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SUE SCHULER: Great. Thanks. Okay, Jim. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Sue. I am Jim Galvin from Afilias, one of your co-chairs. Kristine 

Dorrain is the other co-chair. She’ll be with us shortly. She’s in need of 

escaping from NomCom in order to join us. We have a number of our 

usual suspects with us here today and all of that is very good. Thank you 

very much, everyone.  

 Everyone should have received a copy of our slide deck—our proposed 

discussion for the Registries Stakeholder Group tomorrow. I wanted to 

start off with that. Although we do still have some comments in our 

document, I don’t think there’s anything in the slide deck which is 

subject to commentary in the document. So, we thought it would be 

good to kick off with a discussion of that slide deck, just to make sure 

that folks were okay with it, if you have any questions or comments. 

Frankly, it’s largely just chopping some text out of the document—we 

believe the more consensus-oriented text—and putting it there. We 

thought it would be easier for people to digest.  

We’ll include the link, I think, unless anyone wants to suggest something 

different here, to the full report that we’re drafting, for the Stakeholder 

group to look at. But we’re thinking most people would probably just 

look at the presentation. So, we really just tried to capture all the salient 

points out and just put it there and we’ll go through that tomorrow 

during the stakeholder group call. 
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Our primary objective tomorrow with the stakeholder group is really 

twofold. One is to make sure that we don’t get any strong objections to 

anything that we’re actually recommending. Most people are not going 

to be as close to it as we are here. But we’ll see whatever discussion 

comes from it then we’ll just have to manage that. But hopefully, we’re 

not going to suggest anything too outside of ordinary scope for the 

stakeholder group.  

And then, along with that—integrated with that—is the idea that we 

will share these recommendations in advance with OCTO—with John 

Crain and Samaneh that we’re working with. And so, we’ll attempt to 

get some alignment between us with them before we come back with a 

final version to share with the stakeholder group so that we can more 

formally pass it up.  

So, in terms of not getting objections from the stakeholder group, it’s 

about making sure that no one has any immediate heartburn with 

respect to the recommendations and they’re okay with us going 

forward and continuing to progress this and hopefully bringing this 

more to closure in the not-too-distant future. 

A second objective is to point out to them the kinds the things that we 

have talked about, that we haven’t come to any consensus about. 

We’re, perhaps, still going to continue talking about them but it’s about 

opening a dialog to see what happens in the stakeholder group. And 

that’s the future recommendations—the AB, BA, and recommendation 

C. So, there’s four on that penultimate slide there that we’ve talked out 

and we’ve put out there.  
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I guess probably the primary consideration there, in looking at slide 

eight, is really the issue that they do talk about listing TLDs. So, this is an 

interesting way to put that topic in front of the group and see what 

happens. I guess we know how we expect that to fall down. Probably no 

one is going to jump up and down and say, “Yay! Let’s go do that!” Just 

to at least put in front of people the idea that that’s something that we 

have to keep in mind.  

We’re not going to go forward with that right now and we’re not going 

to recommend that. But I think it’s fair that we have to acknowledge to 

ourselves that the community is quite likely to move in that direction at 

some point in time—certainly, certain elements of the community. But 

hopefully we’ll be able to avoid that for some period of time and we 

certainly will stay away from it ourselves. But also, just to see if anyone 

wants to jump up, and stand behind, and lead the charge to moving 

forward with any of those recommendations. And it would be 

interesting to see what discussion we get of that within the group on 

these issues.  

So, that’s the plan as far as that’s concerned. I’m not seeing any hands 

going up. I’m not really going to go through the slide deck unless 

somebody really wants to stand up and ask me to do that. I really want 

to get to talking about some of the things that are still comments in the 

document. But again, it should represent just a set of things that we 

have had consensus on and have talked about in our group, in terms of 

what we have.  

So, in fact, it doesn’t have the new recommendation three that’s in our 

comments from Kurt, explicitly. That’s new so it’s not on the slides at 
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the moment. If at the end of our discussion we want to backfill it into 

the slides, certainly we’re good with that. But wanted to have a slide 

deck that we know we can go forward with. 

So, any comments or questions from anyone about the slide deck? 

Concerns or things … Kurt, you have your hand up. Go ahead, please. 

And, Kurt, if you’re speaking, we can’t hear you. 

 

KURT PRITZ: Hi. I sent around some comments in an email that I sent yesterday, I 

think. So, they just touch on four of the slides. Could you go to slide 

four? I think in this slide, all of these … My only advice is all of these 

points speak for themselves, except that point number three, point in 

time. So, I think that requires a bit more elaboration when you’re 

presenting this slide. So, like I said there … My mouth isn’t working so 

well so early. But these points all speak for themselves except for 

number three needs a bit more elaboration when you’re describing it. 

So, anyway, that was my only advice there. 

 And then, after slide … Let’s see. Go to the next slide. Yeah. So, the new 

recommendation three is actually in this one. So, I just wanted to point 

that one out to you. 

 And then, before the next slide … Could you go ahead to the next slide? 

Or I’m sorry, the previous slide. So, before you get to the 

recommendations, I was thinking that you might want to make the 

point that we’ve already done some preliminary work and got some 

preliminary accommodations from OCTO. They’ve agreed, I think, 

already on abolishing the legacy versus the new TLD distinction. So, you 
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might want to bring that up. I don’t know if you can find my email from 

yesterday, which is clearer than I’m talking now.  

