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Mathieu Weill: Thank you very much. This is Mathieu Weill of assistant appointed co-chair. 

Welcome everyone to our Meeting 52. And as usual I'd like to start with a roll 

call. We will use the Adobe connect to record participants and members that 

attended the meeting. We have apologies from (Bara Conchino) and (Susan 

Rattle) and I'd like to call for any member participants who is on audio only at 

this stage and we've had word that Kavouss Arasteh was on audio only. 

 

 I don't know if he's joined. But if others are on audio only please make 

yourselves heard right now so we can put your name on the list. Okay, so with 

that, is there any date on statement of interest? Nothing, none. I think we are 

going to be able to get this call rolling. You'll have the agenda on your - in the 

issue room and the first comment I make was that it's I think it's very good at 

this point that our group reconnects, regroups, reconvenes and we've had an 

agenda which is open for discussions about some of the next steps we're 

facing at a point where we are only a few days before the end of our second 

public comment and the consequence we need to get ready for the action that 

is waiting for us in the next few days as if there was no action in the last few 

weeks. 
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 But the first substantial agenda Thomas is going to be shared by Thomas and 

before handing over to Thomas I'd like to present apologies from Leon who is 

taking a few days' rest. Worthy of rest. So we won't hear Leon's soothing 

voice on this call, unfortunately but only Thomas and I. So, Thomas, to you 

for Agenda Item 2? 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Leon and good morning, good afternoon, good evening to 

all of you on the call. The second agenda items called, "Board into Action and 

Next Steps". And those of you who have attended the two sessions that we 

have worked the Board last week and those of you were read the email threads 

on the left will have noticed that at times the discussion has been a little been 

highhanded and that there has been some controversy and some robust 

discussion going on and we would like to continue the discussion with this 

group and maybe take stock of what we heard to the extent that we can and 

also briefly discuss how to best continue with this. 

 

 Before we open it up for comments, I would really like to make some opening 

remarks and those that have been on the two calls will notice that what I'm 

saying now pretty much resembles my opening statements for these two 

"Board into Actions" and that is that our group has been working in a spirit of 

being very open to criticism as well as to suggestions. 

 

 As you will remember we have worked on a requirements basis and we 

looked at what the requirements are that we need to have in place in order to 

establish a better accountability system in ICANN and then look at the 

implementation model to achieve or operationalize these accountability 

requirements. 

 

 Our group has presented a different reference model in the first report than it 

has in the second report and the change of reference model was to a huge 



ICANN 
Moderator: Brenda Brewer 

09-08-15/2:00 pm CT 
Confirmation #5014992 

Page 3 

extent due to the fact that we received information from Board members who 

said, "Well, have you really thought about the risk of durative lawsuits and the 

risk of statutory right s being exercised by individual members and that could 

- that that could be an unintended consequence?" And our group took that to 

heart and adjusted. 

 

 And so when we opened up for this public comment piece we also said, "We 

appreciate input from the community and input from the Board," and I guess 

for the Board our group has chosen a slightly different approach then for the 

rest of the team -- or at least we've pointed it out more to the Board. What we 

said is, "Don't only criticize, but please do also come up with alternatives --

solutions -- so that we don't only have negative feedback but constructive 

input that we can assess in our group and take into consideration." 

 

 And what happened last week is exactly that. So despite all the perceived 

negative energy that was on these calls and despite the pushback that some of 

our group provided orally as well in written form, I think we should remind 

ourselves that we're working towards a common goal and we're trying to 

achieve the same thing. 

 

 We might have different approaches to this, but I think we should take the 

Board input as a good faith attempt to help take our suggestions to the next 

level. And at the moment -- and I guess that's maybe the unfortunate part of 

the Board's call with our group at the moment -- we don't have sufficient 

detail in order to really assess what the nicetitites(sic), what the details of the 

Board's suggestions and concerns are. 

 

 So basically our perception was that the Board had identified gaps in our 

proposal, but it comes up with its own suggestions that are even more patchy 

than with what we've offered. So we got word from the Board and those that 
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have who have read the second blog post which was only issued, I think, 

today know that something's on its way so we can expect written input from 

the Board particularly highlighting the areas where the Board is in agreement 

with what we're doing and hopefully that expression of agreement will be 

unambiguous and unconditional because, I guess, what some of us felt when 

we listened to the Board is that they spoke about agreement while actually 

coming up with variations of proposal. 

 

 So, I guess, at the moment it's too early to dismiss or abandon what the Board 

has come up. I think we should give it due difference. We should remain 

open-minded to good faith criticism that's offered to our group so we should 

not prematurely become defensive. Nonetheless, I think we should be proud 

of what we have achieved but I think we should wait for the Board - Board's 

written input and carefully analyze what the Board has suggested. 

 

 As you know, the Board members have spent countless hours with us. They've 

spent more hours in the workshop in Washington than they have spent a lot of 

time discussing and evaluating what we did and I think that's something that 

also deserves our appreciation and thanks. Having said that, what we mustn't 

lose out of sight -- and I guess this is something that we really need to make 

clear through the rest of the community -- we are still in the public comment 

period. 

 

 We don't want to discourage any community member from providing their 

comments because they think that this exercise might be moot given the input 

that we got from the Board. Far from it. We should see the Board as a 

community member where the special role in this and therefore we offer the 

exchange of thoughts which took place. But our community feedback, our 

community input is welcome and will be treated with the same respect and 
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diligence as we did our commenters during - after the past first public 

comment period. 

 

 So let's really try to emphasize this with the rest of the community that they 

should still comment that we will review the Board's input as we would and as 

we were their input and after a careful analysis of all the inputs that we 

receive we will then make a determination as a group in defining, confirming, 

redefining, whatever the consensus possessions in this group but only after 

we've done all that. 

 

 So I think after these opening statements I would like to give the opportunity 

to all of you on this call to chime in, go on record with some of the statements 

that might also - might not only inform our group but also the Board, and if I 

could, I would like to ask you maybe to focus on the areas where you can 

sense that the Board's feedback could be a value to us. 

 

 I think it would make sense for our group to be responsive and maybe even 

write a little note to the Board to have them navigate their way in this process 

as well -- so I think I should stop here. Please do raise your hands or if you are 

on the only - on the audio bridge only please let me know and you will be put 

into the queue. So I understand that Jordan Carter who's only on the audio 

bridge would like to speak. So we have Jordan, and then Steve. 

 

Jordan Carter: Thanks Thomas. Can you hear me? 

 

Thomas Rickert: Yes, we can hear you all right. 

