
David Olive:
If I may, Farzaneh, we have been hearing you.  In fact, when we first started this approach, it was that group, SO or AC, who proposed it was somewhat own (ph) that to help organize that.  That worked in some cases.  It didn't in others.  And so, then they said, well, we need a little more staff help, and we need a little more outreach to kind of get people involved.  And I think we've made some progress there.  If it's just the name,  you could say it's a community session, and actually, since it's not like it's a limited resource, we're having them at every ICANN meeting, and in this particular one, six of them or more, it's not like you don't have the opportunity, if you miss it on the community forum, you can do it in the policy forum or the other one.  

So, in many respects, I think we've moved along that way.  I don't know if the group really wants to get so rigid as to say minimum of two stakeholder groups.  I thought we had a good kind of balancing compromise, and I may be wrong, and we can go back to that.  But, with the staff, we have an executive in charge with the staff to help organize, to reach out, and some groups are also very busy with their own programs that they don't have the bandwidth to kind of input.  And you're always welcome to come up to the mic, or be part of that discussion.  That's the other thing.  Elsa?
Elsa Saade:
Thank you, David.  Elsa, for the record.  I think I completely agree with Farzaneh.  It could definite -- it is definitely misleading when we have any of the session saying cross-community session, and then we see one community up on stage.  So, I think there should be more proactivity in that sense.  And if the case is that there's one community up there, let's change the name, for instance.  Let it not be misleading.  I think I completely agree with Farzaneh on this.  Thanks.

David Olive:
Heather, and then Ron.  Heather -- and then Alan.

Heather Forest:
Thanks, David, very much, Heather Forest.  Just focusing on some specifics here, I think one of the things that looks fairly helpful is that consistency of having cross-community topics at the same time in the schedule.  I think that helps a bit of a rhythm and understanding there.  Just some very initial feedback, right?  You asked for initial feedback, and we'll, of course, take this back and talk about it within the GNSO council and the input that you'll get from the SGs (ph) and Cs today, so add that in.

I suppose I'm worried about, in a budget environment, I'm worried about the concept of running eight cross-community sessions.  To the extent the explanation was helpful, maybe that can be a break in between one session that needs a longer period of time.  But, to the extent that there's a presupposition that we want to run eight, I'm nervous about that because I know they're very high-intensity on staff, those sorts of sessions.  

And in order to actualize the comments that have been made here from my GNSO colleagues about making them truly cross-community, it's a high-resource impact then if we're going to do eight separate of those things.  To the extent that we can do -- make them unconflicted, I think that's helpful.  We get into this fabulous discussion once we get a sort of list of these things, about which ones are conflicted and which ones aren't.  and I think to the points that have been made, if they are truly cross-community sessions, then they should be unconflicted.  And maybe that's the deciding factor, yes?  Maybe rather than the quantitative, David, it's the qualitative as to that being the factor.
This is the policy forum, so our cross-community sessions need to be about policy.  And that's -- I'm not looking at you guys.  That's on us, when we suggest topics, and I think we need to be pretty ruthless amongst ourselves, that when that list shows up, it needs to be about policy, if this is going to be the policy forum.

That said, I do want to put a marker down that it seems to me that, in this discussion this week, there's a possible need for an ICANN org cross-community session, yes?  These don't all have to be led by the community, and it could be around the budget.  We didn't have one this week, so in terms of lessons learned, there was no unconflicted budget session, and it was very piecemeal and not very helpful.  We have some topics that have been jammed in this week.  The budget is one.  Yesterday's IRP session is another.  The IRP affects all of us.  There were six people in the room for that one, and I don't think -- and Julie's very kindly nodding her head, having volunteered to serve on the panel there, and then had a panel that spoke to a room of four people.  So, I think we need to take that on board.
To the extent that I can put in some comments here, as well, on behalf of the GNSO Council, we've only just had a meeting a few moments ago.  Some feedback from this meeting, meetings starting at 1830, at 6:30 in the evening, is pretty tough when we start quite early in the morning.  So, to the extent that we can avoid that, that would be helpful.  You've already addressed the unscheduled days point, Nick.  Thank you.  So, I think that's helpful.  If we're going to have days, let's make sure we schedule something.  And comment made actually by my NCSG colleagues in the Council meeting that needs to be raised here is it's good to see that outreach is carved out on a non-conflicted space, so that's helpful.  So, thanks.  That's a bit of a laundry list, but thank you.
David Olive:
Appreciate that.  Rod, and then Alan Greenberg, and others may (inaudible).