And I think they’ve already that analysis for us, where we talked about 

restricted versus open TLDs. So, we have some recommendations but 

actually they’ve already made some accommodations from us. And I 

don’t know if you want to make that clear. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Very good point. I’m looking for … Yeah. You’re right. Okay. We should 

add that so thank you for that. I guess we had gotten lost in the fact that 

it’s in the document. But we didn’t call that out and put it here, in terms 

of work that we’ve actually accomplished. So, let’s see. You’re talking 

about two things. One is to add the reference to having removed the 

legacy versus new distinction. 

 

KURT PRITZ: Yeah. I don’t know if this will come through in the chat. Let’s see. I’ll cut 

and paste it. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Yeah. And then, there actually is the other point about splitting out 

spam, which they’ve already done. And they had agreed to that and 

they actually accomplished that, too. So, you’re right. We should include 

that—a summary of work. So, we need to add those sentences on a 

summary of work here. We’ll find a place to add those two points. 
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KURT PRITZ: Yeah. It could just be another, really short slide. And then, in slide six, 

the second point … Is this something we know for a fact or is this an 

assumption we’re making? My comment is we should identify the 

second point as an assumption we are making. And the report is pretty 

good about this. We might want to make this more sharp, that this is a 

shortcoming in the feeds themselves. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Let me just get some clarity here, just to make sure I understand. We 

struggled with the words that need to go on this slide. I think that … 

Yeah. We think that this is the biggest thing. We haven’t actually talked 

to OCTO about this explicitly. This is the whole persistence of abuse 

question. So, I’m not sure what you’re trying to say, Kurt. Are you 

talking about that fact that this is a little difficult to understand? And 

yes, I agree with you.  

 

KURT PRITZ: No. I’m just saying we’re stating it as a conclusion and it might be an 

assumption, that we’re asking the question. So, I typed into the chat 

what I’m trying to say. But also, we should identify it as a pretty big 

shortcoming, if it’s the case.  

 

JIM GALVIN: Oh, okay—so, assumption versus recommendation. I think that, at least 

for me … And I think Kristine’s got her hand up, too. I’ll come to her and 

let her add to this too. My assessment of our talking about this is that it 
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is a position of ours in this group that ICANN needs to do something 

about showing mitigation.  

And so, this is strongly a recommendation, not an assumption. And I 

think we want to leave it there that way. We certainly haven’t come to 

an agreement with them about how to do that. That’s fair. But I think 

that us standing a line here, as far as doing something about it, is still 

the right thing. Is that responsive to your comments or and I still not— 

 

KURT PRITZ: Yep. That’s good. I’m fine with leaving it. And then, in slide number 

eight, my most important comment is, see where some of the 

recommendations have colons after them and some have dashes? The 

report has that, too. So, we need to clean that up and then get the 

alignment between the bullets and the points even. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Yeah. Good point. Thank you for that. We’ll do that. 

 

KURT PRITZ: That’s very substantive stuff. 

 

JIM GALVIN: That is real work.  

 

KURT PRITZ: All right. Thanks for listening to me so long. 
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JIM GALVIN: Yeah. No problem. Thanks very much for your detailed comments. 

Really appreciate that. Kristine, you have your hand up. Go ahead, 

please.  

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN: Hey, everyone. Sorry I am late. I support all the suggestions that Kurt 

has made in the comments. I just wanted to note, I wanted to address a 

couple of things. Specifically, I think Rick was mentioning or someone 

was mentioning in the chat that we should talk about the things we 

lobbied for that will be part of the new DAAR reports. And I think that 

when we add that new slide that Kurt was suggesting that talks about 

the changes that are already going to be implemented, I think it’s a 

good time to mention it.  

It’s a bit of a chicken and an egg problem because one of our 

recommendations is that we contribute to the wording that goes into 

that new report. And Samaneh is waiting for us to give that to her or to 

work with her on that before she releases the new report. But at the 

same time, we’re waiting to present all this to the Registries 

Stakeholder Group before we go talk to Samaneh. So, this is definitely 

something that we’re going to bring up for the Registries Stakeholder 

Group. But I think when we talk about why it hasn’t happened yet, the 

primary reason is Samaneh’s waiting for us. 

Other than that, I think all of the suggestions that everyone’s mentioned 

are solid. And I will make sure that I update the slides accordingly. 

Appreciate the good attention to detail of everybody in reviewing these 
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and making sure that they’re accurate and the right level of detail for 

the stakeholder group. Thanks.  

 

JIM GALVIN: [Thanks], Kristine. Rick, go ahead, please. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Jim. If we could go to recommendation four, which I think is on 

slide six. Thanks. This is one that Kurt was talking about a little bit ago. I 

think we need to be reminded or recalling something that I brought up. 

And I think that Sean Baseri had talked about this a little bit last week or 

the week before.  

Regarding the notion that the length of time a domain name with 

reported abuse stays active in the data feeds, it’s a feature, not a bug of 

these data feeds that domain names stay on them a long time. In fact, if 

you spend a tiny amount of time with these data feeds, one of the 

things you’ll find out is that names stay on the feed a long time, even 

after they are out of the zone for a period of time. If you look at some 

feeds, names will stay there even when names are not in the zone and 

much less whether or not mitigation has taken place. 

