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DONNA AUSTIN: Welcome, everybody, to this RA-RAA Amendment Discussion Group call 

of Tuesday, the 8th of December. This is a call that is attended by both 

the CPH and ICANN staff. We’ve got a reasonably small agenda, so 

maybe we’ll get through this in an hour. But we do have 90 minutes if 

we need that time. So let’s see how we go. 

 Russ and Karla, the CPH Group did meet last week. We’ve had 

substantive discussion around the SLA proposal that you had come back 

with on the three seconds. We also spent a bit of time talking about a 

potential process to amend the RDAP profile. We’ll go through that with 

you today. It’s not filled out. It’s just concept at this point, but we 

thought it was time to get your input to see how that sits with you. 

Definitions. As I said, we haven’t had substantive discussion, but I think 

it would be good just to have agreement on what parts of the 

agreements that we need to focus on for the definitions. Then Karla and 

I just had a brief conversation. We need to talk about timing for our 

next meeting during this call because this might be the last one before 

January. So we’ll need to talk about that. Then Any Other Business. 

 So is that good from your side, Karla and Russ? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Sounds good. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: All righty. So I guess I’ll kick off where we are on the SLA for RDAP RTT. 

We appreciate that there’s been movement on both sides as it relates 
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to the 5,000-millisecond. We’ve had considerable discussion from 

different perspectives, and I think we’re still on the same page about … 

On our last call, we said, from our perspective, it’s really about the SLA 

as it relates to a contractual process and that there are implications 

from a Compliance perspective. So that’s the focus for us.  

I think, Karla and Russ, from your perspective, Karla, based on the e-mail 

that you sent back to us, you still seem to be of the opinion that even 

the 4,000-millisecond that we came down isn’t good enough. I don’t 

want to speak for you, but what I’m reading into that is the focus still 

seems to be on the user experience. So I guess I’ll just put the baseline 

out for where we are, and that is we’ve moved to 4,000 milliseconds, 

but we’re not willing to move to 3,000. But we do acknowledge that 

there were studies [that shift] from your position. 

Karla, before I go to you, does anybody else want to add any color to 

what I’ve said, or are we happy to go with that? 

I don’t see any hands, so, Karla and Russ, I guess I’ll hand it over to you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks, Donna. I’ll take it. I understand from our last conversation [and] 

the direction that the team has been considering relative to making it a 

contractual requirement at the risk of potentially having a Compliance 

issue. Just looking back over then discussions that we’ve had over this 

year, specifically related to the SLRs, we understood that, from the 

contracted parties’ standpoint, it’s a technical issue. The e-mail that you 

had provided—a breakdown as far as why, from a technical standpoint, 

there were more points from the queries for RDAP versus WHOIS … We 
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understand that, and we appreciate the additional technical hurdles 

that the contracted parties have to build into for RDAP.  

We really wanted to be able to not just have it focused on the user 

experience, while we think it’s important. We really wanted to try to 

take it out of that more philosophical discussion and move it into where 

you were from the technical round. That’s what it is that we really 

wanted to try to do with the RIR study. We think that it did demonstrate 

that it is technically feasible to have the roundtrip time closer to 3,000 

as opposed to either 5,000 or 4,000. I think it’s a decision that we all 

need to make in order to be able to say, “How do we get there?” You 

could say, about any of the contractual requirements, that if you’re not 

going to fulfil them, then obviously there would be a Compliance issue. 

And it’s not just this one. But I think we all understand that, and we 

understand that it is not something that a registry or registrar would 

want to not want to be in the position to go to breach because of the 

roundtrip time. 

So, while we appreciate the consideration around the contractual 

aspects of this, I think we just need to come together from a technical 

standpoint again because that’s where the contracted parties/you guys 

were in thinking about positioning this.  

Now that we’ve shown that there is an opportunity for that to exist that 

is lower than even the 4,000, how do we get beyond this? How do we 

think about this? We all understand it’s a contractual obligation, but 

what’s the next phase of this to consider how we get to alignment on 

this point? 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Karla. It is a good question. How are we going to get to 

alignment on this point? It strikes me that, given the discussions that 

we’ve had to date, which have been going on for quite some time, it 

may be that we’re not going to get into alignment. That’s something 

that we need to be cognizant of as well, I think. 

 I just wanted to ask from our side, is there anyone that wanted to speak 

to the technical piece, notwithstanding the contractual elements of the 

discussion? But I don’t know that we’ve actually spoken to Russ and 

Karla about the RIR work that was done and the relevance, I guess, to 

the discussion that we’re having here. So I just want to ask, from our 

perspective, is there anyone that wants to speak to that technical piece 

and the concerns that we still have from that perspective? 

 Okay. I don’t think anyone seems to be … Jody, is your hand up? 

 

JODY KOLKER: Sure, Donna. I guess what I have concerns with when we start 

comparing technical aspects of RIRs compared to registries and 

registrars. Measuring the roundtrip time by milliseconds? Sure, we can 

do that with RIRs, and then we can try to apply that to other systems. 

