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KARLA HAKANSSON:  I don’t see Russ yet on the line. Has he joined? No. Okay, I’m sure he will 

be joining in just a minute. I sent out the agenda yesterday. Make sure 

that we establish a quorum, which I believe we already have. I did add 

this one agenda topic that Jeff had suggested in email regarding the 

clarification of RDAP requirements in the proposed .com amendment. 

Then a quick review of actions from the previous call, which is input on 

the preamble, strawman proposal which may not have any updates at 

this point in time which I understand, the types of queries to include in 

Field 38 in the RA Spec 3, and version control for the RDAP profile. 

Then once we get through those things which shouldn’t take very long, 

we get into where we left off which is right after searchability. Which 

we do have some questions I think to follow back up on, on the 

searchability question, 1.10 and then move into 1.11 of the RA. 

Any other questions or items to add to the agenda? 

 

SUE SCHULER:  I’m sorry. Can I butt in real quick, Karla? Is Gisella Gruber someone from 

the registrars? I’m sorry. I’m not familiar with who that is. 

 

MICHELLE DESMYTER:   Sue, that’s Gisella. She’s an ICANN person. 

 

SUE SCHULER:  Oh, Gisella. Okay, sorry. 
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MICHELLE DESMYTER:   That’s okay. 

 

SUE SCHULER:  Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  All right, anything else from anyone? I don’t see any hands. Okay, let’s 

start moving forward. Let’s pick up the question that Jeff had proposed 

to include in the agenda. Jeff, do you want to give a quick preamble to 

the conversation before we jump into that one? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Sure. Can you guys hear me okay? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Yes. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Okay, so when the .com agreement was posted I guess a couple of days 

ago, whenever it was posted, there’s a note in there that talks about a 

new Appendix 5(b) for .com that includes an older draft or a draft that 

was discussed between the discussion group and ICANN I guess back in 

February timeframe and that we’re using as the basis for these 

negotiations. 
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 The reason I’m bringing this up is not because I think we should have 

any role in negotiating the .com agreement or that we want to get in 

the way of that at all. That’s totally separate. But just to bring it to the 

attention of the group that previous to the .com Appendix 5(b) being 

posted none of the work of our groups had been publicly out there for 

everyone to see. And in fact, when we went into these negotiations, the 

understanding was that our groups would do the work, then we would 

get of course sign off from the stakeholder groups. And at that point, 

once the stakeholder groups were comfortable and of course ICANN is 

comfortable, then we would go out for public comment on everything, 

including that draft that was out in February which, again, no one from 

the public up until now has seen. 

 By posting .com Appendix 5(b) and putting it out for comment we’re 

inadvertently skipping the step of getting the stakeholder group 

approval of this draft to go out for public comment, at least on this part 

of it. Again, it’s inadvertent but because ICANN had referenced when 

posting the .com agreement that this was an agreed upon draft with 

certain registries and registrars, it creates this presumption that this is 

what we’re doing with our negotiations. 

I’m not sure that this is necessarily a big issue or that anyone will even 

notice that it’s out there, but I wanted to draw everyone’s attention to 

it because it skips ahead to public comment of a draft version of a 

document that we had from February that’s never been out for public 

comment before and may not be what we end up at the end of the day. 

So a couple things from that. Number one is that to the extent anyone 

does comment on that draft, it’s going to be important to figure out a 
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way, again without getting in the middle of the Verisign-ICANN 

negotiation because we don’t want to do that, but what we don’t  also 

want is for Verisign to negotiate with ICANN something and then 

because they agreed in that negotiation on something now that then 

gets forced on us. 

So I guess what I’m asking in the long way of asking is that if anyone 

does in the unlikely situation comment on that draft Appendix 5(b) and 

it’s not something that’s unique to Verisign alone, that instead of being 

addressed in the Verisign .com agreement that instead is forwarded to 

our group so that we can come up with one unified solution if there are 

any comments as opposed to this roundabout way of doing the 

negotiation. 