But this is actually, in a number of cases, on purpose because these 

feeds are designed to be loaded into corporate firewalls and other 

things, whereby there’s very little cost to blocking names that are not 

actually causing problems. And so, this is an impedance mismatch 

between the original intended purpose of these feeds and then how 
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they’re getting recycled and turned into something like the DAAR, which 

is using these feeds in a way that they were not originally intended for.  

And so, while this recommendation—we can write it down here—is 

going to be an extraordinarily difficult one to accomplish, much with its 

difficulty being outsized as compared to the few words that we put 

down there on the paper. So, I just wanted to really raise that point, 

that this is not as easy as it might look because the feeds are not 

designed to be working in this—to be an exact measure. They’re 

designed to be protective for their consumers and they’re not designed 

to be taking these names off as soon as they’re actually being mitigated. 

Thank you. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks for that, Rick. I do agree with the point. We have actually edited 

the text in the document and tried to pull that in. It is clear that the 

feeds and the name’s presence on a feed or non-presence is a very 

gross-level look at, potentially, mitigation efforts. Or at least it’s a gross-

level look at the fact that a security threat may no longer be in progress. 

So, yes. The presence on the feed is not intended to measure mitigation 

explicitly. 

 Those words are in the document. We added some words there. It’s 

always possible that we should, perhaps, expand on that. There is this 

problem with being overly terse. And maybe we’re still in a terse place. 

But if you look under finding two in the document, there is some new 

text there that attempts to cover this point a bit.  
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I’m not sure [how to] add it here. The slides are, by definition, terse. I 

can try to remember in discussion to mention it. But there’s a part of 

me that also thinks that might be just a little too much detail for the 

presentation tomorrow. If we get a question and it’s appropriate to 

answer it in that way, then sure. Let’s add all of that detail. But I don’t 

want to overwhelm people with too many details because we’re … 

Those that are here are much more steeped in this than most people 

who are probably going to be listening tomorrow. And I want to be 

careful about that in the presentation, not to overwhelm people. 

But yeah. We’ll just see where the conversation goes and how it goes. 

Please do check the document. Make sure that we’ve covered this more 

thoroughly. If you think we need to expand, we can do that. But we’ll 

get to that in a minute when we get into the document. Kristine, go 

ahead, please. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN: Thanks. Yeah. I agree with you completely that we need to have this list 

be concise. Maybe you decided this before I was able join. I apologize I 

was late. It’s my understanding that after this call, we’re going to tweak 

the presentation. We’re going to make sure that we’re happy with the 

report. We don’t have to wordsmith the report because don’t worry our 

friends on the stakeholder group will do that. So, making it perfect is 

unnecessary because this is just going to get chopped up anyway.  

 So, I think that we’re planning on sending the report and the slideshow 

around to the stakeholder group this afternoon so people can read, and 

do a little homework, and come educated, and prepared, and ready to 
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discuss. We’re only going to have about 30 to 40 minutes. This is 

already, I want to say, seven or eight slides. And so, if we spend any 

amount of time discussing a slide, we’re going to have no discussion 

time.  

So, what I want to do is keep the slides super high-level as a way to job 

people’s memories. But trust that they’re going to have a minute to look 

at the document and stuff ahead of time so that they can have a 

conversation. And so, this would be an opportunity, if you disagree with 

that approach, to raise your hand because this is what we’re planning 

on. Jim and I haven’t yet talked about how we’re going to present and 

who’s going to present. But I think it has to be no more than 10 minutes 

of presentation so that we can have a quality stakeholder group 

discussion. But I’m looking for feedback on that suggestion. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Yeah. Thanks, Kristine. Certainly, as well as the content of the slides, any 

thoughts about the actual logistics that folks have? Please do offer your 

comments and advice. We’ll see how the discussion goes. And of 

course, tomorrow when then discussion’s going on, you should feel free 

to jump in and add to the discussion, too, as appropriate. Certainly, 

don’t want to exclude all of our many points of view here, in any of this.  

 Okay. And hopefully, if we get this slide deck out … Kristine and I will get 

this deck updated, here, very quickly and out the door. Hopefully people 

will actually have had a chance to look at it. I realize our meeting 

tomorrow is earlier by a couple of hours than it has been in the past. 

We’re doing our best to accommodate Donna, which is a good thing. 
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And hopefully people will have had a chance to look at the slides and 

have read through them so that we won’t need to take too much time 

in our presentation. 

 Last call for any other comments on the slide deck. All right. Then, as 

Kristine said, it doesn’t have to be perfect right now, just enough to get 

some discussion going. We’ll get this out the door as quick as we can 

after this meeting.  

We’ll just continue on now and we’ll move into talking about our 

document and talking about where we are. We still have some 

questions and comments that we’ve left in here for discussion. So, Sue, 

if you could take us over to our document. I will put the link to it here in 

the chatroom for folks, just in case you don’t have it handy. This is the 

document that we’re talking about here.  

Okay. We’ve done quite a bit in reorganizing this and pulling this out. 