But I think that’s where we come into an issue—we don’t know how big 

the RIR is. I’m sorry. I’m having trouble saying that. But we don’t know 

how big then Regional Internet Registries are. We don’t know how 

many queries are getting per second, per hour, per day, per month, and 

we don’t know how many records they have in their database.  
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So I feel that we’re comparing apples to oranges here, that this is really 

not a comparison. If we want to get to the technical aspects of it, we 

should probably get right down to the [inaudible] [of it] to say, “This is 

what it is for RIRs. This is how many they’re supporting. This is how 

many records they have.” We could even get further down into it if we 

need to. But I’m not sure that this is the kind of discussion that we want 

to have. I’ll leave it at that. If any of my colleagues want to add on top of 

that, that’d be great. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jody. I think the other challenge for us, which I think we 

articulated very early on in the piece, is that RDAP, for the registries and 

registrars, isn’t being used to the extent that WHOIS still remains, where 

people are going for the information. So that’s the other unknown 

quantity for us. I think we said this very early on in the piece, Karla—

that’s some of our reluctance to being—what’s the word? … It’s some of 

that conservatism, I suppose, in this discussion—the unknowns. 

 I will also say that, when discussed this last week, we actually went back 

to how the 5,000-millisecond came around. That was a discussion, as 

you know, which took place with a small team from the contracted 

parties’ side and also Akram, who was the head of GDD—and Cyrus—at 

the time. I understand that, even at that time, it was a reasonably 

difficult conversation to have, but ultimately the 5,000 was agreed upon 

during that discussion.  

So there is an element—I’ll use Rick Wilhelm’s language—of potential 

double jeopardy here. We already—not “we” but some of then 
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members of this group—have had this discussion and had a very long-

winded discussion that came to the 5,000-millisecond as a start. So 

that’s the other thing that we just wanted to draw your attention to as 

well. This is then second time around for this conversation. We moved a 

little bit, but I’m not sure that we’re in a position to move further on 

that. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks, Donna and Jody. I understand where you’re coming from with 

that. Not having been a part of this conversation at the early stages, I 

heard what the position is from this team in order to say what was 

preliminarily agreed to. I think that we’ve had some good lessons [and] 

understanding as far as RDAP. While it isn’t in full use yet, to your 

point—that most people are still using WHOIS—we’re also going to be 

in a position where, before this is a contractual requirement, there’s 

going to be another period of time of 18 to 24 months before the 

amendments are in place and the new requirements are in place. So I 

think that there is still the opportunity for the contracted parties to 

consider how the SLA could be met. It’s probably a question of 

investment into making that a reality. 

 I understand Jody’s point as far as the RIRs and not maybe having it be 

apples to apples. But it’s the closest that we could get in order to be 

able to have some technical data to be able to refer to.  

I think one of the things that we would be interested to understand is 

where are the contracted parties right now in terms of the roundtrip 

times based on the use of RDAP? And is it something that is actually 
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getting faster or slower with additional use? And how do we consider 

having a discussion that is really more apples to apples? We did the best 

that we could do based on the information that we have, but I think it’s 

solid data. But, taking it out of what was said two years ago versus 

what’s going on today, I think we need to consider not only that but 

what else is going to be happening once the requirements are in place. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Jeff, go ahead. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks. I think we can have the technical discussion over and over 

again, but that’s not going to change the main reason why we are 

insisting on the SLA remaining what it is. It’s part of the problem of 

having technical people and legal people in the same negotiation. This is 

a negotiation of a contract, first and foremost. The technical guys want 

to talk about the technical aspects, and you want to try to make this a 

technical debate, but it’s not. The reason hasn’t changed since February 

2019 when we agreed to the 5,000-millisecond. It is, first and foremost, 

primarily a debate about when legal liability should kick in. It’s not a 

technical debate at all.  

So I feel like … I love the technical guys on this call, and I think you guys 

are doing a great job [and] saying it’s apples to oranges and all that kind 

of stuff, and that is true, but let’s not turn this discussion into a 

technical discussion. It is a legal one.  
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The registries and registrars are just not willing to take on legal liability 

for breaching a contract at 3,000 milliseconds, which I think is your 

latest offer. We’ve gone down to 4, and that took a ton of convincing of 

people. But going down to 3? That’s what we’re talking about right now. 

We’re talking about the difference of a second. We’ve been spending a 

lot of time on this, and at some point, you take a step back and say, “Is 

this really worth it?” From your side, is it really that much of a win to get 

us to agree to another second off, when all we’re talking about is when 

Compliance would come in and punish the registries and registrars? 

That’s what this is all about. It’s not about the technical aspects. Like I 

said, I love the technical guys on this call, and we can probably have 

some great technical conversations, but this is a contract, first and 

foremost. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jeff. I thought I saw Jim’s hand, but maybe he has had second 

thoughts about saying something. 

 So, Karla and Russ, I think Jeff has asked a really good question, and 

that’s, what are we really arguing about here, and what’s it really 

worth? Because, at the end of the day, it’s … Well, I shouldn’t say “the 

end of the day.” We’re arguing over one second. What is that one 

second getting in the way of? I know you can argue that from your side 

as well, but we’re holding firm over the matter of a second.  

But, I guess, what are we holding off, or what are getting in the way of, 

because we can’t agree on the difference between 3 and 4 seconds? 

Also to note that the registrars are currently at 4,000 milliseconds, so 
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you’re asking them to drop from what’s currently in their amendment. 

So what are getting in the way of here by not being able to give? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Donna, and thanks, Jeff, and thanks, Jody. I’ve heard Karla just 

said her power went out, so I’ll jump in here. Sorry for the brief delay. 

