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Recordings have started. 
Michelle DeSmyter:
All right. All right, well thank you. Well good morning, good afternoon and good evening to all. Welcome to the NCUC Executive Committee meeting on the 14th of April at 1300 UTC. On the call we have – I apologize for pronunciation – Farzaneh Badii, Rafik Dammak, Tatiana Tropina. No apologies at this time. 


From staff we have myself, Michelle DeSmyter. And I would like to turn the call back over to you, Farzi. 
Farzaneh Badii:
Thank you very much, Michelle. So Anna Loup also sends her apologies, she unfortunately cannot make it. And also Renata sends her apology. So welcome, Tatiana and Rafik to the Bylaws (unintelligible) this is the staff comments on our bylaws, which we are going to work on today. And we are going to work from like the beginning of the document of our bylaws and work through the comments that the staff have made on our bylaws. 

We are going to see if we accept some of the comments, if we reject them or if we accept with some kind of caveat. I have noticed when I was going through the comments that I tried to accept almost all of the editorial comments like putting a comma here, putting a full stop or changing some of words. But in – when I had doubts that this might – their change, their editorial change could have an effect on the meaning, I did not accept or reject, I just commented that we might accept this or we need to discuss it with EC. 


Now our task today is to go through the document. I have done this up to Page 8. And to just resolve comment or reject the comment with a justification. We are going to send the transcript of this meeting or any other proceeding meeting to any other following meetings to – on this to the staff to understand our justification and see that we have actually discussed their comments. 


So let’s do this. Now, Page – so we start from Page 1. And on the Page 1 if we look at section – like Constitution 1b, staff, well under 1a they have clarified that we should not use acronyms and we should expand on the acronyms, which is fine, so we accepted that. 


Under Paragraph B, the purpose – this is the purpose of the Non Commercial Constituency. It’s the purpose of our constituency, which we went through when we went – we were going through the bylaws for revision. We had an extensive discussion with our constituency about the purpose. And we came up with this and we made some changes. 


The staff decided that to remove some of the things here in our purpose in Paragraph B, which we do not agree with and we do not want to be implemented. Now I have responded to Ken – if you see on the document – that this change is not acceptable in NCUC. So they – among the suggestions they say is that to remove for noncommercial purposes from our purpose. 


Well, that is not possible because we are the noncommercial users. We are for the noncommercial – we are an organization that advances the right of the Domain Name System users for noncommercial purpose. So this is quite evident that we cannot implement this change. And the primary purpose of the constituency is of course to protect the noncommercial online communication. 


We are not defending the commercial online communication. Oh, Renata made it, thank you, Renata. I didn’t know you can make it, great. So we are talking – Renata, we are talking on section – if you go to the Google Doc we are talking about like section on Constitution Paragraph B. And the staff have commented that we should get rid of noncommercial, nonprofit in this paragraph. We are saying that we do not accept the changes and we are providing reasons why we are not. 


And Rafik, your hand is up. Go ahead. Rafik, we can’t hear you. Is it me? Okay, okay anyway so…
Tatiana Tropina:
I don’t hear Rafik either. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay great, so it’s not only me. So, Rafik, we can’t hear you. If you need a dial-out just tell Michelle. So okay, I have commented under the staff comment that these changes are not acceptable. The NCUC was established to protect noncommercial users of the domain names and this removal contradicts the very essence of NCUC. 

We have discussed this multiple times with our members for these reasons and other reasons that our members might add. Suggestion will not be accepted. If you have other reasons to add to this to reject this suggestion, then just please go ahead in the Google Doc and reject it or just say it here. Okay, since like we are in all agreement, right? We don't accept this change. 

So but if you look at – so we don't accept to remove noncommercial and not for profit but one other change that staff have done in this paragraph is to change in the “public interest policy advocacy organizations” to “policy advocacy groups”. I don’t know why they’ve made this change. I see it as like it’s not a fundamental change. I don't see any harm in it. But I also don't see any benefit in it. 


Hello, Ines. Welcome. 


So do you want to keep group? Yes. Exactly, Rafik, I agree with you. It’s our mission and our constitution cannot be changed. So we are on the paragraph – we are in Section 1, Constitution, Paragraph B. 


I don't – let’s not accept this policy advocacy organizations to policy advocacy group change. Or we could accept it – it’s minor; it doesn’t bring a benefit, it doesn’t bring a harm. 

Tatiana Tropina:
Farzi, I agree with you. We can accept this; it’s not really, you know, it doesn’t really matter at the end of the day so if they want “groups” we can accept “groups.” It’s purely editorial in my opinion. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes, okay, so I just accepted that. Right. So and then they say in Paragraph C, “The NCUC is accountable to its constituents and maintains such an accountability through elections,” blah, blah, blah. They have suggested to get rid of “maintain such accountability” and say, “The NCUC is accountable to its constituents through elections, term limits.” I think, yes, there might be some parallelism there I think we could get rid of it. But I like the emphasis on maintains such accountability. So up to – so I just threw it out there for you to comment. Do you want to keep “maintain such accountability” or not? 


I can see people writing. 

Tatiana Tropina:
Yes, so, yes…

((Crosstalk)) 

Farzaneh Badii:
…Rafik and, yes, go ahead, Tatiana. 

Tatiana Tropina:
Oh well, you know, I think that it’s again editorial because we are talking about accountability in the beginning of the sentence. So it – if they want to remove it looks like they're removing redundancy. So I personally will be fine with removing this. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes, I thought that there was some parallelism there. But there was some sense of emphasis on it. Yes, okay. I removed it. It’s great. We accepted their suggestion. So now let’s go the Section 2, Organization and Structure. So Paragraph B doesn’t have - doesn’t – well it has some kind of like a minor change, they think that we need to change the – “the membership shall consist of NCSG membership,” blah, blah, blah. In Section 2.2 of the NCSG charter and who chose the NCUC. And so they think that we don't need “constituency” after “NCUC.” 

Which is kind of true because Non Commercial Users Constituency, that’s NCUC. But I like the emphasis on they choose NCUC as their constituency. But again, there is the sense of redundancy in it. So if you think there is a sense of redundancy, we just get rid of there and constituency and just keep NCUC there. I am talking about Section 2B. 

