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BYRON HOLLAND:
Hi, and welcome everybody to this April 19, customer standing committee meeting.  At first glance, it looks like we have a full house here, pretty much.  So, thank you everybody for joining.  We have quite a full agenda.  It seems to always be the case right now.  I’m hoping we can get to it.  Before we get started, I just want to make sure, is everybody okay with the agenda, and are there any additions or proposed deletions?  Seeing nor hearing no objections, we’ll carry on with the purposed agenda.
ELISE GERICH:
Byron, this is Elise again.  In the chat, Liman is asking if you will do a verbal roll call, so he can find out if he’s being heard?
BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, good idea.  And I’m going to ask, since I have my own notes, I’m going to ask Allen, to keep an eye on the chat, in case I miss something.  Like he is logging in I guess Adobe Connect requires an update and a plugin.  So, if any of you are having troubles with Adobe Connect, it seems to be requiring a recent update.  Anyway, yes, if we could have a roll call, Lars.  That’s a great idea.  To make sure that we can hear everybody.
RIA OTANES:
Sure, on the call today, we have Byron Holland, Elaine Pruis, Elise Gerich, Jay Daly, Jeff Bedser, Kal Feher, Kim Daivies, Lars-Johan Liman, Lise Fuhr, Naela Sarras, Trang Nguyen, Bart Boswinkel, and myself, Ria Otanes.
BYRON HOLLAND:
That’s everybody who’s logged into Adobe Connect, but if I could ask Ria, if I could ask you just to repeat that but then make sure we get a verbal confirmation from each individual, just insure that everybody can be heard on the phone.  Ria, say their name, and then let them respond yes.
RIA OTANES:


Oh, sorry about that, okay.  Byron Holland.
BYRON HOLLAND:

Present.
RIA OTANES:


Elaine Pruis.  Elise Gerich?

ELISE GERICH:


Yes here.  

RIA OTANES:


You’re kind of light.
ELISE GERICH:


Yeah, I couldn’t hear Elaine at all.

BYRON HOLLAND:

I couldn’t hear Elaine at all either.

RIA OTANES:
Can you speak a little louder Elaine?  It’s still a little faint.  Okay, that would be great, thank you.  Elaine’s going to dial in on the phone.  Elise Gerich?
ELISE GERICH:


Yes, Elise is here.
RIA OTANES:


Thank you, Jay Daly?  Thanks Jay, Jeff Bedser?
JEFF BEDSER:


I’m here.

RIA OTANES:
Thank you, Kal Feher?  Oh, okay.  Lars-Johan Liman?  Lars, we can’t hear you.  Oh, yeah, we can’t hear you.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, well let’s carry on.  Let’s note that we can’t hear Lars, so he’ll have to try another method.

RIA OTANES:
Lise Fuhr?

LISE FUHR:
Yes, I’m here.

RIA OTANES:
Thank you.  Mohamed El Bashir?

MOHAMED EL BASHIR:
Yes, I’m here.

RIA OTANES:
Thanks Mohamed.  Naela Sarras?

NAELA SARRAS:


Present.

RIA OTANES:


Thank you.  Trang Nguyen?

TRANG NGUYEN:

Present.

RIA OTANES:
Thanks.  And it looks like Elaine just tried calling in again.  Bart, are you on the call?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes, I am.

RIA OTANES:
Okay, perfect.  Roll call is done.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, roll call complete.  But we have Elaine and Lars who can’t connect by phone yet.  And are going to try other methods, so.  I would ask, as I mentioned Allen, keep an eye on the chat if they want to raise an issue between now and when they get connected.  


So, I guess, first off, I think most of us probably know that Elise has handed in her resignation, effective in October, at least that’s what I’ve read.  And I just wanted to say, first off, thank you for all that you’ve done.  I know, I mean you’ve been with ICANN awhile, but I know that over the last couple of years have been a challenging time for ICANN staff, you guys have done a lot of heavy lifting to help us get to this point, to the transition, and out the other side and certainly help the community and us at the CSC, manage the transition.  I would say effectively and smoothly, certainly given some of the bumpiness leading up to the transition.  And so, on behalf of the CSC and certainly on behalf of my organization, SERA, thank you very much.
ELISE GERICH:
Thank you very much Byron.  I think that CSC, is one of our achievements and one of the things I’m proud of that came out of the transition.  So, I appreciate your comments.  I’m happy to continue to work with y’all for the next six months.

BYRON HOLLAND:
So, I think the release that I saw, sort of said October, do you have a specific time nailed down, or is it still a little open?

ELISE GERICH:
Well, technically its’ the middle of October, but it is a little open, it kind of depends on making sure that we have, you know, a seamless transition here at ICANN for the PTI and the IANA department.  Because we have a really great team and we don’t leave anybody in the lurch and we certainly don’t want to leave the community in the lurch.
BYRON HOLLAND:
And I’m sure most importantly, you would not want to miss our October 16th meeting, right?

ELISE GERICH:
Oh, that’s true, gosh.  I think I may have given them October 15th, as my day.  I may have to do a revisement.

BYRON HOLLAND:
All right, well we’ll hold the spot for you.  Anyway, thank you for that.  One little administrative item, that I will just remind people of.  Ria, put out a note, but, starting with this meeting she will be maintaining an attendance sheet for our meetings, just to give everybody a heads up on that.


