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SUE SCHULER:  Great, thank you. Okay, Donna. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Sue. Welcome everybody to our RA RAA discussion group call of 

21 July, 2020. This is a call without staff, and the intent is to have a bit of 

a conversation about the conversation we had last week with Russ and 

Karla. We don’t actually have another conversation with them until the 

4th of August because Russ is out next week. So, we have a little bit of 

time to get our thoughts together.  

 What I thought might be helpful today is to go through the timeline for 

sunsetting WHOIS because I think, based on the conversation we had 

last week, GDD has provided an outline of what they think they’re 

timeline should be. Much of that seems to be based on their want that 

those who use WHOIS have adequate time to get used to RDAP. But I 

think we’re on the other end where there are some of us that would be 

quite happy to put the pin on WHOIS now, and in favor of RDAP.  

 So, I think it makes sense to have that conversation now because I think 

that’s the one that’s probably giving us the most grief. If we can reach 

agreement on what we think it is and how we want to factor in ICANN’s 

concerns about the uses of WHOIS, I think that might set us up nicely for 

the next call.  

 I also want to talk about the process for updating the RDAP profile. So, 

Russ introduced something that was a little bit different last week, in 

terms of once something's in an IRT, I think what he was getting to is 
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what's potentially the role for the RDAP working group or who has the 

authority to, from a technical perspective, agree to the updating of the 

RDAP profile. 

And then searchability, we had some more discussion on the chat about 

stats, and I think, Catherine, you had identified some anomalies with 

Donuts, but I think we want to have that conversation about 

searchability and the stats were lumped in together. And, if we get to it, 

the emergency threshold triggers, although I think we might all be on 

the same page with that.  

And the intent is that we'll try to get through this in the hour. So, we'll 

finish up at 2 PM Eastern. Is that okay with folks? Okay. All right. Sue, 

have you got the one slide that I sent you? Okay, thanks Sue.   

So, this is the straw man that Karla presented to us some time ago, and 

it was their straw man proposal for the retirement of WHOIS. What I've 

done down at the bottom is just added a little bit in terms of the 

timeline. So, we had RDAP adoption in August 2019, so it's already been 

in effect for almost 12 months. I think the RA RAA amendment effective 

date is probably off. I don't think it's going to happen by the end of this 

year given we have a number of outstanding items, so maybe first 

quarter of 2021.  

But if we take into consideration what Karla laid out on the call last 

week, there'd be 180 days for [ramp up] of RDAP and the SLAs, and then 

18 months from that point to retire WHOIS.  

Now, I get the sense from our group that we think it's just too long. So, 

I'd just like to open up a conversation. We need to come back to Russ 
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and Karla's concerns about the users’ awareness of RDAP and ability to 

use it, so we need to come back to that, but if we could have a 

conversation about that timeline, I think it might be helpful. Jeff, go 

ahead. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  I’m sorry, it took me a second to get off mute.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  It’s okay.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  So, what's good about their latest proposal is that it is now sort of an 

objective standard. Obviously the timeline’s way too long. They used to 

have a standard that was very subjective, right? It was “when they 

deemed that registrars were performing it right,” or what you have up 

there, “equal to or better than current service.”  

What if we sort of did something sort of halfway by saying that 

registrars and registries could phase out legacy WHOIS with something 

like six months in a row of meeting the SLA? So therefore, some 

registrars and registries will be able to—I’m assuming most will be able 

to—phase out then by the 12 months, right? Six month ramp up, and 

then six months of meeting the SLA.  

For those that have an issue, we should probably come up with some 

sort of alternative like whatever's earlier, something like six months or 

four months after, something like that, of consecutive … So they're not 
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like restarting the six months if there's one mess up. Something like that 

is sort of halfway in between what they're asking for and just 

establishing a definitive timeline.  

So, anyway, I thought I would throw that out there. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  So, Jeff, just to clarify, you're saying that would be on an individual 

registry/registrar basis? So, if the individual registry or registrar had met 

that threshold for six months, then they could move off it. So, we’re just 

talking about individuals. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  I think it has to be that way. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yep.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  I would love to say it otherwise, but I think it makes the most sense.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay, thanks. Maxim. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA:  First of all, I'd like to underline that SLAs are not for like six months or 

something, they are forever. Whatever we write there, it’s going to be 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment-Jul21                        EN 

 

Page 5 of 32 

 

enforced by very unpleasant people from compliance. They will not care 

what Russ or Karla said to us. They will say, formally, it reads as this. So, 

you have to do that and that, here is your first notice. So, I'm not sure 

that nonformal approach will work at all here.  

