Consolidated meeting minutes-CSM Summit in December 2010

First day of CSM Summit in December 2010
CCP Core
In Attendance: CCP Unifex, CCP Explorer
The goal of this session was to provide the CSM with a more in-depth understanding of CCP’s Carbon
framework. CCP summarized Carbon as a core technology framework which provides developers with a
toolbox for building MMO functionality and content in an AGILE-integrated manner. It can be thought of
in layers, with the bottommost layer being common to all games, while other layers above that are―or
may become―in varying degrees specific to individual games. It is an internal technology; there are no
plans to make it publicly available. The technology pieces that comprise Carbon help support production,
asset pipelines, tooling, and other common development activities, with some game-specific pieces
augmenting that as needed.
CCP noted that Carbon comprises a fairly significant part of the current EVE code base.
There are several reasons why CCP decided to make the technology investment in Carbon. With Carbon,
CCP is able to base all of its games on the same underlying technology framework. This speeds
development and allows all CCP games to benefit from the lessons learned and technology investment
from 10 years of EVE development. Second, when working with globally-dispersed development teams,
having a common technology framework means that everyone is working from the same page, which
results in lots of efficiencies and maximum flexibility in managing development resources. This will allow
CCP to build and evolve games faster and more reliably, which is necessary if CCP is to outpace potential
competitors.
CSM inquired about overheads associated with having to tailor general code for use in a given product.
CCP acknowledged this concern, and explained that was one reason they would never make Carbon so
generic it could be made available for public use. While a common codebase underlies multiple CCP
products, there is still a level of customization that supports development efficiencies on a product level.
However, CCP also acknowledged that there is a tricky balancing act when creating an architecture that
involves a shared codebase but can also efficiently accommodate the individual customizations for each
IP. It might be seen by many as easier in the short term to build games individually but in the long run,
the more difficult approach being taken by CCP will pay dividends in terms of development flexibility,
speed, and maintainability.
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CSM referred to a comment by CCP that network traffic for an avatar-based game was higher than for a
spaceship game and asked why that was true. CCP replied that it was related to the difference between
avatars being more “twitch based” and spaceships being based on a physics engine running at 1 frame
per second. Thus, updating clients once a second requires much less network traffic compared to
updating clients more frequently to cope with avatars. CCP commented that work done in Carbon to
support this higher network data load was giving good results. CSM asked how this would benefit EVE.
CCP replied that is would allow Incarna to happen – and a side result is that CCP will then have a network
layer that is able to handle significantly more throughput than before.
Being able to source from all their talent worldwide for a given expansion is a key strength for CCP. The
first time this was done was with Apocrypha. While there were some issues that needed to be ironed out
because it was the first time CCP had attempted such an enterprise-wide expansion, it was extremely
successful. With Incursion and Incarna in the immediate future, Carbon is making global development
more streamlined than ever, and allows CCP to bring in talent from different locations who can hit the
ground running with very little startup overhead as they are familiar with a single, shared technology.
CCP stated that the Core Technology Group, which was put in place in 2007, is a completely independent
group within CCP, existing alongside EVE, World of Darkness, and Dust projects. It has its own budget,
hiring plan, developers, QA engineers, etc., and consists currently of around 35 people. CTG focus is not
on writing any game-specific code. Activities focus on Carbon framework development as well as keeping
current and informed about changing technologies that may impact that development. Although an
independent group, CTG maintains a very active two-way dialog with other development groups within
CCP to ensure that needs are being met on both sides. CCP noted that Core team also works on relevant
bugs passed over by the EVE team. Occasionally people from EVE will join the Core team to become
more familiar with the Core technologies so that when they are deployed for use by the game
development teams there is expertise on those teams (and sometimes vice versa).
CCP identified the three high level groups that comprise Core: Core Graphics, Core Infrastructure, and
Core Cluster.
Core Graphics group is the biggest group, responsible for the Trinity graphics engine and tools related to
it, as well as integrating new graphics technology into the graphics engine. CSM referred to a demo of
lighting effects shown at a previous FanFest and asked how long something like that would take to be
integrated into the game. CCP replied that they really started hammering on lighting in mid-2009 and the
integration for that was completed over summer 2010. Part of the reason for the time it took was
iterations resulting from feedback from artists and subsequent work with the developers of some of the
underlying technology pieces to address that feedback. CCP clarified that this work was related to
Incarna, not spaceships.
Core Infrastructure group focuses on the shared technology components, patches, and building. They
work closely with EVE software, QA and deployment folks. They produce the patching tools (like the new
“smart” one that only downloads what you need for a new build instead of the entire client every time)
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and automation tools for testing and integration. This group also built the thin clients which are being
used across the company.
Core Cluster are the “very clever” distributed computing specialists who maintain the current cluster
code and look at how to meet the ongoing challenges ahead of CCP as its games evolve. CSM asked if
this group was the one working on improved I/O technology that the CSM was told about in October –
the answer was yes.
CCP observed that a lot of what Core does is essentially “under the hood” and it can be difficult to
precisely identify Core’s specific contributions to EVE due to collaborative work with other teams in joint
efforts to improve the game. However, as examples, CCP cited the integration of EVE Voice in
Revelations II, efforts to improve CCP’s implementation of Stackless Python, the Trinity 2 graphics engine
that works with DX9; Stackless I/O introduced in Quantum Rise, the move to 64 bit EVE servers; the
graphics technology underlying T3 ships in Apocrypha, a new audio engine, and new asteroids―all of
which were made possible by graphics-related technology upgrades that essentially permitted “window
in window graphics” – one example of which is the ship fitting window in which you can spin your ship.
CSM asked whether the asteroids weren’t mainly an art initiative. CCP replied that yes, there was a lot of
art involved in it but how that art gets rendered was also updated; that, the Core team was responsible
for. In Dominion, the Chrome in-game browser had key Core Cluster involvement―an individual with
Chrome expertise was hired specifically for that task. It was noted that Chrome was just one example of
a very successful collaboration between the Core and EVE development teams. In Tyrannis, Core
contributed to PI and ship graphics, as well as a number of client performance improvements.
CSM commented that after Dominion there was a huge increase in lag and asked whether that was

something that was in the domain of the EVE team or the Core team. Much laughter ensued and CCP
responded that it was probably a bit of both; Dominion was more of a tipping point where some new
bugs on top of existing, long term code in the game caused the problems. These new bugs where
contributed jointly by Core and EVE and included some memory leaks, database session starvation issues
and game mechanics issues which helped push things over the cliff. In addition, changes in player
behavior (in particular, increased missile spam due to increased use of Drakes) in response to the new
conditions made things even worse.
CCP then addressed corification, some best practices that arose out of lessons learned from EVE, thin
clients, the Jessica toolset, dev tools, and a variety of other topics to further illustrate the varied
responsibilities of the Core team. The Core team also now provides tools used by video developers when
they create new EVE trailers.
CSM asked how EVE movies were created in the past. CCP replied that it was very complicated procedure
using the Trinity rendering engine requiring setup of curves for ships to fly along, with all associated
timed attribute setting changes as needed, among other complexities. That approach was very technical
and fiddly, requiring programming skills and thus making it far more difficult and time consuming to
produce videos. Core has made this process a lot easier, as well as increasing the quality of renders and
other stuff so that even better movies are possible.
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Managing the shared code server is another big job that Core does, a job which has gotten more
challenging over the last year as the amount of corification increased, especially related to Incarna and
the character creator. Some hard lessons were learned in that process which allowed the Core team to
make great strides in streamlining and improving the character creator and how CCP manages the
codebase.
CCP then described the Core organization structure. Essentially there is a management layer, a product
owner layer, and then graphics and development teams. Notably, there is an EVE Core Graphics team
which has three Core Graphics developers permanently assigned to working on EVE.
CSM asked how much “passing around of the hot potato” happens when a bug, for example, occurs that
is not clearly identifiable as a Core or EVE software responsibility. Also, what happens when there is a
conflict in direction or what is needed to address a problem between Core and, for example, EVE
product managers?
In reply to the first question, CCP acknowledged that such things do happen and stated that each
situation gets analyzed so that responsibility can be identified and assigned. Having good working
relationships helps smooth that process. CCP noted that it is easier to do this with EVE because the
developers are all on-site, whereas for other products it can be more challenging since those folks are
not in Reykjavik―which does necessitate some amount of travel for on-site meetings to work through
things that are simply better done in face to face. The key thing is that Core exists to help make the game
better, not to make Carbon shiny just for the sake of it. So, when a problem arises, everyone pitches in to
get it solved.
In answer to the second question, CCP stated that conflict management is usually fairly straightforward.
Partly that is due to having a very clear mission statement from CCP’s executive management about
where Core’s focus needs to be. And as Core does not write game specific code but has the aim of
bringing “battle-tested” technologies to all of CCP’s products, any advances made on one project will
propagate to the other products.
CSM asked if developing a shared codebase and toolset introduces new complications to the game
development process. CCP replied that it is sometimes very difficult to migrate legacy code to newer
frameworks, and this has required supporting multiple versions. Given limited resources, however, this is
often necessary and preferable to just ripping stuff out and starting from scratch. Core does spend a lot
of time with game teams puzzling out the best way to cope with the requirements. However, the
benefits of corification are becoming more obvious all the time.
CSM then asked if there were concerns that as games in development matured, shared content
development toolsets might impose constraints on one game while being perfectly suitable for another;
how does CCP plan to address that issue if it were to arise? CCP replied that the goal is not for everything
to be shared by all games. So in the scenario described, a collaborative judgment call would have to be
made to determine how best to address the issue.

