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SUE SCHULER: Great. Thanks. Okay, Donna. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Sue. Thanks for joining, everybody. This is RA/RAA Amendment 

Discussion Group call, absent staff. So, I think leaving the last call that 

we had with Karla, Russ, we had agreed that probably what would be 

best for us to do this week is go through the amendments, the proposed 

changes, and do a redline of that document. So, I just want to see if 

folks are on the same page in terms of expectations or whether there 

was anything else that we intended to do.  

 Okay. I see there’s a note from Jeff that we need to cover Rob Hall’s 

email. I haven’t seen that, so I don’t know if folks want to talk about 

that first or whether it’s something to come back to. Graeme, do you 

have a view on that? 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Nope. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Jeff, you said that we should cover it. Is it a long discussion or a short 

discussion?  

 

JEFF NEUMAN: This is Jeff. Sorry. I don’t know. I think the first part of his email seems 

to be just on the actual target or the SLA amount. But then, it sort of 
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goes off in a different direction, which I’m still, to be honest, trying to 

absorb it. It’s kind of detailed and has … It’s a perspective I’m not sure 

that we’ve thought about, necessarily. Okay, so the email’s now up on 

the screen. Good. 

 The first part is all about the 5,000 millisecond SLA, but then you scroll 

down. So, then he says something which I’m not sure I fully follow, but 

maybe Rick and others could help. So, then he says, “I think this is a 

perfect time for us to simply insist on it’s 5,000 millisecond per domain 

searched.” That way, if they try a wildcard search or in any way 

generate a result set larger than one domain, we have more time to 

process it. Okay. Jody’s got his had raised, so maybe he can help us 

decode. 

 

JODY KOLKER: Sure. So, what Rob’s talking about there is that in WHOIS—the regular 

WHOIS over port 33—you do an exact match search, basically. You look 

up jeffneuman.com and that’s all you can look up, one domain at a 

time. I think what Rob’s trying to say here is that if you’re trying to 

search every registration that info@verisign.com on it as an email 

address in the registrant, you’re going to get back hundreds of domains 

or possibly millions of domains. As he said, if you put in the GoDaddy 

proxy address, you’re going to wind up with millions of domains coming 

back and we can’t expect that to be a response time of 5,000 

milliseconds. 

 In this document, in this RRA, we are not talking about being able to do 

a reverse search. I believe what should be in here is we are only doing 
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an exact match search for a domain and that’s it. Maybe that needs to 

be put in here very—what do I want to say—distinctly. When we talk 

about RDAP search, that we are only talking about doing an exact match 

on a domain name and that’s it. That’s what he’s referring to is that if 

searchability somehow finds its way into this agreement, it should be 

5,000 milliseconds per domain name that’s returned. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. Thanks, Jody. So, I guess that’s for us to keep on the back burner 

in terms of if they do have searchability. Do we need to say anything 

about it if we don’t have searchability? So, in other words, is it okay as 

written or do we need to request a change? Rick, please. 

 

RICK WILHELM: I think it’s okay as written because the document isn’t on the screen, 

which is fine. But at some point shortly I’m sure it will be. And I’m pretty 

sure it says “exact match” or “lookup” or something like that. But the 

query is for not a search but for using the domain name as a key in the 

URL, which is a lookup mechanism and not a search. And so, I think that 

it's okay as written. And I think that, as Jim notes in the chat, we were 

quite careful to say “exact match lookup.” So, I think we should be 

good. Thank you. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. Thanks, Rick. So, then he continues on, and it says, “ICANN’s 

trying to make registrars and registries show WHOIS goes against 

something we negotiated hard for in the past RAA. Data maintained and 
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published by two different sources is a real problem. I would be okay 

with them mandating that registrars must have a webpage our clients 

can go to that returns it. But that is different than us running the actual 

service in the background. We can proxy through the registry as we all 

do now.  

“However, the real danger here is one that I’m not sure we’d want to 

alert ICANN to, that they have stumbled across inadvertently. The 

registry and registry are often in different jurisdictions, under different 

privacy laws.” And then, he goes into the Caymans and basically says 

that in order to get any information from the Caymans you actually have 

to be in the Caymans. And ICANN now wants to go to the registrar to 

get that data. I guess he’s saying the registrar is not supposed to give 

out that information.  

So, I’m not sure what we need to address from here. Obviously, the 

registrars are still discussing the issue of whether to run our own 

instance or not. Rick, please. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Jeff. This sounds more like a policy question. Access, I think is 

within the remit of phase two. And so, I think it’s out of scope for what 

we’re talking about here, without saying whether or not the concerns 

are reasonable. But it sounds like this is ripped from the discussion 

thread on EPDP phase two and I’m not part of that group. But I think it 

seems like a policy question that’s out of scope for the amendment to 

add RDAP requirements to the contracts. Thank you. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Thanks, Rick. So, I understood also that … It certainly relates to 

the issue of whether the registrars have to provide our own instance, 

even for thick registries. I guess Rob’s argument is that that may be 

ICANN’s way to get around privacy restrictions. But I think, sounds like 

to me, you’re right—that it’s really more of a policy question we have to 

handle there. But J.C.’s got his hand up. J.C., please.  