And the second thing is when they say it should be better or equal than 

current service, first of all, we haven't forced ICANN to choose RDAP. 

So, they have to take reality into equation. If it works slower, but it's 

better, then it's better. If we just comply with technical standards, we 

don't do things like, “No, we don't like first 10 lines of that standard, we 

don't comply with that and we take on the last lines of the standard.”  

So, it should be a reasonable time, like factually based timing, not 

because someone hoped or something. We don't have customer 

satisfaction in our contract, even for us. So, I'm not sure we need to 

take into account this seriously. Yes, we can say that, “yes, it's a nice 

thing, but no.”  

And the second thing is the advertisement of RDAP. [It’s] good it’s on 

ICANN and not on us. And if ICANN does nothing to make it more 

popular, why should we suffer from this? So, I think we shouldn't say 

yes, because we will try to [under sign] on the timing, we will not be 

able to follow. So, yeah, that’s it. Thanks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks. So, Maxim, on your second part, the advertisement or the 

communication, that's for ICANN to sort out, and I agree with that. I 

don't disagree. But I guess what I'm trying to get to here is, ICANN 
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seems to think that they need three years for that, but I don't think 

that's absolutely necessary.  

So, we need to convince them that that's not necessary, and maybe that 

comes back to Jeff’s idea about an objective standard. But it is a case of 

how big is that user group they're talking about? And how long do they 

think it's going to take them to get those people educated? I mean, I 

would say they could start that now, but they haven't.  

 

MAXIM ALZOBA:  If I may. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yep. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA:  Just [thought], they will say, “No, it's too short in any way” because they 

will have to use different [screens], they will have to write software, etc. 

So, it's easy to say no, because they have no obligations, no 

responsibility, so saying no for them is natural. Thanks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Right. I get it, but if we want to convince them otherwise, we have to 

come up with a reasonable argument to do that. Rick, go ahead. 
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RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Donna. There’s a couple things that I'd like to offer. One, just a 

quick clarity, I think the only reason that we're looking at this slide is 

due to the line [and] block text somewhat towards the bottom where it 

says, “180 days, six months for ramp up, plus 18 months to retire 

WHOIS.” That's the only thing really on this slide that really matters. In 

ICANN’s proposal, they didn't talk at all about the other stuff 

necessarily. Is that is that correct? Just the timeline. “Okay,” Donna 

says.  

And then to Jeff's point about the SLAs, I think that ICANN’s point is not 

really about the [SLAs]. While it's interesting, and I respect, Jeff, where 

you're coming from, I don't think that ICANN is leaning so much on the 

SLAs. I think they're going to be leaning on user readiness to transition.  

And so, I think that they would not be interested or looking at the SLAs 

as a reason that's holding people off. It's user readiness is the thing 

that's going to be holding people off.  

And I also don't think that they would be interested in a staggered 

transition where some WHOIS providers are terminating earlier, 

because I think they would think that is a situation that's going to lead 

to more confusion in the marketplace.  

I think that we will be better off making our argument around trying to 

just overall shorten the timeline from something like 18 months to a 

year and having the communications campaign start earlier, say at the 

beginning of the ramp up period, and then saying that users have 18 

months to transition and just starting that campaign earlier. Because I 
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think that users really aren't going to be effecting a transition until they 

have reason to do so.  

So, I think that’s probably our better bet is to just have them start the 

communications campaign earlier, and then propose a 12 month after 

the six month ramp up, rather than letting it go the full 18 months. 

Thank you. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Rick. I think we can do better. I think we can cut back to six 

months, but anyway. Jim, go ahead. 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yeah, thanks Donna. And I'm just going to say that I agree with 

everything that Rick said, but I also agree with what you just said, 

Donna. We can cut it back to six months. Frankly, I think we should cut it 

back to zero, but the number is not really what's important here.  

I like the principles that Rick was going through. I agree with that 

completely. Let me add the following data point in support of what the 

principles that he was proposing. In some ways, it's a similar kind of 

argument to, at least my position with respect to searchability, okay?  

We're comparing apples and oranges here. And I get that ICANN simply 

is not going to let go of that, but I really do think it's important to keep 

calling that out. The reality is that no matter how much time we give 

them, they will use all of that time. And I make the observation that, at 

least in this particular case, there is no difference right now between 
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RDAP and WHOIS because nobody is getting anything from WHOIS at 

the moment. It's all been redacted and it's shut down.  