Rafik Dammak:
Farzaneh, I think we need to be careful here for some reason. So Rafik speaking. We had a discussion during the public kind of consultation. Is that when people – when people apply to join NCSG they can join one or two or none constituency. And we had to be clear that we are not just assuming that people only can join NCUC. So we try I think – the language was there that it’s for those who chose to join. As a constituency NCUC doesn't mean that they cannot be a member of NPOC and so on or another constituency format. So I think that as kind of the language there. 
Farzaneh Badii:
Okay, Rafik. Thanks for the explanation. So what are other suggestions? Are we keeping “constituency” there and not accepting staff comments to get rid of “constituency”? And I can see that someone says here, Ines has commented that “The NCSG charter (unintelligible) to join the NCUC.” So Ines added “to join the NCUC.” Do we agree with this change? 

Right, so – there is pure silence here. I think you are reading the bylaws. But what do you think – do you think we should even – because this is – I’m going to cover the comments are made on this paragraph, they are very controversial. So do you think that it’s – we accept the changes to these paragraphs or not? Like, do we accept together the constituency – the word “constituency”? 


I think they just had the matter of redundancy in their mind at that point. But let’s just keep it as it was. Let’s just not consider changing anything. 

Tatiana Tropina:
Farzi. I really think that it is a matter of redundancy. We can accept deletion of the “constituency” because it’s NCUC anyway. NCUC already includes constituency. It’s an acronym which already includes constituency. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes, I thought that too so…

Tatiana Tropina:
Yes. 

((Crosstalk)) 

Tatiana Tropina:
Just accept the change. It’s minor. It’s editorial. 

Farzaneh Badii:
So, Ines, I’m going to get rid of “join.” I think it’s a good change but we want to like make as little change as possible to the text and just – and just talk about the text and its staff comment. So much regret, I have been (unintelligible) of your good suggestion. So let’s get rid of “constituency.” 


Now it says that, “The NCUC Executive Committee reserves the right to review and approve NCSG members who decide to join the NCUC.” We had that as “decide.” And they have said that it should not say “decide,” they should “elect to join the NCUC.” So I think this is minor. I think “elect” is fine. 

Tatiana Tropina:
Are you sure that – sorry, Tatiana Tropina is speaking for the record. Are you sure that “elect” is fine, but not “select” but “elect”? 

Farzaneh Badii:
You know, I have said this on the document, I’m not a native speaker so I don't exactly understand the granularity of change. And so we could – we could just say no, who decide to join NCUC totally fine with me. 

Tatiana Tropina:
Well, “elect” is actually fine, I mean, I’m not a native speaker, it is fine. But it has several connotations and this is my – well, we can accept I think. If it’s okay, I mean, it should be editorial but I…

((Crosstalk)) 

Tatiana Tropina:
Yes. 

((Crosstalk)) 

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes, so “elect” means choose but also, yes, it has some other meanings that I think we should – don't have to accept. What is wrong with who decide to join the NCUC? They decide to join. 

((Crosstalk)) 

Tatiana Tropina:
Yes, exactly, I mean, it’s strange so what the problem will decide, I mean, honestly I don't really like “elect” in this context. But, well, also you know what I think, like just as a caveat, I’m not a native speaker, right? I do speak English as my working language but I’m not a native speaker. But I believe that if I, as a non-native speaker feels uncomfortable with this word, if I feel that it might have a different meaning, we have to make the bylaws understandable for everyone, especially for non native speakers. You know what I mean. “Decide” is clear for me; “elect” is not. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay so let’s keep with “decide” and we are going to say that “decide” has a more clear – has a clearer meaning and “elect” has various meanings that might confuse our members. 


Ines, as I said, we can – okay. So this comment was about “elect” or, yes, so Ines doesn’t like “elect” either so let me just put this down that we cannot accept this – accept “elect” it has various meanings and various meanings and might be confusing, we keep the word “decide.” Right. I am going to do this reject. Okay. 


Okay, now okay so now we are going to go to the controversial part, which Ken says that if you see the Section 2B, he's commenting that the meaning and the use of “membership” (unintelligible) of context in the context of NCUC and in the context of NCSG is confusing. If NCUC changed its term to “associate” or “affiliate” it would be more consistent with the NCSG charter which reads as “constituencies are structures by which NCSG members with similar concerns and interests,” and so on. 

We do not accept this and we do not want to change the concept of member to “affiliate” or “associate.” Other constituencies have members too. We have had members since our inception. And we do not want to change this – well established concept of membership at NCUC. And we don’t agree with Ken’s rationale that the meaning and use of “membership” in dual context can be confusing. We can be both member of NCUC and NCSG. 


If you have any other comments, just put under this – just put it under Ken’s comment. And also Rafik’s hand is up. Rafik, go ahead. 

Rafik Dammak:
Okay, thanks, Farzaneh. Yes, I’m against the use of (unintelligible) because then we will have to explain and that’s quite (unintelligible) so it will be really unhelpful to add such language. My experience, and I’m a member of the IEEE and IEEE they have also under that kind of different society like Computer Society and so on. And you can be member of the IEEE and then member of one of the societies. So using “member” it doesn’t – I mean, it works. I don’t understand why he's suggesting that. So I can add some comment like that by giving an example to show that it’s – it’s not confusing and we should keep as it is. Yes. 
Farzaneh Badii:
Okay, great. So we will not accept this change that Ken is suggesting. Okay, so let’s go to his other suggestion in Paragraph B. We are still talking about Section 2, Organization and Structure, Paragraph B. 


Now he's saying – Paragraph B is about the Policy Committee, which we say just consist of the NCUC Chair, elected GNSO representative, any active NCUC member who volunteers. Now Ken says that this provision itemizes the composition of the PC. But that item is omitted in Paragraph C in this same section which discusses the EC. There should parallel structure in each section for ease of reference and consistency. 


Well, this is editorial again, I mean, it is a good point. So what he's suggesting is that if we are saying something in Paragraph B, we should also say this similar thing in Paragraph C. So let’s see how we can – what we can do. So what we could do is to say that okay so what we could do we could add the composition of EC to this Paragraph C, or we could just – we could just get like – just mention Executive Committee and Policy Committee and mention that they are – go to Section – their respective section to look at their composition. 

What do you think? We can do both things. We can either add to Paragraph C or we can shorten both paragraphs and say move to – “look at paragraph” blah, blah, blah to see the composition. What should we do? Yes, that is true, Rafik, that is a very good point. So I think we could move the Policy Committee composition down. So what do you think we should do? Should we shorten the paragraph and just mention that we a have Executive Committee and a Policy Committee which have been their role and their duties have been – have been mentioned in such and such section? 