 

J.C. VIGNES: Hi. Being somewhat based in Cayman, I wanted to offer some light. Yes, 

it is a policy question, insofar as the EPDP’s concerned. But I think what 

Rob is doing here is illustrating the technical issue with the policy 

question. The question is should the registrar have to build and 

maintain their own RDAP solution, as opposed to proxy what the 

registry will provide. And so, yes, it makes sense as far is the policy is 

concerned, because then the location, the site of the registrar, of the 

registry matters.  

But I think the basic question here that we need to address as part of a 

discussion is should the registry hold the RDAP and used proxied by the 

registrar or should they, at the registrar, have their own little RDAPs, 

each and every one of them. I really think that’s what Rob is talking 

about, irrespective of how it would be an issue vis-à-vis the EPDP. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Thanks, J.C. And also helpful because you’re also working for a 

company that’s there. Graeme? 
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GRAEME BUNTON: Thanks, Jeff. Pushing this particular question, because it’s come up a 

couple times now, to phase two is an interesting idea I like—pushing 

that out of our hands immediately. That seems like a good thing. I wish 

Rob were joining these calls to talk to the stuff he’s throwing in.  

But we did talk about this at some length inside the RrSG and Rob’s 

position was, I would say, in the minority—that there seemed to be 

some recognition that the difference between thick and thin and is not 

so material anymore and that we’re going to see a scale. It’s going to be 

a gradient of fully thick to fully thin, maybe.  

And so, in that scenario, registrars are going to have to stand up their 

own and nobody seemed to, most people, have an issue with that. So, I 

think we can probably have this conversation a little bit inside the 

Registrars Stakeholder Group. But it’s possible here that Rob is out on 

his own.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Thanks, Graeme. ICAAN did give us, in the summary documents, 

which we’ll, I’m sure, get to, their explanation as to why both should be 

required to stand up their own instance. And I do share your view that it 

did seem like it was the minority of registrars, at least on the list, that 

did not want to or that pushed back against doing that. We have Jim 

and J.C. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Jeff. I agree that this is a policy question, so I’ll just support 

everything that’s been said so far. What I want to point out is if you peel 
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back a couple of layers here, there’s an underlying technical issue that I 

want to make sure we don’t lose track of. It’s not something for us to 

solve but be aware of this.  

This surfaced during the generation of the Temp Spec and it’s kind of 

carried all the way forward, that being the fact that only the registrar 

can provide contactability to the registrant and that fact that that 

contactability—the way in which they ultimately decide how that’s 

implemented—means that the registry can’t even do that anyway.  

So, that’s an important detail in all this and it will drive whether or not 

you can even do what Rob is talking about here, which is that a registrar 

could just front from the registry’s service because, in fact, you can’t, if 

your requirement is to provide that contactability. The email is passed 

up but you can’t give that away and it’s not displayed. You have to go to 

the registrar to get it.  

I know that, certainly, our GoDaddy friends here and I’m sure some of 

the other registrars are aware of it. But I just wanted to make sure that 

that’s an implementation detail underneath this all that doesn’t get lost 

in these discussions—ultimately in the registrar group. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks, Jim. I think that’s important and we’ll certainly bring that back 

to the Registrars. J.C. 

 

J.C. VIGNES: Yeah. I just wanted to follow up on what Graeme was saying. I do think 

it’s a registrar issue. So, if the position that registrar should be 
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independent as it comes to displaying the user data is in the majority, 

then that’s not an issue. But again, I just want to stress that Cayman or 

not, I think the privacy issue is just an example, as related to who 

controls the display of the data. 

 And so, again, if the registrars believe that they should be independent 

and they should have their own RDAP, it’s worth considering. But I think 

that’s the major question here and it should not be dealt with as part of 

EPDP because it’s very much an RDAP in my mind. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks, J.C. Jim, your hand’s still … Or is that new one? Sorry. Oh, okay. 

Thanks, Jim. So, we’ll definitely take that back to the Registrars. I think 

it’s some really good points and hopefully we can get Rob as well. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Can I ask … Sorry, Jeff. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Oh, sorry. Yeah. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Can I ask you to tee that up on the Registrar list? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yes. 
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GRAEME BUNTON: Thank you. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yes. First, I’ll Rob if I could share his email because I think he said some 

of this well. So, I’ll ask him if I could just pass it through. Okay. Sorry, 

Sue. Can you scroll down a little bit? I just want to make sure we 

covered. Yeah. Okay, great. Thanks. Sorry. I just wanted to make sure 

we covered it all. 

