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SUE SCHULER: Great, thanks.  Okay, Karla, Jim?  I don’t know who’s heading it.   

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Hi, this is Karla Hakansson, I’ll kick things up.  Hi everyone, great to 

reconnect on this.  When we were ending the call last week, we were 

talking about the fact we’ve gone through the timeline and we wanted 

to regroup again in order to discuss some of the points that we had sent 

over as part of the summary to make sure that we were finalizing, or 

getting to a point we were feeling comfortable with the pre-negotiation 

phase before we kicked off the formal negotiation process.  So, at this 

point I’m thinking the ball is in the court of the representatives from the 

stakeholder groups to give us some feedback from the summaries that 

we’ve provided.  So, Jim, I don’t know if that is in your court or with Rick 

at this point? 

 

JIM GALVIN: I don’t have anything in particular to add at the moment.  Let’s give Rick 

a chance to see if he wants to jump in.  I was kind of expecting that you 

would be leading us through the questions that you had.  So Rick, go 

ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Jim.  Rick Wilhelm for the record.  We didn’t see any content 

come out after last week’s call.  I was expecting there would be 

something related to there.  We’ve given some feedback on the call 

from the stuff that was presented before.  I know a lot of that orbited 
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around ICANN floating the proposal of changing SLAs and we, of course, 

had a vigorous discussion about that.   

For what’s on the board here right now, in the scope bullets that’s 

there, one thing I can offer is that it’s not specifically called out about 

the protocol and process for changing the RDAP profile, but I know that 

we talked about those factors during our previous discussion.  Thank 

you. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Yes, thanks Rick.  Very good points.  Answer the question [inaudible].  

Go ahead, Russ. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: This is Russ.  Yeah, thanks.  So, I think as we were wrapping up our last 

call, we didn’t put out any clear action items action [inaudible], so 

apologies there.  I think the feedback we got, just towards the end, was 

-- and it was a little mixed from what I recall, was that some folks 

wanted to just mostly focus on process going into the formal 

negotiation.  Some folks were hoping to, I think, get a little more 

negotiation.  It sounded like the contract party side was a little split on 

whether we should or shouldn’t do that without kicking off the 

negotiation first and ensuring that we’ve entered that formal phase, 

and essentially got authorization from both sides to negotiate, I think, 

was the premise there.   

I think in terms of scope from our side, the way we’re thinking about it 

is, as it says in the documents, we’re trying to incorporate RDAP into the 

contracts and both contracts so that it’s a robustly defined service, 

similar to the way in which WHOIS is defined today, and ideally 
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identifying a transition plan away from the Port 43 service to an RDAP 

only model, I think, from IDDS.   

And then, making the requisite adjustments throughout the contracts 

on where references, IDDS [inaudible] so that they’re properly scoped 

as sometimes you reference WHOIS in terms of a system, in a protocol, 

and sometimes you reference [inaudible] in terms of data, just making 

sure we’re capturing those things appropriately as we go through the 

contract.  The starting place is absolutely using the profile that’s already 

been developed as a starting point using the SLAs that were already 

developed in that smaller group as the starting point, the foundation, 

and then I think the points we largely have to negotiate in that formal 

process are, how do we go from those foundation points, they get us off 

the ground, up and running with RDAP, to a transition from our dual 

system world of RDAP and WHOIS to a single system world of just RDAP, 

I think, is the goal.   

Those are things left to be negotiated and I think that’s where more 

discussion to have related to things like SLAs, and that’s accounted for 

in the document that we have today; towards the end of the document 

there it has kind of a clause that Jim’s referenced in some of our past 

calls that we’re supposed to get some experience and come back to the 

table and we all know how challenging it is to actually do these things, 

coming back to the table.   

And so, I think our goal is, can we use the time we have now in this 

formal negotiation to get that experience since you’re already starting 

the RDAP implementation as of August 26th, so that we can actually set 

realistic SLAs going forward.  Hopefully, that makes sense.   

