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.CADE:  We've got Dan Steinberg (ph) and Mark (ph) and Jeff and Ross and I didn't – did I hear Christine 

CADE:  Christine (ph).  We don't have David (ph) who's traveling.  We don't have Marty Schwimmer who is missing in action.  We don't have Rick Shera (ph).  And Eric (ph) is on voicemail so we're not going to have him.  So I think we're actually a full house for those who have confirmed. 

I distributed – I want to just go through the agenda and finalize the agenda of what we need to accomplish today.  I distributed for us to discuss the dropped (ph) outline for the final report which is in the DNSO (ph) procedures that's very similar to the outline I had issued earlier.  But this, actually just covers the kinds of things that we need to put into or final report.  And so we'll need to cover as much of that as we can in the interim report which as everyone recalls has been out for comment.  So there's no closing.  It is out for comment for a period. 

Then we will publish the final report and take further comments on the final report.  On the agenda today is the final discussion of the paper and the discussion of the resolution that I had asked, you, Grant (ph) to formalize for us.  Thank you for doing that.  But I think there may be some other items that people want to add to the agenda before get started.  So why don't we do that part first?  

JEFF (ph):  OK.  Marilyn this is Jeff. 

CADE:  OK.  I sent around, I think five items, but I think some of them may be incorporated into ones you all ready have on the agenda.  Sorry, my voice is a little gone (ph) today. 

One thing I wanted – well I guess most of it relates to the existing documents, just a couple of e-mail that have come in or some comments back that we've seen.  Another thing I want to bring up is something that's happened with sick (ph) registries, an issue that's come up very recently.  And I guess the schedule is all ready on the agenda.  

CADE:  Can you – where do you want to – the schedules on the agenda but where do you propose to put the other items? 

JEFF (ph):  You did say we're going to talk about the draft, right. 

CADE:  Yes. 

JEFF (ph):  So ...

CADE:  Do you want to clean them up as we go through?

JEFF (ph):  I think, let's see in the list of five things I sent around, I think the first – they all pretty much relate to the draft, so …

CADE:  OK.  Anything else?  Did you – I did want us to walk through the resolution, is it better to do that at the beginning or at the end?  

GRANT (ph):  Oh, let's do it at the beginning whilst we're all happy and cherry. 

CADE:  OK.  Can I just turn that discussion over to you then?  

GRANT (ph):  Sure.  I'm just pulling up on my screen.  Does anyone have any questions or suggestions about what I've written?

RADER (ph):  This is the one dated the 27th, Grant (ph)? 

GRANT (ph):  Twentieth-eighth.  Yes.  

RADER (ph):  OK.  I just wanted to make sure I was on the same one. 

GRANT (ph):  I explained at the beginning how I arrived at what I arrived at.  In other words, to me, the guts of the resolution is in fact in the report.  So all the resolution really does is refer to the report. 

JEFF (ph):  I had, I guess a friendly amendment.  The – I understand obviously all of the background.  I think as Marilyn has once said, you know, the more whereas clauses you have the more trouble you can get yourself into with petty debates.  If we took out the WHOIS references and just go straight from your first paragraph to the third.  I mean ...

STEINBERG (ph):  Fourth. 

JEFF (ph):  Or the fourth, even. 

STEINBERG (ph):  The one that says whereas the names …

JEFF (ph):  Yes, that's right. 

STEINBERG (ph):  … OK. 

JEFF (ph):  That's right.  So that would be my friendly amendment to go straight from that first paragraph to the fourth without those middle two.  

CADE:  Jeff, can I offer a point about that and then as your thoughts on it?  One thing I think we do need to – I think we do need to acknowledge that the WHOIS work did take place and did bite a considerable hole in the timing. 

And, however we document that, I think – and I thought that was the purpose of having this in there?  Right.  Is that right, Grant (ph)?

GRANT (ph):  Yes, it was.  You know, if you start from the beginning which is the mandate provided to the task force, which is the first we're at, you look at that and think, God, 2000, you know, 27th of August 2001.  And here we are in October 2002.  And we've had that criticism as you know, on a number of lists.  All I was really doing is trying to hit is off in there. 

I don't – I mean – I don't – personally I accept what you're saying with regards to multiple whereas' often just build up problems.  I'm reasonably comfortable as to why – that I think the WHOIS ones that the – essentially paragraphs two and three. Given that they are outside the meta transfers, I don't think they should cause any problems to the transfers.  They're just really there to hit off yet again anymore criticism about the title.  But I'm open to that.  That's the rational for it. 

CADE:  I think that needs to be acknowledge in some way, however, it's acknowledged – however it's documented.  But I can hear from others about that?

MCFADDEN (ph):  I guess I was comfortable with those paragraphs.  I think, you know, acknowledging the fact that we spent time on WHOIS and it effected our work on transfers is a good thing.  I don't – I was thinking in terms of transmittal of recommendations, it provides some background. 

I'm not – I guess I'm not so afraid of deflecting criticism because of the timeline.  Anyone who is going to actually be using the Names Council (ph) who will be using the recommendations will certainly be aware of what happened.  But I was perfectly comfortable with those two paragraphs. 

CADE:  Dan (ph). 

STEINBERG (ph):  Marilyn, can I just make a friendly suggestion on the friendly amendment?

CADE:  Yes. 

STEINBERG (ph):  And I suggest that we go see if there's anything else of real substance that we have to argue about.  And worry about that – if we can finish all of that other stuff we can come back to this. 

CADE:  OK.  But do we go on then?  Dan's (ph) suggestion is we look at the rest of it and see if there's anything else that people want to offer editorial comments on.  Christine (ph) I didn't hear from you on this?  Did you want to say anything before moved on?

CHRISTINE (ph):  No. 

CADE:  OK.  Anything else in the resolution?  

GRANT (ph):  Can I just come to the very last whereas, because obviously that's the guts of it really.  And thank you Dan (ph) for your suggestions with regards to how, you know, contemplate working with that friendly amendment.  Because the friendly amendment just made regarding paragraph two and three, two and three can just drop out.  They are standalone.  They only address WHOIS.  And if we decide in the end that we don't need to explicitly reference the timing issue then we don't.  But they're there for the moment. 

If we just come to the last whereas which is the, as I say, the guts of it, I just want to make sure that I've got that right.  And as I saw, all I was trying to do was to reference the IDRX – IRDX report.  And are people happy with that being the resolution?  

RADER (ph):  I'd certainly support that as written, Grant (ph).  I don't see any substantive issues.  I think it gets right to the nut and deals with it pretty cleanly.  

MCFADDEN (ph):  I'm fine with it. 

JEFF (ph):  I – with the resolution, I might – I'm fine with the concept.  I think just a little wording in number two.  TheICANN Board directs theICANN staff to develop suitable ...

CADE:  I'm sorry where are you?  I'm sorry.  I found it.  Sorry.  Go ahead. 

JEFF (ph):  OK.  Number two, maybe reward that, theICANN Board directs theICANN staff to enter into negotiations – you don't want to say negotiations, but the words develop suitable contract drafting.  

GRANT (ph):  So where are you at the moment?

JEFF (ph):  Number two on the resolve.  Or are we still on the ...

GRANT (ph):  No.  We're on – just – OK.  Got you.  Sorry.  You're ahead of me, but that's fine.  I'm catching up now.  OK.  Go on. 

JEFF (ph):  The wording develop suitable contract drafting it's – it sounds a little bit awkward. 

RADER (ph):  Substitute contract amendments for the experience (ph) and things that gets there. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, to – yes, that's better than – yes.  

MCFADDEN (ph):  What did you say Ross?  Something like develop suitable contract language?

RADER (ph):  Yes, amendments. 

MCFADDEN (ph):  OK. 

JEFF (ph):  I mean I was going to enter into negotiations with ...

CADE:  I think it would actually be both, wouldn't Jeff?  It would be to develop suitable contract amendments and – I mean are we – if this is consensus policy, then on the contracts are amended. 

JEFF (ph):  There still has to be, at least in the policy there still are negotiations that take place.  

CADE:  OK.  So it would be both.  It would be in develop suitable contract amendments and enter into ...

JEFF (ph):  How about implement the policy through the appropriate contractual amendment. 

RADER (ph):  Well you know that's – when I made my comments, I thought we were still dealing with the whereas'.  But if we're dealing on – if we're going to change this language now, we should have a conversation about where this policy might rightly live.  Whether we want to make a recommendation that A it lives within the registry/registrar agreements, B that it lived in ICANN agreement or C that we make no recommendation on that point. 

CADE:  You know, I had hoped to have Dan (ph) or Louie (ph) join us and they are just crunching on something else.  So I think we're going to have to come back to them after this in writing which is where we are.  But those three points are part of the things I think we do need to talk about. 

In this case, if we offered Grant (ph) a couple of options, one being to develop suitable contract amendments and enter into appropriate or relevant negotiations.  Or secondly, to implement a policy (INAUDIBLE) appropriate vehicle or something like that.  Appropriate, Jeff what did you think?

JEFF (ph):  Yes, something to implement the policy through the appropriate contractual amendments.  And I'm just talking right now, trying to figure out some appropriate language. 

GRANT (ph):  So it's Grant (ph) here again.  Jeff and others, are you – are we concentrating on bullet point two of the resolution?

CADE:  Yes, right now, I think we are. 

GRANT (ph):  OK.  All right.  Well I'm liking what I'm hearing with regards taking the second bullet point to emphasize implementation.  And then go on to expand that to mean in what way which we are now hearing.  So I'm ...

JEFF (ph):  Well what I'm doing right now is I'm going to go to the – I want to see what the resolution to adopt a redemption grace period look like.  And maybe we can just put similar language in there.  So I'm just ...

RADER (ph):  I'll talk while you're doing that, Jeff, if Marilyn doesn't mind.  Speaking of – I – my constituency has a pretty strong feeling or a pretty evident feeling that we should be making a specific recommendation on this point as to where the policy should live.

Given that we've – or I've heard no opposition to that idea that it live withICANN I'm more inclined to put that – put that responsibility there.  So certainly, if we had our druthers that's what we'd ask for today. 

GRANT (ph):  Now I'm not – I don't understand just what you've said then, Ross.  Are you saying that ...

RADER (ph):  I'm going into a starch coma, Grant (ph).  I just finished lunch.  

GRANT (ph):  You're on – I'm at the other end of the fasting spectrum.  The – am I hearing you say that your constituency wants the implementation through the registry/registrar contract?  Or I've noticed coming from Danny (ph) and others the suggestion and in fact the implementation be through the registrar accreditation, I don't know if that's a contract or what it is but whatever that is. 

RADER (ph):  To be very specific, the registrars that I've talked to, this certainly isn't the official position of the constituency, but it's widely held enough that I feel comfortable making the statement.  The view from the registrars that I've talked to is that we should be moving the policy from the registry/registrar arena, where they live today.  And moving it into the ICANN registrar accreditation contract.  

GRANT (ph):  OK.  Well – go on Christine (ph). 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Sorry.  Go ahead, Grant.  

GRANT (ph):  No I was just going to say I'm happy to put either/or or both of those contracts in here for the moment given this is a draft. 

RADER (ph):  Sure. 

GRANT (ph):  And put that out as something we need to settle.  This is after all just a draft resolution for the exact purposes that – to raise the question which is doing.  You go ahead, Christine (ph). 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Ross I was just going to ask if the reasons for which your constituency feels that way I'm guessing there are two.  One the enforcement issue.  And two, being that the accreditation agreement goes across all gTLDs. 

RADER (ph):  Yes, it really was – it came down to concern for consistency, not only consistency as it relates to enforcement but also consistency in the policies so that we don't have multiple implementations based on multiple registries.  

CHRISTINE (ph):  Right.  That makes sense.  Do you have any sense to ICANN as to whether or not they'd give you push back on that.  

RADER (ph):  None. 

JEFF (ph):  That was my point.  I think they'll push back.  

CHRISTINE (ph):  Yes, I ...

JEFF (ph):  I would love for them to take it. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  I would have to believe they would also. 

CADE:  And could I ask why?

MCFADDEN (ph):  Why?  Yes, thanks. 

CADE:  That does not pass my logic test but I'm not saying you're not right.  

JEFF (ph):  I don't think that they believe that they are regulator in that respect.  Nor do I think that they think they have the resources to deal with that.  But don't get me wrong.  Like I said, I would love for them to take it. 

CADE:  Jeff, could I just make a request.  That if we could – if we – companies like mine do not look at contract enforcement as regulation.  We have a regulator part of our company but we don't look at contract enforcement as regulation.  And I think what we would be talking about is contract enforcement, right, not – isn't that what we're talking about. 

