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JIM GALVIN:  Thanks, everyone. I’m Jim Galvin from Afilias. This is the Registry 

Stakeholder Group DAAR Working Group. It is Tuesday, February 11th. 

Thanks everyone for joining today. My co-chair, Kristine, is not available 

to join us today. She is enjoying some vacation time, which probably 

more of us wish we could have a little more often but here we are.  

 We did arrange … We’ve been discussing for some time different ways 

to group TLDs in categories. And although we’ve been having some 

discussions about some relatively detailed groupings, we took one 

broad swipe at groupings and we’re looking to divide up—have TLDs 

divided up in two distinct groups, a type one and a type two.  Type one 

being TLDs that perform some kind of action prior to the actual 

registration in terms of doing some kind of validation or checking of the 

registrant in some way. And we weren’t trying to pass any judgment on 

the various ways in which they’ve done the variety of spectrum of ways 

in which that happens. 

 It might be better to think about type two which are the open TLDs, 

which is that there’s no restrictions whatsoever. Anybody can step up 

and say, “I want a domain name,” and the TLD is just delighted to grant 

them one. So, if you’re open in that sense, then that’s the type that you 

are. Everything else must be in type one because they’re doing some 

kind of extra step involved.  

 Then we made this division. We made our own informal pass across the 

list of TLDs. We passed that on to Samaneh and we asked her just to 

look at what her data would look like, what the presentation would look 

like given that distinction, while we continue to think about what 
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additional subgroupings we might add to each of those types. And we 

haven’t finished that discussion, so we don’t have that to pass on to 

Samaneh yet.  

 Let me pause for a moment and see if anyone wanted to comment on 

that summary or had any questions about that before I give Samaneh a 

chance to talk about what she’s been able to see so far, having done 

that look at the data.  

 I’m not seeing any hands go up or any words in the chat, so let’s just 

zoom right along here and ask Samaneh. We did give you the 

spreadsheet at some point last week and you indicated you would come 

and talk to us about it this week, so let me turn it over to you to talk to 

us about what you found. If you have something to show us, that would 

be great. But, otherwise, please just talk us through what you know.  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: Thank you, Jim. Yeah. I don’t know if everybody was on the call already. 

[inaudible] that I looked. Just for a preliminary analysis, I looked at the 

first thing which is what portion of the domains—the total domains—

that are in zone files are from the TLDs that have registration limit. Let’s 

call it registration limitations. That’s just for having a short phrase. And 

which portion of the domains are located in TLDs that do not have any 

registration criteria.  

 And when I look at that, what I see—and I can certainly share my screen 

with you.  
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MICHELLE DESMYTER: I have it where anyone can share. 

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: Can you see my screen now? 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yes. That looks good. Thank you.  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: So, basically, with the pie chart, it was just to see what portion of the 

domains are located. I call it registration criteria and no registration 

criteria. And approximately 1% of the domains are here that have 

registration criteria [later] and this is the exact number. So, out of this, 

which is the total number which is around 200 million, around … This 

much of it is located in TLDs with registration criteria.  

 Now, when I look at how abuse is distributed across these TLDs, there 

are several [plots] that I will look at later, but just for having a quick 

look, I used some of the old [plots] that I have, showing you guys. Across 

different security types. Basically, the orange, which you [had listed] is 

the ones with registration criteria. From the look of it, it seems that 

there is only a small amount here in the bar with spam. Maybe there are 

more here, but very limited. Anyways, the takeaway is that they are 

limited number of domains with registration criteria that are abused.  

 Now, because I still haven’t done the step two which is looking at … So, 

visually we cannot see anything significant but that doesn’t mean that 

statistically it is not significant.  
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 So, what I haven’t found time to do was to do a statistical test to see if 

even the small amount, does it have a significant relation with abuse? 