Or we can add to Paragraph C the same thing kind of structure as Paragraph B. 

Tatiana Tropina:
Farzi, Tatiana speaking for the record. I think that we can easily add something to Paragraph C instead of omitting and creating a totally different structure. Why don't we just add the Executive Committee shall consist of elected representatives and whatever, so kind of we can work on the wording a bit later. We can just make a note that we are going to add and just synchronize them, align them. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes. Good suggestion. So I just – yes, that’s a good suggestion. And I’m just going to make a note here and assign Tatiana to this paragraph to make it similar with the same structure as the PC paragraph. Okay great. So you did it, Tatiana, yourself. Thank you, I like people who volunteer themselves. It’s great. 


So now we go to the Membership, and so when you look at this membership it was the ICANN staff, as I’m now – I have rejected all the ICANN staff kind of removal of this paragraph. And I have commented. “ICANN staff had suggested to remove the whole section on A and B on Eligibility and Ineligible Organizations section. We don't accept this change for obvious reasons. We have our own membership eligibility which is in line with NCSG charter. And we cannot just get rid of our own criteria and we (unintelligible) people to the NCSG membership eligibility, but we have our own.” 

So and I think you all agree with that? I can see that Ines has suggested that, yes, we need our own eligibility and Rafik says that it is needed, it gives a clear guidance in cases of organization which cannot be eligible as NCUC members. Great. 

Okay, we move on now to (unintelligible). Okay, so I’m going to resolve this. Now, we then have on Section – we are still talking about Section 3, Membership. Paragraph C, Notifications, I had a note that since ICANN staff had removed our section on membership, the other section letters and numberings were changed too to reflect the change since we do not accept the removal of Membership Section. We will not accept the change in section lettering. This is not important. 


Now, what Ken is saying on the Paragraph C.2, he says that, “If NCSG member notifies the NCUC directly, is there a requirement to subsequently advise the NCSG EC of this action?” And I said, “If NCSG EC is notified and NCSG notifies NCUC then I don't think it’s needed for the member to contact the chair directly.” 


Rafik, you know this better than us, for the membership thing, should the members – should the member notify the chair themselves because I don't think we practice that. 

Rafik Dammak:
Okay, so the process now is that the member, when they apply in the form they say if they want to join NPOC, NCUC or not. And so the NCSG EC review, when they are accepted as a member, they okay they pass the information to NCUC and just as now kind of approved by default. So if it is accepted by NCUC there is no need for the member to notify NCSG EC because NCUC EC just manage the membership of NCSG. And also because the member they can join later any other constituency. 


But in practice what will happen in future is that with the new membership system there will be shared database and those kind of information will be synchronized anyway so I don't think there is a need for the kind of member to notify anyway just that will happen kind of automatically. But usually NCSG (unintelligible) the member want to join and (unintelligible) not the other way. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay, so shall we keep this or remove it? Shall notify the chair, because if later on if they join NCSG and they have not decided yet and they later on want to join NCUC, they just notify the chair, right, of NCUC? 

Rafik Dammak:
Yes, so because you have two case. Either in the beginning when they apply to join NCSG they can ask to join NCUC, so that what happens most of the time, but maybe later someone join NCSG and then they want later maybe two, three, or whatever, they want to join. So what they do they have just to contact the NCUC Chair to ask and then the NCUC EC can review quickly the application and just accept or not as a member. So, yes, that’s why we need that notification, to have that case that is not automatically because someone joining NCSG they want to join NCUC, they may take some time. 


And also that was kind of I think – basically the discussion was kind of compromised (unintelligible) situation that we are saying that you need to join NCUC just after NCSG. So we can give people time to think or to apply later and so on. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay, so we keep this but maybe we can make it clear that they have to notify the NCUC Chair if they have not initially indicated their constituency upon applying. 

Tatiana Tropina:
Sorry, guys, for jumping…

((Crosstalk)) 

Tatiana Tropina:
Can anyone explain me is it possible that they – that someone who’s applying do not indicate their constituency? 

Rafik Dammak:
Yes, in the form it’s not mandatory to indicate which constituency. 

Tatiana Tropina:
Oh okay. Okay. 

((Crosstalk)) 

Tatiana Tropina:
Okay, thank you, Rafik, because I was a bit confused. Thanks. 

Rafik Dammak:
So that’s why, I mean, we – if you join NCSG you don't need necessarily, I mean, you don't need to join a constituency so you can do that later. And this was kind of idea discussed at the time when we formed NCSG and how to, I mean, the constituency and so on is to give really time for people think about joining a constituency because they can join one, two, three or none. So yes and that’s why we are using the – kind of the language open or after joining the NCSG so to cover the two cases. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay. So okay. So what I see in this – in the like Number 2, 3 and 4 it’s more about when after they join NCSG and they have not – they have not indicated that they want to join NCUC, but at some point they decide to join NCUC, this is for those cases. Because they notify the chair, they designate the official representative and then they will be accepted by the notification of the chair. 

So these are all done if they have accept – they have chosen their constituency in the beginning, these are all done at the NCSG level and they just inform us but this paragraph is about – is more about aftermath. So maybe we can just clarify that somewhere. Yes, yes, that’s actually yes, Rafik, I agree with you. I’m just going to do that in the comments. I’m just going to comment on this Google Doc and just say it. Okay thank you. 


Okay, so I’m just going to comment on this later so I’m just going to assign this to myself. Comment on the membership after NCSG. Okay so now let’s go to – okay so Ken has another comment that says – that says – we are talking notification and Number 3. Designated Official Representative, so Ken says that this bullet belongs under Official Representative. 

So the thing is that we have – I don't – I said yes, we should because if you look at the official representative in now D, he means that we should move it to Paragraph D. We say that “Each prospective member organization in its application shall appoint an individual to serve its official representative to the NCUC.” 


But then the thing is that why should we move this, which is like part of the process, and clarifies things? I first agreed with him but I now think why do we have to remove this? I mean, we are just repeating ourselves in Paragraph B but I think that’s fine. What do you think? 

