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BYRON HOLLAND:
It’s the top of the hour.  Welcome everybody to the July CSC meeting.  And we’ll stick with what has become our standing agenda, unless anybody else has anything else they’d like to add to the agenda at this time.  Seeing or hearing none, we will carry on with the agenda and go through the action items.  I won’t spend any time on the completed ones unless somebody wants to speak to them specifically, and if you do just put your hand up or jump in.

So we’ll go to Action Item 2, and that was to be completed, and in terms of the report which now includes the addendum around root zone revocations, root zone server changes and IDN tables.  And that was requested and I think they’ve all found their way into the report and so I just wanted to note that and say thanks to Elise and team.

Moving onto Action Item 3, I’m going to actually bundle them, 3, 4, and 5.  A couple of them require updates but there is linkage between the three of them.  If I could ask, I believe Elise, if you could give us just an update, Elise or Marilia, an update on where we’re at with the survey and any discussions you’ve been able to have with the survey vendor.

ELISE GERICH:
Okay, thanks, Byron.  This is Elise.  I’m going to ask Marilia to give the update, she’s the point person within our group to work with the vendor and she’s had quite a few conversations with them.  Marilia, if you could update everyone, please?

MARILIA HIRANO:
Yes.  So, on the action item to check with the vendor on adding questions on adding questions with size of TLD operator, they said that it’s possible.  On a basis of self-selection, yes, that is a possibility.  So we have added that to the requirement for the survey.  The next one is completed.  I sent the list of questions that we currently send.  

And then the third, PTI to report back after conversation if there are issues with implementation of your suggestions.  No, there are no issues and the timeline that you suggested is doable.  So, we’re on track for having the survey timeline pushed forward to October to be in line with the Abu Dhabi meeting.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, all good.  Thank you.  Any comments or questions?  No.  Then I’ll just note that there’s Action Item 7, that we have a further more detailed agenda item later in our discussion, so we’ll park that for the time being and come back to it under Agenda Item #5.  And I think that basically wraps up all the action items, so we’ll move on to Agenda Item #3 which is PTI performance for June.  
And I think this is a moment to note in that there were no exceptions in this report.  A first for us, which we should acknowledge.  Nice work, nice work.  But it did lead me to have the question, if there were no exceptions how do we end up with an SLA of 99.8 and no 100.  Maybe I’m (inaudible) on this, but I have to admit, I wondered how that could be the case.

ELISE GERICH:
Well, you and I are in the same boat there, Byron, that the reason you got the report on the 13th instead of the 12th is because we were having that conversation internally.  And basically the way we calculate the overall performance is different than calculating the overall percentage of thresholds met.  
And Naela is the one who works most closely with this and it’s her team that handles all the requests.  And Naela, would you like to explain the methodology for the 99.8%?

NAELA SARRAS:
Hi, yes, Elise, thank you.  This is Naela.  So, Byron and everybody, we had the same reaction as well and we weren’t necessarily happy with it because we wanted the 100%.  However we felt it would be dishonest to record it 100% because it would be changing the methodologies.  
So the way we calculate it now is we look at each individual request, and as you know, each individual request is broken into different processes and we’re measuring against the different steps that it takes to complete.  The thresholds that you see in the report are only reported on if we exceeded—so for some of them, for that, was the 95th percentile.  If the total requests exceeded that, then that measurement fails.  
But if individual requests themselves fail, it doesn’t trigger that green that you see in the report.  It doesn’t trigger the threshold.  So, of all the requests that you see that we processed in June, there are actually three that did not meet the technical test check and then the re-check, the ones that you’ve seen in the past.  But those three individual tests were not enough to trip the threshold.  Does that make sense?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, it does.  Thank you very much.

NAELA SARRAS:
Thank you.  And then just to plant the seed, in the future we’d like to do this where we focus on the 63 measurements that the design team designed for us and then give a percentage of how many of those 63 we’ve met.  Which we could have employed here and given our results 100%, but it would be changing the methodology midstream, so we didn’t want to do that.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you.  Jay, go ahead.