JEFF (ph):  I think, and correct me if I'm wrong Ross, we would actually be amending a new contract – I mean so we would be amending the existing registrar accreditation agreement that's to include a completely new obligation for ICANN  that it did not have at the time. 

RADER (ph):  Yes.  That's completely correct Jeff.  I think the, you know, speaking of authorization to the assumption that you're though, the  ICANN has assumed a lot of those tasks all ready through other – in other areas like who (ph) is (ph), for instance.  We don't have an obligation really to a new level of Ericson (ph) et cetera, around who providing whois  but we do to ICANN.  So that means whether we're looking at info or biz or com (ph) we have to have the same accurate data.  And then Dan (ph) calls up and we don't.

JEFF (ph):  OK.  I mean like I said, I would love for them to do it, let's get their feedback on it. 

RADER (ph):  Sure.  So exactly and I think that's the important thing.  That we can assume all we want but until we hear it out of Louie's (ph) mouth it's ...

CADE:  So you've got – you're going to put up those options, Grant (ph)?

GRANT (ph):  Yes.  What I have written here is the ICANN Board directors the ICANN staff to implement through contract amendments to the square bracket ICANN accredited register, closed square bracket, open square bracket registry/registrar closed bracket contract parenthesis is (ph) plus (ph) is to give (ph) a (ph) fit (ph) to the recommendations of the IRDX report. 

JEFF (ph):  Grant (ph), I just sent around language.  I hope it went to – throughout your group.  Oh, you know, what, I think I did a wrong address.  I'll have to re-send it.  But the resolution that was passed for the redemption grace period has resolved that the President and General Counsel are authorized to conduct negotiations on behalf of ICANN toward appropriate revision to agreements between ICANN and the un-sponsored TLD registry operators to implement the redemption grace period, in a matter consistent with the technical steering groups implementation proposal. 

I think we can amend that really easily or fit this into the mold by saying resolve that the President and General Counsel are authorized to conduct negotiations on behalf of ICANN to an appropriate revision to agreements between ICAN, the GTLD registries and registrars to implement the IRDX transfer process in a manner consistent with the and the name of the Jeff. 

CADE:  Jeff, sorry.  Are you reading from the board resolution?  Or from the resolution that was sent to the Names Council to approve to go to the board. 

JEFF (ph):  I'm reading the board resolution but I think we can word it in such terms.  We can reword something like that to make it – it's a similar concept.  We can reword that and play with that language. 

CADE:  Here's something that just came to me as you read that.  If we read the final – the Names Council resolves on the recommendation of the transfers task force, I think it's that the ICANN should accept the policy.  The ICANN board direct, right?  We're making a recommendation upward. 

JEFF (ph):  OK.  Let me draft something, I'll send it around. 

CADE:  OK.  Are we ready to move to three, four, and five?

GRANT (ph):  I am. 

CADE:  So it seems to me, that your question to us, as I understood was should our recommendation address three, four, and five?  And I think our recommendation should address monitoring and enforcement and perhaps best them in a single statement.  Because it seems to me they should be two sides of the same coin. 

GRANT (ph):  Well you might say that. 

CADE:  OK.  I  might.  I apparently I might not. 

GRANT (ph):  Well the only reason I split them out is because you might actually have different people doing the monitoring and different people doing the enforcement. 

CADE:  Did you speak …

GRANT (ph):  He might.  For instance, monitoring might be soft monitoring.  It might be by way of registrars ...

CADE:  Self reporting (ph). 

GRANT (ph):  Self reporting. 

CADE:  And then there would still have to be some kind of a – so let's just talk about that for a minute.  So if there was self reporting, does there still need to be some kind of review.  And so then five would – there would certainly be some kind of a review.  And then there would be the step of enforcement. 

GRANT (ph):  Yes, and enforcement may not be the right word.  Enforcement, it may be enforcement.  The other one may be resolving any disputes.  And the reason I choose those words rather than enforcement is, again, I guess the stuff I've read, you know, the suggestion that we've got an Ombudsman (ph)

CADE:  Yes. 

GRANT (ph):  Ombudsman (ph) typically do not enforce anything.  They can resolve disputes.  So I guess in some ways you can say they enforce things.  But typically they pass an opinion.  And resting upon their opinion someone else walks an opinion into – if they need to, into court I guess.  And the court does enforcement, but that might just be splitting hairs. 

CADE:  But let me make a point here about – let's – I think there are two different things here.  One is self report but comes self monitoring and provision of it self report by registrar.  OK.  That would be point number one.  Let's say that the registrar does not accurately report, there would still need to be a place for complaint to be filed at some point. 

Secondly, even if – let's say that most situations can be satisfactorily resolved.  That is the transfer does ultimately go through in a timely manner.  But if there is a particularly recalcitrant refusing to gauge in the port of transfers, is there no penalty for that?  I mean I don't know that we envision that happening if there's a clear process.  

RADER (ph):  Well, you know, I think, if I can interject quickly Marilyn.  I think, you know, non compliance with the agreement regardless of whether it's with the registries or with ICANN or whatever is material breech.  And if that's not taken care of by the registrar, they don't implement the policy but they've agreed to is, that's a bigger problem that I would submit that we don't even need to deal with.  It's quite effectively dealt with by the termination of clauses that all ready exist in these agreements. 

CADE:  But I would be happy to consider that the answer.  I was just – but I was – that is what I was trying to say.  How much of, you know, we're basically saying here's the policy and we want to make a recommendation about how the policy gets monitored even if it's self monitoring and self reporting.  How a appeal gets filed by someone who – let's say that we say that self reporting takes place over a quarterly period, I'm making this up, a quarterly period to begin with.  And then maybe moving to a six month period.  A lot can go wrong on transfers in a six month period or three month period. 

RADER (ph):  What do you mean by self reporting, Marilyn?

CADE:  I should let Ross speak to that since I think it was his word. 

RADER (ph):  I am Ross. 

CADE:  I'm sorry.  Grant (ph). 

GRANT (ph):  The way it works in other environments I worked in essentially there is a part of the contractual requirement they say on the registrars is that they must report the number of transfers that they have placed upon them either as a winning or a losing transfer.  And perhaps, even report the time that it – that the transfer took to action. 

RADER (ph):  Right.  

GRANT (ph):  And of course, that's auditable (ph).  And what that means is that if they – if a registrar reports that here they've had, you know, over a period let's say 200 transfers.  And they've all been actions within two days or 24 hours or five minutes or whatever the time it takes, everything's hunky dory (ph).  And if that happens to be a false report and let's say somewhere later there's a problem with that particular registrar, then OK, you can go back and look at the report if it's auditable (ph).  

And then obviously, for misreporting it says you're in breach of contract.  And one of the things, you know, when it comes to enforcement, if this is going to be a contractual requirement, you know, if a number of these are going to be a contractual requirement then that raises the question on enforcement, is it just going to be left? And this comes, I guess to Marilyn’s point about contract enforcement not being regulation.  And contract enforcement, OK, if you know what jurisdiction you're working in seriously (ph) you just go to damages. 

Contract enforcements in my view, particularly for someone who's not an integral part of the contract, and the reason I use that term is I'm not quite sure what standing a registrant would have in the contract.  But if you had ICANN being a party to the contract and exercising contract enforcement, what are they going to do?  What's the stick they're going to use?  And typically the contract enforcement, my recollections if there's any lawyers they can, you know, correct me if I'm wrong, but it seems to me you've just got a damage issue.  Don't go to overt (ph) penalties. 

RADER (ph):  I see what you're seeing.  You know, speaking as a public company, I don't think we have necessarily a problem with that.  But I think you might run into some resistance from the private companies within the constituency.  I really think at the end of the day that would depend on who gets the data, what terms the data is provided on.  In other words, what the proposal really, really looks like. 

GRANT (ph):  Are you talking about monitoring that when you talk about data?

RADER (ph):  Yes, exactly.  That whole self reporting concept ...

GRANT (ph):  Well again, if we're going to really drive this thing from a contract enforcement point-of-view then I guess there's two things.  One, if ICANN is a party to the contract, and from what I understand they are not a party to registrar/registry contract.  Hence the attraction of the accreditation contract.  So this just goes along with a – where ICANN is a party, the accreditation contract.  But obviously, you could amend that contract to the point where the registrars reports to ICANN on a regular basis. 

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

GRANT (ph):  And ICANN would have the ability to request an audit.  Or if you want to, you can put that straight back on the registrar and say that their reporting must be auditable (ph) – audited and come with an audit. 

RADER (ph):  Exactly.  And I think where I was going with that Grant (ph) was that if, for instance, the data is provided to ICANN privately i.e. it's subject to the confidentiality restrictions of that agreement, that might be a really easy sell back to the constituency.  If on the hand, it's going to be published and et cetera, et cetera, I can guarantee you that there's going to be a lot of private players that just want no part of that. 

So if – in other words, this is round about way of saying, I think it's a good idea.  I'd love to take it back to the constituency but I'd need to have a full formed here's the five or six things that ICANN’s going to want to see before I did that. 

GRANT (ph):  Well that's a good point.  I hadn't actually considered whether registrars have an issue with the publication of any of the reporting.  And I can see perhaps where they would because if you're showing that your registrar this month lost 200 transfers and some – any one else gained ...

CADE:  Yes, but that's public data anyway through Snapnames . 

GRANT (ph):  … what (ph) so (ph)?

CADE:  That information is eventually available anyway through the Snapnames  report.  Right, Ross?

RADER (ph):  Absolutely.  But if it's something, for instance, that TUCOWS would disclose to ICANN and ICAN is subsequently published, I'm pretty sure that that would bring to certain – bring into question some of the R FD requirements that we have to operate under. 

CADE:  But, yes, I think Ross has a good point there on that particular issue.  But let me ask it different.  Let me ask the question in this way. 

RADER (ph):  Sure. 

CADE:  If the data – let me just go back to, you know, we do report – I'm trying to think about other reporting situations.  If we're reporting  to ICANN and the – may be it's the FTC is a good (INAUDIBLE).  If complaints are forwarded to the FTC they do not make the complaints public at the time that they are received.  Only when they are investigated and an action is taken, and many of course, do not result in action.  Are they made public in any way. 

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

JEFF (ph):  Wait.  I'm sorry.  Let me go back here.  I'm trying to figure out what is our goal with getting the number of transfers ...

RADER (ph):  Where it goes to Jeff ...

JEFF (ph):  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  Where it goes to very quickly is that let's say two counts claims we did $100,000 transfer transactions.  We did 99,000 in and 1,000 out.  That's a pretty fishy number.  You know, hopefully ICANN is going to look at it and say well that's completely outside of industry norm.  What's going on over there?  And then look into it a little bit further.  I think that's what Grant (ph) is proposing anyways. 

JEFF (ph):  I think ...

GRANT (ph):  Not necessarily, Ross.  I don't think necessarily we want ICANN.  I don't think there's any particular value in ICANN forming a view as to whether a registrar is performing at above or below an average within the community with regards to in and out transfer. 

More the sort of reporting that I was thinking about was the performance in executing transfer requests regardless of whether they're in or out.  Therefore, you know, if Tucows report that of the 100,000 transfers in – say 99,000 transfers in they all took 24 hours to do except for five, or except for 50 or whatever that were – that took five days because they were problems with the losing registrar or something like that or vice versa.  It's really just from my top of the head thinking, it's the performance of the transfer process that we want to monitor.  And we might even just report there by exception. 

JEFF (ph):  Well can't we just then require maybe just in general status – not status reports, without requiring numbers, just require, ICANN’s the one who administers this who policy, just require status reports as to how things are going, without requiring numbers, just in general.  

GRANT (ph):  Well ...

JEFF (ph):  I think if we suggest to ICANN anything more specific, I think we're kind of dictating more than policy.  I think we're dictating how they enforce agreement. 

GRANT (ph):  Yes, I agree there, Jeff.  I don't think – in this resolution we should be laying out the specific dimensions and metrics of the report.  The only reason I stuck it in there is because I know some of us have been less than impressed with the ICANN staff enforcement.  And so I thought, OK, if we break apart enforcement.  If we lead tem a little bit by the nose, and suggest that we're talking about here is monitoring reporting, enforcement and review.  I mean there may be another one in there which is dispute resolution. 

STEINBERG (ph):  Couldn't that be a separate task force?

GRANT (ph):  What the – leading by the nose?