Karla, I hope everything is okay on your end. 

 So it’s a fair question. I think this is how contract negotiations work. We 

have different positions, and we try and whittle our way towards 

agreement on things. We spent a lot of airtime talking about the SLA, 

and I think we’ve made progress. We’re closer together than we 

started. You say we’re talking about one second now. Two weeks ago, 

we were talking about three seconds, so we’re closer.  

 At this point, I guess what’s in the way is agreement because it sounds 

like you’re not prepared to move closer, and I don’t think we’re quite 

prepared to move closer yet, either. So I think we’re not there yet in 

terms of alignment and agreement.  

I understand, Jeff, that you’re talking about compliance and where 

liability hits. That’s, again, how contracts work, right? We’re defining 

what the rules are and what the expectation is. I think, in this case, as 

we’ve said, we’re not trying to define the target service level. I think 

we’re trying to define the envelope service level of what we consider 

acceptable and what will be acceptable for users to expect. I think that’s 

better than, in our mind, three seconds. You guys are now at four, and 

we got to keep chipping away at that if we can.  
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And there’s some other things we can talk about in the negotiation as 

we progress. I think the big one, obviously, out there is what’s going to 

happen with web WHOIS. We appreciate all the data that was provided 

to us by the voluntary registries and registrars. That’s very helpful for 

us. Now our IT team is trying to sort through what that means and what 

that cost of service could be and that sort of thing. So that’s a separate 

discussion for later on. We’re not there yet. I understand there’s 

fatigue, I guess, on this topic. I don’t think ICANN feels like we’re quite 

there yet. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Russ, just one question that has come up in our discussions that we 

haven’t really been clear on—you referenced it again then—is, who is 

the user that you’re talking about? Because we’d really like some 

clarification on that. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Any Internet user who uses RDAP or could use RDAP. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. So that’s a pretty broad definition. So on what basis do you 

understand that an SLA of 3,000 milliseconds is preferable to them over 

4,000? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: For most things on the Internet, speed is preferred when you’re doing 

queries. I don’t have a census of the ICANN community or of the full 
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user community about what they want out of this negotiation. I think 

we don’t like to go ask for the whole community to weigh in on what 

you want in your contracts. As we’ve talked about in other examples, 

we often get pressured from you not to broaden these conversations 

with the rest of the community, and ICANN is tasked with representing 

that community in our negotiations. We believe that the SLA is 

established for WHOIS. We believe they’re technically feasible and that 

there’s just not great reason to differ from them significantly as we 

transition to RDAP. They provide a consistent expectation for what the 

service will be delivered in. I guess we don’t see reason to grow them.  

And I think we’ve made the argument about the registrar piece before 

about why it was set at 4,000—because of the way that the registrar 

contract allowed for registrars to first query the registry and then give 

an answer to the user. So that’s not a feature in RDAP and therefore is 

not necessary. So it just had one SLA for both registries and registrars. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Russ. Jeff? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks, Donna and Russ. I think there’s an issue, though, even with that 

line of argument, Russ, because you’re saying that the user doesn’t 

know or never knew—well, I put “user” in quote because we’re talking 

about this made-up fiction here—why the registrar took four seconds. It 

didn’t know it had to go a registry first. If you’re going to make the 

argument on behalf of the user, then the whole argument needs to be 

on behalf of the user. From a registrar perspective, like I said, it never 
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knew that the registrar had to go to the registry first. So a user is not 

going to know the difference with RDAP if the SLA is 4,000 milliseconds.  

So you’re sort of using the user as your basis but then modifying it when 

it suits your purpose. That just is, at beast, a little inconsistent.  

But, at the end of the day, Russ, we don’t know how anyone in the 

community is going to react until we actually put these SLAs out there in 

contract form. We’re making certain assumptions, and you’re going in 

there trying to get the best you can out of us to make it look like you’ve 

got concessions. I would just say that that’s not really the way the 

negotiation would take place.  

Look—I said this a long time ago and I think I said it at a couple of the 

registry/registrar meetings—Elaine, myself, and a few others—Jay 

Daley—represented the “users” in the negotiations with ICANN on 

ICANN’s SLAs for IANA. We talked about response times, and we knew 

that, legitimately, response times for something like an initial response 

to a query, which is just an automated ticketing response, could be 

done in milliseconds or even seconds. But because we knew that this 

was an issue about contract compliance, we were okay with ICANN 

suggesting one minute/60 seconds, even though we all thought it 

should be done within milliseconds or, at the worst, a second.  

Again, you have to take a step back and treat what you would like the 

user to achieve versus what you feel like you should punish someone for 

not achieving it. I just don’t think we’re there yet. We’re still comingling 

the two together. At the end of the day, as long as we do that, it’s just 

not … The legal equities are on our side here. I know you could say, 

“Well, you can always say it’s a second, so what’s the big deal?” But the 
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big deal for us is it’s a loss of our contract, our loss of our entire 

business. So you can’t really compare the burden to a user potentially 

waiting an extra second. 