So, I don't know why they're fighting and arguing over keeping WHOIS 

around, when, in reality, not to mention EPDP—that dirty word—okay? 

I mean, as that comes around, and SSAD sort of comes around, that's 

what's going to drive the usage of RDAP. This transition … I just don't 

understand the reliance on WHOIS because it simply is not being used. 

And the goldfish grows to fill the bowl kind of argument is what's going 

on here, as far as I'm concerned. So, I agree with you, Donna. Less time 

is better.  

And if we don't give them a reason to migrate, they won't migrate. And 

in fact, there's no difference between the two services right now. So, I 

don't understand why there's not just a [turn off] kind of model. I hope 

that that was clear enough. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Jim, I would like to clarify something. When you say that there's no 

difference between the two services now, isn't there a difference for 

the user? So, for the WHOIS service, they understand that they go to a 

certain point and they can get access to what information is available, 

understanding that it's redacted. But if they want to use RDAP, that's a 

different process that they would have to go through. Am I right? Or 

have I got that wrong? 
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JIM GALVIN:  No, you're right. The actual user experience, the interface would be 

different, but I think the way to think about that is ICANN could easily 

stand up an RDAP to WHOIS gateway or a WHOIS to RDAP gateway, 

quite frankly. And that would just be a trivial thing to do there. Look up 

that ICANN Org site, it should simply map to RDAP. And then they can 

continue to support WHOIS for as long as they wanted, not a problem.  

My [inaudible] is focused on the fact that there's no change in data 

access. So, you're right, Donna. There is a change in the user experience 

access. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Right, thanks, Jim. I think that's the point that we're getting to. And I 

think Reubens might have bought up last week that there are ways that 

ICANN can keep WHOIS alive if they wanted to. Jeff, go ahead. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. So, I'm fine with a time based … What was the proposal that we 

made in our paper to them? Because I think that was [inaudible] 

basically said no. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  I honestly don't remember, Jeff. 180 plus 180? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  I think that was it and they said no.  
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So, I mean, I'm all for going lower than what Rick said, but, I mean, we 

need to be a little realistic that they've only really pushed that up. Well, 

they pushed it up a year, right? So, they said 180 plus 540. I don't think 

we can do better than 180 plus a year when they said no to us. So, I 

think we need to consider that.  

But, yeah, if we think the time element is going to work, then let's go 

with that. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  So, Jeff, just on that point, and that's one of the reasons that I wanted 

to see where the group was on the actual timing of this, is that last 

week they opened the door to, “we’re willing to consider x if you do y,” 

right? So, maybe this is an area where they are prepared to give if we're 

prepared to give somewhere else.  

So, I just wanted to get a sense from the group on where we are on this 

timeline to see if we can reach agreement. Now, if we think 180 plus 

180 is reasonable, which most of us think it is, then we should come 

back to that. We didn't have a discussion with them about … I think it's a 

long time since we're referred back to what we went to them with. They 

may be calling for 18 months after ramp up, but it doesn't mean that it's 

not squishy.  

So, I'd so I'd like to push that a little bit if we can. Sam, and then Rick. 
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SAM DEMETRIOU:  Hey, everyone. I'm going to say something that I threw out sort of glibly 

in the chat during our last call with ICANN, and it's to your question 

Donna about tradeoffs.  

So I'm kind of thinking about the number of things we've been talking 

about with ICANN, and I'm wondering—and you guys can tell me to shut 

up, you can tell me if this is way off base, if I am. But I'm wondering if 

we use something like either the round trip time SLAS. They want 2,000, 

we want 5,000 milliseconds. Can we meet somewhere at like 4,000 in 

exchange for a shorter ramp up period? Or like, is there anything else 

that we're willing to sort of cede on?  

The round trip time SLA was one that I had thrown it out there in the 

chat, like if we have RDAP going faster out of the gate, then you 

shouldn't need as much of a ramp up time, which I don't know if that 

logic makes sense. But just to your question about what can we start 

thinking about trading, that to me seems like one that we could think 

about, but I don't know where others are on that specific metric. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  I was on mute. Yeah, thanks, Sam. So, it’d be interesting to hear from 

others, what they think about Sam's idea. And I'm kind of leaning in the 

same direction, because that's one we really [that hold them on]. So, if 

we show some give, maybe it'll help us somewhere else. Rick, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Donna. And actually, Sam must have her [ESP] working because 

that's sort of where I was headed here. I was going to think that this 
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would be one, sort of in keeping with what Jim Galvin just put in the 

chat. He says, “I don't want to run WHOIS any longer than I have to, but 

as long as I don’t have to make any changes to keep it running it.”  

