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SUE SCHULER: Perfect. Thanks. Okay, Russ. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Alright. Thanks, everyone. This is Russ Weinstein from ICANN. We’re 

kicking off another discussion between ICANN and the Registries and 

Registrars Working Group to talk about amendments to the Registry and 

Registrar Agreements to incorporate RDAP. This is our second such 

meeting. We had a really good productive call last time. I think it was 

the 15th of August where we went through some documents that tried 

to summarize the scope and some of the parameters we were looking at 

to modify in order to incorporate RDAP into our contracts. That 

discussion gave us some feedback and we took that back and have 

made some updates.  

I apologize we sent out those documents very late yesterday and we got 

out redlines this morning, and I recognize that’s not enough lead time to 

have even more productive discussions. So I do want to make sure that 

ICANN provide more notice, more lead time for you all on 

documentation going forward before we have these calls. I’m thinking 

something like 48 hours minimum would be reasonable, but I would 

appreciate some insights from your side. Do you think it probably 

depends a little bit on what are we trying to accomplish in a discussion 

and what is the level of change we’re seeing in the documents but I 

think that’s probably a good operating principle for us? Before I get into 

it further, maybe I can pause there, see some reaction.  

Alright. So, based on the last call, we received feedback from a group on 

a number of items. One of them particularly I think drove the most 
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significant amount of change to the document. I don’t think it changed 

our –  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Russ, I’m sorry. Rick’s hand is up. I just don’t want you to get too far 

down the track. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Oh, sorry. Rick’s hand is up. Thank you. Rick, please. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Donna. Thanks, Russ. Rick Wilhelm, Verisign. Just commenting 

on the topic of the lead time on the documents. I mean 48 … It really 

depends on what kind of a discussion that we want to be able to have 

on the call. So, I can safely say that you know exactly how much time 

everyone’s had to review the documents and there has been limited 

time for everyone to even be able to personally review them. And 

there’s certainly been almost no time for any discussion in and among 

the group on the topics that have been raised here. Additionally, at least 

in this round, there had been pretty substantial changes so that may 

limit the level of discussion that we’re able to have today. Thank you. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Rick. Fully noted and understood. I agree. I think in this case, we 

thought it would be helpful to able to talk through it and then give you 

guys the opportunity to discuss. But still the lead time is inadequate. I 

totally understand. If there’s things we want you guys to be united on or 

have to discussed in advance, we got to give you the chance. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Hey, Russ. This is Karla Hakansson. Just to quickly jump in from a 

procedural standpoint. So if we wanted to ensure that you guys have a 

chance to review the documents plus have time to discuss amongst 

each other, how much lead time would you ideally like to have, just so 

that we can plan accordingly? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Karla, that’s a little bit of a loaded question. I think if we can – because 

there’s different things going on but I think the question is more about 

what’s reasonable, and I don’t know the answer to that right now. And 

sometimes it just depends on the nature of the changes or whatever is 

going on as well. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Understood. I was just trying to get a sense of as far as – I’m wondering 

if it’s better to try to set up some times in advance so that we’ve got 

prescheduled meetings so that we’ve got enough time to give you these 

changes for individual review and team review. That was my only point. 

But point noted, Donna. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Obviously, getting it a few hours before a call isn’t helpful, so I think if 

we could reach a minimum of 48 hours, I think that might be more 

helpful for us. But you’re right, if we can understand what the 

scheduling is then maybe we can work backwards and work from there. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Good. So in the last call we received some feedback that we were able 

to take back from a Group 1. One primary set of feedback I think 
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spurred the most change in this document and it was about ensuring 

that – I think it might even been Maxim. I can’t remember who brought 

it up, maybe there’s multiple folks – but making sure that we’re 

providing proper communication and lead time to the rest of the 

community regarding turning off or retiring the obligation for Port 43 

WHOIS service. That was really valuable feedback.  

We want to [go] back and add more discussion with and beyond the 

GDD community. That sort of what’s driven a number of the changes in 

the document. I assure you, as I put in the e-mail, ICANN remains 

interested in using this amendment of the opportunity to sunset the 

Port 43 service in transition to RDAP. This is something that when 

looking back is something the SSAC recommended back in 2011 

timeframe and the Board adopted, and so we’re on that path. I think 

this is the amendment to use to define that transition. The only things I 

think we want to change from the previous iteration are kind of the 

gates or criteria that we need in order to make that transition 

completely from the Port 43 servers to RDAP as the default or the 

dependable directory service.  