Like I said, we can keep going, but at the end of the day, this is our firm 

position. We’re not going to negotiate against ourselves for the purpose 

of a mythical user. We just can’t. Our businesses are just too important 

to do that, and this contract is the lifeblood of our business. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jeff. Any response, Russ or Karla? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Jeff. I guess we can table it. We can take it back to our side and 

do some more thinking on it. I fully appreciate that this contract is the 

lifeblood to your businesses and that every term in this contract is 

important and that they need to be negotiated carefully and they need 

to be things that are reasonably achievable. This is one that we think is 

reasonably achievable. We don’t think it puts the contracted parties at 

significant risk. We think it’s of benefit to the community and the 

system as a whole.  

While you all may have your grievances with our compliance process, 

one thing it’s not notorious for is taking contracts away from registries 

and registrars that operate in good faith and good standing. So, while 

there could be back-and-forths with our contract compliance 

department [early] on the registrar side, where there’s no such thing 

like EBERO or anything, there’s plenty of opportunity to get back into 
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compliance, should something fall out. But, again, I think our 

expectation is that these are reasonably achievable SLAs. 

But, like I said, we’ll take it back. We’ll do some more thinking on it. 

We’re with you in that we’re trying to get to an endpoint, which is a 

negotiated agreement. The important thing is to get there and then get 

this out to the community and get some feedback about how we did 

and to move forward so we can transition from WHOIS to RDAP, like we 

all want to do. So we’re not ready to die on this hill or anything and say 

the negotiation is off because we’re not there yet. So we’ll take it back. 

We’ll do some thinking on it. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Russ. Rick has got his hand up, so, Rick, I’m going to give you the 

last word on this, and then we’ll move on. 

 

RICK WILHELM: I’ll be very brief, Donna. I just want to bring up a point that Rubens 

mentioned in chat. He says, “As far as I remember, [U]ser [E]xperience 

research[ed], three, four, and five seconds. [As small as it is, it] falls into 

the same level of human attention span.” I think that’s worth making 

because, when we talk about the beneficiaries of where a lower SLA 

would be, it really wouldn’t be end users of the so-called mythical end 

user of someone sitting there making a query. It would be machines 

that are essentially mining this data at some point [that] would be the 

beneficiaries of this sort of thing. 
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 Furthermore, these aren’t revenue-based transactions. We’re not sitting 

here talking about an EPP SLA, nor are we talking about something like a 

DNS SLA, where there’s Internet commerce on the other side of it, 

whereby it’s an Internet DNS query that might be benefitting somebody 

hitting an e-commerce website or something like that. This is a query 

where somebody is pulling data out from RDAP—RDDS data. If they’re 

doing it at rate, it’s because they’re mining it.  

 So I just wanted to highlight this point which Rubens brought up in the 

chat. Those data miners are either going to sell that data or probably 

sell info based on or enriched by that data, which is not really in keeping 

with where we’re … So really the issue is that, if registries or 

registrars/contracted parties are forced to spend more money to 

improve their services in order to either meet a reduced SLA or to 

improve their service such that they lower their risks[—]they’re not  in 

danger of missing that SLA[—]all of that is money they’re spending to 

help make life better for those data miners and such. So I think that, as 

ICANN considers how firmly it wants to hold on to this position, is 

something that perhaps is worth considering here because, when we 

think about where these contractual SLAs benefit, things like EPP SLAs, 

DNS SLAs, and RDAP/WHO SLAs come out with different beneficiaries. 

Thank you very much. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. Karla and Russ, do you have any response to Rick, or shall 

we move on? 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: I think we can move on. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. All righty. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Point taken. [Not] to dismiss it. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thank you. So we’re one second and just a couple hundred miles apart, I 

think. 

 Onto the next agenda item—the RDAP profile amendment process. This 

is a discussion we had amongst ourselves last week. I’m going to ask 

Rick to take us through this. So this is in concept, I guess, Russ and Karla. 

We’re on board, and we’re now interested to see whether this looks 

okay to you. So we’ll just do the look-and-smell test and see where you 

think we are. If we’re both on the same page, we’ll move forward and 

try to put some meat on the bones. So, Rick, if you’re okay to take us 

through this. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sure. Happy to, Donna. Thanks. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Very good. I don’t recall if this slide made it out on the broader list or 

whether this is a CPH-only [distro]. So, Russ and Karla, I’m not sure if 

you’ve seen this one before, so I’ll just walk through it real quick. 

 The issue that we’ve got to talk about here is how do we work on 

updating the RDAP profile. Of course, the RDAP profile is currently the 

main way in which we talk about implementing RDAP inside of its 

reference by the temp spec and will be referenced by the RA and the 

RAA. We’ve got to be able to allow it to be updated by either new 

consensus policies that get implemented by IRTs. We’ve also got to be 

able to incorporate IETF standards and other sorts of things. CPH wants 

to be involved in those sorts of drafting, as we’ve discussed. 

 We’ve also heard and listened to that ICANN doesn’t want to go 

through a full contractual amendment process in a full-on vote in order 

to get the profile updated. We think that the RDAP Working Group is a 

place where this should get done. We’ve got to have some sort of way 

to give it standing in the community and such. 

 We looked at, as you can see there on the lower left, both chartering it 

inside the Registry Stakeholder Group as an interest group. Probably not 

going to work for the Registrar Stakeholder Group. We also looked at 

the possibility of chartering it underneath the GNSO. There isn’t really a 

clear mechanism for that, and we really didn’t want to throw any 

additional work on to the GNSO to try and figure out something new. 