With that, we’ll move onto Agenda Item 2.  And that’s our Action Item List.  There are a few things that I think bear mentioning.  The first one was on the process description change about SLE’s.  And I think Bart, I think we’ve indicated that we’re planning a discussion on this for the May CSC meeting.  But I just want to confirm with Trang and Bart that we’re on the same page on that.
BART BOSWINKEL:
Yeah, that’s correct Byron.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, dually noted that’s on the action register, but it’s an item for the May meeting.  So, move down to the next action item, where Kal and Jay were going to meet off line with the lead to provide some clarification and suggestions that came out of some discussions in Copenhagen.  I think if we could just park those for the moment.  We’ll see those issues come up specifically in agenda items four and five.  So, if that’s okay, we’ll just move on and pick that up in agenda items four and five.  On to the next action item, which was reiterating an overview of the priority list.  Which was a take away from me back from Copenhagen.  
And I note that Bart had done that last Thursday, this action item has been completed.  But will come up again in agenda item number four.  And we’d asked in the following agenda item, we’d asked the secretary if to propose, to use a list to propose agenda items for April and May and that’s been done.  Any comments on agenda item two, the action items?  
Okay, seeing or hearing none, we’ll move onto agenda item three.  Which is, in a sense the meat of the discussion.  Which is regarding the PTI performance and the report, PTI’s report to the CSC from March 2017.  There fundamentally, there are two items I believe for significant discussion with regard to the report itself.  One, was the, a missed metric and two, the addendum that was provided relating to activities that PTI is not previously reported on.  So, with the, those are the two items that I think are most relevant for discussion, as it pertains specifically to the March PTI report.  
ELISE GERICH:
Would you like me to say anything about either of those Byron?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, absolutely, I just want to make sure that everybody agrees with that, or if anybody had any comments or questions that they want us to flag.  But seeing or hearing none beyond the missed metric, the technical check.  Hopefully we’ve all read the narrative in the report itself.  I’ve got a couple of comments on that, but before I make a comment I would, yeah just ask Elise, if you could give us some further color on this particular metric.

ELISE GERICH:
Thank you Bryon.  Yes, this is a technical check that missed the SLE.  And the reason we say in our response that the development team is looking into the log to see if there is any optimization possible.  Because this is not a technical check that SLE, that was missed due to the cueing the sequential nature of the system and it’s also not missed because of no responses or slow responses or unacceptable responses from the customer.  So therefore, we’re looking into why we have this anomaly, and at this point and time we still haven’t diagnosed that significantly.  So, I just wanted to mention again that it doesn’t fall into the two major categories that we had identified in our previous conversations.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, so I had another question.  Please other on the call feel free to raise your hand if you have any questions or comments here.  But I was curious in this particular metric, that it seems to me since we began.  If you actually, thanks for scrolling there, if you actually go to the metric itself, as opposed to the narrative.  If you go to the metric, bring it up.  Up, up, up, till we get to the, there we go, if we stop there.  It doesn’t show it here, but if we go to the details one on page 12.  What I was curious about is, since the beginning of time, there have only been, text me if I’m wrong, but only twice before.  
Sorry, I ‘m scanning my own paperwork.  Only twice before has this happened, this free test count, and in March alone it happened 32 times.  So, one is we have the response time issue, which was an issue in March.  This might, my question, this isn’t missing a metric per say, but it does strike me odd that over six months, it happened twice previously.  And then in this one month alone it happens 32 times.  Can you give us any color on that?
ELISE GERICH:
I’m going to defer to Naela, who is sitting here with me.  Because she handles each and every one of these requests when we look at the exceptions.  And so, she has the more in depth knowledge to share.  Naela?

NAELA SARRAS:
Thank you, Elise.  Thanks Byron.  When it says 32 times, this was the same request failing the test 32 times.  So, it’s not 32 requests that are failing, it’s one technical check on one request that continues to fail.  And that’s exactly what we’re having the development team looking into.  Because we know where the failure was.  And so, what the technical test is doing is trying to reach back to the server every xhours, to see if the issue fix itself and we continuously kept getting failed tests, they hadn’t fixed the issue until the 33rd time when it was actually fixed.  
So, I’m not sure about the, as Elise said, the length of time is what we’re having the development team look at.  We have a theory about the 4.46 minutes.  This range is about 4 in half minutes.  As you correctly pointed out, that same average appears in previous reports.  So, if you would allow us a little bit more time to have the development team look at this, we would appreciate it.  Because we don’t want to speculate from the, as a user of the system, I can’t see the logs and what’s happening in the technical check.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you.

ELISE GERICH:
Thank you Naela.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Jay, I see your hand is up, please go ahead.

JAY DALY:
Thank you, I’m just reminding people that this test be pushed out to a 10-minute threshold.  So, I’m not really that bothered about the technical work to understand why this doesn’t happen that quickly.  I mean, I understand why you would want to do it for your own reason because it’s an unexpected behavior.  But we don’t really need to see the optimization, we just need the CSC to get on and formerly recommend the change in this.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thanks Jay.  Any other comments?  I’m going to make a suggestion in terms of the narrative itself.  And while I take Jay’s comments and of course he’s absolutely right, and that is something for us to attend to in the future.  The narrative, scarily enough is essentially a cut and paste of the previous, including the five that was satisfactorily explained and there’s no persistence problems and no further action is needed.  I don’t think that’s quite correct, I think at the very least, we should strike that last sentence.  I will go with this has been explained.  But to say there’s no problem and no further action is needed is just simply, I don’t think factually accurate, especially given all that we’ve just heard.  An investigation is going on and we don’t exactly know what the issue is yet.