RADER (ph):  To perhaps alleviate some of their concern around their capability.  Speaking from personal experience, where their responsibilities are clear, and this goes to the registries as well.  I think it's very much the case that the norm is that when the policy is clear and the contracts are clear the enforcement and the upholding of those policies is amazing, you know, to be – whether it be Verisign or ICANN or New Level (ph) whomever.  I – it's – in other words, if we do our job, I think we can expect everybody else to do theirs respectively (ph). 

CADE:  Guys, I'm going to close this particular part of the discussion even though it's unresolved in order to move on.  And then we can – I think we may need to take comment on the option.  But we need to move on so we can move through the document.  And maybe we could come back to this there. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, I agree.  Marilyn I sent around, I don't know if you got it yet, I sent around a proposed language for that resolution number two. 

CADE:  Yes, let's just hand that off to Grant (ph). 

JEFF (ph):  Sure. 

GRANT (ph):  OK.  I exist on a single phone line.  So at this time at work.  I will get it later on.  I'll have a go to putting something – what I'm hearing in this – Marilyn just before close, what I'm hearing is that people think it would be useful to have – to be explicit in our resolution about marketing enforcement and review.  Is that what I'm hearing?  

CADE:  Yes. 

GRANT (ph):  Or do people think no we don't need to go there.

CADE:  I think you should be explicit.  Let me see if people agree.  I think you should be explicit.  And we should put that out for comment. 

GRANT (ph):  OK.  

STEINBERG (ph):  Marilyn, I think if we're going to be explicit, I think we have to be really careful that whatever we're explicit about very clearly responds to the original complaint that lead to the creation of this task force. 

CADE:  Right.  Very good point. 

STEINBERG (ph):  If we're talking about self reporting, someone's going to look at it and say how in the world does self reporting fix my deletion problem I had on January 1983?  And they have a right to ask that question.  So we should head that off by being very specific about what we're actually recommending. 

GRANT (ph):  Yes, that's a good point.  And I – (INAUDIBLE) if remember it to put in there, you know, something like in support of enforcement self reporting – an audited self reporting so that should answer sort of the question.  But let's review it once I or somebody else comes back with some wording. 

STEINBERG (ph):  Yes.  I know that most of what we're recommending is changes that should take care of 99 percent of those problems so that at least we don't have to ask that question. 

CADE:  And then Dan (ph) ...

STEINBERG (ph):  … the resolution and somehow get that in that, you know, the self reporting is not to address the original problem. 

CADE:  Right.  

STEINBERG (ph):  We should put that in the body of the report …

JEFF (ph):  I think my recommendation, though, I don't – I actually don't think we need to have a resolution on enforcement or – because I'm not sure what we're enforcing here.  I mean the paper itself provides for enforcement mechanisms within it.  So I guess my question is are we enforcing the enforcement?

STEINBERG (ph):  Yes. 

GRANT (ph):  Well now Jeff you – you've actually cited that – just a little bit more Marilyn – you have actually come to the very nub of my question in putting monitoring enforcement in the review and question mark there. 

I was aware that enforcement was a matter which addressed in the report.  And my question in my notes there to the task force is do we want to be explicit?  Do we need to be explicit in our resolution on those matters?  Or do we just leave that quote unquote detail within the report.  I could we could just cut it off from my point of view at two.  And let the report to speak three, four, and five. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, and I guess I would agree with that.  That's – because I'm confused otherwise of an enforcement clause enforcing the enforcement.  Yes, and I tend to agree because if we set up – if we try and articulate in the resolution that which we have detailed in the report, you can bet as well someone will find a difference and crucify us over it.  

So can I just leave that in – and do we want to resolve that right now Marilyn as to whether we want three, four, and five?  Or you want to come back to via e-mail or something?

CADE:  A couple of suggestions I have.  I think we should as we go through the document, see whether three, four and five are addressed, or whether they need to be referenced here?  And it might be that the reference here would be at a very high level to say the Names Council  resolves that the ICANN Board should ensure that particular attention be paid, you know, to (INAUDIBLE).  And we can figure out what we say. 

But the whole point of the fact that the task force exists was to try to make sure that competition can work through effective transfers that are authorized by the appropriate party.  And that the system doesn't get bogged down or registrants abused in the process.  So why don't we just go through the paper and see if we think it's addressed.  And if not, then we can add – then we can figure out whether it belongs here. 

GRANT (ph):  OK. 

CADE:  Is that all right?

GRANT (ph):  Sounds fine to me. 

CADE:  OK.  Pay (ph) for (ph) your (ph) time (ph), right?

RADER (ph):  Was that my cue?

CADE:  That's your cue.  And then Jeff you're going to raise your hand at various points that you think you need to interject something right?

JEFF (ph):  I will raise my hand but I don't think anyone will see me.  

CADE:  How does – somehow you persuade you could make that happen. 

RADER (ph):  OK.  This is ...

CADE:  I don't know if the humor is going to come across in the transcript.  OK. 

RADER (ph):  Just let me pull it up.  I blew my cue.  Sorry folks. 

JEFF (ph):  It's that starch coma. 

RADER (ph):  Yes, exactly.  Anybody remember what I called the latest version?  

JEFF (ph):  It was sent on – I got it from you on Monday at 4:14 p.m. 

RADER (ph):  There we go.  There we are.  Actually I must apologize to everybody. It's was 12RC-RDX and that was register a constituency.  I hadn't changed that for whatever reason.  So what was one of the changes. 

GRANT (ph):  So what version are we looking at Ross?  And how do we identify?

RADER (ph):  The file name is TF-IRDX-RES-093002  version two revision zero draft zero. 

CADE:  So I've 9-30-2002 4:05 p.m. 

RADER (ph):  That's the one.  I sent it on Monday, my time.  

GRANT (ph):  Yes, well I've got – or Monday your time.  All right, well I've got a version which is 090302 VLR2D9 (ph).  That's in the front page?  

RADER (ph):  That's the version previous to this one.  Did you want me to re-send it to you Grant (ph). 

CADE:  Re-sending it ... 

RADER (ph):  Oh, he's not online, right. 

CADE:  Yes.  I'll see if I can find it.  Go on.  

RADER (ph):  So this I think pending any amendments during this call is the or should be the final version of the document.  This version really was to accomplish two things.  I needed to clean up a lot of the little things that I just left slip like references within the document to other parts of the document.  As well as getting the final language that Jeff and I have been working on included in the document. 

One thing where we've fallen short is in creating the standard form of authorization to which under the out standing issues we're down to one.  And I simply state that the drafting committee represents that the task force consider creation of this particular document separately from the creation of the recommendations.  So the question there is whether or not we want to do this as drafting committee work, task force work.  Or simply punt it to ICANN or the registries to implement as part of their contracts.  And that's a topic for discussion.  Did you want to table that?  Or pick it up now Marilyn?  

CADE:  Comments?  I hear silence.  

JEFF (ph):  I'm sorry, Ross.  What was that question?  I got the long explanation, but I didn't understand the question. 

RADER (ph):  I feel like this is amateur night at the comedy club.  Hello?  Is this thing on?

CADE:  Repeat the joke.  OK.  Sorry. 

RADER (ph):  So the punch line was do we want to with the standard form of authorization, this is something we haven't done.  So the question is this to be considered – continue – should be consider this still as a work on for the drafting committee.  Bring it up to the task force level and then have us work on it there?  Or simply punt it to whomever has to implement these agreements in the last place?

CADE:  Can we go to – where did you see Christine (ph) that was not – that was the standard form of identification. 

RADER (ph):  Correct. 

JEFF (ph):  Should we punt it? 

CADE:  Guys, we cannot leave – we have to make some sort of recommendation about how things should be handled.  This does not even – it doesn't even pass the red (ph) face (ph) test. 

JEFF (ph):  What I'm saying is Ross' (ph) third option was punt it to whoever is responsible for implementing.  So what we can do is by punting it is insert some language where it says form of authorization, you can insert language like a standard form of authorization should be developed in consultation with the registrars or something to that effect.  So by punting it, I don't mean – I just think that it's not really – I thin the registrars should be the ones to determine what's in this standard form of authorization. 

CADE:  I have a question about that.  Last time my corporate asked to fax in his driver's license so that he could – you know, when we think about the standard form of (INAUDIBLE) are we then – are we thinking about what the format looks like?  Or what the criteria looks like that the registrant is required to comply with?

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  Which one? 

RADER (ph):  Both.  It's poor (ph) man (ph) substance (ph). 

CADE:  Well I think Mark (ph) and Vin (ph) should comment on this Grant (ph).  But I'm under the impression that registrants by some requirements were burdensome than others. 

STEINBERG (ph):  Well my idea on that is, do you know if there's a long list?  I think there was nine different possibilities.  And we considered some wording like registrants be required to provide at a minimum of two from the following list.  And then they get to choose what they can use out of it – what they can come up with on that list. 

RADER (ph):  That's the form of identification though, Dan (ph). 

CHRISTINE (ph):  I was going to say the form of identification is different than the form of authorization. 

RADER (ph):  Yes, so what we're ...

STEINBERG (ph):  I'm sorry.  I'm on the wrong page here. 

RADER (ph):  What we're about specifically is when a registrar says you, are you sure you really want to transfer this domain name?

STEINBERG (ph):  Right.  

RADER (ph):  What that communication looks like.  Whether it's six pages of marketing message and then serious question?  Or the serious question first, then the six pages of marketing?  Or should not marketing not be included at all?  And if it shouldn't be included at all, what should that form look like on the Web page, in an e-mail or a physical document. 

CADE:  I will tell you as a company who received notifications from registrars that we no longer have names registered with that it's a good thing we had attorneys who could decipher the messages in it.  I was quite surprised and disappointed at how misleading messages can be.  

And so I do have a concern that the task force be sensitive to what a standard form of authorization includes, so that registrants cannot be misled by it. 

JEFF (ph):  Let me bring up a point.  The standard form authorization is for the gaining (ph) registrar. 

RADER (ph):  Correct. 

JEFF (ph):  And I would believe that the gaining (ph) registrar would do everything in its power to make it easy as possible for a registrant to fill out a form of authorization.  After all, they're the ones that want the customer.  So I'm not sure that we're really going to have too many instances of users being taken advantage of because of the fact that they want the customer.  I think the market would dictate that that just would not be beneficial for the company. 

CADE:  But Jeff ...

RADER (ph):  But what is does, what's needed though Jeff, in order for this to be adopted and taken seriously and have credibility as a policy, not only do you need to engender confidence on behalf of registrants, but also on behalf of losing registrars.  The best way for us to get there it was thought was to have a form that everybody uses. 

JEFF (ph):  Oh, absolutely.  And that's not what I'm saying.  I'm just saying that if ICANN were to work with the registrars to come up with this form of authorization, I think we can be pretty safe in assuming that that form would be user friendly. 

RADER (ph):  Well I've got short circuits that I'd like to mention as possibilities.  The first would be a question for Christine (ph).  I know Christine (ph) in Chuck's (ph) interim proposal that he also contemplates a standardized form.  Have you guys done any work on actually creating that document? 

CHRISTINE (ph):  You know, I've specifically not been working with Chuck (ph) on that issue because I want to separate myself out being on this task force, but I'll ask him that. 

RADER (ph):  OK. 

CADE:  Would you – so that would when – did you have another comment?  Because I was going to make a comment on Jeff's (ph) comment. 

RADER (ph):  Yes, I was – the second, you know, if you could inquire Christine (ph) if we could possibly borrow that statement (ph) or steal that in some fashion. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  OK. 

RADER (ph):  If it exists that would be wonderful. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  OK. 

RADER (ph):  The second possibility is that we could include the pick forms as being an example of something that should be implemented, something that's substantially similar to the pick form would I think get 99 percent of the way there for whomever has to implement it. 

JEFF (ph):  What's the pick form?  Help us?

RADER (ph):  That's the – this is the standard form that the – how does it work?  The gTLDs – was it the ccTDLs 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Somebody give me words instead of initials.

CADE:  You're talking about in the long distance world ...

RADER (ph):  Long distance to move from provider A, provider B. 

CADE:  I don't even know what those look like Ross.  

RADER (ph):  I've got copies here if you guys want me to forward it. 

CADE:  OK.  Yes.  The – what I – let me go back to Jeff was saying and ask the group to respond sort of two the kind of idea, that Jeff I think you were sort of saying, but let me propose it. 

So would you be saying that one option would be that the task force recommend that ICANN staff working with a represented group of registrars develop a standard form of authorization?  

JEFF (ph):  Yes, that would be? 

CADE:  What would you guys think about that?