 

Jordan Carter: Okay, I apologize for the audio quality. I'm in an echoey place. Thank you for 

the intro Thomas. I pretty much agree with everything you've said. As I said 

on an email on the list, any change process does cause discomfort and since 
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the ICANN board is at the core of this change process in a lot of ways. It's not 

surprising that things have not been comfortable last week and that's fine. It's 

just a human reaction. 

 

 In terms of positives, I can't really work out what they are until I've seen the 

details so hopefully that will come soon. But I just have one suggestion or 

question which was, "Whether it was some of the concerns raised it might be 

worth having some smaller group chats." For example, there's still obviously 

some good sense about the budget power that I still feel is kind of a 

miscommunication or misunderstanding. 

 

 There may be ways that with the sort of intent direct dialogue with a couple of 

directors and a couple of WP1 members we could have a much better way of 

doing it or a new insights about how to discuss it or describe it that reduces 

concerns -- so I just wanted to put that on the table. Understanding it's a key 

because we don't want to be seem to be giving the Board unviewed influence 

over the process. 

 

 As long as there was an open discussion though I think that might be all right 

so it's just a concrete and hopefully constructive suggestion about what we 

might do. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Jordan and I would like to encourage everyone out to 

chime in on that proposal to maybe offer discussions amongst the few that are 

- that have become members - that have become experts on the budget 

community power over time. Steve? 

 

Steve DelBianco: Thanks Thomas. This is Steve DelBianco with the CSG. And setting aside the 

Board's counterproposal and the process of that. I think it would be so 

constructive if the Board and their Jones Day team we're very explicit about 
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where they saw risks or stresses in our proposed solution. It's not helpful to 

say that there are unfinished details or unresolved items. That's too vague for 

us to really be able to react too and it ends up making us perhaps unduly 

suspicious that the Board just has a general and vague concern and wants to 

keep the status quo. 

 

 I am, I for one, am very open to learning from criticisms. For instance, I'm no 

lawyer at all and most of you know that but I feel like I learned a lot when the 

lawyers on CCWG would discuss the risks of statutory rights in the California 

law and how they might enable a single ACO or SO to work mischiefs, right? 

 

 And that informed us and we acted on that when we came up with a second 

reference model. Well, I like the same level of detail and education to come 

from Jones Day and ICANN's Board to the extent they agree so that if I - they 

identify concerns, that they share them us. Not just share them internally 

within ICANN or with NTI, but share them with us so that we're able to react 

appropriately. 

 

 And that could be done much sooner than waiting for them to flush out all the 

details on their counterproposal. You see, I think we've put too much weight 

on asking ICANN to put details on their proposal and we'll lose the fact that 

they could probably this week could give us the details about where they think 

there are risks and problems in our model. 

 

 Give us a chance to digest that while they work on fleshing out the details on 

their proposal. So that'd my proposal, Thomas. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Sorry, I was talking to a muted microphone. Thank you very much Steve. So 

you didn't leave me speechless, obviously. Anne had raised her hand and the 

floor is yours. 
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Anne Aikman-Scalese: Yes, thank you very much Thomas. And in the spirit of talking 

with the Board and being cooperative and being able to receive the concerns 

that they are raising I don’t know if there are Board members on this call. I 

assume because we have a couple of them in the group that they are, but I 

think that it's unhelpful for the Board to state that this working group is 

"Changing the Model" because what we know to be the stakeholder model is 

by the work of this group -- and I'm a late comer on this, obviously -- but the 

hard work that's been done by all of the principal members really sustains and 

strengthens the stakeholder model and when we talk about the model within 

ICANN we're talking about the multi-stakeholder model. So I think it would 

be appropriate for us to request that the Board not treat the working group's 

proposal as a proposal that changes the model. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Anne. And there's a question in the chat from Keith 

Drasek. "Have the CCWG's legal counsel spoken yet with ICANN legal and 

our Jones Day?" I recall there was agreement on the last quarter we shared 

that conversation? You know, I couldn't confirm that core has taken place. 

 

 I think that the core primarily informed Jones Day and certainly hope so our 

lawyers of the fact of their respective sits and I trust that this information will 

go into further deliberations by the Board. I'm not sure whether Holly or 

Rosemary would like to add a little bit of color to this and certainly what we 

tried to avoid is to have a fight of the lawyers over the best potential model 

but this was more to inform. So not sure Holly or Rosemary whether you 

would like to briefly speak to this but if do certainly I won't suggest that we 

do not do any value judgement of the proposals that have been discussed 

amongst you. 
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Holly Gregory: Certainly. This is Holly and I'm happy to give a little bit of color although I 

have to say I don't have a lot of information. Rosemary and I joined the call 

with (John Savalaris) and with ICANN legal. It was a very cordial call. We 

indicated that we looked forward to having a better understanding of what the 

Board is thinking about in terms of the proposal and what we look forward to 

getting more information and receiving any of the legal analysis that Jones 

Day has done on the point. 

 

 Jones Day indicated to us that they haven't done legal analysis. That they've 

been relying on legal analysis that we provided and that they, you know, are 

not in any kind of disagreement with the legal analysis that we provided to 

date. And so we essentially left at the - in the next few days they would 

provide to us than they had a (unintelligible) around what is the Board is 

thinking so that we'd be able assess it and provide you with our thoughts 

around it and we left it at that -- but we have yet to receive anything. 

 

 They also agreed that there would be another call this week and we haven't yet 

heard anything about when that call might happen. So, I'm afraid it's not a lot 

of additional information. But Rosemary, I don't know if you have anything 

that you'd like to add to that? 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Holly. Does - Rosemary, would you like to answer that? 

Don't have to but I'd like to give you the opportunity, so you can get back into 

the queue at the latest stage if you'd like too. There's been a question in the 

chat about transcripts or recordings of these calls. 

 

 I reckon we'd need to check this but I guess it was our intention and I hope 

that you've shared the view that we didn't want the discussion between the 

lawyers to be a "Battle of Experts" but if was two to inform and educate about 

the respective views in order to ensure there are no counterproposals or that 
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there's no criticism that is rooted in misunderstandings of the respective 

position -- so I'm not sure whether there are any recordings or transcripts 

would help to achieve this goal but at least that was my recollection of why 

this discussion was supported. 

 

 Holly, I'm not sure whether that's an old hand or a new hand? 

 

Holly Gregory: It's an old hand but to that point there was not a discussion on the call about 

whether or not someone was recording the call although there were some 

ICANN legal on. I should have asked the question about whether or not it was 

being recorded and I apologize for not thinking of the point. 

 

 We can certainly check with ICANN legal whether someone was recording 

the call. I think if they were they would have specified it to us. I can assure 

you that it was a very cordial call as there was no sort of "War of the Experts" 

and indeed there was no need for it because they very quickly said that they 

were relying on the analysis that we had provided. 