We did leave some comments in here about some of our recent 

changes. This is for people to look at. I think that I want to call out a 

couple of things here that we left. Otherwise, we tried to clean up the 

document. We just left a couple of things, just to call them out, that we 

thought would be useful for folks to touch on. 

So, I’m going to jump down here to finding one. If anyone wants to 

jump back, if we’re going too fast for you, please do raise your hand and 

speak up. But the first comment here is finding one … And it’s in that 

third paragraph there, where, I think it was Maxim who had originally 

made the request for talking about closed networks.  
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We tried to capture the point that he was looking for. We reworded this 

sentence a bit so maybe this is mostly … I don’t really want to put you 

on the spot too much here but it’s partly just to make sure that we’re 

being responsive to Maxim’s very good point about what this really 

means.  

And of course, if anyone else has any objections or comments about 

what’s there … We’re just trying to capture the fact that the reputation 

list providers, they have varying … It’s a spectrum of ways in which 

things get on these lists, some that are more carefully vetted and some 

that really are just crowdsourced. And sometimes, there’s just a mix of 

all of that. We’re just trying to cull all of that out. Kristine, go ahead, 

please. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN: Hi. Thanks. Yeah. So, just to clarify my edits here, to me … And I know, 

Jim, you might disagree with my removal of “an authority.” I know we 

talked about it a little bit and I thought, “Are they really an authority? 

They’re kind of self-proclaimed?” And then, we say, “e.g.” And then, I 

got to be thinking, “Is there really a list of authorities?” There’s really 

not.  

There’s two groups that have set themselves up as being authorities. 

One are the reputation list providers themselves. The other are private 

groups of professional security researchers and those could be 

Shadowserver. Those could be any phishing working group. Those could 

be any number of collectives of people who have gotten together in 
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think tanks to decide that they’re the people that everyone should listen 

to on this.  

So, unless this group can think of a third category that doesn’t fit into 

either the reputation list providers or private groups of professional 

security researchers, that’s the reason why I made the change I did. But 

I’m also not the expert. So, looking to see if that actually, truly does 

pretty much cover the universe. Thanks.  

 

JIM GALVIN: Thank, Kristine. And I see Kurt just saying in the chat that he agrees with 

removing the word “authority.” So, all of that’s good. And a plus one 

from Rick. So, that’s good.  

 Okay. Let’s move on down to finding two. We’ll just keep ourselves 

moving here. We’ve changed some of the words here about how we’re 

explaining this finding. Basically, this is really our point about not 

showing anything about mitigation. We’re just explaining what it means 

to—what the lists actually show—the idea that names are there.  

And this is where we did add a sentence at the bottom here, a couple of 

sentences at the bottom there, directly in response to the point that 

Rick is … “Careful to make sure we don’t lose track of …” And I mean 

that. So, thank you for that, Rick, keeping us honest—about making sure 

that we don’t forget this. 

And again, this might not be sufficient. It might not be as much as we’d 

like to say about it but it is there and we can certainly expand on it. I 

don’t know if we want to wordsmith this now but just for people to 
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make sure. If you have any objections … Or feel free, of course. Go into 

suggesting mode here and certainly add some additional text or words if 

you want. This is your opportunity to get this into a place where we 

don’t mind having the rest of the stakeholder group read it. We 

certainly don’t want to have anything in here that’s confusing but 

hopefully it’s sufficient to at least get us through the group. 

And I see someone making some edit there. That’s Rick. That’s fine. That 

looks good to me. I’ll just pause for a moment here—make sure that 

Rick has a chance to finish his thoughts. And, oh! Kurt. You have your 

hand up. Go ahead, please.  

 

KURT PRITZ: Yeah. I tried to look at this paragraph in the shoes of a first-time reader. 

And so, my edits were an attempt to make it more clear. So, I just want 

to say that I defer to you and Kristine in the final result. If you want to 

take these changes, fine. If you want to revert back to the previous, 

that’s fine, too.  

 

JIM GALVIN: Yeah. The only change that I might make is, as I look as this now more 

carefully, is you changed “reports” to “security threats.” And as a copy 

edit change, trying to be careful about always saying “reports of abuse.” 

So, I probably should not have had reports there. I should expand that 

to say “reports of abuse activity.” “Reports of abuse activity” is the 

phrase that we’re sticking to. And I want to be careful to use that phrase 

throughout.  
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So, that’s the only editorial thing that I would do. Just trying to be 

consistent in all of that. But thanks for that, Kurt. Other than that, no 

issue with the changes and editorial work. Okay. Not seeing any other 

hands.  

Let’s move on down to finding three here. Kurt is making a suggestion 

about the use of “unfair—” should be “inaccurate.” I don’t really feel 

strongly either way. I am trying to be … If I have an opinion at all, it’s 

just trying to be a little careful about not poking the bear too hard. So, 

just trying to find some words which express the honest observational 

view about what’s going on without just poking at them unnecessarily. 

So, “unfair,” “inaccurate …” I don’t know if anyone else has a view about 

all of that. Kristine and I can talk about that later and maybe think about 

whether or not we can tweak that a little bit or take Kurt’s suggestion. I 

don’t feel strongly about it right now. 