4

CCP then went on to discuss more about what the EVE Core Graphics team has accomplished, giving
several examples. In Dominion, they continued to move graphics to the Trinity 2 engine. This involved
improvements to the graphics technology underlying planets, camera view, and star fields, and of course
lots of bug fixes (the backlog of bugs is never-ending!). In Tyrannis, they did the graphical support for
holographic structures, improvements to shaders, PI planetary scanning, graphics for suns, client
performance improvements, and bug fixes. In Incursion, they worked on the new ship, resizable
windows, anti-aliasing, horizontal offset, and bug fixes among other things. CSM asked what exactly the
Core team had to do with the new ship as players might assume that would have been Art’s
responsibility. CCP discussed the technologies that Core contributes to the “building” of a new ship such
as getting the shaders right and so forth –all of which come after the fact of the ship’s visual design.
While Core does contribute to the production of a new ship, the amount of work required varies greatly
depending on many factors.
CSM asked how difficult it was to implement resizable windows. CCP replied that it was reasonably
difficult. A lot of work had been done at the frameworks level that fed into it and made the change
possible. But as usual, even while it was possible to DO resizable windows, making them work correctly
involved addressing a whole bunch of issues and problems that became apparent once the teams began
to dig into it.
CSM asked about rendering improvements and loading of windows in the game client. For example,
opening a Show Info or new chat window causes the whole screen to freeze momentarily. Is this an issue
that the Core team’s technology is going to address? CCP noted that they are moving over to a graphics
framework that is capable of dealing with multiple things changing at the same time much more easily.
However, it is a process of migrating individual in-game components to that technology over time and
this is prioritized by EVE Production. CSM mentioned the extreme lag encountered when opening the
Applications tab in the Corp window when there are lots of applications to be loaded, which freezes the
whole screen until it completes. There was some brief discussion by CCP about what was happening in
the client related to these issues.
CSM observed that there are many cases where the visual lag or client freezing known to be associated
with certain actions could be avoided by simply not doing those actions when the expected lag would
present a problem. However, in other cases―such as when a contact logs in and their icon is displayed
on your screen―there is no way to predict or avoid the associated and often quite significant lag. CCP
stated that particular problem was caused by the way icons are coded; it has been fixed in some places
but not yet all.
CSM commented that in the Mac client, there seem to be more of these window-opening freeze issues
than in the past (opening the Market was cited as an example). A brief discussion ensued.
CCP then moved on to discuss what the Core team is working on now and going forward. Activities
include character creator technology, character movement technology, interior graphics for Incarna
environments, avatar movement server (the server-side cluster component for Incarna), cluster
networking and improvements, new patching technologies, and improved node remapping to support
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fleet fights. CSM asked what sort of improvements the improved node remapping would provide. CCP
replied that the Core team is working to avoid problems seen in the past such as chat windows being
screwed up and other weirdities when particular nodes or systems were remapped. Dynamic remapping
is obviously a long-term goal but that is a gigantic challenge that will touch huge parts of the code base
and will require enormous amounts of resources and widespread collaboration among the development
teams. It was suggested by the CSM that players would probably not mind if all clients on a given grid to
be remapped were paused for some predetermined amount of time to allow the remap to be
accomplished and once done, clients were all unpaused at the same time. CCP concurred that such an
approach was probably the only feasible one but doing it is a very non-trivial task. They are looking at it
but cannot even begin to identify a delivery timeframe. Good-natured teasing about the length of time
and difficulty of the required changes ensued.
CCP discussed the Carbon UI technology, which is a framework being developed that will permit the
implementation of a new UI. As a verbal teaser, CCP mentioned the 3-D UI elements shown in the
beginning of the Causality trailer as being indicative of the kind of cooler UI stuff that the Carbon UI
framework may enable. However, it is very, very early days for this framework. CCP also mentioned that
an effects system needs to be developed to support improvements to the effects displayed in-game.
CSM mentioned the players’ desire to see the old cyno effect returned to the game, amid laughs and
acknowledgements. CSM asked if there is an effects system being used right now to generate effects ingame. CCP replied that currently effects are essentially coded at a low level by graphics programmers. A
key reason for the delay in getting back an impressive cyno effect is the desire to not code it as has been
done previously, but to generate it via an effects system.
CSM asked if Core was the group CSM needed to nag about getting a flight or battle recorder that would
permit players to replay battles, view fights from different angles, and so forth without lag―perhaps in a
stripped down version of the client. A brief discussion of ideas for implementation and available
resources ensued. CCP’s response was that it would require a very close collaboration across Core and
EVE teams and a lot of resources to produce and thus is likely not on the radar any time soon.
In conclusion, it was reiterated by the moderator that this session was intended to provide a detailed
introduction to the Core team and its mission to the CSM to give them a clearer understanding about
Core’s role in the development and support of EVE. No deliverables or action items were identified
during the session. CSM did ask if the Core team’s slide presentation could be made public. CCP replied
that they needed to check to be sure it was okay and if it was, the slides would be provided.
CSM ended by asking that the Core team produce more dev blog porn, a request communicated by
players to the CSM prior to the Summit.

6

Incarna game play and vision
Present: CCP Zulu, CCP Hammer, CCP Flying Scotsman
The CSM called for this meeting to get a clearer picture of CCP’s vision and timetable for Incarna, the
introduction of full-body avatars into EVE. CCP stated that they wanted to make it absolutely clear that
Incarna will be rolled out in several steps over time. During this deployment, the flying in space
functionality of EVE will not be neglected, and many enhancements will come out in addition to full body
avatar features.
The CSM provided strong feedback, and expressed significant concerns, to CCP about the Incarna
features and development plans that were disclosed to them – and about items CCP was not yet
prepared to discuss. This information, however, is sealed under NDA. Note: During the editing of these
minutes, several CSM members protested against the removal of key discussion points from the writeups for Incarna sessions.
The CSM strongly emphasized that Incarna should add to the EVE experience and become an integral
part of EVE in its own right – EVE’s current gameplay should not be moved into Incarna and given a new
user interface.
CSM delivered a strong message to CCP to start messaging players regarding what they should expect
from Incarna, as CCP has said little other than ‘Incarna will enhance EVE and make it a full blown Sci-Fi
simulation’. Fulfilling the definition of ‘sci-fi simulation’ is pretty challenging as each person has its own
idea of what that is, so a clearer picture is needed from CCP of what to expect from Incarna.

Incarna new player experience and captain’s quarters
Present: CCP Chiliad, CCP Andy, CCP Zulu
CCP asked for this meeting to introduce to the CSM their plans for the new player experience and the
captain’s quarters planned for Incarna and get their initial reactions to the vision. This cannot be
elaborated on further due to disclosure reasons, but the CSM provided invaluable insights and
comments to the team working on this which will be incorporated into the feature set.
CSM’s stance is that when it comes to managing your ships, no functionality in avatar mode should take
longer than they presently do when docked in a station, and that any attempt to move EVE gameplay
into Incarna is not the right way to go.
As in October, the CSM expressed strong concern that CCP was not yet ready to show the CSM a live
demo of Incarna.
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Virtual goods
Present: CCP Dr.EyjoG, CCP Zulu
CCP started by asking whether the Virtual Goods strategy it has was clear, and whether the CSM agreed
with it. CSM’s response was that yes, the strategy was clear and that CCP's current plan was acceptable –
only vanity items, with no game changing effects, are going to be available for sale. This decision was
arrived to, jointly by the CSM and CCP, during the October meeting 2010 and was further clarified in CCP
Zulu’s devblog.
Discussions proceeded regarding PLEX and its granularity, i.e. buying a vanity item for a whole PLEX
seems a bit steep. Fractional PLEX would be required to address that issue. Furthermore the CSM
stressed their concern regarding PLEX prices and what effects the Virtual Goods strategy would have on
it, if any. CCP controlling the price of PLEX is not a viable solution – CCP’s approach to the market is
completely hands off there – for that control would always be ambiguous and controversial along with
causing unpredictable consequences. The CSM suggested that the RMT business might suffer if CCP put
downwards pressure on PLEX value, but historical data shows that it would not work as those sellers
usually price themselves below PLEX and would simply change their prices to compensate. Dr. Eyjo
stated that the only practical way to influence the prices is with ISK sinks and faucets.
The CSM inquired about the relationship between price of PLEX and the stock of PLEX, since PLEX has
now been available for close to 18 months. The data shows that the stock of PLEX is rising slowly and
that the expected bubbles following such a stock buildup have not materialized. The reason for that is
believed to be that the PLEX market is an emergent market, and that many players want to have one or
two PLEX in stock, just in case. So buyers seem to be stocking up for personal use, not for future sales.
Also a part of this could be speculative buying; however this does not appear to be the case. Historically,
the price fluctuations are within acceptable limits, and CCP estimates that the market is functioning as it
should be as long as the system is healthy in terms of gameplay (botters, RMT, etc.)
Another question from the CSM was how much of the Virtual Goods that will be introduced would be
destructible. CCP answered that this was a question at the core of the Virtual Goods approach –
perceived obsolescence or planned obsolescence. Either the need to replace Virtual Goods would come
from the players themselves, where they perceive they have to have the latest thing, or through planned
obsolescence where things deteriorate (or are destroyed) and must be replaced. It has not been decided
what route will be taken in the matter, as the options are not mutually exclusive if applied to different
items.
CSM asked what Virtual Goods CCP plans to sell. CCP stated that nothing had been planned in that detail
yet, and it would not become clear what to expect of the Virtual Goods functionality until after the
release planning in January 2011, when the scope of the next release would be determined and the work
decided – then and only then would it be clear if the functionality is to be expected in the next release or
the one after.
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The CSM reiterated their concerns regarding the influence of Virtual Goods on the price of PLEX, and CCP
repeated that every indication pointed towards the PLEX market being healthy and capable of handling
any changes in the supply and demand from players.
Any further steps regarding Virtual Goods or account services or other PLEX usages will be taken in
conjunction with the CSM and in close cooperation with the community. The strategy regarding Virtual
Goods was set with the CSM and it will be developed and iterated on with the CSM.