 

 But they didn't see anything - they didn't have any questions about the value 

of that advice and that they maybe there was work that they needed to go back 

to do to help better understand these words of proposal and in light of the 

legal analysis that's been provided to community to date but that that was kind 

of the undertaking of that. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks so much. Greg? 

 

Greg Shatan: Thanks. Greg Shatan for the record. Listening to this and speaking entirely in 

my personal capacity, of course, seems like there are some back peddling 

going on here. The Board seemed quite confident that they had this solution of 

and they, you know, they've focused a lot on enforceability, frankly, quite a 
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lot more than I thought they should because there's a lot more to proposal than 

just court enforceability but they assured us that they had a way that we -- the 

community -- could enforce in court the powers that we were looking for and 

we asked about it and they dismissed it as a detail and a technicality and all 

the lawyers that I was communicating with and myself, of course, of any 

training and this we were scratching our heads because we couldn't picture it 

and we were waiting with bated breath for this "unicorn" to emerge -- this 

"magic bullet" -- that would allow an entity without standing to go to court 

and now we're told that they don't have it. 

 

 So I'm concerned with kind of the method of communication as much as I am, 

maybe even more, with the substance. Frankly, disagreement is entirely 

appropriate. It's a good thing. It's a part of (unintelligible) understanding and 

asking good questions and - but, you know, being told that everything is an 

enhancement and that we agree with everything and yet if it comes down to it 

we are - there's disagreement being told that we have solutions to your, you 

know, root fundamental issue - this thing that we've spent, you know, far too 

much time talking about and then being told we don't, you know, I - there 

seems to be a lot of spin going on here that I think is unhelpful and I think 

being more frank and calling "a difference a difference" rather than being told 

it's an enhancement of the - I apologize for any perceived lack of compliance 

with the standards of behavior, but the phrase that keeps coming back to my 

mind is, "Don't piss on my leg and tell me it's raining." Thank you. 

 

Mathieu Weill: Thomas? 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks Greg. Actually, you've expanded my knowledge of the English 

language by a term that helps. It's one to use in the near future -- so thanks for 

that. I heard somebody trying to get in the queue on the phone. Is that you 

Kavouss? 
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Kavouss Arasteh: Yes, good evening.... 

 

Thomas Rickert: Hello. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: ...good day. Please call me announced me that joining the group without any 

Adobe connections and I'm very sorry and I apologize for the connection but I 

want to know if possible very briefly where we are. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thank you very much Kavouss. We are discussing the second agenda item 

which is the "Board into action and Next Steps." So, we have started the 

discussion surrounding the Board input and after Greg's intervention I think 

it's worthwhile reminding everyone that, you know, we had already 

communicated our frustration with the way the Board had characterized its 

agreement which was held to be at least in part actually in disagreement. 

 

 I think that this message or at least discussions today will ought to make its 

way to the Fall Board. We have a couple of Board members present on the 

call today. So I think we should not dwell on that for longer. What I'm hearing 

loud and clearly from the group is that we do need further details to take 

action to assess the Board's position. 

 

 I also take note of Jordan's offer to have a discussion with WP1 members and 

the Board members that have been working on the budget community power 

to maybe facilitate the exchange of parts and building bridges or reconciling 

differences between the different positions -- so I think we should convey this 

offer to the Board or maybe (Bruce). 

 

 I'm not sure whether (Bruce) is already on the call but we will make sure that 

(Bruce) gets to know that so that he as our Board liaison can (unintelligible) 
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and convey that message to the Board. I don't see any further hands raised so 

what I'm taking away in the final remarks that we are eagerly waiting a 

substantial information from the Board and after having gone through those 

we will continue with the assessment and see what we can make out of that 

and put that where we receive -- so with that, let me just check with - so 

Jonathan has raised his hand. So, Jonathan, the floor's yours. 

 

Jonathan Zuck: Oh, thanks. Just briefly. I just wanted to underscore what (C) said. I - as far as 

waiting for the Board's reactions I think we're far less interested in the fleshing 

out their plan than fleshing out their problems with ours. It - that seems to be 

the higher priority item. A lesson, you know, interested in "decorating their 

tree" and more figuring out, you know, exactly what their issues are with  - 

why there's a need for another proposal given the work that went into this one. 

 

 So they said they had these issues as well so if we can give the Board some 

guidance it might be to prioritize the issues they have with our existing 

proposal and document, you know, why they (unintelligible) Kavouss. 

 

Thomas Rickert: That's a very good point (Jonathan) and I should have made reference to that 

in my recap. Sebastien? 

 

Sebastien Bachollet: Thank you so much. That was really. Thank you Thomas. It seems that the 

Board is working on the putting what they have done falls GAC advice on the 

new GGLD. We've 1A, 1B, and 2 to see where they are close to our 

(unintelligible) of waiting on the current document or far or if it need to be 

work with them if frankly and I think it's what we really we need as a group. 

 

 It's not too much to other. Another proposal made by the Board and we 

mustn't (unintelligible) in systems that we are not waiting for that proposal. 

We are waiting for comments on as a crown proposal. And when I say, 
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Comments on the crown proposal", it could be the proposal on the view - or 

on the minority report. 

 

 They have a lot of flexibility of what they can say and tell us on that. And we 

doubt it will be easier to build a discussions and if we have to compare to 

proposal and we are not yet at the end of finalizing as a proposal of this 

working group because we are waiting of the end of the second common 

period. 

 

 And the work that will be done after that with the comments we received. And 

it's not the time and I hopes that we have no time for that so I have a concept 

proposal but just comments on the - what we have done by this group. Thank 

you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Sebastien and I take from that the notion of asking the 

Board to prioritize the concerns and maybe I can add that it would be valuable 

for our group to understand better of what concerns are versus new 

requirements versus maybe even implementation thereof -- so I think. 

 

 Sebastien, that they have for advice and so and not just fleshing out the kind 

of proposal of what's perceived to be a (unintelligible) proposal and 

"decorating the tree" as (Jonathan) called it but actually going through our 

report identifying its perceived weaknesses and there's certainly a rational for 

the perceived weaknesses. 

 

 So I suggest that we take those points that we heard from the group and put 

those into our written communication to the Board to make our position clear. 

There was a hand raised by "ccwgacct" as a username and the time has now 

been lowered but I would have been interested in finding out who is behind 
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that acronym -- so I'm not sure whether that (unintelligible) still want to speak 

and if so, please make yourself heard. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Excuse me, Thomas. I want to talk to you, if possible. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Kavouss, the floor is yours. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes. Thank you Thomas. I think whatever letter was communication with the 

Board I think you have sufficient element from the reaction of the CCWG 

member indicating their disappointment and frustrations of the source of the 

comment which they made that some if they talked contradicting. 

