
ICANN 

Moderator Julie Bisland 

10-23-18 11:30 am CT 

Confirmation 8231111 

Page 1 

 

ICANN  
Transcription ICANN63 Barcelona 

GNSO – Informal Council Session 

Tuesday, 23 October 2018 at 18:30 CEST 

Note: Although the transcription is largely accurate, in some cases it is incomplete or inaccurate due to 
inaudible passages or transcription errors. It is posted as an aid to understanding the proceedings at the 

meeting, but should not be treated as an authoritative record.  

 

 

Heather Forrest: Okay folks.  So, this is our informal prep session to get ready for motions 

tomorrow and we have the unprecedented situation of having, I think it's eight 

motions on the agenda.   

 

 What I would like to do to start off with, what we normally do for these 

sessions, in addition to providing a bit of refreshments to help us all ease out 

of the day, is we normally invite our SG & C chairs, as well, to be with us, so 

we have a few of those folks.   

 

 We've also got - given that this is the AGM and we're doing a transition 

tomorrow - we have a few of our incoming counselors with us.  So, what I 

would like to do is just take the opportunity to introduce those, or allow the 

incoming counselors to introduce themselves.  So, please tell us where 

you're from and which SG or C you come from.  And, Maxim, I might start 

with you. 

 

Maxim Alzoba: Maxim Alzoba.  Registry Consistency Group from Russia, basically that’s 

Moscow.   

 

Flip Petillion: Good evening.  I'm Flip Petillion.  I have a small Boutique Firm in Brussels 

and I'm a lawyer.  And I come from the IPC. 

 

Elsa Saade: Hi, I'm Elsa Saade.  I'm from Lebanon and I also represent NCSG.   

 

Scott McCormick: Scott McCormick, excuse me, represents DC US. 
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Heather Forrest: Thanks very much and welcome to - to you guys.  We'll have an opportunity 

tomorrow to celebrate and party and dance our way out of the room.  Those 

of us who are - who are leaving counsel.   

 

 So, based on our discussions on Sunday, I've asked (Scott) to start us off 

with the IGO INGO, sort of (unintelligible) PDP motion, which is the one you'll 

see on the Adobe Room on the screen.  There is a closet Adobe Room for 

this session because it's closed.  You'll find that that session requires you to 

enter a password - pardon me - a password.  If we need to - does anybody 

need that recirculated?  No, you don't need to be logged in.  No, no.  I'm only 

going to login just to make sure if anybody puts their hand up so that I can 

see it.  But no, you actually don't need to be logged in. 

 

 So, on this motion, it seems awful to have to have mics on a session like this, 

one?  On this motion, I've heard over the last few days, and I'll tell you that 

Susan and Mary and (Steve) and I, have been working very closely together 

on discussions around what the possible options are.   

 

 And I understand that that has been discussed in the various SGs and Cs 

throughout today, as well.  I would like to put a suggestion on the table - a 

proposal, for lack of a better word.  I understand there's been some 

discussion around the houses about that deferral.   

 

 The reason I think that deferral - let's say - isn't the most strategic (force) - is 

that under the operating procedures, deferral requires that we consider the 

motion again in the next council meeting.  And, let's say when we think about 

document deadline, travel home, document deadline - it means there's only 

going to be, like, three weeks to really think about what to do next on this 

motion.  And I'm not convinced, given the level of dialogue that's happened 

here, that that's necessarily the best path forward.  I think it hampers the next 

council a little bit. 
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 On - so as I understand it, deferring the motion means we need more time.  If 

there's a suggestion out there for deferral - what I would propose to you is 

that we consider withdrawing the motion.  And Donna is the maker of the 

motion.  (McAuley) was not entirely sure if he had seconded this one or not, 

so I have a note from him.  He gives his apologies for this one. 

 

 I'm going to suggest that we withdraw the motion and it would be entirely 

Donna's choice as to whether or not to do that - for the following reasons.  I 

think what I'm hearing here, in relation to concerns about the process that this 

PDP underwent.   

 

 A point that Susan and I made - a key point pretty early on when we stepped 

into this PDP to hand over 3.7 appeal, was that it looked as if these 

recommendations were consensus based, but that was a consensus of 

roughly six or seven people.  And I've been concerned (all along) that six to 

seven people does not consensus make.  And that potentially this PDP has 

not had the representation for any number of reasons that it could have had. 

 

 And that maybe in the spirit of PDP 3.0 - so now I'm going to say something 

pretty bold.  In the spirit of PDP 3.0, we talked about how do we - how do we 

improve efficiency and effectiveness in the PDP and I think maybe counsel 

could have done something much sooner on this PDP.  And, with that in 

mind, I think withdrawal (buys us) the option to think about various things.  I'll 

tell you later what I think we ought to be thinking about doing.  But I would like 

to suggest that we - let's say that’s (five points).   

 

 So, with that, I'm happy to open the floor.  Darcy.  So, Darcy followed by 

Keith, followed by Tatiana. 

 

Darcy Southwell: Thanks, Heather.  Darcy Southwell.  We're not recorded, I guess, anyway.  

Habit.  Yes, I think the Registrars would support a withdrawal for the very 

same reasons that you mentioned.  We did today talk about deferment and 

then in (thinking through that), we realized that means we have to deal with it 
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next month and that's probably not enough time to figure out what to 

appropriately do with this. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, Darcy.  Keith. 

 

Keith Drazek: Thank you, Heather.  Keith Drazek.  So, yes, like Darcy and the Registrars - 

the Registry Stakeholder Group discussed this issue at quite some length 

today.  Discussed the possibility of a deferral.  Also, discussed the possibility 

and preference, frankly, for a withdrawal at this time.   

 

 I think for all the reasons you listed, as well as, and in recognition of the letter 

that we received from Manal, the GAC Chair, this week, referencing the 

recommendations for consultation where a final report recommendation is not 

in - well is in conflict with GAC advice - that there's an expectation or 

recommendation that came out of the GNSO GAC Consultation Group, that 

there would be, at least, a conversation. 

 

 And I think we need to give ourselves room to consider that.  So, the Registry 

is - following our discussions today, would, at this time, support a withdrawal 

of the motion and further conversation within the council about what to do 

next.  Thanks. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks Keith.  Tatiana. 

 

Tatiana: Thank you very much Heather.  I just have procedural question.  I mean, do 

prefer withdrawal to - deferral (kindly) - actually I was (already) on deferral 

(voting) but taking into consideration how it went with GAC and how 

(unintelligible), all right.   

 

 I want to ask you, so if we deferred, are we still going to have a conversation 

about these during this GNSO council meeting?  Or do we just defer and 

postpone it?  Because I think it would be worse to still start, you know, 

(substance) conversations, so we know what to - which issues to consider for 
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the next meeting.  So, you know, not just swipe it under the carpet until they 

appear again.  Thank you. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks Tatiana.  So, as you can imagine, we've had a good hardy look at the 

- the Staff and Leadership and I - have had a good hardy look at the 

operating procedures as to what this means.  Yes.  So, deferral is an option 

under the OPS Procedures. 