CSM and the EVE websites
Present: CCP Alice, CCP Xhagen
CCP Alice opened the meeting with an overview of the CCP WebCell's vision for their product. They view
EVE's web presence as having three pillars: outward-facing features like the EVE websites (features of
use both to current players and non-players), Account management and support (features specifically for
current players), and EVE-Gate (features related to specific characters).
Within EVE-Gate, sub-areas have been defined: Gameplay features (things you can do both in the client,
and via the web, such as EVE Mail), Community web features (such as forums, CSM, blogs, and events),
and finally special items like EVElopedia.
Currently, CCP Alice's teams are focused on delivering the new EVE forums as part of the final installment
of Incursion in January.
The CSM is concerned that because the initial roll-out of EVE-Gate was so limited, and it was not
immediately iterated on, there is a significant messaging issue, and that players may not appreciate the
value of additions to a feature they consider being of marginal value.
In response to CSM questions about the new forums, the following points were made:
1) The initial roll-out will not include corporation or alliance forums, but this is planned for the future.
However, the roadmap is still being worked out, so the order in which new EVE-Gate features such as
special forums will be implemented is still up in the air.
2) The new forums will not randomly log you out anymore, although there was significant support in the
CSM for restoring this beloved legacy feature.
3) New forum features include the ability to "like" posts, and the number of likes a player has given and
received will be publicly displayed. The CSM immediately pointed out that this could be gamed.
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4) The new search feature was described as "very, very, very strong search". Advanced search features
will take typical forum search features and add extra features on top of them.
Searches will produce a tag cloud to aid in finding related items, and any search can be turned into an
RSS feed.
It was suggested by the CSM that it might be useful for the Search feature to be aware of the semantic
relationships between words that have special meaning in EVE; for example, that a Chimera is a Carrier,
so that a search for "carrier loadout" would match posts that contained the phrase "chimera loadout".
With respect to finding CSM posts via search, it was pointed out that in order for this to work, posts
would need to be tagged as CSM posts at the moment of posting, and this tag should not disappear from
those posts when a CSM member's term expired. It was also suggested that CSMs should be able to
enable or disable CSM tagging on particular posts, so that the CSM tag would only appear on CSMrelated posts.
5) The old forums will remain on the eveonline.com site as a read-only archive.
Discussion turned to the CSM EVE-Nebula proposal and preparations for the upcoming CSM elections.
CSM election processes and pages will be moving to EVE-Gate. The possibility of moving Dierdra Vaal's
vote-match tool into EVE-Gate, as well as the strengths and weaknesses of the tool itself, was discussed
at some length. However, it was felt that there was insufficient time to port more than the current basic
CSM functions to EVE-Gate before the next election.
Other election-related suggestions included candidate-editable position statements (currently they must
be updated by CCP staff). While current character profiles could be used for this, profiles already have
other uses that might conflict with this.
CCP hopes to provide tools to improve the management of CSM proposal discussions in Assembly Hall,
provide better issue tracking, and reduce the amount of duplication of effort. The CSM provided some
immediate feedback on desired features, but emphasized that as a major stakeholder in the process, the
CSM should be kept very much in the loop as plans develop.
Finally, the CSM watched a short demo of the new forums, and made some comments and observations
that were deemed useful.
In closing, the CSM emphasized that the focus should first be on making the forums awesome for
everyone, and then worrying about making it easier for CSM to do their job – hopefully by tweaking and
repurposing features useful to everyone.
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Permanent CCP-administered Charity?
Present: CCP Fallout, CCP Dr.EyjoG, CCP Wrangler, CCP Navigator
CCP Fallout requested this meeting with the CSM to discuss the possibility of a permanent charitable
contribution process as part of EVE.
CCP and EVE players have been involved in charitable giving for about 5 years. The recent drive to help
victims of the flooding in Pakistan resulted in the contribution of $14,900 to the Red Crescent (a total of
805 PLEX plus other contributions). The Red Cross has been the beneficiary of 3 drives totaling $74,200
(2813 PLEX). At the Austin Game Developers Conference, $1,000 was raised, and the Child's Play drive at
FanFest raised $16,500.
In total, $98,800 has been contributed by players over the last 5 years, a remarkable total when you
consider the cut-throat nature of EVE. EVE players are known as meanies, but they are “nice meanies”.
In 2010, 2 “PLEX for Good” drives (the aforementioned Earthquake and Flood relief drives) were held.
Since the introduction of PLEX, charitable giving has increased – PLEX makes it easier to painlessly
donate, with reduced transaction costs. Total PLEX contributions are about $63,000 so far (about 3,600
PLEX).
CCP has polled players regarding concerns about this program. One major concern is whether charitable
giving causes a significant rise in the ISK value of PLEX. However, CCP statistics on PLEX costs do not
appear to show a significant correlation between charity drives and PLEX price increases, and PLEX
bought to donate are not a large part of the total volume of PLEX transactions. However, CSM noted that
the perception that PLEX can be used for purposes like Charity and FanFest tickets (and thus, there will
be greater demand for PLEX) could drive prices upwards due to speculation.
The CSM noted that the “weather” (short-term effects) should not be confused with the “climate” (longterm effects). However, at this time, there is insufficient evidence to warrant serious concern, though if
charitable giving significantly expands, this may be a topic that needs to be revisited.
CCP emphasized that all donations are made in the name of the EVE Online Community, not CCP. CCP
strongly believes in the power and generosity of the EVE community, and views their role as simply
making it as easy as possible for them to help others.
CCP does not benefit in any way from charitable giving by players. 100% of the value of PLEX donated is
passed through to the charity. CCP absorbed all VAT levies, credit card transaction costs, fraud screening
expenses, currency conversion charges, and the cost of the time spent by the staff (GM Grimmi) that
administered the program.
CCP does not receive a tax credit for the donations, since the donation is made in the name of the
community. CSM questioned why CCP did not make the donation in their name, receive a tax deduction,
and then donate the savings to charity, but apparently the cost of explaining to the Icelandic Tax Vikings
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why donations of virtual money should warrant a deduction would, at this point in time, cost more than
the value of the deductions. In addition, specific aspects of Icelandic tax law would limit the savings that
could be obtained. If, however, it does become a win-win for everyone, CCP will consider doing this.
CCP noted that the current method of donating a PLEX is very cumbersome, and the offer of one CSM to
write a bot for GM Grimmi that would automate the current process was not seriously considered. CCP is
considering adding a feature to the current Account Management system that lets players donate PLEX
(including PLEX bought on the market and reverse-redeemed) to any of a number of charities; CCP would
be willing to send checks to the charities on a quarterly basis, which would also make possible a
permanent charity drive.
One concern CCP has is that their current system only permits an account to hold 60 PLEX at any one
time in the re-deeming system (i.e. there is no limit on PLEX in-game). The CSM did not consider this to
be a serious issue, but CCP noted that in one instance, a single player (who requested anonymity)
donated over 240 PLEX in a single contribution.
Attempts by the CSM to extract the identity of this obvious soft touch were not successful, but it was
revealed that another player had contributed 170 PLEX.
A discussion commenced about how many charities CCP should support.
While there is apparently no technical limit, CSM had concerns about “tyranny of choice” issues, and
also practical concerns over the administrative expense to CCP of making many small donations vs. a
smaller number of larger donations. One area of particular concern was that the constant availability of
the ability to give might negatively affect response to major disasters. CCP is also quite concerned about
“donation fatigue”, and does not plan to constantly solicit donations (except in the case of disasters,
which would trigger a particular drive).
In summary, the CSM strongly believes that doing occasional major charity drives (as is currently the
case) is a good idea, and endorses the plan to make improvements to Account Management so that it is
easier for players to donate to charity. The CSM is somewhat divided over whether having being able to
donate outside of charity-drive periods will achieve the desired purpose (increased contributions), but
the correct answer to this question is unclear.
The meeting ended with some discussions of the relative priority of the development of this feature vs.
other website improvements CCP plans, and also some practical suggestions on how to clarify some of
the issues raised during the meeting.
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Account Security
Present: CCP Sreegs
Sreegs illustrated some solutions that CCP is using to enhance account security and reduce the number
of potential attacks.
Due to its nature, and CCP's desire to carefully explain the changes to the players, the contents The
content of this meeting will be released as a devblog in the near future. However, CCP wanted to state
clearly that it is going to be making a lot of security changes, but most of them will be non-obvious from
an end-user perspective, unless those changes are specifically pointed out. Any and all changes
implemented that affect users will be published in advance.

Wednesday Post-Meeting - The Hilmarillion
Present: CCP Hellmar (Hilmar)
After the security meeting, the CSM welcomed a surprise guest, CCP CEO Hilmar, who arrived formally
dressed in a classic EVE t-shirt.
This meeting had no specific topic, but instead was a free-format dialogue between Hilmar and the CSM.
However, large parts of the discussion related to Incarna issues that are under NDA.
The CSM began by thanking Hilmar for taking the time in October to listen and respond to CSM concerns
regarding microtransactions. Hilmar responded that while he still believes that diversifying into
microtransactions is an important step, the guidance and feedback from the CSM was extremely helpful.
The CSM noted with pleasure the obvious change in tone since the June Summit, as well as the
improvements in game since then. The CSM is much more optimistic than they were at that time, and
believes that the players are as well.
While the CSM was pleased with the progress of the Summit so far, concern was expressed about the
progress of Incarna and its messaging. Hilmar responded by pointing out that the initial Incarna release
is a first step out of many, and that it will positively impact new players. The CSM appreciated this point –
that it provides a more familiar entry point for new players used to avatar-based games – but
commented that at least initially the majority of the gameplay would be ship-based.
Hilmar stated that CCP's philosophy is to start small and see what happens; CCP does not want to overdesign Incarna in the early stages, but see how the players use it and respond to that.
Discussion turned to player expectations; CSM urged CCP to aggressively communicate with the players
regarding Incarna and its planned features. CSM praised CCP for the decision to delay Incursion, and for
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how it was communicated, and hoped that the lessons learned there would be applied to Incarna
messaging.
CSM expressed that, given historical precedents, players want the first Incarna release to have a reason
for existing that is more than a platform for future awesomeness. Furthermore, CSM cautioned that
there was a real risk of a Catch-22 situation, where anything CCP did would result in a troubled reception
for Incarna.
Hilmar stated that he hoped that the messaging for Incarna and its initial release, as well as the longerterm roadmap, would become much clearer by FanFest. The CSM cautioned, however, that this might be
too late.
The meeting ended on a positive note, with CSM noting that CCP had definitely responded, in an
extremely positive way, to the concerns raised at the June summit, and that they hoped that CCP would
continue to address these concerns going forward.
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Second day of CSM Summit in December 2010
Thursday Pre-Meeting - Arnargeddon
Present: CCP Zulu (Arnar)
Arnar requested an extra meeting with the CSM to clarify certain issues raised during the Wednesday
meetings, in particular regarding Incarna. Most of these discussions must remain under NDA at this time,
but the CSM received more detailed information about the development work that has been completed
so far; however, the council remains concerned about expectation management issues related to the
initial Incarna release.
After substantial discussion, the CSM and Arnar agreed that publication of a long-range Incarna roadmap should be a key part of Incarna messaging.
As the meeting closed, Arnar informed the CSM that in the Incarna development expansion cycle
(starting in January 2011), Team Best Friends Forever (a large team which is currently working on
Incursion) will be dedicated to a project of implementing a collection of small fixes and iterations to
existing issues in the game. Their current backlog has been drawn from CSM crowdsourcing lists, forum
threads, and internal backlogs.
Arnar commented that this was done because “it makes too much fucking sense”, that items would
hopefully be deployed to Tranquility as soon as they were ready, and that he would like to talk publicly
about the items on the list shortly after the final deployment of Incursion.
The CSM observed that proper messaging about this project would address player concerns that CCP
was reducing EVE in-space game development in favor of Incarna.
Arnar noted that of all the EVE game-play teams, half are working on Incarna and half on in-space
features. He further commented that he hoped that this project demonstrated his commitment (as EVE
Senior Producer) to iterating and improving existing content, in ways both large and small.

EVE economics
Present: CCP Dr.EyjoG, CCP Zulu, CCP Hammer, GM Grimmi
Dr. Eyjo started the meeting by roughly laying out the three fold meeting agenda. First, a discussion of
how CCP monitors the economy on a high level and what issues CCP is discussing internally; CCP hardly
knows what is happening today, CCP does not know what will happen tomorrow and CCP might know
what happened yesterday. This is a player controlled world with emergent gameplay and as such Dr. Eyjo
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is in a similar situation as real world economists. The second item is a review of the requests the CSM
made during the last visit regarding PI and trade – a devblog is in the pipelines. And thirdly, a discussion
of bounties and how much of these bounties are coming from regular gameplay or from bots.
CCP maintains a number of comprehensive KPIs (key performance indicators) regarding many activities
related to EVE such as trade activity (number transactions, volume of each transaction), amount of ISK in
the economy, amount of NPC bounty being paid out, the RMT price of ISK, number of PvP kills, jumps per
subscriber, missions run per day and more. The numbers are updated at least on a monthly basis and
give an overall indication of EVE’s health.
Comments were made by the CSM about the number of PvP kills per 1000 subscribers per day (standing
in 19.12 for November 2010, down from 19.24 in October 2010) and the possible reasons for that
decline. Also, the CSM inquired why there was a rather substantial downswing in market activity
(transaction value and volume per transaction) in May 2010 – the answer being the deployment of
Tyrannis.
Dr. Eyjo started out by pointed that a ‘red arrow’ (signaling unwanted change) at the CPI (consumer price
index – an indicator of whether there is an inflation or deflation in the economy) while it is standing at
1.7%, is not because the CPI is really high but because the trend is changing from deflation to inflation. Is
that good? It could be good but if the index goes higher and the economy is not producing more, then it
is bad. So the question is whether the inflation is due to increased demand, increased speculation or due
to costs increasing?
The CSM pointed out that if people are sitting on hoards of cash then a little inflation might be good – it
would encourage people to spend their cash and/or earn more, thus creating activity.
Dr. Eyjo responded that it could also mean that the tech I item prices would go up, which would make
the lives of newbies more difficult.
There has been deflation in the EVE economy over the course of the years with two sharp turns in June
2005 (building outposts in Exodus and more) and in December 2006 (tech II invention in Revelations).
Usually deflation means, in economic terms, lower demand – but it could also be attributed to technical
progress (such as the amount of processing power one gets for the same amount of money now
compared to 1995) or lifting of monopolies – such as what happened both with allowing players to build
Outposts and with invention, where everyone could supply tech II stuff. The components of the index
basket are updated every month instead of every 5 – 10 years like in the real world, and as such the
index for the EVE economy is very accurate.
The price of ISK for dollars on various sites that offer it – illegally – is closely monitored. And with the
introduction of PLEX, this monitoring has been redoubled. The trend is that the sites offer ISK for about
20% to 30% less than the PLEX does. There is the problem of CCP not knowing the exact volume of ISK
that goes through these sites, so the price changes monitored cannot be weighted as the PLEX/ISK ratio
can be. Furthermore this does not include sales of ingame items between friends or organization