They’re obviously very busy these days. 
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 So what we’re looking at doing is trying to develop a lightweight 

chartering document for the RDAP Working Group. You  can see there, 

on the upper right-hand side of the document of this slide that’s on the 

screen, what we would propose to be putting in there. I won’t read it 

for you. Then we would put the working group—memorialize it—into 

place via some letters, whether we call this a letter of an MOU or 

however we treat that—something between the Contracted Party 

House and GSD—where we would memorialize these commitments 

from both Org and the Registry Stakeholder Group and the Registrar 

Stakeholder Group to have liaisons from the RDAP Working Group on 

any IRT that is going to need to modify the RDAP profile, and then have 

the IRT delegate that work that’s going to modify the RDAP profile to 

the RDAP Working Group.  

Then, consequently, the Registry and Registrar Stakeholder Groups 

would operate the RDAP Working Group according to the effort and to 

[the] charter. Then we would commit to supporting the IRT with those 

liaisons as described. Then that would all be locked in by the charter 

document and such. Then we’d also have a mechanism to modify the 

charter. 

So that’s sort of a thumbnail. I’ll stop here. Hopefully, I described it 

okay, Donna. You can chime in. Otherwise, maybe, Russ and Karla, we 

can get some reaction, questions, etc. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. Just a couple of points to add. When we had this 

discussion amongst ourselves last week, we did acknowledge that we 
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will need to give some reference to this process in the agreements 

themselves. It doesn’t need to be a lot, but there needs to be a hook 

there.  

 And the other reason for the memorialize-through-exchange-of-letters 

(or MOU or whatever it happens to be) is that a lot of the work that has 

come out of the RDAP Working Group has been formalized or 

memorialized in some way through exchange of letters from the Chairs 

of the RySG and RrSG with GDD at the time. So we think there’s 

precedent for it. So that’s how we think that will work. 

 So, with that as background and context, Karla … 

 

KARLA HAKASSON: Thanks. I just want to make sure I’m understanding fully, Rick, so please 

stop me if I’m veering off course here. So the concept is for a charter 

document that would be drafted in order to set the, as you’ve got it 

stated here, working methods and, I guess, rules of engagement for 

when the RDAP profile should and could be updated. And it’s from this 

memorialization or this charter document that the input from the IRT 

would then come into, I guess, provide the guidance based on  what’s 

happening in those discussions in order for this group—I don’t know if 

you would still call it the RDAP Working Group—to make any 

modifications necessary to the profile. And then, as that happens, any 

updates that would happen to the profile … There wouldn’t be an 

amendment that’s required, but there would be a pointer of some kind 

going to whether it be ICANN Org—that’s the only place I can think of 
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right now—where, if anyone is wondering where the latest profile lives, 

that’s where it would be. Is that correct? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Go ahead, Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks. Yeah, Karla, that’s a pretty good summary. Let me try to take a 

stab at saying “yes, and” on a couple of things.  

 The way I would see it—we would have to get words around this to 

memorialize it—is, largely, the IRT would give the RDAP Working Group 

a “statement of work” of “Here’s some stuff we need you to do”—the 

plural “you”—“to make some changes to the RDAP profile to fulfill these 

things. This set of changes is coming down the pike based on this 

language. So please make implement this set of changes. We’re not sure 

exactly what you’re going to need to update in the RDAP profile, but 

you need to reflect this set of changes.”  

The RDAP Working Group goes away and cranks on that and produces a 

set of changes to that. It would focus on those things. In other words, it 

wouldn’t be able to just tear it apart and rewrite it from the ground up, 

but it would focus on implementing those policy changes that the IRT is 

working on. Then it would version the RDAP profile, and then we’d have 

to have language in place that would do what you said—that it gave the 

pointer to the current profile version. Thank you. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. Russ? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Rick. Thanks for talking us through this. So this standing working 

group would be for both changes that are a result of policy and then 

potentially other changes. You reference IETF standards changes. My 

experience usually in our contracts is that we … I think I was actually 

looking at the profile documents recently, and they mostly refer to a set 

of RFCs or their relevant successors. I forget what the exact language is. 

So maybe you could talk about the use case for standard changes that 

could help me understand. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sure. I’ll try and be quick. One, since we don’t have an example of what 

that would be, we don’t exactly know how a change to an IETF standard 

would cause the profile to change. But we know that, theoretically, it 

could. We don’t think that it would upend it necessarily, but it could 

have some sort of a ripple. If we wanted to, we could take that use case 

out, but it is a case where it’s a potential for the profile to need to 

change. We don’t yet exactly know how the profile language would 

change to undetermined future and unknowable changes to the RFC 

changes. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay. Thanks. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. Jeff? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks. Putting aside the IETF—that use case—but just dealing now 

with consensus policies, I think all of this is the shorthand way of 

incorporating changes to the profile into the consensus policy process 

so that you wouldn’t have to draft a specific amendment and you 

wouldn’t have to get a vote of the stakeholder groups and pass by that 

threshold. If it followed this process and there was some contractual 

hook in this amendment that referred to this process, then as long as 

anything followed it, we wouldn’t have to come back and go through all 

those hurdles. And we would be incorporating the changes to the 

profile in the whole consensus policy process, which means that you 

could just post it on the consensus policy page, etc. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. Thanks, Jeff. That part is really helpful and important, and I 

appreciate you making that a point and part of your proposal here, 

together [with] the CPH. I think that part is really good. We don’t want 

to get in a position where an amendment is required after a policy to 

align this portion of our contract. So that’s really helpful. 