 All right. So, I think the way we ended the call with ICANN, I think what 

we said was that we would work on getting a redline back of the two 

summary documents and then ultimately discuss those. And then I 

brought up the point of once we get through those summary 

documents, a lot of us are asking to see what the legal language would 

be and all the changes. And I brought up the notion of them doing 

redlines of the agreement.  

As I expected, they heavily pushed back on that. I don’t think they want 

to get their lawyers involved in drafting until we have everything agreed 

to. So, we sort of have a chicken and egg problem because I know that 

some of us want to see the language in total before we can actually give 

indications of agreement on. But be that as it may, I think the next 

deliverable is from us on a redline. 

So, I think we need to go over the two documents again and decide 

which redlines we actually want to show ICANN or which ones we need 

to clean up and reword in different ways so that the drafts are fit to go 

to them and don’t have all of our inside back and forth.  
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Maxim is also saying, “We should not forget the lack of SLAs from 

ICANN. So, for example, if there’s no bootstrap available, we should not 

be blamed for poor RDAP responses caused by that. Formally, we 

cannot vote for an amendment without its text so we’ll need the 

redlines.” Yes, absolutely.  

I just think that Russ and Karla don’t think that they’re ready—that 

there’s too many open issues before they ask their lawyers to write it 

up. So, I guess I would propose us looking at the summary document 

redlines one at a time and just discuss how we want to position these to 

ICANN. We’ve walked through some of the issues on the call and 

actually got through them a lot quicker than I thought we would, and 

seemed to get agreement from them on some issues that I thought 

would be more difficult as well.  

So, Sue is this the one … Okay, this is our working copy and not the one 

that ICANN has? I know it’s confusing. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Yes. This is your working copy. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Cool. Okay. So, we probably should start with the more substantive 

sections, I think.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Jeff? 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: It kind of makes sense to me … Can we just start at the top and work our 

way through and see where we are rather than chop and changing? I 

think it’s probably a good opportunity now to … You noted that we had 

some good conversations with ICANN that took some stuff off the table. 

I think that’s better, rather than chopping and changing, that we start at 

the top and just work our way through.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Sure. I think that’s fine. I don’t know if this is possible, Sue. Is 

there a way to have each document side-by-side? Because the 

preambles are very similar and some people may have marked up one 

and not the other. I don’t know if there’s a way for you to do that.  

 

SUE SCHULER: Let me see if I can open another browser window and bring it up. That 

might work. Hold on. Let me try.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks, Sue. Sorry. I know it’s pretty on-the-spot there.  So, yeah, 

Donna. It makes sense to do that. I was just logistically trying to think if 

we could actually do that.  
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DONNA AUSTIN: Can I just ask … There’s a Rob on the call. Who is that Rob?  

 

ROB HALL: Yes. Sorry. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Is that you, Rob Hall? 

 

ROB HALL: Yes. [I was] breaking up. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Aww, man. Hey, Rob. We just spent the first 20 minutes talking about 

your issues, so I guess we’ll have to update you.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Jeff, do you want to do a recap while Sue’s trying to work out if she can 

get a double screen up? Does anyone want to do a … ? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I think I can. So, Rob, we went through your email—the first part of your 

email, which goes into the issue of the 5,000 milliseconds being an SLA 

for an exact match search or lookup, which Rick and others here 

thought that the agreement does cover us only for exact match lookups 

and that it wouldn’t be required in that situation where someone was 

trying to do a bulk search or a wildcard search or anything.  
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So, there as a feeling that we’re okay on the language for now but 

certainly to—or if they insist on searchability functionality or more 

searchability functionality than that’s in there at this point, then we 

should keep an eye on that and make sure that we’re talking about just 

the per-query stuff. 

 

ROB HALL: Okay. Perfect. Thank you. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: And then, on the second part, which was a lot more 

complex … So, the Registrars are having a discussion about the whole 

whether we should be required to operate our own instance of WHOIS, 

even for thick registries.  

While the Registrars have not finished that discussion and many have 

indicated that they understand why ICANN’s asking for the separate 

instance, we think that the question you’ve asked has both policy 

components and some technical components. The issue about being in 

the Caymans and the privacy laws that are unique there … We’d love for 

you to help us to tee that up with the Registrars. So, I want to forward 

your email, if I can, to the Registrars. I was going to ask you if I had 

permission to forward that part of it to the registrars.  

 

ROB HALL: Can you hear me, Jeff? 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Yep. 

 

ROB HALL:  Sorry. So, I asked Graeme where the list was to discuss exactly this with 

the Registrars and he pointed me here. So, are they not on this list or is 

there a separate list that we’re all on and not ICANN? 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Formal Registrar reps for this process are on this list, not the entire 

Registrar Stakeholder Group. I will say though, Rob … You were not part 

of this conversation, but we discussed this, I would say, in moderate 

length on the Registrar Stakeholder Group list. And so, it’s probably 

worth going back to that discussion as well, for your own edificaiton. 