ELISE GERICH:
Okay, so, we can do that.  Would you like us to send out a revised?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah, I think, unless there’s an objection to that by my fellow members?  And I certainly don’t want it to hold up the release of the report, but, in our report, in the CSC report, I don’t think we would be, well, I wouldn’t be comfortable with that language.  So, in our version of that report we wouldn’t put that, and I would suggest that the PTI report, you’re going to want to consider if that’s factually or not.
ELAINE PRUIS:
I agree with you Bryon, this is Elaine.  Sorry to interrupt.  But I agree with you.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay.  If we can strike the last sentence there, I’d certainly be more comfortable with it.
ELISE GERICH:
Just to be, so I’m clear, you would like to put out a version too of the report that we sent you with this revised language?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah, for the CSC report.  

ELISE GERICH:
Oh, just for the CSC report, not the PTI?

BYRON HOLLAND:
It’s already prepared right, there’s a draft as we’re not trying to you know, put forward a draft.  So, let’s just make sure that that’s not in our report.

NAELA SARRAS:
Yes, we can certainly strike the sentence out Byron.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Byron this is Bart.  Would it be helpful if we put up the CSC report next and that you reiterate what you said so we capture initially for everybody on the call?
BYRON HOLLAND:
Sure, before we gone on to the second item, the addendum.

BART BOSWINKEL:
So, a revisit of the CSC report.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah, if we can quickly flash up the CSC report so everybody can see exactly what I’m talking about.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yep.

BYRON HOLLAND:
And fundamentally this is just cut and paste language from the previous checks.  And that’s fine to use that, but in this instant I think perhaps on the next page.  

NAELA SARRAS:
No Ria, it’s actually in the first page of the report, you can scroll back up and it is the, one, two third paragraph.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes.  Can we just say, in the overall findings, in the indent of paragraph saying satisfactory?  Just the last sentence, no persistent problems are identified and no further action is needed.  We should strike that, because we don’t know yet.  Okay.  Everybody take a look at that, so just to make sure it’s clear as what I’m talking about.  All right, then let’s go back, or carry on.  There was an Addendum to the report.  Something we haven’t seen before.  Which was speaking specifically to a couple issues that we haven’t seen before.  And that in a sense is intentionally so, because while these items are in the contract itself, they were not, they form part of the SLE’s.  So…

ELISE GERICH:
I don’t think that that’s actually true Byron, that they’re not part of the SLE’s.  I think they’re in the category five, which includes many things that are…

BYRON HOLLAND:
There’s no metrics associated with them.
ELISE GERICH:
Right, there are no metric associated, that is correct.  So, you are correct.  So, shall I go forward with the Addendum, or the content?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah, if you could just walk us through.  If you could drop your perspective on them that would be helpful.

ELISE GERICH:
Right.  At a high level, what we discovered is that there are some things that happen in a very infrequent basis.  And we have been doing those very manually.  They were never automated within our CMS system, themselves.  Such as replication.  Because when the bulk of our information was about ccTLD’s they were very rarely revoke so that hadn’t been instrumented in the root zone management system.  The other case in point here, is the root servers, they so infrequently make a change to the IP address or some other DS records, but those things have been handled manually over the years also.  
With the gTLD introduction and now some of them are being revoked and are removed from the root zone.  It dawned on us, it was like a lightbulb, that yes indeed, that this was something that we had not automated and so therefore we had overlooked when we did the implementation of the dashboard.  So, for this report, what we’ve done is we have reported the revocations that have taken place for those root servers and for PLD’s that were taken out of the root zone in table.  
And we have an activity underway to make sure that we capture them in future dashboards as well as then in the reports that come to you.  So, I am sorry that we have this oversight.  As you can see there were very few incidents to report.  Or, you know, request, and if you can give us a little leeway to do the implementation we will continue to report with the table until the implementation is complete.  Happy to answer any questions about that, Naela is also here to chime in if you need more detailed information.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Sure, thanks very much.  I’ve got a couple of thoughts, but first.  Bart, do you have your hand up, is that from before?

BART BOSWINKEL:
It was from before sir, apologies.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, and then Kal, your hand is up, please go ahead.

KAL FEHER:
This is on a slightly related topic.  It’s back in Copenhagen.  Elain and I were as part of the reach out [AUDIO BREAK].
ELISE GERICH:
So, Kal, if we did have that conversation that this is something that has not been reported so far, in the PTI report to the CSC, would it be feasible that we report that in a table fashion also going forward until we can implement that [Inaudible].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Any other comments?  Okay.  Thanks.  And I think from my perspective the table format for right now is certainly fine.

ELAINE PRUIS:
Byron, I’m a little bit late on the meeting, it’s Elaine, can I make a comment?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Sure, go ahead.

ELAINE PRUIS:
Okay, so around the idea on table depository, are you going to report it in a table format.  Are there, already SLE’s established for those.  I’m not aware of them.  So, that’s question one.  And then, just to bring attention to why this even more important today there is an IDM guideline update, which states that if our tables are not yet published at IANA, we have to implement the new LGR rule set, with, under RFC7940.  Which is a significant amount of work for people who have already published IDM tables and have TLD’s operating with those tables, so, I just want to get that cleared up.  Thanks.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, I will definitely admit that as far as the details of the requirements go, I am not as familiar, I’m not familiar with those specific requirements.  So  I’m going to have to defer to you guys on that.  Jay, your hand up, go ahead.

JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, well if we go back to that one.  The reason I suggested taking that sentence out, is we don’t know what the issue is.  And I’m not, by taking out, I’m not suggesting that there is a persistent problem.  But what I am suggesting is that we don’t know yet.  And to say no further action is needed.  Is definitely incorrect.  The bottom line is that we don’t know yet.  So, to say there isn’t an issue, when we just heard that it’s unclear what the underline cause is, I just don’t think it’s factually correct.  But taking that sentence out, I’m not saying there is one.  But we just don’t know yet, so leaving that sentence in, I think would be misleading to readers of our report. [AUDIO BREAK]

BYRON HOLLAND:
I mean so, Jay, I can certainly live with that.  I just made a comment that maybe we’re overthinking it.  But I have no objection to the basic wording that you just used.  Kal?  So, let me just put this out to Kal and Elaine, just to start with.  Kal, your hand is up, so please go ahead.

KAL FEHER:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
So, I think Kal probably more eloquently articulated what I was trying to say.  Like I said I have no objection to further clarify our thinking on this.  So, Jay, if you want to take a stab at some working that takes into account what Kal had said and what I’m trying to articulate, but gives you more comfort in terms of the incident.  Please go for it.  But, we’re going to need you to do it in very short order.  Because what I don’t want to have happen is us wordsmithing our way into delaying our report.  So, I would just ask that you do it…
JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay with haste.  Thank you.  Okay.  Jay, you hand is up again, is that something new?

JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
So, back to the Addendum, and I think we left off with Elaine speaking about the IDM tables.  Or Kal and Elaine having flag that.

ELISE GERICH:
So, this is Elise.  I do think that Elaine is correct that there are no SLE’s established for the IDM tables.  So, there much like replications and root server changes where we’re supposed to notify you of them.  It’s in the contract.  And, so, I guess I can’t speak to the second half about what the CSC wants to do about somehow, rationalizing I guess, what the gTLD’s have in their contracts, and what the SLE document asked for.  I don’t know how to address that.  Maybe Bart or Trang or CSC would have recommendations on how to proceed with rationalizing what the contractual requirements are for ….

BYRON HOLLAND:
Is it possible, Elise, is it possible, can you just publish them as part of their report, like the Addendum?

ELISE GERICH:
Well, that’s what I suggested…

BYRON HOLLAND:
I don’t know what they look like exactly in terms of how you have them.  Can you just simply publish them?

ELISE GERICH:
Can you speak or not, or why don’t we take that as an action item and get back to you as to what we can do.  
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, that’s fine.

ELISE GERICH:
And Naela would like to say something, Naela?

NAELA SARRAS:
So, just to be clear.  Yes, Byron you are correct we have a depository of IDM tables, and Kal and Elaine are correct in there’s a contractual requirement for them to publish their tables once their delegated.  As a good practice, most of the ccTLD’s and ccTLD’s that offer IDM’s do go ahead and publish their tables in the IANA depository.  And we have a process for publishing them.  What we need to know is if you want us to start reporting on IDS tables, we need to know what the expectations are in terms of the process.  And it’s something that we need to instrument internally because we don’t necessarily have SLE’s right now.  [Inaudible].  And if there are any missing items from the tables we have to request to correct the issues and then we publish them.  So, we very much have a process but I think if we are going to start measuring against something, we need to know what those measurements are and how do you wish for us to, if we were to include it in the PTI report somehow, what information are we looking for in a period, or long how it took us.  We just need to think a little bit through this.

ELISE GERICH:
Kim said he is able to speak now, and he would like to chime in.  Kim?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Go ahead Kim.

KIM DAIVIES:
Thanks.  I think a few useful points, just to set the context of the IDM tables.  Firstly, it wasn’t part of the IANA functions under NTAA, so we have dealt with them historically a little bit differently.  Potentially providing them as a best effort service.  So, I understand it’s now in the new contracts, so this is something new that we have to sort of wrap our heads around.  
The second item, I want to bring your attention to is, with respect to compliance issues with detailed contracts, there was some initial confusions with the compliance team at ICANN about how the tables get posted and so forth.  I believe that’s now being clarified.  So, with respect to gTLD’s registries feel that they dependent on IANA to fill the contractual obligation.  I believe that as long as it’s been submitted to IANA and even if it hasn’t been fully processed by IANA your sufficient from the perspective of ICANN’s compliance team.  
And the third thing I wanted to mention is that, you know, by virtue of what I mentioned earlier, the process is essentially fully manual, we don’t have systems to support it.  So, we would need to measure, to you know, build out some systems, to measure how long things are taking.  And I’ll also flag that due to the way we receive requests, the amount of processing time for requests is actually substantially different from request to request.  
For example, just this week, I’m processing a request, a single request that has 1,300 tables in it.  Other requests might have the similar tables.  So, I think some thought needs to go into, if we’re to measure it, you know, how to cater for, the huge variances in the workload from request to request.  It’s a little different from original management where the amount of work for a particular type of request is typically fairly uniform.  So, there’s some thoughts on this topic and might be useful.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you, Kim.  Bart, you had your hand up and then Kal.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yeah, I don’t what, so I’ll get back in a minute.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, Kal go ahead.