Tatiana Tropina:
Farzi, it’s Tatiana Tropina speaking. I disagree with him. I mean, it’s – I don't understand why we have to remove this because we refer to the Paragraph 3D. I mean, designate its official representative. We can say not C but as defined in the Paragraph 3D. And then it would be a normal paragraph. I mean, that’s how (unintelligible) that’s how documents are written. If I’m referring to some a paragraph it doesn’t mean that I have to move everything to that paragraph because it belongs to this particular Section C. 


You know, so the only compromise I can suggest that we write “designate its official representative as defined in the Paragraph 3D.” Because there is also a point about (unintelligible) representatives so, I mean, they’re just, you know, coming together here. So I strongly agree with this removal because it just doesn’t make sense and it’s not a redundancy, it’s just a reference. Thanks. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay so I think I got disconnected for a moment. But yes, I agree with you. I think – I think we don't have to – we don't have to really get rid of – move everything that is related to those paragraphs because I’m going to make this comment that we disagree. We refer to Paragraph 3D because it guides the members better and it clarifies – it clarifies – it clarifies the – I would say the notification process better. Okay. Right, and that’s how they do bylaws. No, I’m not going to write that. Okay. Right. 

So let’s go to – I think the other thing that was mentioned like he has changed “constituency” to “NCUC” which I think is fine. Right, now, he has said that – he's still talking about this notification thing. Ken says that “The Step 4, which is membership shall become complete upon notification of acceptance by the NCUC Chair.” Ken says, “The steps up here to be one, satisfy NCSG eligibility; 2, specify an intent desire to join NCUC, complete an application, designate representatives and approve by NCUC EC. I suggest redrafting this section to follow this outline.” 


What do you think? Should we redraft? Well, one of the steps he says is wrong because they have to – they have to just apply first and then when they apply they complete the application in the beginning at NCSG level. And I think it’s in the application that they – do they designate their – yes, they designate their representative in application. 


So what do you think? Do you think that we should redraft this section to kind of be more clear on this notification part? Or shall I just comment on Ken’s comment that we don't want to change (unintelligible). 

Rafik Dammak:
(Unintelligible) this is Rafik speaking. I don't think you need to change. What he's suggesting is really totally different from our current process. So because part of the – how to say – the process with NCSG and we cannot really kind of – how to say – describe it in our, so maybe change later. What we know that someone when he or she become a member of NCSG, they can join us. 


And so that’s what we are describing here by this notification to the chair and then, I mean, we are kind of – we are avoiding to be specific and the kind of procedure that maybe the NCUC EC want to say it because here what you just (unintelligible) that – I mean, the applicant or prospective applicant need to be an NCSG member and then just they need to designate who will be their representative of their organization and that’s it. Just up then to the NCUC EC to approve or not. 


So (unintelligible) discussing is not really what we are doing or what we will do in future so. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay, I’m just going to comment – Tatiana, your hand’s up but I’m just going to comment that this is not the process that we accept members with. And for this reason and because we want to be clear, we can’t accept this suggestion to redraft. Oh, that was an old hand. Good. Right, let me just write this and then we can go – yes, so this not exactly – this is not the correct process (unintelligible) that we have for members to join NCUC. We think this paragraph as it is clarifies how to join NCUC. And it is in line – it is in line with our practice. Right, okay, I commented. 

All right, let’s move on. So I’m just going to resolve these things that I discussed so that we can have like a cleaner document. Any comment that you want to see which comment has been resolved you can just click on Comment on the top right of the page and look at it. 


Right, now, okay, so then resolve this as well. And all right, we have the – right, so we are done with the Notification. No, he has commented that “membership shall become complete upon notification of acceptance by the NCUC Chair or his or her agent.” Ken says, “I recommend the reorganization of this…” Oh okay, sorry, we resolved this, we said no. Okay, let me – I have to – all right so let me do this later, not take your time. 


So Official Representatives, now “Each prospective member organization in its application shall appoint an individual.” Ken says that, “What is an application? Is there a form? How does it relate to NCSG membership application?” And I commented this will be the NCSG application. If the organization choose to become NCUC member we will choose an official rep to represent that org at NCUC. Am I right, Rafik? Is this comment okay? 


And I don't think we need further clarification on this. Well I know we don't have (unintelligible). But so yes but this is from our old text, add this, but, yes, I would need to have an agent, you know? But anyway, I think – I think we are clear that our application process is fine. We don't have to go into further details. If I may, I’m just going to resolve this with the current comment that I have. Okay. All right, I’m going to resolve it right now. 


So now let’s go to – so “Shall appoint an individual to serve as its official member at NCUC. This representative will hold…” so instead of having – instead of “hold” Ken says that we should say “have the – so Ken says that instead of saying hold the powers of voting, he says that this representative should have the privilege of votes. 

I don't know, I mean, it seems fine to me. It’s a power against privilege. So people have privilege to vote? Or the power to vote? I think people have the power to vote but I think it’s – yes, right? It’s not a privilege. You earn the power so I’m not very sure. I think – it’s a very minor change so let’s just say accept or not. Privilege to vote, yes, I know, right? So it’s like about like – like I don't know, I don't feel comfortable with this privilege thing. I think people should have the power to vote. 

We give them power, right? 

Tatiana Tropina:
Well, guys, actually if you are NCUC member, it’s your privilege to vote. It’s your power to elect, but your privilege to vote. I think it’s an okay change for me at least. It’s purely editorial. Because I think power is to elect and vote – and kind of, you know, not power to vote, it’s yes power to elect, privilege to vote if you’re NCUC member, no? I’m okay with this change. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Right, let’s just accept this, whatever. I don't agree with him but okay. All right, so now and speaking publicly for the member within – okay, so the other change that is this representative will have – okay, will have the privilege of voting and speaking publicly for the member within votes and discussion. He says – instead of “votes” we should have “proceedings and discussions of the constituency.” 


So he is right in that it is within the proceeding because we give them the privilege to vote in the previous thing, we said that, right? So we need to add the proceedings and speak publicly in the proceedings, I think this is right. Oh. Okay. So we are not talking about the sentence in Paragraph D, “this representative will have the privilege of voting and speaking publicly for the member.” Why is there like “within votes” even – “within votes and discussions”? Right. I think this is a fine change. 

Maybe we meant elections? 

((Crosstalk)) 

Tatiana Tropina:
Farzi, I think – I think we should accept it, it’s a valid change. 

