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Coordinator:
The recordings have started. You may now proceed. 
Yesim Nazlar:
Thanks so much. Good morning, good afternoon and good evening to everyone. Welcome to the ISPCP Membership call taking place on Monday 9th of January, 2017 at 1600 UTC. 


On the call today we have Alain Bidron, Jamal LeBlanc, Tony Holmes, Wolf-Ulrich Knoben, Christian Dawson, Jenn Taylor, Mark McFadden and Olivier Muron. We haven’t received any apologies for today’s call. And from staff we have myself, Yesim Nazlar. And if I could please remind everyone to state your names before speaking for the transcription purposes. And over to you, Tony. Thank you very much. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay. And thank you very much as well. I’m aware that some people have only just returned from the Christmas break. I’m also aware that some are still on the Christmas break so I’m not surprised that we have got a few members missing today. 


But for those on the call could I ask if there are any amendments, changes to the agenda that’s on the Adobe screen? 

Mark McFadden:
Tony, could I add to any other business the public comment for anti-harassment guidelines? 

Tony Holmes:
Certainly. Thanks very much, Mark. 

Mark McFadden:
It’ll be a very short item. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay. That’s good. Thank you. So to start with, I thought we’d bring everybody up to date where we are with the preparation for ICANN 58 for the meeting in Copenhagen. And as it says on the agenda, it’s still 60 days away so there’s little that’s that firm about it. But the good news is that we did hold a CSG planning call. The IPC are in the lead for the CSG for this meeting. And we held a call on the 5th of January just to see where we were with that. 


The good news is that it follows on from the traditional meetings that we’ve known over the years in terms of days and approach so it should be a lot easier to plan than the last ICANN meeting, which threw everybody into turmoil for a while I think. 


We are planning to have engagement with most of the other groups that we traditionally meet with and added to that list is the ALAC because last time those in Hyderabad will remember that we did have a session with the ALAC. It was across the lunch time, it was merely for an hour. Yet we established, during that meeting ,that there were a lot of synergies with the ALAC thinking on a number of issues and with the ISPs. So that’s something that we’re looking to schedule again ideally with a better arrangement and ideally for a little bit longer. 


There has been an approach to the GAC for breakfast – for a breakfast meeting. They seem to be pretty keen on that so we are planning to go ahead on that basis. 


We will also hold the CSG sessions that we traditionally have in the past, both a closed session and an open session. For the ISPs, we will certainly be looking to take the same approach that we had in Hyderabad which is to scope out a couple of closed sessions for members only and then to have our open meeting which will be on the Tuesday. 


Chris Mondini also joined the CSG planning call to discuss business engagement opportunities. And it appears that the approach that they will be taking follows the approach that we’ve had with Chris and the team over the last couple of meetings. 


So other than that at this stage I have little to mention except for one point and that is that I’m aware that the ICANN travel team are under some duress at the moment in terms of the number of meetings that they're dealing with. So you probably, if you're on the list for travel, you probably have to wait a little while before you get any information back from them. 


Also on the call with the CSG was Wolf-Ulrich so I’m going to stop here and pause and ask whether I’ve missed anything or there’s anything that Wolf-Ulrich would like to add in terms of detail that has escaped me for now. So, Wolf-Ulrich, are you there and do you have anything to add to the overview that I gave in terms of preparation for ICANN 58? 
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Thanks, Tony. No, really not yet. So because, you know, we have – there is in parallel in Council there is also some preparatory work to be done. But it is just on the basis of the structure you outlined. And we did not have a meeting on Council in January, the last one was in December, I can report from that. And that is just they just delivered the information you already shared, you know, with regards to the structure of this meeting.

So the next meeting, next week on the 19th will be – will consume more time for that. So there is nothing else to add. Thanks. 
Tony Holmes:
Okay, thank you very much, Wolf. Appreciate that. It’s always best to check. The next item on the agenda is the GNSO Council update. And certainly I was hoping Tony would be able to join us for this call (unintelligible). But I’m afraid I’m going to have to turn over to you again, Wolf-Ulrich, just to provide us with an update since our last meeting. 

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Yes. 

Tony Holmes:
The last ISP meeting just on where we are with the issues that are being discussed at the GNSO Council. Thank you. 

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Yes, Wolf-Ulrich speaking. Thanks, Tony. So what we have the last meeting was a short time before Christmas, it was around the 18th of December. And it was more – it was an additional one, you know, because of to deliver the GNSO review implementation plan, which was discussed, you know, in Hyderabad and (unintelligible), and because of the timeline we had to deliver something until the end of this year. 

So the implementation plan, which was already outlined in Hyderabad was delivered to the Board and so we are keen to get approval for this plan because, yes, the plan itself, the implementation is estimated, well, to take almost two years and from that time after that a new review, a new review cycle shall start. So it’s time, well, to start with the implementation of the old cycle. 