 

ROB HALL: Okay. So, you’d rather it occur there? Because I’m happy to have it 

there, Graeme, and I don’t want to waste the Registries’ time if this isn’t 

the right forum. My concern was reading the transcript where it 

appeared to me that the conversation with ICANN was, “Well, we’re 

discussing it. Don’t worry. We’re going to get there and give you that.” 

And that’s what triggered me to say, “Hey, wait a minute. Is that really 

where we’re headed?” 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: It could be where we’re headed. I think that discussion … We can have 

part of it here but I think it needs to include the broader Registrar 
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Stakeholder Group because I think there are a number of people with 

opinions about how that’s going to work. 

 

ROB HALL: Okay. So, I will take it off of here, then, and have it there if you want. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Yeah. Please. 

 

ROB HALL: But my concerns remain the same, so … 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Yeah. That’s fine. It’s a funny one and we’re going to have to, as a 

stakeholder group, some to collective perspective on that one. I think 

that, for us, is going to be a tricky process. 

 

ROB HALL:  Okay. Great. Thanks for the update. That’s perfect. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Thanks, Rob. And also, the other thing that was said is … We’re 

going through these documents now, the summaries. And you’ll see, in 

a footnote, I think, in the Registrar one, ICANN goes into some detail as 

to why they believe that they need registrars to operate their own 

instance as opposed to proxying the registry service. So, look at that as 

well and we’ll bring all that to the full Registrar group. 
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ROB HALL: Okay. Perfect.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Cool. All right. So, going back to the summaries. Now they’re—thanks 

Sue—they’re side-by-side. What we have here is … I think when we 

initially copied the Registry document, I think we also copied in Karla’s 

notes—the A, B, C, D, and E under the technology transition. So, I don’t 

even think that those are … I think we should probably work off the 

Registrar one, simply because it doesn’t have her notes in it. And then, 

once we’ve done a redline of that one, then we’ll just copy it into the 

Registry document. Does that make sense? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Sorry, Jeff. It’s Donna. What do you consider to be Karla’s notes? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Under the question, “What does a successful transition from WHOIS to 

RDAP look like?” Karla wrote real-time notes during that discussion. So, 

that things that are listed under A, B, C, D, and E are her notes from the 

session. Those are the things we talked through but they were never 

part of the original draft, if that makes sense.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. I’ve got you now. Yep. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: So, if we think that they make sense, we can always put them in. But I 

don’t think we agree with all of her notes. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: No, and I think we still have that thing outstanding about whether this is 

… I don’t think we think this is our responsibility. We think this is 

ICANN’s responsibility. So, I don’t see any value in going through that 

now because, as you said, it’s not resolved.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. And that’s why, another reason … So, this whole notion of … So, 

the first paragraph says, “Since the technical implementation in August 

2019, RDDS encapsulates the collective WHOIS, web-based WHOIS, and 

RDAP.” I don’t like having that in the first sentence because we are 

trying to get away from saying that RDDS includes all three of those. It’s 

our view that all three need to be treated differently because certain 

things apply to, let’s say, two of them where it wouldn’t apply to the 

other or vice versa. So, I don’t know who’s taking notes here, but I think 

we should probably revise that first sentence.   

 

DONNA AUSTIN: And I think that’s consistent with the discussion that we’ve had around 

the need for definitions and to be very explicit when we … So, these 

things aren’t to be used interchangeably. We need to be specific about 

what we’re actually referring to. So, I think that’s correct. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Right. And we don’t want the preamble to set the basis and have them 

turn to it and say, “Well, you know, this is what the first sentence says.” 

So, I think we can say, “Since the technical implementation of RDAP, 

registries and registrars have been offering these three different 

things,” and we’ll list them out. 

 Then, what it says … ICANN says, “The transition of WHOIS to RDAP, as a 

part of RDDS’s technical evolution from one technology WHOIS to 

another … RDAP … During this transition, RDDS should continue to be a 

reliable experience.” Anyone have issues with that language?  

I know that Jim actually highlighted, I think, in the Registry one, the 

“reliable experience,” or someone highlighted it. Is there a note 

attached? Sue, if you go over in the Registry draft … Delete. Okay.  

 

JIM GALVIN: Yeah. I did say that, Jeff, and I put it there. But that was because in 

reading it on the Registry side, it looked like a sentence fragment. It’s 

not a sentence. It’s a sentence fragment on the Registry side, “With the 

agreed-upon services requirements described below …” And so it’s a 

different sentence on the registry side. That’s why. It’s a sentence 

fragment in the RA if you look at that. There’s a period and then the “be 

a reliable experience.”  

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I think someone revised the language on the registry side but didn’t 

touch the registrar one. I actually like the sentence in the registry one 

that said “during the transition” and then end it with “described below.” 
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So what I would do is substitute the “during the transition” from the 

registry one and substitute that in the registrar one without the “be a 

reliable experience.” 

