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BYRON HOLLAND:
Hello, everybody. It’s Byron speaking. We’re a few minutes past the hour. I was hoping to get Elaine on so we would have all four members, but given that we are a few minutes past the hour I’d like to kick the meeting off, at least for some of the opening discussion, and hope that Elaine will be able to join us shortly. 
Just as a reminder, before we had [inaudible] actual operating procedures in place, the actual members of the CSC had had basically an informal agreement that we would want 100% quorum for any particular decisions. And given that we are, at least I hope going to come to conclusion on the first report, I would certainly prefer to have Elaine be part of the call. 
That said, since we are a few minutes after 3:00, let’s kick it off with some discussion. Everybody saw or has seen the agenda, which to my mind is, you know, relatively similar to the last one and to some degree should start to set a pattern in terms of reviewing the performance report and ensuring it’s [broker] distribution, etc., but also recognizing that there is still some early-stage work to be done and that we did not finish our probably overly-ambitious agenda on our last call. So agenda item number four is a repeat from our last call of agenda items that we did not get to. 
So is everybody on the call okay with the agenda? Does anybody want to add anything to the agenda? Okay, seeing or hearing none, let’s move on then in terms of the agenda that’s on the screen in front of you. Yeah, thank you for making it bigger. That’s helpful. Full-screen. As I’m sure everybody has seen, there has been a little bit of correspondence back and forth since our last call. I had asked for any further input in terms of report structure after Trang sent out the proposed template and proposed first draft. So thank you for that, Trang.

TRANG NGUYEN:
You’re welcome. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
We didn’t get too much comment other than, Kal, I note that you had made one comment that’s I guess in particular related to one of the column titles. So I just – I wanted to, in this agenda item, open the floor to anybody who had any comment on the report template for this specific proposed first report. And maybe, Kal, I would kick it off with you just saying, or just asking you to explain your comments, or at least provide some context for your comments and your suggestions. Kal?

KAL FEHER:
Thanks, Byron. The reason I made that suggestion was that it’s – the column is actually describing actual performance rather than an SLA, so just to avoid confusion I thought it might be clearer if we used a slightly different title. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you. Lars, and then Jay. Lars, go ahead. 

LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
I have another minor detail, which I hope that Elise would have taken care of, but she’s not on the call so I have to bring it up [sort of here] –minor thing. Elise sent explanations of the terms as an additional document, and I think there is a typo or possibly a [synco] in the terms. Let me see if I can bring that up here. The terms define something – on the last page they defined something called type. It’s the type of target, and it says the type is whether the target is specified as a minimum target compliance must be left on target or maximum target compliance must be more than the target, which to me is the same thing. So I think there is a small logic error in there that you might want to correct before sending it out. Or my logic brain is totally off the rails, which happens regularly. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
No, that’s a good catch. Thank you. I think the logic brain is processing correctly. If I read it here now, whether – and I quote – whether the target specified is a minimum target, and then in brackets it says compliance must be less than the target. If I read that right, it should in fact be essentially saying the reverse, but that [part]. If it’s a minimum target compliance must be no less than the target. It’s missing – I think we just simply put no less. 

LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
That’s a perfect solution, yes. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you for that. That’s why we have many eyes. 

LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
That was it. Thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
We [capture] that as an action item. Thank you. Okay, Jay, you put your hand down. Elise, go ahead, please. 

ELISE GERICH:
Hi. I just wanted to follow up on what Liman said and let everyone know that it’s not actually a typo. I copied it directly from the final document that was published and adopted. And so what we’d be doing is correcting something that was in the final document from the – the Design Team A, which was now calling themselves the Service Level Agreement Working Group. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay.
ELISE GERICH:
So I’m happy to add the word because it makes more sense to me also, but just to let you to know that that is from the original document.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, fair enough. Thank you. So we should take two action items away from that. One is to feed back to the original document, and how that transpires exactly, perhaps I would just ask Trang or somebody to provide guidance on how we feed that back to have the original document corrected. We’ll have that as a take-away, and then yes, let’s just add the word into our own definitions here.