That is the next step that I am going to do later. But, for what it’s worth, 

I show you this first shot at data that you have provided me. That’s it.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Thank you. Actually, that’s good. I would say that we actually expected 

that kind of result, but that was mostly based on just sort of anecdotal 

assumptions about this. I just wanted to point out Kurt is asking in the 

chatroom here, “Is there a distribution by security threat? Is there a 

graph by percentage rather than gross number of domains?” Isn’t the 

pie chart a reflection of percentage? I mean, you gave us the numbers, 

but the pie chart is a reflection of percentage or did I misunderstand 

Samaneh?  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: No, that was the percentage of domains. Not abused ones but just 

domains, what portion of it was located in these TLDs with registration 

criteria and what portion was in others. But I think what Kurt is asking is 

about security threat—the [bar plot] with security threats. Kurt, I didn’t 

make it … I mean, I made it but I don’t have it prepared now to show it 

to you. I think, if I am not mistaken, it was something around 5-6% 

spam. If you are asking about the absolute number where it’s just 

percentage of overall for the domains that have registration criteria.  
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JIM GALVIN:  Oh, I see. So, the pie chart is the number of domains that show up on 

the reputation list, and whether those domains are in TLDs with 

registration restrictions or not. So, that’s what the pie chart shows. And 

then you had the second bar graph which is showing split out by 

security threat, the percentage of domains that are in each of those 

categories. And of course the bar chart was attempting to show orange 

and blue but orange is more or less invisible which is just a reflection of 

how small the number is. Did I say all that right, Samaneh?  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: Yes, Jim. That’s correct. 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Okay. So, one of the things that’s interesting is I think that the way that 

that looks was actually expected from our point of view. We had rather 

expected that it would turn out in general to be that registration 

reactions are likely to reflect very small amounts of abuse. So, it’s good 

to be able to see that. And in fact our suggestion here is that we think 

that that’s actually useful information and would be good to have that 

generally visible to the community. I mean, I think that’s at least our 

current feeling about it all. We’re not committed to making that specific 

recommendation to you but we were thinking in terms of this would be 

a good split to have and it would be good to probably display all of this 

all the time.  

 And then there’s a second level of groupings that we’re still developing 

and thinking about that we want to take—probably have some 

subgroupings in each of the type one and type two. We haven’t quite 
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figured out exactly what we think is going to be useful there, but if we 

can come up with something there, then we would offer that to you to 

also do one of these experiments so that we can begin to see what that 

looks like and hopefully that would then … The more detailed groupings 

would show some more interesting information. The type one and type 

two distinction, you’re right, the type ones kind of stand out as being … 

They don’t represent a great deal of abuse. But that’s okay. We think 

that’s useful information for the community to have in general.  

 Let me give you a moment to respond to that. You were suggesting that 

you didn’t think that it was useful information. Is this something that 

you would be able to—go ahead.  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: Yeah. Actually, I definitely think it is useful. I actually, personally, and I 

think scientifically it is useful to check the relation between abuse and 

factor and to … Even if the final result is that there is no significant 

relation, it’s still useful information to convey and that is an additional 

thing that we understood. So, no, I think it’s definitely useful. And it’s 

definitely worth it to dig more into it.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Okay, good. Thank you. Also, there’s another question in the chat from 

Kurt wondering if … Will you be able to send us the numbers and the pie 

charts? And when you do your statistical analysis of the significance, can 

you also send those results to us so that we have that? And thank you. I 

see that you’re saying “sure” in the chatroom, so that’s good.  
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 Thank you very much for doing all of that and putting that together and 

the next step … Oh, and the best way to share. Well, a PDF is certainly—

if you can turn them into some kind of document that you give to us, 

that would be probably ideal. I’m assuming that the pie charts and the 

bar graph is probably easier to make into some kind of image that you 

can put into a PDF and share it.  

 You can send it to myself and Kristine and then we’ll forward the 

message onto the list so that everyone can have it, if that’s okay with 

you, Samaneh.  