GRANT (ph):  I'll describe (ph) it (ph) Marilyn.  I heard what Jeff said, all right, I think he's right in so much that the incentives are correct for the gaining (ph) registrars to look after the simple interest or the interest in a simple matter of the registrant. 

But the only concern I have is the reason we have this task force is that the registrars collectively can't get their shit together in working out how to do this.  And do we think that that difference of opinion, I'll put it as polite as I can within the registrar community on the matter of transfers would prevail on this particular matter?

CADE:  My observation would be the only, and let me ask for comments on this, my observation would be the only way it would prevail would if it were corrected and supervised by the staff with a representative group of registrars instructed to come out with a standard of authorization or it would never happen. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, I agree with that.  I think ICANN when they have their own committee they're pretty successful at getting some sort of ...

GRANT (ph):  OK.  Well then that's great.  So you're not commenting, which is a pretty proper, on my casting aspersions on the – some whole or part thereof the registrar community.  But rather noting that for starts, if passed in this manner and if they chose to undertake it could get through any such differences of opinion. 

CADE:  Let me ask Ross, how he thinks the registrars might generally respond to such an approach.  

RADER (ph):  I'm going to completely bite my tongue on Grant's (ph) suggestion.  But only to note that I would be concerned that putting it through a process like that would probably lead or add substantially to the amount it's going to take for implementation. 

CADE:  Shit, I was hoping.  Oops that will be in the transcript.  I don't know who said that.  I was hoping it would substantially shorten the time for implementation. 

RADER (ph):  I would say it would add 60 days.  

CADE:  What other options are there?  Because I don't see getting to a standardized approach in anything – I mean it definitely takes the registrars to work on such a document, I believe.

RADER (ph):  Correct.  I just, you know, I'm not saying that 60 days is a bad thing.  That's a concern.  I don't know if it's I don't know if there's any way around it other than doing the work ourselves and hoping nobody questions is. 

CADE:  Can we put two options on the table?  First of all, would you send the pick forms around, if you can?

RADER (ph):  Yes.  Just looking through it right now. 

CADE:  And secondly, maybe what we should do is put a couple of options there that the drafting (ph) committee recommends.  Maybe we could say the drafting committee recommends the creation of a standard form of authorization strike (ph) separately from this document.  And proposes – and seeks comment on the following two approaches and then list a couple of approaches.  One being the ICANN staff manage development process with a group of representative registrars.  And the other being that this task force – this task force would not be able to turn its attention to that until after Shanghai. 

GRANT (ph):  Sorry, what's that bit about waiting until after Shanghai?

CADE:  I'm questioning that this task force would be able to do any work on that itself until after Shanghai.  So the 60 days may be a reality either way. 

RADER (ph):  Well given the quote unquote specifications or level of specifications that we see coming out of various recommendations around the DNSO Board (ph) today or, you know, I can as a whole would it be reasonable for us to say it's going to be done in 15 days, 30 days or something like that?  

CADE:  I think that there's really no reason if this is a discreet item, I think and it's staff and registrars working together with maybe one, you know, maybe there's a need for – maybe there's a need for this task force to comment on the work that would be done by that that other group.  And maybe that would be the way to address that. 

But I do think it's – assuming could put time into with a group of registrars, that does not to me look like a really long work item. 

RADER (ph):  Got you. 

CADE:  OK.  I mean ...

RADER (ph):  Maybe I'm just being overly sensitive to it so. 

CADE:  Ross, I think it may be contentious work item. 

RADER (ph):  Well I guarantee you that.  You put a bunch of registrars in the room together and that's always bound to happen.

CADE:  And I'm, you know, OK. 

RADER (ph):  And that's a good thing.  So like that's guaranteed.  So I'm not worried about that. 

CADE:  OK.  So we're going to change the drafting committee recommends that – recommends the creation of a standard form of authorization and seeks comment on the following two approaches to deliver such a standard form of authorization. 

RADER (ph):  Yes.  And that would take – that would go into the main body of the recommendation. 

CADE:  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  Not into this report, right. 

CADE:  I think it would still go into the report as an out standing issue that the part that we're asking for – because we want to take comment on it. 

RADER (ph):  OK.  Can you send me that text Marilyn offline?

CADE:  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  Or online, you know, what I mean. 

CADE:  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  OK. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Ross, I just spoke with Chuck (ph).  And he said that although his thinking contemplates a standard form he has not developed one. 

RADER (ph):  OK. 

CADE:  Chute (ph). 

CHRISTINE (ph):  That's better. 

CADE:  OK. 

JEFF (ph):  Let the record reflect that S-H-O-O-T. 

MCFADDEN (ph):  And that that was Marilyn Cade again. 

CADE:  Yes, thank you.

RADER (ph):  While we're on the subject of the record, I just ran through the pick and they simply contemplate that a standard form should be used by don't actually have one.  I could have sworn there was on in here so that's not an option either. 

CADE:  I'll walk down the hall and see if I can find a telcom guy. 

RADER (ph):  OK. 

JEFF (ph):  OK. 

RADER (ph):  So no that we've trod that elephant.  I think so moving on to the general provisions now, you'll notice in the under 3D Christine (ph), Dan's (ph) work is now in there.  I believe all of the references are correct.  And that I made a few minor modifications to the language.  For instance, and Christine (ph) please confirm that this was the intent.  But under D1 or DI3 I changed the first bullet to read electronic signature in conformance with United States e-sign out (ph).  And that was indeed the correct reference?

CHRISTINE (ph):  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  OK.  I wasn't clear whether e-sign (ph) was a technology or ...

CADE:  Where are you Ross?  I'm sorry. 

RADER (ph):  Under 3DI3 (ph). 

CADE:  Oh, got it.  

JEFF (ph):  Should we limit something to the U.S.A.?

CADE:  Yes, that was my ...

CHRISTINE (ph):  Well again, no we shouldn't ever do that.  But know that this is  -these are options.  These are guidelines.  So this is one of a couple of options that somebody could accept as a form of identification. 

JEFF (ph):  Can we say electronic signature and conformance with a specific nation's – I don't know I'm trying to figure out general ...

CADE:  To put it better. 

GRANT (ph):  As an example ...

CADE:  Yes, much better.  Yes.  OK. 

JEFF (ph):  Can I, when we're done with this, go back to 2R and bring up a friendly amendment?

RADER (ph):  OK.  So I'll get to that in a second Jeff.  So this line should now read electronic signature ...

JEFF (ph):  In conformance with ...

RADER (ph):  With for example the United States ...

CHRISTINE (ph):  With – in conformance with governmental regulation for example United States in there.  

CADE:  That is not regulation.  Government ...

JEFF (ph):  Initiative. 

CADE:  Government ...

RADER (ph):  Local standards?

CADE:  It's not local – well – but it's not local standards when it's law.  In conformance with ...

RADER (ph):  How about in conformance with local standards or law, for instance, the United States. 

JEFF (ph):  Or in conformance with national legislation.  

CADE:  National – with national ...

RADER (ph):  Always just trust the lawyer to come up with the ...

CADE:  And then you could say for example blah, blah, blah.  I have a question about before we go Jeff I have a question about this e-mail address matching not found and losing registrar's whois  database. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  That isn't specific enough.  I thought we wanted this to be limited to the ...

RADER (ph):  Good point. 

JEFF (ph):  Registrant or administrative contact e-mail address.  Right?

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Yes, that was what was intended.  I should have made that more specific. 

RADER (ph):  Duly noted and changed.  Now it reads e-mail address matching registrant or administrative contact e-mail address found in the losing  registrar's whois database.  Under two ...

JEFF (ph):  Or how about, I'm sorry one more change to that.  Instead of losing registrars whois about the authoritative database. 

RADER (ph):  Correct.  

CADE:  What does that mean?

JEFF (ph):  Well that means in the case of thick  registries it's actually the registry whois – that's the authoritative one. 

CADE:  Right.  

RADER (ph):  I know I shouldn't have called this version two before we bated tested it.  Does that mean we should make a note as to what authoritative database means now? 

CADE:  In the some place, yes. 

RADER (ph):  OK.  Under definitions.  I'll find a place to stick in.  Let me just make a note of that.  Just one second folks.  Two URLs then, unless there's more on the general provisions?

CADE:  Two URLs ?

JEFF (ph):  Yes, I actually have a comment on that.  If I can ...

RADER (ph):  Oh, it was you Jeff?  Sorry. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes.  Marilyn and I sound alike. 

RADER (ph):  You do.  As do Grant (ph) and I 

JEFF (ph):  A situation came up, I'm just giving you some background, where a registrar in order to give out the auth  code is requiring a notarized form before it will give out the off code the registrant. 

Although this type of behavior is not prohibited by any of the registry agreements, it basically has the effect of inhibiting transfers.  And the rational doesn't really make sense because of the, you know, these same registrars do not require notarized forms to, you know, enter into a registration or to change any contact information within a registration.  But it really requires a notarized form in order to get this auth code, which really at this point has one use and that's to transfer away from that registrar (ph). 

In response to that I would like to, if it's OK with the group, is put in a sentence at the end of 2R (ph) that states something to the effect and I can send it around, but I'll read it first.  Registrar may not any employ any mechanism for a registrant to obtain it's auth (ph) info code that is more restrictive than what it requires from a registrant to change any aspect of its contact or name server information.  What that means ...

CADE:  Yes, Jeff the only thing, let me just say that might not actually – I mean that could just have the result of driving the registrar to require that for any change. 

JEFF (ph):  Right.  But you're writing theory Marilyn.  But in practice if a registrar were to require a notarized form for any kind of registration or for any kind of change ...

CADE:  Yes. 

JEFF (ph):  They're not going to keep any customers. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  I was just going to say that.  I would agree with that.  

RADER (ph):  Or they're charging $300 for a domain registration, it's going to be around forever. 

JEFF (ph):  So I – that is a risk.  But I think putting this type of provision would have a beneficial effect rather than an other effect. 

RADER (ph):  You know, from my perspective, this is certainly something Jeff and I we talked about this yesterday.  And I fully support the amendment. 

CADE:  And you guys will remember that what originally drew transfers to my attention was the requirements we were receiving. 

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  Which included photo ID, social security numbers on them and notice by states.  

GRANT (ph):  Sorry, Jeff is Grant  Can you just direct me to which clause you're reviewing?

JEFF (ph):  Sure.  It is section 2R (ph). 

GRANT (ph):  OK. 

JEFF (ph):  And it would be – I'm sorry I just lost it on my screen – OK it would a second sentence of 2R (ph). 

GRANT (ph):  So where it currently reads registrar must provide the registrant with the registrants unique auth (ph) info code within 72 hours of registration and initial request. 

JEFF (ph):  Right.  Then we would add another sentence at the end of that.  And we would say registrar – I'm sorry – registrar may not or registrars may not deploy any mechanism for a registrant to obtain its auth (ph) info code that is more restrictive than what it requires from a registrant to change any aspect of its contact or name server information. 

GRANT (ph):  OK.  Got it.  Thanks. 

JEFF (ph):  And I'm sending that language across right now.  So Ross you can – you'll have it. 

RADER (ph):  OK.  

JEFF (ph):  OK.  That's it with 2R (ph). 

RADER (ph):  So if there's no objections I'll include that and get it back to the to team.  Moving on, unless there's further comment on that point.  The – you'll notice now that because the out standing items has been – is now un-numbered, that the little numbers in all of the diagrams actually correspond to a paragraph in the process narrative so it's accurate again. 

And beyond that, we get into the area of resolution of disputes.  And Jeff you'd also mentioned that you had a whack of comments there. 

JEFF (ph):  Not really whack of comments. 

RADER (ph):  Maybe I'm  – go ahead. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes.  I think my recommendation for resolution of dispute in section eight would be to eliminate the entire parenthetical note.  That's – I guess that's the first recommendation and we could talk about that one first.  The reason being is that I – I think there's a little bit of a disagreement as to whether this would be new policy or just clarifying an existing policy.  I think I take the position that it's new policy.  Some may disagree.  But I don't really think that that's – I'm not sure that that's ...

CADE:  Jeff, I'm sorry.  Before you continue, point me where you're talking about this ...

JEFF (ph):  Sure.  Section eight. 

CADE:  Yes. 

JEFF (ph):  There's a parenthetical note. 

CADE:  I was lost because I missed the eight. 

JEFF (ph):  That's OK. 

CADE:  Yes. 

JEFF (ph):  I just don't – I think there's too much to dispute in this dispute section of whether something is or is not new policy.  Whether it's new policy or old policy I don't think it's really pertinent to this draft. 

CADE:  But are you putting – are you suggesting we strike the sentence?  Or what are you suggesting? 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, strike – I would suggest striking the entire note. 