I hope that makes sense. Again, it’s not in any way intended to interfere 

with the individual negotiation or insert ourselves in there. But also 

from our perspective we don’t want to be stuck with anything that’s 

separately negotiated between ICANN and Verisign for that .com 

agreement. Thanks. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON:   Someone is probably on mute that was going to respond to that, but I’ll 

jump in briefly. Jeff, thank you for raising that. I think a) your brain 

works in a fascinating way to catch stuff like this, good on you, b) I think 

we’re just looking for ICANN staff then to respond about how they see 

the interplay between currently ongoing public comment on some 

RDAP stuff and this process. I don’t know if staff are ready to do that 
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but if they do, that would be great because if there is an interplay, we 

need to know about it. Thanks. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN:  I can go ahead and address this stuff right now. I think the overall 

intention is for all of the contracted parties to be working under the 

same general set of requirements for RDAP. The way this was designed 

into the proposed Verisign agreement is exactly that way. 

We started with the baseline, the same baseline we’re starting with this 

conversation that we started in October. And for some of you we had 

preliminary discussions earlier than that and established where the 

starting point would be and it was this same February 2019 baseline for 

SLAs in reporting that was discussed and agreed upon preliminarily at 

least between ICANN and a small group of the Registry and Registrar 

Stakeholder Groups. 

And then the key I think, the big difference is between what we hope to 

accomplish in this global amendment process for both the RA and RAA 

in the February document is the concept of sunsetting WHOIS. That’s a 

big part of what we need to negotiate in this activity and the Verisign 

proposal item, the Spec 5(b) in the Verisign agreement is silent on that 

as well. And there’s language in the amendment itself that can get us 

back to the table to align whatever we agree on for the base RA with 

the .com agreement. 

So the approach is to try and get to one common set of requirements 

that are applicable appropriately for TLDs. So the big difference being 

the .com agreement has an SLA system of credits payable to registrars 
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based on the SLAs, whereas the base agreement does not. So those are 

the main things that are specific to .com. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Jeff, you have your hand up. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, thanks. Thanks, Russ, for the explanation. I guess if we had it to do 

over again—it seems like the cat’s out of the bag—but if we had it to do 

over again, I would have thought just giving Verisign the same 

provisions that it has with the temp spec and add the RDAP 

implementation, just the basic that we all currently have, probably 

would have been the better way to go without introducing this concept 

of new SLAs until it was put on everyone. 

 I understand the intention. It’s just if there are—and, again, it’s 

probably unlikely that someone will notice this and make comments—

but if they do, with the goal of ensuring that everybody is on the same 

requirements as opposed to creating one set of requirements for one 

registry and another set of requirements for everyone else, if there are 

comments that are raised and those comments would equally be 

applicable to everybody else, then I think at that point we probably 

should remove those from the Verisign discussions and move them into 

these discussions so that we can come up with a unified solution as 

opposed to one that just works for one party at a time. And again, I’m 

not trying to put anyone down or anything. It’s just because it’s already 

out there. 
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 The other interesting thing though is if we do end up with at the end of 

the day the exact same language for us as there is currently now in that 

draft, then in theory we wouldn’t necessarily have to out our draft for 

public comment because it’s already out. That would be wishful 

thinking. It’s just something to think about as we [go through] is we 

actually do need to put out for public comment going forward, maybe it 

does give us additional options. Thanks. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN:  Thanks, Jeff. I don’t think I covered well on my first answer. Yes, if things 

are commented about the type of requirements for RDAP, those will be 

things we consider and potentially discuss here. I don’t think the 

intention is to change that document with Verisign because the whole 

point is to align them later. The things that are worth bringing to the 

group, we’ll bring to the group if we are interested in discussing the 

comments that we get regarding RDAP. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Rick, do you have your hand up? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah, sure, Karla. Thanks. Just echoing what Russ has been saying and 

plus one-ing that. Furthermore, that language that’s there in the 

proposed amendment for .com all has plenty of caveats around it that 

make it essentially dependent on the resolution of this group’s work 

before that language can be finalized. So if you have spent any time 

with the proposed amendment, you’ll see that there’s a lot of text in 
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there that basically commits Verisign to doing RDAP and to the general 

framework of what this group is talking about but then basically says 

that the resolution and requirements are dependent on what the RA 

amendment process comes out with. So it has been actually constructed 

to be dependent upon the RA amendment process. Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Rick. Any other comments to this one? Any questions? I don’t 

see any hands. Okay, so we’ll put that one to rest for the time being, 

and let’s move on to the rest of the agenda and see if we can move 

through pretty quickly. 