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes, it is a valid change. Okay, let’s do this. Okay. Now, “The official representative must formally,” blah, blah, blah, and then he – and then he is saying that, “In addition to verification by the NCSG, the NCUC EC may also make inquiries to the member organization,” we had – after this we had two verify their selection of representative. But he says that we should say that the NCUC EC may also make inquiries to the member organization concerning its selection of representative.

I don't think – I don't think we – we are very specific here. We want to verify the – we want to verify the selection of their representative here, right? We want to see who they have – who they are appointing to NCUC as their representative. So I don't know why – I understand why he's changing it, it’s kind of – it gives like a broader concept to it. But I see that unnecessary. 

So we want to – yes, I’m just going to explain. I explain that it’s unnecessary change, but maybe that’s not much of an explanation. Okay, let me say it. Unnecessary change and then we can just comment that we need to verify the official representative selection hence we will keep it. Okay, I’m going to reject this change. And then he made a thing that we should get rid of “if necessary.” So should get rid of “if necessary”? 


So in addition to NCUC also makes inquiries to…” but we are saying “if necessary” should be kept there because we mean that if necessary. If necessary if we have like doubts that someone is the official representative. (Unintelligible) representative we verify whether they’re the representative or not. We ask the organization, “Is this your representative?” This is – sorry, I went back to the previous point because of Ines’s comment. So that’s how – that’s how we just – we just lost our host. Something happened, guys here. We lost our host? And it says that all sharing – all right, so anyway it doesn’t matter, they will sort it out. 

Okay, so now let’s go back – let’s go back to what we were discussing. I think it’s necessary – we should keep “if necessary” because we don't want to always verify; we only verify in doubt. So we keep “if necessary.” We only verify when in doubt hence we would keep “if necessary.” All right, I just sorted this out and I’m going to reject this change. Okay. 

Now, “A disclosure statement as to source of its funding should be provided by the member organization in accordance with Paragraph 3.1 of these bylaws.” Now Ken says, “This sentence seems misplaced here. Perhaps it should be moved to a new section dealing with application for NCUC affiliation. So I don’t think it should be in that section. But I think where it should be is is where we have the financial disclosure statements because if we have this disclosure statement only for the official representative do we have this also for the individual member because it should apply to both of them? And if we only say it here for the official representative of the organization are not saved for the individual members then I think it’s better to just move it somewhere that we're talking about disclosure. What do you think? Yes let’s do that. Okay I will do that later. 


I will just move that to where I want. Okay (measure) move that. All right so I will do that. I will assign that to myself. Okay now we can go down to Paragraph E additional representative. And then (Ken) says that, "What if there are multiple additional representatives? Can anyone of a list of ARs replace and/or upon resignation? If an OR is absent can an AR vote for a proxy?"


And I have responded that actually we have discussed this. We have discussed this and it even says it in this paragraph. We think it’s quite clear that without notifying the NCUC of a  new official representative the additional representative automatically becomes the representative of the organization within the NCUC. The executive shall at the discretion -- sorry, I’ve been talking too much -- determine limits to the total number of additional representatives that an organization may appoint. I don’t – I think we are clear that when you become a member and also we say that it becomes automatic with their representative of the organization and we have given them the privilege to vote so I think this is quite clear. What do you think? 

Tatiana Tropina:
I think it’s clear for us Tatiana.

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay. So I’m just going to go as when they become their representative, their representation of their organization automatically they will have the member’s rights which includes voting, no changes necessary here. Okay, all right. Now we go to eligible individuals. And I'm just accepting some of the - my editorial changes. Okay now we go to the eligible individuals and then we have to pay a lot of attention to this. This is just – this is a Paragraph G. 


Oh Sorry. Sorry I forgot yes we are on Paragraph F now. There is another comment that he made that under - so the executive committee shall create procedural rules for existing members to maintain their membership eligibility and shall review and when justified expert members whose status had not changed in ways that no longer make them eligible blah, blah, blah. So (Ken) is suggesting this paragraph should be in the executive committee section. I think this is a fair point. I think we can move this. Can someone move (SK) executive committee over? You guys agree right?

Tatiana Tropina:
Well there might’ve been other ways -- Tatiana speaking -- that instead of making it objective kind of sentence make it a passive sentence that the rules should be created by executive committee. But I think it’s much easier to review the changes move it to the EC section. So I support your suggestion.

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes I like it easy too. So let’s do that. Okay sorry. I just have to – what happened to our host? Oh she’s back. Okay so sorry. I have to put my laptop into charger. Okay so let’s go to (Ken) - can someone move this paragraph to the executive committee's section as (Ken) suggests?


Okay. Now we go to the eligible individual. This is Paragraph G. So a natural person who has been accepted as an individual member of the NCSG as defined by NCSG bylaws we said that but he wants us to be more specific and mention NCSG charger which section which I think is (appropriate). And then we say hello meets the following with...

Rafik Dammak:
Sorry Farzaneh?

((Crosstalk))
Farzaneh Badii:
Yes hello?

Rafik Dammak:
If you become more specific and NCUC charter change so we have to amend again that specific mention?

Farzaneh Badii:
Oh that is a very good point. Let’s not do this then.

Rafik Dammak:
Yes I mean we're already selling to NCUC charter but that charter can change by itself I mean so yes.

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes. They do – yes that is true. I did not consider that Rafik. Valid point so we are now considering that so let me just do this. Okay so I’m just going to say okay so I’m just going to say here that we will not accept this change if the NCSG charter changes and sections change. Then we will have a wrong section in our bylaws. Okay now he has gotten rid of a couple of things here. I don’t think that we should get – I don’t think that we should accept this change. So he says that we should get rid of who meets the following criteria and as individual members natural persons who agree to advocate for noncommercial interests and who fall within the following criteria. He has gotten rid of this. 


I don’t think we should accept this because we are clearly defining who are individual members. Their natural persons who agree to advocate for noncommercial interests. This is very important for us and we cannot just change this so we – I just have to

((Crosstalk))
Rafik Dammak:
Yes exactly Farzaneh because it’s changing totally things criteria. He’s thinking that there are additional requirements which is not in one because we are providing like three possible cases for an individual. Either he can just have one or more registered domain name or he’s interested in so on so he’s changing totally the kind of visibility criteria for NCUC and I think we cannot really accept those changes.

Tatiana Tropina:
Well Farzaneh Tatiana speaking. I think that you can just say as Rafik mentioned that this is not an additional requirement. This is substantive requirement and like we specifically mentioned this. And of course we have to reject it.