CADE:  Oh which is ..

JEFF (ph):  Just the note, which is the parenthetical between eight and 8A (ph).  That says this section attempts to create a process by which registrars can seek enforcement.  And if necessary, escalate it to ...

CADE:  Well could we keep all of that and put – can we keep the first sentence which explains what it's about.  And then say – I mean ...

JEFF (ph):  Yes, actually, now that I think about, yes, we can put that first sentence probably above section eight and not even as a note, but just as  a statement.  It would really be the last two sentences where it starts concerning sections B and C.  I would ask that those two sentences be struck.  But the other sentences stay in.  And I think you're right it's important to maybe report it above section eight in regular. 

CADE:  And then you're not making any other edits to the resolution of (INAUDIBLE). 

JEFF (ph):  I have one more edit but that's with that paragraph. 

CADE:  Well why don't we hear your other edit before we take comments on this – the modified suggestion …

JEFF (ph):  OK.  The other edit was something I sent around – one of the ones I sent around that actually – that Ross says was a reasonable compromise for section IX, section nine which doesn't exist yet.  It would be an added section nine. 

CADE:  So this would be B9 (ph) now, right?

JEFF (ph):  Yes, B9 (ph). 

RADER (ph):  3C9 (ph). 

JEFF (ph):  3C9 (ph).  AC9 (ph). 

RADER (ph):  Right.  Sorry. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  AC9 (ph).  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  I still stepped on Christine's (ph) identification thing. 

CADE:  OK.  And so read what it would say then. 

JEFF (ph):  OK.  That section would say – it would be entitled fees.  And it would say the gaining and losing registrars recognize that providing this dispute resolution service may result in extra cost to the registry operator.  As such, the issue of appropriate fees in parentheses if any, that a registrar – a registry operator may charge and who's responsible for such fees if anything, shall be determined by ICANN in consultation with the GCLD registries and registrars in the event that any fees are assessed for providing this service.  The party that loses such dispute shall be responsible for covering the entire amount of fees. 

CADE:  Can I ask a question?

JEFF (ph):  Sure. 

CADE:  I'm must trying to think a – any situation where the registrar is in effect asking on behalf of the registrant, right?

RADER (ph):  Yes, this would be the intent anyway. 

CADE:  The gaining registrar – the intent here is the gaining registrar is asking on behalf of the registrant. 

RADER (ph):  Correct or any registrar for that matter. 

CADE:  Right.  That's right. 

RADER (ph):  This dispute can go in both directions, right?

CADE:  So is there process that allows a registrant to feel somehow both registrars have gotten his data – his information wrong?  Is there any process for that entity to appear as an interested party?  I'm assuming that wouldn't be needed if they could make a complaint to the Ombudsman (ph). 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, I think that's the second part of the dispute resolution.  That's the independent resolution provider rather than the specific registry enforcement. 

CADE:  Yes.  OK.  

JEFF (ph):  So I think that might come in to play there but not if a registrar is asking a registry to enforce something. 

MCFADDEN (ph):  Jeff, what are the costs?  I think I'm tracking this but what are the costs that you're envisioning here in that paragraph?

JEFF (ph):  OK.  Cost would things like people's time. 

MCFADDEN (ph):  Yes, legal costs. 

JEFF (ph):  Legal costs.  Costs of obtaining information. 

MCFADDEN (ph):  OK.  All right. 

RADER (ph):  Would they – Jeff, would they be substantial enough to be punitive?  Or are they strictly administrative?

JEFF (ph):  I would rather just have them administrative than punitive but I'm not going to step into that debate. 

CADE:  I think it's probably very difficult for ICANN to be involved in a decision about punitive costs.  

RADER (ph):  I guess to rephrase the question, would they be a cost to providing type of fee. 

CADE:  Cost recovery. 

RADER (ph):  Or would it bee it's going to cost $500 to file a dispute?

JEFF (ph):  Well I think it's going to be a set amount.  And I think that set amount is aimed at the cost recovery model. 

CADE:  So maybe Jeff, how would you feel about our saying something if the task force agrees with it, the task force in general believes that a cost recovery model that results in standardized fee would be most appropriate without it being prescriptive. 

JEFF (ph):  That's fine. 

CADE:  Can I – do the rest of you agree with that idea?

MCFADDEN (ph):  Marilyn your motivation for having a fixed costs is what? 

CADE:  Well ...

MCFADDEN (ph):  Simplicity?  I don't mean to put words in your mouth. 

CADE:  I think it's very hard for registrar to document and assign a – in the world of lawyers who bill in a tiny increments ...

MCFADDEN (ph):  Yes, I where you're going.  Yes. 

CADE:  It's very hard.  It adds a lot of burden to document and say OK photocopying this time cost me this amount of money and, you know.  And then – so a set fee that people kind of generally I think would need to contribute to an idea of what it would cost.  And it may be that there's a situation where the registrars would come back and say after experience, you know what, the average is $50.  But especially onerous drug out one is $500 and we think there have to be two kinds of fees. 

But I think that could be handled by reviewing the fee process after some experience and reassessing it if there's significant complaint about it. 

MCFADDEN (ph):  Yes, my reaction is only – I'm OK with this.  I'm OK with what Jeff proposed.  But you don't want any, from the registrants point-of-view now, you don't want anything that gets in the – that acts as a barrier to successful dispute resolution. 

CADE:  Right.  

MCFADDEN (ph):  And so you wouldn't want a fixed cost that was artificially high act as a barrier for getting a dispute resolved.  That's my only reaction. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, and I think that needs to balance – be balanced against, you also want to set a fee that's high enough that would deter – or that would encourage, I should say working out disputes before it gets raised to the level of bringing it to the registry.  

RADER (ph):  Well that's exactly it.  You know, Jeff, there's this company in New Neldum (ph), they're working out of Australia.  It's not Melbourne IT.  Their modus operandi is to deny transfers at all costs.  So they've got all sorts of things in place.  You know, I certainly need something that's low enough, a price on this that's low enough that customers aren't discouraged.  But be that's high enough so that these guys are not incented to continue to engage in behavior.  And I ...

CADE:  I want to offer you a thought here.  I'm not sure that the fees – I would hope that we would create a situation where we wouldn't be sending most of the problems into this part of the process.  Because this means the poor registrant is sitting on a shelf somewhere. 

RADER (ph):  Well ideally, 95 percent of the problems are taken care of by the policy. 

CADE:  Right.  

RADER (ph):  I think practically what we're going to see is in the early days we're going to see a hell of a lot of stuff go through this process.  And that's just simply doing it the back way (ph). 

CADE:  OK.  Why don't we – how do you feel about putting some of this out for ...

MCFADDEN (ph):  Could I just ask Jeff.  I mean it was short enough.  Could I just ask you to read what you wrote again?

JEFF (ph):  Sure.  I actually sent it around ...

MCFADDEN (ph):  Then don't read it.  I got it. 

JEFF (ph):  On 5:40 p.m. Monday.  It starts out saying I know I'm posting a lot today and for that I apologize. 

MCFADDEN (ph):  Oh no.  I didn't get the apology.  It must be my mail system.  OK.  Well I – but if remember what you proposed it was actually silent about – it said that there were going to be these cots.  But your proposal was silent as to how we were going to actually – how this – how the costs were going to be identified, right. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, well what it says is that ICANN should consult with the registries and registrars to determine some sort of reasonable price.  And then the last sentence says that in the event the fees are assessed for the service, that the party that loses the dispute should be responsible for covering the entire amount. 

MCFADDEN (ph):  Yes.  Marilyn I'm fine with that. 

GRANT (ph):  Marilyn, it's Grant (ph) here. 

CADE:  Yes. 

GRANT (ph):  Could I add one other suggestion, friendly addition to this 9C5X (ph).  And that is at the end there put something to the effect that and any such fees shall not be passed on directly to registrants.  Now that's not to ignore the fact that any companies cost in the end either on the shareholder end or the customer.  But it says if a registrar gets dinged X amount they don't build into their agreements, you know, should we get dinged an amount, we'll pass it on to you the registrar. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  What about the situation of a registrar who gets dinged on behalf of his customer who turns out is a hijacker and fraudulently presented himself as someone who wasn't. 

CADE:  Well but Christine (ph) ...

RADER (ph):  That falls (ph) on the (ph) registrant then though Christine (ph). 

CADE:  You know the – I mean I would doubt very much that you would be able to find that registrant. 

RADER (ph):  But it's not a registrant though Marilyn, more importantly.  

GRANT (ph):  Well hang on, I think it's a good question.  What's your answer Ross?  

RADER (ph):  That the hijacker in that case isn't a registrant.  

CHRISTINE (ph):  Sure they are.

GRANT (ph):  Well they are holding themselves out to be one. 

RADER (ph):  They're holding themselves out to be, but that doesn't mean that they are. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Sure they are.  Because here's a situation that happens quite frequently. 

RADER (ph):  No, no Christine the registrant (ph) is the quote unquote owner for the domain name. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Well they are until their name gets hijacked.  My point being that the fraudulent party transfers it names to another registrar then immediately deletes the name and registrars it under their own name after having successfully seized the contact information. 

RADER (ph):  But just work through that logically from start to finish, like in sequence of events in other words.  This is – at some point that is going to go to dispute resolution.  Either of the registry of the third part is going to make a determination.  The transfer is going to be reversed.  But the main names with the correct registrant at this point, leaving a registrant and a non registrant.  Do you see what I'm saying? 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Yes.  I do.  

JEFF (ph):  But there is an issue – to defend Christine there is an issue of there was a losing registrar that was duped into going into this dispute process.  And that losing registrar ...

RADER (ph):  But if we dumped Grant's (ph) words and make sure that we used the words registrants specifically capitalized, underlined, bold, then I think that deals with the concern. 

JEFF (ph):  Got you. 

GRANT (ph):  Well Ross, perhaps to strengthen, I think, your point you could say legitimate registrant. 

RADER (ph):  Sure, fair enough. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  OK.  

RADER (ph):  This is almost getting pythonesque (ph) in it's proportions.  Monty Python I mean.  OK.  Fair enough.  Jeff I don't – I can't seem to find those words you sent around.  Can you just bounce that over to me directly just so I can get it in there?

JEFF (ph):  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  Would you mind doing the same thing, Grant (ph)?  That last bit. 

GRANT (ph):  You want me to do what?

RADER (ph):  Just send me an e-mail with the language.  

GRANT (ph):  Ross, I thought you were good at shorthand.  You mean you've got to remember what the hell it is I said. 

RADER (ph):  It's the starch coursing through my veins, I tell you. 

CADE:  Let's please call your attention to E2 (ph) while you're on this page.  

RADER (ph):  We've still got Jeff's (ph) first proposal. 

CADE:  Oh, this isn't – I was just while we were getting ready to go back, I was just going to point something out. 

RADER (ph):  OK. 

CADE:  In the parenthesis which shall be returned to the in the event that it's challenged, there's a word missing there. 

RADER (ph):  E2?  Is it E2 Marilyn?

CADE:  Yes.  Which shall be returned – under the CRP (ph) policy filing registrar shall be pay the initial filing fee paren (ph) which shall be returned to the ...

RADER (ph):  Gaining registrar. 

CADE:  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  Is that the right guess?

CADE:  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  I think that's right.  Sorry, back to you Jeff. 

JEFF (ph):  Actually I think it's – let me see if there's any other changes.  I think that was it except for the note.  

MCFADDEN (ph):  Did we deal with eight?

JEFF (ph):  Yes, that's what I'm saying, that's the note.  

RADER (ph):  I'm going to jump into my own cue here. 

CADE:  Of course.  You know, Jeff going back to the clinical discussion that we had publicly earlier this week on this subject, the language here, and if the language is unsuccessful at doing this then let's talk about what words we can use to better describe what I'm trying to get to here. 

It's strictly there to describe the intent of the section to those that are going to have to implement the policy whether this is new policy or not is largely besides the point. 

JEFF (ph):  OK.  So I think you're right.  I think we keep those first sentences or wait the first sentence, I'm sorry first sentence.  We put that in above section eight so it's not a note, it's actually an affirmative statement. 

RADER (ph):  Yes, I'm just talking specifically about the last two sentences now. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  I fully agree with the other point that that ...

CADE:  Yes, so let me offer a compromise – a proposal.  So how about if it read instead of there being a period after clear violations of policy there would be a semi (ph) co (ph) lend (ph) strike the word concerning sections B and C specifically are clauses intended to clarify the existing roll that registry operators take in the enforcement process, period full stop. 