So that is the status of that. So we are waiting, I think, on Board. It will go to the OEC, to the Operations – oh, I don't know, it’s shared by Renalia, the committee is the one who is dealing with that and we hope we will get an answer very soon. That was one point. 


Another point under discussion is the implementation of the empowered community. And, you know, all the accountability things with regards to the GNSO, you remember this – this conversation or how discussion in Hyderabad. And the implementation plan was accepted, which, you know, means that a new public comment period is going to start on that. 


But there are some steps to be taken and they started already in between. It is the question how to – how to elect representatives for the new review teams. You know, there is a review team from the Security and Stability Review Team is going to be established, a new round of that. There will be others as well. 


And there is the idea from the Council chairmanship to unify the process for those – for those elections and this election, the process before these elections. So there is a draft at the table. I’m not sure whether I have circulated that within the ISPCP. I thought I had that. 


And it is about, well, how this process. I think we should take care in the CSG in particular and should take care about that because there may be some steps to be taken in advance before the entire process and questions about the empowered community are discussed through the public comment period. So that’s what I would like to take an eye on that. And, well, if that was not circulated please tell me so then I can circulate that – that draft as well. 


The other thing was that you remember the Accountability Work Stream 2 is under discussion right now and is going on. And they sent a questionnaire to all the ACs and SOs with regards to the community accountability in future. And we have also – we have one questionnaire from the constituency and the Council as well from the Council point of view has sent a questionnaire. 

I’m not really sure about what is going to be done with that questionnaire because I didn’t get any answer, not any well, any answer that it was accepted or not. I don't know what’s going on but I have to ask them. So these are the points, the main points at the time being from the Council. Thanks. 
Tony Holmes:
Okay thank you very much. Thank you for that. Are there any questions on…

((Crosstalk)) 

Christian Dawson:
Yes, this is Christian Dawson. Could I get in the queue for a question? 

Tony Holmes:
Christian, please go ahead. Thank you. 

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Tony, we cannot hear you. 

Christian Dawson:
Thank you so much. You cannot hear me or Tony? This is Christian. 

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
I can hear you well but Tony is fading out I think. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay…

((Crosstalk)) 

Christian Dawson:
If it’s okay? This is Christian Dawson for the record. And, Wolf-Ulrich, I wanted to know whether you’re also tracking the discussion around the supplemental procedures for the IRP and independent review process? I’ve had a couple people come talk to me about that, that the BC and IPC are both talking about the 45-day shot clock that’s being – that is in the proposals for the ICDR procedures. And they're both talking about that being too short a shot clock. 


I would tend to agree with them and think that it could be relatively compelling if – if the entire CSG went in with a – with some singular thoughts surrounding IRP supplemental procedures. And I wonder if that’s something that you’ve been tracking as well in the GNSO Council? Thank you. 

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Yes, well, Christian, just to be clear, Wolf-Ulrich speaking. This is the group which is chaired by Phil Corwin, isn’t it? Dealing with that? 

Christian Dawson:
That is my understanding, yes. 

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Yes, okay. Well this is under discussion on Council still. And there was a – I have to check that again. There was a letter sent to the Board with regards to that. But I’m not – I was looking for that. But I have to check that again. So and I know it’s under discussion. And if there is anything I – we didn’t share, or that schedule couldn’t be aware of that so normally we share those documents with you and you could also comment on that. So I would do that. 


This is on the agenda of the Council, I will check that, if there some document which I can share with you I will send it to you. 

((Crosstalk)) 

Mark McFadden:
This is Mark McFadden, can I…

Tony Holmes:
Yes, Mark, go ahead please. 

Mark McFadden:
I put in the chat room a link to a public comment period on the IRP. And with – and Christian, I noted you don't have a monitor with you right now. But there is a public comment process that is open on this right now. There is some documents that are in there related to the work that took place in Work Stream 1. And the public comment closes in about 16 days. What I’d be interested in is whether or not – I was thinking that we would work with our document production pilot to do a comment but perhaps this is a case where we should coordinate our comment with the BC and the Intellectual Property Constituency. 

Tony Holmes:
Thanks, Mark. I’ll hand back to Christian. But I thought that Christian’s point was that they had taken a view that maybe Christian didn’t support so I’m not sure that the coordination in terms of getting a (unintelligible) response is something that would be that easy. But, Christian, could I ask you to come back…
((Crosstalk)) 

Christian Dawson:
Yes, can you hear me? 

Tony Holmes:
Yes. 