Rod Rasmussen:
Thanks.  So, SSAC held its first cross-community session this time on the name collision project.  Couple of things that came out of that as a learning experience, first, it wasn't a cross-community session, as has already been pointed out.  And we fully agree, but it was important for the full community to be able to be there and provide input, and it was a really valuable meeting for us.  So, we got a lot of great feedback.  We had the full support and all that kind of thing for translation, et cetera, and we needed it, as it turned out, at one point, so that was really much appreciated.

So, I would be in favor of making sure we label things properly so people have the right expectations about who all is going to help plan the meeting and what the requirements are.  But, kind of the level of support and like that comes with that for making sure the broad community gets the ability to participate is also important.  So, I think that's more of a labeling issue and expectations around how it's planned and put together from a content perspective versus the support that -- required in that.


The point I wanted to make, going forward, is one of the things that we're trying to take advantage of in that particular name collisions project, given whatever feedback we get from the Board and the community and all that stuff for public comment, we had planned on taking advantage of the fact that the ICANN community is together there to give those public readouts as we go along.  And in some format, right, wouldn't call it cross-community, but it's a readout (ph) on that mainly for -- so we can be conscious of the ICANN budget and not hold those as a separate session, or something like that, and be able to do that.  But, those would not necessarily be a policy thing or what have you.  It's actually we're -- here's this project.  I mean, the policy is involved, but there's a lot of technical stuff, too.  

So now, I would imagine other constituencies have the same sort of thing in mind from time to time, at least.  So, it'd be good to have some sort of mechanism where we can do those kinds of things.  I mean, obviously, we debate it here whether or not it makes sense versus other priorities, but I just want to let you know what we've been planning as part of that whole project, is to take advantage of that.  So, people prioritizing things may affect plans of how to do policy and other work, going forward.  Thanks.

David Olive:
Thank you, Rod.  Alan, and then Paul, and we'll try to avoid session collision.  Alan?

Alan Greenberg:
Thank you.  I'll echo what Rod said about, because it's called a policy forum, if we have something really important to talk about, we need to talk about it.  I mean, it's fine for ALAC to say the at-large review is deemed to be policy, but if you tell me it's not policy, what am I supposed to do, put that whole project on hold for another nine months until we meet in Barcelona?  We're here to do work.  Sometimes the work is policy.  Sometimes it's not.  And I don't think we should have restrictions because of how we chose to name the meeting.  So, that's number one.


Number two, on the issue of selecting cross-community groups and stuff, we set rules, and then we ignore them.  This time around, if I remember correctly, we said we will treat all ACs and SOs equally in voting on the cross-community sessions.  Only two people voted, so we said, oh, whoever's on this particular conference call will make the decision, or something close to that.  

And I really think I understand the difficulty of getting people to respond, but who happens to be on a conference call at a particular time of the day, which may be in the middle of the night for half of our people, and we may have a conflicting meeting -- we have conflicts during the week, too, when we're not at ICANN.  I mean, I was invited to be on that IRP panel.  I was chairing another session at the time, and I couldn't be there.  But, the same thing happens during the week.  These meetings, the planning meetings, for instance, are always held at a specific time on Thursday, which is in direct conflict to a really important cross-community group that's being held at the same time.  That significantly impacts who attends our meetings.  

So, I think we need to set our rules, make them reasonable, and then follow them one way or another.  Thank you.
David Olive:
Thank you, Alan.  Now, time check, we really have to get to the public forum in 15 minutes, but Paul, and then Elsa, I think.  Is that correct?  Elsa.

Paul Diaz:
Thanks, David.  I'll be real quick.  I want to especially commend a lot of the points Heather made.  A lot of thought went into that.  I hope we listen carefully.  Much agree with the idea of looking at eight potential slots, really should be looking at them as four with a break.  If we're going to have substantive discussions, you don't get it done in 90 minutes, I mean, by the time everybody gets in the room and people are heading out.


So, with that, though, especially like the idea -- I firmly believe ICANN org should have a slot reserved, even if it's one of those halves.  I'm missing yet another discussion about GDPR that I really should be in.  I'm kind of ghosting it here.  Things come up all the time.  There's no doubt.  But, if we preserved a slot, perhaps the last one each day, oh, that's just ICANNs.  If you don't need it, wonderful.  Go off to dinner early.  But, it's there, and that way it's not going to be booked, squeezed in in the middle of the day when have the inevitable conflicts.