ELISE GERICH:
Okay, I’ll make the change to the document. Thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you. All right, any other discussion on the report to propose for [inaudible]. 

BART BOSWINKEL:
Byron, this is Bart. If I recall correctly from the last call you will have a section in your report around issues identified. Maybe just for the record to already list this in that topic so everybody’s aware why there is a change. So not even going into contemplating how to change the final report, etc., and the recommendations from [DTA] or the SLE working group, but already noticing this in your own report to inform the community. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you. I agree. Any further thoughts on that? I’ll just note that Trang is going to feed back to the SLE working group and see how we can get that put back in – or have that correction made to the original document so that we’re – we are consistent with that because obviously we don’t want to have light between the original document and our version of it. Okay. Thanks, Bart. Any other comments before we actually go – we’ll go back to Kal in a moment. Elise, go ahead.
ELISE GERICH:
Is it possible to put the text in the Adobe room that we’re now talking about, not the service definitions, but the proposed text that Trang sent so that if there is any other comments we can all have it in front of us and be looking at it at the same time? 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Looks like that’s being done right now.
ELISE GERICH:
Okay. Thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Ask and you shall receive. Thank you.

ELISE GERICH:
You guys are so compliant. It’s so lovely. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
One more thing. Is it possible to make it a little bit bigger? Thank you.

ELISE GERICH:
So this isn’t the text we’re proposing sending; this is the template that could be used month after month that would insert different text, right? 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Right. This is the template text.
ELISE GERICH:
I was hoping we’d see the text that we might be agreeing on today.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, so I was just going to ask, can we have the October version put up? And I’ll note that Jay has just fallen on his sword and has taken responsibility for that little hiccup on the minimums. Thank you, Jay. Okay, and thank you, Ria, I assume, for putting the October, the proposed October report in front of us. I’m going to assume everybody has read it and Kal has made the one specific comment. If I could just ask you to slide up, move the document up so we can see the little matrix at the bottom. Thank you. That’s good. So what Kal is suggesting is in the grayed-out column heading, fourth column over, where it says, “Proposed Adjusted SLA,” that we just have “Actual Performance” or some such thing. Maybe I’ll let Kal restate it for himself. But that’s my take-away from Kal’s input, which I would suggest is reasonable. But Kal, or anybody else, any comments on that? Any opposition to Kal’s suggestion here? Trang, go ahead. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
[Inaudible] I thought that Kal’s suggestions was to change actually the header of the third column where it says, “Actual SLA” to “Actual Performance” and not the “Proposed Adjusted SLA,” which shows what the CSC is considering changing the SLA to. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Kal, can you jump in on that? Can you clarify that for us? Trang’s correct? 

KAL FEHER:
Yeah, I just – I just [typed too much]. That’s exactly what I was suggesting, so that the third column, “Actual SLA,” changed to “Actual Performance” or something like that. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you for that clarification. Bart, do you have your hand up, or is that an old one? 

BART BOSWINKEL:
Old one. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks. Okay, so from what I can see, general agreement with Kal’s suggestion. I don’t see any disagreement. I think it provides greater clarity. So the take-away for the revised version of this report, which I’d add as an action item, please. Thank you. Any other comments on this proposed report? Okay. Seeing and hearing none – oh, Trang. Do you just have a comment? 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Yes, sorry, I just wanted to confirm and clarify that I will also be adding one additional item to this table per Bart’s suggestion [inaudible] and that’s to note of the change in the text, in the definition of what we were talking about earlier at the start of the call. Is that to be added to this table as well as a change that the CSC is recommending? 

