Note 4.1 Timeline
It appears there is only one unsettled item, Note 4.1.  I’ve reviewed of the transcript (i.e., captioning), chat, email list, and draft report.  Here’s the timeline.
1.  Going into the call, Note 4.1 was a suggestion based on emails from Thiago:  "Comments by other countries in support for the further jurisdiction-related discussions, in particular immunities, should be specifically referenced. It would be fair to also explicitly give similar satisfaction to the contrary voices. These are not really contrary to Brazil’s dissent, which should be made explicit in the report as part of the subgroup’s response to the comments received.”
2.  This suggestion was discussed on the call.  There were several objections and no additional support.
3.  We continued to discuss how we might show the public that we took their comments into account, particularly if there was no change to the Report.  We heard that the comment tool will have another column indicating how the subgroup dealt with each comment.
4.  Thiago then suggested the following text: “The late recognition that “Further Discussions of Jurisdiction-Related Concerns” are needed, in particular on jurisdictional immunities, found echo in several comments received, in particular by Governments, but the subgroup was unable to pursue further these discussions due to time constraints.”  There were objections to this text from David and Farzaneh and no additional support.  David and Farzaneh (and earlier Steve) supported no change to the Report.
5.  Kavouss suggested adding a single sentence explaining that comments were discussed, but where they did not lead to a change in the Subgroup's consensus, the draft report did not change.
[bookmark: _GoBack]6.  Thiago suggested perhaps a new paragraph could be added at the end of the whole reorganized section, explaining that the comments by different stakeholders or the need for further discussions were considered by the Subgroup to be already dealt with by the section that had been added prior to the public comment period.
7.  I noted that nothing seemed to be jelling. I suggested a middle ground: a couple of sentences noting that all comments were discussed, but where comments supported the report or were already reflected in the report, they did not cause further changes. And also that comments which did not change the consensus of the group, also did not change the report.  There seemed to be support for this approach and I said "I think we can take that as the result of 4.1."  There was no objection and we moved on to the next item. 
8.  As the call was winding up, Thiago came back again, saying "on the outstanding point 4.1, which is outstanding I understand, may I try to lend you a hand in finding that delicate balance?  Here's suggested text that could perhaps do it: “The late suggestion added to the report that “Further Discussions of Jurisdiction-Related Concerns” are needed, in particular on jurisdictional immunities, found echo in several comments subsequently received, but these comments did not bring any changes to the report, nor could they be considered in detail, on the understanding that the existing support for “further discussions” to address unresolved concerns, including in other fora, had already been acknowledged.”"  The first part of this is largely the same as the text in Item 4 above; the second part is different.  Kavouss and Jorge supported this in the chat.  There was no other discussion of this suggestion other than noting it could be reviewed on the list, as the call was breaking up.
9. In the Draft Report circulated to the list, there were two pieces of proposed text -- first, text I drafted based on Item 7 above, and second, the text from Item 8 above.
10.  I commented on the first text: "Note 4.1 There was broad support on the 28 February call to add text of this nature. The exact wording was not discussed on the 28 February call."  Thiago has responded: "This in too cryptic in my view and I do not support it. Instead, the paragraph suggested below, which starts with "The late suggestion..." and is merely descriptive, conveys in a much better way the idea at the basis of participants' request to explain what was done (or not done) in response to the only comments that did not receive any treatment. And why."
11. I commented on the second text: "Also Note 4.1. This text was suggested by Thiago during the 28 February call. There was both support and opposition in connection with this suggestion, both overall and with regard to specific aspects of the text." Thiago has responded: "I may be mistaken, but I don't think there was opposition to this suggestion, other than the suggestion by one single participant to circulate it in the list for confirmation."
