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BYRON HOLLAND: 
I was anticipating Kal would not be here, but we do have three members.  On that front, welcome everybody, and welcome to the members that are here and to our observers, which seem to be somewhat limited today, and of course the PTI folks. Welcome to the February meeting. I will just dive right in based on the agenda that we have.

Apart from the welcome, I would just like to first ask everybody are we okay with the agenda or are there any other items that people would like to raise vis-à-vis the agenda? Seeing or hearing none, we’ll carry on with the agenda in front of us.


The action items, we’re only really going to be dealing with things that are open items, and the first action item listed is one essentially in progress. We will come to it in a further agenda item, so I suggest we just move on from the action items, unless there’s any concern about that because we will cover it later.


Moving on to agenda item number 3, the active PTI performance for January of 2018, looks good, but maybe now I could just ask you to say a few words [inaudible] also ask if there are any escalations or anything else we should know about. 

NAELA SARRAS: 
Thank you, Byron. Indeed. I don’t really have much to add to the report. We met our threshold, the SLAs of that 100%. I do have an update to Kal. He asked a question on [inaudible] included in agenda [inaudible] the LGR IDN tables processing. We do have additional data that we agreed to collect, but we’re only going to share it with the working group via e-mail, because we don’t want to put it as part of the report because we haven’t agreed those SLAs yet. So, before we start committing to them, we just wanted to give the CSC an idea about what those numbers are. We’ll be sharing that data as well for December and January. Going forward, we’ll share it every time we share the report with the CSC.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you. [inaudible] start until we can formalize it more, so appreciate that. Anything else you want to bring to our attention? 

NAELA SARRAS: 
I’m sorry, yes. [inaudible] any escalations, not in January, no, and nothing that we know of so far now that we’re in [inaudible]. So, nope.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you. Anybody else? Any questions for Naela or PTI staff? We’ll carry on, then. Onto agenda item number four. 

JAY DALEY:
Sorry, Byron. Should we just add our congratulations on another 100% month?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes, we should. Absolutely. Congratulations to the PTI team for once again meeting the 100% mark. 

NAELA SALLAS:
Thank you.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Jay, I don’t know, if you’re sitting in the room there, it sounds like [inaudible].  You’re being consumed by the board [inaudible] be careful. 


Moving on back to the agenda item, item number 4, that’s the CSC chair election. I’m going to ask Bart to help me out a little bit on this from a process standpoint because there isn’t a particular process for this that I’m aware of, and Bart, could I ask you. There is nothing in paper or on paper anywhere specifically. In a sense, at the beginning it was a bit of a … It was really discussion among the members and I’m not going to say an informal agreement because it was formal in that a chair was selected, but it was really informal in terms of process and just discussion-based. 


As we discuss the role right now, I have some inherent sense of conflict being the person bringing it up and being in the seat that we’re actually talking about. So, I also want to make it clear that if anybody has any anxiety about that, I’m absolutely open to discussing that in itself before we move on.


What I would like to do is hopefully just have an open discussion about how we would like to select a chair for the coming year. I am certainly willing to stand, but I would also like to know if anybody else, any of the other members, are interested in the chair position and [inaudible] any further discussion. If there’s any discussion on each of those pieces, because this isn’t a formal process on paper anywhere, we are left to our own devices in terms of how we want to proceed here. Of course, the chair has to be one of the four members. Jay, go ahead. 

JAY DALEY:
First of all, I’m definitely not interested in any way whatsoever shape or form at all, thank you very much, in the chair. I think we do need a lightweight process around this that simply reminds us that [inaudible] fixed date for the election, that we have a reminder that fixed date is coming up and people to self-nominate or whatever for it. Then, on that date, ask just to vote or whatever to make that decision. [inaudible] I don’t think we need anymore process around it than that, but we do need some … Just the date I think needs to be fixed. Would you agree with that? 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Jay. That certainly sounds sensible to me. Elaine or any others? Any feedback for Jay or generally?

ELAINE PRUIS:
I do like the idea of having some lightweight process captured somewhere, just so we can keep track of it. Like Jay, I’m not interested in being the chair. I think you’re doing a fabulous job, Byron, so I hope you win. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Well, since there’s one of us not here and two of the three here who don’t want the job, I would agree – I absolutely agree – that we do need a process. I would certainly echo Jay’s comment that while it should be on paper with a process, given the nature of this committee, I would hope, like he stated, that it can be pretty lightweight, but we should have a fixed date and a fixed process. Maybe I could ask Bart who supports us here. I see your hand is up. I know you want to make a comment, but also I’m going to task you with providing us a lightweight framework that we could take a look at. Bart, go ahead.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Yes, that would be my suggestion. Probably I’ll get it to you, say, by the end of next week so you can discuss it at your meeting in San Juan. That’s one. Also, please note there are hardly any liaisons on the call today, so that’s a bit of an issue as well. That’s the second thing.


My suggestion would be that you use I would say a face-to-face meeting to elect, so people can see how it works and not have the first meeting of [inaudible] not around October or the November meeting, but around this time. 