KAL FEHER:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thanks Kal.  Can I suggest to the error, you know there’s two things here?  There’s the publication or publishing of those tables and then there’s potential SLE’s around them.  Which certainly my understanding right now, is that there are not any.  And I stand to be corrected on that.  But it’s my understanding there aren’t any specific SLE’s associated with those tables yet.  And that’s not to say the SLE’s and the publishing of those tables are two separate things.  
Can I suggest right now, that we have a list building for items that need refinement or potentially addition to next version of SLE’s or updated version or at least the process by which examine the SLE’s.  And to me this would seem to be exactly one of those things that Kal has raised and flagged, there not in the current SLE’s. But they should certainly require due consideration as we contemplate at the one year anniversary as we go forward.  
And Kal, I’m not just kicking this can down the road, I just think given where we’re at now, and the process we have looming in front of us.  We should include it in that bit of work as opposed to trying to drop it in right now.  That said, publishing them is entirely different.  And dare I say, I don’t have a visual understanding of what this would like in a document, in terms of the volume of it.  So, whether it’s a clear link to where they are currently housed or whether they can be included in our own report.  Perhaps that’s something we can do in the interim.  Elise, you have your hand up and then Jay.
ELAINE PRUIS:
And could you add me too Byron, it’s Elaine.

BYRON HOLLAND:
And then Elaine.  Go ahead.  Elise, go ahead.

ELISE GERICH:
Thank you, and Kal, yes, I think you make a good point, that we, before any SLE’s should be set, it’s a good idea to provide to you some baseline information about how long things take and things of that nature, before you attempt to decide what the SLE might be.  And as you said, it would be useful, if even you knew how many of these tables or requests we got and we can take that away and look and see what it is we could incrementally provide before there is an SLE.  Naela, I think is supposed to, in the chat room, a link to where the IDM tables are housed on the IANA.org website.  
And Byron, this is for your information, if that’s the type of thing you were talking about.  About just knowing what is published and where it is.  We can obviously always include that link in each of our monthly reports so people can go and see if there are any new tables posted.  So those were just a couple of ideas, but I think the action item for us is to go, what minimal things or beginning things, maybe not minimal, but beginning ideas we could report that could provide a little information that would help you all know what is happening in the IDN table world.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you.  I think that’s a helpful suggestion.  And beyond suggestion first step.  Jay, your hand is up, go ahead.

JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
I like that suggestion.  Thank you.  Elaine.

ELAINE PRUIS:
Thanks, two things.  First, as far as the reporting.  It would be interesting to me, and there’s no real data gathering requirement, it would be interesting to me to see how many tables have been received last month, how many are under review, how many are ready to publish, and how many were published.  Just a report of that basic information, we could include at this time, and then my second comment, can you mention that ICANN compliance has eased off on whether or not the tables are actually published.  I can agree with that, because we haven’t heard from ICANN compliance, the fact that several of our tables, even though their duplicates, for you know, 187 SLE’s are not published.  
So, I would like to know if one, is there any sort of documentation that says, you know, we’re kind of relieved of that obligation in our contract that these things get published.  And two, if you could somewhere, somehow, post a list of all tables that have been received.  You know, just so that, if we have to tell ICANN, we can point them to that spot, look we’ve send them, we’ve fulfilled our obligation, we’re just waiting for the actually publication for the table to occur.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks Elaine.  I’m just going to make a quick comment.  It’s entirely reasonable to use your own experience as a case study, but I think we need to be a little bit careful about being too specific on each other’s TLD’s and what’s happening on them.  So, a caution us, as registry operators to try to keep that in mind.  With that said, Elaine you raised a really good point.  And I just without having clicked what Naela’s link about is about all of the tables, would be kind of information not the compliance information, but the table related information, without digging into it, would that be included in the information provided at the link that you’ve highlighted for us?

ELAINE PRUIS:
Are you asking me?  It’s Elaine.

BYRON HOLLAND:
No, I’m asking Naela.

NAELA SARRAS:
Thanks Byron.  I don’t believe the information that Elaine is asking would be included here.  Because what we have here is tables that have gone through the process, reviewed and published.  I think Elaine is asking more about information of things that are in processing, of volume of published and for publication.  We can certainly provide a lot of what she asked for.  Which is you know, how many have been received, and how long did it take us to review them, and we publish them.  But in terms of what’s cued will not appear in this link.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, so let’s, Kim I’m going to, okay your hand just went down.  So, I was just going to suggest.  Here’s what I’m hearing.  This is a little bit fluid right now.  So, Jay had made what I think was a good comment regarding, including recognition of this issue of the tables that we already have at the bottom of our report.  That we recognize that it is something that we are going to have to work on, in the next round of the SLE’s or the update to the SLE’s.  But that it is not materially impacting us right now.  
And I’m not going to wordsmith it right now, but recognizing it in our table at the end of our report, I think that is fair and reasonable and appropriate.  And what I also heard from Elise is that we would be able to get some initial baseline reporting going, which I think addresses the question Elaine is asking.  And I think that would also be a good first step as we move toward the next round or the update to the SLE’s.  Jay, you’ve got your hand up, go ahead.

JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, for those perhaps just on the phone.  The table looks at the metric, he’s suggesting publication of IDN tables and the current SLE.  The verbiage would be, there are no current SLE.  And then goes on to say the data will be gathered, but the proposed SLE would be determined and the explanation of the publication of IDN tables is a contractual requirement of gTLD’s and therefore are metric for this service.  Is therefore a required metric for this service?  So, I think that makes sense in terms of adding it to the tables in our report, where we consider or recommend SLE’s that are going to be adjusted.  Elise, your hand is up.  Go ahead.
ELISE GERICH:
Thank you.  I just wanted to go back to Kal and Elaine’s comment and about you know, minimal information or something that we could provide now.  And nothing’s been automated or measured specifically.  And I think Elaine made some simple suggestions, such as the number of table requests that we receive in a month, those that are under review, the number of those that are under review and were received and those that are completed.  
And so, we’ll look at what we can do for the next month’s report and see if this is something that we can include.  And then for Kale’s other piece which was about the baseline information, that’s going to take us some time to start looking at how we might be able to gather information so that we have walls and baseline information to share with you.  So, we won’t be sharing anything baseline initially.  But we might be able to some of these simple reports such as those requested.  We’ll consider that and get back to you.