 

JIM GALVIN: You’re suggesting this. Let me just change my mode here. That. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yes. Are you the one displaying this? 

 

JIM GALVIN: No. I’m not displaying it, but I made that edit in the document and 

because Sue is displaying it, it’s just showing. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Good point. Nice. Yes, that’s what I would suggest. Then we just make 

both of them the same.  

Okay, then the next paragraph, the only change I see in there so far is 

the “may” or “should”. That’s in the second sentence discussions. I think 

“may” is the right word there. “It may include impact of retiring 

WHOIS.”  

Well, here’s the thing. Do we want to include in our discussions the 

impact of retiring WHOIS across the ICANN community and beyond to 

the broader base of Internet users who rely on WHOIS today? I think 

that’s a very subjective statement. I think we could say, “Discussions 

may include the impact of retiring WHOIS across the ICANN 
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community.” Then I would delete the “and beyond to the broader set of 

Internet users who rely on WHOIS” because that gets us all into EPDP 

discussions and I think the sentence should end there. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA:  This is Maxim. May I speak? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Sorry, Maxim. Yeah, absolutely. Then Rick. Sorry. I should’ve been 

looking at the list. Sorry. Yes, go ahead. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA: Why are we trying to add inspiration speech to legal language? It’s quite 

wrong. The [point] for this [thing] is at ICANN’s blog, at registry’s blog, 

at registrar’s blog, we do not add inspiration speeches to the legal 

language. So why are we trying to do that? Or we may add [after we’re] 

saying that it’s just the beginning of the text, not from these points 

should go into the agreement. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I would answer that. My answer, Rick and Rob, is because it sets the 

tone of the rest of the discussion. And since ICANN has drafted this 

language, I think the more concise we are up here, the more we’re 

setting the expectation that we’re not going to go into those 

aspirational things. I agree with you in the sense of none of this is going 

in the legal language itself. That would only be only the stuff that’s in 

the substantive sections well below. Rick and Rob. 
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RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Jeff. Yeah, I tend to fall into the camp that this is just the 

preamble. It’s a preamble on discussion points or it’s clearly nowhere 

near normative, so I think that we should err on the side of getting this 

to be as small as possible. I’m surprised this thing got out the door with 

this much fluff in it at the top of the document. So I think we should 

work on editing this down and, furthermore, label it a preamble or 

introduction or something like that. But in general, minimize it because 

like you said, it just tends to cast a shadow in very non-specific ways. 

Thank you. 

 

ROB HALL: I agree on the minimization. My concern is I think we always want to 

make sure we do term this as a transition of the WHOIS, not that we’re 

going to end up keeping both running. So I think if we are going to cut 

this to shorter, we need to keep that we’re referring to the transition 

from one to the other and keep hammering on we want there to be a 

transition path, not just we end up running both of these forever. 

Because I’m sure ICANN would end up wanting us to do that if we could. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks, Rob. I think that’s important as well. I like the suggestion of 

putting in something like preamble. I mean I would end that paragraph 

just after the “ICANN community” and I don’t think we need to say 

anything else if we want to shorten it. So it’s basically “As the 

contractual requirements for the transition are considered, details 

regarding the sunset of WHOIS needs to be addressed. Discussions may 
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include the impact of retiring WHOIS across the ICANN community.” 

And then end it there. I don’t think the rest of that is needed.  

Sorry. Donna? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Sorry, Jeff. Given this as an introduction, I don’t know that we need to 

actually include “discussion should include the impact of retiring WHOIS 

across the ICANN community.” I think that status quo for you. We’re 

just trying to work through the changes in the Registry Agreement. 

There shouldn’t be any requirement on us to discuss with the 

community what the impact is. I mean, it’s happening now anyway. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: True. Yes, I’m fine with that too, getting rid of that whole paragraph. 

Rob and Maxim. 

 

ROB HALL: Sorry, I agree with Donna. Take the whole community part out of it. The 

word “may” bothers me there. “Discussions will include the transition of 

WHOIS.” We don’t need to say why or how. It’s just this is what we’re 

doing – we’re transitioning WHOIS to RDAP. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. Then Maxim. 
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MAXIM ALZOBA: Actually, I agree. We should open the door of adding text about 

discussion to our contractual language. For example, I’m not going to be 

too happy to see that the retirement is subject to decision of some 

community forum [inaudible] to have. We have to implement 

technology which is demanded. We are not to discuss or to conduct 

public forums of whatever. It’s ICANN’s job, not ours. And I’m against 

adding words saying that whatever we do is dependent on some 

discussion. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks, Maxim. I think where we’re heading is if we just took out that, 

except for the first sentence to that paragraph, “As the contractual 

requirements for the transition are considered, details regarding the 

sunset of WHOIS needs to be addressed,” after that I would just delete 

the rest of it because I don’t think we need it, because this covers Rob’s 

point of making me clear that we are going to discuss the transition and 

take out all the fluff and the community impact and all that. 