 Jeff, I notice that you had put some comments into the preamble of the 

discussion. I don’t know if you want to try to cover those quickly in this 

forum. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Not yet. I think I’m still going through it. Essentially, what I’m trying to 

do is to take out the subjectivity of statements in there and also reflect 

some of the points that we’ve been discussing. I think the preamble, to 

the extent we keep it in there when it goes out for public comment, will 

likely keep needing to be revised given whatever else is agreed upon. 

 For example, I remember Rick bringing up on the last discussion that we 

shouldn’t necessarily be talking about seamless transitions because it is 

going to be a transition. We can’t necessarily promise it’s going to be 

seamless as that term is subjective. So things like that. 
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I’ll be going through the preamble, and others should too as well, just to 

make sure that we’re keeping it to just the facts and taking out some of 

the subjectivity so that people don’t come to us later on and say, “You 

said it was going to be seamless,” and for whatever reason with one 

registrant or one end user it’s not as seamless as they had expected in 

their own mind. So that’s the kind of changes I’ll look for and to take out 

of the preamble. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay, thanks, Jeff. Just to clarify, the preamble was meant to lay the 

foundation for this conversation. It may be part of what is used in the 

public comment once the proposed amendments are put together, but 

we have some time to make that something that everyone agrees to. 

But thanks for doing that. I would encourage anyone, as Jeff said, to go 

in there and make any updates or suggested edits to that between now 

and the next conversation. 

 The next agenda topic was the strawman. We put this on a tentative 

hold. Graeme, I just wanted to check in with you to see if there had 

been any additional conversation about this following the last 

conversation. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON:  Nothing yet. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Got it. 
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GRAEME BUNTON:  No, it’s going to take a little bit of work to go back and figure that out. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay, thanks. Next is the RA Spec 3 Field 38. We were talking about 

pulling together some types of queries as opposed to examples. Rick, 

have you had a chance to look at this? You had the action item to see if 

there were options there that we could consider. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN:  Yes, I have, Karla. Thank you. The current text there, as we know, says 

total number of RDAP queries responded and then includes the 

parenthetical which includes the [e.g.] which is challenging text from a 

specificity standpoint. 

The proposed text that I would suggest that we replace that, I’ll paste it 

into the chat here, is referring to the RFC. And this is a particular 

section, Section 3 of the RFC and the query options that are available 

there. This brings it into something that is definable and objective and 

something that we can point to in a document. 

RFC 7482 is one of the normative references in the RDAP profile, and so 

this ties it directly to a known stable document without having the 

reporting spec go through the RDAP profile, which I also think is a 

positive outcome. So I think that this would be a good suggestion for us 

to consider as a way to remove that ambiguity. Thank you. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Rick. Just a question on this one. Wondering if the examples are 

required at all at this point or if we were just to rely on that the monthly 

reporting is for all queries responded to, then the examples may not be 

pertinent. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN:  I’m not sure if that was to me, Karla. The way that it’s set up right now is 

it doesn’t rely on any examples. It just defines what types of queries are 

in there by referring to the document. So this encompasses all sorts of 

entity paths, entities which would be contacts. It encompasses 

nameservers, domains. Even help queries are in there as well as any 

search queries would be in there. So it’s pretty comprehensive. It adds 

some specificity and removes the ambiguity of the [e.g.]. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Got it. All right, thanks, Rick. For those of you that are in the document 

itself, I’m actually putting what Rick had suggested in the chat into the 

document. Or I’m trying to at least. There we go. Well, it didn’t actually 

go, but I can put that in there. For some reason it’s not going as I had 

suggested. Or, Rick, if you happen to be in the document and can add 

that in, we can do that. There we go. Thank you. So we can see that. 

