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JIM GALVIN:  Great. Thank you, everyone. Wow. I just had a new pop-up here. “Data 

protection and recording notices.” That’s new. Interesting. I know if 

others have seen that before. Sorry. 

 So, this is Jim Galvin, your chair for the Registry Stakeholder Group 

DAAR Working Group. Apologize. Got an interesting pop-up from Zoom. 

That was curious. “Yes, it is new,” says Michell. Okay. Just my first 

experience, that’s all. 

 Thanks, everyone. It’s the 9th of June and we are just meeting with 

ourselves today. Our next opportunity to meet with OCTO will be at the 

end of the month on the 30th, so we just have some meetings for 

ourselves here going forward as we choose. What we had said last time 

was that what we would do is … I took the pen to give an edit, a pass, 

across the document that we had for our report and I made a pass 

across that and we will take a look at that here.  

 We’ll also try to emphasize on the mailing list for folks to do it. We’ll 

probably just do kind of a last call or something on the list, just to see 

where we are. I’ve made some edits in it. I’ve highlighted those things in 

the document here. But now that Sue is displaying it, and if folks want 

to go into that link, you’ll be able to see them directly. She can scroll 

down to the first …  

 I highlighted what I consider the most significant things that I changed. I 

didn’t leave a red line here because the original had a lot of red lines in 

it. But I wanted to highlight what I thought at least were some of the 

more significant changes I made, but I want I want to [inaudible]. Folks 
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should certainly take the time to give it a careful read. If you have any 

suggestions, you can certainly just enter them directly into the 

document, as the usual kind of mode of please try to do that in 

suggesting mode and go in and add any comments that you want to 

make about this. But I tried to respond to all of the things that we had 

discussed with OCTO and put them here. 

 The next thing that we’ll do here at the end of this is have a bit of 

discussion on what we really think our next steps are or what we would 

like them to be and then we’ll have to follow through on that as we go 

forward here.  

 So, the first thing that I highlighted here was I changed the last few 

sentences in Finding 1. The goal here was simply to call out … The DAAR 

doesn’t itself does not actually do weighting, but most users do 

weighting. So, in essence, there were a few sentences that got replaced 

by the last sentence there and I tried to edit that. There’s two sentences 

there and I tried to edit that first sentence, just to call out the fact that 

… The emphasis here is that these reputation lists are interesting, but 

they’re not always applicable quite broadly and quite generally. So I 

think this is our first opportunity just to call out one of the limitations, if 

you will, of DAAR in a friendly way, just pointing out that the lists are 

good at face value. They’re just reported abuse activity and you really 

have to decide for yourself whether they work for you. 

 And DAAR makes no judgments whatsoever. It just takes everything at 

face value and combines them all and uses them. So that’s kind of the 

first point that’s going on here in Finding 1 and I  wanted to make sure 

that I captured those facts in a sensible way, so that’s what I turned that 
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into. I guess I’ll pause for a moment and see if anybody wants to jump in 

and say anything. I’ll just continue to scroll through here to these 

highlighted things.  

 So, let’s go down to the next one, which was Finding 4. I left this 

highlighted because there was a comment when we were having 

discussions with OCTO. We’re making the assertion that there just 

doesn’t seem to be much foundation for this new versus legacy TLD 

distinction. So David Conrad kind of jumped in. My sense was that he 

was really just arguing that their perception, meaning OCTO, in general 

was different, that the community does see a distinction between 

legacy and new gTLDs.  So, my sense of his comments was that they 

just felt compelled to make that distinction.   

 I honestly just did not know quite how to capture his position in this. It 

just didn’t feel like something I wanted to capture for that matter. I kind 

of felt like this is our point. The fact that he’s got an answer to it is nice, 

but I honestly couldn’t figure out how to capture that response in our 

particular finding, so I actually did not do anything. And this was 

highlighted because I didn’t make any changes. And I’m open for 

suggestions here about that. I see Kurt’s comments in the chat. I’ll go 

back to those in a moment since they [inaudible].  