If you look at it, your terms are up in October, and so you will have the selection process during the summer and then go into October. Then, at least if there are new members, they can be on the committee and the new liaisons for a few weeks or a couple of meetings before you go into the election with the new members.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. There’s nothing there that sounds unreasonable. Any comments?

BART BOSWINKEL:
That’s [almost] procedure.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yeah. So, given what you had just articulated verbally, if you put pen to paper on much of that, I think we’re most of the way there, quite frankly.

BART BOSWINKEL:
So, you will have it by the end of next week, so the liaisons will have it as well.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Any further comments on this item? Hearing none, let’s move on from that. Thank you, Bart.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Byron, just one more question. Assuming you stay on, given the temperature of the people on the call, what the secretariat has noticed, it might be useful that you have an alternate for one or two of the meetings, say, that we can continue if necessary, so we don’t have one single point of failure. That’s something to consider.

BYRON HOLLAND:
I agree. 

BART BOSWINKEL: 
That means somebody, like say a vice chair. It could be a liaison and/or a member. I’ll include that as well as optional, so you can have a discussion about it.  

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you. With that, we’ll move on to item number 5, an update on the [RIC] Working Group. I know the working group met actually earlier today, so if I could ask somebody from the [RIC] to report on where we’re at. I see Allan’s hand is up. I can see it physically, if not virtually, so Allan, go ahead.

ALLAN MACGILLIVRAY:
Thank you, Byron.  I’m not going to walk through where we are in substance. I don’t think that’s the plan today. I’m pleased to report that we met earlier today and my assessment – and I think I speak for many of those – is we’re very close to finalizing these. We do have to do one more round of, let’s call it, exchange of paper. We may or may not need another meeting. We’ll see, depending on what the paper looks like. So, our plan is to, if we need that meeting, that we would hold it next week.


We did have a bit of a discussion on process as well because the question came up as to, given that the CSC charter contemplates the CSC PTI agreeing on this, from the PTI perspective, what does that entail?


It was indicated that ICANN PTI would like an opportunity to I guess circulate or give notice within ICANN of the proposal to finalize these because I can tell you the current draft [inaudible] for the PTI board as well as the CEO of ICANN.


So, given that they’re mentioned and the fact that they want to kind of let them know that this is going on would be I guess a short way of putting it. 


The idea is that we would try and finalize these very shortly. There would be some socialization process within ICANN, [inaudible] the president of ICANN could come to the CSC meeting in Puerto Rico with authority to approve the [RAPs] on behalf of PTI and that we could do all of that in Puerto Rico at the face-to-face meeting. Thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Allan. Any comments or questions for Allan or any comments from any of the other working group member? Elaine, go ahead.

ELAINE PRUIS:
Thank you. Allan, thanks for that great summary. I just wanted to mention that the charter review team had a look at the proposed remedial action procedure and Martin sent around some comments which we considered in today’s discussion. So, they have a look at what we’re working on and hopefully that will help them with their work as well.

ALLAN MACGILLAVRY:
Yes. Thank you, Elaine. I should have mentioned that we’re taking on board many of the comments and suggestions from Martin, so thank you to Martin and the CSC Review Team. Thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Any other feedback for that agenda item?

ALLAN MACGILLAVRY:
 I would point out that the document on the screen has not been discussed by the working group members. It’s simply a draft that I did today reflecting the comments that we discussed, but that is it, which is why I don’t think it would be reasonable to discuss it now. But, what you’re seeing is the latest draft. There are some other changes that ICANN PTI have undertaken to attempt to draft to affect the discussion we had today. Thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Go ahead, Donna. Thanks. 

DONNA AUSTIN:
Just a question on the RAP and the timing. I think it makes sense for our work that we wait until [inaudible] completed items [inaudible] before we put our document out for public comment. Does that make sense to you? I don’t want our work to go forward without this being finalized and included in the charter. I think from a pragmatic point of view, that seems to make the most sense [inaudible] text that would [inaudible] and we haven’t discussed this within our [inaudible]. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
It certainly makes sense to me that we would try to coordinate the timing, such that both we on this committee and yourself have had a chance to thoroughly discuss it and that whatever the outcomes on the discussion on the CSC are, you would be able to incorporate those final discussions into the work that you’re doing. 


However, that of course leads to what does that chronology actually look like? Of which I’m not sure right at the moment. I see Trang’s hand is up, maybe Donna will just get some feedback from Trang, which might help inform us. Trang, go ahead.

TRANG NGUYEN:
Thank you, Byron. I actually have a clarifying question for Donna. Donna, I guess I’m not clear. Are you envisioning that the remedial action procedures will be incorporated as part of the CSC Charter Review Team report and would be subjected to public comment alongside the CSC Charter Review Team report? I just want to clarify. 

DONNA AUSTIN:
No, Trang, that wouldn’t be my intent, but given the current RAP that’s in the charter is a draft, I think if what we’re looking here is to [inaudible] the charter, but I think it would be helpful if the finalized RAP is included in that.

Now, what we possibly could do with our reports [inaudible] public comment period on what we have, [inaudible] particular points [inaudible] that make sure that before we sign off on it, that the [inaudible] that’s included in the charter. I just think it’s being [inaudible] rather than sign of on an amended charter as part of the review team and then the new RAP has to come in some parts of that. I don’t know. [inaudible] and that’s just my initial [inaudible]. And noting we haven’t discussed it within the review team either. 