I'd much rather give on letting WHOIS run for the full length that they're 

talking about, which is something that, while it's a difficulty and a bit of 

a pain, it will relatively soon be behind us. And I'd rather do that than 

give substantially, and I'm not talking about from 5,000 milliseconds to 

4,000 milliseconds, like Sam suggested, but give substantially on 

something like the SLA or give substantially on that something like the 

process for modifying the RDAP profile. And have that be something 

that the contracted party house has to live with “forever.”  

Because, as Jim mentions, while it is a pain, and it would be a pain to 

run WHOIS for a full 18 months, we're doing now. And so, we'd rather 

do that then be rewarded for our troubles and have it be only six 

months transition, but then have to live with some very difficult SLA for 

RDAP forever. Thank you. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Rick. Sam? Or is that an old hand?  

 

SAM DEMETRIOU: Sorry, I did not take my hand down.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. 
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SAM DEMETRIOU: [Inaudible] finding my mute button again.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:   No problem. Okay. So, I think this has been a good discussion and I don't 

think we really agreed too much, so we'll need to come back. I think we 

go through the rest of what we want to talk about, but I just wanted to 

flag this because Karla introduced that idea of we might be willing to 

trade some things. I think we could easily come back when we have the 

next conversation and say that we want the 180 + the 180, which was 

our original ask whenever we sent that version of the document, it was 

about maybe two or three months ago. So, we could come back to that, 

but then we could open the door to we could potentially increase that if 

we get a little bit of leverage somewhere else. So, I guess I just wanted 

to set that context and understanding we haven't agreed on anything 

here. 

Okay, so what's next? Okay. So, the process for updating the RDAP 

profile was interesting on the registry call last week because I think, in 

my mind, we were talking about something a little bit different to 

maybe what Jeff and Rick had understood from the conversation.  

So, I'd like to open it up just so we can all get on the same page about 

what we think ICANN was talking about with this process for updating 

the RDAP profile. I think, in my mind I understood from Russ that if it 

goes to an IRT, whatever comes out of the IRT, how does that result in a 

change to the profile? And what's the kind of sign off connection in 
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there? But I may be off point. So, I'm interested to hear from others 

what they took away from that conversation with Russ last week. Jeff? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, and I'm going to ask Rick, actually, because when Russ was 

bringing this up, he brought up a circumstance that he had with the 

original RDAP Working Group about going through some items a second 

time or that he basically was worried that once standards came, or once 

there was something—I’ll say standards, I don't know. Once something 

was come up with, then he didn't want to have to then go to a second 

negotiation process with lawyers.  

So, Rick, what was the incident that Russ was referring to that he was 

afraid of happening again? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  So, there was a part in that conversation that was a little bit confused. 

But I think that if we go back and we look at the discussion, because I 

thought that as they got into that discussion a week ago, on the 14th, I 

thought that their discussion kind of thoroughly confused everybody. 

Because the RDAP profile sits apart from any particular policy, sort of in 

the way that EPP specifications sit apart from the particular policy.  

And so, you’ll recall that the RDAP Working Group got its start because 

the original RDAP profile was written by staff and largely unsuccessful in 

its goals. And then, that's how the RDAP Working Group got spun up, 

which was joint between the contracted parties, technical experts, and 

ICANN staff.  
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And so, right now, the RDAP Working Group is awaiting the results of an 

IRT, which will take the published work that comes from the IRT and 

then go make changes to the RDAP profile documents. I think that the 

work on the RDAP profile documents ought to maintain and stay 

separate from the IRTs because the RDAP profile exists because 

contracted parties are required to implement RDAP due to a contractual 

requirement. And so, it is closer to being a contractual element 

[inaudible] because it is more aligned with the way that WHOIS 

specifications, which currently are part of the contract.  

So, there's sort of the next generation version of the WHOIS 

specifications, and they're more closely aligned to the contract than 

something like policy is, right? So, they're the technical manifestation of 

that. So, I think that as the contracted parties, we ought to be keeping 

that outside of the realm of an IRT, and in an exercise that's separate 

from those.  

Now, the work gets done on RDAP profile due to changes that are 

brought about by policy changes, but I don't think it should be under 

control of an IRT.  

I'll just kind of stop there, and maybe we can discuss broadly. Thanks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Rick. Jeff?  