JAY DALEY:
I fully agree that the methodology should change and I don’t think that the current methodology is, shall we say, correct.  Because that’s not the intention, the intention is that the thresholds bury the older ones that don’t need them and so the proposed new methodology is the way it should be done.  
And so I’m not too worried about it changing midstream, I would rather it was just done, and if necessary, all of the previous reports were recalculated and reissued with the change in the overall percentage.  And that we ought to just do this as soon as possible because this is still really the learning phase of things and let’s just knock it out there.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Jay.  Any other thoughts on that?  Elise, go ahead.

ELISE GERICH:
So, I did want to clarify, does everyone of the four members of the CSC agree with us changing the methodology?  I know Jay’s proposed it.  I don’t know whether that’s good enough for us to go forward or if just all four of you need to say yes.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Let’s get one more comment in from Lars.

LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
Hi, this is Lars, I hope you can hear me.  The only comment I have is that if you do reissue the reports, which is fine, but we make sure that we have a version number on those so that people can follow the place backwards and that we give an explanation for why we reissued them with a new version number.  That’s all.  Thanks.

BYRON HOLLAND:
So, it seems that Kal, and Elaine, and obviously Jay, who brought it up, are supportive of it.  I have to admit I’d be somewhat hesitant to reissue all the previous reports.  I definitely concur going forward.  But I’d be somewhat skeptical about reissuing the old reports.  I’d rather make a note of it somehow and talk about the path forward.  I’m always resistant to making retroactive change to existing reports.  That’s my personal feeling.  Elaine, you’ve got your hand up.  Go ahead.

ELAINE PRUIS:
Yes, thanks.  So I tend to agree with you, Byron.  I don’t want to go back an reissue old reports unless the percent difference is significant.  So, it would be interesting to check the numbers against the new methodology, and if it’s off by 10% then we may want to consider reissuing, just so we can monitor the trend and the behavior.  But if it’s one or two percent then it probably doesn’t matter.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay.  So, let me task Elise with that.  Could you go back and provide us with the numbers based on this new method for all the previous reports, so we can get an understanding of that.  But I think it’s fair to say that, certainly from the members’ perspective, going forward, so, starting with July’s report, we would be supportive of the methodology change.  
And we’ve got a month to worry about it but we also need to have some narrative about that, that it’s clear and that the community can understand and those who would be skeptical or cynical, whatever our narrative is, that we can mitigate any of those concerns.  And in the meantime, take a look at the old reports and what the number change, if any, would look like.

ELISE GERICH:
Great, thanks, Byron.  Yes, we’ll do that.  We’ll generate two sets of numbers for each of the current reports.  The ones that have been sent to you already so that the CSC can look at if there’s any big differences, other than we know this one will be 99.8 versus 100.  

BYRON HOLLAND:
And given the numbers that we’ve got, given the metrics that we’ve had which have all been in the upper 90s somewhere, it strikes me just intuitively it’s not going to be a big change in terms of the numbers, but let’s see what it actually is and then we’ll take it from there.

ELISE GERICH:
Okay, great.  Well, thank you for that guidance and, Jay, thanks for your suggestion.  We’re happy to have 100%, ‘cause we did debate it, like you can see.  It’s like, how can we have no exceptions and not claim victory with 100?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah, exactly.  Okay, so let’s move on to 3B, which is around the CSC Report.  I saw that we got the draft of that.  Yes, Jay, go ahead.

JAY DALEY:
Are we agreed that we’ll change it for this report?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Well, let me put it to the floor.  I’m fine with changing it for this report as long as we have the appropriate narrative.  And my one concern with that is, can we put forward clear and effective narrative that mitigates any suspicions or conspiracy theories or skeptics, in a timely manner that we can get this report out very promptly.  Or, should we just wait ‘til next month so we can ensure we can do that properly?

JAY DALEY:
I would like to do it this month, given the 100%, and I can write some suggested text now and send it through if you want?

BYRON HOLLAND:
I’m fine with that.  Any objections?