 

 The consequence - oh, sorry, withdrawal and deferral, obviously both options.  

The consequence of withdrawal, what that does is - as opposed to deferral - 

in addition to the timing issue, is that if and when this - even the exact same 

motion were to appear on a council agenda, it would be treated as a new item 

on the council agenda.  So, essentially you just start the slate from zero 

again.  It doesn't stop it from being resubmitted.  It doesn't stop it from being 

resubmitted in a different form. 

 

 I think that gives us significant flexibility.  Far more so than the deferral, as 

well.  Because, let's say another option on the table would be that we could 

amend this motion.  But the challenge with amending a motion is, 

amendments (are) truly amendments.  It's not rewriting the motion.  So, I 

think with that in mind, we leave all of our options open. 

 

 Now, to your specific question Tatiana, because I think it's an excellent one - 

what I think we can do is, there's a question in my mind as to when we want 

to pull the trigger on withdrawal - if it is indeed, you know, what Donna opts to 

do having heard this conversation.  To the extent that we pull the trigger on 

the motion today, I think we could safely scratch the motion and leave it on 

the topic for a discussion topic.  Right? 

 

 We could also; there is nothing in the OPS Procedures that says when a 

motion would need to be withdrawn.  So, there is no deadline for withdrawing 

a motion.  It could also technically happen that, as we get to this item 
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tomorrow, we announce the item as we normally do and Donna, as maker of 

the motion says, I'd like to withdraw. 

 

 I think there's a pretty symbolic movement here in, perhaps, withdrawing 

before then and not leaving the community on (pintle) hooks between now 

and Wednesday afternoon.  But that's to be decided.  So, your question is an 

excellent one.  The OPS Procedures give us all the flexibility and it doesn't 

poison anything either way. 

 

Male 1: Some of you might have seen the email I sent (to her because) an hour ago 

we (saw) preliminary points (in the) (unintelligible) GAC communique and this 

is definitely on the - on their end, they definitely (thought) they are quite 

prepared to take it to the board and they actually - it seems they have actually 

built up a fairly good case for why they don't think the proper procedure was 

followed.  So, we need to be aware of that. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, (Hill).  I have Susan followed by Phillippe. 

 

Susan Kawaguchi: So, I am much less bothered by this - these recommendations not 

following GAC advice as I am bothered by the - what happened in this PDP?  

And, you know, I've been a lucky recipient to be able to - have to dig into this 

- but you know, the - Heather took most of the brunt here - in the last, you 

know, really since last January I guess. 

 

 And didn't fully grasp the importance of all of these (recs).  Part of me, at 

some point with the final report, thought, oh, so what.  What if we adopt these 

and they'll go nowhere?  Because, in some ways, all of the recommendations 

make no sense and would not work at all.  So, it was almost a throwaway for 

me. 

 

Heather Forrest: Susan, I'm so sorry to interrupt, but the Staff has just reminded me that I 

need to say this.  And it's important that I do, so I apologize for interrupting.  

This session is not live, but it is recorded and transcribed.  Do, we normally 
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do that (Morita)?  I guess we do and as I say it, I understand the explanation 

for it.  So, we had some discussions along the way about whether or not this 

is an open or closed session and this was the concession, right?  That it's a 

closed session, but we make our conversation available to everyone.  So, I'm 

sorry for interrupting, Susan, but I thought it was important that we all 

understand that that's the case.  Thanks. 

 

Susan Kawaguchi: So, that doesn't change anything I just said.  I mean, and I have no 

problem with it being recorded.  I do think, from a process point-of-view and 

the 3.0 work we've done this year - good work - that, and I'm just growing to 

understand the importance of the GNSO Council managing this.  And if I 

could go back to March, I would have had a totally different recommendation 

at that point.  You know, hindsight is 20-20 sometimes.  So, I am more 

concerned - I mean, it is a grave concern that this has gone on so long and it 

- the GAC advice was not followed, but I think it's a bigger problem for the 

GNSO, that, in my opinion, this PDP went off the rails. 

 

 And, unfortunately, as liaison, we didn't - I did not manage this well.  And, if I 

had brought some of these other issues to the council in a serious manner, 

then we may have seen it a little better.  I thought, well we could just get 

through this and get it done and get the report out and it's not going to harm 

anything.  But, in retrospect that was very poor handling of that.  So, you live - 

you learn, you know.   

 

 So, I think that we shouldn't just discuss the GAC advice issue.  We should 

discuss, or keep in mind that we are the managers of this process and we 

need to be more involved with that. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, Susan.  So, I have Phillipe and, with apologies to Donna because 

I've overlooked her hand, and then Keith. 

 

Philippe Fouquart: So, Philippe Fouquart for the record, I guess.  The (ICTP) would support.  

That's all (unintelligible) (mention).  We had a lengthy discussion on Sunday 
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and just a moment ago.  Oddly enough, the feedback we've had from the 

people directly involved in the PDP, was that by and large, the (point 

development) process had been followed, but the group was dysfunctional in 

a way - in some way.   

 

 So, had the motion been proposed, I think it's that - so that we would have 

been in a position to vote for it, just for the sake of (helping) the guard of the 

PDP, as it were.  But, I think most concerns were related to the broader 

picture.  We went through the most recent correspondence and, but it 

(shortly) doesn't look good if that moves forward clearly.  So, the (ICC) would 

support this.  Thank you. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, Philippe.  Donna. 

 

Donna Austin: Thanks, Heather.  Donna Austin.  Susan, can I just applaud you for what you 

just said.  You know, excuse the language, but it takes a certain amount of 

balls to do what you just did.  So, thank you for that. 

 

 And I'd also, you know, from a - hindsight is a wonderful thing.  And I think, 

from a leadership perspective, I feel that, you know, potentially we've let the 

team down as well.  So, I think this is a good conversation that we're having.  

This wasn't - it certainly wasn't a perfect PDP, but, you know, as an outgoing 

counselor, can we take this as a lesson learned and pay close attention to the 

PDPs that are ongoing at the moment?   

 

 And when you hear things that raise alarm bells in your head, act on them 

and call them out.  Because I think, you know, certainly even when (James) 

was here, we had some, there were some - alarm bells were going off, but we 

didn't know how to deal with them.  And maybe we don't always know how to 

deal with them, but I think if you have a concern, bring it to council and at 

least have a discussion about it - (air it). 
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 Even - look, this may not be seen as transparent - but even if you have to get 

into a closed room and have that discussion, I think you should have it.  

Because we need to take the responsibility seriously.  So, I think in hindsight, 

yes, we should have done something about this much earlier than what we 

did.   

 

 And I, you know this is - and I think from council perspective, we showed a 

fair amount of maturity in the way that we've had the discussion around this.  