JEFF (ph):  I think that's where kind of – that's where the disagreement is. 

CADE:  But let me ask Ross how he feels about it.  So we keep everything except the last sentence which is an interpretive statement. 

RADER (ph):  Fair enough. 

JEFF (ph):  Hold on a second, I'm sorry.  The problem that we have – and I'm not – and this is kind of weird because you know we're saying that this policy is going to be carried out so it's not – but the interpretation is it's not – the registries do not believe that this is something that is their existing new role.  We think it's adding a role for them which is fine, we'll do it, but it's not an existing role.  It's not clarifying anything that exists all ready. 

CADE:  OK, Jeff.  Then I misunderstood your point complete. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  So let's do this, I think we need to mark any areas where we believe they are new policy because that is the – or – either new policy or amend existing policy.  

RADER (ph):  Just to control aye (ph) Marilyn.  Sorry, go ahead. 

GRANT (ph):  … Marilyn. 

CADE:  Sure.  So what I would say is that throughout our document, we actually probably need to flag each of those because that is – that's where it's particularly important that we ensure that there is consensus behind it.  And that we understand what the implementation process would be to take it from a recommendation to drafting by the ICANN staff. 

So with that in mind, does that mean that we would – and this may be where there's a disagreement between you and Ross and maybe others about whether this is new and creates policy.  That's – I'm going to move that aside for just a minute and just get agreement that throughout the document, we should try to flag where there is new or amended existing policy being proposed. 

RADER (ph):  I think that's dangerous Marilyn. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, I agree with that. 

RADER (ph):  Strictly from the standpoint that by breaking the document down into some artificial components we run the risk that the document the becomes bisected and reassembled in something that doesn't even remotely resemble what the initial policy statement is.  Is this ...

CADE:  I – here's what I'm struggling with.  I – that will be in the record too.  I've got to remember that.  Let the record show that was Marilyn Cade blithering at this particular moment and almost wordless – speechless.  

Why would we not need to do that in order to have a conversation with the ICANN staff about what it takes to implement any new policy?  

JEFF (ph):  I think ICANN will be able to implement it without us pointing out what is new policy and what's not.  And I think I agree with Ross we kind of run a risk if we delineate certain sections as new policy and certain as existing it can be dissected. 

CADE:  Tell me what you guys mean by dissected.  I think – never mind.  I need to hear from Grant (ph).  And let me here from you.  And then I need to – we need to hear from Grant (ph).  I'm sorry. 

GRANT (ph):  Yes, I'm sorry.  I don't understand why we should concern ourselves about what is new and what is old policy.  Yes, I have seen the discussion that is ensued over the impact of new and old policy with regards to the effect it may or not have on the ability of registrars to charge.  

I think the amendment I put in – for instance with regards to fees, et cetera, from my point-of-view as a registrant is OK for that.  I just don't think – I just think we're buying ourselves a whole political can of worms, which amongst other things may got to the sorts of dissection and rejection that I think Ross and Jeff are alluding to.  Or one of them. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, if I can jump in the queue as well. 

CADE:  It might be that you're selling past the close.  Do you want to just restate the same thing?  Because I'm – at this point I'm assuming that there's no support delineating. 

JEFF (ph):  Well OK.  Would that – then I guess the amendment then if we're not going to delineate then we can eliminate those two sentences. 

CADE:  I'm sorry.  I thought the two sentences were an effort to explain what this section was about.  

JEFF (ph):  There's three sentences. 

CADE:  Right.  

JEFF (ph):  The first one explains what the section is about.  The second one kind of goes into this policy debate.  

RADER (ph):  What I'm left with Jeff, I think what I've done through this conversation is taken out the points we've all agreed on.  So what I'm left with now is strictly a parenthetic that says sections B and C specifically are clauses intended to clarify the existing role for registry operators, et cetera.  So now we're down to one sentence just to be ...

JEFF (ph):  Oh, you're saying – OK. 

RADER (ph):  I just want to be clear on the point of disagreement, that's all. 

JEFF (ph):  OK.  So yes -and it's really a dumb disagreement because the registries are going to adopt this policy anyway.  And the fees are actually subject to the section that was just created.  So having that statement is going to evoke – knowing the registries like I do, it's going to evoke – it's going to take focus away from the actual paper.  And I'm trying to prevent that. 

RADER (ph):  So what I'm trying to avoid Jeff is a situation whereby – so ICANN takes over responsibility for administration of this policy then.  So it lives in the accreditation agreement.  As a result, they have to modify their agreement with the registries to say you guys have this enforcement responsibility in your current contract.  Here's exactly what it is that we want to see.  

JEFF (ph):  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  They did the same thing with the registrar agreements.  The registrar agreement says it's going to cost you $100 to file a dispute.  Presumably that money is going to go to ICANN.  What I don't want to have happen is – see a budgeting increase come down the pike, for instance, that states paying the registries this additional money for this new enforcement burden which is completely my position it is not a new enforcement burden.  Is somehow – in other – I don't want to pay twice for this in other words. 

See what I'm saying.  So if there's some way that we can ...

JEFF (ph):  I mean the payment is actually – we dictate what the payment should – I mean the way you come out of the payment in section 9C (ph) or AC9 (ph).  So I think that issue is taken care of.  Ross?  OK.  I'm sorry.  I thought I lost people.  I just heard  silence. 

So I think we all ready took care of the issue.  And I think what it's going to do – like I said, I think it's going to take focus away from the rest of the paper.  And I'm not sure ...

RADER (ph):  So would it be more of a – backing off in the sense, would it be appropriate to state that it is intended through the collection of these fees is to cover the cost administration of the policy?

JEFF (ph):  Too add that to nine?

RADER (ph):  Well somewhere in here. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, I mean I think language you can – you could see the fees should be on a cost recovery basis or something like that. 

RADER (ph):  I'm thinking more specifically drawing a line between the fees and the function. 

JEFF (ph):  I thought the fees were related to the function.  I guess I'm confused now. 

RADER (ph):  I'm just saying I'm being real explicit here.  So in other words, don't be confused.  I'm just saying we're assuming that these are related directly to the function.  But I'm talking about drawing a very explicit direct line between the collection and the administrators.  

CADE:  OK.  That means we're going to need to move past this and move on.  Can we – how do you want to continue addressing fees?  Is it you view that fees largely are – need to be discussion between – or there needs to be a work program between the ICANN staff and some of the registrars to determine what the kinds of costs are well (ph) in registries?

JEFF (ph):  I think that's – I think that we put that in section AC9 (ph). 

CADE:  Right.  

JEFF (ph):  Which I sent around.  So – that's why I'm kind of confused as to how the new section doesn't cover that.  That's what I'm trying to figure out. 

CADE:  Jeff, all you did in nine was to say there should be a fee.  There was no ...

JEFF (ph):  Yes, it says as such, the issue of appropriate fees or any that a registry operator may charge and who is responsible for such fees shall be determined by ICANN in consultation with the DCLD (ph) registrar …

CADE:  OK. 

RADER (ph):  So Jeff, let me give you – let me give the times (ph) for (ph) the (ph) because I think this is something that does impact everybody.  And I'd like to hear from everybody on this. 

CADE:  Sure. 

RADER (ph):  The program requires – the administration of this program requires that Stuart (ph) go out and hire an additional body to assist Anne (ph) in enforcing the policies – in overseeing the policies.  Very few disputes come through.  As a result, the program runs at a deficit.  Who picks up the cost in that case?

JEFF (ph):  Well I guess I'm a little unsure as to why ICANN – it would the registry operators that enforcing it because they're the ones incurring the cost.  How is ICANN incurring a cost in this particular situation. 

RADER (ph):  I'm talking about in the instance that it's moved to the accreditation agreement. 

JEFF (ph):  Even if it moves to the accreditation agreement it's still – this requirement is still for the registry operator to enforce. 

CADE:  You're saying that ICANN would have – but wouldn't ICANN have – you're assuming that this is all done with no involvement at all by ICANN.  

JEFF (ph):  At this stage, that's correct until it gets to the third party dispute.

CADE:  I see. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  What do you think Ross?  That I need to go back to third party dispute, right?

RADER (ph):  Did you say Ross or Grant (ph)?

CADE:  Ross. 

RADER (ph):  Sorry.  

CADE:  OK. 

RADER (ph):  I don't know.  I'm just – when it comes down to the question of moving around responsibilities and ...

CADE:  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  Somebody's got to pay for this some where.  I won't be as inflexible as to say that registrars should have nothing to do with paying for all or sum of it.  I'm just concerned that by putting this out for question we're opening up cans that we don't know what answers are inside of. 

CADE:  I mean I think it can look like we are passing a lot of cost on to registrars. 

RADER (ph):  Or registries.  Or the community or. 

CADE:  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  You know, we don't want a, you know, a trend, keep it up high enough to keep from dragging individual constituencies into the morass (ph).  But it's strongly my preference to be as explicit as possible. 

CADE:  And Jeff, I guess I'm not quite fully understanding your concern about this. 

JEFF (ph):  OK.  If you go to the language as to say whether something is existing or new policy, by making this statement, you are opening up a can of worms ...

CADE:  I'm sorry that wasn't – I mean the particular issue of how funding would get determined.  That was ...

JEFF (ph):  All right.  There's two different funding aspects here.  There's funding if it goes to the registry operator for enforcement.  Or funding if it goes to an independent third party so lets separate them.  If it goes to the registry, then that section that we just added we'd govern.  And the section that we just added states that there will be fees.  

And the process for determining the fees are going – is going to be determined by ICAN registries and registrars through some committee of those to determine what would be appropriate fees.  And then the losing registrar would be responsible for making those payments.  And then Grant's (ph) provision say that that shall not be passed on to the end user or the registrant. 

CADE:  Cannot be directly passed on to a legitimate ...

JEFF (ph):  Right.  Now if you're talking – so that takes care of the fees for registry that – through this process.  Then you have the third party dispute mechanism which we haven't talked about yet.

CADE:  Right.  

JEFF (ph):  Which could be ICANN.  It could be a completely different third party.  And under there is a section on fees, at least I thought there was, let me look.  

CHRISTINE (ph):  While he's looking, can I just say for the record that when Jeff is referring to losing registrar there he means non prevailing party. 

JEFF (ph)  Yes, thank you.  That's right. 

GRANT (ph):  What the hell does that meant?  What's wrong with losing registrar?

STEINBERG (ph):  For the record, let me say no comment. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  As opposed to losing and gaining registrars as they're referred to in the transfer process. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, a gaining registrar could be on the losing side of the dispute.  

GRANT (ph):  Oh, I see.  Thank you very much.  Yes.  Good.  Got that. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Thank you.  

JEFF (ph):  OK.  Section, I think it's E.  What's the number for that?  Is it nine still?  Yes, 9E small 2.  

CADE:  Wait a minute, I don't have section nine. 

RADER (ph):  No there is no nine Jeff. 

JEFF (ph):  You're right.  Section eight. 

CADE:  Oh, OK.  Sorry.  Nine E (ph) now I'm with you.  OK. 

JEFF (ph):  Two – the Roman numeral ...

CADE:  Yes. 

JEFF (ph):  Double I.  In that one it says that the registrar complainant pays the initial fee which is returned in the event the challenge is successful.  And then it talks about the process in a little bit more detail.  So I think the fees are covered for that as well to the third party provider.  But I'm not quite sure what other fees we're talking about. 

CADE:  I f ICANN were the third party provider is that – or if ICANN – I'm just looking for where ICANN staff would be implicated for this. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, if I can – let's say the Ombudsman (ph) was the third party resolution provider ...

CADE:  Yes. 

JEFF (ph):  Then they would be entitled to come up with a filing fee.  And that filing fee would have to be paid initially by the registrar, the complaining registrar, but that would be returned to the complaining registrar if that registrar won the complaint. 

CADE:  So where does the – and then that same amount would then be assessed to the non prevailing party. 

JEFF (ph):  That's correct.  And then there is – it is also open that ICANN could also or whoever the third party is can also pose sanctions or penalties.  Although, you actually need to read it.  Because the way it's still written is that the task force – that there will be a task force that create specific third party procedures if this is adopted.

CADE:  Let me go on the record as saying I won't be on the task force.  That was supposed to be a joke. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  I'm laughing. 

CADE:  OK.  Thank you Jeff. 

JEFF (ph):  You're welcome. 

CADE:  So where is this?  

JEFF (ph):  That would be found in section B, a small B. 

CADE:  Yes. 

JEFF (ph):  I think that's the first place it ...