 So, that’s what’s going on with this highlighting. I don’t know if anybody 

wants to disagree with my point of view that, well, I think that this is still 

our point and we should leave it. Or if you have a suggestion on how to 

capture OCTO’s position here. Otherwise, that’s what happened here—

nothing—but I wanted to call out that I actually did nothing. 
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 So, Kurt, you have your hand up. Let’s focus on Finding 4, Kurt. I know 

you have things about the previous thing, but we’ll go back that 

afterwards if you don’t mind. But go ahead, Kurt.  

 

KURT PRITZ: Yeah. I anything else with your position. That’s for OCTO to tell the 

world, not for us, and it’s going to be much more effective when OCTO 

tells the world that. I think it’s just up to us to point out that there’s 

really no distinctions to be made between legacy and new gTLDs 

because of how their business models all occupy spots on the spectrum, 

which is what you’ve done here.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Good. Thank you. I appreciate that. Okay. Any other comments or notes 

from anyone?  

 So, let’s go back up to Finding 1 and the weighting that Kurt was talking 

about. What’s the point that we’re making about weighting in 

recommendation 1 that he asks?  

 I think what I’m taking from your comment there, Kurt, is we don’t say 

enough. We don’t explain it well enough and we don’t say enough 

there. So, okay.  

 I mean, in general, the principle that, at least from my point of view, 

that I’m trying to get across with the weight in talking about weighting is 

that the reputation lists are really just trailing indicators. In fact, they’re 

not directly representable of actual abuse. They’re just reported abuse. 

But there’s no confirmation or anything. And they’re different qualities. 
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The list themselves are different quality and that’s why you weight 

them. And as a user of a list, you decide for yourself how much you care 

or don’t care about what is or isn’t on a list.  

 So, I take from your comment, Kurt, that we should expand on that and 

say more there. I’m open for any text that you want to type in there. I’m 

going to make a comment for the moment about that. Just bear with 

me for a moment while I type this. Rick, you have your hand up, so go 

ahead please while I try to type this note here.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. Sure. Thanks, Jim. I don’t know whether this point is worth 

bringing up because it might be too subtle for this kind of a document, 

but these reputation lists have multiple … They’re kind of compound 

feeds or they contained multiple feeds inside of them, and not only 

when we say the lists are used according to a weighted scale set by the 

users, but inside of a bigger feed—let’s say Spamhaus or something like 

that—there’s different feeds, there’s different sub-feeds inside of that.  

 So, a user or a consumer of that feed can emphasize or de-emphasize 

different pieces of the overall, let’s say, Spamhaus feed. So maybe I 

guess this language here is capturing it good enough. I don’t know if it 

does or, for the audience that we’re dealing with, maybe this is 

sufficient. But even the overall feeds themselves, they don’t have only 

one dimension to them. There’s not just one Spamhaus feed. They’re 

sort of multiple feeds combined. I don’t know.  

 Sean, I know that you have experience in this area. You may want to 

comment on that also, based on your background. Thanks.  
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JIM GALVIN:  Yeah. Thanks, Rick. I agree with you. I highlighted some stuff, which it 

looks highlighted on the screen, that Sue is displaying there in a couple 

of paragraphs up about sometimes offering different quality lists among 

other options. 

 You make a good point and I agree with your detail. There is a question 

about how much detail to put in this, so that brings me around. Let me 

grab on to one thing you said to tease out, which is what is our audience 

here for this document? Who is our audience, rather, is a better phrase. 

And maybe we should have just a little bit of discussion about that. That 

might help us to decide how much detail to put in here. 

 My view is that the audience for this report is really OCTO. That’s the 

first audience, the primary audience. But I think that we should not 

overlook the fact that there is a broader audience that we at least want 

to reach and we want to understand what we’re doing here, and that is 

the ICANN community in general. I was going to say the broader 

Internet community, but I think we should focus on the ICANN 

community. It’s the ICANN community that knows about DAAR and it 

uses it and I think that our broader audience is the average person in 

ICANN, so we want to have sufficient detail that it explains what we’re 

talking about, but it’s also understandable to the average layperson in 

ICANN.  

