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BYRON HOLLAND:
Well, let’s get going then. Agenda Item #1. Well, welcome, everybody, and welcome to the review team as well. Thank you for joining us today.

Before we get going in earnest in terms of detail, just to make sure that there’s some awareness on this issue, I wanted to let everybody know that Jay Daly is planning on departing from the CSC because he is moving on from his present employer, .nz, and I just want to make sure that people are aware of this. He has posted it to various lists and advised the ccNSO council and community. But Jay, since you’re on here, I just wanted to see if you wanted a moment to speak to this and just also let folks know that you’ve made a proposal to the ccNSO community and you and I have spoken about it, but I just want to offer you the opportunity to talk about it yourself if you want that opportunity.

JAY DALY:
Yes. Thank you, Byron. So yes, we had an internal restructuring inside .nz, and both Debbie Monahan and I are leaving. Our last days will be Friday the 12th of January in our current roles, but then we’re still [inaudible] into it for another couple of months but have no formal role in that anymore.


So I have proposed to the ccNSO that I carry on until the end of a two-year term which would be July, I believe, of next year. And .nz would be perfectly happy to continue to sponsor me until that point. I think that’s just [meta] in terms of the rollover, because then it can go through an ordinary election process and ccNSO as it would have done otherwise to select a new candidate, and it just allows us to finish off a few things here I’m working on. But if the ccNSO decides otherwise, then that would be reasonable. So that will be decided soon by the ccNSO council, of which Byron is a member, and we’ll take it from there.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Jay. And just following up on your last comment, Jay has brought this forward to the ccNSO council so there has been some preliminary discussion, and certainly from my perspective, I’m supportive of it although the council has its own mind and I’m only a part of it. But certainly, I’m supportive of Jay’s suggestion. So we’ll wait to see a little bit what the ccNSO council determines, but my expectation is that it will address this very promptly so we’ll know shortly.

With that then, unless there are any questions or comments, everybody sees the agenda in front of them. Does anybody wish to add to or amend the agenda? Jay, go ahead.

JAY DALY:
Thank you. Just to add, there is the follow-up from the notes that I sent to the CSC list about the change procedures that we need to discuss.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes. So absolutely, we’ll do that. Let’s use that as a segue then – since I see no other comments – into Agenda Item #2 which is around the SLA change process or proposed processes. Is that what you’re referring to though, Jay?

JAY DALY:
Sorry, I was, but I hadn’t spotted that was #2 on the agenda. I’m sorry, I was looking further down.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes. Well, perfect segue. So we’re going to let you and Kal dive right in, and maybe I could ask you – or whichever one of the two of you who wants to kick it off – walk us through what’s being proposed.

JAY DALY:
Okay, I’ll kick it off. And Kal, if you want to add anything in a second, please do. Kal and I had a call with Sam Eisner from ICANN, Trang, Bart and Ria to discuss the SLA change procedure. What we [inaudible] felt was important to achieve was a change process that didn’t require a charter change in order to change that change process – apologies for excessive use of the word “change” there – and that we wanted to avoid consultation fatigue as well by having multiple different reviews.


So we felt that it was best if we asked the Charter Review Team to include in their charter a set of delegations or principles or something equivalent that the ccNSO and GNSO give to their members so that we have some clarity about that and that they might include that the members can make certain types of decisions themselves or the members must consult for certain types of decisions and that sort of set of delegations. And then with those agreed through the CSC Charter Review Team, the CSC can then draft up and publish that as change procedures that are in line with those, which it can then maintain independently provided they’re always in line with those delegations as set out in the charter.


So we were keen to hear the thoughts of others on that, and if that was all then agreed, we could then draft up a letter to go from Byron to the CSC Charter Review Team asking them to consider this as part of their work. Kal, did you want to add anything?

KAL FEHER:
No, I think that pretty much covers it.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Thanks, Gentlemen. Are there any thoughts or comments from the members or the liaisons on I guess just the overall direction of travel that’s being suggested to us and/or any sort of the specific elements that have been articulated?

We’ve been at this for a little while and certainly had conversation on a number of other calls. And based on the direction of travel that our conversations have had, I think from my perspective, it seems like a pragmatic and reasonable approach. Of course, it does put some requirements on another body in the process, the Charter Review Team, but that said, given all the conversation we’ve had about trying to have a lighter weight path to making minor and fine tuning adjustments, it seems like a reasonable path forward.


I don’t know if any of the liaisons – I mean the members feel free to chime in, but even fi any of the liaisons have a comment. And of course, since the Charter Review Team members are on the call as well, I know you’re probably hearing this for the first time, but if there are any immediate questions that come to mind, we’d be happy to entertain those as well. Elaine, go ahead.

ELAINE PRUIS:
Thanks, Byron. I just wanted to mention and maybe prompt Donna when we talked about this on the review team call and Donna suggested that the only way we could go forward with that would be to go through a public consultation. So Donna, did you have more thoughts on that, or do you want to speak to that?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Fortuitously, Donna’s hand is up. Donna, go ahead.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Yes. Thanks, Byron, and thanks, Elaine. I had a question related to timing in respect of when do you think the review team could expect a letter? And Elaine, to your point, I think that the final report that we put out will actually go through a public comment process, so I think that would tick that box, at least of what I understand of what’s going forward here. So I think that would be okay. But to some extent, it depends on timing and whether – I think – and I know the timing is on the slide deck that we’ve got coming up. Bart, can you just remind me when we expect to have the draft report out for comment?

BART BOSWINKEL:
The draft should be ready approximately around mid – end of January to meet the deadline, to at least have it out by the ICANN61 meeting, or as a final stage so the renewed charter could be adopted at or a month after ICANN61 to close off this process of the review process. So it needs to be available by mid-January, and the report needs to be published by end of January to meet that deadline. That was the intent.
DONNA AUSTIN:
Okay. Thanks, Bart. So I guess the only question, Byron, is whether the expectation that we would receive a letter in reasonable time to consider it and then make recommendations in the draft report that we put out for comment.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Donna. Now, Kal and Jay, you’ve put some words to this already and circulated them, which at least at this moment nobody on the CSC has challenged. And I think the fact is we’ve been talking about it for a while and you’ve put words to I think the sentiment that has been expressed during previous meetings. But you already have a fair amount of what I would consider the baseline text that we would potentially submit to the Charter Review Team.