 

 They said that everything but we want more detail but they did not mention 

what details they want. On the other (hand) they said that we have a 

(unintelligible) and we (unintelligible) mentioning what that opportunity 

proposal is and what is the legal justification or legal document or argument 

behind that and they said that it would be on Monday I think the Monday pat 

and I think it is not appropriate that we slow down our activity. 

 

 We should indicate that it is not supposed that the Board (unintelligible) they 

veto approach saying that increasingly this doesn't work. I think we have 

(unintelligible) and so (unintelligible) any valid argument and any valid 

proposals therefore we have to mention the disappointment and disagreement 

and frustration but exact wording is lies within all those problems that already 

made and I request kindly to close to go through those comments that were 

made by - by many other people by (unintelligible) and pick up something 

that put them together and communicate to the Board preliminary action of the 

ability. Thank you. 
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Thomas Rickert: Thank you Kavouss. We take note of that point to make reference to 

comments that have been made on the list and I think there has been 

remarkably well written interventions on the list so I guess  very helpful.  

 

 I also - I'd also like to point out (unintelligible) note which has some very well 

thought out and very well-articulated but, yes, so that we'll take that on Board 

and let me see whether there are more hands raised. There does not seem to be 

the case. 

 

 So I suggest that we have prepare the communication and clearly the point 

that we've collected during this call and we will convey those to the Board. 

And with that, I'd like to hand over to (Mathew) (unintelligible). 

 

Mathieu Weill: Thank you very much Thomas. This is Mathieu speaking. Also the agenda 

ICANN is about documenting our work and we were just talking about how 

the Board needs to document their concerns and I think we need to also be 

very aware of the expectations that are placed upon on us regarding 

documentation. 

 

 Two key items there. One is that as part of our charter when we submit our 

final report to the Board for transmission to the NTIA I will be expected to 

provide and I quote documentation of the process that was followed including 

but not limited to documentation the process of (unintelligible) consensus 

within the CCWG accountability and public consultations." 

 

 That's one aspect of the documentation. The other aspect is that we have 

received some feedback already the (unintelligible) period that shows that 

there's expectations for additional documentations and details and some 

(unintelligible) proposal and so whatever yet the next steps are we need to 

prepare ourselves for the documenting and on your screen you'll see full of 
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our bending blocks of our proposal where we know we will have to provide 

more documentation. 

 

 On the principal side, there were requests for us to provide more details on the 

changes between the existing and (unintelligible) and the proposed changes I 

the bylaws and comment on those changes and it was provided already by 

Becky on this list and actually shared widely so there was an additional point 

of documentation which was expected. On the RIP we have to (unintelligible) 

there are two aspects that need a number of details -- the process for selection 

of the panelists. 

 

 There remains to be implemented. And there's also expectation and some 

feedback that people are very key in seeing in more details that kind of 

procedure that would be drawn from our recommendations. And so the 

questions is, "When and how we can start running - working on this?" 

 

 Similar concerns can appear on the request for consideration process 

especially on the rules of procedure. There's not so much of an issue with the 

process of selection of panelists there because it's bound to go to the 

(unintelligible) and on the single model and a community forum is request to 

document to rationale how we got there and that's where - that is already quite 

documented but that needs some refreshing as well as feedbacks regarding the 

need for more detail from the community forum. 

 

 Of course there's also an (unintelligible) to provide more details on the actual 

bylaws on the various aspects of our work and before we ask any questions on 

this I think we should put that on the side. There is a quality nation on going 

between CWG and (unintelligible) about a core to place to (unintelligible) 

energy and ICANN legal and the lawyers and the law firms so that we are 

expecting a plan by the end of the week provided by ICANN project 
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management which is being put in place so that will obviously share with us 

share that point. 

 

 The key work areas that we are seeing at this point. We'd like to call for the 

group for anything that would be that would be needing additional 

documentation that we will need to keep track of as well las identify with the 

group whether there are some priorities or ICANN's that can be - where work 

can be launched as soon as possible or even from cheers, obviously, if 

possible in the group. 

 

 So that's it for my introductory remarks. I've been n long enough. And I see 

that Allan has raised his hand in the out of room. So, Allan, please take the 

floor. 

 

Alan Greenberg: Thank you very much. On Item 1 -- the principles which the question was 

asked in the chat I think that refers to core values and mission and things like 

that. I had asked for a table with the current ones and the proposed in the 

second draft which was received but I believe after that someone else asked 

for a third column to be added including the rationale for why the changes 

been made. 

 

 The first draft proposal had something akin to that. Wasn't quite a rationale, 

but it was a bit of background behind it and - but we have no rationale at all 

about why the changes were made between the first draft and second draft so I 

think the request was to compare the original with the current draft and 

explain why. I don't believe I saw that. If I did, I wish someone would point 

me to it because I hadn't fly by me. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thank you Allan. I think there was an attempt after why that I saw in Becky's 

document but certainly we should double check that and put an action item to 
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have this circulated again to check and we'll certainly double give you an 

opportunity to review whether you think that's appropriate rationale or not. 

 

 I'm checking in the chat because I'm seeing a lot of movement there. Go up 

there are questions about the process of drafting but once again there was a 

discussion where we said we would attempt to have the division of work that 

is not being worked on and I would suggest that we wait for the project plan 

and the actual deliveries before assessing whether that was a decision to be 

updated. 

 

 Steve is reminding me as well that he has volunteered to start drafting an 

explanation of how proposal affects interactions with government and the 

GAC which I think was a request that was made earlier at some point and is 

currently a work in progress. One of the questions that we received was, for 

example, "How we'll - how the GAC advice will be factored in - factored into 

the new process?" 

 

 Obviously, with some uncertainties about whether the GAC is a go-team 

member or not at this point. Any other points should take into account? Any 

ideas of priorities? I've heard a lot of feedback on the community forum 

details so I would tend to appoint where it would be valuable for our group to 

focus more work on exactly how it would work. 

 

 We could even go as far as suggesting some of the showcasing and 

experimental community forum at some point so that we are - so we answer 

any concerns about the details of this particular process and documentation. 

Jordan’s work party 1 I think would be - and Jordan I think your hand is 

raised. 

 

Jordan Carter: Yes, and thank you Mathieu, can you hear me? 
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Mathieu Weill: Yes, perfectly. Yes, thanks. 

 

Jordan Carter: Yes, WP1 did do some further detail work on this but I think it got caught up 

in the rush to finalize the report and we were good - busiest take it out and so 

there is some more taxable ready and I think, you know, depending on what 

other WP1 colleagues feel and it would be viable to get some more done on 

that relatively closely because automating and early next week for the next 

CCWG call and if there's appetite. So I'll just send an email to the list now, if 

you like, and ask people if they're prepared to do some work on it. 