ELISE GERICH:
I’m good with that, thanks, Jay.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay.  Jay, carry on.  Let’s move on to 3B, the CSC Report, the draft report, which has been shared, which by and large is fine.  However, I do have a concern and that’s with the comment on escalations, and the report of escalations.  And the wording is, ‘The CSC has discussed the escalation and determined it is not a persistent performance issue or a system problem associated with the provision of the IANA naming services.’ 
I think that kind of a statement might be premature.  I think that perhaps better text would be something to the effect that, ‘The CSC has taken note of the escalations and requested PTI keep the CSC informed of developments in relation to their resolution.’ 
Because we know the one most recently around dot IAN, I think we understand that better.  I’m not as clear on the one from previous months.  And I think the wording in there is very definitive and I’m not sure that we would want it to be as definitive as that, but I’d like to hear from others as well.  Jay, your hand is up.  Go ahead.

JAY DALEY:
Just a minor point that Lars just made that it should be in the plural, that text, because there’s more than one escalation.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Pardon me, can you repeat that, I didn’t catch it.

JAY DALEY:
That text should be in the plural because there’s more than one escalation now and it’s still written in singular.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, thank you, you’re absolutely correct, both of you.  So, can I ask you, I guess, Trang, as the holder of the pen on the draft, would my member colleagues be okay if we adjusted the sentence that I read out to read something to the effect of, ‘The CSC took note of the escalations and requested PTI to keep the CSC informed of developments in relation to their resolution.’ 
If we put that in place of the sentence that’s there now that says, ‘The CSC has discussed the escalation and determined it’s not a persistent performance issue or system problem associated with the provision of the IANA naming services.’ 
Kal, are you okay with the working?  Thank you.  And Elaine and Jay, are you fine with that?  Okay.  So, Trang, if you could adjust that accordingly, we’ll go from there.  I guess I should note that I think Amy sent out the last version, so whoever’s holding the pen on that, Trang or Amy, thank you.  Alright, Trang, I see your notes in the chat, thank you very much.

Okay, let’s move on to Agenda Item #4, which is the update from the Remedial Action Procedures Working Group.  And the update we have from that is relatively hot off the press, ‘cause we had a call on that earlier today in fact, and had, I think, a pretty fulsome discussion on that.  A straw man was put forward for the group to have discussion around, and I think we had a good discussion with PTI as well as the Working Groups members.  And there’s more work to be done but what I’d like to do is just ask Allan to provide a recap of that.  And Elise, of course, jump in as required.

ALLAN MACGILLIVRAY:
Thank you, Byron.  Just so some of you know, I have kind of shoved my nose into the naming function contract to try and understand this a little bit.  And it took me a while to get my head around it and in a lot of the materials I sent out I tried to provide some of the extracts from the actual wording of the contract and my interpretation of it.  
And I think that was wise because I’m not sure there was unanimity around that interpretation, so I really don’t want to repeat a lot of the debate, but it just shows that we have a bit of work to do to come to a common understanding as to what is required and then to build on that as to what the actual procedures would be.  
But we did walk through the draft straw man proposal and it’s slightly different from the so called illustrative proposal that was in the CSC Charter and I explained a couple of reasons why I was suggesting that those changes be made.  So I had a chance this afternoon to flip back out to the Working Group my own interpretation of where I drew it from and so I’m inviting them to look at that and then we can have another discussion like this at the next meeting.  Thank you, Byron.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Allan.  Any questions or comments?  Alright, seeing none we will carry on to Agenda Item #5, and that’s an update on the procedure for SLA amendments.  And if I could ask Bart to help us out with this in terms of his review on some of the material from the ICANN bylaws.

BART BOSWINKEL:
It’s very simple.  This is just to inform the membership of the CSC about the background material.  I didn’t have the time to come up with a straw man for a proposed procedure.  I will try to do it this week so you’ll have it in time for the next meeting and I’ll get Elaine involved.  This is just the relevant section, what you see in front of you, the relevant sections from the naming functions, from the ICANN Bylaws, the Naming Functions Contract and the CSC Charter.  
And as you can see that was one of the complaints on the previous call, it’s quite a complicated process, and it’s due to the fact that the SLE changes are also embedded in the IANA Naming Functions Review as such.  So you’ve got two different angles and two different paths leading to one SLE change.  
And the process itself in the CSC Charter is not fully developed, to put it mildly.  So I’ll try to get back to you over the next week and I will pass it to Elaine as well with a draft procedure for the SLE changes from a PTI/CSC perspective.  That’s all,Byron.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thanks, Bart.  Elaine, your hand is up, go ahead.