 So, thank you for that. I think that, as I said, the other thing that we’ve 

been working on is looking to think about how to group in more detail 

each of those types. And another consideration of course is if we go 

forward with those two types, obviously we’re going to have to have a 

mechanism. Some kind of method is going to have to come into 

existence to manage that distinction, so that you always have that data 

available for creating those charts. I just want to make sure that all of 

that makes sense to you. You’re open to the idea of producing this kind 

of chart on a regular basis, if we can agree to make that 

recommendation to you?  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: I’m not sure if I understood exactly. So, was your point that if you have 

more suggestions on other factors to explore, am I open to do the 

[exploration], do the analysis? Is that what you’re asking? 
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JIM GALVIN:  No. I was actually asking the next step question, which is what you 

would be willing to take on board as a suggestion for what to do with 

DAAR. I’m assuming that you’re willing to do experiments with us as we 

explore our options here.  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: Yeah. Definitely. And if we find something that we all agree it has value 

information to share and to be shared for you guys and for others to be 

shared via the actual DAAR monthly report. And if [John] also agrees 

with that, then of course we will be using it and take it even for the 

future versions.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Excellent. I guess maybe I’ll take this moment then to ask: does anyone 

else have any other questions or comments for Samaneh about this? 

This was pretty short and I think informative. I guess if that’s it for now, 

then we can move on to something else. I think, Samaneh, I’m not 

seeing any hands go up, so thank you very much for putting all of that 

together and actually doing it relatively quickly. I look forward to your 

statistical analysis on the significance of the numbers. That would be a 

good thing to have.  

 And then, yes, please, we will have something else to offer to you to 

check, hopefully in the not-too-distant future. Ideally, we’ve asked ... I’ll 

jump a little bit here on our agenda. You can see that we do have some 

meeting time set up for this group at ICANN 67. Do you expect to be in 

attendance, present at that meeting, Samaneh?  
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SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: Yeah. And there would most likely be a DAAR session. We are still 

discussing because the timeframes that were open were not the best, 

so we are still discussing whether to hold a session or not. But there’s a 

chance that there will be a session. I will be there, regardless.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Okay, good. I do want to separate this into two things. This working 

group is having its own closed meeting discussion and I appreciate that 

you’re looking for your meeting in doing something there. What I 

wanted to make sure of is we don’t yet have a specific topic for you, but 

we are hoping that as we begin and we can have another experiment 

for you that there might be something for you to bring and come and 

talk to us again. Both you and John would be invited to come to our 

meeting and have that discussion with us, assuming that we actually can 

have an agenda. That’s still a few weeks out, so there’s a little 

uncertainty there.  

 We will meet regardless because we will continue our own 

development of ideas and suggestions, but hopefully, we’ll have 

something to discuss with you and I just wanted to make sure that you 

would block out some of that time so that you’d be able to come and 

join us during that time period when we’re having our working group 

meeting. Okay? 

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: Yeah. Sounds good. Okay.  
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JIM GALVIN:  Go ahead. I’m sorry.  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: Then I guess if you guys are planning to continue the meeting at this 

point, I will say goodbye to you.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yes. Thank you. Thank you very much. I was actually going to ask if you 

would mind.  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: No. Just one last question. I see that there is an invitation for the next 

week. I am going to share the results of the statistical analysis and the 

[plots] that Kurt have asked for via email during this week or early next 

week. It’s up to you if you have material to discuss to have me in next 

week’s meeting or just I skip a week and I will talk to you a week later. 

Just let me know. Maybe you know it after your conversation.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yes. Thank you very much for your flexibility. I very much appreciate 

that. I’m not prepared to commit to having you join us next week. Folks 

may or may not have additional questions once they’ve had a chance to 

look at the results that you share with us. But give us a chance to talk 

about that and we’ll let you know for certain, within a couple of days 
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here. If not, relatively quickly after this call. So, thank you for your 

flexibility there.  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: Okay. Sounds good. So, for now, the agenda request is there, and if 

there is no meeting, I expect the agenda request to be terminated from, 

so that I don’t mistakenly join the meeting.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Sounds good.  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: Okay. Thank you, everybody. I hope you have a nice meeting and I’ll 

talk to you later.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Thank you.  