Any thoughts, questions to what Rick has suggested? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Any time we reference a specific RFC, we should include something like 

“or its successor” outside that we’re not locked in and if that RFC is 
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replaced by something else we don’t have to throw a contract 

amendment to [account] for it. 

 

RICK WILHELM:   Yeah, agreed with that. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Great. Okay, Russ, did you want to chime in? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN:  Yeah, Rick and Jeff, sorry. I’m not as savvy on this on the technical side, 

but what’s the concern with just not putting all queries and leaving out 

the RFC? I guess I didn’t quite understand the logic there. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Rick? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sure, Karla. Thanks. I don’t have a particular concern with just saying 

total number of RDAP queries responded. The essence of the text is the 

same. So your suggestion would be to just drop the parenthetical and 

go with the simpler, shorter definition. From that standpoint, I don’t 

have a problem with going with the simpler definition. But I was asked 

to provide text to disambiguate the parenthetical, which is what that 

text does. If we’re going to remove the parenthetical, I would be 

supportive of that also. Thank you. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Rick. I’m actually wondering, is Rob Hall on the call? He was the 

one I think that had a lot of concerns about this if I’m not mistaken from 

the previous call. I’ll tell you what, let’s do this. Let’s keep that in mind 

and think about not including the parenthetical at all and come back to 

this one after everyone has had a chance to think about the options and 

see if there is a decided path on how we can move forward with this 

one. Any concerns? Jim, you’ve got a question here. Do you want to ask 

your question to the group, Jim? 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Sure, thanks. Although I’m generally in agreement about adding the 

phrase “or its successor” with respect to RFCs, the observation that I 

make is, what does that really mean? Because sometimes as RFCs 

evolve and move on, there are changes. Ideally, not too terrible, but 

there potentially are fundamental changes in protocols and such. So 

there has to be a transition period and in some cases for some things 

there might be monitoring in place and [it might matter] to what that 

looks like. So there clearly is a compliance obligation here that is 

present when you do things like this and you say “or its successor.” 

 Now I will also fully say that I acknowledge we’ve been doing this in our 

contracts for a little while. We like to say “or its successor.” But in fact, 

we’ve never really addressed this question. So this question is broader 

than just this particular context. This just happens to be an opportune 

time for me to bring up this question. What does compliance mean in 

the case of saying you’re obligated to an RFC or its successor? 
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And Rubens is pointing out there is a difference there is a difference in 

an IETF context with being obsoleted by something in the future or a 

future document updating it. So does successor mean a version that 

obsoletes this one, or does it just mean an update to this one which 

might be some kind of clarification? Which also could change things. 

So it’s a broad question. I’m asking in this particular case, but it also 

applies in a much broader context than just here. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Jim. Good point. Jeff, I see you’ve got your hand up. And then, 

Rick, you’ve got your hand up following Jeff. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  I’m going to give Jim the standard legal answer of it depends. And the 

depends is it depends on how the service is described. If a service is 

described as something that will be in compliance with a specific RFC or 

its successor, then one could argue as you said philosophically that once 

a successor is in place you have to comply. But if the service is described 

as a general without using the term “or its successor,” then an SLA 

document like this that talks about its successor would only apply to the 

extent that successor document was also [inaudible]. Which is 

completely confusing. 

I don’t think we need to get into that discussion here at this point 

because it’s very philosophical and the only answer is it depends on 

where it’s being used. In this case, if we made this change here, I would 

make the argument that this doesn’t require you to automatically 
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implement its successor. It’s just that if there is a successor that is 

required to be implemented through some other way, that we don’t 

then have to go and change this reporting field for our contract. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Jeff. Rick, do you want to chime in? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thank you, Karla. This really makes me just want to go with Russ’ 

suggestion of total number of RDAP queries responded, period. Because 

we’re making a sizeable mountain over not even a molehill. Because this 

is about the odds that an RDAP RFC update when it happens, if it 

happens, would have a material effect on this particular reporting field 

are exceedingly low and it’s not really a valid concern that’s going to 

happen in the real world. So I would just say we go with Russ’ 

suggestion of total number of RDAP queries responded and just go with 

that. Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Great. Thanks, Rick. In an effort to make progress and move forward in 