 Okay. The next sentence is just ICANN just saying, with this in mind, 

ICANN drafted the following questions to consider as we embark on the 

amendment discussion. I really don’t have an issue with that sentence. 

Then the first topic is technology transition. So the first question under 

that was what does a successful transition from WHOIS to RDAP look 

like? ICANN, if you look over at the Registry Agreement language, this is 

where Karla took her notes. She had added, “It depends on 

functionality, getting rid of WHOIS completely and only having RDAP.” 

“WHOIS is not user friendly until client was available.” I think that was 

Jim’s point that he raised during that discussion. “Goal is not to make it 
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perfect. It won’t make everyone happy. Calling it RDDS, not WHOIS or 

RDAP created a mechanism for how…” I’m not sure how much of the 

notes actually relate. I don’t think we need to put notes under it. We 

just need to consider what does a successful transition looked like. I 

think just having that sentence there is fine without any of these notes.  

 Then the next sentence which we crossed out of the registrar one was 

in a new RDAP world, “What is the best way to continue to support both 

the tech savvy ...” since I’ll focus on the user, we explained to ICANN 

that we’re not going to focus on users of WHOIS information, that that’s 

not what contract negotiations are for. But I don’t mind that note 

underneath, look at it from a contract standpoint, not from the end-

user standpoint. So I think that should be our number two. If I were to 

number them, I’d have number one be, “What does successful 

transition from WHOIS to RDAP look like?” And number two, just look at 

these issues from a contractual standpoint, not from the user. Then 

present it to the management. 

Sorry. Donna, Owen, and Rob. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jeff. I’m starting to think that when Karla and Russ put these 

base documents together, it was to guide them in the discussions that 

they want to have with us. Maybe it wasn’t necessarily what they 

propose to have as a document to go out for public comment on the 

amendment. I’m getting a little bit confused when we walk through this 

about what we hope this document will be when we’re finished with it. 
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By redlining it, what document are we creating? I’m not sure I 

understand anymore. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks, Donna. It’s also another reason why it’s hard to start with a 

preamble. Because you’re right, this was their document as to the scope 

of the discussions. But I think it’s good to provide ours in return, our 

comments back and say, “Look, this is our view of this even before we 

get to the actual language.”  

Owen and Rob. 

 

OWEN SMIGELSKI:  Thanks, Jeff. I want to echo what Donna said, I’m kind of confused about 

the stuff is in here, because we were pretty clear to ICANN since the 

very beginning that we don’t want to talk about educational 

opportunities and things like that and outreach and whatnot because 

that’s outside of the contract negotiation, so I’m kind of confused to see 

why it’s there. But I do agree that we should get rid of it and make it 

pretty clear to them that this is what we can talk about. We don’t talk 

about outreach and things like that. That’s something to be done 

outside the negotiation process. Thank you. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Right. Thanks, Owen. Rob and Maxim. 
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ROB HALL:  My comment is, anytime you say “not from a user standpoint,” you’re 

going to inflame the community if this becomes public. So I would 

rather see the affirmative statement that we’re just going to look at 

these from a contract standpoint, period. Anytime we slight the user 

community, they’re going to whip up into a frenzy and we’re going to 

have a problem.  

So I guess my other question is, we intend this to be a public document 

or ICANN is intending to publish this document? Because the way we’ve 

always done these contracts in the past is we actually got our way 

through the contract negotiation, figure out what we have at the end of 

it, and then we say, “Okay, here’s the summary of the changes that we 

made.” To kind of figure out what the summary of changes is going to 

be and publish it before we actually negotiate them I think is dangerous. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks, Rob. It is not our intent to publish this to the public, that this is 

really just a document to guide our negotiations. You’re completely 

right, we’re going to have to at the end, after we’re done agreeing on 

amendment, is to agree with them on the positioning to the 

community. But I also like your suggestion – and just in case any of this 

does get out – to eliminate the “not from a user standpoint,” I think 

that’s a good suggestion.  

Maxim? 
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MAXIM ALZOBA:  Two points, it’s just our internal process of negotiation is dropped of 

intention. We should say that it is confidential between Contracted 

Parties House and ICANN. ICANN [inaudible] are all just ICANN. The 

reason is if they publish these, it’s like, I don’t know, underwear 

laundering on the problem. Nobody does things like that.  

The second thing, I think we might have forgotten that we need to add 

somewhere that it’s ICANN’s responsibility to ensure that all RFCs which 

represent WHOIS are [inaudible] because we have to follow RFCs. And 

the situation in which WHOIS RFCs are not going to be [inaudible] and 

replaced by RDAP one, it’d be [bad I think]. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks, Maxim. I think we should label this document confidential. 