 So, maybe there is a bit of nuance in what you’re suggesting, Rick, but I 

don’t know. I don’t want to discount that. We should give some thought 
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to how far we want to go here and how much detail to offer in terms of 

those audiences.  

 I’m open for some help here. I’m open for … We can wordsmith here in 

real-time, or if folks want to take this back and think about it. Like I said, 

we’ll give a last call on the mailing list, so folks can take some time after 

this to come back to this and add some words and make some 

suggestions. And I’m certainly open to additional suggestions from 

anyone here that I’ll try to capture in a comment.  

 And I see Kurt’s comment down here, Sam and Kurt. Yeah. Sam is 

suggesting that we should somehow … We don’t actually say in here 

anywhere that DAAR should not be actionable for registries. That is 

really our position in all of this. We don’t actually make that comment 

even in a subtle way anywhere. I suppose in a sense, in my mind, this 

entire thing is sort of suggesting that DAAR can’t be actionable because 

the entire thing is talking about the limits of DAAR. But maybe we 

should make that point directly, Sam. That’s a good comment. I want to 

capture that for the moment. I’m going to capture it down here at the 

bottom to a spot that we’re going to get to here. Okay, I apologize. I just 

put that in there [inaudible] back up. 

 Then, Kurt says the point is too subtle. It’ll take quite a bit to explain it. 

Kurt, when you say the point is too subtle, were you talking about the 

stuff that Rick was talking about or are you talking about the weighting 

in general it might be too subtle to talk about? Kurt, go ahead please.  
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KURT PRITZ: Yeah. I guess I conflated the two in my mind, but maybe as a 

demonstration of my ignorance, but I wouldn’t be able to rewrite the 

highlighted paragraph with my set of limited knowledge. Being a 

representative of the average reader, it would be tough to make sense 

out of it. I think it would take quite a bit to explain of. So, I’m kind of 

with Rick. What Rick was saying that is we need to hit them over the 

head with a sledgehammer that says the purposes of the reputation 

providers and the purposes of those that want to use the data to 

mitigate abuse are two different things. That’s what we want to make 

really clear.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Thank you for that. Okay, fair enough. The notion of weighted scale, I 

think what I’m hearing is that that might itself just be too subtle. It’s not 

going to make sense to the average person in ICANN. So, we really have 

to explain what we mean by weighted scale and tie it back to this 

offering different kinds of lists. Reputation list providers offer different 

kinds of lists.  

 I’ll have to give that some thought here and see what I can come up 

with. Certainly welcome other people jumping in here. Let me just make 

a comment here about these other words up top. Maybe, Rick, I’ll lean 

on you a little bit more here as one of our more technically inclined 

people here, if you want to offer up some words and jump in at some 

point. 

 Kurt, I’m going to assume that’s an old hand. Sean, if you want to go 

ahead, please.  
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SEAN BASERI: Sure. I just wanted to mention something about the weighted scale 

because Rick mentioned it, too. To me, these data feeds are really being 

used by a number of users, usually technical folks, and some of those 

are vendors who make products that an enterprise might buy. So, they 

might buy an email filtering system, whether it’s an appliance or a 

service, and that vendor would subscribe to one of these data feeds and 

integrate it into their product which then downstream an enterprise 

user would use. Others are maybe large email service providers that 

provide it to consumers. 

 I’m not 100% … I think it depends on the solution on how they would 

handle feeds and sub-feeds and scoring and whether they even use a 

scoring system within the sub-feed.  

 I do wonder if this is something that’s … Our knowledge of the use of 

products such as the large data feeds, it’s somewhat limited because we 

are largely working the DNS space where the majority of these are being 

used in email filtering solutions and enterprise security software. 

 So, I don’t have a perfect answer here. I just want to mention because I 

do wonder if we’re the right folks to know all the use cases or just to 

assume that it’s a weighted scale is a most common approach. I do think 

it is an approach. I just don’t know if it’s the most common.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Thanks for that, Sean. At last among those of us who are here today and 

part of this, I am gathering that we’re believing that … Well, certainly we 
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think that what’s here is not descriptive enough and there is a sense 

that this notion of different quality lists and weighting is either too 

technical or a bit too subtle. And I take Rick’s point there from the 

chatroom about maybe sub-feeds can’t be explained in a single 

paragraph.  