decision-making, would anyone be opposed to reverting back to total 

number of RDAP queries responded, period, end of sentence, losing the 

parenthetical? I see no problems, issues raised. Great. All right, let’s do 

that. We’ll revert back to the original. I think Russ is recording the 

decisions in our document. I’ll take it out of here, and we’ll move 

forward. Thanks, everybody. 
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 Okay, moving down, this is where we get into this next section of 

including the link to reflect the RDAP profile. One of the things that I 

had done following the last conversation is I put this one piece right 

here. I don’t know if everybody can see me highlighting. What are the 

conditions for how the RDAP profile should be updated? This was 

actually included in the summary document at the very beginning, and 

I’ve moved it up into the questions. I think it helps support at least 

thinking about how the RDAP profile is updated. 

 One of the questions that we wanted to pose to this group is that these 

conditions include to comply with consensus policy or temp policy 

[through] specifications and if endorsed by the Registry Stakeholder 

Group and Registrar Stakeholder Group. This concept of being able to 

get that endorsement to make sure that we’ve got a way to refer back 

how the profile is updated is something to consider. And would this 

anyway solve the concerns that were raised I think by J.C. as far as 

having this link to the document. Jeff, you have your hand up. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, although it’s more on the concept of endorsement as opposed to 

whether it solves the issue of the link. I wasn’t necessarily—obviously, A 

is a no-brainer, right? Because the consensus policy or temporary policy 

could always impact it. But I think if we go with something like endorsed 

by the Registry Stakeholder Group and Registrar Stakeholder Group, I 

think we need to really discuss that. Because the concept of 

endorsement is not really something that’s in the contracts right now. 

And as we don’t require registrars to join the stakeholder group, or for 

that matter registries, we might have to think of something different 
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than just endorsement or figure out the intricacies of how profile 

changes get implemented that not only include members of the 

stakeholder groups but also those that aren’t members but still have a 

contract with ICANN. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Jeff. I don’t know if you guys have had a chance to regroup on 

any of these points following our last call. I’m curious to know if you 

thought about other options of how to have updates available and how 

they should be recorded. J.C., you have your hand up. 

 

J.C. VIGNES:  Yes, hi. Very quickly just to comment on what Jeff just said, I fully agree 

that in principle we should acknowledge that many registrars and 

registries may not be yet members of the SGs. At the same time, when a 

registry operator changes it registry/registrar agreement, it has to be 

approved by the Registrar Stakeholder Group and the change impact is 

valid toward all registrars whether they are a member of the SG or not. 

So we have precedence to use the SG even though SG may not be fully 

representative of non-members. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, J.C. Graeme? 

 

GRAEME BUNTON:  There’s a number of bits and bobs places in the registrar accreditation 

agreement that reference the Registrar Stakeholder Group as a body 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment Discussion with Staff-Jan07                                          EN 

 

Page 18 of 29 

 

that determines things. I think of that frequently as a carrot to get 

people to engage with the SG because we can help people and improve 

standards and communicate better. And I am not offended by—and I 

guess I’m speaking as chair—as another carrot to encourage people to 

join. So I’m perfectly fine with referencing the SG in this circumstance. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Graeme. Jeff, do you want to come back to that one? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. Although I’m here for the registrars this is kind of a registry type 

comment. The registries don’t technically have that kind of thing. The 

registries, yes, they let the Registry Stakeholder Group negotiate, but at 

the end of the day for contract changes, they have that back stop of 

being [able to use them both] as well. 

 I guess the question is, and I’m not as familiar with the profiles, but can 

changes to the profiles have a material impact on some of the 

operations such that you want to make sure that those that aren’t 

members have a chance to provide input as well? 

 I know we have the [inaudible] with changes to registry/registrar 

agreements, but frankly at the end of the day registries have a 

[inaudible] to make changes to their agreement. And so registrars don’t 

have a huge [inaudible] anyway. 

 I guess the question out there is, and I’m asking more for Rick and Jim 

and others that are more familiar with the profiles, if there’s something 

major changed in the profile that has a material effect, then it worries 
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me to just have a simple endorsement of whatever that means. 