 

SAMANEH TAJALIZADEHKHOOB: Bye-bye.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Bye. Okay. Any additional comments from anyone now that Samaneh 

has left us regarding what we saw? I think I’ll just repeat what I’ve said 

up to this point, and even when she was there. That really was kind of 

the results that we expected, that that type one, type two distribution 

would work out pretty much that way and it was good to actually see 
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that confirmed in that way. I think it’s nice when one can hypothesis 

and have it work out, I guess. 

 But it does highlight, at least for me, the importance and significance of 

us getting to that next step, which is what are the additional groupings 

underneath that would be useful? 

 And there are two parts to that. One is whether there are additional 

groupings under type one, additional groupings under type two. Under 

the type one case, which is the registration reactions, given that there is 

so little data there, I have to admit one of the things that occurs to me is 

whether it’s worth having any greater splits inside of that. Just the fact 

that restrictions exist seems to be enough of a data point. It’s not clear 

to me that we need to … It’s not immediately obvious to me that there’s 

any real value in trying to split that apart. If there’s really only 20,000 

which is the number that she had offered up there against 200 million 

registrations, it doesn’t feel like dividing ourselves up based on the 

various registration restrictions would actually inform us in any 

significant way. I’m interested in any comments about that. Anyone 

agree? That’s one reaction that I got from the data.  

 I’m not seeing any hands go up. So, we’ll just leave that as just a 

summary comment for the moment and we’ll see where that takes us 

all in the future.  

 So, the Google Doc that we are looking at that we had from last week is 

this one which I will put in the chat. I believe that’s the document that 

we’re talking about here for folks. We had started a discussion last week 

on this topic of working text for rate of change.  
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Kurt sent some additional words to the mailing list recently. I believe 

you might have send them yesterday, Kurt, to add to this discussion. 

And I guess that’s where I’ll take our discussion here for today is moving 

to that and moving to what Kurt had said on the list. Maybe, Kurt, I 

don’t mean to put you on the spot but would you like to offer some 

additional words of discussion or introduction about what you had 

written?  

 

KURT PRITZ: Thanks, Jim. I hadn’t prepared anything because I thought we were 

going to talk about this next week, but I was just thinking about if one of 

our issues or one of our areas of investigation is—maybe not 

investigation. Maybe if one our points is that DAAR is presently 

configured as not actionable or useful because it takes a snapshot of 

domain names that are being abused but we don’t know how long they 

live. So, if we’re just [inaudible] registrars or someone else acts on 

them, so they’re only in existence a short time. So, it might be a lot 

more meaningful to examine how long those domains exist rather than 

that they just happen to exist at that time in a certain quantity.  

 So, thinking back, starting from the point that that was an area that we 

wanted to investigate and explore, I was just thinking about how do we 

figure out how long they live? How long do these domains last before 

they’re taken down?  

So, I wanted to provide a couple of different ideas for how to measure 

that. One is to, every time a domain name expires or is taken down or 

put on server hold, you say, “Okay, how long did that one last?” and 



RySG DAAR Discussion Group-Feb11                                   EN 

 

Page 14 of 24 

 

sum all that up over a month. So, figure out the mean or average time 

that each of the domains lasts. So, that’s one way to explore it.  

Another way to explore it is just to … Since we have a report that is 

month by month now, how many of the domains in this report persist 

from the last report? So, how many lasted for a month? And then deal 

with those. How many have lasted for 20 days? And then deal with 

those. Keep winnowing that down. So, you don’t have absolute 

numbers then but you do have some sort of direction and action to take 

and a continual improvement path.  

So, the paper … Well, I wouldn’t even call it a paper, but the ideas there 

are here’s a couple … If this is important to us, measuring how long 

these domains last, here’s a couple of different ways of measuring that, 

that we could go back to ICANN with.  

At the end of the day, taking the mean and figuring out the standard 

deviation and whether it’s a normal distribution or skewed or not is 

helpful but I think somewhat academic because maybe it’s still not so 

actionable, whereas just starting with the longest [inaudible] and 

working our way backwards might be more actionable. But there’s a lot 

of ways to skin that cat.  