 

Mathieu Weill: Thank you for ensuring Jordan. Would there be any objection to that? And I'm 

turning to (Michael) for furthering the exchange but if there is any objection 

to Work Part 1 -- actually fleshing out the details of the community forum, 

please (Foreston)? (Malcolm)? 

 

Malcolm Hutty: I was just going to add that the similar comments applies to the IRP. If more 

detail is needed on that, the working party that was looking at the IRP had 

actually produced a draft set of bylaw changes. That didn't make it into the 

final document either largely because we ran out of time. We didn't have a 

chance to run that by RN - IN Council which it was - we were wondering 

whether that was needed or maybe it might have been suggested. 

 

 Anyway, the point being those draft bylaws provide some considerable extra 

details to how use the procedure and other matters related to the IRP would 

work -- so that work is kind of already done and waiting to be used. 

 

Mathieu Weill: Thank you Malcolm. So we would have at this point details on the practicality 

of the community forum being works on by Work 31 and furthering work on 

IRP related bylaw changes which was actually drafted, I remember, in July. 
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Some drafts were circulating and that would certainly require joint work with 

our legal advisors, I guess. 

 

 (Becky)'s not on the call, I believe, but I think I would tend to recommend a 

call with the lawyers on the draft pretty early so we get that going in more 

details if the group would please? Okay, seems to be something that we can 

task as - action items the post working parties and including the request for 

our independent legal advisors to participate to the initial calls so that we have 

a view of the workload that would be associated with this staff on this side but 

it would be sort of a kick off call before such a find request and I think this 

would already put us in the process of documenting what's really needed at 

this point. 

 

 So there's three action items from - actually, there's two agenda points or 

recirculated - the document on the "Mission Call Value and Commitments" 

change so we can check we are okay with the rationale. Work Party 1 to 

further flesh out the details of community forum. And IRP to - Work Party 2 

to initiate a call with the draft bylaws along with the lawyers so we can 

organize further work on this -- and we would update on the next CCWG 

quarter, hopefully, on these items. Malcolm, is that an old hand? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: My apologies at once, can I speak if possible. 

 

Mathieu Weill: Yes, Kavouss, please. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes, I - just some sort of inconsistencies. Under Number 610 of our report 

when you talk about 618. Under Number 851, we again talked about 618. That 

is the reputation. Why two times they appeared? Number one. Number two, 

even if there are appear two times, there is some inconsistencies with the 

number 612 and 833 we're talking of the same subject. 
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 The wording are different. In fact, the entire 851 and up to the end is equal to 

610 and up to the end of that. So, my question Number one, "Why we have 

two times 618?" And Number two, "Even if you are two times, why there are 

some inconsistencies in numbers 612 which is exactly identical. Appearance 

is incontinency. 

 

 The wordings are not the same." This is one thing. And the other point, "How 

many inconsistencies we have?" Under Number 642 we talk about 26. 

Whereas we have more than 26, I believe there have 36 or 37. So there is 

some sort of slight alignment there to be consistent. Thank you. 

 

Mathieu Weill: Thank you Kavouss. (Steve), would you like to give a brief answer and then 

probably that's something that can be expanded on the list? 

 

Steve DelBianco: Sure. Hey, Kavouss, it's Steve DelBianco. On your second point, you're right. 

We should no longer say, "26 stress tests" and we need to update that so it 

reflects the new number. And then your other point was, "Why are a couple of 

stress tests mentioned twice?" There are two of them -- Stress Test 18 -- the 

one you brought up -- but also Number 14.  

 

 And the reason why that 14 and 18 are mentioned in the middle of our report 

is that those two stress tests generated bylaws changes in of themselves in 

order to address the stress tests. For 14 it was to bring the affirmation of 

commitment into the bylaws, and for 18, as you know, it was to make a small 

change to the way ICANN reacts to GAC advice if it comes over with or 

without consensus. And the reason that those show up twice is we needed to 

articulate, "Why we were making those bylaws changes in that part of the 

report?" 
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 At the very end of the report, all the stress tests are shown but the bylaws 

changes that's suggested from 14 and 18 are not part of that section since that's 

just a necessitation of all of the stress tests. I will double check to make sure 

there's no inconsistencies in the wording on the way 18 is described -- and 

thank you. 

 

Mathieu Weill: Thank you Steven. We'll take note of the action item to double check this. 

There's no inconsistency in this and I think that's always valuable to do all the 

double checks on our report. And as I'm seeing no other hands I would like 

to... 

 

Roelof Meijer: Mathieu, this is Roelof, can you hear me? 

 

Mathieu Weill: Well, yes, yes, Roelof. Would you like to... 

 

Roelof Meijer: No, I have no comment at the moment. I just wanted to let you know that I'm 

not in the room, but I'm on the bridge which, by the way, was quite difficult 

because first I didn't have audio have and then they simply didn't pick up the 

phone. But I'm there now and you can hear me, so that's good. 

 

Mathieu Weill: Well, we're glad to - we're glad you could join, Roelof, and glad you're with 

us now. So we'll all close this action - agenda item and obviously noting one 

of the comments that was made by (Jorge) in the chat which is that obviously 

that this further work is contingent on the assumption that those items remain 

in the final report but I think those two items are worth pursuing anyway. And 

with that, I will now turn back to my fellow coach, Thomas for the next 

agenda item. Thomas? 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thank you very much Mathieu. We would like to discuss with you now the 

question of a face-to-face meeting later this month. We had conducted (Du 
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DePaul) and there seems to be some days that are preferable to other days so 

(Alice) maybe you can let us know what the analysis or the outcome of that 

was? 

 

 But in fact we're seeing everything in front of us. So what we can see from the 

(Du DePaul) that there's a preference by this group or slight preference, I 

should say, that the 25th and 26th of this month to conduct a meeting. We 

have not yet discussed whether the meeting should actually take place. 

 

 There have been some pros cons on the meeting exchanged on the list as well 

as - the phone calls that we had with the Board, I think it, you know, before I 

open up the queue for your interventions let me just make very clear that I 

think we need to do what we can in order to avoid the impression by the 

outside community that such a face-to-face meeting is an association between 

the Board and the CCWG to work on details in the fashion by passing the 

community. 

 

 So I think that's definitely the thing that we don't want to send and I guess that 

our group is very clear as well as Board members that we get feedback from 

the business and the impression that must be avoided but apart from that the 

question is that, "If face-to-face meeting closed to the upcoming meeting in 

Dublin is something we should take into consideration?" 

 

 And I would very much appreciate the Board - oh, sorry - the views of this 

group that we can have a discussion about this. Alan? 