Farzaneh Badii:
So we have to reject all of it all the like whatever change is made in G1 G2, G3. And so I suggest that we reject the changes and under each change I will just explain that these are additional requirements and they're very important for NCUC for its integrity and for its mission and additional eligibility requirements. So I’m just going to note that down. Now so we all agree that not to accept any of these changes on the eligible individuals?

Tatiana Tropina:
Yes Tatiana speaking for the record. Yes mentioned that it is additional substantive requirement kind of you know so they will understand and not, you know, insist on the previous, you know, understanding.

Farzaneh Badii:
I’m just commenting at the moment.

Rafik Dammak:
Okay so (Farzi) so what we have here is the three categories that you are using for an individual that he can fall one - within one of them. And we added the other text to kind of like being represent of the guardians who want to be more kind of detail. 


So yes, so it’s not kind of yes the additional I think is that his understanding he think that just any natural person and then we had kind of it’s not additional. It’s a really we are explaining here that there are three categories that someone can follow within one of them so yes that’s maybe just explaining that’s what we mean here that we are describing kind of the different cases for an individual to be kind of privatized maybe in a noncommercial member.

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay. So I will – what time is it? It’s okay so we have 40 minutes. That’s great. Okay so what I’m going to emphasize is that these are specific NCUC requirements for eligibility of the members. We have the members - the eligible members can fall within one of these categories. And then what I’m going to say is since this is like specific to ours and what he is changing kind of is changing our eligibility requirements as a whole then we can access it.


I can see (Enis) has his comments and so (Enis) would you like to elaborate on the eligible because you have a comment on the eligible individuals? And you said that you raised to this I need to discuss it thoroughly on Friday. So go ahead if you wanted to discuss something. You see I – (Enis) is not paying attention at the moment. I can totally – I’m joking. So (Enis) I think I don’t know if you’re with us. Okay great. (Enis)’s hand is up. Okay go ahead (Enis).

(Enis):
Okay can you listen to me?

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes we can hear you.

(Enis):
Okay perfect. So here eligible individuals there is something I raised recently. It was okay I'll search for it. Membership another supporting organization or through membership in a GNSO stakeholder group. So here that was my question. If it’s an additional requirement? Is it a core requirement? Maybe because I wasn’t – so and also representatives in the government in the GAC or are those working for state-supported top level? So is this excluding some people or I just needed to learn more about that? Thank you.

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes. So yes we are excluding those who are representing in and we are very clear where in GAC register registrar constituency and commercial constituency what if they are noncommercial users and individuals or noncommercial organization that belongs to ALAC and are members of or are ALSes and are of noncommercial nature they can be NCUC members. But of course we are excluding those who are officially representing their governments, their business in other constituency and advisory group. And I think Rafik can also clarify that we’ve had – this is like a very customary at NCUC that those who have like conflict of interest should not – and we are very clear what conflict of interest is here. It is being official representatives in other constituencies not -- and I should be clear here we are not talking about non-commercial stakeholder groups. You can be a member of NPOC and NCUC and NCSG all at the same time. The most important thing is that you do not officially represent your government in GAC and then become of course you cannot be common an NCUC member. Rafik would you like to add to that?

Rafik Dammak:
Thanks Farzaneh. So the idea here is that what can happen to the (NCUC) and NCUC in general has kind of really low kind of barrier for entrance for anybody to join. And what we are trying to avoid that some people who are involved in policy development in from other like supporting organization on or particular other constituency to try to kind of use the individual membership in joint task like someone working a forestry registry or he represented - representing government in the GAC and so on and so using the kind of the individual membership to join and to influence because we have also always to remember in particular now even with the ICANN accountability as a group we have a vote. And so we need to avoid the situation that someone is like voting into constituency or two group in the same time.


However that doesn’t concern like the case of outliers. What you are talking here is really about those who are participating in – and they are participating with us in the policy developments like in the GNSO which is not the case of ALAC. So we are trying to avoid this kind of situation and to and I mean to be inclusive but also to avoid the kind of culture or that some groups try to influence our discussion. So that’s the idea here is to avoid the situation. So the also for like example the case in the first one why we are talking about the supporting organization in general, not just the GSNO because in the beginning of NCSG there was several numbers like from the ccTLD space and there was kind of concern what they – how they - we can -  they kind of influence through like NCUC like, you know, the GNSO so and so on. So that’s why this is coming kind of from historical by grant. And that’s why we are trying to avoid because we had before like you know because some (unintelligible) working for like registry or registrar and trying to join and get involved in it so on. So we try to be open but here we'll have we need some kind of safeguard in those cases so.

Farzaneh Badii:
(Renata) I think you asked a question about whether the members of At-Large should – could be joining. So you see the first note we're talking about the wording. It’s harder or the bylaws what it aims for is to give the structure and kind of talk about general rights. The interpretation of the bylaws is something different and also we cannot cram everything in the bylaws. It’s like the Constitution. You don’t explain everything.


The bylaws it’s quite clear that for example At-Large when you were talking about At-Large in Section 2 if you look at Section 2 of this paragraph eligible individual you see that it says an individual Internet user who is primarily concerned with noncommercial aspects of domain name and is not represented in ICANN personally or his or her employer who through membership another advisor committee or supporting organization and their stakeholder group. So when we say that – when the bylaw says that primarily concerned with the noncommercial aspects of the domain name policy than it means that if you are noncommercial ALS or belong to At-Large you still can join NCUC. So but this is like a very general composition of the paragraph. 


And then (Renata) also asks something else. And she’s asking whether the observers of GAC can join. And I think that’s again that is left to interpretation. We are talking about representing. If there observers of an intergovernmental organization they can - like so what can they do or what can they not do and what’s the nature of their activities in GAC, what sort of decisions they are involved with these are all I think it’s open to interpretation. But and if the GAC has a structure that observer, the observers from intergovernmental or so some intergovernmental organizations cannot have members but they can have official observers then I think that is still left to the interpretation of whether we accept those intergovernmental organizations (unintelligible). 


But at the moment we cannot discuss on substantive issues here. We have to go through the staff comment. But we can discuss this of course at some other time. So let me just look at the – so I have to add our comments to (Ken)'s comments about the criteria so I will do that. Now we can just go ahead go to the Paragraph H participation rights. 