And I see your note in the chatroom there, Rick. Yeah. I think your edits 

are fine. So, that’ll be good there. Oh! Rick, you have your hand up. Go 

ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah. On this sentence where we’re working right now, where it says … 

Should we say “this creates an unbalanced” where it says “it could 

create?” I don’t know and I don’t feel strongly either way. Do we want 

to say definitively that “it creates” or do we want to say that it “may 

create?” I don’t feel strongly about it either way but just offering that 

as—depending on how we wanted it to come across. Is “likely to create” 

fair? That’s fair, Kurt. Kurt, in the chat, says, “is likely to create.”  
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There might be a way to … If we’re worried about that being too strong, 

either the word I said or the Kurt’s edit in the chat, “is likely to create,” 

is a way to soften it a little bit, as a suggestion. Something to consider. I 

don’t feel strongly.  

 

JIM GALVIN: No. I like that.  

 

RICK WILHELM: I don’t feel too … I don’t mind it being aggressive. But if we’re worried 

about it being aggressive, that would be a way to soften it a little bit.  

 

JIM GALVIN: Yeah. With respect to being aggressive, I’m trying not to be too 

aggressive because I feel like, at least for right now, we’re working well 

with Samaneh and John. So, as we go through this, I’m just trying to 

make sure that we keep that good relationship, for the moment, that 

we seem to have.  

 And actually, I’m not even sure where to go. I like both of these 

suggestions— “could create,” “is likely to create.” The comments are 

there for right now. Kristine and I can … Or maybe, Kristine, if you want 

to cast the deciding vote there on that. Since I wrote the original text, I’ll 

let you deal with the copy edits here—have a view. I’m okay with all of 

it, too. I’m not sure. But saying one of the other two is probably better 

than being definitely about “it creates.” “Could create,” “is likely to 

create …”  
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All right. Tell you what. We’re just going to pick one. I’m going to go 

with “is likely to create.” Let’s leave that in there for now. Anybody 

wants to react to that, please feel free. Type another comment in here. 

Okay. That takes us through findings four, five, and six, all the way into 

the recommendations. And in terms of the recommendations, it takes 

us all the way down to what is currently labeled “recommendation 

three.” So, recommendation three, this is something that Kurt had 

added into the document. So, it’s not the recommendation three that 

was there last week. This is a new recommendation three. Everything 

else got pushed down one.  

Admittedly, I think now I completely get, Kurt, what you’ve been driving 

us at. You’ve been quite persistent in trying to push on this particular 

analysis. I thought we had captured it but it wasn’t until yesterday when 

Kristine and I were doing a final catch-up on all of these details here that 

I actually think I got it. I want to try to play this back in my own words 

and see if this resonates with you. Because if I really do have it, then this 

is good. We can make sure we carry this forward in the right way and 

we’ll be ready to have a discussion tomorrow. 

So, in my own words, a Pareto analysis is normally a chart which has 

two things on it. And I think this helps in understanding what’s really 

going on here, or at least it helped me when I stopped to think about it. 

Normally, you have two things on a real Pareto analysis chart.  

So, imagine the following in our specific place to make this concrete. 

You’ve got a bar chart where you actually list the TLDs on the y-axis. 

And what the bar shows is the percentage of abuse activity. So, the y-



RySG DAAR Discussion Group-Apr14                              EN 

 

Page 20 of 33 

 

axis is the percentage. And you actually list the TLDs by name and you 

rank them going out. That’s one way to picture this in your mind when 

you think about this. 

The other half of a Pareto analysis is to then have a line that your draw 

over the bar graph. And the line shows the cumulative total of those 

percentages. So, it goes right from zero up to the top of the first bar. 

And then, the point on the line is the sum of the first two bars. And 

then, the next point on the line is the sum of the first three bars. And so, 

you end up with this line, which goes up, which is ever increasing. So, 

it’s showing the cumulative total of abuse as you walk down the rank 

order of the TLDs. 

And what we’re getting at in recommendation three is only displaying 

the line. You don’t put the bar graph part. You just display the line. And 

what you put on the x-axis is the count of number of TLDs. So, you show 

that, just to make it very concrete, the top five TLDs … All you do is you 

see the number five and you see something like, “Five TLDs have 80% of 

the abuse.” And if you have 1,000 TLDs that you’re working with here, 

995 TLDs have 20% of the abuse. And that’s what that one line will show 

you. And that’s the intent of that graph. 

So, Kurt, I want to give you a chance, first, to comment. I see Beth 

putting her hand up. But does that resonate with you, in terms of what 

you’re trying to get at here? That’s what I got, finally, yesterday, in what 

I’ve been reading about what you’ve been writing. 
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KURT PRITZ: I’m not sure. I’m making realizations about this all the time, too. So, 

there’s a Pareto analysis already in the DAAR. There’s two of them—one 

for new TLDs and one for existing TLDs. For example, the one for 

existing TLDs says, “All the abuse is concentrated in the top three.” So, 

to me, with apologies to Rick, it shows that Verisign is number one in 

the amount of abuse. And when we combine the new and existing TLDs, 

that’s what it’s going to show and that is not particularly useful to 

anyone. 

And so, the type of analysis I’m talking about is not talking about the 

absolute number of instances of abuse. It’s that the number one ranked 

TLD, we’ll say, will have 20% of its names are reported as abusive. And 

then, the next TLD in the list will have 13%, and the next TLD will have 

8% and drop down like that.  