 

Alan Greenberg: Thank you. Two points. On the selection of days I'll note the 27th has a slight 

preference in terms - when you add in the essence and if need be's over the 

other dates. In terms of whether there should be a meeting or not, I certainly 

wouldn't want it to be deemed to be a negotiation. 
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 If the Board has indeed presented stuff that we can discuss in a subset of way 

by then, I believe the meeting could be very useful. If they have not, I suspect 

the meeting would be very useful to us as a mechanism -- as part of the 

process -- in addressing all of the comments that we're getting. So I think 

either way the meeting could be quite useful to the CCWG. 

 

 Whether the Board is an active is an active participant in that, would depend 

on whether they deliver something that we can actually discuss. Thank you. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Thomas, I have one comment. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Yes, I put you in the queue Kavouss. Let's hear Jordan first, and then 

Kavouss. 

 

Jordan Carter: Thanks Thomas. I feel very into mind - certainly actually two mind's about the 

idea of a call - a meeting or not. I think that we should decide based mainly on 

our own workloads. If we think getting together would evitably be not quite a 

full conference because of the short notice to help finalize the proposal that 

CRS on October 9 at that point is useful then I think we should probably do it 

either to finish digesting the public comments or any kind of internal 

discussions that we need. 

 

 I think if we decide that is useful, that we should do it regardless of whether 

there's a perception risk that we're negotiating with the Board. If we visit that 

meeting in L.A. and the Board was there and we had a discussion with them to 

further understand their concerns, that could be okay as long as we also did 

the same by remote or directly with other groups that had significant points to 

make so it's more balanced than just the Board. But if it was just a meeting to 

confide with the Board, I'd be strongly opposed to it. 



ICANN 
Moderator: Brenda Brewer 

09-08-15/2:00 pm CT 
Confirmation #5014992 

Page 26 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Jordan.  Kavouss? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes. I understand the meeting, if I understand correctly, simply  on the 6th. 

Please correct me if I'm wrong. And this is in California, please correct me if 

I'm wrong. Some people like me and members of the ICG meetings more or 

less very, very close to that meeting. 

 

 It depends if beneficial to come and back again after three days to the same 

place and so on and so forth. So at least at first should be some logistic 

arrangement for the ICG members if we want to attend the meeting on the 6th. 

There are also a liaison of the CCWG. 

 

 And second, we should have clear objective - agenda for that what we are 

going to discuss and we should deceive the debating formation of what we are 

going to discuss at least seven days before the south of the meeting. You are 

not going to go there and start from the scratch and exchange information. It 

could be quite inefficient if we do not totally manage and organize and plan 

that meeting.  

 

 However, these two issues fall first for the logistic of the ICG members at the 

CCWWG. And second is the usefulness and efficiency and well preparation 

with good material of that meeting and well organized agenda of that meeting. 

Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Kavouss. (Greg)? 

 

Greg Shatan: Thanks. Greg Shatan for the record. I have a few concerns about the face-to-

face. We've talked a bit more about what it isn't or what it shouldn't be as 

opposed to what it is, but it shouldn't be a negotiation and also - but it's not - I 
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agree with Kavouss that we need an agenda and we need to understand, you 

know, if the Board is coming to talk about specific issues with our proposal or 

only about, you know, enhancing their proposal. 

 

 It's not going to be very useful if it's only the second or if they're not prepared 

to do the first. I mean, I think, you know, they're approach really, I think, 

needs adjustments for it to be a really useful meeting and we need to 

understand what would take place. 

 

 And furthermore, you know, I think it's going to be difficult for anyone who's 

not funded or in some fashion clearly to get there so those of us who are mere 

participants even if we've participated and quite a lot I think I participated at 

about 85% of the whole meeting than as well as WP1, WP2 and a number of 

other things. 

 

 You know, I'll have to participate remotely so as far as being face-to-face I'm - 

I don't supposed my face will be there. But I - lastly, I just want to point out 

it's going to two really probably four days given travel for those who are face-

to-face I think four days out of our time to deal with all of the comments of 

everybody else. 

 

 So in terms of the larger community, you know, it's actually going to set us 

back -- so need to do a cost benefit analysis on that point. Thanks. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks (Greg). Philip Corwin, it's your turn. 

 

Philip Corwin: Can you hear me? 

 

Thomas Rickert: Yes, we can hear you now. 
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Philip Corwin: Okay, I didn't hear you call me. Thank you. Phillip Corwin for the record. Let 

me state the outset. I don't have a firm view at this point about whether a 

meeting should be held if one is held. I'll be participating remotely. However, 

I do want to - I don't believe a meeting should be held unless it is very well 

understood what its purpose is, what will be discussed, and what the expected 

outcome is. 

 

 The call the other night was uncomfortable. Possibly counterproductive. The 

thought of one or two days of face-to-face repetition of that is something that 

none of us want. We have to - I don't understand what the purpose - how this 

meeting fits into the overall evaluation of all the comments that are going to 

be received by the CCWG which I believe will be both many in number and 

quite voluminous in their comments. 

 

 Are the Board's views to be treated with given more weight because they are 

perceived as a critical party? Or less weight because this is a plan about 

making the Board more accountable? But I think the - no matter how you 

characterize it, (Lou Sam), (Bruce Conch) have been engaged on this subject. 

 

 When I first raised these questions he said, "Well, we can invite different parts 

of the community as well to talk." Well, they are already on the CCWG so I 

think that's a distinction without a difference. More recently in the last 24 

hours he said, "The meeting should be probably best focused on some issues 

but not on enforceability. That that will take longer to tee up." 

 

 So to finish up, I think the perception's going be that whether or not this is a 

negotiation that some type of summit meeting between the Board and the 

CCWG and then in the world of politics one never holds a summit meeting to 

negotiate one hold to summit meeting to sign an agreement that's been 

negotiated quietly over extended time to conclusion. 
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 So at this point I wouldn't lay in and say, "Don't hold the meeting," but I 

would say, "Be extremely cautious in understanding why the meeting is be 

held and what - how the Board's views are going to be fit into the CCWG's 

evaluation of all the many comments as going to be receiving." Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Philip. We have Robin next. 

 

Robin Gross: Hi, this is Robin Gross. Can you hear me? 

 

Thomas Rickert: Faintly. If you could speak up a little bit that would be much appreciated. 

 

Robin Gross: Okay. Is this any better? I moved in closely too in the microphone. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Good. 

 

Robin Gross: So I... 

 

Thomas Rickert: "Okay'ish(sic)," I should say. 

 

Robin Gross: We have a lot of work to do. Hang on one second. Let me - can you hear me 

better now? Can you hear me better now? 

 

Thomas Rickert: Yes, it's better. 