BYRON HOLLAND:
All right Elise, thanks.  I think that’s a good first step.  And I’m satisfied with the suggestions for our table.  I see Kal is as well.  Elaine, are you okay with that?

ELAINE PRUIS:
Yep it’s good.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay.  Thanks.  Elise, your hand is up.  Is that an old one?

ELISE GERICH:
It’s an old hand sorry.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, with that.  I have to admit I didn’t’ see that one coming.  Let’s get back to the Addendum.  And, we got a little bit sidetracked on just the IDN, but I think that was a good conversation and will be a worthwhile addition to our report.  So, back to the Addendum itself.  The current one.  The revocation…yes Bart?
BART BOSWINKEL:
Jay has his hand up.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Oh, does he.  Jay, go ahead.

JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
No, no, before we go to the Addendum, let’s just finish this up, go ahead Jay.

JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
I would ask my fellow members, any objections to the text Jay has just read and put into the chat?  Okay, it’s fine with Kal, I don’t object to it.  I hear nothing from Elaine, I’ll take that as consent.  So, if we could update the report accordingly, based on the text that Jay has just shared with us.  Okay, now back to the Addendum as projected originally.  Elise, before we got off on the IDN’s, I think you provided an overview of it.  I mean these items are specifically from an SLE perspective in the contract as an SLE’s.  And this is a very helpful and a simple voluntary disclosure, but based on the contract itself.  

ELISE GERICH:
Yes, and so I propose that until we have this instrumented in the system, which will be, our target is July, that we will just provide a table for any potential category five changes that have been overlooked in the past.  That will be up to date starting with the next report.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, which is fine.  The one thing that I would suggest is that in the CSC report, we’re going to need to make reference to it.  I think it would be very odd if the Addendum just showed up and there was nothing in the CSC report that mentioned it or flagged it.  Certainly, for anybody’s that paying attention.  And therefore, I think we’re going to need something very simple, that really just highlights that in a sense there is an Addendum.  But there doesn’t need to be a big explanation per say, something fairly lightweight.  I’m going to suggest that Bart and Allan take that action item away.  That literally in the next 24 hours because I don’t want to delay the report.  Circulate a very short and piffy reference to the fact that there is an Addendum.
TRANG NGUYEN:
I’m sorry this is Trang.  The draft CSC report that we circulated did include a short, I think one or maybe two sentences that related to the Addendum.  I don’t know if you want to take a look at that and see if it’s satisfactory.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah.  I’m sorry, I have a redline version.  Right, fair enough.  Just to please see it.  What I’m suggesting, there needs to be a short, a very short paragraph several sentences that provide a little bit of CSC color or commentary on it.  Not just, there’s an Addendum.  That’s what I’m asking, for anybody who is reading our report is reading the PTI report.  For that Addendum to show and for there to be zero comment on it.  Would be unusual.  And I think it would be appropriate for us to provide at least a very short overview of what the Addendum is about.  

TRANG NGUYEN:
Sure Bryon, this is Trang.  I’m happy to add whatever additional commentary the CSC would like to make.  If someone wants to draft something and put it in the chat or maybe circle it by the mail list, we would be happy to add it in.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah, I’m going to ask Bart and Allan to draft something short that provides a little more guidance on what the Addendum is.

TRANG NGUYEN:
Okay.

ELISE GERICH:
So, Byron this is Elise.  I kind of thought this did provide some information to what the Addendum is.  It says, you know, in addition PTI reported that it discovered two changes, yadda, yadda, and the CSC understands what steps are being taken to remediate this reporting issue.  Please see the Addendum in the March PTI report for details.  So, it explains the two kinds of changes.  I guess I’m a little confused what more, what greater detail you would envision?
BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, sir, I’m just reading, go ahead Jay.

JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah, and I think that in a sense what I’m looking for.  There has to be a set up.  Most people who I think that are going to be reading this, well A, they’re not going to be anywhere near as familiar with the material as we are, but if it’s just hung out there.  There’s no context or color and I think it’s absolutely critical to say that yes, these are in the contracts, but we recognize that there are no performance metric established for either yet, and we’ll consider these as time moves on.  Or something like that.  It’s just we have to recognize they’re in the contract, they’re there, we know there are no SLE’s associated with them at this point and it will be reflected on, during the SLE review stage.  Something to that affect.  
Anyway, I would like Allan and Bart to take a crack at that, but it would not say much different than what Jay has just said.  But it just sets the frame or the context for this Addendum.  But I ask that they do that in no more 24 hours, shorter if possible.  And we’ll circulate that to the list.  I am quite confident that there won’t be anything there that we’ll find objectionable, but we’ll circulate it to the list so people can have their eyes on it before the report goes out.  Are there any other comments or feedback on agenda item number three?  Trying to be aware of the time, it’s five after the hour.  So, let’s move onto the agenda item number four.  Which is an updated list of work items for the CSC.  Just bringing them up there.  And here.  Thanks for your comment Kal.  
So, agenda number four is the list of identified work items that are circulated last week, late last week.  And if we just walk through them and make sure that we’re all on the same page, I think that would be helpful.  So, the first is a review of implementation of existing SLE’s and that pulls out of the Copenhagen meeting where Jay and Kal were going to take some of the discussion off line with Elise.  I just want to confirm Jay and Kal have you had that opportunity to do so and provide some greater clarity and guidance for Elise.  Have you had the opportunity to do that, are we okay on that front?  Kal, go ahead please.
KAL FEHER:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
And that’s probably I think, Kal, thanks, is a nice Segway into the second work item which is an actual review of the SLE’s.  And it was certainly my sense that Jay and Kal, you guys were taking the lead on this.  So, I just want to make sure that that assumption is correct.  And as we move into this, how we’re going to actually undertake it.  And I think there’s a couple of things here.  One, is the consideration of you know, literally logistically how we’re going to do it in terms of face to face engagement.  Both within this committee but also more broadly with the registry community.  And one of the challenges that I’m thinking about is the fact that neither Kal, or Jay, or Elaine will actually be in Joberg, and likely Joberg is going to be fairly lightly attended.  Which would probably mean delaying until Abu Dhabi for the real face to face engagement with a broader community.  
So, it’s just something to keep in mind in terms of overall outreach and both communicating out and soliciting feedback in.  And as we get ready for that, I think one of the  important things is determining the timeline and some of the major next steps forward.  I think Bart, we have you teed up, for the May meeting to provide us with that.  So, the big major way points along the timeline.  But Bart will you be ready to do that?
BART BOSWINKEL:
Could you repeat it again, please Byron.

BYRON HOLLAND:
You’re going to kick off the review of the SLE’s with the review of the required steps and timeline at our May meeting.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yep as you see in the action item, Trang and I will provide the CSC with the overview of the required steps etc.  And that’s still scheduled.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you.  And Jay and Kal you will be able to take the points on this activity?

[AUDIO BREAK]

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, moving on to the next action item, CSC roll and the PTI survey.  May 10th is the initial overview of the survey.  I put my hand up actually to help out with this as much as I can.  And I think I or Allan and certainly, without a doubt some of Allan, want to reach out to you Elise and will arrange for a briefing on the overall survey process and timelines and make sure that we as registry operators both in the CC and G world can help you as much as possible in terms of getting the word out there and getting participation as high as possible.  Elise, go ahead.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you Byron.  We certainly appreciate you know, the CSC volunteering to help get the word out and get more participation.  I also wondered if, since you and Allan have put your hands up to you know, put your heads together with us.  I guess that’s a mixed metaphor, hands up and heads together.  But anyway, would you all like to have a call before the main meeting, so that we can kind of put our heads together, we’ll have obviously, the timeline ready for the May meeting in advance of that, but if you wanted to chat in advance so that we’re all on the same page for the full CSC meeting and can provide our thoughts.  I’d be happy to put together a call in advance of the May meeting.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Absolutely, yes, good idea, let’s do that.

ELISE GERICH:
Okay, great.  Thanks for volunteering, and we’ll be reaching out.

BYRON HOLLAND:
All right, thanks.  On to the next item which is the remedial axiom procedure.  I think there is actually an agenda item number seven.  Bart and Trang are going to provide an initial briefing on the issue, that’s assuming there’s, assuming we’ll get to it and there’s time for that.  So, I will, it’s dually noted and it is on our agenda, so we’ll come back to that as agenda item number seven.  
Moving onto the CSC charter review.  We’re not the lead on this obviously, but we can certainly as a group as a CSC we can participate in it.  But it’s the ccNSO and the GNSO are the lead.  And our responsibility is simply to provide a liaison for the process itself to those communities.  But we do have the option in participating as individuals as the committee itself.  And there may be some merit with that and certainly meeting formerly with the review committee at some point during the process, I think will be important.  And you can see down, the bottom right screen in front of you.  The various sort of key dates, from May, June, October beyond.  
So, there isn’t a major action item for this meeting, other than to flag it and make everybody aware that our respective community or constituencies will be taking the lead on it.  I did want to take the temperature on the committee itself, is there an appetite for us to make any submissions directly or is too early to even think about that.  Nobody, weighing in.  Too early to think about.  Jay, your hands up.  Go ahead please.
JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREA].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, you’re right, thank you.  I do not want it to slip my mind.  You are correct.  That is an action item, or we have to put that in the register of things to do for us.  And I think that’s also something, just speaking to Jay right now, that’s something we can apply for the ccNSO too.  And presumably our colleagues on the G side can do the same in their community.  Okay, I’m going to go back to the agenda, unless there are any final comments.  I don’t think there are any more on this.  So, let’s go back to the agenda.  Essentially, we covered up agenda items four and five over that discussion.  

BART BOSWINKEL:
Byron, this is Bart, Elise still has her hand up.

BYRON HOLLAND:
I saw it, I thought that was an old one.  Go ahead.  Elise if you were talking, you are on mute.