Would I be safe in assuming that you would be able to – now that you see that there is no opposition to what you’ve put forward within the CSC, would you be able to finesse the words into a final form that we could review over the coming month? And if we can do that – which I would hope we can – then we should be able to meet the timelines that have just been outlined. 
Kal, go ahead.

KAL FEHER:
I wanted to clarify something, perhaps for my own understanding as well as everyone else’s. My expectation is that there are two steps here. The first one is we ask for the permission or for the ability to write the change processes, and then we go ahead and write the change processes once we get the authority for the Charter Review Team. And if the change processes that we’ve actually documented, not necessarily the request and the explanation of why we might want the authority in the first place, hopefully that’s clear. And if it’s not clear, maybe Jay can correct me if I’ve misunderstood that.

JAY DALY:
Yes. So I wouldn’t use the same terminology, but I think we are talking about the same thing. We’re asking the CSC Charter Review Team to consider some wording to be added to the [draft], and I would hope that they would take our wording and fix it up in terms of the overall charter wording and their view of how that should be written, then consult on that. And then when that’s accepted and that becomes a new charter, that new charter becomes the authority that lets us then design our own internal change procedures which are intended to then be the implementation of those delegations given inside the charter. Is that clearer?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Is that clearer? Is there anybody who needs or was seeking further clarification on that? Kal, go ahead, but I’m just going to pose that question to the members and the liaisons to make sure we are all clear on that process. And while you think about it, Kal, go ahead.

KAL FEHER:
Yes, I think Jay’s explained it much better than I could have. That was what I had in mind. So we do have some text regarding the change process, but I don’t really have any text to supply the charter as yet, unless that’s something I’ve missed. So we would need to write that, but I don’t think that would be particularly challenging in the timeframe that we’re talking about.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. And I think the key elements or the fundamental sentiments are already on paper and have been circulated. So to my mind, we understand them. It’s now just a question of finessing the words and putting them in a way that would be helpful to the Charter Review Team to contemplate as they decide whether they would like to include this or not.


Okay. Hearing no further objection or any further questions, then we’ll move on to Agenda Item #3 which is the discussion with the CSC Charter Review Team. And I know the review team has prepared a presentation or a deck for us. I – just to clarify – don’t believe that’s been circulated at this point, so they’re going to walk us through it.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Byron, we just received it, so it was signed off this morning my time. So we circulated it in the course of the day both to the CSC itself and to the CSC Charter Review Team. But yes. So it’s available, but it –

BYRON HOLLAND:
It came out today. Okay, thanks. I’ve been out of office for much of the day, so thank you for clarifying that. Just to make sure we’re all on the same page in terms of objectives here, my sense is that it’s for the review team to walk us through where they’re at and where they’re headed, and provide the draft recommendations and allow us as the CSC to provide any feedback, comment or seek any clarifying questions. Can I ask, Donna, is that kind of a fair appraisal of what we’re going to do here now or what you’re seeking right now?

DONNA AUSTIN:
Yes, that’s pretty much it, Byron. At the end of the day, you’re the ones who will be impacted by any recommendations that we make, so we just wanted to take you through what we’ve heard as part of the consultation that was undertaken. And there are a couple of questions that we would like to get your input in as well. So we just wanted to make sure that we did a runaround with you before we actually posted anything publicly.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. So can I take that to mean you haven’t socialized this in other venues yet? Is that fair to say?

DONNA AUSTIN:
Yes, more or less. We did run through some of this in our session in Abu Dhabi, but we had an audience of one.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay.

DONNA AUSTIN:
So it’s not – yes.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. All right then. So I guess those are sort of the rules of engagement now, you’re going to socialize this with us right now, walk us through it, provide the draft recommendations. We can seek clarity and you’ll seek our feedback.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Correct.

BYRON HOLLAND:
All right. Then Donna and the rest of the team, over to you.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Byron. I’m quickly going to go through these first couple of slides here because it’s background and you guys would be aware of it anyway. So that’s how you’re established, some background information about the review, the purpose and scope, what’s not in scope of this review. So there will be some things that we’ve heard that we believe are out of scope of the review, but we still will make some kind of annotation in the final report when we put it out there just so that it’s on record.


This is our timetable. As Bart said, we’re looking to have the finalization and closure of this around March or April next year with a final report or a draft report going out towards the end of January for public comment, and then we’ll wrap that up. And hopefully in San Juan, we can provide the final report.


So this is pretty much what we’ve heard so far, and just to be clear about who we’ve spoken to so far. We had a conversation with Elise Gerich. We thought that was important given that Elise is the Vice President of PTI and also was the first liaison to the CSC. So we had a conversation with Elise.


We had a conversation with the CSC. Myself and Keith provided an overview to the Registry Stakeholder Group, and I think likewise, Martin did the same with the ccNSO in Abu Dhabi. We did have a session in Abu Dhabi, and as I said there was only one person who attended that. So this is basically what we’ve heard so far as a result of that.


So the narrow scope of the CSC seems to be working well, so there shouldn’t be any expansion of that within the charter. The selection criteria and process for members and liaisons should be maintained. And I just want to flag something here based on the conversation around Jay’s changing situation.

And I know that Elaine’s situation was a little bit the same as well, but if I could ask the CSC to give some thought to whether the selection criteria and process still holds when a member changes responsibilities. I think it does, but I think it would be really helpful, given that the ccNSO is going through a process to see whether it makes sense for Jay to keep his role with the CSC, just to double-check the charter and make sure that you still think it’s fit for purpose in those circumstances.

I don’t think there’s anything that says that the members need to come from a registry. I think it’s just that the appointment has to come from the Registry Stakeholder Group or the ccNSO. So I think it’s okay, but we probably should all have a rethink about that given changing circumstances for some of the members.


The monthly meetings at the moment be maintained, and direct feedback that we had from the CSC was we change the face-to-face updates in the charter to be at least twice per year, so take out that three per year requirement. And we’ll go through some of this in more detail in a minute.


And the charter makes a revision for the CSC PTI to request changes to service level targets, so that’s the SLA thing that we were talking about previously. And this one here, clarification of the roles and responsibilities of CSC, PTI, PTI board, ICANN org, ICANN board. One of the conversations we did have that I forgot to mention is that we had a conversation with Lisa and Jonathan as members of the PTI board, and this is feedback that’s come directly from them.


