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BYRON HOLLAND:
I see that all the members are online, so we have quorum.  Thank you very much everybody for attending this meeting.  For those of us in Eastern North America it’s later on a Friday workday and those of you in Europe it’s nighttime on a Friday night, I’m sure you are all enjoying this.  For those of you on the other side of the world from me it’s early Saturday morning, so thank you all for joining this particular call.  

We have the proposed agenda and as you just heard, Bart has suggested that based on some common considerations we’ll move to agenda item number five forward in the agenda to just after agenda item number two, if that’s okay with everybody.  Hearing no objections, we will do that.  So welcome, everybody.  I gather Elise can’t be here, is that correct?
BART BOSWINKEL:
Yeah, that’s correct, she sends her apologies.  Naela has taken her place, she is the substitute.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Well, I’m sure we’re in good hands then.  But I did want to know when is Elise leaving?  I thought this might be her last meeting, but will she be around for the October meeting?

NAELA SARRAS:
Hi Byron, this is Naela.  I believe yes.  I believe she’s planning on being here until at least early November, is what she’s told us.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, that’s good.  Thank you.  Let’s move on to agenda item number two, the action items.  As per usual, we’ll try to report only on the open items.  If we go to the first action item, Kim sent a relatively wholesome explanatory email to the list about a month ago on this particular issue, so I appreciate that, thank you, Kim.  I think that it generally deals with the subjects, but are there any questions or are there any further comments from you, Kim, or any questions for Kim on this?

KIM DAVIES:
I don’t have anything to add but I’m happy to answer any questions you might have.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay.  Seeing nothing, we’ll carry on to agenda item number two regarding the IDN tables.  I know I saw we got a flowchart.  I don’t think we want to specifically go through the flowchart, but Kim, did you want to speak to it at a high level in any way, and/or are there any specific questions about it?

KIM DAVIES:
We had a meeting at the beginning of the week with Kal and Elaine from the CSC and some of our team members, and we walked through the flowchart and the implications for the SLA’s.  I think at a high level it was a very constructive meeting and we had a lot of good discussion, and we came to agreement there’s probably two or three metrics in there that would parlay into being perspective SLA’s.  
We took away some action items from that meeting.  Perhaps it might be useful for Kal or Elaine if they could chime in on their impressions as well and if they had any additional thoughts on it.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Kal, go ahead.

KAL FEHER:
Thanks, Bart.  Prior to the IDN meeting or the discussion we had on the IDN’s, I’d spoken with Jay about our other agenda item which was a proposal for the way in which SLA’s might get updated or in fact introduced.  In that context where we are at with the IDN SLA’s is essentially an information gathering stage.  
We’ve got a rough idea of the SLA categories for lack of a better term and the next few weeks or months probably, is going to be an information gathering phase where we see how change requests that pass through the described and now understood process, what a normal update would look like and how we could monitor that, and obviously PTI has not had tooling or tracking for requests yet, so they’ll have to build some interim tools or collect some interim information to inform us and together we’ll be able to generate a sensible SLA target.  It’s at an information gathering stage at the moment, for lack of a better definition.  
I think we did come to agreement on what items in the process we do want to track and what items we specifically want to exclude so that we only measure PTI’s performance and not some of the other elements that might influence the overall timing of an IDN table.  
BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks for the update, Kal.  Right now, a work in progress; and do you have any specific action items going forward or it’s a work in progress right now?

KAL FEHER:
We have two action items, I guess a few more than that, they sort of break down a little bit.  The first thing I should note is that we’re going to continue or the PTI is going to continue to include the reporting at the end of the monthly report for the overall time for IDN submissions for that month, that’s not going to change, although I should note that that it’s not going to be representative of the SLA’s in the future, but for the time being we thought it was appropriate to leave those in place. 
Separate to that, an email will be circulated to the CSC group that will articulate the performance for the previous month as we’ve agreed to the most effective way possible for PTI, understanding that they don’t necessarily have tools to collect that information automatically today and so that may evolve overtime, those values might get sharper as we progress.  
And separate to those two items, we discussed the fact that there might be some influences on the overall IDN submission times that don’t quite fall into PTI performance, but are things that both Elaine and I thought were important to track, and that was in particular where a request might need legal authorization for PTI to handle.

So we didn’t feel it was appropriate to include that in performance but if that was affecting overall IDN submission time, Elaine and I both thought it was useful to be aware of, so we haven’t come up with a good way of communicating that to the CSC board, but we did agree that there was something that we thought important to be made aware of.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Kal.  
KAL FEHER:
Oh, and Elaine’s just, in the text, reminded me, because of the iterative process of IDN’s table submission we did actually have an interesting discussion about how long any one submission should be measured or how we measure repeat submissions.  We settled on the fact that repeat submissions should be considered unique for lack of a better term, so each submission is measured and preformed separate to the past one but we would have a counter of the iterations, any one submission would have.  

We’re not going to place any SLA’s on that because it didn’t seem appropriate.  It’s just, again, something that we should be aware of and we’ll keep it in the back of our minds going forward if there were to be any concerns with that.  But, because of the complexity of IDN tables, it’s not very sensible to actually place limits or measures on iterations.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Lots going on in this space, thank you.  Any questions or comments on this action item?  
No?  Alright, thanks.  We’ll move on now.  Action items three and four, I’m just going to push out any discussion here because they fall naturally into agenda items five and six respectively, so we’ll defer conversation until then and move on to action item five, which is for the secretariat to work with the liaisons to discuss if their particular communities want to have a meeting with the CSC in Abu Dhabi.  Maybe Bart, could you provide an update on this, where are we at?

BART BOSWINKEL:
We’ve checked, we’re just waiting for Mohamed and/or the ALAC to respond.  To date, none of the groups wants to have a face to face meeting in Abu Dhabi, so no additional meetings to date.

BYRON HOLLAND:
No additional meetings.  We’ll have a little more conversation on this when we come to the ICANN meeting agenda item.  That also speaks to number six and moving on to number seven, was the possibility of travel funding for members to the Abu Dhabi meeting as kind of a one off because it’s the one-year anniversary.  Certainly, some of the work we’re doing on right now would be very beneficial to have a face to face etc.  