We've taken a long time to get to the point that we're at now.  So - and I think 

that's an indication as how seriously we take this.  So, thank you Susan for 

the work you did on it and the fact that you had to get in the middle of it.  But, 

yes, I fully support the conversation that's going on around the table. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, Donna.  Keith. 

 

Keith Drazek: Thanks, Heather.  Keith Drazek.  Yes, I think Donna has hit the nail on the 

head in terms of lessons learned for the council moving forward. But Susan I 

also want to, sort of, acknowledge that this was a very complex PDP, with 

very complex dynamics in terms of the participants, in terms of the various 

interests, and, you know, and it lasted for years.  It went on for so long that it 

was one of these ones that was almost like, really difficult to follow, frankly. 

 

 And, so, I just, you know, I don't think anybody should beat themselves up 

personally about this, but I think institutionally, we do have lessons to learn 

here in terms of moving forward and keeping an eye on things and making 

sure that we're tracking things carefully and closely and reacting quickly, as 

opposed to letting things fester.  Thanks. 

 

Heather Forrest: Paul and then Stephanie. 

 

Paul McGrady: Thank you.  Paul McGrady, for the recording.  And now that I know it's 

recording I'll have to watch my language.  So, if I just say bleep, you know, 

you can fill in the word you wanted to put there.   
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 So, this is a - this is a great opportunity for us not to put the Board between 

us and the GAC, okay?  If this were a particularly beautiful piece of policy and 

we were, you know, really heavily invested in it, I think that, you know, there 

may come a time when we have to do that again.  But this is not that piece of 

policy.  And we don't want to train the Board to cringe every time we vote 

something and to wonder how it's going to turn out.   

 

 So, the IPC would support withdrawal and an opportunity to really give this 

one a good thinking through, both in terms of the dynamics of the Working 

Group Team, how it was produced.  Also, the quality of the 

recommendations.  And also, the other factors from the other parts of the 

community that really should be considered.  Thanks. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, Paul.  Stephanie. 

 

Stephanie: Thanks.  Stephanie for the record.  I just wanted to echo what Donna is 

saying and to Susan.  I don't think you should beat yourself up at all.  We 

have the - kudos for the good work we've done this year in PDP 3.0.  All the, 

you know, I was a liaison to the other disaster, the RDS and the role wasn't 

clear and, you know, we've done a lot of work clarifying the roles and 

responsibilities.  It's ongoing.  There's going to be more work.  So, I mean, 

don't beat yourself up.  I think we brought all that through our discussions on 

the new PDP 3.0 and we're going to get better.  So, good job. 

 

Susan Kawaguchi: If I could just respond.  This is Susan I guess for the recording.  I don't 

feel like I'm beating myself up.  But I do think, to acknowledge that and to 

say, you know, if I could do different, I would have, knowing what I know now. 

 

 So, it's a lesson learned.  We - you know, I'm not going to go home and never 

show up at an ICANN meeting because of the IGO NGO.  But, I just think 

acknowledging it, making sure the people understand, especially the rest of 
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the community out there, why we're making this decision.  And having a plan 

to move forward is critical. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, Susan.  For the record, I'm going to say very clearly - Leadership 

would say the same - if we could go back and do this differently, we would do 

it.  We meet with PDP co-chairs on a regular basis.  I think, you know, one of 

the lessons learned from me out of this is, we have to provide that safe space 

for out co-chairs to be able to speak up with their concerns.  Because Donna 

and I have been talking to PDP leaders for the last three years and Rafik with 

us for the last 12 months.  

 

 And I think the concern that I've had all along, and I think it's shared by 

Donna and Rafik is, this is a pretty bold step.  You know, this is a pretty bold 

step.  But I went to bed last night thinking - after tinkering with the PDP 3.0 

report and then (debating) the changes from Darcy - and that stinks, that on 

the one hand we're about to pass PDP 3.0 and on the other hand we're about 

to vote on this motion.  It didn't make sense to me.  

 

 So, I think Stephanie is exactly right here.  Let's focus on the positive and 

Susan, likewise.  You know, this is - knowledge is power.  We have the 

knowledge now and we have PDP 3.0 that we didn't have 12 months ago.  

And this is the tool.  And (here)’s already, paying dividends that - all that work 

is paying off.  And not just in the form of changes to the operating procedures 

- in how we approach things.  It's a culture change and it's a spirit change and 

I already feel that that was worth every mile we've walked.  So, okay. 

 

 I haven't heard anything against this idea.  I would like to make a suggestion 

as well, as to when.  So, following up on Tatiana’s comments, and with the 

reminder that we are in a closed session - I think it would behoove us to think 

about the transparency of this decision and not come out of the papal 

conclave with white smoke with a decision.   
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 Much as I think it would send an interesting signal - you know, a positive 

signal to the community - take them off (pintle) hooks, I think it would be 

sensible to have an opportunity to go away this evening and just have a final 

chat with our respective SGs & Cs, and maybe in the morning, Donna, based 

on what you've heard, you can make a decision on that basis.  And by then, 

you know, we'll have come out of the (enclave) here.  Anyone have an 

objection to that in terms of timing?  Donna, your thoughts, you're the maker 

of the motion? 

 

Donna Austin: Or an accident.  Could we have (Unintelligible) submitted on a Sunday?  Just 

a procedural issue.  If I withdraw this, I do it on the mailing list tomorrow 

morning?  Or, yes.  With the rationale for why I've withdrawn it, or it's just… 

 

Woman 1: You're not required to give a rationale, but I would because I… 

 

Donna Austin: All right.  I will - my intention is to withdraw it in the morning.   

 

Heather Forrest: Next, Keith. 

 

Keith Drazek: Thanks, Heather.  Thanks, Donna.  Keith Drazek.  So, yes.  Completely 

support that in terms of a path forward procedurally.  But, I do wonder is there 

an opportunity here for a few minutes just to chat about, sort of, like what our 

range of options will be moving forward?  And the reason I ask is that the 

Registry Stakeholder Group, during our conversations today, I think both with 

the Registrars and individually, sort of saw a range of options.  And if I mess 

anything, feel free to jump in. 

 

 But we have an opportunity, sort of really, three choices.  One would be to 

eventually approve the motion in its current form.  I think that's unlikely at this 

point, but it's one option.  The second would be to amend the current motion 

to basically be different, right?  You amend it in some way.  And one way 

could be to treat one recommendation or multiple recommendations different 

than other recommendations.  
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 So, I, you know, potentially forward recommendations or a subset of 

recommendations to the Board and decide to do something else with the 

others.  Whether that's to basically kill them or refer them to another PDP.  I 

mean, so there's a range of options of amendment.  And then the third option 

would be, basically, to terminate the PDP Working Group. 