Christian Dawson:
Okay, fantastic. You know, in this case I actually do – I don’t know what other comments the BC and IPC have, but my understanding is that with regards to the timing and of the shot clock, my ideas, and their ideas are the same. And so what may be useful is for us to talk with Chris Wilson and Steve DelBianco to see what all of their ideas, to see whether it is useful to do a single comment on everything or potentially just on the timing. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay, thank you, Christian. I think Mark’s (unintelligible) – Mark, you should speak for yourself, is that true? 
Mark McFadden:
I’ll admit, Tony, that I’m having trouble hearing you. But I think that this – the IRP – the supplementary procedures for the IRP was certainly something that we had intended to comment on. I think Christian is exactly right when he says that if there is a joint comment that comes CSG, that’s very valuable and powerful. I will note that there are already individuals who have commented on the shot clock. And so I would be willing to reach out – maybe I would take some direction from Christian in terms of who to talk to. But let me suggest that I do that offline, that – am I gone? 

Tony Holmes:
No, you're still here. 

Christian Dawson:
I hear you, Mark. 

Mark McFadden:
Okay. My suggestion here, Tony, is that I just go offline with Christian and find out whether or not a coordinated response would make any sense and then bring that back to the mailing list as a proposal. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay, that would be great, Mark, if you could both do that. And of course at that stage we can decide whether we need the support of (Jamal) as well to assist with that. 

(Jamal Taylor):
This is (Jamal). I hope everyone can hear me. You have my support in this of course. 

Tony Holmes:
Thank you very much, (Jamal). Okay so that’s helpful. Let’s proceed in that manner. I think that would be a good way to go. Okay, are there any more points on that particular issue? If not I’d like to go back to another issue that Wolf-Ulrich referred to. Okay so it’s Tony Holmes. Wolf, I had a question, you mentioned that there’d been some discussion around the review and the implementation plan for the GNSO review. 


One of the things that we’ve discussed in the past quite a lot is making sure that the next review is better. So there was some discussion in the GNSO about how we could actually influence and steer that review so that it tackled more of the issues that we were concerned about. 


And it doesn’t really seem to fit into that last conversation you had where you were talking about an implementation plan. But my question to you is, has there been any more discussion around that? Because we can say, all right, it’s two years out there but we probably need to start getting it on people’s agendas at an early stage. And if it isn’t part of that discussion, has there been any debate about how we could (unintelligible) that? Because we may want to consider that as a constituency at an early stage and do something on that. So if I could ask you to comment on that please? 

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Yes, thanks, Tony. Wolf-Ulrich speaking. Well, no, these are two separate things. The one is, you know, what we are doing in this group is the implementation of the – of the review which was done – which was started, you know, two or three years ago. So and that came up with the six recommendations or so similar. And these recommendations have to be implemented right now so – and it’s a question really how to deal with it, how to fund it, how to organize this work and structure it. So that is it about. 


This group is not going to discuss the – an improvement of a potential future review. This is to be done, well, on the GNSO – and they wonder whether it wasn’t because normally I understand the process that – that far, that a new GNSO review cycle is going to start in 2019. So and before that time so and we should really start, well, to think about a structure and what kind of improvements we are going to expect from such a review. And this discussion is separate. 

Maybe we could start, well, even in a side talk or in a talk in – on the NCPH intercessional about that. But it’s different, it’s separate from each other. 
Tony Holmes:
Thank you, Wolf. This is Tony. Yes, I agree with you. One of the reasons I asked was because we are having some discussions about what we’re going to talk about the intercessional. And for me that’s one that should very much be put within that sort of bucket of issues. So with that if there are no more questions around the current activities within the GNSO Council, let’s move on to that next item, which is the intercessional. 


And it’s down as an update on where we are, so I’ll start by giving an update and then we can have some discussion about some of the issues. So the intercessional now is going ahead from the 14th to the 16th of February in Reykjavik Iceland. We did submit the names of the people who will be representing the ISPCP at that meeting because there was a limit of seven people. So everyone who’s on that list is now aware. 


They should all have received also some invitation to submit travel requirements back to the ICANN travel team. And the same message goes there, as I mentioned earlier, that the team are pretty busy dealing with other meetings at the moment, so although they’ve actually issued these invitations to travel, you may not get a response for a little while. If that’s the case, please don't worry about that. 


So we have had some preparation calls. And there’s another one following along I think on the 19th. The issues we’ve been talking about really are the format of the meeting and what we’re going to discuss. Now there’s also the opportunity for constituencies and stakeholder groups to meet. And whilst the intercessional meeting will basically be across the 14th and the 15th, the constituencies have the opportunity to meet on the Thursday, which is the 16th. We will take advantage of that. 