 Maybe I could better understand … I wasn’t involved much in the profile 

development stage, but I see this bullet on here that the CPH seeks to 

drive the drafting of these changes. Maybe I could get a better 

understanding of why that is, as I think of the profile as a reflection of 

the policy. It’s not something new or different. It’s you write the policy 
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and narrative, and then this is the specification that brings that to life, I 

guess. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Rick, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sure. Thanks. This is largely a reflection of that, when the original RDAP 

profile was drafted, there were a number of problems with it as a 

practical matter. It’s what led to the forming of the RDAP then-pilot 

working group. That’s when the CPH largely took the pen because the 

original one was candidly drafted by Org and it wasn’t very practical. 

Sorry to be so direct. So this is just a continuation of the way that the 

RDAP Working Group has been, rather than getting technical 

implementation language that’s so close to the implementation work 

that contracted parties had to do. It basically means that the leadership 

in the group would be held by CPH rather than it being driven by staff. 

That’s really what it means. Thank you. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks. Okay. Go ahead, Donna. You had something. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: No. I was just going to say it also provides some assurance that you’ve 

got the right people in the IRT involved in the discussion and being 

responsible for the drafting of those changes so that they are actually 

implementable. So I think that’s the other important piece as well. 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: Right. That’s good. What is the accountability you envision for this 

working group to deliver? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Russ, I’m not sure what you mean by “accountability,” but I think one of 

the reasons to develop a charter for the RDAP Working Group is to 

cover off those kinds of issues.  

So the way that I see the charter is that it represents what’s happening 

within the working group now. It’s been in operation for two or three 

years, and I think GDD has come to rely on the working group for certain 

expectation. I think there’s maybe not a broad understanding within the 

community that the group exists, but we couldn’t find a hook for it 

within the stakeholder group. But the charter will give it some kind of 

standing. Within the charter development, there could be some kind of 

accountability mechanisms built into that.  

But in order to address your concerns properly, we’d need to 

understand what’s … Obviously, something has tweaked for you in 

terms of, “Well, how do we ensure accountability?” so we probably 

need to flesh that out a little bit more to better understand what your 

concern is. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. I think about, core to the ICANN system, that the community 

generates policy recommendations, the GNSO approves those, and the 

Board then approves those and directs Org to approve those. Over the 
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years, we’ve developed this concept of the IRT and the CPIF, but Org is 

ultimately accountable for implementation. I think there’s a lot of 

opportunity for us to work together. I’m not opposed to formalizing the 

concept of the working group and their participation in IRTs or in 

community process because this is the first time I’m seeing it with my 

first reactions. So it’s not a fully baked thing, but I can see a lot of 

questions about, well, have they now taken on a responsibility that’s 

actually the Org’s responsibility? When people come calling to us about, 

“Why is this policy implemented?” there’s tons of reasons for that. But I 

would hate for it to then get lost in this neck of the woods. 

 So those are some of the things going on in my head as I [try to] absorb. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Maybe Rick has an answer that will allay some of those fears. Rick, go 

ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks. I’ll be quick and turn it over to Jeff. One thing, Russ—maybe I 

didn’t say this—is, just like the IRT would give the RDAP Working Group 

a lowercase statement of work of things to do, the working group would 

hand the updated RDAP profile that would fulfill that statement of 

work. If the IRT, which is composed of staff plus other members of the 

community didn’t think that the RDAP Working Group fulfilled that 

statement of work accurately and faithfully, for lack of a better word, I 

think then we would have to talk exactly how this would work but send 

the work back to the RDAP Working Group, have comments to it back to 

the RDAP Working Group. Previously, there’s been public comment on 
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iterations when the RDAP Working Group creates a new version of the 

profile.  

So I think that those are some mechanisms. The IRT would have a 

chance to review work, but then we’ve previously had the RDAP profile 

go out for public comment. So those are two things that come to mind 

immediately. Presumably, Jeff has comments on this, too. And you 

might have some responses to those things. Perhaps that would help. It 

is certainly not our intention that the work would be without review. 

Thank you. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. That was my understanding, too, because it’s done 

through the auspices of the IRT. That’s where the authority lies. It 

doesn’t lie necessarily with the RDAP Working Group. They just have the 

expertise to do that element of work, and then it would come back to 

the IRT.  

 Jeff, go ahead. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks. You guys have said a lot of what I was going to say. At the end 

of the day, Russ, we can put in something that would make it clear that 

ICANN is still responsible for overall implementation. Like Rick said, if 

what was produced by the RDAP profile wasn’t up to what ICANN 

believes the implementation standard should be, then ICANN can send 

it back and say, “This is not good enough, guys. The policy says this, this, 

and this, and the profile doesn’t achieve that.” So if it’s a statement like 
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that … The accountability ultimately is to ICANN, who’s responsible for 

the implementation.  