I did communicate with ICANN with the help of the secretariat and secure some one-off funding for any of the members who need it, which I [inaudible] a couple of the members.  But it was definitely stressed that at this point it was a one-off funding for that.  We’ll come to that with agenda item number six.  
So, we’ll move into the meat of the agenda now, but as discussed, we’ll pull forward agenda item number five so we can have the benefit of Kim on the call.  

Agenda item number five is the update on SLA amendments, and maybe just to kick it off, if I could get Bart to give us a quick recap on where we’re at, and then of course Kal and Jay have done a bunch of work on this or have done most of the work on this, walk us through the two most recent documents that they have generated.  If that’s okay with everybody?
BART BOSWINKEL:
Yeah, I can hear you, Byron.  Let me kick off very quickly, as you may recall from last month’s call, the change process itself will take quite some time and this is due effectively that the change of the IANA naming function contract is needed.  That determines also the consultation process.  Up to the point where the CSC and PTI reach agreement on the changes it’s fairly simple, but then you need to go into a public comment period of at least 40 days, and then afterwards the ccNSO and the GNSO councils need to adopt it, and then it goes into a contract change process.  

That’s where we’re at, and the discussion last time was around the future possibilities to have various change mechanisms; if it’s only a light weight change maybe the PTI and CSC should be able to agree upon the change and no further consultation needed etc., up to a full-blown change of the [inaudible], but of course, the full-blown process would be appropriate.  
That’s where we’re at, and Jay and I think James were looking into various methods.  If need be, I’ll jump in, say where we’re at with some of the -- what Jay and James have produced today.  Back to you, Byron.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay.  Thanks, Bart.  That just brings us all back to common ground here.  Jay, I see you have your hand up, is it for something specific to what Bart has said or is it just a perfect segway where I could have you and/or Kal to talk about the documents that you put forward?

JAY DALEY:
You can make it a segway, that’s fine with me.  Can you hear me?  Yes, you can make it a segway, that’d be fine.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Alright, well let’s do that.  Over to you, Jay.

JAY DALEY:
Thank you, Bart, for that.  As Bart has explained, if we were to want to adopt these procedures that Kal and I have drafted, there is a process to go through that could actually be a year plus process to go through because that’s when the next scheduled review of the contract is.  

The question for us I think today is whether or not we as the CSC agree with those proposed procedures that Kal and I have drafted.  Whether we agree that there should be a light weight one and whether the circumstances under which the light weight one are invoked as Kal and I have proposed.  
BYRON HOLLAND:
Just a quick question for you, Jay and Kal, in drafting this, did you have much interaction with PTI?

JAY DALEY:
No.  It’s come from our calls so far and our understanding of the requirements of the nature of the things the CSC’s doing rather than the nature of things that PTI is doing.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay.  Any discussion on this?  Let’s just start with the recommended SLA metric changes and then we can move on to the IFO SLA change procedures document.  In terms of the recommended SLA metric changes document, yes, if you could pull that up, that would be helpful.

JAY DALEY:
On this we have had some PTI input but it was quite late in that day.  Naela has been able to comment on it, but I don’t know if that’s necessarily been enough time for PTI to comment on it.

BYRON HOLLAND:
These particular items have certainly been discussed over time in this group on previous calls.  Is there any further discussion on these metrics now that we have them in front of us?  And Kim, I would also invite you in particular, or any of the other PTI staff, do you have any comment or feedback?

JAY DALEY:
Before we solicit that, if I could just explain about the third one, Byron.  During the original design team process we had the flexibility as to whether or not a measure was calculated monthly, annually, quarterly whatever.  By the end of the process, they all came out monthly, but there was no in principle objection to anything being calculated annually.  

Where there are a partially low number or requests we put in a marker for what should be the SLA, both the measure and the threshold, and I think this is quite clearly one of those areas where the low number isn’t going to change and that’s why we’ve come back with a proposal for something that now changes the measurement to annually.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you for that, Jay.  Kim, go ahead.

KIM DAVIES:
Thanks.  In terms of all three I think in general these seem good to us.  With respect to the third adjustment, there is a question in my mind in terms of this is multiple ways this could be implemented.  We could for example only report SLA adherence once a year but in the January report for the previous 12 months.  An alternative is we could report it monthly but on a sliding annual scale.  Each month the SLA is represented is how we met it for the previous 12 months and that window slides month to month.  
I think there’s pros and cons for each, so I don’t pretend to know what the right solution there is, but I think there is a little bit of detail to be discussed and walked through as to what the implications are there.  That’s really the only thing that jumps to mind based on what’s written in this document.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Right.  So basically, a fixed calendar annual report or a rolling monthly annual review.

KIM DAVIES:
Right.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Byron, Lars Liman has his hand up.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Lars, go ahead.

LARS JOHAN-LIMAN:
Thank you.  This is actually a question to Kim, do you have a preference?

KIM DAVIES:
I think in terms of engineering and effort, having the sliding window is probably easier but the biggest challenge is that if you have anonymous data that is out of bounds it could keep repeating itself month after month after month till it averages out and we might find ourselves in the situation where the CSC finds month after month that is out of bounds and is showing up as a condition, but it was all from this one request, you know, let’s say nine months ago that we’ve already discussed, understood the details for, so that’s the risk of that kind of approach, is that same data continue to influence that SLA month after month.

LARS JOHAN-LIMAN:
Yes, I understand that.  On the other hand, if you go for an annual so to speak evaluation of this, you can keep running for quite some time before the report actually notices or we as the CSC actually notice that something is going not as it’s supposed to be.  If you go by the rolling schedule, you actually get to notice things quicker, and that’s on the benefit side I think.  
But I’m fully with you, I understand the tradeoff here.  That said, personally I think I would vote for the rolling scheme with the lastest 12 months, but that’s my personal view.  Thanks.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Lars.  Kal or Jay, since you worked on it specifically, did you have a comment on this particular issue?  Jay?