ELAINE PRUIS:
Thanks.  So, Bart, can you clarify for me where this SLE change procedure would be documented?  Is that meant to be in the Charter or is it going to be referenced by the Charter and held somewhere else?

BART BOSWINKEL:
I think if you go back, say, because in my mind it’s something like the internal procedures.  So there is, if you would scroll down, in the CSC Charter, there is a limited phrasing.  If you look at the CSC Charter, this is all the language there is with respect to the review of the SLE’s.  
At the same time, if you look at it and what you discussed, it was already that you want to consult the community and at some point you need to inform the GNSO and the ccNSO Council as well of the changes.  So if you go back and that’s not included here, either you develop a procedure and agree with PTI and that’s part of, say, the CSC and/or IANA function operators, so PTI can request a review to change and that the change process or procedure is documented and agreed upon.  
Or you can wait and just make it part of the CSC Charter review and include it and have some additional language in the CSC Charter.  Does that answer your question?

ELAINE PRUIS:
It sounds like it’s still up for discussion, so yes, thank you.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thanks, Bart.  Any other questions or comment input on this?  Go ahead, Elise.

ELISE GERICH:
Bart, I probably should have asked you this offline but I’ll ask it on the whole group.  We’ve had a recommendation by the CSC, which we supported, PTI, for a change in some of the technical check metrics.  Could we use them as a prototype of how to do this?  
Could we posit how we think that could simply be done so it doesn’t become overly bureaucratic?  Take that as an example (inaudible) we have something we want to do.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Elise, this is Bart again.  Of course you could.  This goes back to the work flows we presented last week, or the last meeting.  And one of the complaints was it was already overly bureaucratic.  And one of the action items I took away is, I needed to document the various source or foundational documents extracted and present this to the CSC.  So that is what you have in front that’s presented right now.  
And focusing on the CSC/PTI/SLE changes that could be simple, but you can already see that based on the previous conversation, if you go back to the notes you will see, some people on the CSC think that we need to consult the community or inform them of the changes.  The PTI wants to understand the impact of the changes proposed.  
So don’t make it too cumbersome but you can already see it can take some time due to these different methodologies.  And that’s what you want to capture in the internal procedure, or the procedure to be agreed upon.

ELISE GERICH:
Yeah, I understand and that’s kind of talking in the abstract to get to the perfect procedure.  And I was thinking, just based on what’s on the screen right now where it says, ‘The CSC or IANA can request a review or a change,’ and then that result goes to a ccNSO and the GNSO.  
So in a very simple case where both the CSC and PTI are in agreement that there’s a reasonable change, wouldn’t the next step then, to somehow deliver that change to the ccNSO and the GNSO, and so it would be quite straightforward.  And we could then learn that if there’s agreement, this is the path that happens when there’s agreement.  And then we could work on the parts where we don’t understand it.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Elise, that’s fine.  I don’t want to be picky but first of all, you need a handshake that you agree that this is the changes we want.  That’s fine and that’s a no brainer.  The real trick is, do you want to consult the community on the changes or does the CSC feel comfortable that they can do this without consultation?  And that’s the only question.  
And then go back, say, if you want to consult first and then agree upon the final changes,then the changed SLE needs to be agreed upon by the ccNSO and the GNSO Councils.  

ELISE GERICH:
Yes, I see what you’re saying and I guess I assumed that since this is all about the naming service that when the CSC takes it to the ccNSO and the GNSO, that is taking it to the community.  But is that a false assumption?  Or overly simplistic?

BART BOSWINKEL:
The question is, is it a consultation or is it final agreement on the changes?  Does the CSC feel comfortable, put it this way.  But I think the easiest way is, I can put it in the procedure quite easily, it takes me a few hours, and then present it to Elaine and some others and to you and make it as easy as possible.  As you said, this is talking in the abstract.  

ELISE GERICH:
Okay, thanks, Bart.

BYRON HOLLAND:
I’m going to get Jay to jump in here.  Jay, go ahead.