And the current thinking is that we would have a constituency meeting maybe of an hour or perhaps a little more. And that would be followed by a meeting of those there who are part of the Commercial Stakeholder Group. And the day will be a little bit fragmented because there is a Council call and some of our GNSO councilors will be in Iceland together. So there is the opportunity and has been some discussion about allowing them to meet for a while as councilors beforehand and then get together to join that call. 


So at some stage we’ll need to map out an agenda as to what we’re going to cover in our constituency discussions. I’m not sure that there will be the opportunity for those meetings to have remote participation but for those of us who engage in them we'll certainly make sure everyone is aware of the outcome. 


With regards to where the meeting goes, there has been a strong push from the Non Commercial Stakeholder Group to have an output from this meeting. Something concrete that they can take away that’s been delivered through this intercessional. And currently there are 10 ideas flicking around with regards to where we should have some discussion between the different groupings. 

There’s also been a proposal by Tony Harris and unfortunately it seems Tony isn’t on the call today, but Tony has been very…

((Crosstalk)) 

Tony Harris:
Tony, I’m here. 

Tony Holmes:
Oh that’s excellent. I’m really pleased about that, Tony, because what I wanted to do was to raise the issue that you proposed for discussion. And that was around the – whether a new round should be opened, a new round to introduce new gTLDs. And if so, what safeguards should be included within that. And I think it’s important for us as a constituency to have that discussion if we’re going to promote that. 


So before I hand the floor over to you to say a few more words about that, once again the planning calls, Wolf-Ulrich has been with me on these calls, and, Wolf, have I again missed anything? Is there anything you wanted to add in terms of bringing people up to date with the arrangements for that meeting? 

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Thanks, Tony. Wolf-Ulrich speaking. Well, you know, the – we have almost weekly calls so next one is this Thursday will be. And I think on this Thursday since – when we have just one month ahead, you know, the agenda should be let me say the numbers and the types of items should be more clear about that. Last time we reduced, we are starting to reduce it 10 points, you were mentioning, well, down in order to get it more streamlined, the different aspects of that. 

And so if we would like to have a new one, an additional one, we should be very fast right now and enter it to the discussion right now immediately to have it at the table for the prep meeting on Thursday. Thanks. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay. That’s great. And that was where I wanted to go. So with that, Tony, if you could introduce this item, we can have some discussion around it so thanks. 

Tony Harris:
Okay. Happy to do that, Tony. This idea I suggested in our CSG call a few days ago, and the reason I proposed this was because first of all, there are a lot of discussions in these last two ICANN meetings, particularly the question of a new round of gTLDs has been heavily promoted. There are people in the GAC who want this. And of course the Contracted Party House are very interested also because the domainers see this as a new source of things to buy and sell, the new TLDs. 


So I think it might be useful as an exercise to see what the Non Commercial side of our house think about this new round because we may find they’re pretty much on the same page with us as far as concerns as to how this would be handled because to repeat the exercise that we did three years ago when we introduced this new round without any changes, I don't think that would serve the Internet very positively. So I thought this might be an agenda item that we could suggest and maybe see what they think about it. 
Tony Holmes:
Okay thank you, Tony. So the (unintelligible) would be to I think look at how we move forward in terms of an approach, not consider the details around that because one of the questions I had for you was whether you felt we would ever reach an accord with those in terms of the things that are important and the things that aren’t in terms of any detail. But I think what you're proposing is that a broader brush approach to say push back on ICANN to make sure that we just don't go down the same path and that there are different ways of doing this and let’s look at making some of those improvements. So is that correct? 

Tony Harris:
Yes, I think that sums it up pretty well because unless we get some additional issue to discuss at this meeting I think we sort of get locked into that legacy argument about the IPC and compliance and the Non Commercial House saying we don't want compliance, we want privacy. And everything seems to revolve about that all the time. And as ISPs we’re just stuck in the middle with that. 

Tony Holmes:
Yes, and if we want to get a deliverable out then that isn’t going to be helpful. So okay. Other comments on the proposal? Does anyone else want to comment on pushing ahead with this as an additional item for the intercessional? 

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Yes, Tony, it’s Wolf-Ulrich. 

((Crosstalk)) 

Tony Holmes:
Go ahead, Wolf. 

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
And who – somebody else wants to go into the queue? 

Tony Holmes:
Does anyone else want to join the queue? 

Mark McFadden:
Yes, Wolf-Ulrich, this is Mark McFadden, I’d like to join the queue after you. 

Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Okay thanks. Tony, well I understood right now from this discussion a little bit better so the target or the intention of this, so if we could produce a kind of – not a big paper, just a five sentences or so, you know, describing that and the target, so what is intended here. I think that would be helpful for the discussion. I cannot promise if we put that, you know, for discussion into – onto the preparatory meeting on Thursday, whether we would have success or not. 