16

members – and it would be very difficult to do so – but the impact of CCP’s Unholy Rage is quite visible
in these numbers.
The PvP index shows decreased activity – an index CCP built to monitor PvP. The index indicates that PvP
activity has been declining in recent months. But why is decreased activity on this front bad? Because
PvP is the driver of consumption and fun in the game – less destruction means decreased consumption.
It must be stated that the index does take into account the increase in subscriber numbers, thus a
decrease is a bit worrying. The decrease is not due to fewer, more expensive ships being destroyed.
Now there has been an increase in the PvP activity visible in November, but that could be attributed to
recent 0.0 conflicts; several large campaigns are being run in parallel. There were several explanations
offered in the discussion between the CSM and CCP to explain this, but no solid one could be offered.
Several spikes have been noticed in the past; the largest were attributed to the Delve campaigns around
Dominion.
One hypothesis was offered by the CSM was that older players (older than 2 years or so) were still
fighting as usual, while the never players (younger than 2 years old) were not participating in PvP in
general. Although the data gathered by CCP at this time cannot answer that, it is quite possible to
investigate. Increased wormhole activity could also explain a part of the decrease.
The CSM also offered the explanation of the gameplay style simply moving away from smaller skirmishes
to have only large fleets engaging. From this, it follows that fleets would simply not engage other fleets
without a superior number of super capitals and in some cases smaller alliances, who don’t have large
fleets of super capitals, are not willing to engage larger alliances due to the danger of hotdrops that are
unbeatable. It has gotten to the point of people avoiding fights rather than actively seeking them –
perhaps it has come to a point of a Coldwar status.
But the question remains what specifically changed in the gameplay that does decrease the PvP activity.
Granted the index does not include things that are fought over, only destroyed – so structures put
repeatedly into reinforced would not count in the index, something that will be looked into and
attempted to be incorporated in the future. The conclusion is that from an economic standpoint it is
worrying that the PvP index is low because that is the machine that drives the whole universe.
When asked about what Dr. Eyjo believed was the reason for this decrease the answer was, in short, the
activity, and the comfort, of being able to upgrade systems kept people occupied for a while and now
decreases the reasons for venturing outside to acquire new sources of income – i.e. taking them away
from others. The CSM pointed out that the people upgrading the systems are not the same people that
are doing PvP – and thus this could not necessarily explain the entire situation.
The CSM expressed concerns about the number of Super Carriers being churned out the past few
months as is evident from the 3rd Quarter QEN
(http://www.eveonline.com/devblog.asp?a=blog&bid=822 page 39) rising from around 70 produced per
month in March to over 160 produced per month in the 3rd quarter of 2010. With the Super Carriers
being the new ‘I win’ button, more and more players focus on those.
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Jumps per day (including all jumps regardless of method) have decreased a little, missions rewards per
day have increased more than missions completed per day, indicating that higher level missions are
being run more now than before. The CSM commented that although the missions rewards in ISK was
increasing, the overall ISK earned for missions decreased because of loot changes. Dr. Eyjo answered that
this only monitored the flow of ISK into (and out of) the economy, it did not take into account loot or
bounty payouts. It was CSM’s estimate that before Tyrannis the income of level 4 missions was around
70 million ISK per hour and is only about 40 million ISK per hour after Tyrannis.
The discussion was then directed to PI materials and hoarding of those materials. The situation of being
able to sell items to NPC buy-orders and the hoarding of the materials before PI hit. A baseline of items
was established based on past usage and then the supply of those materials investigated in light of that.
The CSM offered some stories of how various organizations aggressively bought up items and were then
flooding the market after PI hit. Generally CCP does not mind if players speculate in their investments,
but in the PI case CCP’s implementation was flawed as such and players took advantage of that. CCP’s
estimate after an investigation is that a short-term disruption occurred, but in October and November
the markets were showing signs of stability, and thus it can be stated that the rush in June did not have
long term effects.
CSM requested a devblog on this back in June and Dr. Eyjo stated that the devblog, where the numbers
and information was coming from, is being delivered late but he wanted to have concrete data before
doing so. The blog is upcoming, pending reviews. It is clear that CCP did make a mistake with NPC trade
goods in the process of rolling out the Tyrannis expansion.
During the October visit both Hilmar (CCP Hellmar) and Dr. Eyjo said that the EVE economy was broken –
CSM’s question is how is it broken and how is it going to be fixed? A second question directed at Dr. Eyjo
was that the QEN is viewed by many players who are very engaged in the economic side of EVE that it
was often wrong, drawing incorrect conclusions and therefore they find it completely useless as a tool to
further allow them to enjoy their gameplay.
Dr. Eyjo’s response, starting on the second question, was that this is the case for any and all economic
reports published in the world. There is no single truth that can be the fundamental cause for a single
result due to the size of EVE’s economy. CSM’s response was to express disbelief because CCP has all the
numbers regarding EVE and should therefore be able to report accurately on everything. Dr. Eyjo replied
that this is not a true assumption. The logs do not show everything and therefore many assumptions
have to be made by CCP when analyzing the economy. A counter question came from CSM was how
could CCP not have all the numbers? The answer is that not everything is logged in order to optimize the
performance of the cluster. Furthermore, extracting a person’s intention from that person’s behavior is
not a trivial thing.
As a response on the criticism that EVE’s economics team did not release reliable and usable results – Dr.
Eyjo’s answer was to encourage players to provide comments on the QENs to help the team to refine and
hone their methods and analysis.
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On the first question Dr. Eyjo’s response was that CCP’s hasn’t been efficient in controlling the
introductions of sinks and faucets. Those areas need special attention, however it is not a trivial thing to
add or remove sinks and faucets.
One large faucet is bounty payments for killing NPCs. CCP has been monitoring this closely as this
introduces ISK directly into the economy (unlike if a module drops and is then sold – no ISK is introduced
to the economy, it only changes hands). The total money supply has been, for a long time, growing at an
unsustainable rate – around 5% per month which is more than the economy is growing by per month.
After Unholy Rage CCP believed that they had the money supply growth under control. Then came
Dominion and Tyrannis, and following that the bounty payouts started to increase again. It is not clear
what is the main cause for this; a) upgrades of 0.0 systems, b) bots being used (that perhaps use the
upgrades in 0.0) or c) are the RMTers back doing something CCP doesn’t know about? The CSM asked
whether the largest bounty faucet component(s) couldn’t simply be dialed down, but that might not
necessarily be the answer.
As a response to this there was a consensus from the CSM that belt ratting had decreased significantly.
The reasons for that are not fully known at this time and will be investigated.
The CSM asked whether there were any plans to increase sinks. Dr. Eyjo’s answer was that it was possible
to simply increase taxation on everything to create a sink, increase other fees and charges – raise cost for
offices, in the LP stores, etc. – but those methods are not favorable as they are just as likely to drive up
the prices of things and thus achieve nothing. The LP store might offer a more useful solution, by offering
more items through there for more ISK and perhaps less LPs. Those possibilities have however not been
investigated thoroughly, and no decisions have been made yet regarding the introduction of new sinks.
Discussion then turned to the issue of botting and RMT, and what could be done to reduce their impact
on the game. As this discussion involved potential countermeasures, it is sealed under NDA.
Finally the CSM asked whether the economics group in CCP imposed guidelines and procedures on the
game designers when it comes to economic matters, specifically when introducing new sinks and
faucets. The answer is a resounding ‘yes’, the economics group is working closely with game design when
it comes to new features. That might however not be enough because usability cannot always be
predicted.
Wrapping the session up, the moderator asked whether there an agreement between CCP and the CSM
that there is a problem regarding the economics of EVE. While the CSM gave a strong yes answer, Dr.
Eyjo replied that there are certain signs that there is instability in the system that are not healthy, but
overall the economy is functioning as expected.
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EVE UI
Present: CCP Explorer, CCP Karkur, CCP Optimal, CCP Bella Bee, CCP Sharq, CCP Frellicus
CCP started off by showing the new neocom (http://www.eveonline.com/devblog.asp?a=blog&bid=831)
and gave a detailed feature demonstration of it. Following that CCP explained a new approach called
‘Experimental features’ that can be switched on and off in the Esc. menu – the neo neocom and a new
contracts search will be tested using that new approach; both to test the experimental features and to
test the new testing method. It is CCP’s hope that this will permit more flexible testing and deployment
of new approaches to client usability. This functionality will be closely monitored by CCP.
CSM encouraged CCP to not leave things too long as an experimental feature.
Corification of the UI was received with mixed feelings last fall, but this necessary housekeeping was
necessary for greater things to come. Now that work is done further enhancement and changes will be
possible – to begin with the lowest code level will be taken up first and refactored. Currently the code
that draws the UI is very old and very slow and it is only now, after the Corification of the UI changes to
this code are actually possible. Further down the line, a year or two, more visible things will start to
happen to the UI.
CCP also went through the UI proposals that the CSM had raised and offered their estimation on the
work needed to achieve what is being asked for. The items in question can be found both here
http://wiki.eveonline.com/en/wiki/November_2010_Prioritization_Crowdsourcing_(CSM)#Categorized_
Results
and here
http://wiki.eveonline.com/en/wiki/User_Interface__Big_Wins,_Fan_Favorites_and_Low_Hanging_Fruit_(CSM). The classifications given were ‘Done or InProgress’ with 26 items, ‘Yes/should be easy’ has 11 items, ‘Not too bad… possibly’ has 13 items, 16
items were labeled with ‘Tricky/Expensive’ and 6 with a big fat ‘NO’. Next, CCP requested further
explanation of the intended functionality on 3 items. Finally, CCP asked the CSM whether it was worth
the work to implement 8 items as the immediate gain from the change could not be identified without
discussion.

Due to the amount of topics on the list, only the items classified as ‘NO’ will be listed here:


More than 10 people in the watchlist
o

Declined because of performance. What is being asked for is to allow more people
on a list, what CCP suspect might be needed is to inform logistic pilots about
whether someone is in trouble or not. CCP fully recognizes the need for a single pilot
to keep more than 10 people alive at the same time – adding people to the watchlist
is the most expensive (performance wise) way to do that.
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Change wormhole scan result from Unknown to Wormhole (when presented to the CSM it
was listed as a ‘NO’, however…)
o



UI minimum size of HUD elements
o



It's CCP's stand that all windows should look decent at minimum size.

Contextual menus should have keyboard navigation shortcuts
o



On further investigation this turned out to be simpler than first estimated, so it has
been removed from the ‘NO’ list.

The menus would not be future proof if CCP would implement this change. Most
likely many players would stop reading the options and select them blindly with the
shortcuts which would cause a lot of problems in the future when CCP needs to add
more options.