That’s why I use a type of Pareto analysis or a Pareto-like analysis 

because we’re not talking about that 20% of the abuses don’t occur in 

the top three TLDs. We’re talking about the percentage of names that 

are abusive in each TLD and rank ordering them. That’s what’s going to 

allow us to say, “After analysis, without naming names, looks like the 

top 10 TLDs, or the bottom 10, have the most concentration or the most 

abuse per domain name.  

So, it’s not an absolute number. It’s the percentage of abused names in 

each TLD. So, hopefully we’ll get us concentrated on the set of TLDs that 

have the most percentage of abuse and see what characteristics they 

care so we can take steps to reduce the abuse—make it actionable. 

That’s not clear at all, is it? 
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JIM GALVIN: No. It is. Well, it is to me. Just to be very clear, let me ask one clarifying 

question. And I apologize, Beth. If I said something other than 

percentage, then I apologize. I believe I agree with you completely. 

What I want to make sure I understand is what the denominator is here. 

Yes, we ranked the TLDs based on the number of domains with reported 

abuse activity over the number of delegated domains in that TLD. So, 

it’s a percentage of domain names in that TLD that show reported 

activity. I think that’s what you mean. Is that correct? 

 

KURT PRITZ: Yeah. It’s correct. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Right. And yes, Kurt. No naming of TLDs but that particular 

denominator, right?  

 

KURT PRITZ: Yeah. That’s correct. 

 

JIM GALVIN: All right. Okay. So, that makes sense to me. I want to look at these 

words again. I’m not sure that these words exactly say that in 

recommendation three. I’m interested in whether anyone else is really 

getting this, and tracking it, and is on board here. This is a subtle point. 

And I appreciate Kurt driving this home because it really did take me a 
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while, I think, to really capture, at least for myself, and latch onto 

exactly what was going on here. So, with that, let me go to Beth, who 

has her hand up. 

 

BETH BACON: Thanks, Jim. I think, yes, this is making sense. But as you guys were 

talking through, I did just want to … I think we’ve now covered it in the 

chat a little bit. We agreed last week that there would be no naming of 

the TLDs. But if I’m understanding from the discussion, it now sounds 

like it will say, “The largest gTLD with the most domain name 

registrations has this percentage.” So, I think that if that’s the way we’re 

going to go, I don’t know … It’s kind of a roundabout way of naming and 

shaming. So, I think if that’s an issue, then we should just be ready to 

discuss it because I think that will brought up on the call.  

Again, I’m not suggesting any changes right now. What you guys have 

now gotten to makes sense to me. I just want to make sure that we 

were all on the board with our last week’s decision that we wouldn’t be 

naming the registries. But I also want to make sure that we aren’t, in a 

roundabout way, naming them. But if it’s more of an aggregate thing, 

then that’s fine. Again, I’m not suggesting any changes now. I think that 

we just should be ready for that question on the call. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Beth. It is interesting to think about. I don’t know exactly how 

all of this will come out. To some extent, you’re right. A larger TLD is 

quite likely to have a larger … It’s certainly going to have a larger 

absolute number of reported abuse activity. But on the other hand, that 
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absolute number is not necessarily a very big percentage of the entire 

TLD. Imagine a TLD that only got 10 names in it and all 10 of them are 

reports of abuse.  

That TLD would have a 100% percentage and would absolutely be 

ranked number one on any list, whereas you take something like the 

larger TLDs … .com is always the easy one, which apologies to our 

Verisign friends here. But even if they have tens of thousands of domain 

names, the percentage of the overall TLD that has reported abuse 

activity is still going to be quite reasonable and pretty low. And it’s not 

entirely clear, on a percentage basis, where they would really rank in 

the grand scheme of things. And that’s important. 

So, I don’t think you can draw any obvious conclusions, just by saying, 

“Count the TLDs on the y-axis.” It’s not necessarily obvious which TLD 

goes down there. But the important thing to take out of this Pareto-like 

analysis is the ability to show that 80% of activity … This is the old 80/20 

thing. We get to have a very clear display of the fact that we don’t have 

a widespread systemic problem because this particular graph will clearly 

show that most of the abuse is occurring in a limited number of TLDs.  

And when you consider how many of them there are, that’s a really 

good place to be. And that’s an important point to be able to make. And 

that’s what I expect this chart to show, and to show definitively, such 

that it really can’t be argued against it. Rick, you have your hand up. Go 

ahead, please. 
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RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Jim. Someone had pasted in the link to the DAAR report from 

February 29th into the chat room. Actually, I think, Jim, you did. 

 

JIM GALVIN: I was intending to show diagrams 5a and 5b. I thought Kurt was going to 

reference them and I wanted people to know how to get right to them. 

But I apologize. I interrupted you. Go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: No. That’s quite all right. I thought that you were going to go for 

diagrams 10 and 11 because I think that 10 and 11 are actually … If 

you’ve got that link open in your other browser window, I think that 

they are actually a little bit more predictive to where … You can see 5a 

and 5b were kind of Paretos when they went by on the screen. But if 

you go down a little bit more, you can see 10 and 11 are somewhat 

more predictive of where this is going to be.  