JAY DALEY:
I hadn’t considered the rolling versus annual until Naela raised in her email earlier, thank you for doing that.  The more I think about it the more I think the rolling scheme is better because the annual one is relatively arbitrary in comparison.  I do understand very much Kim’s concern about this.  

I think though that is probably a bigger concern that goes back to the low frequency of requests for this and it may be that an SLA mechanism with a target and thresholds is simply not enough, and at some point, we may need to categorize these requests down further into say the quality of information provided or something else like this and set different thresholds for those.  

I’m not suggesting we do that now, but I think it’s worthwhile going this for a while, the rolling month basis to see what happens.  If it does just end up having that as Kim said, just a red flag from one event when repeated, which I can see, it could certainly happen, then we need to relook at this.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Jay.  Kal?
KAL FEHER:
Thanks, Byron.  I pretty much want to echo just the opinion on the rolling versus calendar year measurement.  I think rolling’s the most appropriate and if we are concerned about anomalous measures blowing away future months, I think we have to deal with that in a way we report because it’s something that we’ll probably have to deal with in other SLA’s over time anyways, so our maturity in being able to deal with issues in the relevant month and then moving on to the subsequent months and still being able to measure potentially future problems without them being masked by a previous anomalous issues, I think that’s just part of the evolution of the CSC.  It’s a problem we’ll have to deal with and the calendar option it does seem risky and potentially unnecessary I think.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Kal.  Elaine, did you have any particular feedback on this or a position one way or the other?

ELAINE PRUIS:
I agree with Jay and Kal, the monthly reporting makes the most sense to me.  As Kal said, we just need to make sure if we do have some odd reporting in one particular month, we need to deal with that, and the reporting or the narrative in the reporting.  
BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks.  I agree with it too, I think rolling is the better.  I think we recognize either way potentially we’ll have some methodological issue associated with it and I think we understand that, and perhaps we can just recognize that as we roll out the rolling metric as opposed to the fix point in time calendar metric.  I certainly hear agreement on that.  With that said, it seems to me that was the only issue at hand that has been raised so far, are there any other issues with the recommended changes?  

Lars has noted that we should note in this proposal the change that we have just discussed which I 100% agree with.  Other than recognizing what we have just agreed upon, haven’t heard anything else and PTI staff has concurred with that.  Can I suggest we take note of the methodology that we’re going to use which is rolling, update this but I do note Jay, Jay you’ve got your hand up?
JAY DALEY:
Sorry, this is to talk about the other two metrics.  If you want to finish this one off first, please go ahead.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Pardon me, could you just repeat that last comment?
JAY DALEY:
Sorry, my hand is raised cause I want to talk about the other two metrics which we skipped over quite quickly and I just want to make sure we go back and discuss those briefly.

BYRON HOLLAND:
On the third one, we’re okay with that?  With the proviso that we will update it for the methodology we’ve decided on.  We’re good with that one.  Jay, comments on the first and second?

JAY DALEY:
This is just a reminder to everybody that the technical check first attempt has a current SLA of 50 minutes and so the retest and supplemental 10 minutes is again slightly arbitrary, and if it was much longer I can’t imagine it would have any noticeable customer service impact because we don’t have an expectation that technical changes of this nature in any way near real time; as customers we don’t and we shouldn’t have.  

I just wanted to make sure that the PTI staff were comfortable with us taking this to 10 minutes or whether they thought that was still quite tight, and whether we should be looking at pushing that out any further?
NAELA SARRAS:
I’ll speak to that, Jay, thank you.  I spoke with Kim about this and the 10 minutes are certainly within what we early on when we started discussing the measurements and we said the current measurements are the fairly tight as you indicated, we thought that 10 minutes seemed reasonable.  

Also, looking historically at the data that we’ve produced so far, I think 10 minutes is more in line of what we need and the 50 minutes is very generous.  I’m not proposing that we roll back that 20 minutes to anything smaller, but I don’t think we should be exceeding the 10 minutes based on the historical data we have so far.

JAY DALEY:
Thank you, that was all I had.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thanks Naela.  Kal, go ahead.

KAL FEHER:
Thanks, Byron.  I just wanted to add to that discussion that the breaches of this SLA in, I think it was December and January in particular, where related to the fact that the system that does the testing was conducting that testing in series rather than in parallel and that one or two poorly performing systems that were being tested held up all the other requests and as a result the overall SLA was breached.  

My understanding is that that system is being replaced to operate in parallel now and so the measurement as it stands at 10 minutes is probably more accurate of any one test and it won’t be causing other tests to back up behind it and by default to fail their SLA’s.  

We were seeing a function of the system rather than of the true testing performance.  If it hasn’t moved to parallel yet, then we may -- and I don’t know how long it takes to change these SLA’s -- but we may need to adjust the SLA or be lenient towards this SLA once it’s in place for a period of time.  If it has moved to a parallel system, then I suppose everyone’s committed to delivering within 10 minutes or less.

NAELA SARRAS:
My I speak to this, Byron and Kal?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes.  Please, go ahead.
NAELA SARRAS:
Kal is absolutely right in that we are in the process of implementing parallel versus serial testing.  That has not been implemented yet, that’s in the rewrite of the technical check suite that’s planned for our major release of RVM.  What we’ve released so far has not been major releases.  

That said, the test, Kal, where that will show the impact is in the technical checks first which is currently giving us 50 minutes, what Jay said, and it will not impact the technical checks retest and supplemental which is in this SLA amendment proposal.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks for that clarification.  You’re satisfied with that, Kal?

KAL FEHER:
Yes, I think that’s fine so long as there’s -- and we had a brief discussion I think several months ago with Kim where my question to him was, is it possible for someone else’s poorly performing system to cause PTI to breach this SLA?  And I think on balance he felt that that was not the case.  If PTI is confident, then I think that’s fine.  It would be a shame if we had a couple of name servers that just never responded and as a result caused the PTI to be in breach of their SLA’s for no good reason.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Let me just follow that question up with Naela, what is the roadmap or what does the roadmap look like in terms of timeline to put that into production?