And the other thing that we’ve heard is that we’re conscious that the charter review is the first of many reviews that the CSC will be part of, and we think that there’s a little bit of duplication and overlap that we will probably note within the report to see if there’s some way to make sure that it’s a more pragmatic approach to the reviews rather than the CSC having two reviews go on at the same time. So that’s a high-level overview, but we’ll go through each in a little bit more detail. 
So in terms of what we’ll have in the report, basically our recommendation is that the narrow scope be maintained. Based on the conversation we had with you, the focused remit allows the CSC to do its job properly. The narrow scope also allows the CSC to be a trusted entity. We understand that the relationship that the CSC has built with the PTI has worked really well, and we think a lot of that seems to be attributable to the narrow scope. And the narrow focus also helps in terms of selection of the membership. So we’re not looking for anything beyond oversight of the performance of IANA.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Donna, can I just jump in here for a second?

DONNA AUSTIN:
Yes, Byron.

BYRON HOLLAND:
I just wanted to I guess make a comment, particularly on the second sub-bullet of the third bullet point around PTI proactively seeking feedback from the CSC on out-of-scope issues, and the IANA survey is the specific example. I think this is an interesting point in that I would totally agree that the very focused scope has been part of what I think has made this committee successful so far, so I’d certainly agree with that, and I think its limited remit has also been part of what is providing a trust level that at this point is so far so good.


But on the proactive feedback and the IANA survey in particular, I guess the way I looked at that is from the charter, there are components that talk about how the CSC needs to reach out to the community, get feedback from the community, understand the community’s sentiment. So on the survey in particular, I guess we looked at that as part of how we would actually execute on what the charter says we should do. And the fact that we went back and forth on the survey and provided feedback and input and that kind of thing, PTI took that for what it was, which was trying to be helpful and constructive.


So I guess I just want to register a little bit of concern on using that as outside of scope given that I think when we did that, we did it with the feeling that we were actually inside the bounds of the charter because the charter of the charter’s requirement for us to understand our constituency’s concerns and issues and solicit feedback from them in different ways. And to us, that included the survey itself. I just wanted to throw that out there for the review team.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Byron. That’s good feedback. Jay, I see your hand up.

JAY DALY:
Yes, I just wanted to echo Byron’s thing. I’m very much in favor that the narrow scope of the CSC should continue to be narrow, but I [take issue of] the IANA survey because it’s a customer survey and we represent one set of the customers. Having something formal around our involvement In that I think is useful and I wouldn’t necessarily see it as an increase in the scope, personally. But if it’s not there, I don’t mind, I just think that has been beneficial, and if that were better documented, that would be useful.

DONNA AUSTIN:
So Jay, you’re suggesting that the CSC input to the survey be better documented in the charter, or am I missing something? Sorry.

JAY DALY:
Yes, I am.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Okay. All right.

JAY DALY:
Thanks.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Because I think Donna – and this is always a challenge when you do consultation or public presentation, discussion and feedback. Of course, you get the feedback of the people who are A, present in the moment and B, who are willing to speak up about something. For us, the survey potentially provides a broader base of feedback and input on a consistent set of questions.


So when I think about – and other members are welcome to speak for themselves, but when I think about how we solicit input from our communities and feedback, to me, the survey becomes a key vehicle for that feedback. And given that communicating and consulting with our communities is part of our responsibility, that’s why this one in particular I’m pulling out, and I think it’s important for us to be in and around the survey providing constructive feedback to PTI even though it’s actually their survey. But that’s probably enough on this topic.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Byron, just one follow-up on that. When survey results come back, what’s the expectation for the CSC? Would you have a look at that survey result? Because to some extent, I could see that the survey results would be of interest to the CSC and still within the scope of what the CSC does.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes. Having an understanding of the feedback, both positive and negative, would be an important dataset for the CSC as they try to understand what the communities are experiencing in terms of their customer relationship with PTI.
DONNA AUSTIN:
Okay. All right. So I think that’s potentially something that we can pull out as a – well, I think the review team will have to think about how we handle this, but it might be something that we need to pull out as a separate point. Do any of the review team members have anything they wanted to comment on? Okay. Thanks. 
Trang, I see that you’ve provided something in the chat, that the IANA function also requires PTI to consult with the CSC on the survey and it’s part of the contract. So maybe that’s something we can pick up on as well.


Okay. Selection criteria and process for members and liaisons should be maintained. So the feedback we got on this is that the composition of the CSC has been key to its success, and that kind of is attributable to the selection criteria and the process that’s contained in the charter. And the distinction between the members and liaisons doesn’t constrain input to discussions, so we don’t see that there’s any need to change the way that the member and liaison is filled out within the charter.


So we think that’s pretty much good to stay as it is, with the exception that it would be good to get your feedback in light of the changing circumstances for a member, whether that requires any additional consideration within the charter itself. So any comments on this one? Okay.


Monthly meetings should be maintained for the time being. And we do have a little bit of confusion around this one, so we might need some help with this one. Given the last 12 months the CSC has been responsible for [development of] operating procedures and [other] documentation. Having monthly meeting prescribed in the charter was very helpful, and we understand that for the time being, that should stay.


Where we are a little bit confused is about whether the charter should provide a distinction between monthly meetings and monthly reporting. Because I don’t think currently the charter actually spells out that while there is – the monthly meetings are a requirement in the charter, I don’t think it actually specifies that there should be monthly reporting done by the CSC, with the exception that minutes of meetings are supposed to be provided within I think it’s five business days of the meetings taking place.


So we think for the time being, we will keep monthly meetings within the charter as a requirement, but there’s some – whether we need to be a little bit more explicit about whether the monthly reporting that’s currently done should be maintained as well. So I’d be interested in CSC’s thoughts on that.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Can I just ask CSC members and/or liaisons if there’s any comment on that? I think there are probably two things there. One is, should there be clarity or greater distinction between monthly meetings and monthly reporting? That’s what I’m hearing or seeing here. Should there be a distinction between those two things? And then the second is, should the regularity of either one of those be adjusted? I just wonder if there’s any feedback on that, and I see Kal first and then Jay. Donna, you don’t mind me hijacking this for a second? Just so we make sure we get some feedback here. 
Kal, go ahead.
DONNA AUSTIN:
That’s fine, Byron.