Option to eliminate nebula backgrounds in the system map and in space (big win for colorblind players)
o

Eve is a world that has a certain aesthetic and the nebulas are an intrinsic part of
that experience. CCP will approach this problem as a UI problem, piece by piece. CCP
does not believe that it is solved by destroying the immersive elements of the game
and its graphics.

The other issues estimated by the EVE’s Software department will now be managed and worked on as
time and resources permit as part of future releases.
It was noted by the CSM that this session was a sign of changing times for the CSM – where CCP simply
estimated and accepted several tens of topics instead of hosting entire summits for that sole function
like in the first CSM summits.
When asking clarification questions about why the ‘widescreen’ mode was removed as that was being
used by players to add further functionality to the HUD (both in regards to the ship’s modules and what
is targeted), the answer was that it was removed due to aesthetics reasons. The CSM stressed the point
that this functionality was removed by CCP when it was unaware of the unintended usage by the players.
Introducing a change to achieve the same effect will be continued to be emphasized be the CSM.
The CSM further stressed the need to keep colorblindness in mind when making changes to the UI so
that affected players will not be left out in the cold.
CSM also inquired about information regarding the module cycle timer and its unreliability as such. The
answer is that this reports changes made by the server and can easily be affected by latency – the server
could send the ‘active’ information to the client and the cycle timer jumps by 25% because of latency.
There are several possible causes: timesync on the server, Internet lag, load on the node and other

21

matters. Because of this complexity, there is no simple answer to why the cycle timer is sometimes
inaccurate.
Finally the CSM advocated their case for slash-commands. Their use case was how to convo someone.
Instead of having to go to People and Places, search for the character, right-click the character and select
Start Conversation. Why not use ‘/ EVEcharactername’? This was not a plea to move the functionality of
Convo to only slash commands, but to add that feature. No specific answer was given by CCP at this time
as this had not been estimated in terms of effects or usage.

Game balance requests
Present: CCP Hammer, CCP Grayscale
The meeting started out with the CSM stating that there might not be a full consensus in the CSM
regarding this topic. It is certainly sometimes a question of perception whether an item or a ship needs
to be brought into line with other items or ships or not. Often players need to make a choice and
compromises – not everything should be useful in all circumstances.
The CSM started out by addressing the issue of Hybrid weapon systems and how they were out of line
with most the two other turrets. The point was made clear with the question from CSM; ‘when did you
last see a Hybrid turret used in PvP?’ Almost immediately the answer came from another CSM member,
‘Megathrons with blasters are used’. The question was directed to CCP, specifically “are the Hybrid
weapons working as CCP intended them to work when they were designed in relation to the other turret
systems?” CCP’s response was that Blasters are supposed to be the highest damage dealing turrets in
close range and as far as CCP can see they are still that.
CSM pointed out that in reality players never get the chance to apply this damage to someone who
much needs it as Blasterboats are usually dead before their reach their target. An example was given,
comparing a Gankageddon and a Blasterthron, where the Armageddon is capable of applying damage
much sooner than the Megathron is – the Blasters require a player to be very close. Getting close to a
target means that the player has to be able to provide a damage buffer while getting into range and have
sufficient cap to both get into range and then turn on the guns and apply the damage. In summary, with
all the changes made in the past the Blasters have become out of line with the rest of the turrets.
CCP then asked in return whether the issue was perhaps more that you can’t efficiently get into range to
use Blasters, rather than the Blasters themselves – a knockoff effect of the speednerf. This question
prompted the reaction from both CSM and CCP that going into specifics like percentage numbers or
minute number theory would not serve any purpose and it would be better to try and identify what
needed to be addressed rather than how to address it.
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A second point mentioned with Hybrid system is their alpha strike and the lack of damage. It was stated
that more often than not, the alpha strike was more important than sustained DPS (damage per second),
even at close range.
A third point was made regarding the fitting requirements for Hybrid weapons, which often seemed to
be harsher than for other turrets, resulting in Hybrid specific ships often fitting Projectile turrets instead.
The CSM re-iterated that the Hybrid turrets were now mentioned most often by players as something
that needed to be looked at in terms of balancing, now that tech II ammo and Rockets have received
attention.
CSM also criticized CCP’s habit of making large changes to systems, and then not revisiting those changes
for fine-tuning or verification of whether the changes delivered the intended effects. This is something
that needs to change, and players need to be informed when these reviews are done (even if the result
is no change). On the other hand, CCP is never going to get everything perfectly equal and no one
expects them to – but there will always be the tendency towards the flavor of the month or something
that is viewed as being ‘best’ at certain times, which leads to a sort of stagnation because nothing else
gets used. In this light the CSM feels that more frequent rebalancing will at least achieve a more dynamic
and fun environment, even if it does not necessarily make everything ‘fair’. The CSM also pointed out
that the ships and modules that are never used reinforce the perception of inaction on CCP’s part; there
is nothing visible being done to encourage the usage of those ships and modules.
CCP’s response was that it ranked rebalancing overpowered ships and items as a higher priority than
balancing unused items – fixing problems with things that are being used rather to fixing problems with
those that are not. The CSM responded that when something is not being used, that is a symptom of a
problem. That was acknowledged by CCP but did not change the priority, for example the Dramiel is
causing problems while the Destroyers are reducing the variety of gameplay for players, as unfortunate
that uselessness is.
The CSM and CCP spoke, as a result of above discussion, about the possibility of creating a framework for
the CSM to provide initial research on what should be attended to in terms of balancing, so that CCP
could take the next step to see what (if anything) needed to be done in that area. That idea was well
received, and will be evaluated and evolved further by both parties.
CSM wanted a confirmation that the roleplay characteristics of each race should generally, though not
without exceptions, be reflected in their ships’ designs; e.g. Minmatar ships favoring speed and alpha
strikes while Amarr are more slow moving, harder to kill types. CCP confirmed that this is their guiding
principle when introducing new and/or balancing existing ships and modules. A follow up question by
the CSM was whether players should expect all weapons system to be equal or whether there are to be
flavors of style present. The response was that CCP does not expect a fleet composition to be perfectly
equally split between race specific ships and also it is not necessarily an indication of a broken game if
fleets tend to be largely homogenous in composition as it is now.
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The talk drifted towards super capital ships, specifically the Super Carrier, where the question was raised
whether they are as they are supposed to be or is there work to be done on them? Furthermore, where
those changes designed to make Dreadnaughts obsolete?
A response was given, with a warning that it would be very controversial. Before the Super Carrier
changes went live there was a rather large commotion regarding proposed changes to the initial design
that had been advertised – there is little need to revisit that in detail. What is becoming clear however is
that the changes might have been popular at the time, but are now a source of rather widespread
discussion about whether or not the Super Carriers are overpowered. Certainly the changes (nerfs)
proposed before the Super Carrier upgrade went live might not have been the optimal ones, and
certainly the subject could have been revisited before the current trend of usage has become so strong –
there is a shared responsibility when things are put into perspective. Maybe CCP should have stood firm
against the players and forced the changes through? Perhaps players should have taken a step back and
evaluated the whole thing on a larger timescale? The CSM did grant this point but did remind CCP that a
history lesson would hardly solve anything.
The current situation with Super Carriers is that they are just not dying, they do large quantities of
damage to other Capital ships and sub Capital ships – in fact they can be wielded in any situation with
very good effects. In addition, they are obsoleting a whole class of ships, the Dreadnaughts. There were
some examples given of how easy it is to move Super Carriers due to their jump range – allowing
extreme force projection by relatively small number of pilot flying Super Carriers. It was decided to
postpone this discussion to the 0.0 discussion.
CCP Greyscale floated a trial balloon for some conceptual balance changes, which have not been
allocated time or manpower. More details will be provided on the Features and Ideas forum section if
the topic is granted development resources.
Finally the CSM asked how much of an effort rebalancing a ship actually is. The answer is not a simple
one. Actually changing a number on a ship takes about three minutes. However, the process of allocating
time to work on changing the number, reaching a number that designers (as part of peer review) agree
makes sense, making sure that it meshes with other numbers, the testing of that change with other
changes, the mandatory route each change or feature has to go through in terms of QA and other
overhead procedures that have been (for a very good reasons) developed and are practiced within CCP
makes time estimations almost impossible. So the simple answer is that changes like that should not be
expected more frequently than every six months or so in relation to expansions. Also, tied into that are
steps of getting data from Research and Statistics to see the situation in relation to statistical data.
The CSM strongly encouraged CCP to put the issue of Hybrid Systems next on their list to balance.
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CSM processes, tools and evolution
Present: CCP Xhagen, CCP Diagoras, CCP Dr.EyjoG
The CSM began by asking whether CCP was happy with the progress so far in regards to the summit and
then in general about the CSM in terms of evolution of the function. The answer to that question is yes.
Most aspects of the CSM, whether it is internal functionality, interfaces with CCP or communication
outwards have improved significantly since CSM1 was elected, so there is progress on all fronts. The CSM
agreed that the functionality of the CSM is moving in the right direction, and the CSM is pleased with the
progress.
The CSM also stated that the evolution within CCP has been positive, as they believe they are much
more appreciated – that CCP is more receptive of their ideas now than in the past. This feeling further
encourages the CSM to put effort into their work, as it is being rewarded. The CSM also mentioned that
the method used now, more of collaboration (rather than the CSM trying to dictate what CCP should do,
fix and resolve), is much more effective and produces actual results. CCP naturally resisted the dictation
from the CSM in the past as they were not in sync about what was being done and when – the CSM
couldn’t achieve this sync in the past simply because there was no infrastructure within CCP to meet
them. Now there is, and there is an agreement that there is progress. And due to this change the CSM is
becoming much more of a feedback mechanism than they used to be – which is what the CSM should
have been in the beginning.
With this change, the CSM should start to think about long term objectives – goals that live on beyond
the one-year term. That is however contingent on the CSM getting more information about what CCP is
doing, which allows the CSM the chance of creating synergy with teams developing EVE and other
stakeholders to maximize the chance of things getting done.
CSM discussed the matter of changing the format of their online meetings – from being the venue for
the ‘heavy lifting’ to be more of a summary meeting where decisions are made. There was not a
consensus on this matter within the CSM, as the online meetings provided the chance for EVE players to
provide feedback to the CSM and create accountability for the CSM. In short the streamlining of the
online meeting could cause information to be obscured from the players; the current method is not
streamlined and perhaps a bit cumbersome, but is as transparent as can be. No conclusion was reached
within the CSM about this matter, but it was agreed that it was worthy of more discussion, and perhaps
some of this discussion should take place on the forums, specifically the Assembly Hall.
On that note, CSM members were encouraged to spend more time in the Assembly Hall, and go into
more detailed discussions with players and each other than in the past, in order to attempt to streamline
the meetings in the sense to be better prepared rather than moving a portion of the discussion away
from the medium.
The CSM expressed concern about continuity within the CSM about processes, methods, information
and other things that are generally inherited by members going between CSMs. CCP revealed that the
exact same concerns had been voiced within CCP, and thus the CSM would get the project of creating a
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continuity document for the next CSM in order to make the transition as smooth as possible.
Furthermore CCP explained that since the current CSM had so firmly established itself, it had no
intention of treating the future CSMs any differently in terms of topics brought to them, assignments
handed out, etc. So future CSMs would be given a fairly strong message about what CCP wanted them to
deliver. Also former CSM members are a resource that should not be dismissed, so future CSMs would
be encouraged to seek advice and opinions from them. Additionally the amount of material available to
future CSMs is quite extensive, so while future CSMs would not be forced to do what they are elected to
do, there will be every opportunity for them to successfully carry on the torch so to speak.
In closing, the CSM asked CCP whether they were happy with the CSM in terms of metrics – if CCP was
keeping track of metrics regarding the CSM? The answer is that CCP is not keeping metrics of individual
participation in the CSM, but on the whole the CSM's progress can be monitored on various levels, such
as the forum sentiment about the CSM, how much the CSM affects the backlogs and more. There will
not be a count of how many issues each CSM member has raised – as that is a completely useless
measuring stick, both because it causes the obvious problems and because the functionality of the CSM
is changing, so raising issues is not as fundamental as it used to be. Not having special metrics to monitor
the CSM has not been an issue so far which indicates that the CSM is performing according to
expectations. Metrics about the CSM are however something that should be built up for everyone’s sake;
CCP’s, CSM’s and the players. So there is a project that needs to be defined and executed by CCP in
cooperation with the CSM.