BYRON HOLLAND:
So I have to admit my thought was it would be in more of a narrative form as opposed to in the text box. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Right. It would be – there’s no current actual SLA relating to that, so I would just add it in this section, but maybe below the table in narrative form. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Right. Okay, yes, as long as it’s in narrative form [inaudible] explanation. Okay. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Okay, thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Jay – and Jay is agreeing. Thank you, Jay. Okay, so we’ll take that as the action item. Elise, did you – go ahead.
ELISE GERICH:
Yes, I was wondering, do you want it within that same service level agreement section, or do you want to create a new section called, “Issues for Consideration” or something like that that may or may not be in every report? Or it would be like the report of escalations where you just have issues for consideration. There is none in – there is this one for October, and November may have none. But instead of putting [in] SLA because it’s not really in that topic, so to speak. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Jay has made the comment that he’d prefer it in the same section in narrative form under the matrix here. I personally would tend to agree with that. Kal, did you have an opinion on that? Okay, so let’s have it in this section in narrative form underneath the matrix. Thank you. So with that we’ll take this draft report with those edits made as the proposed draft report.
ALLAN MACGILLIVRAY:
I’m sorry. Actually it’s Allan MacGillivray here. I’m here with Byron. I just checked in the Naming Services Agreement, and the amendment we’re talking about was, in fact, made in that agreement such that the definition of “type” in there is whether the [inaudible] specified is a minimum target open bracket compliance must not be less than the target. I confused myself by thinking that the amendment was there. I retract my comment. I apologize. But I think to note that the wording is also in the contract, as well, so it’s not only the SLA document, but in the Naming Services contract. Sorry.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Jay, your hand’s up. Go ahead.

JAY DALY:
Thank you. So just to address Elise’s point. Perhaps if we just renamed this section, changes to the SLA that the CSC is considering or recommending.

TRANG NGUYEN:
Okay, got it.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Any objections? Any objections to that? I think that probably provides more clarity on it. I’m just going to wait until – Kal’s comment, also agreeing. I’m going to suggest that. Okay. So I think that that recommended edit serves to clarify or enhance the description, so let’s take that as a further action item, a further [inaudible]. 
Jay, your hand is up. Is that an old one, or do you want to make another comment? Thank you. Okay, so with those proposed edits in terms of the column heading, in terms of the narrative that’s been suggested, and in terms of the title change suggestions that Jay just made, with those three edits to the proposed document can I suggest we’re at the point where we can accept this proposed document as our first or our October CSC report? Any objections to that? Jay, we’ve got a checkmark from you. No objections. Okay. 
Okay, so with those edits, then let’s take this as our first CSC report for October 2016. Thank you very much, everybody. And certainly thank you to Trang and the rest of the team who worked it up based on our input and feedback. Thank you.  

So needless to say, Trang, we’d like to turn that around in very short order, which takes me, I think, to our next related topic, which is the distribution of this report. And I know there’s been some exchange or correspondence over the last little bit. It had been indicated that Trang and Bart felt that they had an appropriate mailing list that this could go to. 
I’ve just been bounced out of Adobe Connect. Okay, give me a moment to regroup and go to good old-fashioned paper. Luckily I have redundancy here. Okay, so back to agenda item number three, distribution. As I was mentioning, Trang and Bart have indicated they have probably an appropriate list. I’d like to open that for discussion, but also just to kick it off with Trang and Bart, in the previous call we had talked about making sure it goes to all TLD operators, making sure it goes to the chairs of the respective SOs and ACs. What is the list that you – and also making sure that it goes to the appropriate people in ICANN. Have you formulated that list and you’re confident that we have all those bases covered? 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Bart, do you want to start and then I will chime in on the cc side, and then I will chime in on the gTLD side? 

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes. Thank you, Trang. Thank you, Byron. So from the [c] side, some of you will know, especially those on the cc side, is there is something that is called the ccTLD world email list. That includes all ccTLD managers independent of their membership of the ccNSO. So members and nonmembers are included. This list is, unfortunately, limited at this stage to just the admin contact. We are working on, say, we need to solicit other people on that list, as well. But at least we are relatively sure that all ccTLDs will be informed about the report. So that’s one. 
SO/AC chairs is fairly simple. I would say the regional organizations, which was another group mentioned, again, we do have the email addresses of the regional organizations, and they are subscribed to the ccTLD world list and other email lists, as well. I think that’s the most important from the c side. And SO/AC chairs, there is a special email list we could use or you could use that’s the SO/AC informed email list. Or you can send them individually to the SO and AC chairs. But that’s up to you. Trang, do you want to do the gTLD side? 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Yes. Thank you, Bart. On the gTLD side we don’t have any sort of mail list available. All of the communications that we send to gTLD registry operators typically go out via our customer service system. So what we can do on the gTLD side, Byron, is once you send out the email we can forward that on to the customer service center and have them forward it out on your behalf to all of the gTLD registry operators via their distribution list that they have in the system. So that’s what we can do on the gTLD side. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
And that would go out to all legacy, as well as new gTLD registry operators. It would hit everyone. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you. And I just noticed Elise in the GAC – or from the GAC, rather. Yeah, SO and AC chairs, certainly that would also include the GAC, chair of the GAC. Lars?
LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
Yeah, thank you. Just a quick question to Bart. When you mentioned in the ccTLD part regional organizations, is that the – center and corresponding organizations?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes, that’s center. That’s what you – that was suggested last call by Jay. 

LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
Just fine. Just making a [definition]. Thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, any – that sounds fulsome and provides a way forward in terms of getting the message out there and I think is certainly living up to our responsibility, at least for the first one. I’m sure there will be suggestions as to others that we can add to the list over time, and we should be ready and willing to do that. But for right now I think that lives up to our responsibility at this time. Trang, go ahead. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
So Byron I just wanted to let you know that for the customer service center to send out the communication they do require a little bit of a notice. So I will give them a notice today that the communication will go out shortly and so they can start to prep it. But it may experience a little bit of a delay in getting to the gTLD’s registry operators. It won’t be instantaneous, just for this first month. And then in subsequent months we can schedule it ahead of time so that on the day that you send it out to the distribution list it will also go out to gTLD registry operators. But for this first month there may be a little bit of a delay. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you. It would be my intent to send, along with the report, a covering note, a covering email, that essentially just provides the context or reminder that this is the report of the CSC. This is our first report. It is – it will be an evolving report as we continue to work on it over time, but this lives up to the responsibility of the CSC. And just provide a very, very high-level framing of what this is and a reminder of why this is to go out with this first one. And it’s my suggestion that I take a crack at that. There will be no substantive – there will be no particular substance to it other than it’s putting this report in the context of why somebody is receiving it at this point in time. 
So I would suggest that that, you know, is something that would be worthwhile, and I’m happy to take ownership of that one. My question to the group would be, are we okay with me just doing that, given we also want to get this out relatively promptly, or as promptly as possible, or does everybody want to see it before I send it out with the report? Any objection to me simply putting a covering email with the report when we send it out? Okay, thanks. So like I say, it won’t – it will be simply framing, not any particular substance, and I will do that as a covering note to sending out the report. Thank you very much. And I think that covers item number three, agenda item number three. Oh, Lars, you have your hand up. Go ahead. 

LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
Just a quick comment. If you want to cover your back, just make sure that you have it properly noted in the minutes that we did make this decision to give you the authority to publish. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you. Good call. I’m sure that will end up in the notes very, very soon. Kal, go ahead. 

KAL FEHER:
I just wanted to say that before we do publish the report we probably want to have Elaine give her approval at least by the mailing list for just the content of the report, as we did agree that it required all four of us at CSC to agree on all the decisions. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Agreed. Thank you, and everybody will get a version of the updated report as per the edits we’ve already discussed before we send it out. And I’ll make sure Elaine has that, as well. Okay, so let’s move on to agenda item number four, which we didn’t get to in our last call, but we should have time – we should have time on this call. So [draft] operating procedures was agenda item – or the first item under number four. And it’s my understanding from talking to ICANN staff and folks that there has been an ICANN staff member identified who would take a first crack at the draft operating procedures. Trang or Bart, can you confirm that and perhaps update us on where we’re at with that? 