 

 And so, I'm just wondering if there's any - did I miss anything?  Are there 

other possibilities and so - and I raise this just in terms of making sure that as 

we start thinking about what comes next and the substance of conversations 

and procedural conversations we're going to have, you know, is that we're 

considering what that range of options might be.  Thanks. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, Keith.  I think it's particularly timely to talk about what comes next in 

view of the Board's discussion with GAC today.  And that's what the next 

question would be.  Marie. 

 

Marie Pattullo: Thank you.  Marie Patullo from the (BC) because we are being recorded.  

First, I have to agree with everything that Keith just said, obviously.  I'd like to 

get to the question before as to whether we do this tomorrow morning, 

evening, whenever?   

 

 I think, Heather you made a very important point and something that we all 

need to be clear on, which is transparency to the community.  And there's an 

awful lot - we all know there's an awful lot of side chat about this.  (There)’s 

everyone from the GAC (downwards) having a side chat.   

 

 Although clearly, I would like Donna to have a life, I do appreciate that you 

have a life - as there was no objection to this being (drawing room), I'm 

wondering if - I don't know how long this would take, so within that - I wonder 

if it would be better to do it this evening to allow the community to know?  

Because also picking up on Keith's point, the discussion - and (Tanya)’s point 
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also, the discussion points on the agenda tomorrow, will actually be a 

discussion point as opposed to a, you know, voting point. 

 

 So, I mean - please don't think, Donna, that I'm trying to make you spend 

your evening drafting things up, that's clearly not the case - but as there's no 

objection in the council, I was wondering if we could speed the process?  

Thanks. 

 

Tatiana: Thank you very much. (Unintelligible).  We don't have record.  We do.  I don't 

want to put any pressure on Donna or on the leadership here, but I have a 

personal concern.  I haven't discussed it with my Stakeholder Group so I can't 

speak on behalf of my Stakeholder Group, but this is my personal one.   

 

 So, I just, I'm a bit afraid that, like, if we withdraw, it would look like, you 

know, we're doing it after GAC let and they - (then we, kind of, you know, 

cave in).  So, the reason for the withdrawal, I believe, that they should be 

stated very carefully.  And I (charge) Donna here, but I just want to express 

concern. 

 

 I believe that we should not in any way or form, make community or GAC 

think that this is because of the GAC.  This is because of the PDP problem 

itself, but not because we got all these warnings, messages, pressure, and 

whatever.   

 

 So, this would be my concern here, but I trust that they would be (solved).  

Thank you. 

 

Keith Drazek: Thanks, Heather.  Keith Drazek.  So, Mary has been kind enough to share 

some language from the Operating Procedures that basically says - I used 

the word termination of a PDP Working Group.  And she corrected me - thank 

you - that that can only take place prior to the delivery of a final report.  So, 

we don't have the option of terminating a PDP Working Group.  We have the 
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option of voting down the recommendations.  So, essentially the same thing, 

but the language is important, I think.  So, thank you Mary. 

 

Heather Forrest: Yes, thanks Keith.  And, thanks very much to Mary the guardian of the 

Operating Procedures.  And, indeed, the thing that differentiates itself - she 

says “who me”? The thing that differentiates this situation from RDS is we do 

not have a final report in RDS.  So, Donna.   

 

Donna Austin: So, just in thinking - sorry, Donna Austin.  Just in thinking through the 

consequences of voting down the recommendation - so the status quo would 

remain.  So, the first call recommendations didn't give the (IGOs) anything 

that they apparently already had.  So, it's not, the first four recommendations 

don't change the status quo.  So, there's no difference there.  It's the fifth 

recommendation that we have concerns about.   

 

 So, you know, that's an interesting question to think about as well.  If you 

wrote down the recommendations, what - status quo remains, but status quo 

isn't too much different from the recommendations.  Sorry - that's going to be 

my problem.   

 

 But just thinking through the consequences of that, of voting down the 

recommendations is that status quo prevails and the recommendations don't 

change that status quo.  So, I guess that's an interesting thing to deal with.  

But, I think if we're going down the path of the reasons - potential reasons for 

not approving the recommendations, is purely based on the process and not 

the procedural aspect of how this all went down.  And I think that will need to 

be articulated pretty thoroughly.   

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, Donna.  Another comment to make and then I'll have Paul.  Because 

I think the next council wants to think very clearly about how it comes out 

front in managing what happens next.  Because this is a vacuum that could 

very quickly be filled by the equivalent of a small group proposal or so on. 
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 It has to be that in doing this, the GNSO demonstrates that it has the ability to 

critically reflect and to live up to its responsibilities and fill that vacuum before 

it gets filled by something else.  So, we can't let this thing slip to a CCWG or 

insert your favorite acronym here?  This has to happen through the Bylaws to 

Article 11, which is us.  So, we need to start thinking about it right away.  

Paul.   

 

Paul McGrady: Thanks, Heather.  You made half of the point I was going to make which is if 

it's voted down, then that creates fertile ground for something else to come in.  

And, as we all know, it'll be a lot more work to reboot this as something new 

than it will be to tweak it and, you know, send it back or whatever.  We just 

have more options with withdrawal than we do with voting down. 

 

Susan Kawaguchi: Just because I won't be here for this next discussion, you know, I really 

took a - you know, with Staff help - took a look in the last few days again, at 

the history of this PDP.  And one of the - the way it started was from a letter 

from the Board to the GNSO - you probably all know this, but what really hit 

home to me was that it asked for policy advice on the expansion of the 

protections. 

 

 If you look at all five of those recommendations, especially number five, but 

the other four don't work really either.  And it decreases the protection.  So, I 

think from the very first go - you know, if you look at the very reason that this 

PDP was put in place, it did not answer the question we were given to 

answer. 

 

Keith Drazek: Thank you.  Keith Drazek.  Susan I think that was a really important point that 

you just made, so thank you for that.  And, Paul, I'm going to ask you in a 

moment here - a very short moment - I thought in one of the conversations 

we had the other day, I think it was Sunday, you made some really important 

points, not just on process, but on the scope point.  And I was hoping, just 

briefly again for this group, if you wouldn't mind, sort of, just restating what 

you talked about.   
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 I think it was a question of access and use being in scope.  But the third 

component, which really is what this recommendation five addresses, 

potentially being out-of-scope.  So, I think we have process concerns to deal 

with and I think, you know, there's lots of things that we can look at here, 

including GAC advice.   

 

 But, I think that this point that you raised the other day sort of hit home for me 

and I was hoping you might just reiterate that for the group. 

 

Paul McGrady: Thank you, Keith.  This is Paul McGrady.  So, yes, the charter of this PDP 

essentially puts into scope, issues of accessing the UDRP and using it.  So, 

accessing has to do with standing.  There are some basic introductory issues 

about whether or not the parties who would use the UDRP after this policy 

was passed, have, you know, the kind of trademark rights they need to 

access it.  So, that's a standing issue. 