So, like they said, there’s no desire to change that. If it’s just some 

language—I think we’re on the same page—we would need to put in, 

let’s think about that and let’s see what it would take to do it. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jeff. Karla? Rick—sorry, Karla—is that … okay. I think we’re 

good. Karla, go ahead. Sorry. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks. My first question is I’m assuming that we’re going to able to get 

the slides so that we can review it and have the due diligence internally 

with our team. But I guess a fundamental question for me is, would you 

be opposed to having collaboration with staff in developing or working 

on profile updates as opposed to just keeping it within the CPH? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Go ahead, Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks. Currently, the RDAP Working Group is open to technical experts 

in RDAP. So we’ve previously had Francisco and Gustavo and welcome 

their participation in the … who are obviously part of ICANN staff. And 

we’ve also had other members of the technical community that are not 

members of the CPH. So, while we haven’t drafted the charter yet, at 
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least my thinking—not speaking for the group—is that we would be 

looking to have the profile be allowed to have technical experts from 

outside the CPH because I think that’s one of the things that made the 

RDAP Working Group effective. So you’d be able to have technical 

experts that were not part of the CPH involved, which included people 

like Francisco, Gustavo, Marc Blanchet, and some others. Thank you. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. So does that … Yeah. So, Karla, in my mind what the 

charter is doing is, in large part, formalizing—maybe not formalizing but 

documenting—what’s actually happening within the RDAP Working 

Group at the moment. That will include things like membership, which is 

called out there. But Rick makes a good point that it’s not fully CPH-

centric. There is other expertise that is involved in the working group. 

 Russ, go ahead. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Donna, and thanks, Rick. I think that’s another good point about 

the technical expertise and something that can be challenging in IRTs. 

You have people with a breadth of expertise, and we want to make sure 

we’re getting the right expertise. So I think that’s another good feature 

here. I think we can take this back and think about it. I don’t know if any 

more can be put on paper before our team really digs in on it then what 

you have here, but it would probably be helpful to go maybe a little bit 

more into how this would work. But I think there’s something here, and 

I appreciate the work the contracted parties did to think through this 

and think through the work that the RDAP Working Group did to think 
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through this. I think there’s certainly interest in involvement from the 

folks from the working group and how to connect these two things. So 

thank you for this. I appreciate it. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Russ. Maybe we can pick this up when we talk about the time of 

the next call, but something to think about is maybe, before the holiday 

break, there might be an opportunity for us to come back and just have 

a conversation on this specific topic if that works out in terms of 

scheduling. So just one idea to think about that we might be able to firm 

up before we end this call. 

 So, Rick, thanks for taking us through that. I think it’s a good start. 

Hopefully, we can make some more progress on this in the not-too-

distant future. 

 Moving on to the next item … And just confirming this is a 90-minute 

call. Are people okay to go the distance? 

 Okay. Looks like we’re good. So the definitions piece. Now, we had a 

brief discussion, I would say, about this last week. We were trying to 

recall what the status of our earlier thinking was on the definitions. But 

that’s about as far as we got. So we don’t have a whole lot of concrete 

information here, but, Karla, I thought it might be helpful if we could 

just pick up on what you had described in your e-mail—identifying the 

areas where we need to pull out the definitions and get into 

alignment—unless anybody has any other ideas about how to tackle this 

discussion today. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Sure, I can jump in, Donna. Early on, when we had provided a summary 

of what we expected to be in the amendments for the RA and the RAA, 

one of the things that we had thought about is where there is RDDS as a 

definition and not only a definition but also how it relates to the SLRs 

that are built into both the service-level matrix as well as in the 

emergency thresholds, both in Spec 10 of the RA specifically.  

As we think about the transition of WHOIS services, for us, as we’ve 

been looking at the amendments, it seems to make sense for us to pull 

out the definition or the RDDS specifically and break it down into the 

three components of Port 43, web WHOIS, and RDAP and have those 

definitions specifically so, as we go into thinking about thinking about 

the SLAs for each of these, if we get to the point of retiring Port 43, then 

that could be pulled out specifically. Then we would still have web 

WHOIS and RDAP. It makes it for longer matrices within the 

amendments themselves, but it seems that that would be, I guess, the 

cleanest way to do it.  If I recall, when the contracted party team came 

back with their original assessment of our summary, there seemed to be 

some hesitation to split out WHOIS Port 43, web WHOIS—or let’s say 

[web] WHOIS services—and RDAP specifically.  

So I think that’s where we wanted to take the conversation next 

because this is going to be critical in terms of how we are thinking about 

the redlines in the amendments themselves because this will cascade 

throughout the agreements. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Karla. Go ahead, Jeff. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks. I think we agreed to the notion of splitting the things out. I think 

where we had some difficult was an automatic assumption of basically 

saying that RDDS is … How do I say this? I’m trying to think of saying it 

clearly. Let me try that again. So we agree that each of those 

components could be part of RDDS, but what we didn’t necessarily 

agree to, or what we really need to take a closer look at, is whether all 

three parts of RDDS apply to every single thing in the registry and 

registrar agreements that RDDS would apply to. So, in other words, we 

can’t just say that the RDDS SLAs are blank. We’d have to say that the 

WHOIS Port 43 SLAs … We’d have to break that out. So I think the issue 

we were having was automatically saying that the term that describes 

the umbrella is just a quick cut-and-replace from each of the areas 

where one of the three services would be mentioned in the contract. 