NAELA SARRAS:
That’s a very good question, it’s being worked on.  Originally, we thought mid of next year is when we would have at least a technical check suite rewritten and released, however I’d like to consult with my colleagues who are not on the phone today a little bit about the timing before I commit the department to a certain time.  

I know it’s being worked on and we just completed a major -- a couple features that we had to do per the contract that we have with Verisign with the route zone maintainer, and that’s the next step to do for us which is the rewrite of the technical checks suite.  So I can take an action item to provide a better timeframe, that would be good for us.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah, that would be helpful, thank you.  It would certainly provide guidance for us but also just from a pragmatic standpoint, assuming your timeline indication is generally correct, then it’s probably somewhat -- by the time any changes we make here actually go through the process that are going to be required, we may find that the timing of these two independent activates actually is relatively similar, just based on what I’ve heard.  
Anyway, let’s educate ourselves and find out what that actual date is, that’d be very helpful, thank you.  Okay, any other discussion on the technical check metrics?  

Seeing or hearing none, then taking into account the conversation we’ve had on the third metric, are we okay with preceding with these suggested changes?  And I guess I’ll put that to the members and I’ll put it in the reverse, is there anybody who objects to preceding as we have discussed?  

Seeing or hearing no objections, thank you very much, Kal and Jay, for working through this and presenting it to the committee.  We will take these as the recommended changes, thank you.  
The next document is the IFO SLA change procedure document, could you put that up, please?  

Again, back to the same suspects, Jay or Kal, could I ask one or both of you to just provide a little bit of an overview and then walk us through perhaps the flow and anything that you’d really like to surface or highlight.
JAY DALEY:
I’m happy to do that.  We have created or broken down the procedures into a new SLA item, a change to a definition and targeting threshold, a major change.  Then , procedure three is a change to the target threshold only.  For the things that we have just talked about and just agreed, all three of those would come under procedure three, a change to the SLA item target threshold only.  
And then, procedure four is the removal of an SLA item because we should expect that things will stop being done at a certain point or possibly things may be merged into a single one and we end up having to remove one.  

On the first procedure, the new SLA item, this is one of the lengthiest ones and it shows the five steps that we are expecting.  The definitions step of us in negotiation with PTI to define what it is, and this is the point to which CSC and in particular the four standing members need to consult with their communities to get engagement from people about this.  People who work and live these type of things and so can provide their help for defining that.  
Then a discussion with IFO on baseline measurement which may include the PTI developing tool necessary to do that.  That could be quite a lengthy period, this could be three to six months or longer.  
Then a target negotiation period, I think it’s important we that use that word “negotiation”; SLA’s was “negotiations”, and so it’s the CSC negotiating with PTI on targets and thresholds.  
Then moving over to the fuel community consultation process, which Bart explained previously, that requires the GNSO and ccNSO to formally adopt those.  
Then a separate recognized implementation phase that even once adopted it could mean that PTI need to write some new code or do some other things and it could be some months before it can be properly implemented.  
The other procedures are effectively cutdown versions of these.  The next one about a major change, it includes a definition change, it is identical, but then the minor change skips out steps one, two and four, so all there is is the target negotiation, then the implementation.  
That’s the intention, and the hope that we had is that through the processes of contractual change and reviews and other things, this ends up being equivalent to the remedial access procedures; as I said, the procedures that are attached to the charter.  Kal, did you want to add anything?
KAL FEHER:
Thanks, Jay.  I just want to, I guess, make this a little bit more real for people and remind everyone as I mentioned at the start of this meeting, that we’re kind of following this with the IDN SLA negotiation.  If you look at step one of procedure one, Elaine and I actually learnt about the IDN submission, the fact that it should have been managed by the CSC or overviewed by the CSC from a member of our community.  
It actually wasn’t the CSC generating interest in this SLA; it was very much a member of our community telling us about an issue they had and that we’re probably in the middle of step right now, we’ve done a little bit of basic measurement and we’ve refined that now to get some good measurement information perhaps with the development of some interim tools to collect that information, but ultimately, it’s PTI’s decision whether or not those tools are permanent.  
With some knowledge after a period of time we will have that target negotiation.  I guess it’s a very real case of these steps, we’re following them anyway because they seem to be logical and thus it may seem appropriate to document them and make them a little bit more formal.  [AUDIO BREAK]

Over to you, Byron.  
BART BOSWINKEL:
Excuse me, this is Bart.  I don’t hear Byron.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Sorry about that, I was on mute.  Thank you for that, gentlemen.  Just a question on timing and how you saw this being brought forward, so just strictly on form not on substance at this moment?  We’d have to bring it to our respective communities for comment and feedback.  In terms of the interplay with the other actions happening right now or activities happening right now, did you have any view on the specific timing of trying to bring this forward?

JAY DALEY:
I was hoping we could make it part of the charter review and extend the charter review to include the contract changes necessary to enable this, but then that became one consultation process.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay.  Bart, you have your hand up?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes.  Just to follow up.  James Gannon, who is unfortunately not on the call, raised the point about this procedure is effectively needs to be embedded or be part of the framework of the IANA contract as well.  Although the CSC and PTI may go through this process, at the end of the day changes, even the minor changes, need to be linked one way or the other with the IANA naming functions contract.  