 

 And then the use issue would go to changes in the policy applicable only to 

those kinds of plaintiffs and they would be presumably limited in scope to 

make the UDRP function.  You might need it to - what was weird about 

recommendation five, is that it created a brand-new mechanism that's not 

found anywhere in the UDRP.  There is no mechanism for overturning 

panelist decisions after they're rendered.  And recommendation five 

essentially does that if a respondent appeals to Court and the complainant is 

able to have the case dismissed because of immunity, then the panelist 

decision, no matter how good, will automatically be overturned, right?  It'll just 

be void, which is the same thing as overturning it right? 

 

 And so, not only does it create a new mechanism within the UDRP that it is, I 

believe, arguably, very out-of-scope, if not access or use - but it also creates 

a perverse outcome here and one that would be hard to explain to the Board.  

How we basically chartered a PDP and came up with a policy that, 

essentially, creates open season on squatting on these kinds of domain 
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names, because all a respondent need do is nothing.  And then file a 

complaint with their local Court and when the complainant doesn't show up 

because of immunity, or argues that it should be immune and shouldn't have 

to be there, then the panelist decision is automatically reversed and the 

respondent keeps the domain name.  So, we would actually, weirdly be 

creating a new kind of cybersquatting that we couldn't do anything about.   

 

Keith Drazek: Thanks, very much Paul.  And apologies for putting you on the spot.  But, 

that's exact - you know, I found that a really, really compelling argument the 

other day and I wanted to make sure that we all had an opportunity to hear it 

again.  Thanks.   

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, Keith.  Thanks, Paul.  And a procedural point to follow-up here is that 

what we - sorry, we're in new territory, but if the counsel were to reject a 

PDP, that would mean that the PDP did not go onto the Board, it would 

simply conclude the matter.  It would not mean that the PDP (not) refer back 

to it - PDP Team - it simply ends the PDP.  So, voting it down does, in fact, 

end the PDP. 

 

 The other procedural point that I'd like to raise - and it's just something that 

Staff has been working very hard on - (Steven) and Mary in particular here - 

is that there are some interesting questions about the voting threshold for 

some of these recommendations.  Because recommendation five would 

effectively change some of the contractual obligations, it appears that five 

would have a super majority requirement on it, but one to four would not, 

potentially.   

 

 So, that also can factor into the mix as we vote.  I think we're thinking about 

voting things down.  Effectively we're saying it's gotten easier to vote down 

number five, if that's what we're talking about, simply because of the 

(thresholds).  
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 But important to note that as well.  So, it is not the case that to vote the PDP 

down means that there's something else that has to happen.  It's the case 

that that's the end of the PDP.  Paul. 

 

Paul McGrady: Thanks.  Paul McGrady here again.  And I know that we're not supposed to 

say that we're worried about the GAC, but if we really - forgive me, but if we 

vote it down, that's the message the GAC might - hey we tried and failed and 

you know, good luck guys, right?  Because they're not happy with the status 

quo.  The voting it down just reverts us to the status quo, which we already 

know they're not happy with, but which the Board has asked us to look into, 

right?   

 

 And so, that's the problem with voting it down and that's the advantage of 

withdrawal.  And then (listening), right?  And then, this scares the people, but 

sending it back to the Working Group, making sure the Working Group is 

properly staffed.  Maybe bringing in new Chairs with fresh ideas and 

basically, amending the charter and, you know, making it clear they can't 

vote, you know, less protections.  They have to look at the issue that we sent 

to them. 

 

 Which means that this thing will - you know, could drag on another year or 

two.  But there has been some recent success, you know, in sending things 

back and they've come back better than they were before they got sent down.  

So, it's sort of a commitment to stick with it.  But I think the community 

probably wants us to stick with it until we get something that's, you know, we 

can vote yes on.  Thanks. 

 

Heather Forrest: So, I have Darcy?  No, Darcy is going to cede to Susan.  So, Susan then 

Darcy. 

 

Darcy Southwell: Thanks Susan.  Darcy Southwell.  I support Paul's idea.  I think we've talked 

a lot about it, this week, and we're going to talk again, I think maybe 

tomorrow, I'm not sure - about 2.0 or 3.0 and the need to better manage 
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PDPs in general.  We admitted we didn't do that very well and this is our 

opportunity to practice what we've decided in our strategic planning session 

this year.  It's very, very important.  And returning to status quo is going to 

cause, obviously challenges, but I don't think that's the most important reason 

to do that.  We need to do our jobs. 

 

 And doing out jobs may mean sending it back to them and working with them 

to say here is the scope.  This is what we need to do and then we follow 

along this time and do a better job.  And I think that probably sends a better 

message to the community too, about what we're trying to do.  Thanks. 

 

Susan Kawaguchi: I absolutely shudder at that thought, but, (that won't be on tap).  And we'll 

not be joining that PDP, but… 

 

Paul McGrady: They may need a chair Susan. 

 

Susan Kawaguchi: I have a two-minute timer, you have to be quiet after two minutes.  So, 

but, that makes sense.  Though part of me -- it makes my stomach hurt to 

think about it in this case.  But I think bringing this up a level, the only thing 

that saved the RDS Working Group from being in a similar position, and we 

came to our senses to terminate it - was the EPDP.  Otherwise we would 

have been stumbling along too. 

 

 And we really tried.  I was on that, you know, I was Vice-Chair, again.  I said 

the other day, I'm the common denominator.  I just need to get out of Dodge, 

but, you know, I - we tried so hard to imagine and come up and strategize 

with ways to pivot with that Working Group to make it work and we couldn't.  

We tried - it was not lack of trying, it was not lack of transparency.  It was not 

lack of honesty.  It was none of those things.  And I won't mention the next 

one I think is down the line for being an issue, but there's others out there 

that are in progress right now that are an issue.  And, it's just the timing that 

you got (unintelligible) down. 
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 We have some experience with failure.  So, I would say that if you were to 

send this back, you can't just turn around and say, nope, you didn't do it right.  

You're going to have - you need a full-blown strategy to do it.  And then 

absolutely helicopter management of it.  And, do we have the resources? 

 

Heather Forrest: Rubens. 

 

Rubens Kuhl: Rubens Kuhl.  I just want (to know) that this PDP is (too) risky because even 

if it was done right, it would still probably trigger a face-off with GAC.  

Because they (unintelligible) don't like the answer that the (expert) at PDP 

hired.  That there are no special children including them.  So, it might work to 

prefer doing PDP 3.0 with less riskier PDP than this one. 

 

Heather Forrest: That's a fair comment Ruben.  So, let's lighten the mood a little bit.  (Natalie) 

tells me that catering ends at eight and, by all means, please feel free to get 

up and move around.  The mics don't make that super easy, but this is meant 

to be an informal session.  I think we've proven the benefit of this session too, 

just in what we've done.   

 

 We do have a hard stop at eight as well.  So, we have half-an-hour.  Enjoy 

your wine.  Enjoy snacks.  It seems to me like we have an immediate 

(unintelligible).  It seems to me that we have a medium-term level of thinking 

as to what we can do here.  We've got options in front of us.  We've got a few 

must-haves and a few nice-to-haves on maybe on the table.   