 



 

Page 4 of 21 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Russ.  This is Jim Galvin speaking, for the record, and I’ll make a 

couple of comments, and then certainly others can jump in if they have 

something to add here.  From our point of view, the most important 

thing is that we stick to what we know and what we have already 

documented.  As you experienced last week, we had a somewhat 

vigorous discussion about suggestions to changes in SLAs.  I think that I 

would observe in particular about that issue is just that well it’s only just 

started I think there were some expectation of getting a little bit more 

experience than just the past few weeks.   

And I also think that it’s really probably not entirely fair to look at the 

few of us who are here at this discussion as being representative of that 

operational side of RDAP.  There are many more people who are 

operating RDAP than those who are here and interested in what 

changes are going to happen to the contracts so that we can have that 

process.  Those really are two different discussions to be had and I 

would be uneasy, speaking for myself, to want to speak for the entire 

stakeholder group, even for the registries, and of course I’m not part of 

the registrar’s stakeholder group.  So, it would be awkward at best to 

try and speak about operational considerations in this forum, and even 

in the forum that this becomes when it becomes formalized.  I just think 

it’s important to keep that in mind.   

So, emphasizing the point that you made when you started, Russ, 

sticking to what’s documented and making the scope of this be just how 

we get the contracts to reflect what we do know, so that we can 

manage the deployment of RDAP within our contracts, so switching 

those as they are now from WHOIS to RDAP is certainly something that 

we’re prepared to do and talk about and could probably move through 

relatively smoothly.  We have not, in any sort   of formal sense, talked 
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about the sunsetting of WHOIS so that’ll be a new discussion to be 

started.   

And again, maybe we’ll have some thoughts about that, but, I don’t 

think that anything we say here should be considered representative of 

the broader groups per se, just noting that that’s a question that’ll come 

up and we’ll each have some time to go back to our respective groups, 

meaning registries and registrars, to figure out what we want to do with 

that, so we can come to the table when it happens and understand 

what kinds of parameters we want to look for there.  And I think that’s 

what is important there.  I think there was a [inaudible] give Russ a 

chance to respond and then we’ll come back to anyone else who wants 

to speak.  Go ahead, Russ. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Jim.  I think we’re [inaudible] because I’m thinking about this 

very similarly in that, as you said, we’re starting with the documents we 

have, the things we know, and know that the stakeholder groups have 

seen, en masse, and largely agreed to through their own processes, and 

then we have to get into the formal negotiation to define the things that 

we don’t know yet or haven’t agreed to yet, and so I think we’re largely 

agreed in terms of alignment on that and I’ll stop there. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay, thanks.  A moment ago, it sounded like someone wanted to say 

something.  Is there someone who wants to speak?  I’m not hearing 

anything or seeing any hands.   

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay. 
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JIM GALVIN: So, if that’s the case, I mean, unless you have a specific question for us 

that you want to try and get some insight on, either Russ or Karla, 

maybe we can just quickly jump to, we did it last week but maybe let’s 

just have another quick review of the process here and the timeline 

we’re looking for.  I think we had a display of it last time, if we could do 

that again that’d be good.  And, maybe, then we’re done for today. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah Jim, I think that’s a good idea, and I think when we think about 

timeline, let’s focus less on dates and more about steps in the process, 

because the dates are obviously subject to the first milestone, which is 

getting to an agreement, and then everything just kind of cascades from 

there with specified timelines based on the contracts, but it all stems 

from how quick we get to an agreement.  So just keep that in mind as 

people look through the timeline. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Sure, I think we can do that Russ, thanks very much.   