So, that was the whole idea about why I jotted that stuff down. Thanks.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  So, thanks very much for that, Kurt. I agree with everything you just said 

and I actually like your analysis.  I think the two options that you lay out 
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there in the document that you prepared are right. They are two 

options and I agree with your analysis there.  

 For me, I take a step back, and while it’s true … I think the question we 

have to ask ourselves is are we trying to create something which is 

actionable or not? My feeling is that we’re not. I’m certainly open for 

others to offer a different interpretation or a different goal. I was 

thinking about this work in terms of it’s really just about making visible 

that abuse is present, and two, that we are actually doing something 

about it. So that we’re not actually held to this idea that zero is the only 

goal.  

 I think that, if you’re going to show that abuse exists, you either want 

the number to be zero, in which case that’s the only number you have 

to present. Or if we recognize that zero is not an achievable goal, then 

we have to show that something is happening.  

 Now, the question of whether we actually have to show what that is 

and whether or not DAAR needs to be actionable, that’s an interesting 

question which I think we can have some discussion about.  

 I was thinking no, personally. I don’t want DAAR to be actionable. I want 

DAAR to be informative. But I don’t want it to, for example, if we make 

it actually actionable itself and we were to go down the path of your 

option two, it seems to me that then DAAR could turn into something 

that compliance could use, and then they would be using that against us 

as a means of you’re not actually acting on the names that are 

important in some way or relevant in some way—that kind of path. So, I 

would worry about that. Others may feel differently. Certainly 
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interested in other thoughts. I’ll give you, Kurt, a chance to respond if 

you want to about what I just said.  

 

KURT PRITZ: Sure. I see I still have my hand raised. That was an accident. I share your 

concerns. I’m not so much concerned about compliance because I’m a 

zealot in believing that compliance’s role is to ensure compliance with 

the contract as written. But there is a risk that others would use this 

information to force contractual change in a rapid, unreasonable, and 

not well-thought-out way.  

 This is kind of the dividing line because we’re the DAAR group and not 

the DNS abuse group. What we could do is lay out a plan for making the 

DAAR actionable and saying this is what the contracted parties are 

working on ICANN with and here’s our plan as laid out, which requires a 

lot more than that I put on paper, saying, “Here’s our initiative.” So let’s 

work through this and reduce DNS abuse by working through these 

issues and try to be in the lead rather than being subjected to 

discussions about contract change and such.  

 So, I agree with you. That’s just the other viewpoint. I don’t know 

exactly where I vote on it. We’d have to think about it and discuss it 

carefully.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yeah. Thank you for that and I agree with all of that, too. Certainly all of 

these points are open for discuss and interesting to see what kind of 
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consensus we can get to on what we’re really trying to display here and 

really trying to achieve.  

 I’m not sure that I have any new information to add to this, unless 

someone wants to do this. We’re on this path of … I’m trying to find a 

way to … For me, the larger objective is finding a way that unburdens 

registries with any additional work. And this notion of mean time to live, 

I like your phrase there, Kurt, that you had put in your document. But 

calculating some kind of mean time to live of a domain name and having 

that be part of DAAR seems like an interesting number.  

 Now, there’s a fair amount of work involved in calculating that number, 

so asking Samaaneh to construct that experiment is one problem. Of 

course, there’s also the problem that if we ask her to construct the 

experiment, we’ve now exposed this idea in general and this 

mechanism and they might decide to go forward and use that, whether 

we’d like them to or not. And it’s always important to keep that in mind, 

too.  

 But the meantime, [inaudible] has the advantage that it’s just work on 

ICANN. It doesn’t involve any additional work on our part. And it’s 

informative. It may not be perfectly informative, as you point out, Kurt, 

in the words that you wrote. There are some … It’s not necessarily a 

perfect measure, but I think that it’s at least a uniform measure. It’s a 

measure which, if it’s done the same for everybody—and I think the—

what’s the word I want? Doing it daily, the frequency is the right value 

at the moment for this, although the anti-phishing group would like 

things to be in a smaller frequency than that. We’re just doing an 

average here anyway.  
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 So, it’s not a perfect number but it is a uniform number. I think it’s 

useful. We might not know best until we actually have it done and 

conduct the experiment but it’s a lot of work for an experiment.  