BART BOSWINKEL:
Donna, are you able to speak up a little bit? Because it’s very feint, as you can see. Maybe people have difficulty hearing you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Trang, did you have any follow-up on that [inaudible]?

TRANG NGUYEN:
Yes. I think that clarifies. I guess the one remaining thing I’m still unsure about … I know that the [inaudible] charter as a draft [inaudible] in it. Is it envisioned that the revised charter will reflect these new RAPs once it’s agreed upon, or would it be removed but just a reference to the RAPs separately? I guess I’m still not clear on that point. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Donna, did you want to comment on that? 

DONNA AUSTIN:
Yes, Byron. [inaudible], but I guess that’s a good question. I think my assumption was that the [inaudible], but if that’s not the intent, then we could certainly make that clear in our work as well. This is something that we probably need to talk to [inaudible] the review team [inaudible] forward with that. It just seems to me that it would be cleaner if we can not follow the [inaudible] RAP is done. It just seems to make sense that perhaps that connection is not there, so we can just move forward without worrying about the RAP.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Donna. Elaine and then Allan. Elaine, go ahead. 

ELAINE PRUIS:
Thank you. I think part of that question was whether or not the example RAP process that’s currently in the charter would remain. I’m hoping that it will not, rather there will just be a reference to the work that we’re doing because the current charter draft, the example doesn’t really reflect what we’ll find in our current draft and it might cause some confusion. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Elaine. Allan?

ALLAN MACGILLAVRY:
Thank you, Byron. I’d just like to ask Donna if the schedule or timeline that I set up before, that is to say with final approval of [inaudible] in Puerto Rico in March would be satisfactory to the CSC Review Team. 

DONNA AUSTIN:
I’ve been on leave for the last week and I’ve forgotten a lot of things that I should remember. I can’t remember what [inaudible], but as I said, I really have a sense that if there’s a reason to delay finalizing our work for two or three weeks, it makes sense to do so to me, but we haven’t discussed that within the review team. So, it needs to have that conversation. I’m really sorry about the quality of my audio. [inaudible]. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thanks, Donna. I think we got that, given that our goal is for our face-to-face meeting in Puerto Rico, then you have a sense of the timing and if the charter review team can wait to see the final thing, then that’s the timeline. I think there’s probably also still discussion on Elaine’s point, which is what exactly from the RAP would end up in the charter review team’s final output and what’s the appropriate level of depth and detail there. I think that’s probably an item for future discussion and I would ask that you and your team think about that, too. What’s the level of depth and detail that should actually be included in the revised charter? 


With that, any further or other comments on agenda item number 7? Sorry, agenda item number 6. Hearing none, we’ll move on to agenda item number 7, which is the CSC Charter Review Team update.


Donna, if you’re going to do the update, I see Martin is also on the phone. But, Donna, if you’re going to do the update – sorry, now that the agenda is back up on the screen, I misspoke and got ahead of myself. We’re going to agenda item number 6, which is the SLA change process update. I know Kal and Jay we redoing work on that here. Jay, would you be able to speak to this?
JAY DALEY:
Sure. First of all, apologies. I too a very long time to not do anything because [inaudible] Kal that did all the work. Thank you, Kal. We were quite happy [inaudible] the letter, but then we have Allan’s suggested change from a couple days ago and we haven’t had a proper chance to consider that. 


As Elaine has explained, there is placeholder text in there in the CSC charter review report. That placeholder text I think is sufficiently generic to cover anything that’s going to be done. The urgency I think then is removed. I’m not sure we even necessarily need to write a letter anymore if that’s already in there, but I’ll take other people’s advice on that. So, that’s the current situation. Any questions, then please [inaudible] by asking. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Any comments or questions for Jay? If not, then maybe I’ll just ask you, Jay, what you see the next steps are.

JAY DALEY:
The next step is for Kal and I to have a chance to discuss Allan’s suggestion and see whether we need to do that. Perhaps now I could ask Donna, actually, whether you feel that – or Martin – whether you actually need a letter from us anymore now that you understand it and you have the placeholder text in there. Do we need a letter or not, basically?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Donna or Martin?

DONNA AUSTIN:
Byron, it’s Donna. Can you hear me any better now?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Oh, you’re definitely better now.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Sorry about that, guys. Jay, I’m sorry, but I was trying to get back on the phone when you were speaking, so if Martin or Keith have a sense of how to respond, or even Bart, with regard to the letter, that would be great. Sorry. 

JAY DALEY:
Martin, go ahead. 

MARTIN BOYLE:
Thanks, Jay. [inaudible] being a little bit [inaudible] here. Yes, I think we needed to understand what it was that you were proposing to the SLA changes. I have no recollections to specifically either promising or specifically asking for a letter. What do you anticipate that if you were to send a letter the letter would say?

JAY DALEY:
The letter is basically just explaining our position around the SLA procedure changes and the need for a differential mechanism for that, so that we can have elements of change that don’t require full community consultation. 