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: One other item, I think, given we have a real small group today, I think it 

would probably be best if Karla and I put an email in to Graeme and 

Donna and the group as a whole.  There was, I think, mixed opinion 

about doing the negotiations together or separate between registry and 

registrar, so I think we’ll take our cues a little bit from the stakeholder 

group’s leadership and let you guys talk amongst yourselves, without us 

on the line and figure that out. 
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JIM GALVIN: So, that sounds good, Russ.  I see Rick’s hand, let me just add a quick 

response to your comment about separation of discussions.  We 

currently believe that we can do all this together as a group, both 

registries and registrars.  It’s not immediately obvious that there is 

anything significant that would require separation.  And, so we believe it 

would just be easier if we did it together, we’re essentially going to be 

setting up the same kind of service and we’ll see as we go.   

I appreciate your willingness to take a cue from us, we’ll decide amongst 

ourselves if we get to a point where we think we want to talk about any 

one or more things separately and then we’ll arrange for that if we need 

to.  But let’s go into this together and we’ll see how far we get with 

that.   And with that, let me go to Rick, he’s got his hand up, go ahead 

please. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Very good, thank you, Jim.  Rick Wilhelm, Verisign.  I think that there 

were to these points about together or separate, I’m pretty sure the 

general place we ended up was together as long as possible.  But 

although, at a certain point they will have to split off because I think 

that the general sense is that that would help us get to a conclusion 

more expeditiously on these things.  And kind of related to that, there 

was some further discussion among the group that related to getting to 

things expeditiously.  From time to time we’ve heard about, “Oh, well 

that was discussed during the early part of the SLA negotiations with 

Francisco and Cyrus and they’re not here right now.”   

So, like we’re not trying to influence, I can’t exact negotiation approach, 

but the notion that we’d had a number of these things sorted out and 
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that there’s commonality between the contracted party house.  From 

when the contracted party house is working on this the first time and 

not that same kind of continuity among, within ICANN, that tends to be 

not the best way to perceive things at a good tempo, because then it 

forces ICANN to go back and consult internally.   

So, that would be, now we may be at a point where that’s not going to 

come up any further, and this may have been teething pains, if you will, 

on the initial portion of the negotiations.  But that would be something 

Russ that maybe you could consider about who’s going to be 

participating in these, just in order to help keeping the tempo going, 

thank you. 

 

JIM GALVIN: So, thanks Rick.  Certainly, a good question for you Russ and Karla to 

think about going forward.  We don’t want to be, as much as possible, it 

would be helpful to have the discussions at the moment in the room 

rather than have to depend on going back and doing prior research and 

study to bring to the next meeting in terms of tempo.  So, yeah, 

something for you to keep in mind and we’d ask for your consideration 

about that as we get into the formal process.   

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Russ, do you want to jump in before… 

 

JIM GALVIN: Yes, please Karla, we’ll go to Russ. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: I was just going to say, noted, noted, understood. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Great, so I think we’re in alignment with -- I’ll make a couple 

statements; first of all, I think we’ve got good alignment internally and 

in terms of representing ICANN at this point in time, I think, I like the 

way Rick represented in terms of some teething pains, but I think 

moving forward comments are noted, but I feel like we’re in a position 

to keep moving forward with the conversations.  I do think that we’re at 

a stage right now where we are looking at a couple of different points to 

try to help move the conversations forward.   

One is, I think we need to try to understand from the stakeholder 

group’s point of view, on what items we need to keep together for the 

conversations and then when we split the conversations up into specific 

registry and registrar discussions for the amendments.  With that in 

mind, there are some SLA discussions that we’d like to get some closure 

on and then also I would imagine that around the WHOIS services and 

the retirement of WHOIS, there should be alignment between the 

registries and the registrars in terms of how you’re thinking about that, 

and then we can get into the specifics of each of the RA amendment 

and RAA amendment in separate conversations.   

So, maybe we can think about it in terms of how we set up the next 

conversations and driving those conversations to conclusion or at least 

try to get our hands around the sunset of WHOIS, for example, and 

subsequent conversations as we’re all together, and then we split off 

into the specific discussions for the RA and RAA.  At this point we’ve 

provided our input in terms of the summaries for the amendments 

themselves and it would be great to start getting into the deeper 

conversations around some of the things that we have presented up to 

this point, because I don’t think that we’ve really gotten into them. 
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JIM GALVIN: Okay, thank you, Karla.  Let me make three comments, I guess.  Going 

sort of in backwards order, I think in the way you just presented them.  