 All right. We’re just sort of repeating ourselves. We had the discussion 

last week. We had some words in this Google Doc here from last week. 

We haven’t really updated or changed those in any significant way and 

now we have Kurt who provided some additional words which I like. I 

think perhaps the best action at the moment here is having to take what 

Kurt has done here and pull that together, merge that with this Google 

Doc.  

 I think we said this last week. Kristine and I have actually talked about 

this independently. It just feels like this is now getting into a space 

where we actually need to take perhaps Kurt’s document here and get 

something more directly in black and white that we can actually look at 

and really think about whether or not we want to propose this to 

ourselves to seek some consensus on moving forward. So, I guess that’s 

still an open action there.  

 Similarly, we now have the other question of what do we want to be for 

our subtypes in type two?  

 So, I’m going to move off of this topic unless somebody has something 

else that they want to add to this for right now. And I’m not seeing any 

hands pop up, so I’m going to suggest that we go back to this document 

which I will now put in the chatroom that we had before and just take a 

look at this and see if there’s something that we can do here to progress 
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this work. And, yes, Sherry, if you could display that, that would be 

outstanding. Thank you. 

 The top of this document collects where we left off in the subtype 

options. I guess this was our subtypes for type one. We had not actually 

come to any real agreement on subtypes for type two. The last time 

that I remember us having a discussion about this, I had proposed 

something a little bit different, which is at one time we had been talking 

about dividing up the type twos into the types of mitigation that are 

done, similar to the idea that in the types ones we’re dividing it up by 

the types of preregistration review that might be done. 

 There’s an interesting symbol up there on the screen. I’m not even sure 

what that symbol means. Donna put an interesting symbol by her name 

on the list. I’m sorry to call that out but I’m not sure what to make of 

that symbol. Maybe it just means I stepped away for a moment, I’m 

guessing. Yeah. That’s the away symbol. Interesting. Okay.  

 But I think that dividing up our type two, the last time we talked about 

this, I had offered up the following. Upon further reflection, I’m not 

inclined to want to create type two sub-categories that are based on the 

mitigations that are applied. I think that might be going a step too far on 

behalf of us as registries. We all do some varied things with our 

mitigation steps. We do have a couple of frameworks. We have a 

framework that’s defined for steps and for actions that could be taken, 

but to try and divide it up any further than that seems like it would be 

getting away too much for each of us. What we do for anti-abuse just 

feels like something which belongs to each of us individually rather than 

something which we want to expose to the community at large.  
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And they also will evolve with time and change with time, as with any 

kind of security protection, security feature or functionality. These 

things evolve as the threats evolve. That doesn’t feel like a very stable 

distinction to me. 

 Instead, I was suggesting that we simply focus on which kinds of abuse 

are present in those TLDs and maybe we show which TLDs are in those 

categories of abuse. So, we have the categories of abuse that we know 

about which is the spam and botnets and malware, those, and phishing. 

Those categories which are already well defined and DAAR is already 

showing. And all we really seek to do is to show which TLDs, the volume 

of domain names that show up in each of those forms of abuse.  

 In fact, actually given a look at the data today, one of the things I had 

said before is maybe we don’t need to divide up the type ones at all 

since there’s so few of them that actually represent any amount of 

abuse. It feels like any further breakdown of that doesn’t feel 

informative. So, we really are just dealing with a type one versus type 

two than some charts which show where the domain names exist, 

which TLDs are most present in each of the categories of abuse. And I 

think that’s where we’re left in terms of what to have DAAR show which 

is kind of what they’re doing already but what we really want to do is 

just get them away from this new versus old TLDs, just stick to this type 

one and type two that we have here.  