 So, I guess all I can do at the moment is … I certainly will take on board 

the comments and see if I can think about a different way to get into 

this and say some of this.  

 I also would welcome again from this group, and ultimately from 

anyone on the list, if you’ve got some ideas and some other words, we’ll 

try and cover this differently.  

 I’ll try to expand a little bit on what different quality lists mean in a 

couple of sentences that will hopefully make the point or maybe we’ll 

just leave that if I can’t come up with anything. And I’ll try to explain 

weighted scale, so we take that phase out of there. 

 So, basically what we want to do is explain the principle. The real point 

that I’m trying to get to here is that these lists have different values for 

different people. Somehow, I want to capture that critical point in all of 

this. Not that any particular reputation list provider does a poor job, 

even though we might think that sometimes about some of them, but 

to say it more positively and constructively, they have different goals 

and those goals may or may not match my needs, but I can nonetheless 

get some information out of that by how I make use of it and that’s 

really the point that needs to be gotten and gotten across here. I think 

that helps our case about the limits of what DAAR can do and again 
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helps our case of DAAR not being actionable because it’s not directly 

evidentiary, if you will, in what it does. 

 Okay, any more to say on this? We’ll take as an action to try and think 

about another way to expand on this and present this message.  

 Okay, moving down past Finding 4 then to the next one, which is Finding 

5. I added that paragraph at the bottom in Finding 5. We were having 

some discussion in the last time and there was some comment in the 

last document about trying to make a distinction about … I think it was 

Kurt who had made the observation that they could reconfigure. In fact, 

I think I took your words there, Kurt, about reconfiguring the reports 

and the context.  

 So they could call out that this is the way the data might look and this 

look might be useful for users, this might be useful for resolvers or ISPs 

and that kind of thing. I was trying to capture that point here.   

 The idea here, in my mind at least, is again [inaudible] understanding 

partly because we are concerned about how the data is presented and 

we wanted to give a little bit back to OCTO in that they at least are 

making an attempt at trying to present clear data, but our observation is 

that it really could use some tweaking and we’re willing to work with 

them on that. So we wanted to give them a little bit of credit that this is 

the way I interpreted the comments and the discussion that we had last 

time. This is an attempt to give them a little bit of credit, for at least 

trying to make the data look useful in addition to our desire to make it 

specifically look even better. Any comments or questions about that?  
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 Okay. Then the next most significant thing that I did—there’s some 

editorial stuff along the way there in those recommendations. I’ll give 

you all a chance to look at that—but is the conclusion.  

 I pulled out of text … In fact, actually if you scroll down through the rest, 

I left all for us to see here. Again, I still left the Appendix A and Appendix 

B which we’ve been carrying forward from other things. What 

happened to … Oh yeah. 

 So, what I did was I pulled out of that text from down below the 

conclusion that we originally had there and I kind of rewrote it a bit and 

I added a conclusion to the bottom of this thing. And this is probably a 

nice segue into talking about next steps and what we want to do next 

and how we expect to approach this. 

 I was thinking that we should put some kind of closure, at last on the 

substance of what we’re offering to the Registry Stakeholder Group and 

I rewrote what we had before to represent what I think is where we are 

now. So I do welcome comments from anyone, that I fairly capture what 

we’ve done and where we’re headed and I’ll use this this as a segue into 

talking about what we’re actually going to do next now that we have 

this report and are continuing to work with OCTO. 

 Let me pause for a moment while people take a moment to read that 

conclusion and see if anything jumps out at you. Any comments or 

questions about that?  

 I think Sam mad a good point earlier. Maybe the conclusion, Sam, is 

what I was thinking, might be the best place to make some kind of 

comment about DAAR by itself not being actionable. So, I’m thinking 
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that there’s probably an opportunity to make that kind of statement in 

the conclusion. Our conclusion in all of this is that DAAR is informative 

but not determinative and thus is not actionable, and we should 

probably add a sentence that that effect in here. I’m certainly open for 

suggestions from anyone about how to say that. I’ll have to give that 

some thought in how to add that. So, I have a hand. Sam, go ahead, 

please.  