How to change this and to what extent that is necessary, at the request of James, we went back to ICANN legal and seeking their opinion on what is needed with respect to the IANA naming functions and we’re waiting for a response.  
BYRON HOLLAND:
Liman, go ahead.
LARS JOHAN-LIMAN:
Thanks.  I’m starting to get a feeling that it will be very cumbersome for both the PTI and for the CSC to work effectively if we’re going to have this extremely heavy weight process to go through renegotiating the PTI contract for every minor change of these SLA’s.  
Is there any way we can -- I don’t intend to say work around, but is there anyway we can influence this for the future so that we can have a change to this that there is a more lightweight process for making minor changes?  Because we will need to adjust this in the future and we should definitely consult with the community and the relevant parties.  But to have a full negotiation of the entire contact, that seems a bit heavyweight to me for minor changes, so [inaudible] possibility can embark upon to change this or is it cast in stone and what are your opinions, the rest of you?  Thank you.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks.  Bart, go ahead, did you have a comment on --
BARY BOSWINJKEL:
Yes, on this particular point.  Unfortunately, this is the way the current contract is structured.  I could imagine -- and I know there has been some discussion or that’s my understanding -- there’s need to be able to change it easily or to change the SLA’s easily, particular for example these limited metric changes as discussed today, you should be able to do it, that’s a no brainer.  
But to do this, you need a one-off change of the contract and maybe that’s the point.  In order to do it right now you need a one-off change of the contract, that’s it, in order to allow PTI and CSC to come up with these procedures.  That needs to be embedded as a kind of methodology method in the contract itself and then you’re fine.  It’s just the way the contract is currently structured that you need to go through this cumbersome process, you change it once and allow for these lightweight changes and then you’re fine in the future.

LARS JOHAN-LIMAN:
That’s exactly what I’m suggesting.  Thank you.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thanks.  Certainly, seems like as an action item we will need to take that away and factor in what that process would look like, a one-time process to adjust the contract to allow us to build these sorts flexible and pragmatic processes into the contract.  As an action item we’re going to have to take that away, which no doubt requires some ICANN legal time.  Liman and Bart, you might want to put your hands down.  Jay, you’re up next.
JAY DALEY:
Thank you.  Just adding to what the others have said.  If we could have a contract that makes the SLA a form of appendix with the delegated authority of the CSC to change bits of it in line with these procedures, then that’s ideal.  I don’t think we need to -- I’m sure a lawyer if asked would make this work, I really think we should just make it their problem and say, “Please, can you fix this for us?”
BYRON HOLLAND:
I like that solution.  Any other comments or questions on this document, not the IANA contract, but on this document?  Bart, you have your hand up, go ahead.

BART BOSWINKEL:
To reaffirm as I said, [inaudible] got involved, she’s been informed, I’ll check with her whether she’s available to provide a suggested way out.  Everybody I think is in agreement on what is needed and what is the easiest way forward.  I’ll take that as an action item as well with regard to this specific item to ask Sam if she could provide her opinion by the next meeting.

JAY DALEY:
Can I add to that?  If you wish, if this is useful, I can draft a problem statement.  This is what we would like to be able to achieve in a couple of sentences rather than expecting Sam to wade through the emails and the documents to understand what we’re asking for.

BART BOSWINKEL:
I’ll check with her.  Probably that will be post this weekend, Jay.

JAY DALEY:
Sure, thank you very much.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Jay, I appreciate the offer.  Just in terms of trying to keep moving here, we have the two documents that have just been presented.  We have the document from Bart, the overall summary document from last time.  Ideally, I’d like to see, is there a way to amalgamate all of these different threads and thoughts into one consistent document that we can put forward as part of our contribution to the CSC charter review.  
I think that’s a past forward independent of where the discussion goes with regards to the IANA contract.  That’s what I think I would like to see, but before we go there, are there any further comments on the substance of the IFO SLA change procedure document?  And I say that with some trepidation because there are a lot of elements here and I don’t want to get into wordsmithing it, that’s not what I mean.  I think there’s lots of opportunity for that in the future, not the least of which is during the charter review process.  
Is there anything that stands out one way or the other or that anybody has a particular concern about or substantive issue with?  
No?  Okay.  First, let me just say thanks to Jay and Kal for doing all of this, both of these documents, and taking it upon yourself to build out this last one.  I think it’s very helpful and is put on paper what has been swirling around in our minds and certainly in our conversations, so much appreciated for that.  
Bart, you being the lucky guy, could I task you with trying to draft an amalgamated document that brings these issues together?  Something that we would be able to put forward into the charter review process.
BART BOSWINKEL:
Let me give it a try.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks.  Just want you want to hear on a Friday night, right?  Alright, thank you.  Since we have some momentum in this direction, can I actually just suggest that we carry on into agenda item number six which is an update on the charter review itself?  It seems like the natural next step as opposed to going backwards in the agenda.  If there’s no objection to that, let’s carry on with agenda item number six, we’ll come back to agenda item number four later.  
Let’s talk about the charter review.  As you’ll recall, Elaine ran through some this at the last meeting, a revised document has been circulated and, Elaine, thank you for the heavy lifting on this.  Perhaps since you’re closest to it, could I ask you to walk us through any of the changes that you think are material or see fit to bring to our attention?

ELAINE PRUIS:
Thank you, Byron.  I did send around this revised draft last week and got one response I think from Elise on item number 11, just changing the IANA functions operator to ICANN for providing meeting support, which is small and minor.  I didn’t see any response from anyone else on that item.  The other two, I thought there might be some substantive discussion because of the weight of the two changes.  
The first one, number six, it says, “The CSC will develop with PTI and ICANN a process for timely amendments to the SLA’s where such changes are minor and unlikely to impose additional resource requirements on PTI.”  So given the discussion we’ve just had and with Jay’s document, I’m wondering if we need to add some language here that would refer to that IFO SLA procedure document or if this language is sufficient?  That goes along with the charter review separately.  Does anybody have thoughts or opinions on that?  It seems like they should go together.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Jay, your hand is up, did I miss it on the last agenda item or is it pertaining to this?  Or just an old one?
JAY DALEY:
No, sorry, old one.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thanks.  Any comments here on Elaine’s specific question?  Allan has a comment.  Go ahead, Allan.
ALLAN MACGILLIVRAY:
Thank you, Byron.  I just would draw your attention to item number six in the review in which the issue of the need for some form of timely amendment process, and note that the whole issue we were talking about has already been flagged in the document, so what might be the easiest way to deal with that is to continue on that new text which says opposed additional reserve requirements on PTI and then just say in brackets, “See the attached proposal.” 
So we could take the document or documents that Bart is doing and attach that as a specific proposal so that would leave this documents intact because those are quite lengthy, so the format wouldn’t work anyway, so that would be the easiest way to deal with this.  Thank you.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Allan.  Thoughts or comments, does that makes sense?  As we have just agreed in the last agenda item to include the document essentially as is in a consolidated document or consideration in the charter review process, to me it would certainly make sense to just simply reference the detailed document as opposed to try to squeeze it into this.  Are we okay with that, any objection?  
I see Kal is typing.  Okay, Kal agrees.  Let’s just do that, it’s simple and we provide a very fulsome proposal for this.  Elaine, I think you have your answer there.