 I think what had happened … This is a result of when we first were 

discussing that issue because I think you all had read [in] that, because 

we were okay in having the umbrella term, that you had interpreted 

that as agreement that we would do each of the components, including 

the searchability and other things, and now that’s gone. But that’s just 

the use case for why we have to go back and make sure that any place 

we use the umbrella term “RDDs” truly does apply to each of those 

three different components and, if not, then we can’t use the umbrella 

term in that part of the contract. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: That makes sense, Jeff. Now that you mention it, as you were thinking 

about it with it being inclusive of searchability and now breaking that 

out, I think that we are in agreement in terms of how we should 

position this for the amendments themselves.  

 So, unless, Russ, you’ve got other opinions on this, I think we’re aligned 

on how we’re thinking about it. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. It sounds like we’re saying roughly the same thing. So that’s great. 

I appreciate it. I think that will help give us guidance as to how to mark 

these things up. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Sorry I didn’t raise my hand, but at the end of the day, when you give us 

a draft and you use that term, we’ll go through each and every part. It’s 

our job to make sure that that new contractual term is meant to apply 

to all three of the different scenarios and, if not, we need to be specific. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Got it. I think that works. I think that’s how we’ve been approaching it. 

So I think the next step would be to look at it. Now that we’ve had this 

conversation, I want to go back through, one more time, what it is 

we’ve been looking at just to make sure that they are defined 

appropriately. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. The registrar agreement is a little bit weird because you have a 

bunch of different terms, as you know. [You have that] an RDDS is 

actually only used in the SLA document to describe how the service 

levels are measured. We use WHOIS for accuracy and all that other 

stuff, and it would be good to get some consistent language in there.  

 But it’s also our understanding … I don’t know if Beth is on the call here, 

but I know that there’s some effort to come up with consistent 

terminology in what is the Phase 1 IRT for the EPDP—so somehow 

checking in with them to make sure we’re all on the same wavelength, 

because they may be working on some sort of standardized terminology 

as well. I don’t know if I’m representing that well, and Beth is not here, 

but I think that’s what she was saying. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jeff. Yeah, I think that’s right. Russ and Karla may have some 

insight into what the IRT is doing, but I’m sure, for consistency, we 

review that and make sure it’s all good. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah, we’re aligning internally as those conversations are going on so 

that we were consistent as well. I think that’s all moving along at their 

own paces and will continue to align as those discussions continue. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. Thanks, Karla. So I think we’re good on the definitions. So, in 

terms of next steps, Karla, you’ll just do a review and then circle back. 

We’ll see if we’re on the same page. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. That’s right, Donna. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. All right. So, just before we got into the start of the call, Karla and 

I had a brief conversation about timing for next calls because the usual 

cadence is that the CPH would have a call next Tuesday, and then we 

come back with Russ and Karla on the 22nd. But, given that we’re getting 

into the holiday season, we just wanted to confirm availability because I 

did hear, Russ, you may be having that week of the 21st of December 

off. So we just need to sort that out. 

 Jeff, go ahead. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: To be honest, I think there’s not really much left to discuss at this point 

until we have the actual language. So I’m not sure we need to set up the 

next meeting until we have that language and have had a chance to 

actually review it because I think the only now is what to put in as the 

actual amount for the SLA. I think everything else, unless I’m mistaken, 

is either agreed to or is pending before ICANN, like this latest process 

profile document thing. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Karla and Russ, is that where you think we are in terms of the status? 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Hey, Donna. I think you’re right. I think we’ve got some work to do on 

our side, and we’ve been working on a review of redlines [for] creating 

redlines for the amendments. 

I think what the next best step would be is to let us continue that work 

and then come back to this team once we have information to review 

with you. It’d be even better if we have something we can send to you 

in advance before we have our next conversation. So we’ve got the 

action item to put that together. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. All right. So, in that case, we could be looking at January before 

we kick off again. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: But one thing I would like to suggest is, to the extent that people are 

available and have an interest in doing so, that we come back together 

and have another conversation about the RDAP profile amendment 

process. That could be a subset on our side, and, Russ and Karla, for you 

to join that as well. So we could do that next Tuesday, the 15th if there’s 

interest in doing that. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Can we come back to you on that? I want to make sure that, first of all, 

we have time to review the information that was provided today and 

we have time to discuss internally. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. That’s fair, Karla. So we can put that as a To Be Decided maybe by 

the end of this week. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. Let me do that. I’ll take that. If we can, then if folks could maybe 

just keep a placeholder at this regular time. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Sounds good. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: And Russ was just asking if you’d send the slide. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: We will. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTINL [He] didn’t take notes? You didn’t take a snapshot of something, Russ? 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: I did, but I’m not going to share it with him. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: All right. We’ll get that sent through. I don’t want to put Rick on the 

spot, but maybe there’s a few of us that should do some fleshing out on 

our side as well so that we can have a little bit more inclination about it 

or a bit more thinking on that. 

 All righty. So, with that in mind, to the extent that we have a call next 

week, [great. We’ll] see people interested in that RDAP profile 

amendment process. We’ll have a conversation next week. If not, then 

maybe some e-mail exchanges between now the holiday season but 

with the intent that we will come back together sometime in January to 

pick up our discussions. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: That sounds great. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: [Thank you, Donna]. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. All righty. Stay safe, everybody. Thanks for joining the call. You 

can end the recording now, Sue. 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