That’s definitely something we should do to make it clear. They 

shouldn’t be disclosing this. As far as the RFCs, I’ll let others weigh in to 

see where we can include or should include things like that.  

Alright, we look at the next part, which is management of the RDAP 

profile. So we discussed this on the last call and ICANN seemed to be in 

agreement at least tentatively with us on really only allowing the RDAP 

profile, for that matter, the SLAs, to only be updated either to comply 

with consensus policy or temporary policies or through the normal 

contractual amendment process. I think we were successful at 

convincing them that this whole concept of endorsement was not a 

path that we wanted to walk down. So I think A, stays the way it is and 

B, should be or through the regular contract amendment process.  

Rob? 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment Discussion Group w/staff-Feb04                                                  EN 

 

Page 28 of 35 

 

 

ROB HALL:  Are we sure we don’t want some easier way? I think this was actually 

one of our requests originally, because what we found was on that, 

WHOIS stack that’s in our contracts, we got them out of order and it’s 

causing registrars and registries a lot of grief to have our information 

above the registrants. They think we’re the registrant. So it would have 

been amazing for us to have a simple way to just say, “Look, all the 

same information, we just want to reorder the template.” I think that’s 

what this is meant to kind of refer to, is how can we, if we get this 

wrong, easily fix it without going through a contract negotiation again? 

Because we weren’t able to do that last time, it’s too painful to open 

our contracts up. Is there a way to have this being a spec that if we all 

agreed or 90% threshold, or whatever the threshold is, we don’t need to 

renegotiate the whole contract, we can just change this template, 

because we’re likely going to get it wrong. We did last time and it’s ... 

we don’t know until we put these things into the wild how users react 

to that. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks, Rob. I’ll let Rick and Jim address that because they were 

involved in that discussion. So Rick? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sure, Jeff. Thanks. I’m sensitive to your point, Rob, and I think it’s a good 

one. I think that one of the big things that’s a difference about the way 

in which the RDAP profile has come together previously and also the 

difference by way that future iterations of the RDAP profile are going to 
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come together that it will have Contracted Parties House involvement in 

its creation and it will have some operational experience with it prior to 

it being finalized. Therefore, I think that the likelihood and the odds of 

that type of situation that you described previously are much lower 

than before. Not to say that it couldn’t happen. I think, though, that the 

odds are lower. For us, I think as the Contracted Parties House, the risk 

of the ability of ICANN to put something in or for them to try and have 

some other mechanism whereby they try and get a change put in is 

actually greater. I think that it’s better for the Contracted Parties House 

to have it be more difficult for it to be changed because we would really 

expect this thing to achieve a rather strong sense of stability rather 

quickly after both phases of the EPDP go through their implementation 

periods. I’ll stop there and let Jim chime in with a couple of thoughts 

also. Thank you. 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Thanks, Rick. Rob, what I would add is the way that I think about this is 

drawing a very stark distinction between RDAP and WHOIS in particular. 

For example, the issue of what’s included, we have in RDAP profile and 

its focus really is on the public data that’s available. That’s the only 

template that we have to be concerned about and that’s really what 

ultimately all of this is going to represent is what public information is 

out there, because everything else that might be decided is going to be 

guided and influenced by a separate policy, whether or not you can 

expose any other data is going to be driven by some other policy that’s 

going to exist somewhere – coming out of the EPDP, driven by various 

kinds of privacy constraints, GDPR being the canonical example. That’s 

already a consensus policy. The elements that are going to be here that 
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will be solidly defined are just the things that everybody’s going to have 

to do. The odds are, that won’t change, because since we’re living in a 

much more private world, if you will, sort of across the board, the odds 

that additional information is going to be exposed generically to 

everybody are pretty slim, just as Rick was explaining. I don’t think 

there’s as much to worry about here. 

 

ROB HALL:  Sorry to drop. That wasn’t my concern. Sorry. In the last contract, that 

WHOIS data we all agreed on what was to be exposed or not. It was the 

format that ended up in and the order specifically of the fields that 

really hurt us, and we weren’t thinking of it at the time. If you look at 

the current WHOIS, at the top of it is all the domain information 

including the registrar’s name, the registrar’s abuse address, and most 

[inaudible] read that as, “Hey, that’s who owns the domain.” They don’t 

understand that if we were to [inaudible] registrant [inaudible] what’s in 

it, what’s not and what’s private. I’m looking to ... We got the format of 

it wrong last time. And it would have been amazing to have an easy way 

to change it, but we didn’t do it in our old contracts. 

 

JIM GALVIN:  So the answer to that is format is not something that will be specified at 

all because that becomes a client issue. That actually is an issue which 

we will pay some attention to when we get to really digging in on this 

web-based WHOIS business versus not having a web-based WHOIS 

interaction. RDAP is simply a structured response. It provides to the 

client structured data and the client gets to display that any way it 
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wants. We will no longer be bound by what the display looks like 

because it’s not under our control. So [inaudible] going forward. 