JAY DALEY:
Thank you.  I feel that we on the CSC haven’t really been giving strong enough guidance here, and I feel partly responsible because I’ve offered to do something a couple of times and not delivered it.  I think we should provide some guidance here about time scales of when we’d like to see some of these things done, and to concur with Elaine’s point that we need a simple process as well as the more complex process.  
And if we can agree that now, if we can agree some simple statements that we make as the CSC about what we’d like to get out of this, I think that would be very beneficial.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you.  Any other feedback?  Okay, so I think that’s probably a good (inaudible) to ask Bart if he could put forward a couple of those scenarios.  
And I’m certainly not making any promises, and Jay, jump in here with me, but for something like we’re talking about which strikes me as agreed, to start with, and relatively straight forward, you know, perhaps there’s an opportunity to take this to our respective CC and G communities as an item during the next meeting, Abu Dhabi meeting, where we can get a session—and I’m just going to speak to the ccNSO ‘cause I’m certainly more familiar with that—but to put it forward as a brief session during our members meeting to go over what we’re proposing, and making the bold assumption that during our members meeting we don’t have any stiff resistance in the general agreement.  
But then we could put it to the Council meeting during that week to get buy in.  But that will only work of course, will only be meaningful, if we can be confident that the same thing could roughly happen in the GNSO.  Jay, go ahead.

JAY DALEY:
I fully agree with you and I think that we could use that as a point to work backwards in time from.  So that we would understand that we would need a formal proposal out, say, two or maybe three weeks before the Abu Dhabi meeting.  
And then just take a couple of steps backwards from that to see the things that are needed to be done.  Bart, would that be possible for you to be able to work out for us?  The timing of things for that meeting?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Oh yeah, as I said, going back to the work flow, I think there is a bit of miscommunication here.  Going back, assuming you want to do it in parallel and agree on a procedure then that should be possible by all of us.  At least that’s come from (inaudible) in front of you.  It’s not that complicated.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, and we would, I believe, want to surface that through the Registry Stakeholder Group and the GNSO and then the GNSO At-Large in some way, shape or form, and I’ll need some help on sorting through how that should work.  And who specifically we should liaise with to make sure that gets the candle through the ccNSO’s processes.  So, between James, Kal, Elaine, is that…?  
Okay.  So, could I ask perhaps James, between colleagues on the GNSO side, who is best to help provide me guidance on how best to approach that?  And of course, Bart, your input would be welcome as well.  
So, James, I see your note, so maybe we can take that offline as just a logistical exercise on how to (inaudible) with the GNSO and make sure they’re equally on board, at least as Jay and I, I think, are, and we’ll go from there.  We’ll take that offline and work on those logistics.  Thanks.  Okay, any further comment on Agenda Item #5?  Okay, thanks for your comment, James, I see that.  No further comment on Agenda Item #5.

Let’s go to #6 and, Elaine, I would ask you to just give us an update on where things stand.

ELAINE PRUIS:
Okay, thanks, Byron.  So, before the Johannesburg meeting Allan and I both reviewed the CSC Charter independently and then we had an hour or two long working session going through that review and identifying where we were in agreement or where we needed some clarity.  So we have a draft with some suggested changes.  
Allan is in the process of putting together scorecards to make it easier to see what sort of changes we’re suggesting.  But there are things as simple as replacing the title IANA Function Operator with PTI instead, so that’s small wordsmithing.  And then clarifying the involvement of the CSC in pursuing individual complaints.  
And then the biggest thing which we’ve heard a couple of times today, which is the process of making changes specifically to the SLE metrics, adding any metrics and changing any PTI function references.  
There’s also a meeting schedule, information and we suggested that ICANN provide secretariat support, not the PTI, and also there’ll be modifications to the (inaudible) text.  So, hopefully in August we can spend some time as a group going through the Charter review modifications.  
And then from the Charter review from the PTI Board side, they’ve put together a draft terms of reference which generally is a guide for the scope of the review, what the review process should be and what that timing should be.  So they’re moving along in their work too.  Any questions on that?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Elaine.  Any questions or comments?  We do have a bit of time, not a lot of time, and I think we should be contemplating how we do the work back schedule from the Abu Dhabi meeting where, I think, in a perfect world the CSC could make a brief presentation to the CSC Review Committee there.  And how do we work back from that back to today?  Bart, your hand’s up.  Go ahead.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Just one comment with respect to the terms of reference of the CSC Charter review.  The small group of four people have, at least the major contributors have reached agreement on the substance.  It looks like it will be up for the ccNSO Council to decide at its upcoming meeting and then it will go to the RSIG as well.  So hopefully by the end of this month the terms of reference have been agreed upon between the RSIG and the ccNSO.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you, Bart.  Any other questions or comments on this agenda item?  James, question, just watching the chat, question on the CSC Charter review above, I must have missed that.  Who’s got that?  