So, providing adequate lead time for the community in the discussions 

with the internal team at ICANN, for people who are viewing this more 

similar to the level of effort required for the KSK rollover, sort of using 

every available channel and providing people both awareness and time 

to make adjustments to their tools.  

And then the other one which we’ve been consistent on, which has 

been service level dependability of the service, so when the contracted 

parties are willing to stand behind their RDAP servers from a contractual 

accountability perspective, meaning enforceable SLAs, enforceable 



 

Page 5 of 28 

 

profile. That’s another one of the gates to feeling comfortable to 

retirement.  

Then the other piece of it when looking in more depth at the SLAs, 

there’s one SLA in particular, the round-trip time which when the 

discussion groups were working over the course of the winter time, 

there’s an agreement on an SLA document – and the round-trip time 

was set at I think 5000 milliseconds for RDAP. But that was in a vacuum 

of just getting RDAP into the contract and not retiring Port 43. I think 

when we talk about retiring Port 43, the gate we’ll need is to return the 

SLA to what it is today for WHOIS. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Russ, this is Jeff. Sorry. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. Please. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I think that is not an accurate way to view those discussions. I think we 

all knew that Port 43 was going to be retired. We, in fact, talked about 

it. And in fact, I think we should set kind of a baseline that there should 

be no changes to things that were fully negotiated back then because 

otherwise, we should just turn and walk away. I mean the point of 

spending nearly a year on that document was so that we wouldn’t have 

to negotiate that stuff yet again. Everybody agreed to it and, frankly, we 

should not be seeing any changes that go opposite to what was 

discussed back then in any redline. I just I think that’s really 

inappropriate and especially because we were all in that call, it was Rick 

and I, the rest of the people in the group, Cyrus, Akram, and everybody 
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agreed and talked about it. So, we all knew what we were talking about. 

But I don’t know, Russ, if you were there yet on that call, but we should 

have no changes. That includes from our side too. We shouldn’t be 

changing those either. We agreed to those, knowing full well what those 

were, so the only thing that should be within the scope of these calls are 

things that we didn’t foresee at that time or the little extras like, okay, 

the timing and how do we make changes and things like that. But this 

should not appear in a new draft. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay, Jeff, I hear you. I’ve gotten different feedback internally in terms 

of the scope of those discussions, which is why the change in position 

but – and I was not part of those discussions previously, neither was 

Karla, so the way they were described to me was that those were 

somewhat in isolation of what are the SLAs going to be that we’re going 

to incorporate in the contract. And there’s several references in that 

document. I really don’t want to argue about this. There are several 

references in that document that talk about the services being operated 

in parallel, so I’m not quite sure. Maybe, Rick, you have a different 

perspective. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Rick, if you are talking, we can’t hear you. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I think Rick lowered his hand. 
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RICK WILHELM: Thank you very much. Rick Wilhelm for the record. I meant to lower my 

hand, but not unmute my mic, very sorry. Thank you, Donna, for 

noticing that.  

I’ll talk about the SLAs for a little bit. I do want to come back on the 

sunset about the point you made earlier, Russ. On the topic of the SLAs, 

I agree with the point that Jeff is making about being surprised about 

this change coming in here. There wasn’t talk about this SLA going lower 

later. And that also, Russ, I disagree with the point that you made when 

you said, “Return the SLA to what it is today.” There is no RDAP SLA 

today. The WHOIS SLA is on Port 43 traffic. It just a fundamentally 

different protocol than RDAP is. The responses are bigger and bulkier. 

It’s HTTPS – it’s an HTTP stack and it’s HTTPS encrypted. From a 

technical perspective, all of these things make it be a fundamentally 

different protocol and therefore it would be completely appropriate for 

it to have fundamentally different SLAs. And an assumption by ICANN 

that just because at an application level one protocol RDAP is 

supplanting the other WHOIS and that therefore they should have the 

same SLA, it would be inappropriate and doesn’t really have basis for 

that assumption to be made.  

So, I don’t really understand why ICANN would be saying that just 

because we’re going to sunset WHOIS, that means its suddenly RDAP 

needs to get the Legacy protocols – a much simpler protocol on the wire 

– that they would need to be getting that SLA. That really does not 

follow. There’s a non sequitur in there somewhere. So, we can stick on 

this topic of the SLA if you want to, but I do want to come back to it. I’ll 

put my hand back in the air then for a topic on the sunset, but we can 

keep going on the SLA if you want to respond to that, Russ. Thank you. 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay. I appreciate that. Jeff and Rick, I know you guys spent a lot of time 

on this and you went back and forth quite a bit. Our intention had been 

to incorporate those as defined and we got feedback that we weren’t 

quite aligned internally on that, but I’ll take this back and position it. 