Especially because endorsement in some of the charters could mean 

[inaudible] of just the ExComs of the groups, not even the full groups. 

We also have to think about how that all fits in. I’ve noticed a lot of 

decisions lately are made by ExComs of groups as opposed to the full 

membership anyway. So just those couple points. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Jeff. Rick, do you want to respond to that? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sure. Thanks, Karla. I’ll just tailor it very closely to what I think the 

question I heard from Jeff. I think Jeff asked the question, can the 

changes to the profile be impactful to either registrars or registries? I 

guess perhaps maybe it seems self-evident but, yes, changes to the 

profile could be. The answer to that question is, yes, they could be 

impactful to either registrars or registries depending on that. 

 As an example of one of those things, we expect there to be changes to 

the profile that are going to be coming out of the EPDP Phase 1 IRT that 

are going to be changes to the profile that are going to cause 

implementation changes on the part of RDAP server providers. So that’s 

a forthcoming/current example. Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Rick. Trying to pull this together in terms of where we 

potentially [get out], Russ, do you want weigh in? 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN:  Yeah, thanks, Karla. I think just to reiterate our general thinking here 

was, one, we do expect current and future consensus policy that’s in 

development or implementation phases to have effects on the RDAP 

profile in the future. I think we’re all in a place, from what I heard in the 

last call, agreement that consensus policy continues to have that right 

to need to update requirements upon the contracted parties to 

perform. 

 Then the other part of it was we thought there might be other things 

that aren’t driven by consensus policy that we may want to change from 

time to time. We, meaning ICANN and the contracted parties together. 

And remember, when we’re talking about the RDAP profile, we’re 

talking about two documents here: the response profile and this 

technical implementation guide. And, Rick, you and several others on 

this call are much more versed in the content of that. But I would think 

there may be things in there that are more about how registries and 

registrars do things and do things informing ICANN of certain things or 

giving us information we need about their RDAP setups. Like where 

their servers are located and where they deposit that information and 

things. 

That may need to evolve over time, and a full contract amendment for 

that sort of thing feels like it could be pretty heavy and pretty—I guess it 

would be a deterrent to making improvements for the better in the way 

the system is working. So that was one of the concepts we were 

thinking about. Do we want a process outside of a full-on one of these 
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contract amendment cycles to make changes to improve the quality of 

the service essentially? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Russ. Jeff, you have your hand up. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. Someone told me my microphone may not be the best. I’m not 

sure why that is, but I’ll try to talk closer to it. Russ, I agree with that. I 

think everybody here does agree that there should be mechanisms 

outside of amending the contract to certainly do improvements. I just 

think we need to give some thought to this endorsement concept and 

make sure that this is something that the stakeholder groups can create 

some sort of process dealing with it that doesn’t necessarily require 

registries and registrars to give up their contractual rights. 

I just think that’s [inaudible] yet, the kind of operational or challenges 

that would have an operational impact. It’s very different than whether 

to endorse a policy or not. So I think there’s agreement that there 

should be another more streamlined way to [inaudible] this. We just 

need to give some more thought as to how that can be done without 

sacrificing those contractual rights. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Jeff. Rick, do you have a suggestion for that? 
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RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Karla. I’m not really sure if I have a suggestion. I’m going to 

offer that I’d like the group to consider the fact that right now there 

isn’t a special extracontractual mechanism to modify any of the other 

obligations for registrars or registries whether they be escrow, 

reporting, WHOIS, or anything like that. So I’m not sure why now in 

2020 we decide that RDAP is the reason that there has to be an 

extracontractual mechanism for doing that. What makes this the 

situation why that has to happen? 

 Now I understand that RDAP may be in a place where it’s evolving 

quickly right now, but that will soon stabilize. The profiles are complete 

other than the fact, Jeff, that they are based right now on the 

temporary spec and not based on the output of the IRT. After they get 

based on the output of the IRT from the EPDP and they solidify around 

that, then they’re going to get stable very quickly and they’re going to 

be changing in much lower rates than that. 