 So, I wonder if there is any discussion or comments on that. We’ve kind 

of said this a couple of times now. No real immediate reactions from 

anyone. So, I think that as we’ve said before—and Kristine and I have 

certainly offered up before—I think it’s time to sort of collect these 
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thoughts, write them down into one whole document and then begin to 

see if we actually ask the question of ourselves. Do we have consensus 

on moving forward with some of these and what is the next experiment 

for Samaneh?  

 I’m not convinced that we have a path for an experiment, except for this 

business of mean time to live. I think that’s the only experiment that’s 

remaining. Anyone want to disagree with me or suggest something 

different?  

 Since I’m not seeing any hands, then I’d say that that’s where we are 

and I take then as an action that it’s more important to collect all of this 

together in a single document and a single proposal to put in front of us, 

and I would say that Kristine and I sort of get that action, although 

certainly would love to get some help if anyone wants to contribute to 

that. We’ll try to make a Google Doc here and get started on that and 

put that out there. 

 But if that’s the case and we’re just waiting on that document, then I’m 

not sure that there is a meeting next week. If we don’t have anything 

new to talk about, any document to put in front of us, then maybe we 

won’t meet next week. We’ll just have to see after that what we do. 

 One of the things we do need to talk about is whether or not to have 

this mean time to live experiment is ask Samaneh if she would be willing 

to do that. Maybe that’s a discussion we can … I don’t know if we need 

to have that further discussion amongst ourselves if that’s the right 

thing. That would be a long discussion we could have with Samaneh 
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about whether she’s willing to do that and how it could be done. That 

could be the purpose of our agenda at ICANN 67.   

 I think not seeing any hands or other discussion here … Oh, Sam has a 

comment. Yeah. Thanks, Sam. She’s agreeing in general that exploring 

mean time to live feels like a good next step. Then, of course, compiling 

everything into a doc to review.  

 Okay. I think that really is all that we had for today. I think we really are 

trying to figure out … One of the things that Kristine and I talked 

about—and she mentioned this last week—is what are we doing in this 

group and where are we really going?  

 I think we’re coming to the beginning of the end here. It’s time to 

decide if we’re going to have some real recommendations for ICANN, 

which of course if we are, then we’re going to have to have our 

consensus here and I’m sure we’re going to have to get broader review 

and discussion in the complete RySG before we were to make any 

specific recommendations.  

 So, I guess the action here is to put it together and also make a 

documented proposal. We can start with what Kurt wrote. I like what he 

wrote here. I’m inclined to go with his option one here and use this as a 

proposal to give to Samaneh as the next experiment we’d like her to 

run.  

 Kristine is away, but I think she and I will take an action for us to get 

together and formulate this forward steps here and what we’re doing.  
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 I think I’m going to decide right now that we probably won’t meet next 

week. With Kristine away, we’re going to need some time to get back 

together and put this stuff together. So, I think I’m just going to say that 

we won’t meet next week, and whether we meet after that will depend 

on what we can put together, what she and I can put together next 

week. That feels like the right thing to do at the moment here, rather 

than having everyone get together just to … Without knowing for 

certain that we’ll have anything to discuss.  

 And certainly whether or not we meet between then and ICANN, we’ll 

decide that next week. We’ll take that to he mailing list and have some 

discussion about that.  

 We can certainly bring all of this to our face-to-face meeting and have a 

discussion with Samaneh about the mean time to live if we can’t come 

to some agreement before then.  

 Okay. With that, I’ll just touch on the last item on our agenda here is 

just a reminder about having a meeting. We won’t meet next week, so 

we’ll say that right now for sure. And we still do have the time slot 

reserved at ICANN 67. So, we’ll continue to … We’ll move to the mailing 

list to figure out what to do with that slot and whether or not we have 

future meetings.  

 Any other business? Any other final comments from anyone? 

Expressions of support? I will take silence as this is the right path for 

now. I guess, with that, let me just say thank you to everyone and you 

get back ten minutes of your day. See you on the list. Sherry, we’re 

adjourned.  
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[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