KAL FEHER:
I’d first like to address the regularity of the reporting. And most of the SLAs that we track are measured monthly. We discussed I think recently tracking some SLAs over longer periods of time because they were rare occurrences, but by and large, most of the things that we track will be – or most of the SLAs will be measured monthly. So I can’t see how we could ever arrive at a situation where the reports themselves would not be generated at least monthly. And if we’re generating a report once a month, I suppose it’s something we could agree on via the mailing list at some point, but I’m not sure that that really gets us any advantage. For now, it seems to make sense that if you’re going to generate a report monthly, you should at least have a teleconference monthly to agree on it. Hopefully the teleconferences are shorter, but I think you’d still have to have them.
DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Kal. Jay?

JAY DALY:
Yes. Pretty much the same as Kal there. I think we have to have monthly meetings and we have to have monthly reports. And I see this regularly in other areas where I work not related to the CSC. When people are doing really well in [times] of meeting an SLA, people start to question whether you need the oversight on that regular basis. To my mind, that forgets the fact that one of the reasons that people are doing so well is because there is that regular oversight and regular reports on that basis.

And so even if we had a straight run of five years of PTI delivering the SLA at 100% with absolutely nothing going wrong, no complaints, nothing, I would still be arguing for monthly meetings and monthly reports on that, just that the meetings ought to be five minutes long instead of an hour and a half long. But I see no reason to sort of change.
DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Kal, and thanks, Jay. And I notice that Trang’s put some reference in the chat as well regarding the meeting schedule. I think moving forward, we can provide a little bit more clarity about monthly meetings and monthly reporting. With regard to the regularity, when things are going well, I think one of the potential consequences of the calls being ho-hum I suppose for want of a better word is that you might have membership falling off thinking, “Well, it’s not really important that I turn up this time.” So perhaps that’s one of the things that you might see fall away when there’s not kind of substantive discussion on a monthly meeting. But to that end, I guess the reporting of who’s turning up to meetings becomes all the more important.


Anything that any of the review team members would like to add on this before I move forward? Okay, so thanks for that feedback. Updates to direct customers during ICANN meetings. The charter prescribes that the CSC provide no less than three updates per year to the Registry Stakeholder Group and the ccNSO. The CSC has recommended that that be changed to no less than two updates per year to be conducted at ICANN’s community and AGM meetings.


We note that the format of the policy meetings considerably limits the opportunities to provide the required updates to direct customers and also that members of the CSC don’t generally attend the policy meeting. So I think we agree that it makes sense that we change that requirement to no less than two updates per year. Jay, I see your hand up. Go ahead.

JAY DALY:
Yes. Sorry, Donna, I just want to go back to the previous point, having just picked up on something Martin wrote. I would be happy with a differential attendance requirement for members versus liaisons in order to maintain the monthly cadence that had members being required to attend monthly but liaisons not being required to attend every one of those. Say, only having to attend half of them or something like that. Because I can understand it’s a different type of engagement for liaisons at times. Just throwing that out there.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Jay. How does the rest of the CSC feel about that? Particularly the liaisons, I suppose. Lars, go ahead.
LARS JOHAN-LIMAN:
Yes, I do understand where you’re coming from when you say differentiated requirements on participation. And I’m okay with that. That said, I think that to participate in this group is actually an important channel, at least for the RSSAC, because this is a way for us to get the information and have a discussion regarding the PTI’s performance, and also this is our channel to be able to bring issues to the attention of the CSC, and it’s actually a very good communication channel for us. Even if the requirements were lowered for liaisons, I would probably try to attend as much as I could. Thank you.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Sorry. Byron?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, just a comment on making sure that we’re, to the greatest degree possible, future-proofing any changes made to the charter. And that’s the bullet number two where there’s a direct tie-in to the specific meetings. And while I certainly understand why it’s been expressed this way, just in terms of future-proofing it, we might want to consider some way to be a little more generic about the wording, because if ICANN changes the format of the meetings, we probably don’t want to find ourselves in a place where we suddenly have to start trying to change the charter to reflect that, an externality that has nothing to do with what our intent is here. And given the way the meetings are going, it’s not outside the realm of possibility that ICANN would switch up the meeting types and names and tempo again in the future.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Okay. That’s good feedback, Byron. I think we can just keep that generic, “To be conducted at ICANN meetings.” Two updates per year at ICANN meetings. 
And then just going back to the liaison thing, I think for the time being we’re not playing with monthly meeting schedules, and perhaps we leave the attendance requirement as it is for liaisons and members. I notice that Elise is saying in the chat that it’s important to signal to future liaisons that they need to participate in calls. So I think we at least should make sure the liaisons need to attend most of the meetings.


And I think that’s probably an important consideration once you swap over the liaisons. You want to maintain that. Part of this is I guess what Lars is saying, is about the relationship-building across some of the different parts of ICANN. So I think if we maintain that requirement, it would probably help in that regard. Kal, I see your hand up.

KAL FEHER:
As someone who has just stayed awake all night due to ICANN calls, I wanted to bring up the point that when we first [announced] the meeting times, we did so based on our geographic locations for the four of us, the four CSC members. We did at a time think that the liaison obligations were a little bit onerous, because certainly the European participants have a very obnoxious time pretty much every month.

And I don’t know how we might lower the obligations enough that understanding that depending on the makeup of the CSC at any given time, someone might be [getting into] some fairly unsociable hours and that might just happen without them being aware. You might have a change of CSC members halfway through your liaison period, and suddenly you find yourself making calls at 2:00-3:00 in the morning every month.

So it would be good if we could review at least the minimum attendance requirements and perhaps lower those just a little to allow for people who can’t make all calls.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Okay. Thanks, Kal. The [interminable] problem with ICANN meetings is people are in different time zones. Okay, so I think from a review team perspective, we’ll go back and think about what you said and see if makes sense to relax liaison requirements, but for the members it will stay as it is.


Review of changes to service-level targets. I think we already talked about this earlier, so I don’t think there’s any need to discuss that here. Is everyone okay if I move forward?


Clarification of roles, responsibilities CSC vis-à-vis the PTI, PTI board, ICANN org and ICANN board. This is something that came up in our discussions with Lisa and Jonathan in particular as members of the PTI board. There was a concern expressed that while there’s a PTI liaison to the CSC, there doesn’t seem to be a structured way for the CSC to interact with the PTI board, and I got the impression from Lisa and Jonathan that there hadn’t been any interaction with the CSC and the PTI board.