And I hear Farzaneh very clearly, and, at a minimum, let's get away from cross-community.  It seems like a politically correct term.  These sessions -- if groups have a particular thing they want to talk about, fine, but she's right.  They are not structured in a way.  Sometimes, by the pure logistics of it, whatever's being discussed, or some other reasons, so let's just not use a term that sounds nice but really doesn't do what it implies.

Sally Costerton:
Just quickly, if I could respond to that, Paul, sorry, I was a bit too (inaudible), just because I want to get some clarification.  Several people have suggested to me separately outside this meeting that they would like ICANN org to have a slot, an unconflicted slot, of course, is what we're talking about here.  I would like to suggest the following, that we'll take a look of that in terms of the scheduling piece.  I would also like to, in the spirit of cooperation and trust, make sure that, therefore, we at ICANN org follow the same rules in terms of time and submission as everybody else, and that we -- and therefore that this group is equally aware of the subject that the org might want to put into those slots as they are of everything else.  I'm worried that, if we don't -- I would like to be able to take back to the organization that that is something that we all agree on.  This will enable there to be a very transparent process.  
And indeed, if there isn't a requirement, then it is obvious, and we don't see that coming in later when all of a sudden, at the last minute, somebody thinks, oh, I really want to tell the community about this.  I'm just -- I want to keep the quality and engagement levels very high, and make sure that everybody in this group agrees that this is, indeed, a subject they wish to hear from ICANN org about.  It is not just that we put you in a room and say listen to us, we want to tell you this.  I'm being blunt to speed things up, but I do think that it's really important that you own ultimately this agenda, and that includes that aspect of it.  And I'm seeing some nodding heads.  You're comfortable with me putting it that way.
Nick Tomasso:
So long as you meet the same deadline that we have.

Sally Costerton:
I agree.

David Olive:
But we don't -- yes, we will.  Elsa?

Elsa Saade:
Thank you, David.  I'm just going to take the time just to make a comment based on this meeting, and just put it out there.  We feel that -- I feel that the fellowship sessions also should not be clashing with PDPs so that they'd be able to also engage, because our treaty is one of the most important things for us.  So, I just thought I'd put it out there based on this meeting form.  Yes, thanks.
David Olive:
Heather?

Heather Forest:
Thanks, David.  Two very specific pieces of input.  Sally, what we heard about the finance, the lack of a cross-community finance session this meeting around was we just weren't sure how to ask, and we didn't think it was appropriate.  You haven't had any objections, at least not that I've heard, from this group.  I agree very much with Paul.  It needs to be on an even footing, but you need to feel empowered, because, otherwise, we're going to end up in that situation again.


Can I make a very specific comment on the final point there?  I've said it in other fora, and I think it's important to say it here.  While I, along with the SOAC chairs, participated in that strategic trends (ph) exercise and found it very, very helpful, it is not policy, and we've raised the question, or the concern, in our GNSO council meeting that happened just now.   Yes, that's a valuable session, but to the extent that individual SGs and Cs sign up to that, they need to understand that that comes out of their dedicated policy time.  So, I would ask that we all just be a bit reflective on that.  I'm not in any way, shape, or form not encouraging folks to take up that opportunity, but just be mindful.  Thank you.
David Olive:
Any other comments, questions?  I will then just quickly try to provide the highlights.  Our first production call is on Thursday, the 5th of April.  We will, again, send around a notice to people if they want to be -- opt in or opt off of the ICANN 62 list.  Susie will help me on that one.  And we'll start scheduling the calls and provide you with a list of this, as well as the -- of the recording and the summary notes from this meeting.


Finally, I think, as Sally and Nick and Tanzanica have said, we will move forward in terms of the public comment and incremental changes to have five days for the community session, five days for the policy forum, and six days for the AGM.  This will start hopefully in Barcelona -- it will start in Barcelona, and also in Marrakesh.  And to that extent, that will work.  The second part is we'll look at providing a paper on some of the costs related to the rotations and part of the future ongoing nature of the ICANN mission -- ICANN meetings.  And we'll provide that with some detail. 


And then, thank you for your comments about the block schedule, the community sessions, make them more explicit and non-conflicted, if possible.  And the comments on the strategic trends as optional, we understand.  I hope that summarizes things for you.  And with that, I thank you for your cooperation.  We'll talk to you on the 5th of April on the call, and in between with some information and paper.  We now move to the public forum, where if you ask questions about the meetings, we'll be glad to answer.
***