BART BOSWINKEL:
Let me take this one, Trang. One person has been identified. She is not on the call, and we’ll inform her, but say once you really start working on your operating procedures, then we’ll get her involved as soon as possible. And she really wants to, yeah, run and learn about what is needed and what you want to do. So it will not be a staff-driven document.  And maybe on a side note, and this is more a personal note, do you say – what I could imagine is you start working on, say, internal procedures of the CSC itself, like, for example, one of the rules you just used that say all four members need to agree at a minimum. I recall from another call that as a working procedure you agreed that the liaisons and members would speak on, say, equal footing, etc. So that’s one set of procedures and/or rules. On the other side you have your interactions with PTI, and your interaction with a whole set of other groups, like the individual or the direct customers, but also with the ccNSO and GNSO in the future. So that’s also linked to, I would say, one of the other documents Trang sent out last week around, say, actions and procedures for the CSC with respect to others and when to do it. So I would say that’s number D on your agenda and E, etc., on what the CSC needs to do. So there is a whole – yeah, there’s – we do know there is a lot of work there. We have identified a person, and it’s more up to you when you want to start and how you want to start. But the suggestion is to have focus on internal rules and on the external rules separately. That’s it. Trang, do you want to add anything? 

TRANG NGUYEN:
No, you covered it. Thank you, Bart. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Lars, is your hand up from before? 

LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
Already – old. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. So Bart, if somebody has been identified and somebody is not experienced in doing operating procedures in terms of reference and such for other groups within the ICANN community, it would seem likely that there is probably some basic boilerplate standard operating procedures for committees and workgroups within the ICANN fold. Perhaps we could ask that she takes a crack at putting together at least a starting point document for us to work from. Or I guess we can add – because if we don’t do that, it’s my sense that then we’d have to have her as part of a call and we’d simply have a kind of a ground up greenfield operating procedures discussion with her, which you know I think it would be better if we had something to start from that we know covers the basics and then start to adapt it for the specific requirements of this group. 

BART BOSWINKEL:
Byron, this is Bart. Yes, understood. And I’ll talk to her and get back to you, say, and to the whole group, say in, say over the week. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. All right, I would tend to also agree with your comment, let’s start from the inside and then work outside. 

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Any thoughts or comments on that from the group? Okay, so we’ll take that as the action item. Thank you, Bart. Just moving on to item 4B, I think in terms of the website and communications, once the report is done and covering letter of the report, we’ll make sure to have those published on the website. And I guess, Trang, in terms of going from making that statement to actually having it done, you’d be able to facilitate that? 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Yes, certainly. I’d [circulate] a draft of the website content. If there are no objections to that, we can certainly get our product team here and web team here to make that a reality in a very short amount of time. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you. Were there any objections to the content or that process? Okay, and Trang, you’re getting positive feedback on the mockup already. There you go. Okay, thank you. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Wonderful. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Then let’s – so that sort of takes care of 4B and C. B, we basically already dealt with that. And I know, Trang, if we move on to E, Trang had sent out some material on that already, and actually a while back when I and some others were thinking about this very issue I had drafted up a document that sort of looked at what on first blush would be some of the bylaw implications. So I’m also going to send that out as food for thought, and I would ask on this particular item, which can get very – you know, can get deep quickly – that people take a look at the document that Trang has already sent. And I will forward my supplementary version of that, as well. And then we will push this specific agenda item to another call once people have really turned their mind to the bylaw-related issues associated with CSC. Because that is a very fulsome conversation in and of itself, like I said, I think we’ll push that agenda item until the point we can actually deal with it in and of itself after everybody’s had the opportunity to read the document. 
Okay, seeing or hearing no objections to that, we’ll carry on. Actually this is essentially related to the same thing. We’ll move on to G. And this is what I would call the Greg Shatan follow-up. Yeah, he has his own follow-up item here. And I know that also some material had been sent regarding that. I’m not exactly sure where we stand on that. I don’t know, Trang, if you had any further comment. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Yeah, Byron. You know, again, as I mentioned in the email, I am not clear on what connection Greg sees between the work of the CTG and the CSC. He mentioned that he would write a brief memo for us on that, so if you’d like me to follow up with Greg, please let me know. I haven’t seen anything from Greg, and I’m not clear on the connection that he sees. From my perspective I think the CTG would be a consumer of the CSC report and of the PTI report, but not necessarily be an active participant of the work that this group does. But Greg might have a different opinion on that. But I haven’t seen the memo from him. So if you’d like me to reach out to Greg and follow-up, I can. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Sure. That would be appreciated. And just after that discussion I’m not – I am unclear as to how they would be anything but a interested consumer of our work myself. But yeah, if you could remind him, that would be helpful. Jay and Elise. Jay, go ahead. 