ELAINE PRUIS:
Okay, thank you.  
BYRON HOLLAND:
Anything else you wanted to highlight for us or bring our attention to?

ELAINE PRUIS:
Yeah, the other new item since our last meeting would be number nine which says, “ICANN should consider requests for travel funding for CSC members to attend ICANN meetings where such requests were supported by the numbers constituency, the registry stakeholder group or the ccNSO.”  That’s new language, no reply on email to that.  Just wanted to make sure everyone’s okay with that as it is.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Any objections to that?  Jay, go ahead.

JAY DALEY:
Thank you.  I wanted to speak in support of this.  Firstly, just as a declaration, I don’t take any ICANN travel funding for anything associated with these things.  I’m not saying that those who do are invalid on this, just thought it was useful just to say that.  There isn’t in my view and overall ICANN sort of e-thoughts about when travel funding is providing or not travel funding provided, what is important, not important.  
It appears to be largely negotiated by various constituencies on a one to one basis, and so I’m seeing similar conversations in SSAC for example and in ccNSO about these type of things.  My view is that there is a de-facto policy in place now as a result of all of these different community negotiations that people who have key elected or appointed rolls should be eligible for travel funding in order to be able to reach those with a, if necessary, some form of limitations or restrictions if there are a large number of people within any particular appointed body.  
For example, within SSAC the travel funding is limited to a certain number of people and there is than a process to determine who can get that.  I’m fully in favor of it for the CSC, I think it’s a vital role in that regard.  I think we ought to begin internally a process of discussion about that and our own rules around that so that we look, when we go to make a proposal like this, we have a more comprehensive set of things to go around it, and I’d be fully supportive of us doing that.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Jay.  Bart.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Just for clarification, the limitation is not so much probably in the de-facto policy as Jay calls it and the method to deal with it; it is part of the background and initial decision making of the CWG stewardship around the CSC that it was very clearly stated by them that members and/or liaisons should not receive travel funding.  That is the limiting factor at this stage.

JAY DALEY:
Apologies.

BYRON HOLLAND:
I certainly recognize that, Bart.  I think they were well within their remit to make that suggestion, however time moves on and I think that we also have the ability to put forward a case.  Like Jay, I’m supportive of this for full disclosure, I personally don’t take any ICANN travel funding, never have and certainly don’t foresee any time that I will.  
But that said, I do support it for the members now and into the future, when we don’t know what individual members particular circumstances will be.  I’m certainly willing to stand behind this in spite of what the CWG’s work from a couple of years ago was, which was certainly appropriate at that time, but as the future has unfolded, I think we see that the requirements may be a little different that what was envisioned back then.  
JAY DALEY:
Could I add to that, Byron?  
BYRON HOLLAND:
Please, go ahead.

JAY DALEY:
Thank you.  From my perspective, as I said, because there isn’t this overall policy regarding travel funding and a set of criteria for different groups and whether a group should get it or not, I think the CWG stewardship was working in a degree of a vacuum and that is, you know, to a degree an arbitrary decision that they’ve made there, and we ought to be looking more to what I think is this de-facto policy, and independently pushing for a more formalization of a policy around this so that it doesn’t feel as though we are simply going out on a limb here as a group.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Bart?
BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes, just for the record, I think Jay, if you would go through the documentations around when this was discussed and the CSC charter, it was more than not being informed.  There were very strong opinions about this.  Taking this into account and looking at the language, I think the basis for opening up is there and your conversation with the CSC charter review team probably clarifies it. 
One of the difference, and this shows you where we’re at, for example the ccNSO call for volunteers excluded explicitly the notion that members would not receive travel funding.  I think on the ICANN call for members and liaisons, again, it included at the explicated wish of the CWG’s charter the notion that members and liaisons would not receive travel funding.

JAY DALEY:
Thank you, Bart.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Bart.  That’s probably reasonable that the member constituencies put in forward their candidates can put certain criteria around selections, which is an interesting fact but separate and distinct from what is being recommended here.  
BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes, I agree.  This was just to get the record straight on this one because I know it’s very sensitive.

BYRON HOLLAND:
I know, I agree.  I’ve been there with you in the conversations in the ccNSO, so I absolutely concur with what you just said.  Allan, go ahead.
ALLAN MACGILLIVRAY:
Thank you, Byron.  I just wanted to make the point that I was around for those discussions during the transition and I aware of the strength of some of those views around the issue of travel funding.  I think it’s now an issue for the CSC substantively, and I think that’s why raising it in the context of the CSC charter review, which itself will have to go through the ccNSO and the GNSO for approval, it’s a way in effect of going to back to those communities who originally held these views and saying, “Things have changed, we’d like to change that, what do you think?” 
We’re actually not trying to be disrespectful, I don’t think, I think we’re being very respectful by going back and looking for an opportunity to have the issue reopen and to have it discussed.  That’s my point, thanks.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Allan.  I just want to acknowledge Liman’s point about clarity and just for clarity sake, certainly from my perspective I’m talking about members specifically and not liaisons, so I just want to make that absolutely clear.  I think there is some rationale for that distinction, particularly in terms of achieving quorum, voting, should any be taken.  
That said, nobody’s being precluded from participating in any meeting, it will still be webcast on Adobe Connect, they’re still be fully minuted and recorded, and nobody is prevented from participating in the meeting.  That also needs to be recognized.  But yeah, in the context of this, it’s members.  
That being said, we don’t have to solve this issue right now.  I think Allan made a couple of good points there and the idea that we’re putting it forward for the charter review team’s consideration.  In that context, are there any objections to number nine?  
Seeing or hearing no objections after this discussion, I would suggest that we are okay with number nine and recognizing, again, this is for consideration of the charter review team and any material changes have to go back to respective constituencies for approval anyway.  
Elaine, back over to you, anything else you wanted to bring to our attention on this subject?