Game Design talks to the CSM
The EVE development team approached the CSM for this session not as the CSM but as veteran users of
EVE. The exercise consisted of splitting the CSM up into two groups, one group was to think about EVE
from the newbies’ point of view and the other group from veterans’ point of view. The groups were to
think of EVE as a speedboat and then to name each thing that was slowing the boat down; an anchor if
you like. With two outside facilitators to steer the conversations and two game designers as silent note
takers, this was a very good and helpful exercise for all involved.
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Third day of CSM Summit in December 2010
Post Dominion 0.0
Present: CCP Zulu, CCP Greyscale, CCP Dr.EyjoG (final hour)
This discussion of nullsec issues was extremely fluid and broad-ranging, and individual CSM members
sometimes had differing opinions on specific issues. Similarly, the opinions of the CCP participants were
their own, as opposed to official CCP positions, and in the interests of having a frank exchange of views,
it was agreed that nothing discussed should be taken as an agreement to undertake a particular action,
unless explicitly agreed upon.
For clarity, some elements of this discussion have been slightly re-ordered to group related issues and
concerns.
CSM opened the discussion emphasizing that nullsec needs iteration, a position that CCP shares.
Attention was drawn to the issue of supercapital proliferation (over 2000 currently deployed in the
game, with a single alliance able to field over 180). While supercapital deaths are increasing, they are
being greatly outnumbered by births.
Currently, supercapitals – and supercarriers in particular – can be used to quickly project large amounts
of force over great distances. An environment where hot-dropping a supercapital blob is the solution to
any problem is not desirable.
However, at the same time, simply nerfing supercarriers will not solve the problem. Supercapitals
present a unique problem – once a pod-pilot is installed in one, because the ship cannot be docked in a
station, it is difficult to change ships. Thus a supercapital pilot is much more committed to his or her role
than the pilot of other ships, and nerfing the ships so that they do not have significant utility imposes a
great cost on those pilots.
Furthermore, simply nerfing them may just result in supercapital blobs growing even larger in
compensation, and in their deployment only in situations where the risk of loss is very low. A
consequence of this is that the victims of supercapital attacks will feel very put-upon.
The CSM suggested that one reason for the reduction in nullsec PVP kill rates (as mentioned in a
previous meeting) is that supercapital blobs are an "I win" button.
The concept of capital ship roles was reviewed. Dreadnaughts are supposed to be mobile DPS, Carriers
do repping and logistics, and Titans deliver DPS and bridge fleets. What then is an appropriate unique
role for supercarriers?
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A high-level conceptual discussion of rebalancing and addressing the rebalancing of supercapitals then
ensued. CCP emphasized that fixing this and other aspects of nullsec is not a matter of "if" but of
"when".
There was general consensus about avoiding mechanics that involved ongoing costs, as that has never
proved to be effective in the past.
It was proposed that supercarriers become, in effect, tier-III carriers, as opposed to tier-LX (60!) as they
are now; they should be better than regular carriers, but not 20x better. In addition to a HP reduction,
this might include removing things that make them jack-of-all-trades ships (such as restricting them to
fighter-bombers only). While it was clear that the exact changes will require much thought and planning
(in particular, to ensure there is a role for dreadnaughts), the CSM was broadly supportive of the
concept.
There was also discussion of allowing all supercapitals to dock at a POS, allowing a supercapital pilot to
switch to a new ship. However, it was noted that most supercapital pilots have heads full of expensive
implants, and therefore such an option may not be as useful at it might appear at first glance, since it
would often also require a clone jump.
Greyscale reiterated that his opinions on what supercapitals's should be is only his own and can't be
taken as CCP policy; CSM responded that they had high hopes for the man who brutally murdered
learning skills.
The next major topic was force projection. With respect to nullsec sov warfare, CCP has always wanted
smaller goals that can be achieved with smaller fleet subsets; that was the original idea behind wings
and squads. But the problem was and is that these multiple objectives do not exist, and the result is
blobbing.
The CSM agreed that force projection of capships is an issue; they can deploy across the entire universe
faster than normal ships can move using gates. Also, unlike a carrier blob, a supercap blob excels at all
roles; contrast this with Black Ops ships, which have limited range and fuel issues, and thus must operate
in a local region.
CCP agreed that the current situation was “ridiculous,” and furthermore that once a battle starts, it's not
that interesting – the interesting stuff is all in the preparation for combat... “and you can't scout a cyno.
It's bing, boom, and you're dead.”
The CSM added that Titan bridges suffer from a similar issue.
But how to deal with this problem? Greyscale suggestion that he would “love to have jump-drive
spoolup; you have to lock the cyno up and the lock time is proportional to the distance.” A suggestion
from the CSM was for different cyno generator sizes. So you'd need a battleship or carrier cyno to drop a
supercap.
It was agreed that there were many possibilities that should be investigated by the game design staff.
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The discussion then shifted from the tactical use of cynos to strategic uses; the CSM referenced player
discussion of changes to make capital deployment more strategic and less tactical, and asked Greyscale
how, in his personal opinion, the problem could be addressed.
Greyscale: The harder we can make logistics, the better for the game viewed as an abstract system. It
would be much better for the game if we got rid of freighters, but we have to balance what is good for
the game at a higher systemic level with making the player's lives a living hell. Forcing people to do
convoys with lots of industrials would, from a higher level systemic view, be awesome. But for the
individual players, it would “suck balls.”
“*CCP has+ gone *too far+ in the direction of making players lives easy – we've got jump freighters and
jump bridges and all this *stuff+ – and I think there is an agreement here *at CCP+ that we want to pull
back from that. We would like to pull back as far as we can get away with. But how far can we go?” The
underlying point is the need to get a balance between avoiding frustration and getting desirable macroscale outcomes.
Much of the CSM agreed that alliance logistics is too easy, but there are some edge cases (in particular,
items that have both high volumes and quantities) that could be significantly hurt by making logistics
more challenging.
Another consequence of harder logistics might be more local manufacturing in nullsec, as opposed to
the current situation where many items end up being bought in Jita.
It was suggested that CCP, as part of any changes to logistics, take the opportunity to eliminate mindless
pain, and add gameplay value.
Greyscale would like to see more opportunities for conflict in the logistics, making it easier for other
players to trap you if you're being sloppy.
He then popped the question: “How much can we nerf things?”
The CSM asked whether the introduction of easy logistics caused nullsec population increase; if not a lot
of people moved out when it became easy, not a lot will move back when it becomes hard. No
immediate numbers were available.
The CSM was somewhat divided on how aggressive CCP should be with any nerfing. However, one CSM
suggested, with respect to the nerfing of jump bridges, “get rid of them.”
Greyscale: “Anyone disagree with that?”
CSM response varied between “Nope,” “Nah” and a simple “No”.
Greyscale: “Sweet!” – meaning that option will then not be discarded when the topic of jump bridges
will be on CCP’s table.
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It is suggested that killing JB's and adding a cyno spool-up might be the core of a solution to the force
projection problem. And spool-up plus a minor range nerf could handle the issue of Titan JB hotdrops as
well.
There is concern that logistics into deep nullsec will be much more difficult than shallow nullsec.
Greyscale: Awesome, more things to fight over. and more importantly, more differentiation between
different areas of space..
CSM: Will changes to logistics and force projection cause people to castle-up in their home space? Will it
have a cooling effect on Sov warfare?
Greyscale feels that reduction in mobility will decrease need for big coalitions, because huge coalition
blobs won't be able to move as fast; result should be smaller local wars.
It is noted that the cost of supporting coalition allies will increase, which will increase friction; coalitions
may fragment so reds are easier to find. This may make it easier for small alliances to set up shop, with
less supercapital curb stomping.
Greyscale warns, however, that during the transition period “everything will go to shit.”
The CSM responded with a knowing smile.
There is discussion of changes to jump clone cooldown, but no consensus that this needs attention.
The CSM notes that if changes are made to make logistics more difficult, entry points into nullsec will
become even bigger choke-points than at present. This issue was discussed in June, with the CSM
suggesting more entry points. Greyscale believes they would go the route of more "back door" entries in
out of the way places in lowsec., if more gates were added. Discussion turned to a brainstorming
document of nullsec concerns that CSM produced in preparation for this meeting. While many of the
items had already been discussed by this point, some additional ones were pointed out and CCP was
asked to comment on them.
CSM has some concerns about current upgrade system because it homogenizes things, which means less
reason for conflict. However, it was pointed out that rich regions like Delve never got conquered; they
fell when BOB and the Goons disbanded due to internal conflicts. CCP responds that it is not that
someone holds it, but that everyone else wants it that drives the conflict.
What is CCP's vision about small alliances? CCP wants them to be able to be independent if they want,
and feels reducing the ability of large alliances to hold a lot of space will make this more viable – it make
the curb-stomping harder. Another issue is that at present large alliances start feeling secure, get bored,
and say "we have nothing better to do, let’s go crush these guys."
There was a short discussion of the consequences of regional disparities, and also the individual
risk/reward vs. Alliance risk/reward of nullsec – for example, many of the goodies like moons are alliance
resources.
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Also discussed were the negative consequences of system upgrades – homogenized regions, but they
also permit systems to support more people. CCP would like systems to sustain 20-30 people (more than
today) without upgrades.
Greyscale floated a trial balloon – tweak upgrades so that good truesec systems have a small number of
really good sites (which can support only a few people but make them rich), and ones with bad truesec
have a lot of just decent sites (more people can farm, but not as much goodies).
This elicited a strong negative reaction from one CSM.
Another CSM suggested that overgrazing of resources would reduce truesec, and under-utilization would
increase it. So players would have to move. The issue of static moon resources is raised – should moons
be mined out?
Greyscale expresses concerns about dynamic resource reallocation – he would prefer people pick good
space and defend it, as opposed to being hunter-gatherers, or even locusts. This is clearly an issue that
needs more thought.
Another possibility is providing opportunities for roaming around and finding stuff – as opposed to
mindless belt-ratting. The question is, how can this be implemented?
The CSM next raised the issue that currently there are no objectives in sov warfare for smaller gangs –
there needs to be a way for a roaming gang to be able to force a response or impose a cost on
opponents.
Greyscale indicated this was discussed internally 2 days ago, and gave the example of raiding moonmining arrays – either you will get the goodies, or you will get a fight (and the hauler will get popped),
but you probably won't get both. This is seen as an issue.
CSM concerns: Any disruption must involve activity (AFK cloaking is lame). Problems with static
objectives include hitpoints, timezoning, and min-maxing (if I want to steal your moon-go, I'll do it at
4AM when you are not around).
The CSM feels that avoiding a fight should cost you, and notes that when controlling large amounts of
space, it's hard to respond to stuff happening on the periphery. There needs to be incentives to take the
fight vs. "let them knock it over and we'll go fix it afterwards",
The CSM noted that the current sov system concentrates fights in one system. CCP wants to move to a
more continuous system vs. specific flashpoint targets, but there is no agreement yet on how to do it.
Greyscale: “Shooting structures suck, it is a terrible mechanic.”
Greyscale floated the idea of jump interdiction bubbles – not for a grid, but for multiple light-years! They
would prevent jumping through the bubble, maybe sucking the capship to a certain point. The CSM is
intrigued (but a bit divided); mechanics should be very costly, and it should not be possible to use it to
"castle up".
31