But, you’ve already effectively captured that need within your draft report, so you may not need the letter from us. 

MARTIN BOYLE:
I do think we’ve captured everything. Hello?

BYRON HOLLAND:
Martin, feel free to close off your thought there. Go ahead. 

MARTIN BOYLE:
Okay, thanks. I do think, Jay, that [inaudible] than that which you’ve already said and that we have already reflected on the text that we’ve got. I’m not really convinced that an exchange of that [inaudible] be particularly useful. To some extent, if you were to write the letter [inaudible] you, then I wouldn’t want to [inaudible] letter. I would perhaps encourage you to just tell us, but if you want a letter, then fine. If there’s nothing additional, then let’s go on the basis on that which we’ve got as being the easiest way forward. 

JAY DALEY:
I think Elaine wants to add something to that.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Go ahead, Elaine.

ELAINE PRUIS:
So, just to clarify – can you hear me okay?

JAY DALY:
Yes. 

ELAINE PRUIS:
Just to clarify, I think the request and the letter is essentially the same information that we had a few months ago and included in the internal CSC review of the charter. Allan and I had drafted some language put in front of the charter review team with our suggested changes to the charter and I’m pretty sure we captured Jay and Kal’s request with that language. That’s probably why you’re seeing that placeholder text already.


So, as far as a paper trail, there’s that draft language in the proposed changes to the charter from the CSC. I think that we’ve shared enough information to reflect what Kal are Jay are looking for is touched on by the charter review team already.


That’s a longwinded way of saying I don’t think we need to do additional work here. 

JAY DALEY:
I think we’re agreed then. [inaudible] saying anything. 
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. My takeaway from that is we probably don’t need a letter right now, but Kal and Jay are going to, in relatively short order, review the suggestions made in Allan’s letter to see if there’s any light between those two, and if there is, do we need to do anything about it? I see Allan’s hand is up. Go ahead, Allan.

ALLAN MACGILLAVRY:
Thank you, Byron. I think this is getting a little confusing. When I responded to Kal’s e-mail to the list and made some wording change suggestion, I had not had the benefit of reading the language in the draft from the CSC Charter Review Team, so I think really my language as much as I’m wedded to it, I think we should just put it aside and focus on the language that’s already in the draft revised charter. Hopefully, we will get to that in a moment, but I am going to paste it into the chat right now and that way if there’s any comments, then we can just deal with them right now. But, this is the language that was in there. If we have any issue with it, let’s talk to it now. Otherwise, let’s try and close this off. I mean, just add comment. Obviously, the Charter Review Team will do what they want. Kal isn’t here, but let’s just be clear. Thank you. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Allan. So, before we actually move to the next agenda item, is there anything further on the SLA process change agenda item? Obviously, that provides a good segue into the next agenda item, number 7, the CSC Charter Review Team update. I’ll turn it over to Donna.

DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Byron. I think I’m going to need your help here because I have been on leave for a week and I’m a little bit confused about where we are. But, I think we’ve made some good progress on finalizing what we think the main changes will be to the charter as a result of the consultation we’ve undertaken. We’re in the process of drafting our final report which has to go out for public comment. I don’t know, Byron, if you want us to walk you through the changes that we’re proposing to the charter. I think they’re pretty consistent with conversations we’ve had previously. 


The only thing we probably need to talk about internally as a result of this call is what we do with the RAP, but I think the only other thing that we’re struggling with a little bit at the moment is how we deal with duplication of the requirement in the charter for the effectiveness review to take place at the end of this year, and also the IANA function review will take place at the same time. 


So, I think what we had some discussion around on our last call – and Martin will be able to say this more succinctly than me, but I think what we’re thinking about is to try to make the charter review – effectiveness review – that’s described in the charter to be a subset of what happens in the IANA [inaudible] review. But, I don’t think we’re clear on how to do that. So, I think that’s where we are at the moment, Bart. Is there anything else that I missed or Martin or Keith? Go ahead, Bart.

BART BOSWINKEL:
Probably, if you would scroll … I think I’m scrolling down to the executive summary of the document. I’m scrolling down further, sorry. 


It’s the observations which are effectively out of scope for the CSC Charter Review Team, which are probably causing the most grief for the review team. One of the observations with respect to the reviews itself that Donna alluded to. The second one is after a conversation especially with the external [inaudible] PTI, our roles and responsibilities of the CSC vis-à-vis PTI, PTI board, ICANN Org, and ICANN board should be – or should they be documented? [inaudible] the findings of the [inaudible] documented as well, especially the independent directors of PTI board, for various reasons, would like a kind of documentation. The question is … And that’s an observation of the review team. That’s another area which he didn’t touch upon [inaudible]. 


I think the rest is all very clear. If you look at the report itself, you can already see there is a placeholder for the remedial action procedure. This is interim report to inform the community on progress to date and to be used as a basis for public consultation and discussion in San Juan. 


I think if you look at the observations around the CSC charter itself, they’re very clear and very aligned with the CSC’s own internal views. So, that’s not an area for further discussion. 