 

SAM DEMETRIOU:  Thanks, Jim. Just raised my hand to say I think that makes sense. I’m 

trying to think about this, like you said, obviously the majority of these 

recommendations are going to OCTO but this is a document that’s going 

to end up being read by other parts of the community, and when we 

hear conversations about DAAR and other places, the conversation 

usually turns to, “So why don’t you give this information to registries so 

that registries can then combat these instances of abuse?” So I think 

that this is a point that’s really lost on a lot of people and I think to the 

extent that the conclusion is looking at we’ve done all this work—so 

what? So, what’s the point of these recommendations or what are the 

next steps? I think it’s important to put that marker down. 

 I’d be happy to try to play with it a little bit as well if you want to do a 

first draft. I’d be happy to look. Or whatever works best for you. 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yeah. I’m open for you just jumping in and putting something down. I’m 

all for that. I have no issue there in otherwise changing what’s there.  
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 Okay. Let me jump into a little bit of discussion about next steps here. 

I’m certainly open for other people’s insight on what you think is the 

right way to do this.  

 Roughly speaking, what I’m expecting is that we will declare in this 

working group some kind of consensus on the substance of this report 

and this document here represents our substance. We’ll probably 

delete the Appendix A and Appendix B out of it, but this is what we 

want to say is our work product from this working group and we want 

to give that to the Registry Stakeholder Group.  

 I suspect that it’s going to have to be put into some different kind of 

format. I don’t know. I leave that as kind of an open question. But this is 

the substance of what we’re doing. We want to send it to the Registry 

Stakeholder Group and then it will enter an appropriate process there, 

be reviewed and evaluated and ideally come to a consensus within the 

stakeholder group that we want to publish this work product and 

publish it for two purposes. 

 One is as explicitly to OCTO about work that’s going forward and what 

we’ve been doing, and also we want to make sure that it’s visible to the 

broader ICANN community at large so they know that this is going on 

and it’s another reason why it’s really good to going to that marker in 

there at the bottom here about DAAR not being actionable.  

 So, that’s one set of next steps in terms of this document. I think that 

it’s also important for us to get that publication because it will help 

open the door to working more directly, not just with OCTO, but they 

have to work with folks in terms of their website and the actual 
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production of the reports, so we want to get an opportunity to be able 

to sit down with them to talk about the actual words and messaging. So 

in order to execute on recommendations 4, 5 and 6, we need for all of 

this to be public and out there and then for ICANN, their 

communications group, to be willing to work with us to [inaudible] the 

messaging. That’s one set of next steps. 

 The second set of next steps is, although that’s going to go on, we will 

continue. This group will continue to meet, driven by Samaneh’s 

availability and presentation of material. And also we’ll continue to 

meet for the purposes of working with the communications group in 

order to develop the messaging and tweak the messaging that’s there in 

the reports and stuff.  

 I’m a little nervous about whether or not we’ll be able to maintain a 

good quorum here amongst ourselves. I’m not really sure what that 

particular set of next steps is going to look like, but we do want to make 

sure that when Samaneh has things to talk to us about, we have a group 

of people that’s willing to meet with her. I don’t know exactly what it’s 

going to turn into meeting with the Communications team, but I’m 

hoping that John and Samaneh will bring a proposal to us next time on 

the 30th on how to do that. I’ll reach out to them to make sure that they 

clearly have that question and can come with some suggestions. But we 

need to be prepared to have some kind of quorum to meet with them 

on a regular basis, whatever that turns into. I’m imagining that that 

work will continue until we’re done with them, however long that takes. 

 Those at least are my thoughts. I’m certainly hoping for discussion, 

other suggestions, other opportunities. Donna, of course, as chair of the 
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stakeholder group, may have a slight variation on all of that, and of 

course whoever the next chair becomes, we might have to modulate 

according to what happens there. But I think all of that is fine. We’ll 

work it out.  

