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Delegation of the .ME ( Montenegro) Domain
Delegation of the .RS ( Serbia) Domain
Redelegation of the .YU (former Yugoslavia) Domain

Kim Davies advised that the delegation of .ME ( Montenegro) and .RS ( Serbia) and the
redelegation of .YU ( Yugoslavia) were interrelated. At the time that Serbia and Montenegro

should be decommissioned in a responsible way. The transition plan from .YU to .RS and .ME
involves an MOU between the two entities and would see that .YU is assigned to the proposed
.RS sponsoring organization, which is effectively the same operator as today. They would act as
language is consistent with this plan however a three-year transition period is proposed to allow for
contingencies. The proposed resolutions support the two new delegations and acknowledge the
two parties involved in de-commissioning of the .YU domain, and state it is to be retired in three
years time.

domain.

Steve Goldstein asked if there is any provision in the agreement to restrict new registrations in
.YU. Kim Davies advised that he would have to check to be certain, but as soon as new
registrations are allowed in .RS and .ME it was his understanding that it would not be possible to
register new domains in .YU.

Steve Goldstein asked why the preference for a three-year transition rather than two. Kim Davies
advised they didn’t want to propose something that was too aggressive. The applicants had
proposed a two-year transition period, but the Board could consider a different length.

The Chair proposed that the language in the resolution could be changed to be up to and no more
than three years.

Steve Crocker acknowledged that some transitions have taken a long time. An additional
suggestion would be to ask for regular reports with metrics measuring progress towards the
outcome.

Kim Davies noted that the resolution proposed does suggest that the .YU registry report every 6

be removed no later than 2010, which was considered a responsible timeframe that was neither
too aggressive, nor unnecessarily prolonged. If the community felt it could transition quicker there
is nothing to stop that from happening.

Paul Twomey suggested that the wording be slightly amended asking that they report progress
against appropriate metrics.

There were no objections to the suggested amendments.

Dave Wodelet asked if it mattered if they take till 2008, 2009 or even 2010 and the Chair
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responded that we do want a certain end date.

Kim Davies advised that there is no strong precedent for how long transition will take from one to
the other. There have only been a small number of transitions of country codes in the history of
ccTLDs. In trying to determine what they considered a reasonable timeframe for transition the

change. These transitions generally take place in one-to-two years.

The Chair noted that the language proposed by Paul Twomey seems acceptable, an alternative to
an extra year would be to stick with two years to 2009 and if the party needs more time they could
come back and explain why, which may be the best option. Putting in a two-year timeframe
provides them with leverage to help their community to promptly perform the transition. The Chair
recommended the alternative on the basis it was made clear to them that if they have a problem

Susan Crawford noted that she understands the direction and appreciates the conservative
approach, but asked what mechanism should be used if the transition moves too slowly.

The Chair reflected that if they come back and have a reasonable explanation, then this should be
okay. He believed you would help them with a shorter deadline as they can point to that as a
mandate to move ahead and transition to other the domain.

Janis Karklins noted that human nature suggests they will take as much time as they are given for

the Board informed of the progress of the transition.

In summation, the Chair suggested that the Board approves all three requests, and

Twomey added that they communicate according to appropriate metrics.

Steve Goldstein moved and Vanda Scartezini seconded the following resolution:
Delegation of .ME

Whereas, the .ME top-level domain is the designated country-code for

Montenegro ,

would be in the best interest of the local and global Internet communities,

Resolved (07.75), that the proposed delegation of the .ME domain to the Government of
Montenegro is approved.

Delegation of .RS

Whereas, the .RS top-level domain is the designated country-code for Serbia,
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would be in the best interest of the local and global Internet communities,

Resolved (07.76), that the proposed delegation of the .RS domain to the Serbian National Register
of Internet Domain Names is approved.

Redelegation of .YU

Whereas, the .YU top-level domain is currently used by the citizens of both Serbia and
Montenegro,

Montenegro,

Whereas, the ISO 3166-1 standard has removed the “YU” code, and thelSO 3166 Maintenance

domains,

Whereas, there is a transition plan to move registrations in .YU to the new domains .RS and .ME,
with the operator of .RS acting as the temporary caretaker of .YU until the transition is complete,

Resolved (07.77), that the .YU domain be redelegated to the Serbian National Registry of Internet
Domain Names in a temporary caretaker capacity.

Resolved (07.78), that the Serbian National Registry of Internet Domain Names be instructed to

relevant set of metrics.

Resolved (07.79), that the Serbian National Registry of Internet Domain Names, and the
Government of Montenegro, work to complete the transition from the .YU domain to the .RS and

2009.

A voice vote was taken of all Board Members present and all three motions were approved by a
vote of all members present 13-0, with one abstention from Peter Dengate Thrush.

Peter Dengate Thrush explained that his reservation was associated with his belief that such
the bylaws. He noted that he has raised this issue on a nurﬁ-l-auémrr&.gccasions suggesting that this
matter should be referred to the ccNSO but to no avail.

properly considered.
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