 One of the reasons that I’m cautious about this one is that … The 

definition of “most of the abuse” is what I’m cautious about here 

because if you look at the way these two graphs look, they’re on a log 

scale. And so, while it’s true that in the … I think, Kurt, you’re 

hypothesizing that in figure 11, the lower of the two that are fully on 

the screen. No, no. Go up a little bit. We’re looking at the two dotty 

ones—the two dotty graphs. In figure 11, the few dots that are elevated 

off of the baseline are the ones that would be appearing in the Pareto 

because they have a higher percentage. Is that, Kurt, what your 

hypothesis would appear to be indicating? Right? 
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JIM GALVIN: Yes, Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM: So, the thing that we can see here is that what we know is that in terms 

of the size of these TLDs, they’re logarithmically smaller and their dots 

are smaller. And so, I worry about the definition of “most.” While they 

have a fairly high percentage, I worry that when we start talking about 

these in more absolute terms and get towards naming of names that 

arguments about “most” are going to go towards the right side of this 

scale, where the size of the dots gets bigger, in either this graph or the 

one right above it, to where you get to the upper right of the scale.  

 And so, that’s why I’ve got a fair bit of ambivalence about this, 

especially when we, as a stakeholder group—at least as a working 

group—have a lot of ambivalence about the fundamental way that 

names actually get onto this list and the way that domain names get put 

into these dots.  

And so, I don’t see why we would be so eager as to be putting forth 

Paretos and things like that, that are doing a lot to categorize and 

establish labeling and categorization around TLDs when we have 

underlying issues around the way that domain names get onto the list in 

first place. I think it’s very premature to be having a recommendation 

around categorizing TLDs when we have methodological issues about 

the categorization of domain names and the underlying mechanics of 

creating the list. Thank you. 



RySG DAAR Discussion Group-Apr14                              EN 

 

Page 27 of 33 

 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Thanks for that, Rick. You bring up a very good point. I think that this is 

going to be part of our detailed discussion with Samaneh going forward. 

I want to believe that we have a principle here that we’re after. And 

that is we’re trying to manage what information is displayed. That’s one 

part. But the second part gets to your very strong comment about the 

definition of “most.” And then, once you throw out this word “most,” 

and then you start looking at these particular charts in detail, all kinds of 

new questions come up. Are we really doing a favor to the community 

in what’s here?  

 At least for me, I want to … I know that you’re making a good point. 

That’s obvious to me and I can see that. I don’t have an immediate 

reaction. I’m supportive of your comment. And I think the point that I 

take on board most is that we are going to have to really think about 

what this stuff looks like as we work more closely with Samaneh going 

forward.  

I still think our recommendation has a good concept or principle. But 

the details of its actual implementation are going to matter. That’s part 

of what I take away from what you just said. And we’re going to want to 

be careful about that. As we look at the lower recommendations, the 

later ones, where we really are focused on wanting to work with them 

to develop the right messaging, I think that part of creating these 

reports is we’re going to have to put some real work into thinking about 

telling them how to characterize what these reports mean. 
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One of our recommendations is explicitly telling ICANN to be much 

more deliberate and direct about what really is here, what’s not here, 

and the limitations of what is here. And one of those limitations, as 

you’ve emphasized—and other people have said this. Maxim has 

highlighted this a lot—is the quality of the data coming in. You’re right. 

The feeds have a certain quality. And it’s important to highlight that 

limitation. ICANN really can do better job of that.  

This stuff is representative. It’s at best an indicator. But a lot more 

caution has to be applied to being much more careful about using it as a 

compliance tool, if I can overstate a little bit, or maybe not overstate—

but for our purposes, just so that we know where we’re headed. 

Kristine, you have your hand up. Go ahead, please. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN: Thanks. Yeah. This is all really, really good stuff. I agree with everything, 

Rick. I think a couple of things to keep in mind here. One is that I know 

we haven’t spent a ton of time on the communication 

recommendations—recommendations five through seven—but we 

spent a significant amount of time thinking about this early on. We 

recognized that a lot of the mitigation of the community’s 

misperceptions would need to be dealt with through this 

communications bit.  

And I don’t think we should underestimate the value of much better 

communications and much better information in the DAAR report. 

There are some people in this group that are amazing at reading the 

charts and the graphs and that’s fine. I think we know that there’s a lot 
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of people in the community that aren’t doing so great at reading the 

charts and graphs. So, getting the messaging right is going to be really, 

really critical here. 

The other thing that I want to highlight is that there’s a reason why 

these five or seven recommendations are going to the Registries 

Stakeholder Group. It’s because we need to discuss them. We felt 

comfortable, as a working group, sending some information to 

Samaneh, saying, “Try this. Try that. Try this. Try that,” because it was 

pretty low-risk. It wasn’t a lot of skin off of anyone’s nose, to use a US 

metaphor, to give this a shot. The recommendations we have here are 

ones that maybe have bigger implications to the bigger stakeholder 

group, which is why we are brining it to the stakeholder group.  

So, I think that you’re absolutely right and I think that our messaging 

needs to describe the fact that these recommendations, at least one 

through four, do carry a little bit of risk because they’re changing the 

way the data’s presented and potentially presenting even more data 

without changing the fact that we’re still relying on shit feeds. And 

that’s a given that we’ve had to work with. And our recommendations 

five through seven are attempting to mitigate the fact that we’re 

working with shit feeds. I’m going to just be really blunt about that.  