Phage Wars is suggested by CSM as an example of a continuous sov mechanic that might be an
interesting starting point.
On the subject of treaties, CCP wants to implement them. Treaties would be about 1 scrum team for one
release, and CCP hopes to get it done by Q3. However, there is always the issue of competing priorities –
for example, cap fleet force projection vs. treaties, which is more important?
There are going to be some changes to sov mechanics as a result of the DUST/EVE link; what those
changes are going to be have still not been planned out. However there will be iterations on the current
0.0 situation during the next year. In general, iterating on existing gameplay has higher priority than
previously, and sov is high on that list.
There was some discussion of sov- and treaty-related taxation issues.
The possibility of removing the “no assembled ships in freighters” restriction (currently, this can be done
using a courier contract as a work-around) is being discussed internally at CCP, but this discussion is in
the very early stages.
With respect to the issue of aggression timers and logoffski, Greyscale deployed his catch-phrase – it
“sucks balls”. The problem of legitimate disconnects remains, but if you are in a fight and lose your
connection, then that ought to be tough luck.
It was mentioned that CCP has hired an effects artist (a specialist), who starts in a month. So old effects
will be iterated - cyno effects and trails will be high on the list.
As a result of this discussion, Greyscale committed to investigating the possibilities and consequences of
the following changes ifas and when time was allocated to do sostuff: No drones on supercarriers, jumpbridges die the true death, supercarriers become tier-III carriers, storage of supercapitals, and cyno
spoolup.
Finally, concluding the discussion, Greyscale noted that there was a non-zero possibility that some of the
proposed changes might come in the next 6 months, possibly even 3. But this is not a hard promise,
planning has to be done.
CCP agreed that CSM will get a report post-release planning on the status of intended nullsec changes
for summer 2010 (with the usual caveat that no battle plan survives contact with the enemy).

Nullsec Economics discussion (CCP Dr.EyjoG)
Dr.Dr. Eyjo noted that it is hard to compare income of average nullsec and average hisec resident.
There was a discussion of ISK faucets and sinks. Dr. Eyjo wants more sinks, and noted that if you increase
income in nullsec (for example) you need to either have more sinks or trim income in other areas.
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Turning to relative prosperity, there are concerns that many of the real advantages of nullsec accrue to
alliances (moon-goo) rather than individuals. As a general design goal, CCP wants there to be economic
incentives that encourage more people towards lowsec and nullsec, where they can generate income,
build things, and have them blown up – thus, increased economic turnover. But again, there needs to be
a faucet/sink balance; one possibility is moving towards item rewards – things that can be traded for ISK
– rather than ISK itself.
The CSM agreed that taking another look at loot balancing, and moving from ISK to item rewards is a
good idea.
A suggestion is made to perform more frequent (possibly semi-automated) balancing of mission
rewards, similar to what was done with insurance, and a similar suggestion is made regarding the LP
store. CCP believes that this is complicated and hard to do, but it is something that is being looked at.
However, CCP agrees that LP store needs a look; they want to make it a bigger ISK sink.
Multiple CSM councils have had a theme of getting more people into nullsec, and there has been a
modest increase in nullsec population (especially when WH residents are added in). CCP views the goal
as not necessarily getting more people into nullsec, but making it the bottom of the landscape, so
people will naturally want to roll in that direction from high-sec. It is pointed out that low-sec is distinct,
and there should be ways to roll off the high-sec hill to there as well; CCP agrees that this is a separate
issue – there is no one endgame to EVE.
Indeed, CCP considers the “endgame” to be "the stuff you do when you get bored with the newbie
stuff".
Dr. Eyjo will continue to work with the game design staff to implement changes to the eve economy to
address the issues raised in this and other CSM meetings.

EVE QA
Present: CCP Heimdall, CCP Oneiromancer, CCP Solomon
This double-session began with a comprehensive presentation by the EVE QA department, giving a broad
overview of the EVE Quality Assurance process. After the presentation, there was an extensive questionand-answer session; for clarity, a few of these questions have been folded into the overview at
appropriate points.
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EVE QA Overview
EVE QA, which is distinct from the QA departments for other CCP games and for CORE development, has
QA responsibilities for not only the game itself, but also associated features such as EVE Gate.
EVE QA cannot veto the deployment of a feature, but does provide risk assessments and
recommendations that carry significant weight in those decisions.
QA deals not only with bugs, but also with systemic risks (processes, communications, and
documentation for example) that can affect the ability of CCP to deliver.
QA works closely with Operations during deployments.
QA not only works with the programmers, but also with the artists, and coordinates the art teams with
the programming teams.
Engineering QA develops testing tools to make testing more effective.
Localization QA is a new unit dedicated to improving localization efforts.
QA Live handles testing issues on the current live server build.
QA "rents" testers to the feature teams as needed, and they are embedded into those teams.
EVE Development Overview
As is well known, CCP uses Scrum for development, and maintains multiple code branches and test
servers. Integrating all this effort can be challenging at times.
A full build of the EVE server and client software can take between 4 and 7 hours; a full regression test
requires 8 people and 8.5 days to complete. “Full” in this case means the complete set of tests that CCP
has developed; a truly complete test is impossible.
Development branches are merged into the main development branch about once every two weeks.
Keeping lots of programmers from accidentally stepping on each other's toes is challenging, and requires
a lot of communications. CCP is evolving their procedures so as to detect and address these conflicts as
early as possible.
All of this complexity makes life interesting for QA.
In response to a specific question, QA does not anticipate any usual problems related to their role in
Incarna development during the next release cycle.
Scrum has made QA's life a lot easier, although the staged release of Incursion will present a new twist
on the usual challenges they face during a release.
The new experimental features (for example, the new NEOCOM) are not anticipated to require any
changes to QA procedures; bugreporting for them will be handled in the same way as standard features.
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However, QA does intend to do some messaging to players in the hopes this will make it easier for them
to report bugs in the experimental features.
Simultaneously running multiple large projects that touch large areas of the codebase (such as UI
Corification, the move to the 64-bit inventory system, etc) does cause some coordination headaches,
and CCP intends to move somewhat away from this in the future. However, staggered releases like
Incursion, while they do impose costs due to parallel development and the time needed for a
deployment (which is an "all hands on deck" 3-day event for QA), also have benefits – for example, a
smaller release means less things to go wrong, and less things to check when something goes wrong,
which is considered to be very valuable. It is a complicated balancing act.
CSM: Does QA prefer staggered releases?
QA: QA is pretty agnostic about them – for QA the costs and benefits are balanced – but since other
parts of the company see clear benefits from staggered releases, QA is more than happy to go with
them.
CSM: Do you foresee any problems with staggered releases?
QA: We see risks, but we see risks everywhere. However, this first staggered release has been very
successful and popular, both with CCP and with the players.
The CSM feels that players are willing to wait for things as long as the reasons for the delay are properly
communicated.
The GM department forwards bug-related petitions to QA on a case-by-case basis, but formal bug
reports usually contain much more useful information. The GM's also regularly give QA a Top-10 list of
issues to address.
Bug testing is more complex than it appears, since bugs must be replicated not only on the build they
were reported on (a copy of TQ or Singularity) but also the current development server build.
CSM: How much non-technical (for example, player experience) feedback does QA give to Game Design?
For example, “this is working as designed, but we feel the players will not respond to it as intended.”
QA: We do give some feedback of this type. QA also provides feedback during the planning process,
helping to write the Agile user stories and doing time-cost estimates. It is much easier for QA to point
out defects in a Word document than in 6 months’ worth of coding. Also, because QA staff is embedded
in development teams, there is a lot of informal feedback. However, with respect to game design, some
game designers are more open to accepting feedback from the team than others.
CSM: What can the CSM do to help QA?
QA: The #1 thing would be encouraging people to participate in the mass-tests. Even though we now
have tools like the thin client, the masss-tests are still very useful. Human behavior is quite different from
bot behavior.
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Using the bug-reporting system, and submitting detailed bug reports, is also very helpful. While it is a
wide funnel and a long pipeline, bug reports do result in defects, and defects will get fixed.
Finally, CSM can help give the players a better understanding of the QA process. Often when there is a
problem on Tranquility, players leap to the conclusion that “QA messed up again,” when often this is not
the case. Bugs do get past QA (obviously), but a huge number get caught before they go live.
CSM: One issue with the bug-reporting system is that because it is not public, 10 players might report a
particular bug, and each of them might have different pieces of the puzzle. Doesn't this result in a lot of
duplicated effort, both by players and bug hunters?
QA: At present, there are significant concerns about exposing the current bug-tracking tools to public
view. However, we are looking at ways to address this.
The CSM feels they have a better understanding of the scope of QA's role, which is clearly larger than
most people outside CCP appreciate.
CSM: Can you provide an example to illustrate what happens on patch-day?
QA: Most of the heavy lifting on patch-day is done by Ops, prepping the servers with the new build,
running database updates (like removing learning skills, for example), and so on. Then the server is
brought up in VIP mode, and QA logs on to do smoke-testing and quick tests of new features. Then the
auto-patcher is turned on and patches for the 4 most recent versions of the client (both Windows and
Mac) are tested; if these test out OK, then the server is opened to the public.
CSM: What happens when you find a serious problem? What does QA do?
QA: QA attempts to get an idea of the scope of the issue, and consults with the GM team to estimate the
impact on the players, and whether there is a workaround that can be communicated to the players
(which buys time to resolve the issue with less time pressure). If the problem must be fixed ASAP, then
the resolution path depends on what needs to be fixed – Is it client- or server-side? Is a full patch
needed, or can a client update be used? Using a client update (formerly known as an optional patch) is
much faster.
Changing the name from “optional patch” to “client update” increased the uptake to 94%.
CSM: Why was there a stream of optional patches in November? The player perception was that these
were multiple failed attempts to fix problems.
QA: We quickly identified a number of issues that needed fixing, and as soon as we had fixes for one or
more of those issues, we would issue an optional patch to fix those, as opposed to waiting until we had
them all fixed.
CSM: How does QA know what to test? Do teams provide documentation?
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QA: Individual testers work with particular teams, and are responsible for QA on the team's stories. As
stories are developed, they develop testing plans to check functionality. On patch day, they do a dry-run
of the feature.
The testing plans are documented and are the basis for regression testing documents that are used by
external testing partners.
What players see on Tranquility is the tip of the iceberg of defects; during the development of Planetary
Interaction, about 2000 defects were logged, but only about 5% came from players on Tranquility.
CSM: The November release was unusually painless. Did you do anything differently, or do you have any
explanation for why it went so well? Or was it just blind luck?
QA: We are always aiming for perfection, but testing is a strange beast, and there is always something
that will surprise. Further, there is a tendency of players to lump things together and incorrectly assign
blame. For example, after the patch on Tuesday (December 14th), the problems actually had nothing to
do with the patch. Improved communications may help here.
CSM: If a last-minute change causes a show-stopping problem that is discovered late in the process, does
QA have the power to call a halt and revert things?
QA: We have the power to make strong recommendations, and have in the recent past advocated for
delays and been heeded. Show-stopping problems are the easy calls for everyone to make. With respect
to reverting, we first look to see if we can fix the problem before we consider reverting. These decisions
are jointly made by a fairly large group of people, but Arnar, as senior producer, is perhaps the only
person who has the authority to unilaterally make such decisions.
CSM: How much influence does QA have? There are some players who feel you should have the
authority to delay things or pull the plug if need be.
QA: We cannot make those kind of decisions in a vacuum, but we are closely listened to, and if we can
make the case for an action, it is taken very seriously by everyone involved. QA recommendations carry
more weight now than they have in the past.
CSM: We would like to see your role being made more clear to the players, especially in light of the
progress that has been made in living up to “Excellence.” If you go the Devblog route, we would suggest
using concrete examples to illustrate the process, and doing so on a personal level – it is easy for people
to bash a nameless, faceless entity; harder when there are clear individuals on the other side of the
screen.
CSM: It would be greatly appreciated if, when there is a patch delay or other problems, that you describe
the problem in more detail than you have done in the past.
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QA: We understand this, to a certain degree. The trade-off is that when these things happen, we are
concentrating on getting things fixed. Also, patch delays are not always related to QA – there could be
hardware problems or a database update might be taking longer than expected.
However, we will keep this in mind.
CSM: We have been told that it is a hard requirement that loading the Incarna environment will not take
longer than the current station environment. This should be easy on newer, more powerful client
computers, but where will the line be drawn with regards to keeping this promise on older machines?
QA: Performance and platform testing is done by outside partners during every sprint, so we will be able
to monitor such issues. We should also be able to get a custom test arranged to track this particular
issue.
The team responsible for a particular feature develops a test plan, and then coordinates with QA to get it
implemented.
CSM: What is the most hilarious last-minute bug you've caught – ones that made you ask yourself “How
on Earth did we miss that?”
QA: Last-minute bugs are usually pretty edge-case or related to last-minute changes, so they are not
really that interesting. The new character creator has a lot of hilarious defects – but it's not live yet.
CSM: Do you get sufficient documentation out of the programmers to properly do QA when you merge
branches?
QA: This is something that naturally gets handled by Scrum. People still tend to think that development
is very “waterfall”-ish (the previous process used by CCP), and people are just throwing things over the
walls to other departments. But since QA has staff assigned to the scrum teams, the required
information is available. The teams are responsible for making sure that the right code branches get
properly updated. Given the speed at which development operates at CCP, after a certain point,
documentation requirements become onerous and pointless overhead. It helps that CCP has a very flat
structure, and informal interactions are usually more efficient.
CSM: But what happens when a person with unique knowledge leaves the company? The example most
cited by the players is that of the POS code, which is rumored to be “untouchable”.
QA: Some of these stories are perhaps exaggerated. We don't document a lot but we do document. Also,
team development means that if one person gets hit by a bus, things can still proceed. It is true that
there is less documentation on legacy features than on more recent ones.
CSM: Who does the player documentation?
QA: This is done on EVElopedia by ISD (outside volunteers). Also, GM's interact with teams.
CSM: There are however tons of undocumented features, keyboard shortcuts, etc.
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QA: These are sometimes handled in devblogs. The situation is not ideal but it is getting better. We want
to have more usage documentation because it helps not only the players but also GM's.
The CSM thinks it is a bit silly that there are features in the game that practically nobody knows about
(example: the jump range planner view). In order to RTFM (read the fabulous manual), there has to be a
FM (fabulous manual).
The CSM ended the meeting with the standard request for devblogs, and QA responded that they plan
to release a series of them.