And I wonder, you know, I understand that was also discussed or you discussed that at the CSG call last week, whether we should before we put it to the table on Thursday, it can circulate within the CSG that’s the other – the IPC and the BC maybe prepare to that. So that’s my comment to that. Thanks. 

Tony Harris:
Well, the CSG call, both Chris Wilson and Greg Shatan showed support for the idea. They thought it, you know, it wasn’t a bad idea. 
Wolf-Ulrich Knoben:
Okay. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay, let’s pause there. Mark, you want to comment? 

Mark McFadden:
Yes, thanks. Very quickly, Tony, Mark McFadden for the record. I guess first of all I think it’s critical that the intercessional result in something. I think it’ll be the last intercessional if we don't have some result that we can show to the Board and to staff that the intercessional is actually was ongoing work and something concretely and positively gets done. In terms of Tony’s proposal I guess what I’m interested in is how it fits together with ongoing program review. So we still have the competition, choice and trust review ongoing. And the root stability review is ongoing.


We’ve just gotten the second economic study done. So I’m sort of interested in how it fits with those existing program reviews, and also the existing work that the GNSO policy development process is kicking off. So what I’m interested in is how this proposed sort of agenda item for the intercessional fits with all the other things that are going on in the new round of gTLD discussions. And I’ll go on mute. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay, thanks, Mark. Tony, do you have an answer to that? 
Tony Harris:
Mark, that is a very difficult thing you’ve thrown at me. I think basically my reply would be, well, we could point at all these – at all these – let’s say, all this work in progress and also mention the fact that everybody seems to be meeting and discussing the next round at the ICANN meetings. So basically part of it – one of the mortars of this discussion would be maybe we should reflect on what is coming out of all these studies and conclusions and take that into account as far as safeguards for the new program. 


And I mean, basically I’m not suggesting we start a working group or a new study group on this, but I think it’s – it’s something where we might find we gel with the non commercial sector for the first time in our lives, and on some things which we will agree upon, and then as Mark was saying, that’s something we can show at the end of the meeting. 


But respectfully, I think Mark’s point is very good. It may not be – the timing may not be right. So I’m willing to step down if that is the case. 

Tony Holmes:
Tony, thank you. It’s Tony Holmes. I don't think at this stage there’s the need to step down, Tony, because I think what you were proposing was to come out with what I’d call a framework for how that discussion moves forward without supporting anything or taking anything off the agenda. So there is the possibility to achieve that. And I think if we could agree within our house how we want this conducted, then that’s quite a strong message. 


The approach that was put forward by Wolf-Ulrich and if you could just put into an email just a few lines that basically raise the issue and then set out quite clearly what you want to achieve in terms of proposing a framework, getting everyone buying into the outputs of the reviews that have got to be taken into account and move that forward. And then circulate that within the CSG – to the CSG exec list then it gives them a chance to think about it beforehand. 


And then when we get on our call, our next call, we can probably have a more detailed discussion with those interested within our house in doing that. Because currently we have got 10 ideas, and this would be an additional one. We are looking to reduce them. But there is still some merit in considering this as one. If you were going to do that of course you would need to do that within the next day really so that when we have our next call people have got that email and then we can have that discussion. 


And then having quite clearly got that in front of everybody it would be then down to Wolf-Ulrich and I to actually seek the input from the other constituencies. So if you could do that, Tony, I think we could still consider this. 

Tony Harris:
All right. I send this to the ISPCP right? 

Tony Holmes:
If you send it to the ISPCP we can – Wolf-Ulrich and I can then pass it onto the CSG exec. And anyone within the ISPs has an opportunity to comment and at the same time if we get any feedback from within the CSG then we can make everyone aware of that on the list. So it’s really just an explanatory note of what you actually see as the output from us discussing this at the intercessional. So raise the issue and then just recall what you would see as a real step forward in terms of where it can go when we have that debate in Reykjavik. 

Tony Harris: 
Okay, I can do that today. It’s no problem. 
Tony Holmes:
Okay, thank you, Tony. So there’s nothing else really to say on the intercessional at the moment other than we are at the stage where we’re discussing issues, the travel arrangements are going ahead. And we’re formulating the agenda, so it’s an ongoing exercise, and as it matures we will make everyone on the list aware of where we are with that. 


So with that, let’s move onto Item 5, and this is the identifier health index definitions. Mark, this is – this has your name against it. 

Mark McFadden:
Yes, thanks, Tony. Mark McFadden again for the record. At the very end of November of last year ICANN opened up a public comment period on a set of five descriptions of (unintelligible) that might affect the domain name system. And they have asked for a set of comments back. The document – and I will put a link to the public comment period in the chat room here so that people who are online will have that available to them. 