But I think, ultimately, we all agree that we would like to see what this 

recommendation one through four looks like. That’s really why we’re 

bringing this to the stakeholder group. The potential future 

recommendations, A through C, those are the ones that we don’t have a 

good handle on. We haven’t decided if these are things that we’re ready 

to bring forward to Samaneh yet. And so, these are more controversial. 
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So, I wouldn’t say that we should go into this conversation tomorrow 

with the idea that recommendations one through seven are a slum dunk 

for sure. I think we still have stuff to discuss as a stakeholder group. I 

hope we come away with the ability to go forward and work with OCTO 

on recommendations one through seven, or specifically one through 

four. I think we have to do five through seven. So, maybe that helps the 

conversation a bit as well. Thanks.  

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Kristine. I want to be a little conscious of time. I have one more 

thing I want to call out. Let me call it out, Rick, before you jump in. 

People should take a look at the words in recommendation four. Kurt 

had proposed some stuff and some recommendations that we put 

there, just for … Just wanted to call out the fact that we made some 

relatively substantive changes there. And folks can take a look at that 

while we go through. Rick, go ahead, please. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sure. Given the possible risks related to recommendation three, what 

about moving that down to the group that is in the potential section, or 

one that is joining those that is line for discussion and such? 

 

JIM GALVIN: That’s an interesting suggestion. I took Kristine’s point, Rick, more to be 

about … Unless people want to stand up and say something different 

now, I actually thought we’d generally had agreement about something 

like recommendation three.  
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The risk that Kristine was talking about is the broader risk of, in any 

case, for all of these things, one through four taken together, we’re 

suggesting changes to the way data is displayed. And we’re going to do 

our best to try to cover all the details of that but that’s the problem 

with statistics. It’s interesting what people will turn it into. So, I’m not 

immediately inclined to move it down but I’m interested in hearing if 

others want to support that suggestion. Being, again, very conscious of 

time, let me move to Kurt, here, with your hand up. 

 

KURT PRITZ: Thanks for this. And thanks very much, Rick. One of the reasons I 

suggested this or thought about this is that if we look at figures 5a and 

5b, what that will become in the end is … That Pareto analysis will just 

show .com, .org, .net in the top three positions, which is not useful. So, I 

was thinking about a way to make that useful by this percentage of 

abused names in each TLD. But I certainly understand what you’re 

saying about if the data is incorrect because of the stickiness or for 

some other reason, then we’re essentially creating false perceptions 

here by using this data and that’s a big risk.  

So, I think the worst … We were talking about a top 10 list. The worst 

will still be the worst and it won’t be affected. But I can understand the 

reticence. In the real world, we would construct this kind of Pareto 

analysis and look at and say, “Yeah. This makes sense. Let’s go with it,” 

or, “This doesn’t make sense. Let’s not go with it.” But instead, we’re in 

this position where we have to recommend it, and then it’s going to get 

published, and then we’ll see. Or we won’t recommend it and it won’t 

get published.  
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So, with all that blabbering—and we’re out of time—I have two 

thoughts. One is if there’s a way we can work with OCTO to preview 

these things to see if they make sense or are accurate, that would be 

the better way—to create a sandbox and see if these charts make 

sense. But if we cannot do that, then I would be okay with moving it 

down to a future one and in our presentation say, “Look. A real 

shortcoming of this report is figure 5a and 5b, which show us essentially 

nothing.”  

And then, we have the charts that Rick referred to later on. Were they 

10 or something like that? Yeah, 10 and 11 that sort of showed this sort 

of thing but they’re just too confusing to look at and derive any 

actionable information.  

So, bottom line is I’d be okay with moving it down. And maybe we’re 

trying to do a lot over a little bit of time. Maybe those potential ones 

are the ones we put in a sandbox and look at them before we promote 

them into the report itself. I hope that we clear in some way.  

 

JIM GALVIN: It was, Kurt. And thank you. I want to call out something Kristine said in 

the chat room and this would be my response, too. This is not intended 

to be our final set of recommendations. This is intended to represent 

the path that we’re headed down, for which, as a working group 

ourselves, we have some consensus that this is the path to go down.  

Our next step is to explore this with OCTO directly. And as part of that, 

we will do some of these things with her. Let Samaneh do them. We will 

look at them. And we may then rethink some of our recommendations. 
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The formality of our recommendations is to come. So, this is currently 

the path we’re headed down, that we have consensus, but it’s a model 

of what to work with, with OCTO. They’re not a final thing. Just wanted 

to keep that up and keep that in mind for people. Okay, Kurt. Your hand 

is still up. I’ll give you one last chance if you want to speak. Otherwise, 

we’re over time here. 

 

KURT PRITZ: Well, it’s an old hand but I think we should consider carefully what 

Rick’s saying, and if he sees risk here, potentially move it down. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay. I agree with that. I think, for the moment, we’re going to leave it 

in the document for discussion, just the way it is. I don’t want to make 

too many changes last-minute here, in order to get this out. But 

certainly, it’s an open question for us as a working group. And maybe 

we can move it out and we’ll see where we are.  

 So, I apologize for running over here today. Thanks, everyone. Please be 

there tomorrow when we talk to the stakeholder group and we’ll see 

everyone next week. We’re adjourned.  

 

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

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