So I just wanted to have a conversation with the CSC to understand where your main touch points are in terms of relationships with PTI, PTI board, ICANN org, ICANN board, and whether you think there would be value in adding some requirement that CSC meet with the PTI board maybe twice a year or something like that. So Byron, if I could open it up to the CSC just to give us some feedback on what your thinking is in this regard.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Sure. And I’m speaking on my behalf here, not the CSC’s per se, but my thoughts are there should be some less ad hoc way, because we haven’t really had any kind of normalized or formalized interaction with the PTI board. We’ve certainly had Lisa and Jonathan attend our meetings, and of course Elise attends our meetings, but that’s more as individual members of PTI as opposed to an actual meeting with PTI board. And it’s my sense that on some normalized cadence, we should have that opportunity.


And maybe there’s wording that can be in the charter that suggests that we will also meet with other groups, including the ICANN and PTI boards, to provide regular updates on the IANA function operators’ performance, or some such thing that provides opportunity for that normalized cadence between PTI board and CSC. That would be my take as a member on a path forward.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Byron. That’s helpful. Any thoughts from anybody else? Jay, go ahead, please.

JAY DALY:
Yes. Just briefly, I agree with Byron. It doesn’t need to be frequent interaction, but something formalized would be useful. And I think there’s a degree to which it is actually us formally reporting to the PTI board as well rather than it having to be a sort of engagement-type interaction, because I think that they have a need for their job to get reports from others for them to understand how things are going.
DONNA AUSTIN:
Okay. Thanks, Jay.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Donna, can I make one more comment?

DONNA AUSTIN:
Yes, Byron, please.

BYRON HOLLAND:
I just want to pick up on Jay’s comment where he says we will provide formalized reporting to the PTI board. I just want to make sure that we’re on the same page there. I think we should be able to provide a report back to the PTI board, but we as CSC do not report to PTI board. I’m sure we’re all clear on that, but I just want to make that distinction very clear.

JAY DALY:
Yes, that’s right.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Right, so the CSC is largely independent. Well, it is independent. But there are important relationships that we might want to make more clear in the charter. I get the feeling that there was a little bit of friction between the role of the PTI board and perhaps ICANN board, so I think I it’s just a matter of, as you said, provide something in the charter that formalizes PTI board interaction.


The other thing that’s kind of related is the remedial action procedure, because my understanding within the RAP is that there will be a manner of escalation. And I haven’t seen the revised remedial action procedure that you guys have put together, but I understand it’s similar to what’s provided in the charter at the moment. And that escalation, if I recall, kind of went to the PTI liaison and then to the PTI board, up to ICANN CEO or up to ICANN board. That’s kind of the process that we’ll go through. But I understand there’s been a little bit of a hiccup in that regard because it might be inconsistent with bylaws or some other documentation that’s come out of the transition work. 
So does anyone have a comment on that? Thanks, Byron. Go ahead.

BYRON HOLLAND:
I’m just going to ask Elaine or Allan, either one of them to comment on it, because they’ve been together really [stick] handling or the point people on this issue. I don’t know if, Elaine, you want to jump in, or Allan can jump in.

ELAINE PRUIS:
I’ll start, and Allan, you can clarify if I get anything wrong. But essentially, it was passed to Sam Eisner in ICANN Legal for a review to see if they had any concerns or issues, and they wanted to by some language around what the actual role of PTI board and ICANN board were and make sure that was reflected properly in the remedial action procedures. So [we’ll] hear back from them on I think January 8th was the date. I’m not quite sure, but that’s the status of it. And I don’t have any objection to letting Donna and Martin have a look at it now just so they have an opportunity to see which way we’re going with it. Unless someone thinks there are going to be significant changes based on ICANN feedback, that might be a nice thing to allow them to have a look.
ALLAN MACGILLIVRAY:
Thank you, Elaine. So maybe just to build on what you said, the draft RAPs that have been circulated do contemplate a three-stage escalation process, firstly to the PTI board, secondly to the ICANN CEO, and thirdly to the ICANN board. So we met I think a week ago Monday virtually. You were there, but also Trang, Sam Eisner and I think Naela was also there as well. And at that time, there was some concern expressed by ICANN/PTI on a possible – I’ll use the term overlap or duplication. I don’t know, something in that world between having the PTI board and the ICANN CEO as two separate levels of escalation.


So the way we left -and this is largely update I’m going to provide to the CSC later – is that ICANN would get back with some specific wording changes they maybe wish to propose to the draft RAPs to reflect their comments. And we have not seen those of yet, but I would point out that during our discussion, there was no suggestion that the ICANN Bylaws were a factor or a limitation in the way that this was constructed. So if that’s been raised as a concern, this is the first I’ve heard of it. Thank you.
DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Allan. And it might just be my misunderstanding of what I heard. And I think the intention is that the remedial action procedure will be a standalone document and just be referenced in the charter moving forward. It was only included as an example in the original charter. Someone correct me if I’m wrong, but I think that’s the intention moving forward. Okay.

ALLAN MACGILLIVRAY:
Yes, that’s my understanding, Donna. Thank you.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Naela, go ahead, please.

NAELA SARRAS:
Yes. Hi, Donna. Hi, everyone. Thank you. So just to confirm exactly what Allan and Elaine both said, our internal group met on this yesterday again to confirm our understanding of what we wanted to do, and we’re working on a document right now where we’re revising it to add the pieces that Allan and Elaine explained, and we’re actually hoping for a more aggressive date than January 8th. We’re hoping to send that out even before then so that the team has a chance to review it, the subgroup. So yes, we’re on the same page with the working group on this. We wanted to do a little bit of clarification on the roles, and we’re making progress and should be ready to send the document fairly quickly.
DONNA AUSTIN:
Okay. Thanks, Naela. I think that’s all I have for this slide. Is there anything from the review team members that I’ve missed? Okay, looks like we’re okay. So there are two other things that we’ve – additional information that we’ll include in the report, but they won’t necessarily affect the charter.


One of them is about the stacking, piling of the CSC-related reviews. So this is something I spoke about earlier, that we’re aware that there’s another requirement for I think an efficiency review of the CSC 12 months from now, and that timing duplicates the IFR – I can’t remember what that acronym stands for anymore – IANA function review that is supposed to take place around the same time. So we’re just going to flag this as an issue to see if there’s some way that this could be managed so that it’s easier on the CSC and you’re not feeling the weight of too many reviews. So that’s just more something that we’ll note for information.


So I don’t know whether, Byron, your team has any comments they want to make on this, whether it makes sense to flag it or whether you think it’s okay.

