Dear EPDP Team:

As several of you noted during Thursday’s EPDP Team meeting, there is a significant amount of public comment that must be considered and only limited time available to do so. It is obvious that we must develop a strategy, i.e., develop different working methods in order to appropriately consider the comment in a timely manner and prepare for the meeting in Toronto (16 – 18 January). While it is dangerous to shortcut the discussion, it is possible to gain efficiencies -  the leadership team would like to propose the following approach:
· Divide the plenary into three small groups.
· Using something akin to Milton’s categorization, have the small groups consider the less controversial comment categories and make recommendations for edits (if any) to the existing, agreed-upon recommendations.
· Rather than conduct the usual plenary calls this week, use the meeting times on Tuesday and Thursday for a set of three parallel small group meetings (two to three hours in length).
· Leave the more controversial subjects for the full team.
Below, we have laid out the tentative assignments for each of the three groups, but first, here are some ground rules essential to success:
1. The three smaller teams shall have representation from each SG/C/AC. Each group should sub-divide in to teams based on the topics described below now. Groups with only two representative members can employ an alternate for the third team. [Rationale: this will increase efficiency an additional 50%.]
2. The small teams will make recommendations on whether to amend Initial Report recommendations based on public comment. 
3. Small team member reps are expected to keep their respective groups informed about the deliberations. To do so, some topics discussed during the Tuesday meeting might wrap up during the Thursday meeting so that an interim consultation might take place. 
4. The plenary is expected to grant great deference to the findings of the small teams. If a member of the plenary has an interest in a certain topic and is not included on that small team, that member is expected to contact her/his group’s small team member prior to the Tuesday meeting to provide input. [Rationale: if we re-litigate each small group conclusion, this approach will decrease our efficiency rather than the opposite.} 
5. In reviewing the input received, EPDP Team members are expected to look at the comments in their totality and not advocate for a comment that has been submitted by his / her respective group (an EPDP Team member may explain a certain position, if asked by another team member). [Rationale: the same deference must be paid to comments made by those without representative team members.]
It is important that you let us know immediately if you object to such an approach and why. The “why” is important so we can understand if adjustments to the approach can address the concern. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Based our reading of the comments, below are the proposed categorization of issues and team assignments. Comments on the classification and grouping are welcome.
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Proposed Categorization: Small Teams to Consider Categories 1 & 2

1. Purposes / Recommendations that appear to enjoy broad support, with minor edits suggested
· Purpose 1 - Establish the rights of a Registered Name Holder 
· Purpose 3 - Enable communication with RNH
· Purpose 4 - Safeguarding RNH's Registration Data
· Recommendation #15 - URS / UDRP
· Recommendation #16 - Instructions for RPM PDP WG
· Recommendation #17 - Input from RPM PDP WG to inform subsequent access discussion
· Recommendation #18 - Data processing agreements with dispute resolution providers (incl. Question #4)
· Recommendation #19 - Transfer Policy
· Recommendation #20 - Input to Transfer Policy review (incl. Question #5)
· Recommendation #22 - Impact on other policies 
2. Purposes / Recommendations that have support, but where some edits are suggested that may result in broad support
· Purpose 5 - Handling Contractual Compliance
· Purpose 6 - Resolution of DRPs
· Recommendation #6 - Escrow Providers
· Recommendation #10 - Email communication
· Recommendation #11 - Data retention
· Recommendation #12 - Reasonable access
· Recommendation #13 - Controller Agreement
· Recommendation #14 - Responsible parties
3. Purposes / Recommendations were significant concerns and/or opposition has been expressed  
· Purpose 2 - Maintaining SSR through enabling of lawful access
· Purpose 7 - gTLD registration policy eligibility criteria 
· Recommendation #2 - Commitment to consider a system for Standardized Access to non-public Registration Data
· Recommendation #3 - Requirements related to accuracy
· Recommendation #5 - Data elements to be transferred from Registrars to Registries
· Recommendation #7 - Contractual Compliance
· Recommendation #8 - Redaction
· Recommendation #9 - Organization field
4. More detailed examination needed as it includes several layers of responses
· Recommendation #4 - Data elements to be collected by Registrars (incl. Question #2)
With this approach in mind, next week’s plenary meetings (Jan 8, 10) will be repurposed to allow the small teams to meet and deliberate. In addition, small teams are encouraged to use the mailing list and google docs to make progress. Here is a proposed task distribution that can be amended. 


	Small Team A
	Small Team B
	Small Team C

	Purpose 1 - Establish the rights of a Registered Name Holder 
	Purpose 3 - Enable communication with RNH
	Purpose 4 - Safeguarding RNH's Registration Data


	Recommendation #15 - URS / UDRP
	Recommendation #16 - Instructions for RPM PDP WG
	Recommendation #17 - Input from RPM PDP WG to inform subsequent access discussion

	Recommendation #18 - Data processing agreements with dispute resolution providers (incl. Question #4)
	Recommendation #19 - Transfer Policy

	Recommendation #20 - Input to Transfer Policy review (incl. Question #5)

	Recommendation #22 - Impact on other policies 
	Purpose 5 - Handling Contractual Compliance
	Purpose 6 - Resolution of DRPs

	Recommendation #6 - Escrow Providers
	Recommendation #10 - Email communication
	Recommendation #11 - Data retention

	Recommendation #12 - Reasonable access
	Recommendation #13 - Controller Agreement
	Recommendation #14 - Responsible parties

	

	Purpose 7 - gTLD registration policy eligibility criteria 
	



We do understand that this will take a significant amount of work and commitment, but we hope we can all count on your support in working towards our deadline of delivering a Final Report in early February. 

Shortly, the Support Team will provisionally assign team members to each of the groups. In the meantime, you can nominate yourself or others in your stakeholder group to a small team. Every member can attend any one group meeting so long as each stakeholder group is represented in each of the three small teams. 

	Stakeholder Group
	Small Team A
	Small Team B
	Small Team C

	BC
	
	
	

	IPC 
	
	
	

	NCSG
	
	
	

	ISPSC 
	
	
	

	Registrar SG
	
	
	

	Registry SG
	
	
	

	ALAC
	
	
	

	GAC
	
	
	

	SSAC
	
	
	



Let us continue discussion of this proposal via email and, if found to be viable, let’s plan for this operation for the Tuesday, 8 Jan meeting.  Thank you.