JAY DALY:
Thank you, Byron. So after Greg’s intervention at our last meeting while still in Hyderabad, I met with another member of that group and relayed the conversation to them. And that was most definitely not his understanding of the group’s role or what its expectations would be, and he offered to take that back to the group for further discussions. And so I think there may well be internal discussions going on there, and I think it’s probably best that we don’t remind Greg and we just let that one lie to see whether anything actually ever emerges from it. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you. That’s a good piece of intel for us. Elise, was your comment on that subject?
ELISE GERICH:
Yes, it is. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Go ahead.

ELISE GERICH:
So I have two comments. Much like Jay just mentioned, I had conversations – not in Hyderabad, but at the IETF meeting with a member of the [CCG] from that community. And they had a different perspective on the CCG role, and Greg had also commented upon. But the reason I raised my hand was not that. It was just a follow on to Jay. Is that – we talked about the distribution of the CSC report and to whom it should go. Since we say that the CCG is a consumer of the CSC report, should it also be sent to the CCG as a whole? Have they been constituted? Or should we wait until they ask for it? 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Elise. Jay? 

JAY DALY:
The CCG does have a mailing list, so we can send it to that mailing list. It’s a mailing list which has had no – which I signed up to the day Greg intervened and has had no email traffic to it since. So – but otherwise, it does exist. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Well, my suggestion is that we send our report to them. If they are an interested consumer of our information, wider dispersion of our information I think is a good thing overall. I see no reason we wouldn’t do it. Any objection to adding them to our list, our mailing list? No, don’t see any. Okay, so Bart is the keeper of the list. Bart and Trang, could you add them to the list, please? Thank you. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
[Inaudible] 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, carrying on here, as you can tell this agenda item is a little bit stale now. So I would – is there any discussion on item 4H given that we have talked through some of the issues on the October report already? I think that provides us for a template – a workable template for now, and as time goes on and the future unfolds if there are further edits or format changes we can continue to discuss it. But I think it provides the right template for us at this time. 
Okay, then we’ll move on to I, and this, again, is probably a little bit stale. I think it’s my sense that based on the interaction that we’ve had thus far with ICANN, with ICANN staff and the way it’s working at this juncture is working for us. So I would suggest we just carry on. We’ve already provided a list of – I mean there are already a list of action items for ICANN staff to work on, and from everything I’ve experienced thus far I think we’re getting the resources that we need or at least we have been committed the resources that we need. But I expect to open the floor to that, too. Is there anything that I’m missing or we think we’re missing? Okay, I think right now from our perspective ICANN is delivering on everything that we’ve asked so far. So I’m satisfied at this juncture. 
Carrying on to 4J, which was asking CTI, or Elise, for some more language around the graphics. And there was some discussion on the list there. And I think it was really just given all of the graphs and representations on the dashboard if there were some words that could be put around and also rejigging some of the narrative in the report itself, as per the conversation that Jay was really driving on our last call and I think Elise today – I believe it was today you had indicated that you’re working on a report to be able to rejig the report a little programmatically. But it will take a little bit of time, but you’re going to be able to do it. Elise, go ahead.
ELISE GERICH:
Yes. Thanks a lot for that. Yes, we do believe that we’ll be able to take the narrative that applies to the exceptions and put them between the various sections, you know, prefacing which section they belong to. So that should work out quite nicely. It is taking a little bit of time, and we should have it definitely for the next report, or that’s our hope. The other question I had about this item was were there any other graphics or any other requirements there because I wasn’t clear if there was anything more that was being requested? Did I drop off? Did you hear me?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes, Elise, I heard you.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, sorry, I was talking on – I was talking on mute there. I did actually ask does anybody else have any comments? Otherwise I will make a comment. But I see Jay says nothing from him, particularly. No hands are up. I’m just going to make the comment that on the dashboard, which I think provides a lot of very good information, that I think there maybe is an opportunity, as we have had some discussion about providing some layperson-oriented descriptions of what some of the graphs are representing, and I don’t think that’s a mission-critical or extremely time-sensitive element. But I think it would be helpful for the broader audiences who aren’t necessarily either purely TLD operators or spending their time thinking and working on this issue. But for those who are lay consumers, I think that would be helpful.