So purchase participation rights says that vote in election for the NCUC so that the members can vote in the election for NCUC chair, regional representative and any other officer positions specified by the EC. So I am not sure about officer positions that specified by the EC. When I say I’m fine with the addition I was fine with actually removing and but what I don’t – I’m not aware of any official position that is specified by the ECM members vote for it. Rafik do you have any insights on this?

Rafik Dammak:
We don’t have. Just we’ll just will go towards chairs and (unintelligible) committee. I think maybe what he’s...

Farzaneh Badii:
So I'm...

Rafik Dammak:
...explained here that maybe you think that we think that for other right now I’m not sure maybe for (unintelligible) answer or whatever that we want them to (unintelligible). I think we have to be cautious like (unintelligible). that we need to make restricted just toward the chair (unintelligible).

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay. So I’m just going to say we don’t have any other officer position that can be run by election.

Tatiana Tropina:
Oh guys sorry. I first Tatiana speaking but there is such an echo I don’t know what to do with this.

Farzaneh Badii:
It’s me. It’s me. Let me just mute.

Tatiana Tropina:
Thanks (Farzi). So I thought that okay first I thought that it’s a good suggestion now. I don’t think – it’s a good suggestion. But don’t you think that EC can sometimes call for an outstanding vote not for the official position but for example for some documents or anything like that? It shouldn’t be reflected in this section. We have it somewhere else the voting rights?

((Crosstalk))
Rafik Dammak:
(Unintelligible) the voting is for I think for the bylaw change and I think that’s in already in - included I guess.

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes...

((Crosstalk))
Rafik Dammak:
(Unintelligible).

Farzaneh Badii:
...that’s what I thought. Okay then let’s reject this change because I thought at the beginning I was okay with this but now I rather support your comments guys. Thanks.


Okay I just rejected it. So I cannot accept and anymore and regional representative okay. Good.


Now nominate candidates so instead of saying nominate members to positions he said just that we say nominate candidates. I think this is - to elected positions he said? Nominate candidates so no, we say nominate candidates for elected positions. And then so what he comments is that, "Are there any requirements who may be nominated for elected office?" I think I said that, "We have requirements for appointed (unintelligible) but I don’t feel comfortable with getting string in requirements as to who can be nominated." So I thought I was – I will discuss with you I don’t think even when we want to have the nomination criteria who can be nominated we can discuss this with EC in our procedural rules and not here or what do you think?

Tatiana Tropina:
Farzaneh Tatiana speaking. I don’t know if you read in chat but I agree with your comments because we don’t have to outline this in the bylines especially. But I believe that (unintelligible) member can put themselves forward for the elected positions. It’s not the position that EC decides on where you need particular qualifications. So I believe that you rightfully reject this comment for a good reason.

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay I will reject this comment and but I will accept the minor editorial things that she’s done here. But I’m not going to accept the removal of the - of the removal that he (unintelligible). So it’s going to be read like this. Nominate candidates for elected position by the general membership and by the executive committee with timely notification of all elections and publicly post all names nominated to the membership email list. 


So we have to – I have noted that we need to kind of clarify this because as it stands the paragraph originally is not so we are talking about executive committee and then it’s a little bit unclear. So what (Ken) says is that, "These are ECBGs rather than participation rights which I do not agree with because no - our members can also nominate people for election but then this timely notification of all elections and publicly post all names nominated to the membership list kind of makes it unclear and the mention of executive committee here." 


So maybe we can slightly without removing too much from this text clarify it a little bit more. So this - I think what confuses (Ken) here is that timely notification of all elections. So he means that so do the members abide by the timely notification or notify the mailing list about elections because I understand the last part which says publicly post all names nominated to the membership email list. That could be within the participation rights but we could keep it here because if they nominate they need to populate – post all names. But what we have this and timely notification of all, okay. 


I think that the members' rights is to nominate candidates for electing positions and also receive timely notifications of all elections and also be able to - and publicly post all names nominated to the membership email list (unintelligible). Hello people? Are we talking now?

Tatiana Tropina:
(Farzi)?

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes I think...

Tatiana Tropina:
...can you repeat the last sentence? You got me lost here.

Farzaneh Badii:
Yes. So I think we – if we are talking about participation rights here we can have as (Enis) suggested that not – so members can nominate candidates for elected position by the general membership and by their executive committee and receive timely notification of all election and be able to publicly post all names nominated to - or publicly receive all names nominated. We could change – I’m not comfortable with changing words but I think this might need a little bit of change. So we could add it receive in it. But then I – we have to think about changing the last sentence is all. Rafik do you remember – I don’t remember discussing this when we were doing the bylaws. What do you think we shall do with this?


Yes it’s a little bit of tweaking. I can do it. It’s fine. I’m just going to – we are just going to be very clear what we are doing here. So we say nominate candidates for elected position. Okay I’m just going to flag this and I’m going to come up with a suggestion and then – well let’s come up with a suggestion and then I’m going to run it through you. Okay now number three, initiate proposal for policy development positions and/or contribute to NC responses to ICANN public comments when the constituency and obtain expression of support for it via the public discussion list. I don’t know why he has gotten rid of within the constituency and obtain expression of support for it. I mean yes kind of clearly if you’re allowed to – if you’re allowed to initiate this positive development you can also update expression of support but I think you could clarification we can just keep it. Okay I think so (Enis) agreed with me let’s not accept this change.


Okay great. Thank you (Enis) for that. I think this is a goods suggestion. I’m just going to copy paste it in the text. So I’m going to reject to this suggestion, going to accept this as, okay. Now what else is there? So I’m going to add to Paragraph 2 what (Enis) has suggested. Okay so all right let’s go – let’s move on. 


Okay then on Number 6 you have proposed bylaw amendments. (Enis) says that we should say suggest bylaw amendment. And then (Ken) says that on Paragraph 6 that hide access status determine within the NCUC we have the provision for it and we have a defined active member in accordance with the NCSG bylaws so we can just resolve this.


(Enis) if you don’t mind I’m just going to keep proposed just, you know, be faithful to the text that we got voted. Sorry about that. 


So let’s go to financial disclosure statement. A disclosure statement should be provided by an individual organization who is receiving research grant funding or consulting issue. So what proposal just says instead of saying who’s receiving and in - who is receiving an individual or group research grant to just say who is receiving the research grant. This is editorial but then what he's saying is that I don’t think we should accept it. Individual or research grant is needed there. We need both. We want to be inclusive and clear. 