But, if these two areas, as Donna said, concurrence of CSC related reviews and documentations of roles and responsibilities that are still open and where the CSC Review Team is seeking for additional clarity needs from the CSC [inaudible]. Thank you. 

DONNA AUSTIN:
Thanks, Bart. Byron, if you guys could scroll down so that you’re on the executive summary, but I just wanted to flag item seven which is the provision needs to be included in the charter to ensure that the roles and responsibilities of the CSC is maintained in the event that the IANA functions become separated from ICANN. 


This is something that I think Keith initially identified, but something we felt was pretty important. In the event that, God forbid, we end up down that path where there’s talk about separating the IANA function from ICANN, we still believe there is a really important role for the CSC. That’s what number 7 is trying to capture, that regardless of where IANA sits, the CSC still needs to be recognized. That might be one. I don’t think we’ve actually discussed that with your team before, so I just wanted to explain where that came from because I think that’s probably the one thing that we haven’t discussed with you previously. That’s all I have. Martin, Keith, or Donna, do you have anything else to add? Seeing no hands, I think I’ll hand it back over to you, Byron.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Thanks, Donna and Bart and all the rest of the Charter Review Team for all the work that’s gone into this. Certainly, from my first readings of the modified text of the charter, my initial response is certainly positive and optimistic. Donna, I absolutely take your point, executive summary point 7, around the need for reference to CSC should the worst happen and whether it’s CSC specifically, but without a doubt, that kind of oversight mechanism must carry on with the IANA function should the worst happen. So, thank you for flagging that and making sure that it’s included here. Jay, I see your hand is up. Go ahead. 
JAY DALEY:
Sorry, a small point. Under membership composition, on the compare original and proposed charter version red line, there’s a change about ccTLD and gTLD registry operators. Is that simply a change upper case to lower case or is there actually a larger change that’s taken there? 


In the redline version that’s attached to the draft report, there’s no change made. But, one of the separate documents that came, there’s a change underlined.

DONNA AUSTIN: 
Jay, can you point me specifically to where? I think what it is, is that we had … The charter says, if I’m on the right point, that it has to be ccTLD registry operator or a ccTLD registry operator. What we changed it to is it must be a representative of the ccTLD registry operator or gTLD registry operator. We’ve just included that word representative, if that’s what you’re talking about. 

JAY DALEY:
Yes, it is. Yes. That explains that. Thank you. 

DONNA AUSTIN: 
Yeah. I think, on review, we thought that is was a little bit … It wasn’t the right [inaudible], so we just added the word representative. 

JAY DALEY:
Thank you.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thanks, Donna. Thanks, Jay. That was a good observation. Anything further on agenda item number 7? Okay, seeing or hearing none, thank you Donna and team. We will move on to agenda item number 8 with the high-level overview of the results of the IANA survey.

The one thing I would note here, and I’ll probably just jump in right away, is it’s the full survey from all quarters. I’m wondering, from the PTI staff, if there’s an opportunity to create something that’s more focused around the name space. While what’s going on with the numbering folks is interesting, it’s not necessarily germane to us in our discussion. 

[MARILLIA]:
Byron, this is [Marillia] here. Yeah. The presentation that you are going to see there is already only relating to the naming function.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, great. As much as we enjoyed all 52 pages, I appreciate the consolidation. Thank you.

[MARILLIA]:
There are still quite a few slides because I pulled everything that was pertinent to the naming functions from the report. I’ll go through them quickly. This is going to be accessible to you guys if you want to look at it in more detail.

This is a quick overview of the methodology. The only thing that I would point out here, because the other bullet points are basically the same as previous years, is this year we had talked to this group, the CSC group, that we would change the period of the survey to start when the ICANN meeting started. The fieldwork began October. 


Because we got feedback exactly for it being during an ICANN meeting which was followed by an IETF meeting, we received a few e-mails back saying, “I don’t have time to fill it out right now. I’m in meetings, I’m traveling.” So, by the time we got to the original end date, we had very few responses, so we extended it a couple of weeks, the field work. So, just so you are aware, the feedback that we received for the survey being open during ICANN meeting wasn’t … A lot of them didn’t really have the time to focus on it. But, everything else in this remained the same as previous years. 


Then, moving to the next slide, these are some statistics that I pulled just for the naming function. We reached 20% of the 4,000 people that we sent an invite to. That’s for everything. We got 7% of the invites completed the survey. This is for all functions, not only the naming functions. But, you can see the numbers broken down only for the naming function.


For the ccTLD where we had zero in previous years, we did get more responses this year. Basically, for the naming functions, we got a 30% response rate. It was more than the average overall rating. 


Some of the key findings for the survey overall. Customers, as in previous years, the priority for them is accuracy, timeliness, and process quality. We met their expectations. They were satisfied with all of those areas and there will be another slide showing specifically what that percentage was. 


An area that exceeded expectations by PTI staff is for courteous interaction with the customer, so courtesy was something that we exceeded expectations and is also similar to previous years.


Virtually all customers feel comfortable approaching us with an issue. The one thing is that only half of them are aware that we have a problem for resolving customer service issues. Every year, it’s about 49-50% of customers say that they know that we have a process for resolving issues.