With respect to sunsetting WHOIS is, we can certainly, for ourselves, 

each, and by each meaning registries and registrars, and perhaps we’ll 

probably do this together in some way, we’ll take back as a question in 

an action for ourselves to consider what parameters and with concerns 

and issues we have with respect to sunsetting WHOIS.  At least to my 

knowledge this has not been a significant discussion amongst ourselves, 

so we’ll want to have some time to put that together so that, you know, 

we’ll be prepared when you’re ready to talk about that too, as far as the 

timing of that is concerned.    

With respect to bifurcating, I believe I heard you suggesting, you were 

asking for us to give you the list of things that we think we can do 

together and things we think we could do separately.  I’d like to suggest 

that we refrain that at the moment, we’re not prepared to say which 

things we know that we need to do separately.  I think our preference is 

just to step through this together and we’ll identify things, if they 

happen to present themselves that need a separate discussion, and 

then we’ll plan for those and time them accordingly.   

So, let’s just plan to do things together and to walk through things until 

such time as it highlights itself and presents itself that we need to do 

that.  I know that you want to try and plan that in advance and I’m 

seeing a plus one to that comment from Owen Smigelski in the chat 

room.  The third thing that I would comment on is it felt, Karla, you 

were suggesting that there was some discussion to be had about SLAs.  

And, I do want to reiterate a comment that we’ve made before and I 
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made it when we started this thing, let me try and say this a bit more 

succinctly again, from our point of view the SLA discussions are done.   

There’s an SLA that has been agreed to, it’s documented, it’s been 

published, that’s the SLA that we are willing to go with.  If there is a 

change that’s going to be presented, I just think it’s important that you 

realize that then that becomes a point of discussion and a point that will 

then become a point of negotiation, if you will, even in our future 

discussions.  If you think that value needs to change at this point in 

time, then that, yes, that will simply become on the agenda that has to 

be talked about.   

On the other hand, we’re just going to be incorporating what’s already 

been agreed to and done, then we’re fine for now.  Recognizing, of 

course, that we knew that at some point in the future, there would 

need to be a discussion of the SLA, but we’re not prepared to do that 

now and not even prepared to pick that time at the moment on that 

issue.   

But, we are willing to believe that there should be a future discussion 

about it, just don’t expect it to be a part of this, so I’ll end just by saying 

Max had some input of plus one in the chat room there on that last 

comment, just so that you know Russ, I know that you’re not really 

seeing the chat room.  There are no other hands that are coming up at 

the moment, I don’t know if Russ or Karla, if you want to make a 

comment to that?   

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: This is Russ.  Yeah, thanks Jim.  So, I think in the same context, as we 

think about the SLAs, I think we are comfortable with the SLAs as 

documented as our baseline SLAs, but to your point you made a couple 
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times on this call, the conversation about sunsetting WHOIS and about 

the preliminaries to sunset WHOIS have yet to be discussed, I think 

that’s where we think there’s still a good reason to talk about SLAs in 

that context only, not for getting RDAP off the ground, in terms of 

defining it as one of the IDDS services, the way it’s described in that SLA 

document.   

But if we’re going to talk about sunsetting WHOIS, I think we want to 

have the conversation about SLAs for the future, that’s the discussion 

we’ll want to have, and if neither side wants to have it at this time, we 

don’t want to talk about SLAs anymore, we’re not ready to talk about 

sunsetting WHOIS, we can scope that amendment too, which is just 

incorporating what we have documented already today about one I 

think would be even faster. 

 

JIM GALVIN: So just for clarity, Russ, it sounds like you’re suggesting that the 

discussion of sunsetting WHOIS incorporates a discussion or includes a 

discussion of changing the SLAs for RDAP.  Is that what you’re saying? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yes.   