 

Robin Gross: Okay, great. So we have lot of work today to do ourselves within the CCWG 

and so I think for that reason the - an L.A. meeting would be useful for us to 

continue to hammer out some of the details in our own proposal but I don't 

think it would be useful to organize it as a - with the Board or a negotiation 
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with the Board or even that focuses on the Board's proposals or the Board's 

concern. 

 

 I - we can take all those - we can take those proposals and those concerns into 

consideration with this - all the other comments and proposals that have come 

forward and evaluate them as we would evaluate all of the - all of the 

comments and proposals at that time. 

 

 So I think it's useful - it would be useful for us to have a meeting to go 

through some of these details but I don't think it should be focused on the 

Board and I think the agenda needs to be set -- the CCWG and the goal set by 

the CCWG and really focus on our workflow and our work needs and not so 

much what the Board's wishes are here. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Robyn. Sebastien? 

 

Sebastien Bachollet: Thank you very much Thomas. Sebastien Bachollet. Yes, I really think 

that for our work it would be useful to have this face-to-face meeting but we 

can't say, "This is about the - well, we don't want to talk with you." They are 

part of the community and we need to take into our conv(sic) that they are 

willing to talk with us.  

 

 And the big difference between the call we have last weekend -- the face-to-

face meeting -- is that we will be able to have them in front of us and all of 

them are free and it will not change that just have two people talking to us and 

I really think that it's important. It - there are one major piecing all that we are 

work and we need to talk with them not to - I am not afraid that what will 

happen. 
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 They will not violate us and (unintelligible) they are good people then let's 

talk with them. And my other point is that we need to now that we are do them 

we need to open the possibility to have some discussion with the Board to 

have some time with them and from Friday 25th to Tuesday 29th there are a 

lot of people available and it must be not just taking two days and say, "It's 

like that," but open some discussion with them to see where it (unintelligible) 

better and I do hope that we will be able to have this face-to-face meeting. 

Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Sebastien. Christopher? 

 

Christopher Wilkinson:  Hi, good evening. I'm on the phone line. I hope it's working okay. 

Frankly, I'm a little bit skeptical about this proposal. First of all the doodle 

doesn't make it clear whether the folks that are available are available in L.A. 

or whether it's just available for remote. I think we need to be sure that 

whoever goes -- I'm not - I'm sure -- that whoever goes does in fact represent a 

cross section of the global multi-stakeholder community. 

 

 To date, CCWG and CWG have not really been really successful in outreach 

globally. That needs to be corrected. And it especially needs to be corrected in 

terms of the funding of the folk that are actually going to go to this meeting if 

it takes place. May I also echo some of the concerns that (Ross) has also have 

intergraded. If we go in a - an antagonistic frame of mind (unintelligible) 

Board of, I doubt that the meeting will be a success. After all, you and your 

contingencies have elected or appointed the Board members. They are granted 

accountable to the community but the community problem there in the first 

place. So the antagonist dimension of the recent exchange is of - is 

understandable given the frustrations that some of you experience but if it's 

transported into the meeting itself it will fail. So I think I've talked to other 

colleagues that I'm a little bit skeptical about this proposal but if the meeting 
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goes ahead where you get the idea it needs to be representative, it needs to 

reflect a full cross-section of the global interest in this affair of which, I mean, 

(Greg) has generally said he will not be there but in the doodle he says he 

available so I assume this is online but guys, you need a wakeup call in terms 

of your representatively and that needs to be above all expressed in the 

presence of the people who go to a meeting if that is eventually concerned. 

Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks (Christopher). Roelof? 

 

Roelof Meijer: Thank you. Roelof Meijer for the record. We are likely started saying, "Here, 

here (Christopher) especially on the 2nd," because I'm not too sure about the 

representation so I think that's really putting the pressure a bit too high but I'm 

in favorable in such a meeting if certain conditions are met and those 

important to our, first of all, (unintelligible) and behind and we go there in an 

open way - constructed way - with the intention of working out the differences 

within the Board and working group and not with the intention of stressing 

those differences. 

 

 The second thing I think it is only useful to have such an exchange with the 

Board if we have the completion of their ideas well in advance taking into 

account that a face-to-face meeting needs trouble preparations? It is the 

question. I mean, we will only be sure that we have that pretty close before 

departure and people like to make arrangements before that so I think 

opportunistically I think it was Alan who suggested that. If at the end it 

doesn't work out and we cannot have a meeting with the Board but we have a 

meeting planned and people have prepared for the trip, I think it could then be 

very useful to do some heavy lifting on the comments that we have received in 

the second draft. 
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Thomas Rickert: Thanks Roelof. Malcolm? 

 

Malcolm Hutty: Thank you. I'm somewhat balanced on this meeting. My initial reaction to this 

suggestion or (unintelligible) fine. It's very inconvenient which match along 

with Sebastien's. If the Board would like to talk to us, then we should be open 

to talk to them and I would make personally every strain to be there even 

though I cannot guarantee it. I'm already clashed out. 

 

 Well, on the other hand the points that have been raised against it on the list 

and the few just now I actually find quite persuasive as well -- so I think it's a 

difficult call as to whether this meeting should take place but it's ready to take 

place or not. However, there was one point that was made previously and one 

of the earlier speakers mur(sic) -- raised it again.  

 

 The idea that the Board would not be wiling - would not be ready to discuss 

enforceability or how that, you know, to proposals whether achieve forcibility 

by the time of that meeting so that would have to be off the table - that'd have 

to be something that would have to be parked the - left until later. 

 

 I would strongly object to a meeting conducted on that basis. I think that 

would be very counterproductive. I think those of us that consider the 

enforceability is crucial. We find it very difficult to understand whether you 

can listen to proposal. There was no basis for understanding whether or not 

they contained elements of enforceability or not. I think it would be extremely 

frustrating. I think that a lot of people would then be tempted to channel ever 

heart in that meeting. 

 

 It would be potentially set our dialogue back considerably as it raised the 

temperature. I don't think it would be constructive. If this meeting goes ahead, 

it must be on the basis that there is a full discussion that they - that nothing is 
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off the table and that we are able to discuss all aspects of it. Anything else, I 

think, would be highly detrimental. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Malcolm. Now we have no further hands raised or we only 

have old hands raised so I think it's time to take stock of what we have 

discussed. Let me try to summarize the main arguments that we heard that or 

that the group is in agreement that a face-to-face meeting, if conducted, must 

be well prepared. 

 

 That is must fit into the CCWG's work thought that it should be as inclusive as 

possible. That in order to be inclusive additional travel funding for 

participants should be asked for. That we need in order to discuss a Board's 

position we need to have good documentation of the Board's (unintelligible) 

and there shouldn't be any conditions for these discussions paraphrasing 

Malcolm's point. 