There is not a high level of awareness of the fact that PTI began performing the IANA function. Many who are aware, they’re not very familiar with the specific changes. There will be more specifics in the next slide on this, too. 


The next [inaudible], as a mentioned before, accuracy, timeliness, and process quality are rated the most important aspects for customers and 94% of the customers are satisfied with accuracy.

One thing to point out this year that wasn’t part of the survey before is the option to choose not applicable. That was also something that we discussed in previous CSC meeting. The fact that we added the not applicable option skewed a little bit of the percentage of satisfaction because it’s not that people are dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with accuracy, for instance. It’s that the not applicable made a difference in the overall results. 


As you can see, for the top three most important aspects, we’re still ranking high on satisfaction. 


Then we break down into the segment. The routine root zone management for ccTLD results. Here we have a 20% response rate. Accuracy they rated also 75% think that this is the most important aspect and they are 100% satisfied. This slide shows that we have very little dissatisfaction and the 11% on the published performance report. So, it kind of changes. When you look at the trending, you’ll see the difference, how it makes a difference.


The next ... Go ahead.

JAY DALEY:
You might need to give the slide number because I don’t think it’s scrolling. 

[MARILLIA]:
Oh, sorry. It would be the number 33, but it’s slide 8 in the presentation.  Over here gives a little bit more data. Three in five customers in this segment are aware of the IANA function customer service issue resolution process and they are all comfortable approaching us whenever they have issues. Again, this is for routine root zone management for ccTLDs. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Can I just pause you there for one moment? Allan has a question. 

ALLAN MACGILLIVRAY:
Thank you. I’m wondering as you’re going through this if you could give us some sense of whether things, how they’ve changed from other years. I think it’s interesting to have the absolute result, but also give us some sense of the trend from last year. Is it getting better or softening a bit? I think we find that useful. Thank you. 

[MARILLIA]:
Sure. I’ll have a slide for trending since 2013 in the bottom, but I can go through. For this specific question, it stays very much the same. One area that has progressively improved over the years is the use of RZMS. When we first started the survey, because RZMS was a new system, we had a higher percentage of people who thought it was difficult to use or they weren’t using it. So, as the years progressed, there are a higher number of people who think it’s easy or very easy to use the interface.


As far as being comfortable approaching us with an issue, that is consistent through the years. it doesn’t change. As well as the awareness that we have a customer service issue. It’s usually between overall from all functions, it’s between 49-50% and here we see that for this specific segment, it’s higher. A higher amount of people that are aware. So, we can move to the next slide. This is slide number nine for you guys who are scrolling.


Again, it’s more than two-thirds, 68% of ccTLD routine root zone management respondents are aware of the fact that PTI began performing the IANA functions in 2016, but 38% said they are not familiar with the specifics. So, this is just a question that we added this year. In previous years, of course we didn’t have that. We just wanted to get a sense of how familiar our customers were with this change. 


Then we go to gTLD routine root zone management. Here, also, high satisfaction. Accuracy, again, the most important aspect. This is also 100%. If you think that the 15% that makes a difference, they didn’t say they’re dissatisfied. It’s just not applicable.


Allan, on these specific aspects, I’m going to talk through the trending a little bit later. 

BYRON HOLLAND: 
I have a quick question. This may be a dumb question. Just in terms of when we look at the slide on the page and we have the categorizations of very satisfied, satisfied, can you just … We have the four columns: not applicable, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied, then satisfied, very satisfied and then the fifth one, very satisfied, satisfied, which I assume is the rollup of very satisfied and satisfied. Can you just explain to me why you want the rollup of the two columns? What’s the methodological or rationale for that? What does it give us? What are you trying to tell me by doing that rather than me just seeing the two independent columns?
[MARILLIA]:
That’s a good question. That’s a question that I had. This year, Ubiquity,  they created the report for us. In previous years, if you look at the report that I used to create in the previous years, I didn’t roll them up like that. I had the columns very satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied. I think what they want, the answer that they gave me, they wanted to show – so, very satisfied and satisfied was 85% and then they wanted for people to be able to see where the bar was, very satisfied. Are we increasing the amount of people who are going from satisfied to very satisfied or are we going more towards the very satisfied moving to the satisfied? That was the rationale behind.

JAY DALEY:
This is quite a common thing used in surveys, because as [inaudible] said it, it’s the total of the good side and shows the differential, the line between that and the other side. That’s why it’s used. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
It’s different from previous, so I was trying to understand what they were getting at. From a marketing perspective, we would call these the top box scores, an amalgamation of the top ones, but it was different from previous years, so I guess part of it is just who’s doing the report. Meant to be a simple question. Thanks for the answer. 

[MARILLIA]:
The next slide. It’s the same. In this case here for the gTLDs, you can see 95% are comfortable approaching us. It’s similar to the ccTLDs. 65% are aware that we have a process and the difference here is, for the ccTLDs, we had an 82% of the respondents thought it was easy or very easy to use RDMS and here we have 40%. So, 40 versus 87. 


Then, the next slide.

JAY DALEY:
If there is any drill-down to show whether that’s because there are certain parts of the system that gs use more than cs that they may be less satisfied about, like IDN tables for example, or any other thing?