The background here is that ICANN has started something called the Identifier Technology Health Indicators Initiative. And this Health Indicators Initiative regrettably takes the DNS and tries to identify metrics or tries to identify, yes, identify metrics where one can actually judge how healthy the DNS is. 


The current definition focuses entirely on the domain name system and also identifies only five health indicators, if you will, or five diseases. Unfortunately, it uses that metaphor entirely. It uses sort of healthcare, diseases and wellness metaphor throughout. The slides are available online. 

As we’ve done in the past, I am just going to use my five minutes here to sort of talk about what’s in there. There are five separate diseases that are talked about. One, for instance, is inaccurate or wrong registration data. Another one is a disease where you’d get high volumes of queries at the root zone. And another example of one of the diseases is leakage, which is almost too much information actually. But this would be leakage of private queries into the public domain name space. 


One of the things I’ve done, and Yesim has been kind enough to put it on the screen, is I have a set here of sort of my initial take on sort of my questions and concerns about these definitions. First of all, one of the things that seems wrong to me is that the only – the only definition sort of talked about here are ones for the name space, for instance, the addressing space, which is just as much a Internet identifier isn’t talked about. 


Apparently there is a conversation going on in the RIRs about that, but it isn’t very public or very obvious how the two conversations, the one in ICANN surrounding the DNS and the one in the RIRs surrounding IP addresses, how they're being coordinated or if they're being coordinated in any way. 


It also – the document only defines five diseases as if we can only think of five things that would be wrong with the DNS. I think that’s a serious shortcoming of the existing set of definitions. It’s also – I kind of think that this use of the health metaphor in talking about particular diseases, you know, for instance, large number of queries come to the root server and giving that disease a name, that’s very cute, but it seems to me to also be sort of get in the way of the kinds of discussions of how you want to identify things that are potentially wrong with the DNS. 

There’s no sense of coordination between ICANN in terms of identifying the health of the DNS with the people who develop the protocols for the DNS. So I find that very peculiar. For instance, there’s no outreach to the IETF in the DNS Op Working Group in terms of, okay, well here’s what we’re thinking about looking at. Do you as protocol designers have any interest in this or any concerns about that? 


And then some of the definitions that are actually in the document aren’t very robust, not very clear. And so I have some concerns about them as well. The last three comments that you see on the screen in front of you, for those people who have them, is comments about specific diseases that are proposed in this document. One is about the inaccurate registrations, but of course who decides what inaccurate – what the definition of accuracy really is? That’s been a huge problem in the Registrar Agreement from 2013. And it’s also a big problem – a big problem from the point of view of the Whois accuracy project. 


And the leakage one is kind of interesting because it also does not address the coordination issue that is central here in terms of private domain name spaces like name and corp and so on. That’s a very important issue. We see some people who are in the new gTLD program still believing those names should be delegated and asking the Board to take action on them, and yet there’s no mention of that here in the health document. 


So what I’ve proposed here or what Yesim has been kind enough to actually put on the screen is a set of sort of straw man issues related to this document. And what I’d like to do is go ahead and work with (Jamal), who’s on the call with us today, in the document production pilot, and sort of flesh these out into an initial draft document that we would potentially bring – we would intend to bring back to the ISP mailing list for comment. 


And rather than make people do comments on the call today, Tony, that would give people who are not on the call the opportunity to make comments as well. So my plan here, it’s a little different from what I usually do, but what I’m going to do is take this strawman proposal but any comments or questions that we get from people on the call today, turn this into a rationale document that’s in English, send that off to the mailing list and get comments back and come back with a revised comment from the ISPs next week. 


We have 14 days to finish this comment period, and so that would give us enough time to both come back with a second draft and also get another round of comments from members of the constituency. And with that, Tony, I’ll go on mute and take any questions or comments. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay. That’s really great, Mark. So thank you for that. So let’s open up for comments on the document or comments on any of the points Mark raised. Anyone want to get in the queue? Well if there are no comments, Mark, it sounds as though you’ve got a really good starting place. So…
Mark McFadden:
Okay, so what I’m going to do is ask (Jamal) to help me come up with a first draft. What I’ll do is turn around that first draft and send it off the mailing list and that’ll give people, instead of putting them on the spot here during the call, give them an opportunity to both look at the original document and also to take a look at our prospective comments. Thank you, Tony. 

Tony Holmes:
No, that sounds good. I think for some it’s obviously difficult to look at this and instantly respond so that seems a good way to reply and to go on. Are you aware of any other activity in any of the other constituencies on this, Mark? 

Mark McFadden:
As you know, at the CSG meeting in Hyderabad, Denise Michel and I were very concerned about this particular activity. This goes along with the data access activity that both the Business Constituency and the ISP Constituency are very interested in. And so I’ve reached out to the Business Constituency to sort of discuss what some of their concerns are as well but I won't be actually doing that until later this week. 
Tony Holmes:
Okay. That’s great. So let’s go ahead on the plan that you set out. It sounds a good way to move forward. And thanks for all the hard work on this. And thank you to you and (Jamal) for the future work of pulling it into a document we can then submit. 