ELISE GERICH:
I was talking, and unfortunately, I’ve forgotten the question.  How embarrassing.  Can you repeat the question please?
BYRON HOLLAND:
No, it says your hand is up.  Is that an old hand?
ELISE GERICH:
It’s an old hand.  So, you didn’t ask me a question, I feel much better.  How embarrassing, I’m now going to go back on mute, it seems like, I’m sorry, I left my hand up.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, let’s carry on.  Agenda item number six.  ICANN59 meeting in Joberg.  I mean I guess the primary issue here is, and I think there is a few.  Whether we have an actual CSC meeting tied, certainly I’m not going to be in Joberg, but tied to the Joberg meeting.  Most of many of our liaisons will be there, but I will be the only member attending the Joberg meeting.  So, I think that’s the question, does it still make sense to have a CSC meeting at that point.  Second item for discussion is, you know, should there be any general CSC outreach with the broader ICANN community at the Joberg meeting.  If so, should it include anything to do with the review of the CSC charter and CSC engagement and the context of the SLE review.  
I mean I think those would be certainly obvious or perhaps not so obvious.  I’m subject for discussion as it pertains to us and the Joberg meeting.  You know the one thing, is there a need for formal CSC meeting, given that we will have had to have had one in our normal course of business only 10 or 15 days earlier.  So, that would be another meeting a scant two weeks after the prior one.  So, I just want to get people’s thoughts on whether we should be having a formal CSC meeting around the Joberg ICANN meeting, first and foremost.  Kal and then Lars-Johan.  Kal, go ahead.

KAL FEHER:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thanks Kal.  Lars?  Lars please go ahead.  I can hear you but you’re quite faint.

LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
I can hear you better now, yeah.
LARS-JOHAN LIMAN:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Any other comments on the need or should we have a meeting or not in Joberg.  It’s not a decision we have to make right now.  I just was soliciting input on it.  Okay.  Well, we certainly have time to determine whether or not we’re going to have a meeting.  Like I said we don’t have to make the decision now, and I’ll push any decision on that to our next meeting in May.  Now regardless of that, I just wanted to also get feedback on the general engagement and ourtreach in Joberg.  Given that it is one of the new style, or relatively new style policy formed format.  It doesn’t allow for that much one to one, or face to face meeting time between SL’s and AC’s, because of the new format.  
So, there aren’t likely many opportunities to schedule CSC meetings with other communities.  That said, I hate to miss an opportunity to get out in front of some of the communities, even if it’s just really to remind them about the coming work and the timelines and allow for questioning by communities should there be any.  I’ve made a little more challenging by the fact that there will be only one member that.  It’s certainly not insurmountable given the number of liaisons there.  But again, for discussion, any thoughts on the level of engagement outreach we should be aiming for in Joberg.  
No, thoughts.  Okay.  Again, we still have time to consider it.  So, I would just ask you to consider it as individuals and if we want to do anything there, because if we’re going to attempt to do that, we will have to get it onto, what I know, or will be a busy ICANN agenda given the short meeting.  There are also upcoming the CSC charter reviews and the SLE reviews.  You know those will both be things we have to consider in terms of how we’re going to participate.  We’ve already talked about it a little bit.  But the SLE in particular, I think you know, face to face meeting will certainly be helpful, but we’ll have to push that out to Abud Dhabi.  That potentially delays the review a little bit.  
And I just wanted to get peoples thoughts on that.  If we’re going to do the SLE review at the time when we have the opportunity to sit fact to face and to perhaps a longer single sitting work oriented meeting, Abu Dhabi would really be the first time we do that.  But that would require a little bit of delay in the SLE review.  And I just wanted to get anybody’s first impression or thoughts on that.  If any.  If there are no thoughts on it, I want to plant the seed to make sure that when we come together next month, people will have views on that.  Jay, your hands up, please go ahead.
JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, so, that’s where will come together and finalize it.

JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
So, that’s your suggestion just to be clear.
JAY DALY:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Any further comments or thoughts on that.  Kal, your hand is up, go ahead please.
KAL FEHER:
[AUDIO BREAK].
BYRON HOLLAND:
Go with that marker down.  Let’s reflect on that.  And we can, we can determine whether that will be the final goal by our next meeting in May.  But that seems like a reasonable suggestion.  Okay, we’re now just approaching the 90-minute mark, or the 89th minute.  Agenda item number seven, was to be an initial kick off discussion by Bart and Trang around the remedial axiom procedure.  I’m going to suggest that we’re going to have to defer that to the next meeting, because we are essentially out of time.  And we will put it higher up the list, the agenda item list, so it doesn’t get deferred again.  Unless there’s any significant objection to that, but I want to respect everybody’s time, including my own.  So, with that…
BART BOSWINKEL:
Byron, looking at the priorities, I suggest that we first go, and that will take more than time than we think is first look at the SLE process, given your discussions today, it looks like that’s a higher priority than going through the remedial procedures.  In the sense, there are not persistent problems however defined and or complaints.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah, I agree, absolutely and the other thing is the survey itself, those two things will higher priority in terms of the May agenda, but I don’t want to lose sight of this either.  But we’re going to have to defer it to May.  So, moving on to agenda item number eight.  Any other business.  Does anyone want to raise anything for other business at this time?  Bart your hand is up, is that just an old one?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yeah, it is, sorry, apologies.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, I don’t see or hear anything for any other business.  So, we’ll adjourn the meeting.  Thank you very much everybody.  It seems to be the case, there’s a fair amount of content there.  More in fact that we have time for.  So, thank you very much for everybody’s feedback.  That was very helpful and we’ll get the revised CSC, or some of the revised wording for the discreet parts of the CSC reports that we talked about out, within 24 hours, for everybody to see.  What I’m going to ask, I would ask for objections only.  If I see no objections, then we’ll put the report as is, or as updated.  So, keep an eye on your inboxes and that’s our timeline.  So, thank you very much everybody.  Good bye, good night, good afternoon for now.
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