ELISE GERICH:
So if I could ask, are you thinking that this would be in text that would preface the dashboard or be an appendix to the dashboard service, somewhat like the service-level definitions are an appendix, or somehow embedded text that would change the look and feel of the dashboard? 

BYRON HOLLAND:
So I would be loath to actually tell you how to do it. But in my mind’s eye – you know, I picture – you know how on many, many websites where if you want more information there is a little italicized I in a circle, and if you scroll over that you can pop up a dialog box or click on it to go to a dialog box that will provide a few sentences or paragraphs on what you are seeing actually represents or means? And I’m saying this because I think that there is the audience like us who are in this space, understand it, have worked on it. They just intrinsically have meaning when we look at them. But I think it’s important that we also cater to that broader audience where that would not be the case and they’ll need to some basic, easy-to-understand explanations. I love the – I like the look and feel right now, and I wouldn’t want to lose that, I think to the point you made. And that’s why I think something like that information icon that could be scrolled over would be the kind of thing that I’m thinking. But I’m not being prescriptive on how you run your site.
ELISE GERICH:
Okay, great. It’s just that it’s good to get feedback on what people have in their mind’s eye because lots of people look at things differently. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
And I just look at Elise’s, Elise Lindeberg’s comment from the GAC and recognizing that there’s a lot of interest from government folks on this work, and the oversight or the review mechanism that we provide I think would be important for that audience, in particular, to be provided with that kind of information.

ELISE GERICH:
Okay, thanks for the input and the further explanation because I wasn’t completely clear on how broad or narrow that agenda topic was. I know now. And it’s good to know that there’s no urgency so we can kind of schedule this and pose when it might be done. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
So in the trade-off between urgent and important I would say this is important, but not urgent.

ELISE GERICH:
Got it. Thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
But not on the never-never plan, either.

ELISE GERICH:
I hope we don’t have a never-never plan. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. So far it’s looking good. I don’t think so either. Okay, I know Elise, from the GAC, is typing something. But unless there’s other, any other specific comments, then we’ll move on to the final agenda item around calendar. And I know there have been some back and forths around potential dates and a suggestion of the third Tuesday of the month for us to get together. I think when I’m thinking of this conversation it’s how do we have our regular meeting and not necessarily the kind of start-up meetings we’re having right now, but when we regularize our operations I think we will have to have that meeting earlier in the month so that we can get it out to what we had already hoped is a midmonth, midmonth reporting. And if that’s going to be the case, I had suggested we do it on the second Tuesday, not the third Tuesday. But in reflecting on that, I would imagine that Elise would like a fixed date versus a floating date so she knows when she can put this report out to us. However, I’ll let you speak for yourself on that and also open the floor to any further kind of comments on scheduling. So not a surprise to me, Elise would like a fixed date, which is fine. But I must suggest to Ria that we’re going to have to put it earlier in the month, you know, by the 10th or some such thing. But I just – I’d like to get feedback on that right now.

RIA OTANES:
As far as timing goes, would 20:00 UTC, like the call today worked with everyone when we decide which day would be best? 

BYRON HOLLAND:
So I think we’ve talked about the fact that call times are going to have to float a bit –

RIA OTANES:
Okay.

BYRON HOLLAND:
– recognizing the members are from different, very different geographies. But I’ll suggest we take a look at that with some Doodle polls. Elise, is that another comment?

ELISE GERICH:
Yes, I have a question, actually. So my understanding from our last minutes, our report is due to you on the 15th. Is that a correct assumption because if that’s a correct assumption, then I would hope that we would have a fixed date for discussing the report at a time when the CSC’s had enough time to review the report? So if we got it to you on the 15th, would you say four days after that would be a reasonable timeframe to have the follow-up call to go over the CSC report? 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Maybe I’ll ask you, Elise. Is that the earliest you could get it to us consistently, or could you get it a little earlier than that?