Okay, moving on, DOA, an update on where we are with that. I’m aware that one of the things I said I would do before the holiday, and still have to do, is to circulate some of the links to this where people have commented on DOA. We had a discussion last time and I mentioned a number of other organizations, Internet organizations, such as ISOC have made statements on this. So I will look to get that out in the next day or so so everyone has that to hand. 


The other thing we agreed was that we were going to write a letter to the Board raising this as an issue and expressing some concern that there needs to be some concerted effort on awareness so that people actually understand what this is about and that would help then dispel some of the myths and rumors that have taken off on that. 


I did have the offer from Mark and (Jamal) to work on that. But since the last call it’s also pretty apparent that there are a lot of sensitivities around this issue in ICANN. One of the other people that shares all the concerns that we spoke about last time is certainly ICANN’s CIO, David Conrad. And he's really supportive of what we're trying to do. 

And as part of that, I believe it would be helpful if we gave insight of the letter that’s going to go forward as well, because obviously he's been closer to some of the discussions that have taken place at the Board level around this. And I think even there there’s a lack of clarity. So I’m going to draft that letter. My intention is to get ISPCP support for it. And I will also give David sight of that as well just to make sure that we're not touching any particular nerves and that this will be received in the right way and get the right reaction. 

So that’s something that needs to happen pretty quickly. And you’ll certainly have a copy of that draft by the end of this week. That’s all I really have to say on that at the moment. I mean, it’s – it isn’t that urgent other than getting it on the Board’s table because we certainly want to be in a position where we can have some good discussion around this item when we go to Copenhagen so that’s where we’re sort of heading towards that. 


Whether they would take a view that they need to get some information out before that, I tend to doubt. But certainly at Copenhagen it needs to be on the table and everyone needs to be aware of what’s happening around that area. Any questions on that at all? 

Mark McFadden:
It’s Mark again. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay, Mark, go ahead. 

Mark McFadden:
So Mark McFadden. My question is really simple, is DOA one of the 10 items of interest for the intercessional? 

Tony Holmes:
No, no it isn’t. And I’ve been keen to take that list. The reason being that even within that group there was a lot of misinformation. I think people have picked up on the rumors and had heard various things. They were tending to panic a little bit. And I think it would be far better to get a concerted effort in ICANN with the backing of the Board rather than discussing it in small groups because that tends to spread and when it takes that sort of path then quite often it’s these spurious pieces of information that don't get relayed in the right manner. So I didn’t really want to add it to that. 


If you have a different view on that let’s discuss it, but I was quite keen that in that environment, we should probably steer clear of it. 

Tony Harris:
The Non Commercials would not be an asset to what we want to do. 

Tony Holmes:
That may well be part of the issue as well. I agree there, Tony. Because there is a lot of issues around this that are very broad, there are the technical issues but there are issues around privacy and – they're actually a consequence of this rather than anything else. Mark, I could almost hear the mechanical parts of your brain ticking when I was saying that. Did you want to come back with any different thoughts on that or do you think it would have been helpful to have raised it at the intercessional? 

Mark McFadden:
No, there’s absolutely no reason for me to disagree with you in public. I’ll do that in private. Yes, I think – this would have been a very good item on the agenda for the intercessional, some definitive information out that is high quality and accurate, and from a trusted internal source. But I also recognize that if you and Wolf-Ulrich have 10 items already that are a possible interest to the intercessional, then you already have a list that you need to pare down and so I don't want to add to that. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay, I mean, that’s one way of looking at it, but with this my real concern was that I think if we can get the buy-in of the Board behind this to actually realize that there has to be some responsible approach from ICANN in terms of making sure people get the facts and only the facts and the right facts, if it comes from the Board I think it has far more weight than just one part of the community raising this as an issue. 

And as I mentioned that there have been some people in – well I’ll go as far as to say within our stakeholder group who having heard about this and not understood it, immediately started talking about oh we’ll have this as a high level interest topic. I mean, I don't really feel at this stage until we’ve actually got the buy-in that there is a risk here if it goes wrong, that would be a good thing to do. 

And some of the stories that were repeated back to me about this and what it brings to the party and potential fears around it were way off beam. So I think it’s better to have a concerted message going out if we can achieve than how ICANN then – how they choose to cover this issue is very much down to them. But if we can’t achieve it with the backing of the (top) table then yes, let’s go down different paths. 


But at the moment I think we should aim to try and promote the work of the ISPs in this debate and have some responsibility from us linked with the Board to set the agenda on this particular issue. Anyway, we can follow up on that after. 