ELAINE PRUIS:
Thank you, Byron.  That’s it, those where the only changes.  I did want to point out that the charter review team is anxious to see our suggested edits, and so unless there are any objections, I’d like to just add some text around referencing the IFO SLA procedure in number six and then the small change Elise had suggested on ICANN instead of PTI providing some support, and then get that out to them this weekend or Monday.  Would that be alright with everyone?
BYRON HOLLAND:
Then only thing I would ask there, conceptually yes, practically timing perspective, we’re going to ask Bart to consolidate the document.  Now that your document is going to reference another document, that document has to be ready to go first, so I’m just going to ask Bart in terms of timing, how promptly do you think you can put together a draft of a consolidated document for us?  That then we can reference here and ideally specific reference, you know, page number and paragraph number, or something like that?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Let me try to get something to you by mid next week.

BYRON HOLLAND:
So, we’ll take that as, you know, what?  Tuesday end of business?  Alright, what do you say?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Maybe Wednesday.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Wednesday?  Alright.  I’ll give you even to the end of my business day, then.  
BART BOSWINKEL:
So what you want from this one is a reference to the text and the CSC charter combined with the overview or the combined text of the SLA procedures.  That’s what you’re suggesting or asking?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, I’m saying you need to create the consolidated document which essentially will be bringing together of what I’m calling the three documents.  The two that Kal and Jay just submitted for our considerations that we’ve been talking about, plus whatever is relevant from the document you provided to us last month, and then once that document is consolidated, then our actually submission to the charter review process, which is Elaine’s document here, we’ll be able to correctly refer back to the consolidated document you’re going to draft.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Okay, that’s definitely doable.  I’ll get it to you definitely by Wednesday evening my time, hopefully earlier.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay.  Now, that said from a logistics point of view, before we can do what Elaine just asked us, which is for us to get this document out, if you’re going to put forward a draft we have to be comfortable with the draft so you’re going to have to send that to the CSC, and then I’m going to ask the CSC, we’re going to have to respond to that promptly, if we have any concerns or suggested edits so that we can actually provide this document to the charter review team on behalf of us.  
I’d just like to get some feedback from the members on would we be okay if we get this on Wednesday providing confirmation or concerns within 48 hours so that we’re essentially committing that we would have our feedback one way or the other as individual members by next Friday?  Elaine, your hand is up and then Jay.  Elaine, go ahead.
ELAINE PRUIS:
Thanks, Byron.  So two items; one is, is it necessary to actually include this packet with the first pass of this document over to the charter review team, and the reason why I’m asking is because we also reference the remedial action procedures and I’m not sure what state that is in, if that’s ready to go out to them as well.  
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, we’ll come back to that in a sec.  Jay.

JAY DALEY:
Thank you.  Sorry to disagree about what you’ve just said, but haven’t we largely got agreement on [inaudible] these, and isn’t the next stage to be producing the document that then goes up for consultation or for recommendation to ccNSO and GNSO, isn’t that what we would should be asking to be drawn up?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah, absolutely, Jay.  I’m just saying, if we’re going to make some of the edits that we’ve talked about, so the edits to the recommended SLA metric changes and combine everything into one document, it was my assumption that we might want to at least just see it before we sent it out, but if we’re comfortable -- that’s all I was suggesting, that when the whole package is ready for, essentially, a final version, given that it’s three separate documents now, that we made some edits to, we should all just see it once just to make sure we’re all comfortable with, that’s all I was suggesting.

JAY DALEY:
Okay, I was suggesting the format of that should --
BRYONE HOLLAND:
Conversely, if people are comfortable with it, Bart could do the draft and I can certainly give it a thumbs up if I feel confident that it is addressed, what we’ve talked about on this call, if we collectively are comfortable with that and speed it up by a couple of days.

JAY DALEY:
I was just suggesting that we go directly to the format of the recommendation that we’re going to make, which would include all of the detail in it and we could double check that but we don’t almost need an interim step for the full thing.  But I’ll leave it with you, I’m sorry.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, I’ll tell you what.  From my perspective, I would like to get it, one last scan before we send out a final package given all that was discussed.  And if we collectively are comfortable with that, once it’s consolidated and a final document is put together, I’ll review it and as long as I feel that it meets the substance of our conversations and the tone and tanner of our conversation today, then we can certainly send it out. 
We’ll expect that, we’ll get the consolidated document by Bart by no later than Wednesday, so we should expect to have this back to the review team on Thursday.  Okay?  Give me just a couple seconds, please.  
Thanks for that.  There was one last question I know Elaine had asked and that’s regarding the remedial action procedures.  I’m just going to get Allan to speak to that.

ALLAN MACGILLIVRAY:
I think, Elaine, your question was, what do we do with the wording on the remedial action procedures in the chart submission document given that we might not have a chance to talk about that today.  I think the wording that we have there is resilient and I think we all can read it; it said it is proposed that the title and the text be removed conditional on the RAP’s being finalized.  
That was intended to be valid no matter where we are in the process of actually finalizing the RAP’s.  I’m hoping if we had time I was going to propose a way forward with the RAP’s, we may have to wait till next meeting, but certainly from my view it would be a number of weeks before we would actually finalize those anyway, so I never actually envisioned these two holding each other up.  Is that satisfactory to you?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Elaine, does that work for you?  Elaine?  
Bart, you had your hand up, did you want to say something?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes, but that was on a different topic, that’s why I lowered it, but it relates to the CSC charter review.  The only thing is the CSC charter review team, that’s why Elaine also suggested why they really want to see the document is would really like to have a conversation with the CSC prior to the Abu Dhabi meeting to get a sense and based on the document so they have a feel from the CSC how they view the charter etc.  
So that’s a meeting prior to the face to face meeting in Abu Dhabi.  Maybe we could use the next CSC meeting, set aside say a half an hour or add half an hour for that session.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, that’s fine whether we set aside half an hour or add half an hour, we can determine that over the next couple of weeks.  That’s certainly fine.  
Given that we’re coming up to about five minutes left before the end of this meeting, I’m going to suggest that we move to item number seven which is some planning for the Abu Dhabi meeting and take agenda item number four and defer it to our next meeting.  
Elaine, I know you seem to be having trouble with the audio, before we move on to Abu Dhabi I’ll just ask Allan to repeat what he said regarding the RAP and the charter review process.