 

 I would say (Susan)’s made another really prescient point there, which is I 

will, likewise with Susan, not be here and I would encourage the next counsel 

to take a good hard look at all of our PDPs.  When we do the (unintelligible) 

spreadsheet, let's do this - let's (unintelligible) factor this kind of thing into the 

risk management - into the risk analysis and when we set deadlines on 

things, let's see that we can maintain them.  I think that would be wise.  That 

would be, you know, a good manifestation of all the work we've done in PDP 

3.0. 
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 Donna, as the maker of the motion, do you feel that you have a sense of the 

immediate steps for you? 

 

Donna Austin: Yes.   

 

Heather Forrest: No lack of clarity there.  Won't be getting a letter back from the GAC about 

how we didn't understand that one.  Okay.  Great.  Any further comments on 

this motion?  Darcy, please. 

 

Darcy Southwell: Darcy Southwell.  I have a procedural question.  Is this a scenario where if we 

decide to send this back, do then, we revisit the Charter?  Or do we meet with 

them and talk about the Charter?  Like, how does that normally work? 

 

Heather Forrest: So, Darcy, it's not often done or talked about, but council always can revisit a 

Charter.  Counsel is the manager of the PDP and at any point, counsel can 

come in.  That said, this is, it's not quite like RDS and being board initiated, 

but there was a strong motivation from the board that sat behind this one.  

Donna. 

 

Donna Austin: Donna Austin.  So, just to write something that is an issue for the Registry 

Stakeholder Group, in that, IGO acronyms are on a temporary reservation 

until the completion of this PDP.  And I just want to flag that because any 

discussion about having another PDP, that is going to be a factor for the 

Registry Stakeholder Group, that, you know, we will want that temporary 

reservation to be dealt with.  

 

 So, it's just a point - a reference point, where you might get a little bit of 

blowback from the Registry Stakeholder Group.  And as incoming chair, I can 

guarantee you probably will.   

 

Heather Forrest: No comments on this motion?  See none, excellent.  This was the last motion 

on our list.  We worked through all of the others in the course of Sunday.  
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Just by way of reminder and Julie had to fight with the (AC) room here 

because it's all - it's the case that only one motion (sits) in any - in the notes 

part of the time, so if I can just remind everyone of our motions and Julie no 

sweat with the (AC). 

 

 We've got two items on the consent agenda.  One being the reappointment of 

Yoav as GNSO Council liaison to the GAC.  Two, motion to adopt the Charter 

for the - no that's not on the consent agenda is it?  Hang on.  I'll pull up the 

agenda.  Red Cross, that's right, reconsideration report on the Red Cross.  

Thanks, Keith. 

 

 Those two sit on the consent agenda.  Then substantive items include the 

(FCBO) at full voting item.  The PDP 3.0.  The termination of RDS and IGO 

NGO (unintelligible) (security rights).  So, those are the motions on our 

agenda. 

 

 First question, of those two that are sitting in the consent agenda, the 

reconfirmation of Yoav and the recommendations report in relation to 

(reconvene) Red Cross.  Again, that recommendations report is standard 

practice when Council reports on PDP final reports.  Does anyone want to 

pull any of those out of the consent agenda?  I see lots of nodding heads no, 

excellent. 

 

Paul McGrady:  I think we can all agree that Yoav is a huge risk.   

 

Heather Forrest: Yoav? 

 

Yoav Keren: I was, (unintelligible) in light of the last couple of days, can I reconsider?   

 

Heather Forrest: Reconsideration request filed by (Yoav Heffing) is denied (Youv).  Yay, 

(unintelligible) Paul.  Forget it.  It was - good luck.  Well, what are you talking 

about, we just made your job easier? 
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 Anyone have any concerns about any of the other motions on the table.  

Donna. 

 

Donna Austin: I just like the fact that in the discussion with the Registry Stakeholder Group 

of the PDP 3.0, there was some discussion about whether it should be PDP 

2.5 or 1.8.  Yes.  And I think we convinced the person that perhaps, we go 

with 3.0 given that that's what we've been referring to it as, since January. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, Donna, good to know.  All right.  Final comments, questions, 

concerns?  No.  All right.  Off we go.  See everyone - Keith? 

 

Keith Drazek: Yes, Heather, thanks.  So, just going back to our Sunday discussion we did 

run out-of-time as it relates to the candidate questions and I think Elsa had 

one and there may be others.  So, since we do have a little bit of time left, if 

there's anybody that would like to ask questions of Rafik or me, let's take the 

opportunity to do that. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thank you, Keith.  Well done.  Elsa, we're going to put you on the spot.  Do 

you remember your question? 

 

Elsa Saade: Okay.  So, my question was once you become Chair, you have to, kind of, 

take off your GAC hat and, (supposedly) we had a great example with 

Heather for instance, and she - throughout her leadership - but point being, 

like, you (also) have to, someone (unintelligible) an advocate.   

 

 So, given that, how would you assert a mutual stand forward and how would 

you guarantee neutrality?  Both of you? 

 

Keith Drazek: Thanks, Elsa.  It's a great question.  And I guess on a couple of levels I would 

say, number one, I - you're absolutely right.  As a Chair, you're a neutral 

manager and a neutral manager of the process and you do effectively, in 

almost every turn, need to be neutral and wear the chair hat.  So, that would 

basically leave the Registry Stakeholder Group advocacy in the hands of 
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Rubens and Maxim, who are both imminently able to articulate the views of 

the stakeholder group.   

 

 And in the Registry Stakeholder Group, we act on the direction of our group.  

We're not here to act or represent out views in an individual capacity.  So, it 

may be two voices instead of three, but it's the same position.  And, as I said, 

you know, Rubens and Maxim will be excellent in that, so I have absolutely 

zero concerns about having to wear the chair hat. 

 

 I think there are moments, and I'll harken back to my colleague, former 

colleague and former GNSO Council Chair, Chuck Gomes - who I think was a 

very effective, fair, neutral, and respected chair - where he believed there 

were times where it was okay for you to sort of take off your chair hat and 

make a comment - either a personal view, or sort of, reinforcing something 

that a stakeholder group colleague may have made.  Provided it was clear 

you were doing that.   

 

 Noting that that was a clear indication that you were basically saying, "Look I 

feel like I need to say something."  But as I said, as chair, I would feel very 

comfortable in my colleagues representing the views of my stakeholder group 

where I would not have to do that very often or at all.  

 

 So, I think it's important to note that the chair needs to be neutral.  The chair 

needs to be a manager of process.  And I will say, as I noted in my candidate 

statement, that my employer, Verisign, is fully aware of the obligation to be 

neutral and they are supportive of that, as they were with Chuck Gomes in 

that role. 