We have down this agenda, a review of the public comment list, but I very much appreciate that that particular list is always updated by Chantelle before the meeting, then just perhaps for a couple of items on the end and Chantelle is still on holiday I believe until Monday so that hasn’t happened. But there hasn’t been that much to add on that either so pick up on that at our next meeting. And we’ll talk about the – I don’t intend to let that go for long before we have another session. 

In fact, it’s the next item on our agenda under AOB is the next call. And I’d like to propose that we have the next call on either the 2nd or 3rd of February. One is a Thursday, the other is a Friday. If no one has any preference I would like to set it for Thursday the 2nd. I think that gives us time to bring everyone right up to speed with the final arrangements for the intercessional so is about a week after that we would be in the intercessional. How does that fit with people’s diaries? Does anyone have a real problem with either of those dates? 

Tony Harris:
I’m okay with that. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay. Then let’s set it for Thursday the 2nd at the same time that we held today’s call. Moving down under the AOB issues, constituency elections, we have to hold constituency elections for the chair and vice chair. I’ve discussed this with Wolf-Ulrich. The intention is that the elections for the chair, the nomination period, will now start from Monday the 23rd of January. So that’s a plan. 


Once Chantelle is back (unintelligible) we’ll get her to circulate some details reminding people of the process and (unintelligible) hard dates (unintelligible) that’s the current plan. 


And there’s an item on the agenda under data access letter. I’m not sure what that refers to, that was added on my staff. Can anyone help me with that? 

Mark McFadden:
I can help you with that. The ISPs, the BC and the Intellectual Property Constituency have jointly written a letter asking for expanded data access from the Chief Technology Officer. That letter went from the three constituencies to the Board on Friday. And it asks – and I will circulate the letter to the list – I apologize that I haven't done that since Friday, but the letter was finally agreed among the constituencies in the middle of last week. 


That data access letter basically requests – it’s a product of some work we did in Hyderabad, it is, once again, kind of a piece of work that Denise Michel and I collaborated on to try to expand – to have sort of a data warehouse for data related to the infrastructure and implementation of the DNS things like mean time to take down and a lot of information that is available but not publicly available. We as constituencies think that in the interest of transparency having that data available is extremely important. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay, thank you for that, Mark, that was really helpful. And the final item was the one that you added on, Mark, so I’m going to hand this back to you. This was on the anti-harassment public comment issue. 
Mark McFadden:
Right. Those comments are due today. I’ve gotten three comments back so far. They’ve all been positive and no one has asked for any changes. And what I’d like permission from the constituency to do is to go ahead and work with staff to post those comments in the public comment area. 

Tony Holmes:
I believe you have that, Mark. So please go ahead and thanks for all the hard work on that again as well. 

Mark McFadden:
And many thanks to (Jamal) who helped a lot with that, the drafting. 

Tony Holmes:
Here, here. Thank you, (Jamal). Okay so we, I believe, have gone through everything. Does anyone want to raise anything under AOB? 

Tony Harris:
Yes, I have a point, Tony. 

Tony Holmes:
Okay, go ahead, Tony. 

Tony Harris:
Yes, apologies, I was a few minutes late on the call and maybe Wolf-Ulrich already mentioned this, but just to tell you that on January 26 we are – the cross constituency working group on disposal of the auction funds will have its first conference meeting – teleconference meeting. So I just thought I’d mention that. And I’m on that group. 
Tony Holmes:
That’s right, you're our representative on that so thanks for making us aware, Tony. Okay so just before we go we’ve got a date for the next call. We’ve got some actions from this meeting to follow up. Mark and Christian will (unintelligible) to discuss the IRP review and the submission of a comment. Tony Harris going to draft another (unintelligible) list that sets the target for the items he proposed for the intercessional on the next round of gTLDs. Mark and (Jamal) were going to move ahead with the health index definitions in terms of producing a draft that will go around for comment to everyone on the points we stepped through today. 


And Mark was going to also circulate the data access letter to the list. And I have two actions (unintelligible) links on DOA, that was the draft the letter and circulate that (unintelligible) DOA. So it’s been quite a proactive call. I think we’ve moved forward on a number of items. I’d like to thank everyone for their time and please put the date for the next call in your diary. You will be getting a reminder from Chantelle once she comes back. And with that I should close the call. I should thank very much Yesim for the support and ask you if you could officially stop the recording. Thank you very much, everyone.

Tony Harris:
Thanks, bye. 

Yesim Nazlar:
This meeting is now adjourned. The audio will now be disconnected. Thank you very much for your participation and have a lovely rest of the day. Bye-bye. 

Tony Holmes:
And thank you very much to you again. Good-bye. 

END