ALLAN MACGILLIVRAY:
Elaine, I hope you can hear me better.  What I said was the actual wording that is in the CSC charter document is to the effect of that the reference to the RAP’s in the charter be removed, conditional I think the words are, conditional on the RAP’s being finalized.  
I think that wording is resilient to wherever we may be in the approval process for new RAP’s.  So in summary, I think the wording is just fine and that we can a separate discussion about where we are with the RAP’s next time should the CSC charter team want to be updated on that.  I hope that addresses your question.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Bart, go ahead.

BART BOSWINKEL:
The real core of the meeting is still the PTI performance reports August 2017.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you for reminding me of that, much appreciated.  When it’s going to so well you just blow right by it, yeah, apologize for that.  We’ll carry on with the Abu Dhabi schedule and then come back to the actual -- I guess what is the real substance of our meeting which is around the PTI performance and reports.  Let’s carry on with Abu Dhabi first, I think that will be quick and we’ll end with the reports.

BART BOSWINKEL:
To date, none of the liaisons indicated they wanted to have a meeting.  You have a scheduled meeting on Sunday, block three, and a wrap up during lunch, and then you have your usual meetings with the ccNSO and the RSIG, so that’s Kal and Elaine, Jay and you, Byron, with the ccNSO, and that’s it.

BYRON HOLLAND:
What about the ICANN board?

BART BOSWINKEL:
I think we decided to do it once a year and that’s the next meeting.  I can ask Kalid whether he wants to meet with the CSC charter or with the CSC itself.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Let’s make sure that we do that in the context of the one-year anniversary charter review, let’s make sure we have offered that opportunity so we can stick to the notion that it’s once a year, but given this is kind of a unique moment, let’s make sure they have the opportunity and that it’s up to them to say, “No thanks, we’re fine.”
BART BOSWINKEL:
I’ll do that quickly because they will decide upon the meeting schedule starting next week.  Okay, I’ll do that.

BYRON HOLLAND:
For the members, who’s going to be there and then also for the liaison, who intends to be at the meeting.

BART BOSWINKEL:
To make it easy before everybody needs to answer, to date, Maria has checked and everybody is supposed to be in Abu Dhabi.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, alright.  Great.  We are in the process of creating a presentation for the year in review presentation like we’ve talked about previously.  It’s a pretty rough cut, but I know Allan and Bart have been working up.  By the end of this week we should have a slightly more polished version, still draft version, and so we’ll circulate that next week.  That’s where we are with that, it’s a work in progress.  Any comments on Abu Dhabi before we head back to the report?  
Let’s get back to agenda item number three, which is PTI report to CSC and the CSC report.  Good news is PTI met 100% of the SLA thresholds for August, so there’s no missed metrics.  Naela, did you want to add anything or make any comments here?
NAELA SARRAS:
Yes, thank you, Byron.  Yes indeed, I think this is the third month in a row.  I did want to make one comment.  Starting next month, in the addendum section you will not receive any reporting in the addendum about route zone search engines and revocations, simply because that’s the commitment that we had with the route zone maintainer to do these via the route zone automation system versus manually, so now these will be captured by the dashboard because they are going through the route zone automation system.  
So there were be no section in the addendum anymore reporting what revocations we have done; they’ll be folded into the dashboard data and therefore presented in the report.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, that’s good news, thank you.  Any questions for Naela?  
No?  Okay.  On to 3.b, the CSC report.  I think the report said it’s been prepared.  It’s pretty straightforward.  I have one comment, but before I make a comment, does anybody have anything they wanted to say about the CSC report?  
No?  Okay.  My only comment really was around -- so just in terms of the report on escalations, there is text there referring to past escalations which have been closed, and in fact, if you look at that sentence, the part of escalations at the comma after period, it then says, “And the two past escalations have been closed.”  They are closed, we said that back last month, I don’t think there’s any need to keep repeating the fact that they’re closed and in fact just logically if we set that as a precedent, every time we did this we would just have an ongoing list that builds endlessly overtime.  
It would be my suggestion that we simply delete the second half of that sentence and just put a period after period, and then in terms of speaking to the issue itself, that once an issue is closed or an escalation is closed, we recognize it in the following month and say like we did previously, it has been closed, and then the subsequent month we make no mention of it anymore.  Essentially, there would be three things, we recognize an escalation, we’ll recognize the escalation has been closed and then we will not speak of it again; that would be my suggestion.  Is there any objection to that?  
Seeing or hearing no objections, let’s do that going forward.  I see Jay is typing, maybe there’s a -- okay, he is supportive.  Okay, so let’s do that going forward, thank you very much.  With that, is there anything else anybody wanted to surface or discuss on agenda item number three?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Byron, I just wanted to point out the note from Trang, she will update it and send it around, circulate it, so it will be sent by Monday, so we’ll draft [inaudible] as well, so you can approve it by Monday.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Great, thank you.  Recognizing that we’re already past time, and as I said before, agenda item number four we will have to defer to the next meeting.  We’ll go to agenda number eight, any other business, is there anything anybody would like to raise for any other business?  
Okay, seeing or hearing none.  Thank you very much, everybody.  We made a lot of progress here.  Thanks to everybody’s participated in the call and certainly Jay and Kal for the heavy lifting on the SLA related activity, and Elaine, for all the work you done on the charter review stuff.  Thank you very much.  Thanks everybody, see you in Abu Dhabi and talk to you soon.

BYRON HOLLAND:

Bye-bye.
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