BYRON HOLLAND:
It strikes me that there are a lot of reviews for what we do. I understand how they came to be, but having three reviews over this period of time, I think a comment can be made that perhaps that is excessive. I can understand it for the first go around here as this is clearly a new process and the responsibility that we have is a serious one, but I think going forward we should try to make sure that at the very least they are staggered and not concurrent, but that if there’s a way to achieve the objective without having just a series of ongoing reviews all the time from different angles or perspectives, I think that it would be helpful if you could flag that.

DONNA AUSTIN:
This is a comment more for the review team, but interested from the CSC as well. I guess theoretically, the effectiveness review, we could recommend that that initial review be dropped in favor of the IANA naming function review, because that was something that was developed after the charter was developed, I think. So I guess the review team could actually recommend that that effectiveness review, we could change the timing of that I suppose within the charter itself to give priority to the IANA naming function review. I don’t know if our review team members have any kind of thoughts on that. It’s not something we discussed, but it’s only just occurred to me now. Trang, go ahead.

TRANG NGUYEN:
Thank you, Donna. On this topic, both of these reviews, the effectiveness of the CSC reviews as well as the IANA naming function reviews are bylaws-mandated. They’re both included in the ICANN bylaws. And so as part of preparing for the kickoff of those two reviews, we have been looking at the bylaws and the scope defined in the bylaws for these reviews. And the IANA naming functions review as it pertains to the CSC is a review of the CSC’s oversight of PTI. 

So I think one of the considerations is to ensure that the scope of these two reviews don’t overlap with each other, but rather they’re complementary. For example if the IANA naming function review is going to be looking at CSC’s role as an oversight body of PTI’s performance, then perhaps the CSC effectiveness review could be more akin to sort of an organizational effectiveness review. So it’s looking more at the structure of CSC, how it works along the lines of [maybe] the things that you’re looking at as part of the CSC charter reviews.

So if that’s the way that we look at the CSC effectiveness review, potentially one of the things that could be considered is that the first CSC effectiveness review relied on a lot of the information that’s being done as part of the CSC charter review. So that’s just something for consideration, is that we want to make sure these reviews, particularly the repeatable ones, the CSC effectiveness and IANA naming function reviews don’t overlap with each other, but rather, how do we make sure they’re complementary to each other? Thank you.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Yes, thanks, Trang. Okay, I think this is something that the review team is going to have to discuss a little bit further as to how we can reflect this in the report. Okay, so I think we’ll just note that as something we need to do and move on.


And finally, travel funding for the CSC. We are aware that travel funding for representatives isn’t available, and that’s largely the result of recommendations that came out of the CWG IANA transition report, and it was also explicitly noted in the selection criteria as information for potential CSC candidates. So we’re not going to make any recommendation around travel funding in the charter, but we will recognize in the report itself that this is kind of a potential issue.


And one of the things that we recognize is that the CSC has used ICANN meetings as an opportunity for face-to-face meetings for the CSC [inaudible] and perhaps consideration to be given to providing travel support from the ICANN budget. But if attendance at an ICANN meeting is really for the purpose of just providing updates, then the CSC members should request travel support through the Registry Stakeholder Group or the ccNSO.


We’re also aware through discussions with the CSC and PTI that there’s been some agreement to have a meeting at ICANN offices, and it would seem appropriate that travel support be provided for that. But at the end of the day, that’s not something that we will codify within the charter. It’s really for the CSC to work that out I guess with the PTI moving forward. So I think that’s where the review team is on this, but I’d be interested to get feedback from the CSC. Byron, go ahead.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Donna. And I think certainly when the CWG was working through all of this and it was more of a conceptual exercise about the future, that’s a different place to be than we are here with a year plus worth of work under our belt. I think your commentary is good and correct. I think that certainly from a ccNSO perspective, if a member needs travel support, my expectation is that it could probably come from the ccNSO.

So there likely isn’t a lot of requirement for stipulated travel funding on the ccNSO side, although the change in Jay’s status does prompt a thought of what if we have a member who doesn’t have the benefit of being funded as a result of their day job showing up at ICANN meetings? Is there some kind of exemption or opportunity for funding as a result of that?

All of that said though, I still think your commentary is correct and that if a member does require funding, first and foremost it should go through the respective community. And I believe that that funding would be available should it be required, at least on the ccNSO side. And I invite my colleagues from the [G] side to comment on that as well.


And I do just want to say I think there’s some clarification needed on this bullet point #3 around a meeting in Los Angeles. I don’t think it was ever anticipated that there would be a regular annual meeting there. There was certainly discussion of would there be an opportunity to have essentially a one-time meeting so that PTI staff and potentially CSC members could both meet each other and get to know each other a little bit more, but also have some more meaningful discussion with more than a year under our belt and a transition in the leadership at PTI, etc.

Scheduling has certainly prevented that from actually happening, but it was only a one-off activity as opposed to anything regularized or an annual meeting. So I just want to make that clear from my perspective. Thanks, Donna.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Byron. That’s certainly helpful. I know that a few of us had to do – well, Martin did most of the research. We had to go back and find where these restrictions on travel funding were actually codified. And I know on the meeting at ICANN offices, I think Martin came across some discussion – might have been Bart – that we had within the drafting team for the CSC where we actually discussed whether an annual meeting would be useful or not. And I think the recommendation was against that at the time. But as you say, we’re now 12 months in, we now have a better idea of what’s actually happening rather than theorizing around it. So we need to acknowledge that moving forward. Jay, go ahead, please.

JAY DALY:
Thanks, Donna. If I recall from the ccNSO perspective, there’s a reasonably strong requirement that the members are actively engaged with a registry, and I think it was made clear that the registry itself would need to find funding for people to attend ICANN meetings and others if they’re going to be on the CSC.


[inaudible] Byron, this is really for the C-side. This is a ccNSO problem. For my own bit for a transition phase, I’m being funded for SSAC for the next ICANN meeting, and then there’s only one more to go where I would then [potentially be] funding through SSAC as well. So that’s really a moot point I think there, because as I understand it, the sentiment of the ccNSO would not be to have a member appointed for anything other than the small transition phase that applies to me to have a member appointed in the longer term who doesn’t have active support from their registry. That would include getting them to meetings.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Jay. Elaine?

ELAINE PRUIS:
Thanks, Donna. I just want to ask for some clarity and also provide some input from my perspective and the situation. So first off – let me make sure I heard you say correctly, your last bullet point, travel to meetings, you will include that information in your report but not as part of the charter? Is that what you said?