[MARILLIA]:
From a survey sense, unless they put in a comment, because they already have the option to add a comment [inaudible] question if they want to give any feedback. That’s the only way we would be able to see exactly why they thought it was difficult. And I have also all the comments for you guys, too. 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE: 
This is an area that we want [inaudible]. Part of it is what you’re saying. They interact with RDMS a lot more. Another part of it is the ccs have been with us and RDMS a little bit longer, so they are complacent and more used to it. So, it’s something that we need to figure out and ask a little bit more about that in Puerto Rico. She and I are discussing that same point. Something to figure out. 

JAY DALEY:
Thank you. 

[MARILLIA]:
Now, we are on slide 13. This is the question about the PTI performing the IANA function.  Here, 75% of people said that they didn’t know about it. It’s a data point here. 

Now, the trending, Allan, slide is next here. You can see that from 2013 to 2017 what the satisfaction rating was with accuracy, timeliness, and the information provided to you on [inaudible], published performance reports, level of staff courtesy. Again, this is the trending data for routine root zone management for both ccs and gTLDs.


The reason they combine the two when they do the trending is that in previous years we didn’t separate ccTLDs from gTLD and this was another request from the CSC that we segment them separately, so in order to trend, they combined it this year. 


We also had to keep in mind the not applicable responses there, because we didn’t have any dissatisfaction inaccuracy. It was the not applicable. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
I see that your timeliness is getting better but your courteousness is declining precipitously. 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE: 
It’s an expense of being timely, [inaudible]. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Yes. You have to be more curt.  Thank you for the comparison. That’s actually quite helpful, this slide. Thanks.
[MARILLIA]:
Okay. Now we’re going to go to delegations and transfers for ccTLDs and gTLDs. Here, the reason why I put them both together and there will be less slides on it is because we had a very low response rate. Only three people for ccs and four people for gTLDs responded for this segment. 


At first, Ubiquity didn’t even want to include it in the report because statistically it doesn’t really tell a story when only three and four people respond, but we wanted to get some numbers here for you guys so you can see. If you go to the next slide, you’ll see the satisfaction for them here and the trend. 


This is just three people. If we get one person who isn’t satisfied, we already get that number of 67% for dissatisfaction. On the bottom chart, you see that 2013, 2015, and 2016 we had zero response. This is the comparison between 2014 and 2017 when we had responses. 


There’s one more slide, which is the next one that will tell you. Based on the four responses out of the 66 that we sent, we can tell that three people were very, very happy and one was either not happy or picked not applicable. It’s difficult to tell a story when there’s so little responses.


Then, for the gTLDs, we did get responses, 14, 15, 16, and 2017 and you can see the comparison there and see that we didn’t have any dissatisfaction on the four people that responded. One person thought it wasn’t applicable to them [inaudible]. 


The last piece is the open-ended comments. I just put it in here for ccTLDs, the type of comments that we got, if you want to take some time to take a look at this. There were more for ccTLDs than we have for gTLDs. Then, the next slide will be for [inaudible]. 


Those are the two last slides that I have, so if you have any questions and you guys want to discuss any of those comments. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Elaine, go ahead.

ELAINE PRUIS:
Thank you. I had a question about one of the bullet points on the previous slide. Would you mind scrolling back up? Yeah, this one. Second to last bullet point. It became apparent in the cc world that registries are being sold, bought without any corresponding update in the IANA database of the operator. Can you tell me how frequent is that and do you have a process in place that watches for those or how do you check to make sure that [inaudible] accurate?

[MARILLIA]:
Yeah. It’s really hard to take these comments without what specific requests they’re talking about. I’m just going to have to explain it on face value. 


I don’t really know what to go into there. Would you like to speak to that? [inaudible]. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Can I jump in? I don’t know for sure, but this is probably [Serbia] with [Central NIC] buying it, right? Or at least that would be an example of what this is referring to. I certainly don’t know what happened in terms of updating the IANA database in terms of the contacts, but it’s an interesting comment and I think Elaine raises a good question. If we use that as an example, then would you be able to make comments on it?

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: 
I think this is [inaudible]. I think from an IANA operations perspective, we would distinguish between replacing the ccTLD manager, i.e, the designated responsible party for operating for day-to-day oversight of the domain versus changing a subcontractor or [inaudible] network provider, which the other functions have no role in unless it affects some kind of other change as a result, such as a name server change and so forth. 


But, ccTLDs in general are able to change their vendors and subcontractors without our permission, so we don’t really have a role to play there. I think fundamentally that’s a policy issue. If the community felt that we needed to be addressing it different. At this time, we’re not really empowered to be involved in that process, to review it in any fashion, the way it’s currently constructed. That’s the current status. I don’t know if that’s a satisfactory answer, but that’s kind of where [inaudible] at.  
UNIDENTIFIED MALE: 
That is effectively a shareholder change that’s being referred to there. Imagine Neustar were to sell a large portion of themselves to another company. Should that end up being in the IANA database? In the dot-sk case, the organization has stayed the same, but the shareholding of it has changed. It’s now owned by another organization. 