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah, so Russ’ concern was twofold, right? One was when an IRT is 

constructed, how are we going to recognize that there are going to be 
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issues that potentially have an impact on the RDAP profiles? That was 

number one.  

And number two, is the second bite of the apple type thing where Russ 

is worried that an IRT would say something, right? And go through it's 

whole process, and that no one from the RDAP Working Group would 

be paying attention until after the IRT was done. And then it goes to the 

RDAP Working Group and the RDAP Working Group says, “We can't do 

this” or “We don't want to do it” or whatever it is. And so, Russ doesn't 

want to have like another bite at the apple type thing and doesn't want 

to have to go through a separate negotiation process.  

So, while you said, Rick, that the RDAP profile team has to implement 

what's the outcome of the IRT, I think Russ wants to make sure that 

even if not happening in parallel, that there are some synchronicity 

between the IRT and the RDAP profile so there doesn't have to be that 

“second negotiation.”  

So, I think those were the concerns that Russ had, and I'll put aside the 

judgement of whether that is legitimate or not. But if we do think 

there's some legitimacy, I think that, putting aside that everyone's 

watching the EPDP this time around, but we don't know what it's going 

to be like five years from now when something else comes up. We 

probably should have the ability of issue spotting and then bringing the 

group in, if nothing else, to just have a liaison to make sure the IRT is 

not going in a direction that won't be implementable by the RDAP 

Working Group.  
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And so, that's not saying that we're doing the work within the IRT, it's 

just saying that we have someone watching over it.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jeff. I think that was a pretty good characterization of Russ’ 

concerns last week. Rick, go ahead.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Donna. So, yeah, good points, Jeff. And so, I think that on the 

call last week, I'd mentioned that there are members of the RDAP 

Working Group that are part of the IRT right now. And then also, the 

RDAP Working Group is getting updates from the IRT on a consistent 

basis.  

So, in the here and now, that's the way that the IRT is maintaining 

alignment, and that the RDAP Working Group is understanding what's 

going on in the IRT, such that the IRT isn't proceeding down, what I’ll 

sort of characterize, as a theoretically unimplementable road, right? 

Which is perhaps the question that Russ would be concerned about.  

And as far as a future situation, I think that there really speaks to the 

need to when an IRT is being constructed that would likely have impact 

on to the RDAP profile, then as the IRT is being put together, it needs to 

have adequate representation so that there is that kind of alignment 

and informed decision making, just like any other kind of 

implementation team would need to have the right kind of 

representation from the appropriate technical experts. I don't think that 

RDAP is any different, just like the IRT no doubt has got people on it 
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right now that know something about EPP where they're undertaking 

decisions that are going to impact EPP that need to be implementable. 

So, I think that it's sort of a parallel situation. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Rick. It's an interesting assumption that the IRT would have the 

expertise that is necessary because I'm not a hundred percent sure that 

that would always be the case.  

And I don't know if you saw an email that I sent you last week, but we 

need to somehow get status for the RDAP Working Group. I don't know 

if it has a charter, but I think it would be worthwhile thinking about how 

do we formalize the RDAP Working Group. We could set it up as an 

interest group under the registry stakeholder group. But, to Jeff’s point, 

about five years down the road, I think we do need to be thinking about 

that a little bit. Jeff, go ahead. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, thanks. And I was going to sort of say it's an easy give. I mean, if 

we just say that when an IRT realizes that the profile may come into the 

scope or there may be an issue that might impact the RDAP 

implementation, that a liaison is appointed by the RDAP Working Group 

to participate in a non-voting whatever capacity just to do what Rick 

says they're doing now. I think it's such an easy give and it's nothing off 

our back to do that.  
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And by the way, we're all pointing to the circumstance, and I know 

Rubens has it in there, where we're always worried that an IRT creates 

new recommendations, or second bites at the apple.  

What I hate, and have seen over the many years, is that when ICANN’s 

responsible for implementing, they interpret the IRT or the PDP in a way 

that's most favorable to them. And we always find ourselves in a 

situation where they're trying to take a second bite at the apple, trying 

to get more. I think formalizing the RDAP Working Group, as Donna said, 

so giving it some sort of status, and then saying that a liaison should be 

appointed by that group, I think is no skin off our back. And if it helps to 

close this thin  so that we don't have any other way to update the RDAP 

profile, other than consensus policies, or by mutual agreement through 

a contract change, I think it's a win for us. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jeff. Rick?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Donna. And yeah, I would agree with that. I think that, to your 

proposal, Jeff, and to the notion of the RDAP Working Group being 

formalized, I certainly wouldn't have any concerns about that. That'd be 

fine with me. We haven't discussed it at the stakeholder group level, but 

from an RDAP perspective, that'd be fine.  