ELISE GERICH:
We could get it to you a little bit earlier, yes. I think we could probably get it to you by the 12th or the 13th. Is that early enough? 

BYRON HOLLAND:
I’m [sure] if we could get it on the 12th, then ideally if we had a few days to look at it, so I’m putting it out there for discussion. If we – and we know that in advance so people can be prepared for it – if we can get it on the 12th, have it for a few days and then have a call on the 15th or, you know, the first Monday after the 15th should it be on a weekend, something like that. Would that work for the broader community or for the community on this list I mean? Lars, do you have your hand up? Kal? Kal [inaudible].
LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
Yes, two comments, actually. One is that, to me I don’t really feel that immediate stress to put our report out there, so I have some compassion with Elise here actually. I don’t want to put too high pressure on Elise, but Elise, you get to speak to that for yourself. My second comment is that I am usually one person pushing for rotating points in time, points in time of day for calls. That said, if the composition of the group is such that we can find a point in time that is convenient for everyone, there is no point in rotating the call for rotating’s sake. But if we cannot find a common ground, then I suggest rotating. Thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you. I’m going to put that one back on [Maria], see if she can find that common ground.

TRANG NGUYEN:
This was the time that I can find for everyone to be less inconvenienced, so around this time it’s not as late for those in Europe and Asia and not too early for those in other countries, like the West Coast. So this was the time that usually that works best according to the Doodle polls. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. All right, well tentatively to go forward are there any objections to this time? Is it a particular hardship on anyone? Seeing no objections, then all right, let’s use this time as a consistent time. And Elise is going to put out the report on the 12th, and our goal will be to be ready and prepared to have our meeting on the 15th or the first weekday thereafter for discussion and approval, assuming. Okay, thank you very much, everybody.
ELISE GERICH:
I have a quick question. This is Elise, Elise Gerich.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, go ahead.

ELISE GERICH:
If the 12th is on a weekend, I’m assuming that we’ll be able to do it on the first day after the weekend, get the report to you, since you’ll have your meeting, if it’s on a – the 15th’s on a weekend you’ll have it after the 15th. Will that work for you all? So for instance, in November, the 12th is a Saturday, which means you would not get the meeting – well, November was last month, but using November as an example, the 12th is a Saturday – 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Sure, I get it.

ELISE GERICH:
Yeah, so maybe what you want to do is have your meeting, what, four or five days after you receive the report from us? 

BYRON HOLLAND:
I have no objection to that. Seems reasonable to me. So from a process point of view and an operating – I mean this is operating procedures to some degree, but yeah, PTI will deliver the report to CSC by the 12th or the first weekday thereafter. 

ELISE GERICH:
Thank you. That would work for us very well. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
And CSC should be ready and willing to have their review meeting, you know, within 3 to 4 days of that, of receipt of the report. Okay? I don’t see or hear any objection to that. And, as I’ve said previously, we’re in the very early forming days of this, so if we find as we work through it that there is something not working for us, we’ll revise it. But it strikes me that this is a reasonable path forward at this time. 
Okay, well, that concludes the proposed agenda. Is there any other business that anybody would like to raise? No? Okay, seeing none then just briefly as a recap we’ll get to the slightly revised and edited document – or report based on all the feedback that people provided and push that out. In the meantime I’ll write a covering – or push it back out to all of us. Nobody sees that. In the meantime, I will also draft up a covering introductory letter for the first report that we do, and as we’ve discussed, we will set up our regularized meetings. And I think – and we’ve built out the list that we will distribute to. Thank you, Bart and Trang. And I think as broadly speaking that captures the action items, although I know they’re also captured in the notes. 
So seeing no other comments or any other business, we’ll bring this meeting to a conclusion. Thank you very much, everybody, and staff, for all the work to get us to this point. And I think that was a successful meeting and that we are essentially ready to go with our first report. So look for that back in your email boxes in short order. Thank you very much, everybody. Bye for now. 

TRANG NGUYEN:
Thank you.
BART BOSWINKEL:
Bye-bye.

TRANG NGUYEN:
Bye.

RIA OTANES:
Thanks. Bye.

KAL FEHER:
Bye back.
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