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay.  Let me pause there, I see Rick has his hand up.  Let me let Rick 

jump in here for a moment while I just take that onboard, go ahead 

Rick. 
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RICK WILHELM: Thanks Jim, thanks Russ, for making that position clear.  That would be a 

best sort of position that these SLAs are basically only in effect when 

WHOIS and RDAP are running concurrently and any discussion of WHOIS 

sunset is going to require a change in the SLAs.  That would be 

perceived as a substantial shift in ICANN’s position on this and it would 

almost indicate that the negotiations over the SLAs previously were 

nothing more than a warm-up round to establish some sort of bar from 

which their SLAs will get pulled back.   

So, we would have to, of course, take it back to the entire CPH, but my 

initial reaction to that is that’s a fundamental change and is really not 

representative of what the expectations were regarding the SLAs when 

they negotiated, that they would somehow not be valid, except if they 

were going to be changed, in other words, they would require a change 

in order to get WHOIS sunset.  And there’s a number of reasons why I 

could object to that on technical grounds, but just the notion that these 

SLAs don’t mean that if we don’t just agree to just the SLAs we’re not 

going to get WHOIS sunset, that seems to be a really substantial change 

in ICANN’s position, thank you. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Rick, let me just clarify.  I think what we’re saying is we need to have 

that discussion.  I’m not going to take a position that things have to 

change, but I think, as you guys eluded to, we really haven’t discussed 

what the right parameters are to sunset WHOIS and we need to look at 

all of them, and SLAs are one of them in that mix of things.  So, if you 

guys think that’s a change in position from a perception perspective, 

okay.  From our side we’re aligned, but it’s not.   
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Those SLAs that were discussed and the document that you produced in 

those discussions only reference a two-system world and leave 

opportunity for more discussions,, about SLAs in the future with more 

experience.  So, I don’t know where the disconnect occurred there, but I 

think we’re aligned on our side.  We want to have that discussion, I’m 

not saying we have to get to a particular place at this point, but we do 

want to have it. 

 

JIM GALVIN: So, this is Jim again, Russ.  I think what I would like to add to this 

discussion is when I think about WHOIS versus RDAP, so let’s see.  Now 

let me come at this from this direction instead, take a step back here.  I 

do appreciate that probably the context here is we’re talking about 

RDDS SLAs, and it’s appropriate to have that discussion.  However, 

ultimately, the SLA itself really is technology dependent.   

RDDS represents a concept or a particular service offering and RDAP 

versus WHOIS represents two different ways in which one might offer 

that service.  So, you know, from my point of view as I think about this, 

I’m struggling to find the nexus point that suggests that the SLAs for 

WHOIS are somehow tied to the SLAs for RDAP.  It seems completely 

natural from a technology point of view, to me, that they would each 

have their own set of SLAs.  They’re very different protocols, very 

different performance characteristics in operation, so it’s clear to me 

why they would be related or tied to together.   

And I just offer that as a comment and an observation, you know, I think 

the sunsetting of WHOIS really can be an entirely independent 

discussion.  It’s nice to know that as we deploy RDAP and we get it 

settled in, let’s take WHOIS out of the picture and turn it off and migrate 
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the world away from that.  And then I think we need to separately 

continue to discuss and advance RDAP so that it is the best service that 

we can offer to the community, in whatever that turns into.   

So, you know, I guess if you want to make a point of discussion and a 

point of negotiation that sunsetting of WHOIS requires the revising and 

revisiting RDAP SLAs, you know that’s an interesting position, I think 

from your side to take and, you know, okay, we’ll just bring that to the 

table and we’ll see where the discussions go.  My summary observation 

is just that it’s not immediately obvious to me how those things are tied 

together at all, but you know, okay we can each have our sides in this 

and we’ll take it from there, thanks. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Good, thanks, Jim. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay, I think that’s it then.  I think, unless there is some -- and I’m 