CSM Issues
Present: CCP Grayscale, CCP Explorer, CCP Skylark, CCP Zulu
Game Design ran an experimental session with the CSM, to explore the consequences of engaging with
the CSM in non-standard ways.
An early draft version of one team’s backlog was brought out, with various features and their
"complexity score" (i.e. approximate effort needed to implement) listed, totaling around 200 complexity
points of work. The 9 members of the CSM present were each given ten tokens (each being worth a
single complexity point), and told to collectively decide which features they wanted to "buy". Towards
the end, they were told that "TQ was broken" – in order to introduce an element of surprise that can
very well happen in real development environment – and they'd "lost a programmer from the team",
removing 30 points' worth of possible work.
This exercise gave CCP useful insights into the opinions and working methods of the CSM, and hopefully
helped to align CCP's and the CSM's understandings of prioritization issues more closely. Additionally the
CSM helped with the initial prioritization of that team’s backlog. CCP is considering further sessions in
this vein at future summits.

CSM Activities at FanFest 2011
Present: CCP Xhagen, CCP Dr.EyjoG, CCP Tyr
The meeting opened with the presentation to the CSM of “special limited edition” Incursion posters,
which Dr. Eyjólfur claimed would “be worth millions”. The CSM asked him to provide metrics to support
this claim.
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CCP asked for CSM input concerning taking FanFest to the next level. The first proposal that one day
would be dedicated to community-to-community interaction (for example, player lectures, alliance and
CSM presentations, etc.). However, the general opinion of the CSM was that these sorts of presentations
should be mixed with other tracks (in particular, developer presentations) as has been done in the past.
While CSM is sympathetic to CCP's goal of encouraging more C2C interactions at FanFest, this should not
be done at the expense of giving the players what they want, and dedicating a day to less popular –
albeit worthy – topics would be regarded as a waste of resources.
With respect to the CSM roundtable, one concern is that almost always the topics drift into NDA
territory; there is nothing that CSM can tell the players that they don't already know. So even more
emphasis should be given to presentations by and interactions with the devs – the players want to talk to
the rock-stars (devs), not the roadies (CSM). Of course, there should be a panel for those players who are
interested in becoming great roadies.
However, it would be nice if the CSM session was not scheduled at the same time as another session
that will clearly be extremely popular.
With respect to offering corporations and alliances venue space for meetings, CSM believes that most of
these types of interactions are informal in nature and that the meeting rooms can be put to better use.
It was once again emphasized that players come to FanFest in large part to talk to devs about the game to do something that they cannot do using existing communications methods like forums.
CCP inquired why, given the opportunity, players would not want to trade war stories and so on. CSM
replied that while this can be fun, that tends to happen informally anyway, and also that anyone who
flies to Iceland to attend FanFest already knows the big stories anyway. Meeting the people behind the
avatars is great, but that works best at the bar, not in a panel.
CSM suggested to CCP that one thing to consider might be scheduling small (limited attendance)
meetings focused on a particular topic (such as 0.0, or the UI) with several devs as the panelists and a
CSM as moderator and/or participant. The idea here is to provide the face-to-face interaction, but also
provide devs with unfiltered feedback from interested players. CSMs could provide some insight (based
on their interactions with the devs) and help encourage good interaction – in particular, encouraging
devs to provide more complete answers, but also perhaps, as time permits, helping with preparation of
notes.
CCP agreed to focus more on roundtables as opposed to lectures, and is considering increasing CSM
presence in them, both to improve feedback but also to boost the visibility of the CSM. The CSM
cautions that making the CSM into rock-stars may result in the wrong type of people running for CSM.
The CSM encouraged CCP to schedule as many gameplay related roundtables as possible, but noted that
while recording sessions might be useful for notes purposes, it might also limit the expression of
unpopular views.
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Also, there were concerns raised about soundproofing problems between meeting rooms, and a
suggestion was made that devs be reminded to always repeat the question before answering it.
Discussion then turned to the interaction of FanFest and the CSM elections. The present schedule has
voting overlapping with the event, and while the CSM is generally in favor of the idea of blatant votebuying at FanFest, it is concerned that this might prove disruptive. It is suggested that the election period
close before FanFest with the results being announced after FanFest; CCP Xhagen will investigate the
feasibility of this change.
The subject of roundtable size was discussed in detail. There were concerns that the larger the size of the
group, the harder the job of the moderator becomes. It is suggested that CSM help CCP grade
roundtable topics in terms of expected popularity, so they can be assigned to appropriately sized rooms.
It might also be possible to have multiple sessions on the same topic at the same time, so that each
session is a reasonable size – or perhaps have simultaneous sessions with different subtopics but with an
overall theme.
CCP would like CSM to help prepare a list of interesting topics for roundtables. It was noted that the CSM
prioritization lists give a good starting point for these lists.
CSM further suggests that CCP consider running variants of the brainstorming and prioritization games
that were run with CSM during the summit. These might provide interesting feedback and also give the
players a better understanding of how things work. The CSM would be happy to moderate “Prioritization
Poker” sessions. CCP and CSM agreed this would be a “sexy idea”.
The idea of booth babes (pretty girls dressed up in EVE costumes, handing out stuff) was discouraged by
the CSM.
The CSM does not mind being added to the live agent missions games, as long as one of the missions is
“buy a CSM member a beer.” Some CSMs would not mind being mission agents.
A concern was raised about last FanFest's “official” pub-crawl, which many players found disappointing.
CCP is already planning revisions to the event to address the complaints.
The PVP tournament is likely to move into Thursday, continue on Friday, and with the finals on Saturday
– with only the finals on stage. There will probably not be a Royal Rumble. The fights should be short,
fun and action-packed. Another change is that only the Team Captain will be signing up, and will be
responsible for fielding the team. This means that a captain can assemble his team at Fanfest, or make
changes if a team member cannot attend or participate.
The CSM thinks it would be nice if Slay (the Incarna strategy game) could be played live at FanFest; CCP
will investigate this.
With respect to presentations of non-EVE CCP products (such as Dust), the CSM has no problem with
this, but feels they should have their own sessions as opposed to being mixed in with major EVE
presentations.
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The CSM was asked for their opinion of the change to the Party at the Top of the World in 2009, where
the general Icelandic public was allowed to attend. The CSM thought it was an improvement (although
there tended not to be much mixing between the locals and the EVE players), but bitterly complained
about the outrageous price (at the party) of the booze in general, and the Smirnoff Ice in particular.
While alcohol prices in Iceland are high, at the party they were exospheric, which was a burden on
players who had already spent a large amount of money just to come to the event. CCP replied that they
will look into it, but that this kind of thing is handled by the venue management, and they may not have
the ability to make a change here.
The suggestion by CCP that CSM members not be able to drink alcohol while “on duty” at FanFest was
not well received.
CCP was reminded of the suggestion that, if a Poker Tournament is organized, that bounties be placed on
the heads of devs and CSM members in order to make things more interesting.
After 27 hours of meetings, the CSM summit ended. Dr. Eyjólfur made some concluding remarks, in
particular noting that the June Summit, and the fallout from it, had a great effect on CCP and “in effect,
turned the ship around”. The CSM responded by commenting that the overall tone of this summit was
much better, and that while difficult topics were discussed, the discussions proceeded much more
smoothly. When Águst, the summit’s moderator, agreed, it was suggested that he therefore owed CCP a
rebate.
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