I think that the distinction, Jeff, that I was drawing was that the work to 

change the profile would be still done at the working group and the IRT 

would be sort of helping to guide the working group about what needed 
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to be done. But I agree with the structure that you're proposing, I think 

that'd be a fine idea. That’d be okay.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Rick, and …  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah, but I don't think there's voting, by the way, in an IRT. So, I don't 

think there'd be a concern that there's a notion of a voting member or a 

non-voting member, for what it’s worth.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  I think, based on Jeff's recollection of Russ when he raised the concerns, 

I think the other part that needs to be manageable. So, if, through the 

discussions with the IRT and with the RDAP liaison on board, there is a 

recognition that the RDAP profile will need to be updated to respond to 

the policy. How will that be done, and then who signs off on that?  

So, the liaison brings that back to the RDAP Working Group, they would 

have a conversation, decide what changes needed to be made to the 

profile, and then the profile then goes back to the IRT and is sanctioned 

in that way, or is it something different? So, it might be a little bit of a 

step too far, but I think that's something we need to think about, too. 

Jeff?  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, so a couple things. So, if it is a consensus policy that's going to the 

IRT—and that's a big if, so we need to come back to that. If it is a 

consensus policy, then the contracts really give ICANN the ability to 

implement it without even checking with any registry or registrar. They 

can just implement it and so long as they're faithfully implementing the 

consensus policy, there's nothing really a registry or registrar can do.  

So, all of that is preface for saying that if we formalize the RDAP 

Working Group, and if it's a consensus policy, and if the Implementation 

Review Team agrees, and the RDAP Working Group designs the profile 

to meet the IRT’s implementation, I don't think we need to worry as 

much about any other participation, or the fact that the RDAP Working 

Group is given a higher status. Because, technically under the contract, 

ICANN can unilaterally determine the implementation so long as it's 

faithful to the consensus policy.  

So, sorry for a long explanation saying I don't think it's a huge issue if 

the RDAP Working Group is entrusted with updating the profile and that 

be enforceable by ICANN.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  And then the profile itself has to be updated on the website, consistent 

with the discussions that we've had. Okay. All right.  

So, I think that’s a bit clearer for me. Folks okay with that? [So,] we think 

we have a good understanding of where Russ was coming from, and we 

can have a discussion about that moving forward. 
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JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, sorry. And just the one exception, which I said we should come 

back to, is if it is not … So, the GNSO can do other things other than 

consensus policies. And therefore, an IRT can be set up for reasons 

other than a consensus policy. And it needs to be very clear that if it's 

not a consensus policy, with a capital C, capital P, then it has to be 

implemented in a very different way and would require contract 

negotiations, that you can't just rely on the IRT and the RDAP Working 

Group. That make sense? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  It makes sense to me. I just wasn't aware that an IRT could be set up for 

other reasons, but we don't need to discuss it now.  

Okay, so, Rick, separately, I think we do need to have a discussion about 

formalizing the status of the RDAP Working Group. And I think, at a 

minimum, maybe you have one already, I don't know whether the 

group has the charter, but I think that would be really helpful if it 

doesn't already have one. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  The closest thing we have is just the original letter that was used to set 

up the RDAP pilot. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yep. Okay, which probably forms a good basis for a charter anyway. 
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RICK WILHELM:  Yep. That'd be a good thing to get done. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yep. Okay, got it Jeff. Okay, searchability. My mind's gone blank. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  You want me to help you?  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yeah.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  It’s okay. I have that all the time.  

So, on searchability, ICANN’s position is that registries that have in their 

Appendix A, so it applies to the new gTLD registries, and perhaps some 

of the registries on the new form. If they have searchable WHOIS listed 

now, then they have to implement searchable RDAP in our contracts, 

but they understand that registries may then flock to file RSEP requests 

now, or soon, so that they no longer have to offer searchability. And the 

question I still have is, yeah, they understand registries are going to file 

them, but is ICANN going to refuse accepting those RSEP requests on 

some basis we don't know about? 
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DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jeff. And there was another conversation that was taking place 

about the data, the stats that ICANN was using. There's still confusion 

about those. Rick, go ahead.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  I think that on this one, this is an invitation to RSEP it out, if we can use 

RSEP as a verb. And I think we should just take it and anybody that 

wants to should just go ahead and file the RSEPs.  