That’s why I do want to have these conversations and talk through it in 

this form so that we can make sure we’re aligned before getting too far 

down the path. 

  

JEFF NEUMAN: I don’t mean that we shouldn’t be able to at least have a discussion if 

you want to bring it up, but I don’t think we should ever see redlines or 

contractual language that goes back to previous drafts that were 

discussed almost a year and a half ago now. So, from our perspective, I 

can’t help if you guys discuss internally, but if something like that is 

discussed internally then put it on the agenda as an issue to discuss as 

opposed to putting language in. I think that’s a much better option than 

putting this in. Because at first, I didn’t notice it until you did the 

redline, which is good because the redline is important because that 

should be always done. But when I saw the redline, it was like, “Okay, 

why are we going back to something that we discussed a year and a half 

ago?” And Rick’s absolutely right. This service was for the reason as Rick 

said, this is a different service. I mean SLAs for this particular service 

which are much larger [respondent], those SLAs were specifically 

[crafted on]. It had nothing to do with whether or not we are running 

anything in parallel.  

I understand someone told you that internally, but that’s not the result 

for a negotiation. So, just in the future, please don’t add those types of 

things in a redline. If you want to discuss it on the agenda, I don’t think 

that’s a horrible thing but to see it in writing as a change just kind of 
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makes us throw our hands up. It’s like you guys saying no to something 

back then. We could put everything back in that you all said no to the 

last time and say that circumstances have changed, but we wouldn’t do 

that because that’s really poor form. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. Thanks, Jeff. I appreciate that. I understand your perspective. I 

think our intention was to be able to come with, if we want to talk 

about it, here’s what we suggest. But I definitely understand what you 

mean. We didn’t want to try and sneak this in. We recognize this was a 

big difference and we wanted to talk about it, and that’s why we 

wanted to have something to bring to the table, but I recognize how it’s 

perceived.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Russ, Jim has his hand up. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks. Jim Galvin for the record. To build on some of these, my 

recollection of these discussions too is one of the elements of the ramp-

up period was because of the unknown nature of the performance SLA 

as opposed to an availability SLA, part of the element of the ramp-up 

was to give us a chance to see what actually would work and what 

makes sense. Give us a chance to run it operationally, to collect that 

data, and then have a discussion about perhaps adjusting that in some 

way, but let’s at least see how things work first because we don’t really 

have any experience with that and running it at that level. So, that’s the 

concrete suggestion of what to do during the ramp-up period is to 

continue to have that discussion.  
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And in fact, ICANN can collect that data while it’s doing its availability 

test. You can be looking at the kinds of round trips that you’re getting 

and then we can have that discussion and review that data. And then as 

we go forward during that 180-day period, let’s have a discussion about 

what we want to do with that, and we can each do our own data 

collection too in that space. But I remember that as a key element to 

the ramp-up period and one of the key reasons for having it. Thanks. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Jim. That’s really valuable. And I agree. We’re reviewing that 

SLA document and seeing things like somewhat kind of reopener type 

language in there towards the bottom of the SLA section, and maybe we 

connected too many dots on the front. I think our thinking was when 

this was originally talked about, it was pre-implementation. And now 

that you guys have passed the implementation deadline and many of 

you have been operating RDAP services in pilot mode and things for 

over a year or so that we’d be more ready to have this conversation. But 

if we’re not, then we should structure the discussion as appropriate. 

  

JIM GALVIN: Yeah. Just a quick response, Russ. Yes. Let’s continue to have the 

discussion but for the sake of clarity again, just building on the technical 

argument here, the fact that we’ve been running an RDAP service in an 

operational test environment is not at all the same thing as running it at 

scale in a production environment, right? We have no idea what the 

clients are going to do to us. And in fact, there’s even an argument they 

made that the next 180 days is not going to tell us a whole lot either 

because there aren’t a whole lot of clients that do a lot of good stuff 

here. So, we’re all still in unknown space. But after six months of having 
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it run and see what happens in the community, we’ll make another best 

guess. We’re willing to have the conversation. It’s the right thing to do. 

But it really is a fundamentally different protocol and you can’t just say 

what the performance criteria need to be without some experience 

with it. That’s all. 