 

 And that there should not be any suggestion that this is a negotiation between 

the Board and the CCWG and so rather than mandate a meeting should be 

kept more open to consider community input as such and not only input from 

the Board. At the same time we've heard encouragement that we should be 

discussing with the Board and that we should embrace the opportunity to work 

more with them and I think in that sense it is hardly possible to confirm a 

meeting at the moment because, I guess, we're lacking the information in 

order to make a decision whether or not it shoots the CCWG's workflow and 

whether we can have it sufficiently well prepared with the documentation that 

is obviously requested by this group. Now Sebastien, you've raised your hand? 

 

Sebastien Bachollet: Yes, I will try not to be too pungent wither we say (unintelligible). I 

already think you need to consider that there will be something like 20 Board 

member plus some advisors and that if we are 100 it will not match and it will 
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not work and I personally did agree with the fact that we need to find more 

funding. We are member of this working group.  

 

 I k now that you are trying to have everybody included but here really for this 

meeting I do think that it must be a balanced meeting and to have a balanced 

meeting the 20 plus member of the CCWG and the 20 Board member is - will 

be good and will be good enough and we need to ensure that all is webcast or 

(unintelligible) and we call them and so forth but I do think that we need to try 

to have a balanced participation. If not, it will not work. If we - if the Board 

see us a wandering people, it will be that the mood of the meeting. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Sebastien. It's "food for thought". Kavouss has spoken up -

- so Kavouss, it's your turn now and afterwards I'd like to close the queue. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Can I talk? 

 

Thomas Rickert: Yes, please do. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes, Thomas, I don't think I could agree with Sebastien for a reason. First, 

many valid comments and in the fact very (unintelligible) comments change 

(unintelligible) from the participants. I'm not talking this just myself, but other 

participant's very knowledgeable people so we should not limit it to the 

distinguished member of the CCWG. Otherwise, it would not be benefited 

from this very value of information and contributions from them. 

 

 Second, I don't think we could make a balance fitting this. We should be 

representing the community and as much as possible should attend. I'm not 

talking of funding of the meeting, this is none of my business, but I don’t 

think we should limit the number of participants to be equal to the 20 Board or 
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16 Board director plus advisors and so on, so forth. This is not the valid 

reasons. If we want to be effected, we should be effective. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Kavouss. We will take that into consideration. I also take 

note of the request which I thought I made sufficiently clear that this would be 

a meeting from us -- a CCWG meeting -- to which the Board could be invited. 

I also take note of the request that we share the meeting although I would like 

to ask him to clarify whether he actually want the team of co-chairs to share 

the meeting since he has characterized the co-chairs as inept publically. 

 

 But clearly other this should be an exercise by this cross-community working 

group and that we should make sure that we set the agenda for this. So we will 

take this offline. We will let the Board know that we are continuing to make a 

decision on this and we will let them know about the points that have been 

made in this group and I guess we will be able to make a decision on this after 

we have seen other comments coming in including the comments from the 

Board and they can fit it into our workflow. 

 

 So with that, I'd like to close this agenda item and hand it back over to 

Mathieu for the next item which is "AOB" -- so I'm not sure whether Mathieu 

maybe has an audio issue? 

 

Mathieu Weill: Yes, so, no I'm talking to a muted microphone Thomas. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Okay, there you go. 

 

Mathieu Weill: So welcome back. So any other business? I have no specific AOB to share at 

this point. If there's any in the room now is the time to raise them. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: One comment, if you're around? 
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Mathieu Weill: Yes, Kavouss please? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes, maybe I missed the discussion. Have you proposed an arrangement on 

how to analyze all comments received and how to proceed taking into account 

the very limited time that we have before us and taking into account that each 

face and face-to-face they will take a lot of our time and eat a lot of our time 

for that one so did you make some arrangement in how you proceed? 

 

 Do you take the same process that we have for the first public comment or 

you have a different process? This is just a question, I mean the arrangement. 

I'm sorry if I do that or did that, I apologize. But it's not pleased. If possible to 

previously explain the (unintelligible) of that I understand. Thank you. 

 

Mathieu Weill: Thank you Kavouss and I don't think you missed anything. The arrangement 

we have announced last time is that staff is getting organized to provide us 

with the detail and public comment tool providing answers - analyzing the 

answers we are going to get by Friday and it's - the delivery date is next 

Tuesday -- September 15. 

 

 So they are organizing to work over the weekend and deliver this as soon as 

possible. Then we will need to summarize what's - what feedback we have 

received whether it's support, whether it's concerns, whether it's objections in 

the various areas and then potentially adjust a report. So we would work on 

this same basis as the initial public - the first public comment but the idea of 

this face-to-face is sort of blurring the agenda right now so it's quite difficult 

to plan with this so it's a connects - it's a connected item but at least be ready 

for the end of the public comment on Friday and the public comment tool 

delivered on September 15. Next in line is Steve? 
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Steve DelBianco: Thanks Mathieu. I simply wanted to note that in the business constringency 

we're having a tough time knowing what to say about the input of the Board 

because we're trying to finalize our comments on the CCWG proposal, of 

course, by this Saturday and we have a review period. 

 

 So I'm wondering if other folks on this call are specifically addressing this sort 

of, well, "ill-defined criticisms" that we have heard from the Board and an 

unspecified counterproposal. Are you putting any of that in your comments 

that you are filling this week? And thank you Mathieu. 

 

Mathieu Weill: Thank you Steve. I don't know if all those want to share their own experience 

but I would tend to say that the current questions on the table raised regarding 

the CCWG report and that it's obviously quite difficult to comment on the 

comments of others until they have been put into writing are the consequence. 

I would probably advice that let's keep the comments focused on the existing 

reports. 

 

 Support is much welcome as well as concerns as well as objections and then 

we'll have to adjust or assess whether we get the relevance -- the relevance of 

support to finalize our report. ICT's is providing information about registry 

group's comments rubbing on the NCSG and okay. And I think with that, we 

are going to close this call. I'd like to thank everyone for the very constructive 

approach and comments. 

 

 I think we are all aware of the importance of the next few days and weeks and 

that communication is going to be key with all stakeholders and for that we 

need to be very transparent about where we are and where we're going and 

wish that everyone plays in the same direction because we are all basically in 

the same boat here. 
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 So thanks all - everyone and looking forward to our physicals in the next few 

days. I think we're reconvening next Tuesday for a four more CCWG call. 

Thanks, and have a good day or night depending on where you are. Cheers. 

Bye. 

 

Woman: Thank you. 

 

Woman: Bye. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Thank you. 

 

Greg Shatan: Bye. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Bye all. 

 

 

END 