And I don't think we should get into this discussion on the query 

volumes because, as I mentioned in my note, we've already fended off a 

discussion about reporting accuracy. A number of you were in the room 

when we had a lengthy discussion with SSAC about this, back in the 

good old days when we could meet face to face. It feels like it was 

Panama, but I'm not really sure. I remember it was cold in the room. 

And so, I think that we should just drop that thing because I think that 

the questions about those numbers are a red herring. And if folks don't 

want to do the searchable WHOIS, they should just go ahead and drop 

it.  

But the road around the query data, I think that's going to end up badly 

for the registries. Because if we start arguing with them about numbers, 

they're just going to say, “Well, your numbers are inaccurate. And so, 

why don't you work to make them more accurate?” So, I think that we 

should really drop that line of questioning. Thank you. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Rick. Jeff?  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, sorry. I agree with Rick on the searchability argument. The part I 

worry about is the PR against us as contracted parties if we all go to file 

RSEP requests now.  

ICANN is right that most of the RSEP requests, if not all of them, to get 

rid of searchable WHOIS were with brand or verified or some smaller 

TLDs. I think they were all brands, actually, maybe there were a couple 

that weren't. But if there's like a massive rush to file RSEPs by every 

open TLD? Remember, all of them have public comment periods, and 

there were some public comment periods during the first one that 

requested it that didn't like it, but ICANN approved it anyway. And it 

may have used this justification that it was smaller TLDs, brands, and it 

didn't make sense.  

My fear is that we create a PR nightmare for ourselves by filing these 

RSEP requests. We get a whole bunch of comments from people that 

really don't understand what searchability means, as we've found 

ICANN doesn't understand it, and then all of a sudden comments flood 

in and ICANN puts a halt to it and says no. And now we're stuck with the 

contract.  

So, I know ICANN wants to make us the scapegoats on it, but I think that 

we really need to try very hard to cut it out now, as opposed to through 

RSEPS because I don't see this ending very well for us. 
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DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jeff. I appreciate the PR aspect to the RSEP. Duke it out, as Rick 

suggested. But also, the reality may be that for brands, it doesn't make 

sense. If there are those that offered searchable WHOIS but it's not 

being used, then who is ICANN to say, “Well, you need to keep it in 

place, even though you're not using it.”  

So, there could be some really valid reasons for getting rid of it now if 

there is a concern that an RDAP searchability parallel will come into 

play. 

Yeah, I understand ICANN controls the information flow. So, it’s a 

difficult one to balance, but I think there are legitimate reasons for 

people submitting RDEP to get rid of the WHOIS searchability function, 

which has already been done.  

So, yeah, we still need to try to perhaps get it out, but we need to 

recognize, too, that I think this is going to be something ICANN’s going 

[to hold for a while]. Maxim, go ahead. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA:  First of all, I think we shouldn't be afraid of being in the middle of PR 

crisis of sorts, because we are in the middle, and it's called DNS abuse. 

So, it's not going to make things worse.  

First of all, if they deny RSEPs, we will be able to use that in our 

negotiation saying that, “You told us in good faith that you can [RSEP] to 

quit that searchable WHOIS, and what do we see now?” So, it wasn't in 

good faith, we need a new offer, first.  
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Second, I think most registries, they just don't understand the 

implications of not quitting that searchable WHOIS now, and without 

notifying them that at least please think about it and read about it. They 

will just lose time to do so.  

And the third thing, this PR cannot be lost because we can also return, 

[for your favor], ICANN forced us to implement the new modern, very 

fancy protocol. And if you're not going to use it, just talk to ICANN and 

we will kill the RDAP and return to good old WHOIS. So, we shouldn't be 

afraid of that. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Maxim. Catherine? 

 

CATHERINE MERDINGER:  Hi, there. I am not usually on the registry side, and I'm also definitely 

not a technical expert, so keep that in mind. But I spoke with our VP of 

Engineering a couple days ago and was talking with him about this. And 

he suggested, and I don't know if anyone else's system is like this, but 

when Donuts eventually turns off WHOIS, we are still capable of doing 

our searchable WHOIS, with air quotes around it. No one's using it, but 

that system keeps running.  

So, I wonder if there is any kind of compromise to be made with where 

we keep that, don't have to implement searchable RDAP in like the 

same kind of form. I don't know if that would work for other people's 

systems, but [Ben] suggested that as something that could possibly 

work for Donuts and serve as like a compromise now. I don't know if 
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ICANN would ever go for that either, but I wanted to put it out there as 

something. Yes, [thanks].  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks Catherine, and maybe this is a question for Jim and maybe Rick. 