  

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay, that’s fair. With that concept, are we premature in discussing a 

sunset of WHOIS? Rick, I see your hand up, sorry, from the previous 

point. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thank you, Russ. Well, actually, my hand is up about sunset, and so 

thank you for that segue. No, I don’t think that we’re premature in 

discussing sunset of WHOIS, and I was originally raising my hand in 

order to respond to something you had said earlier where you were 

talking about outreach as it relates to WHOIS sunset and comparing it to 

the level of effort required for the KSK rollover. I don’t think that we 

should within this group or even informally use that as a comparison 

because I don’t think that we should get in anyone’s head that the 

WHOIS to RDAP transition is anywhere near the importance of the KSK 

rollover because that both overstates the importance of WHOIS to 

RDAP transition. Well, I guess it’s not possible to overstate the 

importance of the KSK transition because if that was gotten right, the 

Internet could go dark. Whereas, if this isn’t gotten right, people will 

end up at a spot and they’ll do a little searching around and then they 

will eventually find the right place to get their queries satisfied. So, I 

would just caution against using that as a comparison. I understand the 
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need for outreach, I don’t disagree with that. I was more reacting to 

that as a comparison point. Thank you. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Rick. Okay, that’s a great point. I appreciate it.  

Yeah, Donna, I think you’re right on there in your comment.  

Okay. So there was some other changes that we made to the 

documents that were more based on the feedback we got in the last 

meeting, and one of them was the one Graham brought up at the top 

regarding registrars doing RDAP for all registrations, not just thin 

registry. Maybe I can pass it to Karla at this point to discuss this. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah, sure. Thanks, Russ. This is Karla for the record. If you could scroll 

down to Section 3, Registrar Obligations. As you can see in the red lines, 

we had originally stated that the ICANN Org is adding the following 

obligations, and we didn’t really provide a good explanation as far as 

why we were adding these or suggesting or proposing that these are 

additions to be included in the amendment. And so, we provided some 

explanation and this refers to the EPDP Phase 1 final report in the Temp 

Spec recommendations where the registrar has certain fields that 

they’re obligated to provide, and which is why they should be referring 

to their own database as opposed to another database for this 

information. So we included the references to Section 2.5 of Appendix A 

in the Temp Spec. And if you can scroll down a little bit further – there 

we go. Thank you. And these are the fields that are referenced 

specifically both in 2.5 and 2.5.2 as far what the registrars are obligated 

to provide and what the registry operator is to provide.  
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Just looking at the notes from Jim, I’m not sure when it was changed but 

it’s fine. Does anyone else want to discuss this point or have any other 

thoughts on this? 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: So, I’m hoping Jeff is a little closer to this one. There is quite a discussion 

about this on the Registrar Stakeholder Group mailing list but it’s not 

one that I’ve been able to follow close enough to respond meaningfully 

here. So, Jeff, do you have a –  

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Well, yeah. On this issue – so the registrars are pretty firm on the fact 

that all we should be doing is converting the existing requirements with 

respect to WHOIS to RDAP, and in the current model for thick registries, 

the registrars are not required to provide their own access and they are 

allowed to just use the registry model, so the registrars are of the view 

that we should not be using this amendment process to create 

additional obligations that were not around for regular WHOIS. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Help me understand as far as the timing or the place that it would be 

incorporated. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I think that that’s the purpose of this amendment, to not drag it out a 

year. It’s really just to transition it. If you want to discuss adding 

additional requirements then I guess the registrars would have to go 

back and figure out what additional things they might want to do and 

we can do kind of a full negotiation. But at least at this point, my 
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instructions from them are to say that they are firmly of the view that 

they should not have to result additional things that were not required 

for the previous version. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks. I think the one thing that they need to try to – this is a framing 

reference point. The way that we’re thinking about it – and this is in the 

timeline that you guys had requested that we include in the summary 

which is there and we can talk more about that, but the reality as we 

said, the amendment isn't going to happen overnight. There are several 

months ahead of us, of different things that need to happen in order to 

get the amendment in place. And with that in mind, from a timing 

standpoint, it seems to make sense to consider these updates as a part 

of the amendment. 