 

ROB HALL:  Except ICANN in [the last…] I mean, you could argue that with WHOIS 

and we could have changed the format except ICANN varied within the 

registrars contract to make sure we couldn’t. So you’re right. But I 

would expect ICANN to come up with a template they want to see from 

the registrars because they’re going to force registrars to have a web 

interface.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Well, that remains to be seen. 

 

ROB HALL:  We just want to be cognizant of that. 

 

JIM GALVIN:  You’re right but that remains to be seen. That’s a discussion point that 

we had here. Registries have the same situation. We actually have the 

same issue. But I’m sorry. Jeff back to you. Let me not –  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  I was just going to say let’s park that issue then and make sure it’s 

attached to the client side web-based discussion, because I do think 

that’s important. Rob, was the only point you had related to format or 

do you think there could be other elements that might need to change? 
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ROB HALL:  I think the only issue I had was with more relation to format and order, 

because that’s what hurt us with the last one. I hear it clearly that we 

don’t want ICANN to be able to add things. But if the threshold was 

similar to how the registrars approved the budget or how we trigger 

negotiations, like if there is something we all agreed on almost 

unanimously, if you will, it’s really still hard to change these things. I 

don’t know what the solution is, I don’t really think we want to put it 

into an RFC and say whatever’s in the RFC will do because that might be 

a lower barrier to change. I don’t have the solution but I would have 

loved to see a mechanism that said, “Look, if we’re all in agreement, can 

we just change this without going through this crazy process every few 

years that we all hate?” 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks, Rob. Maxim? 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA:  I’m not sure it’s a good idea to give ICANN simple method of changing 

our obligation. If we make it too simple, it will be used too often. On the 

one hand, it’s not just technical wise guys who know everything about 

it, if ICANN Compliance and lots of managers want something new and 

shiny, for example, we should expect someone to ban IDN sort of 

situations [inaudible] there. The process should be not simple and fast 

because if it’s still fast, we will see it too often. Thanks. 
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JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks, Maxim. I think that’s consistent with what we explained to 

ICANN on the last call. I know we’re getting to the top of the hour. I 

think we have only 60 minutes here. Why don’t we go to Graeme and 

then Donna, then wrap this up and just commit to working on these 

documents in the time we have over the week. Graeme and Donna? 

 

GRAEME BUNTON:  Thanks, Jeff. I think I find the extra contractual mechanism or the 

argument against that pretty compelling. I’m content to leave it with we 

have to change the contract to make any changes to these sorts of 

things. But what I think we work on doing, and this is part of it, is getting 

better at going through this process with ICANN where we can be more 

iterative about our contracts so that we can have these mechanisms to 

change them that are not near as long epic efforts. I’d like to see us get 

to that place. Then lastly, thank you, Jeff, for driving this boat today. I 

appreciate it. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks, Graeme. Sorry for taking that. It just kind of fell. Donna, please. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jeff. I’m not dissimilar from the comment that Graeme just 

made. But just to remind folks that one of the reasons we’re doing this 

amendment is for the SLAs and ICANN really wanted to make those SLA 

changes outside of an amendment process and we held very firm on 

that. So I don’t think we’re really in a position where we want to do ... I 

appreciate your point, Rob, but I think there’s enough skepticism about 
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ICANN that we prefer that there wasn’t just a simple way that we can 

do those things. And thank you, Jeff. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  No problem. As we wrap up – and Donna said a really important point 

because you’ll see under functionality, the next section to get to, they 

do talk about cadence of reviewing SLAs and that was something we do 

not want. So I think it would only be the same conditions that nothing 

would be modified except if for whatever reason to comply a consensus 

policy, temporary policy, or contract amendments.  

We have the registrar document; it looks fairly clean for this preamble. 

What I would suggest is that we use the registrar one up until where it 

starts talking about the RAA Section 3. So, any edits from the registry 

document that ... Sorry. Sue, can you scroll down a little bit on our 

registry one? Sorry. The registry one. Nope, the other one. That one. 

Sorry.  

So we should decide if anything from the registry document should go 

into the registrar one. Other than that, I think ... Sorry, a little bit more, 

Sue. Okay. Where are the documents start to differ a little bit is where it 

says, “RAA Section 3 for the registrars and RA Specification 3 for the 

registries.” That’s where it starts to get a little bit different. So feel free 

to make changes in either document for those. But for the preamble 

stuff, it looks like the RAA one is the one we should use as sort of the 

default. 

But thanks, everyone. I know we’re over time. We’ll have to talk via the 

list as to what we do next week, but I think this is good use of time that 
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we may ask ICANN for another week to work on this. I think we’re good. 

Thanks, everyone. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay, thanks. Andrea, we can stop recording. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE:  Thanks all. I appreciate it. 

 

 

 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