DONNA AUSTIN:
Correct.

ELAINE PRUIS:
Okay. So from my situation when I applied to become a member of the CSC, I was employed by Donuts who had a policy of paying for all of my travel to ICANN meetings because of my participation on behalf of the company, so it didn’t make a difference that there was no funding provided by ICANN or the GNSO for that position. But now that I’m no longer employed by Donuts, I don’t have any travel funding at all.


So it’s very helpful that ICANN covered that in the last meeting, but I would be concerned about planning going forward whether or not I could count on that happening if it weren’t codified in the charter. And for future members, you might have a hard time getting qualified applicants if there isn’t some surety of being able to attend the meetings when necessary. So I would just like to voice my concern there and ask you to reconsider that being in the charter.
DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Elaine, for that feedback. And we’ll certainly have a discussion around it with the review team. Just in relation to the travel funding – and I don’t necessarily want to speak for the RySG, but I think if you approached the RySG, you would get some consideration for funding. I think the RySG has eight slots or something, so we probably should just go back – I can talk to Paul and see what the situation is on that.


And I think what we’re saying here is that if the purpose of attending an ICANN meeting from a CSC perspective is just to provide an update, I wouldn’t envisage that – and I could be wrong – that requires all four members of the CSC to be present at that update. So I would think that if it’s just for update purposes, you probably only need one member of the CSC to be present to do that.


But if the CSC continues to use ICANN meetings as an opportunity to meet face-to-face, then that’s a different requirement and you would need the funding for potentially four slots as the members, and then whether you wanted to consider the liaisons as well, that’s another consideration.


But I would think – and Trang, you might be able to help me with this, but perhaps the better – and I don’t know whether the CSC actually has standing to do this, but with ICANN budget requests, I think that is actually open now. Whether it makes sense for the CSC to actually put forward a budget request for travel funding in certain circumstances.

TRANG NGUYEN:
Thank you, Donna. I would think that would be one appropriate mechanism, and that the other obviously would be through the appointing organization, I would assume. In this case, using you as an example, through the RySG for the purposes of using a member of the CSC for travel funding requests. So yes, I would assume that that those would be certainly mechanisms that could be used to request travel funding in specific situations.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Trang. And Kal, go ahead, please.

KAL FEHER:
Thanks, Donna. I just wanted to maybe clarify what you meant by updates. We’ve conducted a lot of updates, and in each meeting, we typically have several. And some of those updates are actually part of our proposed change processes. So it’s perhaps a little bit of a catch-all term perhaps that might encompass several activities. Not entirely convinced that a single person can fulfill all those activities. So maybe if you could clarify what you mean when you say update.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Right. So I guess what I was referring to is that within the charter itself, there’s a requirement for the CSC to provide the update at ICANN meetings to the direct customers, so the Registry Stakeholder Group and to the ccNSO. And I guess my assumption is that that’s two updates to the meeting, so one person could possibly do that. I wasn’t aware of other updates that you might be providing that would require more attendance, so maybe that’s my naiveté and we need a little bit more information about the kind of updates, outreach or whatever engagement that the CSC does at ICANN meetings that does require maybe the full CSC or at least the members being in attendance. Does that make sense, Kal?
KAL FEHER:
Yes, thanks. I’ll note that the updates actually occur on the same day for the Gs and CCs. So we might need at least a minimum of two if they’re happening on the same day, if both the [CC] and RySG meet at the same time. And the other element that I was referring to was the requirement to socialize proposed SLA changes prior to actually conducting them.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Okay. Which I recall that you and Elaine do in Abu Dhabi. Okay, thanks, Kal. So I think on this one, the review team needs to go back and have a little bit more thinking around this. I think – yes, okay, I won’t talk for the review team. I think we need to do a little bit more work on this one. 
So Byron, that’s all we have and that’s where we’re at. Our intention was that once we had the conversation with you, we’d start the drafting of our report. And I think the intention with the report is that we’ll go through our findings, what we’ve heard and what our recommendations are. And attached to that would be a markup of the charter. So I think that’s what we have, and that’s our next step in moving forward. 
Anything that I’d missed from our review team perspective that folks want to raise or add at this point? Okay, looks like we’re good. So Byron, if your team doesn’t have any other questions, I think we can leave you to get on with your normal call.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Thank you, Donna and the rest of the team. Much appreciated. It looks like from what I can see you’re well on your way, and hopefully our feedback and input has been of value for you folks.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Yes, really helpful, Byron. Particularly now that we’ve done a fair amount of work, I think it was good to circle back with you just to see where we were. So I appreciate the time that you provided us.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Great. Well, thanks very much. And I guess for those of you who are going to enjoy the coming holiday season, enjoy it, have fun, and we’ll no doubt be speaking to you in January.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Likewise, Byron. Thanks very much.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Thanks, all.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. So for CSC, we’ll get back to the agenda at hand. Item #4, the action items. Can I just ask perhaps Bart to just walk us through them? I think they’re pretty much all completed. Is there anything outstanding that we need to discuss?

BART BOSWINKEL:
No. As you can see on the screen, all action items have been completed, and [inaudible] either they defer to some of the actions or some of the items on your agenda. Or the next one. So no outstanding action items.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Go team. Thank you. Let’s move on to Agenda Item #5, the PTI performance report. I think as everybody can see, two metrics have been missed, the technical checks and the retests. We’ve seen this story before. Naela, did you want to walk us through the report? Is there anything in particular that you’d like to say on this?

NAELA SARRAS:
Thank you, Byron. No, nothing I want to add. You pointed out exactly where we missed our SLAs. The same story, as you said. It’s the improvement [of] technical checks, and hopefully the change of the SLA when it’s able to happen. Other than that, we seem to be meeting the rest of SLAs that are essential for us to know that we’re meeting which depend on staff time consistently. And that’s it.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE:
No escalation.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you. And no escalations either?

NAELA SARRAS:
So this comes up in the second part of this report, but I’ll [just talk to] them. So we did have two escalations that we let the CSC know about in November. One was the .sk for the .sk ccTLD, and .pk ccTLD. .pk for Pakistan, I think all the events were described in the reports that we provided. We did have an exchange afterwards with Jay on these, how the details were discussed in the .sk report, and he was right on to point out that really, the reports seem to focus a lot on the complainant and portrayed it perhaps as his issue when it’s something that’s been escalated as far up as some members of the ICANN board and it seems to be a community issue.