looking at your timeline here and we had talked about that last time, 

and I think that all of that is fine.  As you said, everything is driven by 

whatever the formal discussion group comes to, that’s got a 90-day 

timer on it.  If it’s 89 that’s great, if it’s more, it is what it is.  Everything 

else is sort of fixed, because they’re sort of defined processes, and so 

everything just slips according to where the discussion group goes.  And, 

I think we know where we are in terms of topics to talk about. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks Jim.  This is Karla Hakansson jumping in again.  My take-away 

from the end of the last call was that there was a sense that there were 

items that still needed to be resolved in the pre-negotiation phase 
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before we formally kicked off the 90-day discussion period.  And I want 

to make sure that we’re covering all those points and looking back at 

the notes, the transcription from last week’s call, it seemed like Graeme 

had some additional points that he wanted to try to negotiate or at 

least come back to us with in terms of the summaries that we had sent 

over to the group a couple weeks ago.   

So, I don’t know if you all had a chance to regroup on any of those 

points, and wanted to try to dive into those today.  Obviously, with 

Graeme not on the call, that might be a bit of a challenge.  That was my 

understanding as far as how we were going to be framing this particular 

conversation and I’m wondering if we need to have another call to 

regroup on what some of those items are.  Or should we just move 

forward with the kick off of the formal negotiation period?   

 

JIM GALVIN: So, thanks for that Karla.  Let me reach out here and kind of put Zoe on 

the spot here for a moment, I don’t know if you have any information 

that you can offer about whether Graeme might have been getting 

ready to be prepared with that list, or if such a list is to be forthcoming 

or not? 

 

ZOE BONYTHON: Hi, it’s Zoe here.  Yeah, I’m not aware of a list being forthcoming and I 

definitely don’t think we should be agreeing to anything, specifically 

without Graeme and Donna to do so.  It sounds like we need to go back 

to the [inaudible], and I’m sorry but I’ve had to miss the last couple of 

meetings because they conflicted with the EPDP.  I’m not aware of 

anything that’s coming imminently, that Graeme’s ready to come back 

with, so I think we need to go back to them.  And then, maybe we need 
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to look at having, if it’s necessary, a CPH training meeting to discuss 

these things, if that’s something that needs to happen or a whole group 

meeting again?  It sounds like we’re missing the people who have the 

answers to this. 

 

JIM GALVIN: So, thanks Zoe.  I think I would say, Karla, for next steps from this point, 

I mean, obviously the next step we’re trying to get to is to formally open 

the discussion group.  But I would say the path to getting there is to 

send a note to both Donna and Graeme and make sure that we are 

ready to go.  I think I’m safe in saying for the registry side, we don’t 

have any issues to bring to the table we wanted to highlight.  Thank you 

for remembering that Graeme had suggested that he might have some 

issues that he wants to bring.   

So, I think as part of you and Russ reaching out to Donna and Graeme to 

see if we’re ready to go.  You can do that and Graeme will say whether 

or not he wants to have another discussion to see if there’s anything 

else or not.  I was going to stop there and move forward, but if you want 

to respond to that Karla that’s fine.  Let’s go to Rick first, he’s got his 

hand up.  Rick, go ahead please. 

 

RICH WILHELM: Thank you, Jim.  Rick Wilhelm for the record.  Just a quick point that, 

one I agree with the things you have been saying Jim, also related to, on 

this topic here.  What are the benefits, or the pros and cons of the 

timing?  Perhaps Russ or Karla, you could articulate the benefits or pros 

and cons of the timing of starting the negotiations, because I think as 

Jim said, the registries don’t necessarily have things that are particular 

that, or wanted to pre-negotiate, but as you heard from both my 
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comments and Jim’s, there’s certainly plenty of things that we think 

require negotiation.   

And whereas I think Graeme would probably also agree that a number 

of things require negotiations, so this might just be largely a question of 

when does the clock start, and maybe you could talk about the trade 

offs of starting the clock sooner versus later.  I don’t think we covered 

that in our last call.  Thank you. 