ELISE GERICH:
Will the draft with changes be circulated?

ELAINE PRUIS:
The intention is the draft with changes absolutely would be circulated.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you.  So, as soon as that’s ready then we’ll push them out to the CSC.  Thanks.

Okay, moving on to Agenda Item #7.  Any particular feedback from Johannesburg?  I look forward to anybody else’s comments.  I’ll kick it off just from the ccNSO perspective in Joburg.  I gave a relatively brief update on the CSC’s activities and talked about where we were generally and some of the upcoming activities, and also put in a pitch for the community that I’m from to participate a little more fulsomely in the PTI survey.  
But it didn’t get a lot of questions either, it seemed that generally speaking there were no particular concerns or issues within the ccNSO community, at least that was in Joburg.  Any other comments or feedback from Joburg, if any?

ELISE GERICH:
This is Elise, I’ve raised my hand.  Since many of us CSC members were not in Johannesburg, and missed the ccNSO meeting, we filed that escalation with you all back in June about the ccTLD operator who was unhappy about slowness in the delivery of the service.  
And that individual did get up and express their concerns and they were very unhappy with the fact that they had a delay in getting the contact information updated.  So I just wanted to let you know that that was a public discussion during the ccNSO.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, thank you.  That’s a special case.  Okay, well then maybe we’ll move on from that.  Unless there’s anything anybody wants to add?  I’ll just read out from James: From the GNSO Council the council stated that they were happy for James to keep forwarding the reports to council.  Donna Austin had some brief questions, but happy to continue as normal from Non-Registry Stakeholder Group GNSO perspective.  Alright, thanks, James.

We’ll go onto 7B which is around the next ICANN meeting in Abu Dhabi, October 28th.  I think this will provide an interesting moment for us, it’s a bit of an inflection point because it will effectively be the one year marker for us or just after.  And I think it might provide an opportunity for us to provide not something as formal as an annual report per se, but at least a year in review.  
This was the forming year for this group in the post transition world and I think it’s probably worth while that we consider putting together a year in review.  Where we are, where we’ve come from, what’s been accomplished and what’s the work ahead, and any further comment that we might deem important or necessary.  As well as any other specific issues that we feel need to be addressed which could certainly be the Remedial Action Procedures and such, amending the functions of the contract as another example.  
So that’s my one suggestion that perhaps we consider that, and again, as a work back schedule if we think that that’s a reasonable path forward then we should start to think about what needs to be done to achieve it by the first week in November.  Any thoughts on that?  Does that make sense?  We’ve got some humor in the chat.  That’s good.  At least I know you’re all listening, or some of you at least.  
Well, I’m going to suggest that we take a stab at that so that when we get to that meeting, I would imagine we’re going to have some face-to-faces with most of the various constituencies and that if we can put forward some paper that clearly identifies what we’ve been up to and our level of satisfaction with the process, I think that will be helpful for the broader community which we are there to serve.  
In doing that I think we’ll probably need a reasonable time slot for our own meeting.  And Kal, I’m not saying this is going to be an actual annual report, more just a year in review that provides the broad community a sense of in total what we’ve been up to.  
But I’ll tell you what, if I’m going to make a suggestion, I’m also willing to belly up to the bar and do the work.  So I’ll put forward a sketch or a framework in terms of what that might look like and we can have a conversation about it at our next meeting.  Kal, go ahead.