But the consistent thing about it is it’s been going on for several months and they’ve come to us at different stages of the complaint, and each time, we pushed back saying this is really an internal issue, it’s not something that the PTI can take action on at this time because there is no transfer request that was put in front of us to evaluate.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Thanks. Thank you for that, that’s helpful. I guess what I was saying is no new escalations.

NAELA SARRAS:
Oh, yes, sorry. No new escalations.

BYRON HOLLAND:
No problem. Thanks for the commentary, that’s still helpful for us. Okay, any questions or comments for Naela or on the report? Okay. Seeing or hearing none, then there’s our CSC report, the draft of which has been already circulated by Amy. Thank you, Amy. Are there any questions –

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE:
Sorry?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Any questions or comments on the CSC report? Any concerns? I’ll just echo Jay’s comments in the chat. Another good month for PTI, so thank you. Just making sure anybody who wants to speak has the opportunity, but not seeing anything. Can I suggest, since there do not appear to be any concerns, that we seek agreement to publish the report as it stands? Are there any objections to that from the members? Any abstentions? Seeing and hearing no objections or no abstentions, we will publish the report. So thank you to the team for that. And could I ask Bart to send it out on our behalf?

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes, of course. As always. No problem, we’ll send it out tomorrow.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you, Bart. So with that, we will carry on to Agenda Item #6 which is an update on the RAPs that Elaine and Allan have been our point people and spearheading on. I know they’ve had some discussions with ICANN PTI staff, so if I could ask Elaine or Allan to report on that. Elaine? Or should we take it over to Allan?

ALLAN MACGILLIVRAY:
All right, so I’ll start. So I’ve already covered a lot of this when we chatted with the CSC charter review team, but Elaine and I met with Sam, Trang, and Naela a week ago Monday, I think it was the 4th of December, to review some comments from ICANN/PTI. And there were actually a couple of other points that came out of that discussion. So let me just summarize the outcome.


Firstly, as I’ve already noted, there was some commentary from ICANN PTI on a potential overlap between the PTI board and the ICANN CEO as a point of escalation, so they’re going to consider specifically what they would propose to change in light of those concerns. 
Their second area of concern was the wording in the draft which requires actions to be taken within ten days or such other time as might be agreed to by the parties. They felt that ten days could in some circumstances be too limiting, so again we said, “Okay, why don’t you propose some words?” So that is what they are doing now.


Thirdly, in the moment, Elaine made a very good point which is that the RAPs should actually contain a provision for their review 12 months after their first use. So it isn’t tied to a particular calendar but rather after the first time we use them, we should have a review to say, “Hey, how did that go? Should you change anything?” I thought that was an excellent idea, and my sense was that ICANN and PTI at least accepted that in the moment. So I suggested that they potentially look at some words around that thought and include it in the draft that they will send back out.


Lastly, I requested that Sam Eisner, the ICANN counsel undertake what I call a legal scrubbing of the actual proposed words. For example, is there a need for a definitions section, etc.? So it’s more a question of having a lawyer look them over to see if there are any [holds] from their point of view. So those were the four issues that were raised. I was pleased to hear Naela or Trang tell us earlier that [it’s] their intention to get back to us very soon with some language around these issues, so I really welcome that. And once we’ve received those, we’ll try and put a meeting of the working group together to discuss them, likely earlier in the new year. So just kind of a general update. I’m really awaiting the specific language to have some sense of specifically what they’re after, but that’s my report. Thank you.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Allan. Elaine, your hand is up. Was that from long ago, or did you want to add to this?
ELAINE PRUIS:
Yes. Thanks, Byron. Thanks, Allan, it’s an excellent summary. I just wanted to add that when we were discussing the 10-day turnaround time, it sounded like ICANN staff thought that was too tight, and they would like more flexibility in that. But we did emphasize that if we’re at this remedial action procedure [level of] crisis that the security and stability of the Internet could be at risk, and therefore it should be treated as something extremely important to deal with right away. I think they heard that and are taking it back. And of course, if there’s some situation where they need more time, fine, but I really want to stick as close to a tight timeline as we can.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Elaine. Any comments or questions for the subgroup? Okay. Seeing or hearing none, we will let them carry on. Thank you very much for that, and we will move on to Agenda Item #7, Puerto Rico which is more an update than anything. These are the proposed meetings for the ICANN Puerto Rico meeting. There may be an opportunity to meet with other constituency groups as we have discussed earlier today, potential to meet with PTI board or even the ICANN board.


So I think that’s still an open item or a question mark, but the tentatively scheduled meetings are the public meeting which for us will be a work meeting, and also a wrap-up lunch on Thursday where we can regroup and share any feedback we’ve had from our constituencies or what we’ve heard, or follow-up on any work items that come out of the Sunday meeting. So right now that’s the planned course of action. If anything – obviously we still have some time to finetune that, but at the very least, please put those in your calendar.


Moving on to Agenda Item #8 which is our longer-term schedule. You can see the link there, or at least we could. It disappeared for me, but there’s the link to the longer-term schedule. Oh, there it is. Thank you very much. So I would just ask everybody to take a quick scan on that. I know a lot of these meetings are well out into the future, but just put them in your calendars. These are the proposed future dates.


I’ll tell you right out of the gate I have a bit of a challenge on the January 15th meeting because I already have commitments. However, I think the day before is a national holiday in the U.S. so I know that puts ICANN staff in a bit of a jam so that we may need some finetuning there, or I may need to delegate chairing the meeting itself. Anyway, we’ve got some time before we have to deal with that, but I just wanted to give folks a heads up on that one. So please take a look at the long-term schedule and pencil it into your calendars.


We’ll move on to Agenda Item #9, which is Any Other Business. Does anybody have Any Other Business they would like to bring to our attention? 
Okay, seeing no hands up, nothing in the chat. Thank you very much, everybody. I think that was as good conversation. I believe the Charter Review Team seems to be on the right path, and I thank everybody for their feedback. I think they got our messages, and I think we’re probably very helpful to them.


So thank you, everybody. And for those who celebrate the holidays upcoming, have a great Christmas and everybody have a great new year. We’ll speak again in January. Thanks, everybody. Bye for now.

LARS JOHAN-LIMAN:
Merry Christmas. Bye.

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE:
Bye.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE:
Thank you.

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE:
Thank you all. Happy holidays.
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