 So, we’ll get to when our next meeting is. We’ll get to when our 

meetings are at the end, so thanks for the question, Sue. Sean, you have 

your hand up. Go ahead, please.  

 

SEAN BASERI: Yeah. I just had a quick question about Appendix C. I can’t remember off 

the top of my head. Did we go over Appendix C with the OCTO folks? I 

think at some point we weren’t sure we were going to include it, and 

when I look at previous [tracks], I don’t know if they’ve actually seen 

Appendix C before. 

 

JIM GALVIN:  So, they had not see Appendix C. That really was just for us. Appendix C 

was a recommendation which we had moved to being … Appendix C 

was associated with … We look in Appendix B. I’m scrolling down here. 

No, that’s not right. Where is the list of potential recommendations? 

Did I lose them in this version of the document? I think I lost them in 

this version of the document. I apologize for that. We’ll have to recover 

them and get them down at the bottom so we can see them. 

 I’m sure you recall there was a prior set of potential recommendations. 

One thing that we could do …. That particular appendix was tied to one 

of those and we ended up moving it out after the last Registry 
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Stakeholder Group presentation. We decided to take that 

recommendation and push it into a potential. So we have not actually 

talked about that detail.  

 So a fair question to ask here is do we actually want to revisit any of 

those potential recommendations or do we just want to focus on what 

we’ve got going on with OCTO right now and just stay on that path and 

not worry about it? That’s a question that I can push back to the group 

here. 

 I was thinking that we’re kind of running out of steam at the moment is 

just my personal view and I’m thinking that it’s probably best to try to 

come to closure on what we at least have consensus on. I think we’ve 

done a good job of getting to where we are. We’ve got some solid 

recommendations to make. Additional discussion would be interesting, 

but maybe it’s a little too far to reach at the moment because there’s a 

lot going on and I don’t think that this … If we get these set of 

recommendations done, maybe we should wait and see how they’re 

received by the community, see what DAAR looks like in its next 

generation and then we can revisit it and bring up some of these other 

more elaborate ideas again at a later time. 

 That’s what I’m currently thinking but I’m open for anyone to step up 

and say, “No, we have to jump on these things and find a way to deal 

with them.” And I’m not seeing any hands or applause or anything on 

that respect, so I’m going to assume that letting them just be part of the 

archive is [sufficient for now]. But Kurt, go ahead. You have your hand 

up.  
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KURT PRITZ: Yeah. So, I’m not sure if I lost the conversation, but I think we should 

include the potential recommendations in the report we make to the 

RySG with the signal that we’re going to concentrate on the actual 

recommendations for now, see what happens, and then come back and 

visit these later.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Oh. Actually, I’m sorry. I didn’t scroll around to the right place. I see 

them on the screen now. Silly me.  

 So, the potential recommendations are there. Okay. That’s a good point, 

Kurt. I’m going to make a comment here on that.  

 So, just to be clear. It was the recommendation D in the potential 

recommendations that Appendix C was tied to, Sean. So that’s what I 

would remind us of. Let me just make a note here to make sure to 

include these in the report to the RySG. Okay. So, we’ll have that 

comment there. We’ll make sure that all gets pulled together for our 

report. So that’s a good suggestion, Kurt. Thanks for that. Go ahead, 

Sean. You seem to be doubting yourself there for a moment on your 

hand. 

 

KURT PRITZ: Sure. No problem. It may be related to D or maybe related to one of the 

recommendations above about persistence. I can’t remember exactly. 

I’m not sure … I think at some point in our conversations we were 

unsure if Appendix C was a bit too prescriptive or not. I think there was 
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some back and forth. I can’t remember the full details of where 

everything laid down, settled on consensus. But I just wanted to 

mention that because I think we ended up keeping recommendation on 

persistence but we didn’t discuss Appendix C with OCTO. It sounded like 

OCTO folks needed some time to noodle through that topic as well.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yeah. My recollection about this working group is our consensus was 

that Appendix C was a bit too prescriptive. We did share it with the 

RySG. When we gave our report there, we included it to them because 

we really wanted to make sure that people understood what we were 

talking about and the Appendix C was really for ourselves. We did 

decide for ourselves that it was a bit too prescriptive to just give to 

OCTO in that way. We really wanted to focus instead on the 

requirement of what it is we were looking for and hope for them and let 

them come back with something. But at least this way, for our own 

purposes, it explained to us what was going on and we had something 

to work from. If they had questions, we had something we could talk to 

them about and present to them.  