 

JIM GALVIN: That’s a good question Rick, thank you.  Karla or Russ? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah, I’ll take it.  Thanks, thanks both Rick and Jim.  So, I think that the 

longer that we  are in the pre-negotiation phase, the timeline is going to 

continue to slip.  So, I think that we’re at a point where, I believe, we’re 

ready to move forward with the formal discussion period and I just got 

this sense that there were points that the groups wanted to try to come 

back to us on before we formally kicked that off.   

And as we’ve already noted a couple of times, the person who made 

that comment, Graeme, isn’t on the call, so I do think that we need to 

regroup with Donna and Graeme to just make sure that they are 

comfortable with moving forward.  And if not, then we need to 

understand what points they believe are still open for conversation 

before we formally kick it off.   

So, it’s really just a matter of timing Rick at this point.  And we want to 

make sure that we’re all comfortable in terms of where we’re at, in 

terms of the points that we’ve tried to provide up to this point and 
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making sure we are moving forward as effectively and efficiently as 

possible. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay, if I could just jump in.  I didn’t get the impression that, from my 

impression of Graeme’s comments, that he was necessarily wanting the 

negotiations to go slower.  I recall him saying that he thought that once 

the timeline started, the discussion gets even, to use the term, more 

expensive, but I’m not sure what that exactly meant.  And, so, it sounds 

like it’s really more just a question of timing.  So, okay, thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thank you, Rick.  This is Karla again, it’s really just the timing piece of it, 

you’re right.  So, I would make a suggestion that we can send out the 

email to Donna and Graeme and just see if we can get some clarity 

around what unfinished issues need to be discussed.  I think it would be 

a good suggestion for the representatives from both stakeholder groups 

to regroup and see if there are other points that you want to try to 

come back to us on that need to be addressed before we formally kick 

off the discussion period.  I don’t know if they need to need necessarily 

happen independently or happen together, I’m referring to the email to 

Donna and Graeme.  And then as you guys are [AUDIO BREAK] 

 

JIM GALVIN: Karla, we seem to have lost you.  You ended kind of abruptly there.   

 

SUE SCHULER: It looks like she’s on mute.   
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Hello? 

 

JIM GALVIN: Yes, now we hear you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Oh, I don’t know what happened, that was very strange.  I’m not sure 

how far I got before I cut out, but the point I was trying to make is, we’ll 

send the email to Donna and Graeme.  I think it would be beneficial for 

you guys to group internally between the representatives of the 

stakeholder groups to see what else, questions or issues you want to 

come back to us with, and, if we need to have another call to address 

those. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Right, so, thank you for that, Karla.  I think that we’ll wait and see how 

Donna and Graeme respond to you and we will also take an action to 

consider the issue of WHOIS sunset parameters and then we’ll go from 

there.  WHOIS sunset parameters are not, from our point of view, that 

needs to delay kicking off the formal process, but we can wait and see 

what Graeme wants to do with the registrars and if there’s anything else 

on his list.   

Otherwise, at least for the moment, accepting any comments from 

Graeme, I think that this might be the last one of these that we need.  

We need Donna and Graeme to speak and say whether or not they have 

any issues to discuss.  If you don’t have anything that, then, at least 

from the registry side at the moment, we don’t have anything.  But, let’s 

just follow up with Donna and Graeme and then we can go from there.   
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Great.  This is Karla again, that sounds great.  And, so we’ll get that 

started then and see where that lands us and we’ll move from there. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay.  Maybe open call for any other business, if anyone has anything 

else that they want to comment on and add here?  Not seeing any 

hands or hearing anything.  Then I would say everybody gets back 

fifteen minutes to your day.  So, thanks to Russ and Karla and everyone 

for joining us.  It was good to hear from you. 

 

ZOE BONYTHON: Thanks all, bye. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thank you all. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Thank you.  Michelle, we can end the recording. 

 

 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 

 