CADE:  Refer to – I don't know – I don't think we actually – we didn't elaborate that did we?

RADER (ph):  That's simply the process as is described in E onwards. 

CADE:  Right.  

RADER (ph):  So the third party has one of two roles.  Either to manage the appeal which they would then jump directly to E or to manage the initial sign on.  There's not obligation for a registrar to file with the registry.  

CADE:  So hey, let me just ask a question then.  Then doesn't E actually fall under – D is the appeal process. 

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  Were we envisioning that there would be a third party resolution process except as an appeal?

RADER (ph):  Oh, absolutely . 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, but it's either or.  So a registrar does not have to go to the registry if it chooses not to.  It can go straight to the third party. 

CADE:  Yes.  I don't know if that's as clear in this as I ...

JEFF (ph):  Can we put like in that – I agree with Marilyn.  Can we put, Ross, something in your – before eight you're saying this sections attempts to create a process by which registrars can seek enforcement on specific issues directly with the registry operator and if necessary escalate.  You might want to clarify that.  It's really and/or.  You could take it to the dispute panel.  And maybe we can clarify that initial sentence .

CADE:  Go to – go to A ...

JEFF (ph):  Right.  

CADE:  Is probably the right place.  And right now, it says there's three levels.  And I think it means there are two options ...

JEFF (ph):  Two avenues, yet. 

CADE:  Two options and each of those options has – there are two options, right?  That is option I which is managed by the registry.  Let me just see if I think – if you think this is right.  With the possibility of an appeal to a third party.  And then there is option – so that would be one.  And then option would now be two right?  This third party resolution is an option. 

So if you just put a sentence Ross after request for enforcement by registry that's similar to the one that's under third party resolution, I think that would clarify – I think that would largely clarify this for me. 

RADER (ph):  So we go – so in other words replicate clauses one and two that we find under EI and move it up to A? 

CADE:  Actually I was under A where you have one, two, three. 

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  And under third party resolution you have this really nice sentence. 

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  Put a really nice sentence like that under one. 

RADER (ph):  Oh, I see.  OK. 

CADE:  And you do not envision – let me – do we envision – so one has two – has enforcement and then an appeal available. 

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  Two, which now would be third party resolution that doesn't actually have an appeal available except to go outside of ICANN to a court, right?

RADER (ph):  Correct. 

CADE:  OK.  Does that make sense to everyone?  OK.  Jeff, does that – so that then I think would – I don't know if I can get – if that resolves the fee issue.  But it at least provides clarification for how the process flows. 

JEFF (ph):  Right.  That's right.  And now it's really just a question of whether that sentence ...

CADE:  But I have – before we go back to the sentence I have another question for everyone.  There's an assumption you said in here, that I made that bad joke, about sanctions or penalties.  Where is that?

JEFF (ph):  Oh, OK.  That is in section – back to section E. 

CADE:  Yes. 

JEFF (ph):  It is in small Roman numeral five.  And it may also be in – well the penalties – the sanctions but not monetary are described in section six as well.  So small five and small six. 

CADE:  So maybe what we would want to say is that's – any said sanctions or penalties that may be imposed by the dispute resolution panel shall be determined by – and then we would want to define a process again.  By a ...

JEFF (ph):  A dispute drafting committee. 

CADE:  By an ICANN staff led drafting committee after public notice and comments.  So we would be calling for a work program, but not a work program by this task force. 

JEFF (ph):  Right.  It's like the UDRP, kind of. 

CADE:  Yes.  Ross, does that make sense to you?

RADER (ph):  Yes, I'll only agree with it to one what's that word. 

JEFF  (ph):  Condition? 

RADER (ph):  One condition, thank you Jeff.  Yes, and you want me to write language, right? 

Since you're so quick to jump to the front with that recommendation Jeff on the use of the word condition could you draft something up and sent it over to me?  And I'll drop it in?

JEFF (ph):  You want me to draft ...?

RADER (ph):  Just that language that we ...

JEFF (ph):  That Marilyn pitched?

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, OK. 

CADE:  OK.  Now I have one other ...

RADER (ph):  You share words please. 

CADE:  I have one other question.  Under small Roman six two, under two we say failure to pay this fee to the complaining registrar may result in the loss of accreditation by  ICANN. 

RADER (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  I think we have to be cognizant – we had kind of talked about this before. ICANN is not going to yank accreditation for a single failure, right?

RADER (ph):  That's why we use the word, May (ph).  Yes. 

CADE:  Yes.  Did we not want to go back up to the concept of sanctions or penalties?  Did we want to throw out for discussion, and I thought we did from our previous discussion the idea that there could be intermediary fines or penalties that did not result in the loss of accreditation unless there was ongoing egregious behavior. 

RADER (ph):  I'm not inclined to go down that route, but I'll certainly listen to the discussion. 

CADE:  I'm trying not to sound like really, really mean to the registrars Ross. 

RADER (ph):  We're used to it. 

CADE:  Well do others not have that concern?  This sounds like a sharp – it does say may.  Should ICANN be asked to – well. 

RADER (ph):  Keep in mind Marilyn that through this policy, a repeated conduct on behavior has substantial financial costs associated with it.  

CADE:  No, yes, you're right.  And after – and you remind me something that's very good, we're actually not in the space where transfers have been resolved through a process of registrars now are cooperating with the rough (ph) and the dispute space.  

RADER (ph):  Right.  So we're dealing with the five percent. 

CADE:  OK.  All right.  I'm over my – I'm back on board.  OK.  Back to Jeff's (ph) question then.  Jeff. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes. 

RADER (ph):  Got the language, Jeff.  Thanks. 

JEFF (ph):  You got it?

RADER (ph):  Yes.  Thanks. 

JEFF (ph):  OK.  Now I guess we're still left with that one sentence.  And I think we've answered all of Ross' (ph) question to what the benefits of that sentence would have been.  So I think we put that in other places.  And I'm saying the detriment of keeping that sentence in, calling it a new – or saying that it's clarifying an existing role, I think if we left that in that would just detract from the document. 

RADER (ph):  Sure, I'll agree.  I'm sorry.  I'm just reading the – that was the sound of me lying down, Jeff. 

CADE:  OK.  So I'm going to take that as consensus on this particular issue unless anyone else speaks up quickly. 

RADER (ph):  And quickly move on. 

CADE:  Yes.  I'm at the end of my document.  And to the very thorough, and I like it, the glossary that you guys have put together.  I know you've done a lot of work on this in the past, Ross.  And you and Mark (ph) have done some recent work on it.  But I thought it was really excellent and wanted to comment you both. 

What else needs to be addressed today before we talk in the next five minutes about the drafting of the final report.  And what needs to – what's going to go into the interim report?  I reserved a URL with Glen (ph) who is standing by when we reach agreement that we have our interim report that I can be posted. 

It will need to be sent to all of constituencies, which she will do.  In addition to posting it, she will sent it to all of the constituencies and to the GA.  And we will ask ICANN to put a comment page up.  

The – if you have in front of you the outline, my idea is to just walk through this, real, real quickly.  And talk about where we think we can put words to paper for the interim report and where we think we can't. 

RADER (ph):  I'm sorry.  Could you repeat that Marilyn?

CADE:  I want to walk through the headings on the – the elements that the final report needs to include.  I want to just walk through those quickly.  

JEFF (ph):  So just to clarify, so this paper is going to go out, hopefully today, tomorrow after being posted.  

CADE:  I think it's going to be posted tomorrow. 

JEFF (ph):  Good.  OK . And then that will start the, what is it 20 day clock?  Is that what we said? 

CADE:  No the interim – stop for a minute.  There's a difference between the length of time that the final report needs to be posted and the interim report.  And so let me go to the timeline we have ahead of us in just a minute.  I want to talk about the content for just a minute. 

JEFF (ph):  Got you. 

CADE:  The paper can't go without a little more surround (ph) to it.  It doesn't have to have a lot of surround (ph), but it has to have a little bit of surround (ph) to it to be an interim report.  And if you go over and look at the e-mail I sent out to folks, that identifies what the final report needs to have in it.  I talked to Bruce Tompkin (ph) about this. 

Bruce's (ph) view and Philip's (ph) view is that we should address as put in the WLS interim report to some degree as many of these elements that we can.  There's some where we can't address them and we'll need to say we will be dependent on further feedback that will be then included in the final report which will be posted and will be open for comment through the Shanghai period and short for a time thereafter.  And that Jeff will address the number of days for the final report. 

JEFF (ph):  OK. 

CADE:  So I'm going to write an executive summary which is not going to be 500 pages.  It's going to be a very short overview.  The terms of reference will be inserted.  The conclusion – what I was hoping to do what was to – I was originally thinking that we could use the resolution that Grant (ph) had drafted as the conclusion.  But at this point, it may be that that resolution is too high level.  So let me leave that as an open question and keep going. 

On D the impact analysis.  And analysis of who may be impacted including other supporting organizations and in what ways.  We – well let me keep going.  E (ph) requires us to have a constituency impact review.  And that I think, basically that's for the final report.  So that's going to be important that each of the constituencies provide a comment on what their view is of the impact of this on that. 

That can only be done for the final report because it will be work in progress after the interim report is posted.  Right?

JEFF (ph):  I think that's right. 

CADE:  OK.  Record of out reach, we can – I'm going to go ahead and try to begin to document the outreach.  It won't be probably thoroughly inclusive.  But we can include some of it so that we can begin to show some of the outreach that we've done.  

The outreach though will obviously be then finalized by this next two rounds of having the document comment – open for comment.  So we would just have a placeholder for any minority reports that were submitted to us.  And in the interim report, we will ask for the submission of any minority report.  And it could be that constituencies could have a minority report.  Or we could receive a minority report from some other mechanism. 

JEFF (ph):  Can I make a friendly amendment?

CADE:  Sure. 

JEFF (ph):  Why don't we ask for – instead of asking for minority reports, you ask for reports because in theory, if we like it we can put it into the final report and then it's no longer a minority.  Does that make sense?

CADE:  Well ...

JEFF (ph):  If the constituency comes out with the paper.  And we as a task force go, you know, what that's actually right.  And we put it into our recommendation it's no longer a minority report. 

CADE:  Actually Jeff read what the purpose of a minority report is.  Because in that case, it wouldn't be – you're right, it wouldn't be a minority report. But what we're trying to also get either points in opposition. 

JEFF (ph):  Right.  But basically all we have to say is constituencies give us your report.  And then at the end, if we don't adopt it.  Then it's a – then we leave it as a minority report.  All you're really doing is – all you need to do is ask the constituencies for their report. 

RADER (ph):  Yes, it's almost a matter of semantics but I completely hear where Jeff is going.  And you know, I wouldn't want to put a call out for dissenting comments.  I'd want to put a call out for comments in general. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Exactly. 

CADE:  Guys, you're totally missing the point of there being a placeholder for minority reports.  You will have absorbed any of the comments you agree with.  We still have to have a place holder for minority reports in case there are any. 

RADER (ph):  Absolutely. 

CADE:  OK.  

CHRISTINE (ph):  We need to call them that though?

RADER (ph):  In the report, yes. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  It sort of sends out a connotation that people right off the bat are going to be on the defensive because they know their report is going to be a minority report. 

JEFF (ph):  Right.  So we label it a minority in the final report itself.  But when we solicit comments and Glen (ph) solicits comments tomorrow, it's constituencies give us your comments. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  That's fine. 

CADE:  OK.  Supporting arguments which we need to be thinking about for the final report so the task force will have some additional work to do in that – and I'm going to talk about a date in just a minute. 

The risk and cost analysis we – that's a sticky one for us.  I think what we have done is identified some areas of cost.  But it's very hard for a task force – I actually think this, now that I've done this a couple of times in task force, I think this is a kind of a stupid request to task forces or perhaps just a naïve one.  Because task forces can identify the areas of cost, but they're really not set up in a way that allows them to truly assess cost. 

JEFF (ph):  I think that's actually right.  We can lay out where – as we did, where we think cost will arise.  But you're right, there's no way for us to determine as a task force what those costs would be. 

CADE:  So what I want to do is get this ready to be published by Glen (ph) tomorrow, probably close of business.  And that means everybody needs to look at it.  It may not be posted until Friday by Glen (ph) because everybody needs to look at it and be able to comment on it.  Then it will be posted.  I'd like for it to be posted until Monday the – I think it's the 21st.  I think we'd like for it to close on Monday the 20th for the interim comments.  

So that we could then take into account the comments.  Quickly republish the comments.  That means that people are going to have to be monitoring the comments as they are – as they come in.  And we will need to be drafting in the meantime on the additional links, et cetera that we need to provide. 