 Because all of the things that we’re talking about right now whether 

they be the EPDP or an access model are transient conditions that we’re 

going to be working through. So I’m not sure why we have to now be 

putting in a mechanism for having the contract be changed just for this 

one service outside of the existing process. So that’s something for I 

think us to consider. Thank you very much. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Rick. Given that we don’t really have a one-size-fits-all solution 

for this, I think at this point unless there is another concept to consider 

in terms of the conditions for how the RDAP profile should be updated, I 
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think we need to try to put a pin in at least these two concepts of 

complying with the consensus policy or temp spec and then move on. 

Not to close the door on this entirely, but I would like to put it out to 

this group as you reconvene with the stakeholder groups if there’s 

another possibility to consider on this, then to come back for that 

conversation. Otherwise, I think we’re going to keep circling on this one. 

Any other thoughts, questions? I’m cognizant of time and that we’ve got 

12 minutes left for this particular conversation, and I do want to try to 

move forward. 

The next one is not an easy one to cover either which is the question 

around searchability. We were thinking about this obviously in advance 

of this conversation, and it’s a similar situation in terms of updating the 

RDAP profile in that it has dependencies. So we wanted to make sure 

that we are including the concept of searchability as a part of the 

amendments. 

I’m wondering if this group had any other thoughts around searchability 

to encompass this concept and the requirement as it’s related in the 

temp specifically from our last conversation. And this is a question to 

the group. Yes, Jeff? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, I think going back to the previous conversations, I’m still of the 

view and I’ve talked to others that just because they promised to do 

searchability with the existing RDDS service to get that one extra point I 

guess for the evaluation doesn’t mean that we should assume that 

these registries should be required to implement that kind of 
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searchability for RDAP, especially because it’s not enough yet defined 

policy-wise. 

 And also to put on top of that is I just don’t think that making that 

assumption is the way we should operate. Because then what we’re 

doing, I think I said this the last time, is we’re basically just encouraging 

everybody once this gets posted as being final you’re going to have 

1,000 RSEP requests to get rid of searchability. That’s not going to look 

good, and it’s not going to be good for ICANN. So I think we need to 

take out the notion of searchability with RDAP and make it a voluntary 

opt-in as opposed to automatically imposing it. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Jeff. So the consideration at this point until we have real 

direction from EPDP is to at least make this as an option. I’m not sure 

how we write that in as a part of the amendment process. I think that’s 

something that we need to consider and come back with options on 

how to do that. At this point, I think it’s just a matter of leaving it at 

least open at this point. Maybe we’ll get further direction as the 

conversation continues. Russ, do you want to chime in? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN:  Yeah, thanks, Karla. I think you’re right. I think we probably can keep 

moving on this point. I think I do want to clarify though, and I think what 

I’m hearing from Jeff, is it’s the bullet about Section 1.1, searchability to 

extend the requirements to RDAP that’s a point of concern or question 

from the contracted party on the registry side. It’s not necessarily these 
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next three bullets. So it would be good to clarify that before we put a 

pin in it. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Jeff, do you want to speak to that? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, I think that’s right. I think it’s related to that first one. The next 

three bullets again are as you said, Karla, dependent on whatever the 

EPDP comes up with and how that’s implemented. And hopefully, by 

that point in time, it will be a consensus policy so it will be replaced 

anyway. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  All right, thanks. Yeah, Rick? You have your hand up? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Just plus one-ing what Jeff said. The key point is around the 

searchability, and the rest of the stuff is going to follow from policy and 

other areas. The key point here I think that we’re discussing is that first 

item that’s on the screen about searchability under 1.10. Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  All right, thanks. I am determined to get at least to the next one which is 

the next bullet, Section 1.11, including the provision of the ICANN 

website which registries much link to from their primary website with 

the relevant policy and educational materials to lookup.icann.org. Any 
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thoughts, questions, concerns? I think we can put a decision point on 

this one. 