I mean I don’t – I’m not really insisting that we need to reject this suggestion to remove individual or group research grant but I think it’s unnecessary so just of course my suggestion. Okay so now I’m going to – I’m sorry I’m such a bad presenter. I’m going down to so now we are discussing financial disclosure statement.


Yes okay. So (Renata) accepted so I’m just going to reject this okay so I rejected his change. Now so (Ken) also says that a disclosure statement is this disclosure statement - is there periodic review of these statements? Are they required as part of the application? What are the elements of each disclosure? I totally believe we do not have to specify this in our bylaws. We will ask the EC to come up after these are implemented to come up with such detailed information. What do you think? 


Okay so I’m just going to put that comment on. Yes, okay so I will add this comment to this part. Let me see what else he said. So he said, "Where are you going to publish the disclosure notification?" I said, "Well NCUC Web site." And then instead of Web site he said, "We should have Web presence," which I find odd may be because he mean – maybe at some point NCUC won’t have a Web site and may have like a weekly page he wants us to be like more inclusive like so that like, you know, inclusive of our weekly page and NCUC Web site. But I don’t know. I don’t know why he’s made this change. 


So financial disclosures (Renata) I - for this publication you - to be honest I agree with you and I think if we are going to publish them, publish their financial disclosure notification then we should do it on the EC mailing list. It is public. Yes I think I agree with you. Whoever else wants to chime in like where do we – where should we publish the disclosure and notification? 


Okay but, you know, the thing is that why do we even have to say where should these be published? They should be published. We can publish them as we see appropriate I would say. And now without means of communication that we use at the time maybe Web sites won’t be in existence in ten years. Maybe we have like a better form. Yes. 


So yes maybe likes satellite means of communication, who knows. Yes so I think let’s just say we will - I don't know, we could also add something like should be published in usual NCUC communication channels, published online that’s it. That is it. Yes I think that’s a great thing okay (Renata). Of course.


That will not solve the problem if we use satellite though. It won’t be online anymore. Okay. Now I agree with that. I did it Let’s go. Do you agree with this Web presence instead of Web site? I think we should just say online too.


Or we just say NCUC Web site. Oh, I don’t know. Published online yes exactly. So we – and I’m not talking about published on the NCUC Web. That’s what you’re saying (Renata)? Yes that’s true published by NCUC published by the NCUC online. And we just do that okay, published online. Published online done. We are making progress, only have eight minutes left. 


So members can request - and so we are moving on. We are now on page so, okay. So online comment. (Enis) you’re saying online communication channels. Do we need to specify? Do everyone agree with (Enis)'s suggestion?


Okay so online communication channels. Online communication channels. At least on NCUC online communication channels published on NCUC online communication channels. (Unintelligible) published on NCUC online communication channels. Now members can request the EC 2T part of this disclosure statement confidential. So instead of and he - (Ken) is suggesting we say however. However the EC will decide I think however is a good editorial point except that instead of and. And then the EC will decide at its own discretion whether to reject or accept. So instead of saying whether to reject or accept the confidentiality request (Ken) says whether to approve the confidentiality request. 


I don’t think approve is inclusive of reject and accept. So but we have whether before that so it gives the - this sentence is written twice. I don’t – it’s a very minor change. Let’s just accept this approve, whether to approve the confidentiality request instead of whether to reject or accept the confidentiality request. Shall we go with that? 


Well when you say whether to that’s inclusive of or not. So the list should be updated periodically, which sentence is written twice (Enis)? Well you suggested the online communication channels so we have to specify both online communication channels are whenever we say online. But if you have a suggestion to remove it or say it in a way that we don’t have to say it twice then online communication channels then go ahead and edit it. 


So the list should be updated periodically. Secretariat duty, I’m just going to say this will be by EC, will be done by EC or whoever EC assigns. We don’t have to after specify here. Okay so I’m going to resolve this one and that. 


So we go to J, in the event that a complaint is received or it appears to the chair (deck). So (Ken) has added in the event - so it was originally in the event that it appears to the chair and the EC there is an overt and deliberate effort. So (Ken) has added and this is - we have to be careful this is so in the event that a complaint is received or it appears (unintelligible). So he suggests that not only EC and the chair notice this deliberate and overt control by an organization but also if they receive a complaint they have the rights to look into that membership. 


So okay Rafik bye. We are going to be done soon. So what do you think? Do you think – we have to be careful here. We are talking about in the event that it appears to the chair and the EC so (Ken) is suggesting in the event that a complaint is received so kind of (unintelligible) expands the - so it kind of expands the kind how you can spot identify that or when the problem raises. I don’t think there is a problem. I think you says kind of in good suggestion. But we want to be – we want to make minimal changes at this moment yes. 


So because we want to be – make minimal changes we think - okay well I tell you what. Actually it could appear EC or the chair because they have received a complaint right? So it is inclusive. Okay I’m just going to argue this. Okay. Now I’m going to...

Tatiana Tropina:
(Farzi) sorry Tatiana. What about it appears to the chair and the EC it appears or becomes known something like this? This would include complaint to any other (hints)? I mean I don’t like the complaint because it would really restrict, you know, the source of information by complaint or something like this or it is just redundancy. So we are to strike or we say it appears or becomes known to the chair or to the EC. And becomes known would include the complaint doing other sources for information.

Farzaneh Badii:
Okay I think that’s a good suggestion. Well how about you go ahead and put that in there and then we keep it and we can explain to (Ken) that this was like our suggestion. Right, I don’t want to hold you more than this but we still have to work on paragraph so it’s – oh sorry. I am totally lost. So on financial no it is not. So Paragraph J we have to work on Paragraph J Section 3, yes. So Section 3 membership Paragraph J we have to work on that. We have done seven pages. That’s great. 


So thank you very much for attending. What we are going to go – what we are going to do is that we are going to have another meeting that hopefully I think we have to have one or two more meetings. And I know it’s a lot of work but we have to get it done. So just go through the document and see if you can accept like commas and and stuff like changes that are non-substantive and does not affect the meeting and then we are going to have a couple more meetings and hopefully get this done with. 


So Tatiana how about you work with – work on this Paragraph J on the first part and then we can take it from there from Paragraph J. Okay wonderful. Thank you very much for attending and goodbye. Thank you (Michelle) for your work.

END