It's my understanding, talking to our team as well, that RDAP does have 

search functionality, but it's not the same as the WHOIS search 

functionality. It's quite different. So, I don't know where the distinction 

is or the differences are between … what I think the search in RDAP is a 

simple [nine to nine], it’s not a [star] name thing.  

But maybe Jim or Rick could clarify that. Maybe they’ve left. Rick? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  I was going to let Jim go, but I’ve beaten him to the punch. So, right now 

there really is no standard search mechanism for RDAP. And so, the only 

search that is in RDAP is really an exact match lookup, so it's not really a 

search. And so, while there are things that are proposed for search in 

RDAP, nothing's standard as of yet. And so, there’s some stuff that's out 

there, but it's not really baked yet. Lots of different performance 

implications, tons of privacy implications, all well known by everybody 

within earshot. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Rick. Jim, did you have anything to add, or you’re good? 
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JIM GALVIN:  Yeah, sure. So, there's always the question of what searching really 

mean, and it usually just means you want to get a multivalued response. 

So, if we think of searching in that sense, the RDAP specification does 

have this notion of putting a star at the end of certain labels in the 

name, and thus being able to get all names that match a certain prefix, 

that kind of thing.  

But normally, the way that searching is thought of is what's actually out 

there in the wild, which is people like to do searching on the personal 

name, they like to do searching on perhaps part of an address, 

searching on IP address elements, that kind of thing. And what elements 

your search on and how much variability you're allowed and all of that, 

there are no specifications for any of that. 

There's a very limited set of options in the RDAP spec, and what is 

available in WHOIS is completely varied and ununiform because there's 

absolutely no specifications in WHOIS for it, and many registries just 

invented something. I mean, that's the bottom line. So, there's a lot of 

variability in what's available and that's part of the concern too. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jim. Okay, so I think on searchability, where we're still in, we 

need to come back to this and have another conversation. But I take 

[Sam’s] point in chat that it seems like they've moved quite a bit. But, 

on the other side of that, it seems that the concept is still a little bit of a 

[nonsense]. So, we're going to have to come back to that and see how 

we want to move forward with it. Sam, go ahead. 
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SAM DEMETRIOU:  Thanks, Donna. And this is sort of just to tack on to something Jeff had 

said earlier, I think it was in the chat, about prioritizing the different 

items that we're talking about here. Because I understand that, 

philosophically, we are opposed to putting any kind of searchability 

requirements into RDAP because of all the reasons that Jim and Rick just 

laid out.  

But, I think we should assess where this lands on our list of things that 

we absolutely want to fight for because we now do have a bit of 

daylight in ICANN’s position where they're at least willing to say, “If and 

when, eventually later, there’s a technical standard plus you get an 

extra six months,” is that maybe livable as compared to some of the 

other items here that we like really absolutely want to fight tooth and 

nail for? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Fair point, Sam. And I think because searchability doesn't apply across 

the board, it's only some registry operators that offer it, and, Catherine, 

I think you said Donuts does, we need to get guidance from those 

registry operators about what priority this is for them as well. So, I think 

that's an important thing for us to take back into this discussion as well.  

So, on the emergency threshold triggers, I think we’re pretty much on 

the same page that what ICANN’s suggested is not unreasonable. So, I 

think this one, we’re feeling reasonably comfortable about it. The only 

thing, if I go back to the timeline for sunsetting WHOIS, if we can get 

that down to six months ramp up and six month to sunsetting, then the 
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emergency threshold triggers thing is even more palatable. So, I think 

we're in a good spot on that.  

So, I know that we said we'd try to keep this to an hour, so I'm okay to 

draw a line under this here. Any last comments? We will meet next 

week. And then we have another meeting with Russ and Karla next 

week.  

Yeah, so in terms of next steps, Jeff, I think we’re into the prioritization 

step. I need to go back and have another listen to this call, and also the 

call that we had with Russ and Karla last week, but I think we’re almost 

in a good spot where we can go back to ICANN and say we've had a 

chance to review. We’re on the same page with a number of concepts, 

but these are where we still see those [ticking points] and we want 

some more conversation. And we may need to pull out the term sheet 

that we sent some time ago and just compare where we are in that. 

Does that make sense?  

Okay. All right. Thanks, everybody. You have 30 minutes back in your 

day. 

 

SUE SCHULER:  Okay, thanks Donna. Andrea, we can end the recording. 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