 

 And it's expected because Verisign cares tremendously about the success of 

the Multi-stakeholder Model, the success of the GNSO, and making sure that 

it is operating properly, effectively, efficiently, and delivering meaningful 

results.  And the only way that that can happen, is if the chair acts in a neutral 

fashion.   
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Rafik Dammak: Okay, in terms of how to be neutral.  I think it's - first is that we have several 

(GAC) Councils so we can counsel them to represent the stakeholder group 

position in the council.  And I do believe that the whole council will keep the 

chair neutral.  So, if they he or she overstep, they will react and be vocal 

about that. 

 

 But in term of action, is really just to - this idea of to have many hats is kind of 

complicated.  I think that when you are a chair, you will tend to be - you have 

to distance yourself from - for example, to get involved in the discussion or 

you have to communicate to other members of - I mean, your group to make 

the position and so on.   

 

 So, and I think I expressed in my - the (Sys) - I tried even when I was vice-

chair to be as neutral as possible and to (not) (unintelligible) representative of 

anything (unintelligible) council.  I mean, I'm not going to say it's easy, but it's 

a (battle), that you have to do every time and to think carefully about the 

action and how probably it would be perceived if you make any decision or 

you express any opinions.   

 

 And I do believe, again, as we have the council leadership, it will help a lot in 

time of - to ensure the neutrality because if there is anything, I do believe that 

the vice-chair, they will give you a heads up that maybe it's not a good idea.  

Or maybe there's something wrong (unintelligible).   

 

 So, I believe that we have this kind of different layer that protect the (chair) 

and ensure the neutrality.  And, I do believe, because the diversity and 

seeing the previous chair, I don't recall there was any problem of neutrality.  

Really, I don't recall.  So, I'm - I think we will be in (bad) continuation of that 

behavior and of that (unintelligible) and in the GNSO.    

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks very much Keith and Rafik.  Darcy. 
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Darcy Southwell: Thanks, Heather.  Darcy Southwell.  If you are elected chair, how would you 

go about creating a cohesive and collaborative leadership team with your 

Vice Chairs?   

 

Rafik Dammak: It's not my (unintelligible), but I think it's - when you create team is first you 

have to know each member and to agree together about the working 

methods.  So, maybe what worked for the previous team is not going to work 

for the next.  So, we have to figure out together what's the - how we should 

do.  And we can't start even by the basics - to agree what's the best time for 

the conference call.  So, to not put one member of the team at disadvantage.  

 

 So, that creates more trust and collaboration.  And, also, I think it's about 

sharing the workload and delegating.  So, I guess even we are expecting the 

chair to do a lot to be there.  They're representing the GNSO in different area.  

There is possibility to delegate and that's create, again, it's (with) the trust.  

And then we can work as a team.   

 

 So, I do believe the first weeks are quite critical to do that.  Because if the 

team doesn't succeed at that (unintelligible), it will be hard.  So, it start really 

with those basic things to agree on how to work and to reach that agreement.  

So, it's kind of hard to say.  It's really - it's how the team will work.   

 

 And I think for anyone familiar with project management, any (team) go 

through different phases.  But since we have only 12 months, roughly, we 

have to go to the (unintelligible) quickly.   

 

 So, yes, and also, the other thing we are already colleagues on the council 

and we collaborated in different (occurrence), so I'm - I don't see any 

concern, but at the end, it's - the three person have to work together.  It's not 

just - the role of the chair is how to be inclusive and how to delegate.  How to 

- it's also about (trusting) and how to (work) that environment that everyone 

can speak up.  So.   
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Keith Drazek: Thanks Darcy for the question.  And I think Rafik's answers were excellent.  

Clearly if you look at the leadership today with Heather and Donna cycling off, 

being turned out, we're using eight years of experience on council and 

probably four something years on the leadership team - five, six years of 

leadership experience. 

 

 And so, I think - I think we recognize that this is going to be a significant 

challenge in terms of the transition.  And I think as Rafik noted, the key is 

going to be communication and sharing of the workload.  Because there's 

simply too much for any one person to be able to do it all.  Or to have ultimate 

responsibility for it all. 

 

 So, I think early communication, open lines of communication, balancing of 

the timing of the calls, as Rafik noted - to make sure nobody is disadvantaged 

and we're all sharing the pain equally.  But, you know, essentially, it's just 

going to be a matter of, you know, constant communication and working very 

closely with staff to make sure that we are fully informed and brought up-to-

speed and, you know, that we have our ducks in a row as it relates to things.   

 

 For example, like the operating procedures.  And Mary having to come over 

and say, "Wait a minute, you didn't quite get that right."  It's a matter of 

making sure that we have that sort of nailed down ahead of time so things are 

clear and that you can trust the leadership team to, sort of, have our ducks in 

a row as it relates to the procedures and, yes, those types of things.  Yes.  

Thanks. 

 

Heather Forrest: I don't see any hands.  But we'll make the proper call. (We're for it.  I have to 

come to the table)   

 

Male 1: (Unintelligible) thanks.  Since I have been the advisor to this gathering here, 

so I would like to make a comment briefly.  And I cannot be participating in 

the second half of the meeting tomorrow, that's why I'm doing this comment 

now.  
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 So, you are going to elect the chair tomorrow, guys.  And whatever you are 

going to do, whomever you are going to elect, is just between those guys - 

between Rafik and Keith.  You have to take into consideration (unintelligible) 

which have been said by the present council chair, Heather.   

 

 I think she has really set a level semblance of commitment to the council and 

that is what it is about.  And, whoever will be chairing the (council) in the 

future, he has to take that into consideration and he has to prove that to the 

council members and to the community, that his commitment is really firm 

and he will be committed to the work - to all of his work.   

 

 So, what I would like to say, I would like to personally thank Heather right 

now, for the work she has been doing as council chair, as council member, as 

you were council members before together.  And I wish that the new chair, 

really, can take this load.  Thank you. 

 

Heather Forrest: You do realize we're having (hard break) tomorrow.  Any further questions for 

Rafik and Keith?  Oh, if you'll permit me then to take us through the 

procedure for the meeting, just so we have a full understand, because Keith 

is right.  We need to have our ducks in a row. 

 

 So, Part One.  Part One, will of course involve the current counselors - I keep 

wanting to say old counselors - that's only a reflection of how I feel.  New 

counselors please make sure you are in the room because of course, the 

things that we are discussing at the table will be the things that you pick up 

and run with as soon as we vacate the table. 

 

 It is the case that we are missing some of our counselors for tomorrow's 

meetings, both Part One and Part Two.  Arsene Tungali from the NCFC, 

unfortunately had Visa issues.  He has assigned Farell Folly as his temporary 

alternate.  So, there will be Farell sitting at the table in place of Arsene. 
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 Syed Ismail Shah, who is the who is the (Non-com) Appointee (Contracted) 

Party House, is also not able to be with us.  Syed has assigned his proxy to 

me and will provide me with instructions as to how to vote on his behalf.  