KAL FEHER:
You may have just answered my question.  I was just wondering, ‘cause we do focus on the month to month, if we are going to have something yearly in review, do we imagine we’re going to have trends, that sort of thing, or maybe we just include milestones and achievements and shy away from any kind of yearly analysis just for this first one.

BYRON HOLLAND:
You know what, Kal, good comment.  In terms of what I’ve been thinking, and I will admit it was fairly lightweight thinking at this point, was really around the milestones, the activities, the actions completed, issues still to be addressed.  So, I guess to some degree, to really simplify it, something more narrative in form versus data centric in form.  But you raise a good point.  Let me put some thought to that and at least put a sketch forward of what a framework could look like and then bring it to the next meeting.  
As far as meeting in Abu Dhabi though, I would suggest that, given where we are and some of the things on the table, that we’ll need a substantive meeting, at least two hours, so I would propose to our ICANN team that they try to find us a slot earlier in the week for a two hour meeting.  And it’s my expectation that we will have to present or interface with the Registry Stakeholder Group as well as the GNSO in some way, shape and form, certainly the ccNSO.  
Some or all of us will also need to participate in the Charter review and potentially, given it is the one year anniversary more or less, we do have some history under our belt, and there are likely to be some substantive topics, either near completion or shortly in the offing, we may want to consider other stakeholder groups and interfacing with them in a more formal way, be it the GAC or ALAC or others.  I just wanted to get people’s input on that.  Lars Liman, go ahead.

LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
Thanks.  Just posting out an idea here.  Maybe you would want to just get it into two separate meetings?  It depends what the agenda looks like but if we have things where we have a draft version or a straw man or something that we have a chance to finalize during the week.  
Having first a meeting to look at the straw man and then discuss and then give us some time during the week to work on it, and then a second meeting to finalize it could be a good idea, but it depends on what’s on the agenda.  Thanks.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, so that’s a good suggestion.  So maybe what I could ask our ICANN team to do is make sure we book something for early and then perhaps we could have a tentative time slot for late.  And if we book this early in the process at least it’s there and as we get closer and have greater clarity on issues to be dealt with versus issues resolved, we can either use the second slot or not.  I think that’s a good idea.  Yeah, okay, so let’s work towards that.  
Okay, so that basically concludes Agenda Item #7.  We’ll move on to Any Other Business.  But I did want to note Jay’s wording and circle back to the wording that Jay was going to put forward.  Oh okay, thank you, Jay.  Yeah, could you just walk us through?

JAY DALEY:
Sure.  So, Trang pointed out that the CSC report currently states the methodology, the incorrect methodology, and so I’ve written some wording to acknowledge that and to replace it.  And I think in future we should not have any methodology statements inside the CSC report.  They should be in the PTI reports, because it’s their role not CSC’s role.  
And so here’s some simple text that notes that the PTI report has always had the correct wording  which I think is very helpful for us, but the calculation hasn’t been the right calculation so we’re going to change the calculation, and that, as discussed, we don’t believe the changes are significant enough historically to reissue the old reports.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Looks good to me.  And thank you for that early nuance there.  Any objections to that wording?  Okay, seeing no objections, let’s go forward with that wording.  Thank you.  So if we could just rub and scrub the draft and make those changes then we’ll put another iteration of the draft out.  Amy, Trang, can we do that today?

AMY CREAMER:
Yes, Byron.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Relatively minor cut and paste, thank you.  Elise, go ahead.

ELISE GERICH:
So we’ll have to reissue the report and that probably will happen tomorrow morning.  The folks who are responsible for that are here in Prague.

BYRON HOLLAND:
That’s fine with me.  I don’t have a problem with that.  So we’ll sit tight.

ELISE GERICH:
So we’ll send you all a new PTI report, which will be consistent then with the 100% in the methodology and we’ll make sure that the methodology is noted in the PTI report as you asked.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Great, thank you.  Okay, is there any other business?  Okay, well, seeing or hearing no Any Other Business, then we’ll move to adjourn this meeting.  So, give you back half an hour in your day.  
Thank you very much everybody.  That was a productive hour, much appreciated.  And we’ll look for the new draft tomorrow.  And then assuming that it’s consistent with everything we’ve seen in the chat here we’ll push those out tomorrow.  Thanks everybody.  Bye for now.
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