 So that’s why it’s not really included in any of the reports, and at this 

point, I probably would not include it in the report to the RySG but I’m 

open for alternative points of view on that.  Just adding another extra 

bit to the comment there on the potential of recommendations.  

 So, Kurt, you’re saying show the RySG all the work. So I think what 

you’re suggesting is that including Appendix C is probably a good thing 

in that respect. I’m okay with that. I certainly don’t object.  
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 Well, in that spirit, maybe what we do is we keep all of the appendices 

in our report to the RySG, not just Appendix C. Does anyone object to 

the notion that why don’t we just include … We need to make sure. We 

should just include all this material here in the report to the RySG so 

that folks can see all the work. In fact, I’ll make that as a comment. I’ll 

add that to the top.  

 I apologize for the little bit of silence while I make this comment here at 

the top. So, I think that’s the point that you’re making there, Kurt. And 

that’s a good idea, too. We might as well keep it all there. We actually 

did share all of this with the RySG before, so there’s no reason not to 

include it here. Maybe we’ll just restructure this document a bit in two 

main parts. I’ll do some editorial thing on this document to make it two 

main parts. Yeah, the public section, RySG section. Yes. That’s what we’ll 

do here. We’ll just do that. Okay.  

 Any comments, roughly speaking, about my two main pads for next 

steps? One is just to move this document forward. We’ll do a last call on 

the mailing list so that other folks, as well as those who are here, have 

an opportunity to comment if they want. But otherwise, the plan here is 

to hand it off to the [inaudible] and have them lead us through the 

consensus and the stakeholder group. I’m presuming that we’re going 

to maintain consensus on our group on what we’ve done here, even 

though we’ll do a last call and see what happens. 

 And then, separately, we will just alert the exec team and  the rest of 

the stakeholder group that we’re going to continue to work with OCTO 

but it’ll really be on an on-demand basis, I guess. We’ll have to set up 



RySG DAAR Discussion Group-Jun09                             EN 

 

Page 21 of 22 

 

with them the logistics of us working together and what that’s going to 

look like. Then we’ll continue to do that.  

 Okay. There aren’t any other real comments of substance here. I’m 

going to suggest we jump to any other business and let’s get this 

meeting logistics at the moment here.  

 I think the clearest point to make about meetings is I’m not seeing an 

immediate need for this group to meet again until the 30th when we get 

back together again with Samaneh. I don’t see the need to have a 

particular touch point for all of us. I think that we can move the 

document along on the mailing list, so we don’t actually need to meet 

about that unless something of substance happens to the document, 

but I’m not expecting that. 

 So, I’m thinking that we don’t need … The next meeting that we’ll have 

is going to be on June 30th and we’ll probably be planning our meetings 

week to week at that point, unfortunately. Folks may want to block this 

time out. 

 Maybe what we do, just to make sure that folks save the time is we 

don’t meet until June 30th, but starting on June 30th, why don’t we block 

out a couple of months of meetings through July and August just so that 

people have the time blocked and we’ll work it out from week to week 

depending on what Samaneh’s doing and how we arrange ourselves 

with communications and we’ll figure out how all of that is going to 

work, just to protect the time.  

 Sue is saying … She’s got it in the chatroom. Anyone have any alternate 

suggestions, any different ideas? Anyone object? 
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 Okay. Then, I would say we get two weeks off, and in particular, we 

won’t meet the week of the ICANN meeting itself, and instead we’ll 

meet the week after.  

 So, last call for any other business from anyone else? 

 Not seeing any hands or hearing any voices, then I would say thank you, 

everyone. I give you back 15 minutes of your day and we will talk again 

in a couple of weeks. 

 

SUE SCHULER:  Thanks, Jim. Michelle, we can end the recording. 

 

 

 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