Because in addition to this, we need to provide the links to any other relevant work we've done, any link to the comments, et cetera.  And if you go look at the format for the WLS report, you'll see the final outline.  So these are the elements that need to be included.  But we also need to have some significant links that show the outreach activity, comments received, those kinds of things. 

I'm going to need some help in both monitoring the comments as they come in and helping to figure out how to incorporate them to the text because I am not going to be very reachable for two weeks.  We call this limited perhaps full access to e-mail and phone. 

JEFF (ph):  Are you on vacation Marilyn?  

CADE:  I'm going to the ITU.  

JEFF (ph):  Too bad.  I'm sorry. 

STEINBERG (ph):  No comment. 

CADE:  I'm taking vacation after (INAUDIBLE).  And then I don't intend to have access to phone either. 

But I think that means a pretty aggressive work program the 20th through the 21st through the 22nd.  And in addition to that, we need to have a presentation which we would use to present them at the – whatever we're calling it Ross in Shanghai. 

RADER (ph):  The thing. 

CADE:  The thing.  The open comment working session or whatever it's called.  It's not called a public forum.  But it is now I believe from 10:30 to 12:30.  I'm told we will have voice dial in available for people.  And I hope that's right so that we can have as many of the task force members on that as possible. 

The only three task force members that I know for sure will be there will be Ross and Jeff and me. 

RADER (ph):  Do we have an agenda or stated goals or anything for this session yes, Marilyn?  I only say that because if we're expected to make a presentation, it would e nice to know what we've got to say.  

CADE:  Let me forward to the entire task force, the discussion that's going on between Mike Falage (ph) and Chuck Gomes (ph) and myself and Thomas (ph) and Denise Michelle (ph).  I had asked to have a substantial – I had asked to have a comment period on our work.  

Mike Falage (ph) had I think some other ideas on what needed to be addressed in relation to transfers.  So that's together in a single session. 

Right now, we have I think about 20 minutes of this time.  Denise (ph), I believe assumes most of what we'll – so it will start with an overview of the contracts by the staff.  And then Mike Falage (ph) will do an overview of what – of the quote state of play of what is going on in transfers at this time.  Chuck (ph) will present his – the interim proposal that he reviewed with us for a very short presentation.  And then we would have about 20 minute Ross to walk through our final report.  And I set aside most of that for you to walk through and Jeff and I to be there to help field questions.  But we would then turn to Q&A .

JEFF (ph):  And Ross if you need – I mean I could do – we could split that up too if you wanted.  You could do the recommendations and I could do the dispute section if you wanted. 

RADER (ph):  Yes.  Sure.  I'm just – I'm still kind of at a – if – are we looking for comments on this report?  Are we looking to gather support?

CADE:  We're looking for comments on the reports to offer to the community who are there and a – normally we would have had a public comment period anyway.  It would have just been done probably at the GA.  It is not being done sort of through the GA, but it's being done in a slightly different way than it usually would have been instructed. 

DENISE MICHELLE (ph):  Hey, this is Denise Michelle (ph). 

CADE:  Lovely. 

MICHELLE (ph):  Who recently joined the call.  Is there any questions I can answer about the proposed task force meeting? 

RADER (ph):  I'm just trying to figure out where it fits in, Denise (ph).  So that's my question. 

MICHELLE (ph):  Yes.  Where it fits in is the – well the purpose is to sort of educate the attendees or participants on the basic issues regarding transfers with either a status report or a report on the work of the transfers task force.  And discuss the – primarily the proposal that you'll be taking to the Names Council.  And discuss whether there's any additional questions or issues that should be considered?  Were there any additional actions that people would like to consider for ICANN to do. 

CADE:  Denise (ph) but you also – when you say additional actions to do their – I think there was in your – in the charge that you got from Stuart (ph), was there was some aspect of – was there was a role for ICAN in transfers? 

MICHELLE (ph):  I'm sorry, what?

CADE:  Was there a question from Stuart (ph) about whether there was a role for ICANN in transfers? 

MICHELLE (ph):  No.  He wasn't suggestion specifically any changes, additions, subtractions to ICAN's role.  He primarily was suggesting a general airing of the issues.  A more focused effort to raise awareness of the task force's effort and have a robust discussion of the transfer issues and the task force report. 

So I think you should look at this as an opportunity going into the Names Council to have an extended discussion and presentation and understanding of the task force's work.  And we have a draft agenda that I think Marilyn is close to agreement.  There's – we're close to agreement on the planning committee that I can forward to you in the next day. 

CADE:  The time is probably – we could probably ask the group because that's the one thing I owed back to you, I think ...

MICHELLE (ph):  How much time you want for the task force presentation?

CADE:  Yes. 

MICHELLE (ph):  Right.  And clearly, since a lot of the discussion will hinge on the substance of what the task force is proposing we want to make sure that we give you enough time to get your points across.  Is 20 minutes – will 20 minutes do it?  

RADER (ph):  Possibly. 

MICHELLE (ph):  OK. 

RADER (ph):  It's, you know, we're pushing 30 pages at this point, so I don't know if we could.  You know, it's taken two hours to go through five points on this call.  Who knows, I think, is the correct answer. 

MICHELLE (ph):  Right.  

RADER (ph):  One concern I did have Denise (ph) was given that, you know, Chuck (ph) has basically said that likely the – his policy proposal will likely be a mute point by then.  And given that it's certainly Mike's (ph) position that this is sort of a private arrangement between registrars and Verisign, I'm wondering if having that on the agenda won't be more confusing than it would be clarifying. 

CADE:  I'm sorry, Mike Falage's (ph) position is what ...

JEFF (ph):  No, I think Ross is saying they're going to – I'm sorry. 

MICHELLE (ph):  Is it just going to confuse the issue to have Chuck Gomes (ph) on the agenda to present the Verisign agreement?  It's just going to be a mute point?

RADER (ph):  Yes.  Like it's not a ...

MICHELLE (ph):  Yes, I raised the same question and I'm trying to get a clarification on what exactly Chuck (ph) means by it being a mute point.  What are the action points that will determine whether or not it's relevant when we – by the time we reach Shanghai.  Is it clear to you Marilyn?

CADE:  No it's not.  And I've been back and forth with him as well.  

MICHELLE (ph):  Right.  

CADE:  And also – I also did raise the question guys of where it fit in the discussion, you know.  It looks like from my last round of e-mails with Chuck (ph) that he was thinking a quote, standard offering, but the results of bilateral agreements that would be determined on case-by-case basis.  Which would mean it would be, I took it, up to the discretion of the registry on whether or not they'd sign such a bilateral agreement with a registrar.  

Which doesn't provide the kind of uniformity that ..

CHRISTINE (ph) (?):  Actually I think, I'm not sure, but I think that referred to the discretion of the registrars to whether they want to enter into it. 

MICHELLE (ph) (?):  But what they would enter into would uniform.  And that each registrar would be offered the same agreement.  It wouldn't be required.  Well I think Ross to your point, we have – right now I have it on the draft agenda under the current state of play.  You know, just yes, I think it makes sense.  If it's still an open issue that everyone needs to be aware that's an open issue and this is what's going on, I think, in order for being factored in. 

RADER (ph):  For the record, I just want to be clear.  I still support the effort.  I think it's a great step in the right direction on an interim basis. 

MICHELLE (ph):  Right.  

RADER (ph):  I just didn't want anybody to walk out of that room with the impression that there's a choice between the two to be made. 

CADE:  Right.  

RADER (ph):  Because that's clearly not the case. 

MICHELLE (ph):  Right.  And that's an excellent point and one that needs to be made.  So after the state of play then it would go to you and Marilyn and whoever else to lay out what the task force has proposed, what the purpose of the task force is.  And I think that will give you ample opportunity to clear up any perceived confusion. 

CADE:  Yes, I – let me – that has been a concern of mine that people would walk away saying well wait a minute why shouldn't every registry just do bilateral agreements?  And that's the answer to this.  And that I think is a significant disservice to users and I believe would be a significant disservice to registrars, that would be my own view.  But in terms of the difficulty of managing all of those negotiations and the different – GGLPs.  

So I was concerned about how people would understand that it fits in and maybe we just need to – we had talked Ross and Jeff about trying to get together before this presentation while we're in Shanghai and just kind of going through the kinds of questions that we think may come from the audience.  And I think, Denise (ph) is – Denise (ph) you're soliciting the ...

MICHELLE (ph):  I'm seeding (ph) questions in the audience. 

RADER (ph):  Taking come recommendations are we? 

MICHELLE (ph):  Well, you know, obviously, I think it's to everyone's benefit to, you know, if you're going to have an area of the issue to make sure that the issues are aired.  That was actually going to be my next point.  I'm doing a list to sort of draft questions that the session may want to address.  And it would be great for your guys to review to offer questions that should be included to make sure that all of the points and important issues are raised and addressed. 

CADE:  Yes, Denise (ph) why don't I send you an e-mail with the e-mails of all of the task force members. 

MICHELLE (ph):  Great. 

JEFF (ph):  If we do questions, I think 20 minutes then is going to be way too short. 

CADE:  No, I'm sorry.  Questions follow the 20 minutes. 

MICHELLE (ph):  Yes we have about 90 minutes for questions and discussions after the task force, right. 

RADER (ph):  OK. 

JEFF (ph):  That's fine.  Strike that from the record.  

CADE:  OK.  We are close to wrapping up so what else needs to be addressed?  Volunteers are going to be sought to help do some of this round of drafting.  But we can probably do that by e-mail over the next couple of days after we get the interim report out.  

GRANT (ph):  I have a question with regards to future meetings.  Given that you're going off to the nether regions, does that mean that we do not have a call next week?

CADE:  Well I think that's probably right, but that we might try to have a call – I'm assuming actually the phones will work in Morocco.  And my goal is to take – have a cell phone that works.  We may need to have a call, a short one, each week just to start of touch base on the drafting of the final report. 

MCFADDEN (ph):  Marilyn did you say a short call?

CADE:  I did. 

MCFADDEN (ph):  OK. 

RADER (ph):  Was this a short call Marilyn?

MCFADDEN (ph):  Thanks Ross.  That prevented me from having to do it.  

RADER (ph):  It's all relative.  I just wanted to be clear. 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Well what time will it be for you Marilyn.  That will determine whether it's short?

GRANT (ph):  Oh, no it won't. 

CADE:  … last year who becomes the butt of the most jokes from her members, at the end of this?  Do I have something to look forward to?  It's seven hours time difference.  So think of me as being in Europe. 

STEINBERG (ph):  What does that do for Grant (ph)?

GRANT (ph):  Nothing if you don't change the time. 

CADE:  What's the sense?  I think that probably a call is needed even if I'm not available that call is probably needed to look through any comments that have been received so far.  And so my suggestion would be to try to schedule an hour.  Leave it at the same time.  Leave it at two.  If I can join I will.  If I can't then since the primary purpose will be to walk through the comments, Ross could probably do that.  And maybe I could convince Grant (ph) to work with me to take on any of the other items that need to be done in follow in relation to making assignments on drafting.  Is that OK with everyone?

JEFF (ph):  I'm sorry.  Did you say Grant (ph) and Ross were going to take all of the assignments? 

RADER (ph):  No we're going to be responsible for handing them out Jeff. 

JEFF (ph):  Yes, I'd rather be responsible for handing it out really. 

RADER (ph):  Thank you for volunteering. 

CADE:  I was going to have Ross be responsible for making sure that the group worked through any comments that had been received so far on the document.  And ask grant to be responsible for working with me to do follow up on drafting assignments for the final report.  Is that OK with everyone?  

RADER (ph):  Sounds good by me?

CADE:  Jeff. 

JEFF (ph):  Sure. 

CADE:  Christine (ph). 

CHRISTINE (ph):  Sounds good. 

CADE:  Are you we haven't persuaded you to show up in Shanghai?

CHRISTINE (ph):  I'm pretty sure.  

CADE:  Denise (ph). 

MICHELLE (ph):  Yes. 

CADE:  Do you have a report for us on phone in?

MICHELLE (ph):  Well we'll definitely have a phone bridge for everyone.  And I think it's likely we'll also have a real time scribe but I'm still waiting to hear from ICANN on the latter. 

CADE:  I think from our standpoint, the real time scribe (ph) would be great for purposes of documentation of comments.  But the ...

MICHELLE (ph):  The phone bridge would be more useful. 

CADE:  A real time phone would be really useful.  

MICHELLE (ph):  Yes, OK. 

CADE:  Thank you everyone.  

END

___________________________
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