 All right, the next one is when we get into the [SLAs]. The first part of 

this, the first bullet, is the definition section to replace the current term 

RDDS with WHOIS Services. That would include the collective of WHOIS 

Services and adds RDAP as a defined term. Any thoughts or questions 

on this one? Yes, Rick? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  I think that this one, we’re talking about it here, but I think it has more 

global implications. So I don’t think we should talk about it in the 

context of just the SLR matrix, but we should talk and let people look at 

this thing more globally. The notion of defining a term and swapping in 

a term is, and I’m not a lawyer, but I know enough about defined terms 

that those are important changes and we need to be very deliberate in 

what we do around those. Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Rick. Yeah, and I think that was how we were contemplating 

this, but we do need to be able to include that defined term with RDAP. 

So given the time as far as where we are at this point, I think what we 

need to consider is if there’s another approach that the stakeholder 

groups want us to take as a part of this discussion group. I think it would 

benefit everyone to come back to the next conversation with either a 

suggestion or a counterpoint to how this is defined so that we could 

include this as a part of the amendment. Is that an action? I don’t know. 
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Is anyone taking action items as far as for this discussion group for your 

next conversation without staff? Rick? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah, we can take that action item. But like here, for example, we’re 

putting in this—just to sort of emphasize the point—we’re talking about 

this swapping a defined term and we don’t have the definitions of the 

terms even on the screen. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  I see. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  So that’s sort of the point. The point is not—and I’ve got a separate 

point around this table and such—but the broader point is this thing 

about the definition of the terms needs to be in the context of where 

those terms are defined. And then people with deep legal backgrounds 

need to go through and look at what the implications of those things 

are. Because in my work on other agreements, obviously, you tend to 

get surprised by those. 

I’m not saying that’s it’s the wrong thing to do. We just need to be very 

cognizant of what we’re doing when we’re talking about flipping these 

terms because they can have unintended consequences, that’s all. And 

right now we’ve got SLRs on the screen which everyone’s kind of 

thinking about 98%, but this notion of swapping defined terms is an 

overarching legal issue around the whole document. Thank you. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Got it. Okay, so let us take that as an action item to follow up with this 

group in advance of your next conversation, which I assume is next 

week, so that you as a group can look at that and then come back to our 

next meeting—which I don’t have my calendar in front of me—which I 

think is the 21st to provide some feedback on that to this group. And I 

would encourage you if you have that conversation and you can suggest 

those updates and put it directly in the document, then we have some 

things to talk about or we can include it in that conversation for the next 

meeting. Okay, so we’ll take that action item. 

 And then I would say we have to call it at this point because we have 

two minutes left. So I think if we go over to the action items, we decided 

on the RA Spec 3, no examples. Spec 4, the new link to the ICANN 

education site is great with the group. That’s complete. And then this 

discussion group outside of staff will be looking at the definitions that 

we’ll send over for the specifications for Section 1 and the definitions to 

review and come back to this group on our next call to review. 

 Also, encourage anyone again to look at that preamble in advance to 

see if there are any other points that you would like to make to that. 

And other than that, Jeff, you have your hand up? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, I was going to make one last comment. If you go back to the SLA 

document, that chart, even though it wasn’t being displayed, just to 

scroll down a little bit, just to give a heads up that we’ve talked about 

this before within the registries and registrars, we do not support 
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putting in a parenthetical about goal performances or anything like that. 

That was something new that wasn’t in the original document. 

If this is going to be a contract, it needs to not have goals or other things 

in there because that implies that someone is not complying with the 

agreement if they’re not able to meet the goal. So I just wanted to 

throw that in there now for you, Karla, to think about. But at this point I 

think the group was I remember a few weeks ago discussing this issue 

and we were in agreement not to have these types of things like goals in 

there. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Understood. Yeah, I do remember the conversation, Jeff. Thanks for 

bringing that up. I think that our position on this is to have a 

conversation with this group and understand at what point in time is 

there an opportunity to have the specs or the SLAs map back to the 

original WHOIS specs. It’s a conversation to really understand it now 

that it’s been out there in the wild for several months. So I’d be curious 

to continue this dialogue in that regard, but that’s going to take a longer 

conversation than the time that we have right now. But totally 

understand your point. 

 All right, all. Thank you so much for the discussion today. I will 

[inaudible] the discussion [this] will be followed, and we’ll be talking in a 

couple of weeks. Appreciate it. 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