So, there are significant complexities if we start saying shareholding needs to end up being stated in the database as well. 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: 
I will add, I can see the potential desire for us to review them, because it otherwise fits the basis for why we do extensive reviews of ccTLD transfers to begin with, which is a material change to how the demand is operated and a lot of the questions [inaudible] how it’s governed, how it’s operated might change as a result. But, our responsibility is fairly narrowly defined [inaudible]. 

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

ELAINE PRUIS:
Thank you, Byron. Thanks for the explanation and examples. That helps clarify what that comment might be about. But, another aspect of that is just verifying the accuracy of the information that’s been provided, like nic.ki I think is [inaudible] the URL for the [inaudible] ccTLD, but that actually doesn’t even resolve. I’m wondering if there’s any process where you actually check the records that are provided to see if they’re accurate or up to date.

[MARILLIA]:
So, at the time of … If we’re working on a quick request, something like nic.ki would get checked. But, if something fails and they don’t initiate a request for that to change yet, then no. I think we do some monitoring of TLDs that would catch that at ICANN level.

JAY DALEY:
I would say we don’t have a formal process of constantly rechecking. If we become aware of a problem, either through our actions or it gets reported by a customer service channel, we will take the initiative to talk to the TLD manager and ask them to make the update. If they’re not responsive to us, then we don’t proactively change any records without explicit approval of the TLD operator. 


I think in a lot of these cases where they’re kind of out of date it’s because fundamentally the operator is non-responsive to us. 


In addition, we do have some programs to revalidate some contact methods. We make a point of emailing and sending personal mail to every contact at least once a year and we have a process of reviewing any bounced messages and any return mail to do follow-up to try and correct those. But, much the same, if they’re non-responsive to us via other contact methods, we’ll try using formal channels to reach them such as ICANN’s GSE team, but otherwise we’re kind of stuck. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
I have a question on the second bullet point that suggests that a change was made by IANA without the agreement of whoever this person is, but they claim to be the admin contact. Any thoughts on that?

[MARILLIA]:
That one, we know exactly which country code that was. I think all of you are familiar with the process. When a change request is initiated, multiple requests from confirmation of the [inaudible] to both the administrative and technical contact of a domain to [inaudible] the change.


In this case, the administrative contact was not responsive. Just did not reply to any of our e-mails. I think the period is about weekly reminders to respond to the confirmation request. 


At the end of that period, we have to assess whether or not that person [inaudible] receive confirmation from the manager or the [inaudible] organization to allow us to proceed. In this case, we did. There was a restructuring and this individual was assigned to a different department and the TLD wasn’t in his portfolio anymore, but he seems – and this is [inaudible] issue still. He seems to be dissatisfied with that even though his government even as of a couple of weeks ago informed us of [inaudible] to happen. I don’t know why this person is not in agreement with the change.
BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay, thank you. Any other questions or comments with regards to the survey from our liaisons or members? Okay, thank you for the review of the survey. That helps us and gives us certainly food for thought. Very informative. Thank you. 


If we could put the agenda back out, I think we’re on to the final strokes here. I think it’s any other business, I believe. Yes. Thank you. Does anybody have any other business they would like to bring forward? While people are thinking about that, if they have anything, if I could just ask Bart and the team, how are you doing for planning vis-à-vis the Puerto Rico meeting?

BART BOSWINKEL:
We have scheduled a meeting for the PTI on Sunday afternoon block five in a wrap-up session afterwards. It is the usual visit and update to the [inaudible] and the ccNSO schedule. We haven’t received anything else from other groups to date, so we’ll check again with the liaisons to make sure this is not needed. 


It might be useful for at least the members to participate listening to the ccNSO, GNSO Council meeting on Monday afternoon because the topic of the effectiveness review will be on their agenda as the ccNSO and GNSO Council need to coordinate their efforts and to organize the effectiveness review so that touches upon the IFR or the overlap between the effectiveness and IFR review as well.


So, we’ll send you a list of potential … Of the meeting schedule today for this call and ask the liaisons again whether they would want to have a meeting. We’ve done so in the past with no response to date.

BYRON HOLLAND:
Okay. Thank you, Bart. We’ll look forward to that. Jay, you have your hand up. Go ahead. Then, maybe I could also just ask Jay and Elaine, are you planning on being in Puerto Rico? Jay?

JAY DALEY:
Okay. Yes, I will be in Puerto Rico. When it was announced that I was leaving dot-nz, I got agreement from the ccNSO for me to serve out the end of my term. I don’t intend to carry on beyond that. But, I was under the impression my term finished in July, but I think it’s now apparent, just fully concerned, that my term finishes a bit later in October which was longer than I was anticipating staying on for. So, I’ll just need to discuss that with Byron and Katrina, the chair of the ccNSO, in Puerto Rico and see what I may or may not need to do about that. So, just to give you all a head’s up about that. 

BYRON HOLLAND:
Thank you, Jay. Okay. Any other business from anybody? Alright, seeing or hearing none, thank you very much. That was a productive meeting. [inaudible] few minutes to spare. I’ll give you back five minutes of your day. Thanks very much, everybody. We will adjourn this meeting. See you in Puerto Rico. Bye for now.
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