 

 And we need a seconder, under the Operating Procedures, we need a 

second before we can discuss a motion.  We need a seconder for the SCBO 

motion.  Would anyone like to second the - great.  Thank you, Rafik.  So, if 

we can note please that Rafik will second the standing committee on Budget 

and Operations.  PDP 3.0 on Sunday, I volunteered to second that one and 

we no longer need anyone for Curative Rights.  We have no guests. 

 

 Remember, it is a meeting of consent agenda, two items followed by motions, 

followed by standing updates on the PDP.  Now, I did ask Kurt if he was able 

to join Rafik on Wednesday afternoon, and I think it's the case that Kurt is 

conflicted for that particular time.  So, we'll have Rafik with us and any 

questions that you'd like to raise for Kurt that Rafik is not able to answer, 

Rafik will take back. 

 

 What will then happen is, we will have a bit of a break for hugs, as I said.  

And the current counsel will symbolically step off the table.  New counsel will 

take their seats.  We'll welcome new counselors and we'll move onto the 

election. 

 

 Now given the fact that we have Donna and myself cycling off of the 

leadership team and Rafik, who is the current vice-chair, is running in the 

election, we need an election officer.  So, Staff has asked me to stay for the 

beginning of the meeting to run the election. 

 

 So, what will happen, we'll make a note as we normally do when we open a 

council meeting.  I will note that Arsene has assigned his temporary alternate 

to Farell Folly.  I will note that Syed Ismail Shah has assigned his proxy to 

(Erika) for that meeting.  So, (Erika) you will hold Syed's vote. 
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 What will happen is this.  So, ballots will be handed out.  The contracted party 

house will have blue paper ballots.  This is a paper voting system.  You know.  

There will be yellow ballots for the Non-Contracted Parties House.  I will 

make sure that everyone has the proper color ballot, because your name will 

not be on the ballot.  And for the purposes of house voting, we need to make 

sure that we have the correct number of votes for each house and so on, 

right? 

 

 So, we'll check that everyone has the right color.  Blue for Contract.  Yellow 

for Non-Contract.  There will be pickable options on the vote - on the ballot.  It 

will have Rafik Dammark's name on the ballot.  It will have Keith Drazek's 

name on the ballot and it will have None of the Above on the ballot. 

 

 In order to - we have to have 60% in each house in order to have a clear win 

in Round One.  You can run the numbers on that.  So, 60% from each house 

in Round One.  If it's the case that neither candidate or None of the Above, 

has reached the 60% threshold in both houses, what will happen is the 

candidate with the largest number of votes will go on into a second round of 

voting. 

 

 The second ballot will be the same as the previous color that you had.  The 

ballot will have written into it, the candidate who had the highest number of 

votes from Round One and None of the Above. 

 

 The reason for None of the Above, so that no one misinterprets the situation, 

is we are required by the By-Laws to have that option in the ballot.  It's not 

any reflection on these particular candidates.  It's simply the case that this is 

how the By-Laws - the By-Laws are very specific on how the election will run. 

 

 I'm assuming we have a successful chair coming out of either Round One or 

Round Two.  Round Two is as far as the procedures take us.  I will step back, 

turn over to the new Chair, and the meeting will take place.  And Part Two is 
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largely a chance to open up the list of - Susan good news for you - open up 

the list of liaisons and assign a new liaison.   

 

 And you will start to think about what comes ahead.  Bear in mind also, for 

new counselors, to the extent that it's not already in your calendar, you will 

need to attend the GNSO Council Wrap-up which takes place on Thursday 

afternoon in this year and that will be your opportunity to start thinking about 

what's on the agenda for November. 

 

 It's also the case that our incoming Leadership Team Chair should have in 

mind, as well, the kick-off session that happens on Thursday, where we will 

begin planning for ICANN 64.  Yes. 

 

 Anyone have any questions about the procedure?  Keith. 

 

Keith Drazek: Thanks, Heather.  That was an excellent summary and overview of the 

process.  Question about vice-chairs.  I think there's the appointment of 

chairs that takes place following the election of the chair.  If you could remind 

us all about the timing of when that happens as it relates to the formation of 

the leadership team.  Thank you. 

 

Heather Forrest: Thanks, Keith.  So, it is the case that the vice chair selection process 

happens purely within each house.  What ordinarily happens is once the chair 

is seated, each house would notify to the council its selected vice chair.  

There are, of course, times in recent and not-so-recent history where that 

wasn't clear either because the election result wasn't clear or so on.  A house 

hadn't - pardon me - had not finalized its discussions. 

 

 What I would suggest is that if we can - if we can get through Part Two 

tomorrow and have a chair seated, I would like to encourage the two houses 

to put forward vice-chairs as soon as possible.  I think it would be a good 

source of stability for the council if that were able to happen very quickly.   
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 The By-Laws foresee issues around the nonappointment of a chair and, 

indeed, that would be a challenge for us in this instance, because the last 

remaining member of council leadership is running in the election.  So, we 

would very quickly need to appoint temporary or interim vice-chairs to run the 

council in the event that that happens. 

 

 I'll say that the Staff are extremely well-prepared on all of the various options 

and what they need to do and the Staff will be here to guide the new counsel 

through that process.  So.  Ayden please. 

 

Ayden Ferderline: Thanks, Heather.  Hi.  This is Ayden.  Just a quick thing.  Unfortunately, I 

won't be able to joint Part Two of the meeting tomorrow.  But last week we 

had assigned (Martin) to be my proxy and I just wanted to confirm that was 

received.   

 

Heather Forrest: Thank you, Ayden.  Indeed, we did receive that and, I'm sorry, we'll add it to 

my list of notes here.  Any further questions?  I notice we're long on time.  I'll 

just checked with Staff.  (Natalie), (Kathy) anything else (unintelligible)?  

Thumbs up from (Natalie).  Well, brilliant.  Okay, Policy Team?  Marie. 

 

Marie: My question, Heather, is will you miss it? 

 

Heather Forrest: Don't start the tears now Marie.  So, I've already instructed (Natalie) that I'm 

going to need an email on the Skype and a few other messages besides to 

help me get out-of-bed on Thursday morning because I don't know how I'm 

going to survive without you folks.  I really don't.   

 

 It's so funny.  I've had so many people ask me that, "Am I gonna come 

back?"  And Donna and I have had a bit of a running joke.  She was there for 

some of those questions.  And as much as I - my (unintelligible) very well - so 

I've always wanted a career in Interior Design and now it seems to be that 

this would be a good time.  Frankly my skills - forget the whole thing about 

transferrable skills guys.  Yes.  They're only transferrable to here.  So.  I don't 
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know where else I could go.  Yes.  I don't want to talk about it.  It's going to be 

a hard thing.  Yes, it's going to be a hard thing. 

 

 All right guys.  Go.  Have a nice evening.  See you tomorrow. 

 

 

 

END 