 Rick, you've got your hand up. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thank you. Not really commenting on what Jeff is saying regarding the 

Registrar Stakeholder Group’s position here, just that what’s here on 

the screen in 2.5 and 2.5.1, 2.5.2 in that, is language that’s awfully 

similar to that which is in the profile, and so it seems to me overlapping 

with the profile content – some of it, not all of it – which is sort of an 

odd thing that I was surprised to see crop up in here. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks, Rick. Just for your understanding, this was only meant to be a 

reference, and so we wanted to provide an understanding as far as why 

we had included that particular piece in the registrar obligations and 

that’s “The ICANN proposes the following obligations,” and then the 
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three bullets under that. Then there’s an explanation as far as how we 

came to that reference. It’s not meant to include the points that or 

pulled directly from the Temp Spec into the amendment. And you know 

what, I think that it looks like it is a red line so that we would include it 

but it’s really meant more of a way as an explanation for these 

conversations. 

 Jim, you have your hand up. 

 

JIM GALVIN: I do. Thanks. I want to take a minute, just talk for a few minutes here 

and provide some technical context for this 2.5 because I was there at 

the table when we wrote that stuff. There are some technical 

implications and consequences here or what’s going on. I’m not in any 

way trying to influence what the amendment process should or should 

not be, but let’s just look at the practical implications of what’s here and 

understand that.  

So when you're in the WHOIS world, one of the things that was going on 

with the Temp Spec when this stuff was written in 2.5 is the fact that we 

were no longer going to expose the e-mail address, and that was going 

to be taken out and not allowed to be displayed. It was not going to be 

part of the limited publication of data. One of the things that you’d run 

into is when you look at the EPD Protocol in the exchange of data 

between a registrar and a registry is if you want to make this a form or a 

URL of some sort, there’s no way to get that up to the registry at that 

time. That would require a change to EPDP in order for that data to be 

passed up for the registry to then be able to display it because the 

registry can only display an e-mail address because syntactically that’s 

the data that you get. The syntax would have to be changed. With that 
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in mind, it was fairly straightforward to say, “Okay, just make the 

registrar display whatever it is they want.” Give them the option 

because that’s what we really were arguing about at the time was how 

to not display the e-mail address. And so the registrars agree to the idea 

that they would simply change that to be a form or a URL or whatever 

other thing, they could display whatever they wanted with WHOIS, and 

that was fairly easy to do. They can have the option of implementing 

what they wanted at that time, and that made sense.  

Now, that has a natural implication to the RDAP technology because 

what happens is if you're not going to pass the data up to the registry so 

that it’s available for display under whatever circumstances end up 

getting agreed to, that means that going forward, if you're still going to 

have to have that contactability as a requirement, the natural 

consequence here is that registrars have to have an RDAP server 

because you've got to be able to continue to display that data. It’s 

useful to keep that in mind that there’s no other way for that to 

happen. I thought at the time, my impression at the table is people 

understood that the natural consequence of this is that registrars would 

have to have an RDAP server and that you would not be able to escape 

that. 

 Another thing to think about is – and this is really probably outside the 

scope of this discussion – but as we get in discussions in the EPDP about 

registrants being able to say whether or not they want their data 

published or not, one potential solution in this is that registries don’t do 

it, registrars do that. That’s another leverage of an RDAP server if they 

have it. They would know if the registrant wants it published and then 

they could just do that for them. They would not have to have that 

exchanged between registries and registrars whether or not that 
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publication happens. There are some future downstream consequences 

or benefits of a registrar having an RDAP server. 

 I just want to make sure that that technical context for what this stuff 

means is out there. I don’t know what you're going to do in the future 

as far as the amendment and registrars committing to doing an RDAP 

and how you make that happen in order to achieve this goal. But if you 

move to RDAP, you're not going to be able to have contactability of the 

registrant if in today’s world if registrars don’t have an RDAP server. 

That’s the technical thing that I wanted to put on the table for us to 

keep in mind whatever we do about the amendment process. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Jeff, you have your hand up. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Just to respond to Jim, from the registrar perspective, there’s a lot 

of discussion on the registrar list as to why registries even should be 

thick going forward that it just doesn’t make sense. And therefore, if 

you do not have to provide the data to the registries then it becomes 

less of an issue, correct? So from their standpoint, at this point in time, 

they are of the view that – and they understand your argument. I 

understand your argument in the existing thick registry world. But if you 

want to engage in those discussions, registrars would then also want to 

engage in the discussion of whether we need to even have thick 

registries. I think that’s a much larger discussion beyond the scope of 

this. 
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JIM GALVIN: Yeah. We’re getting a field of the scope of this discussion here. We’re 

really talking about the amendment process, and I get it. We’re trying to 

figure out how to continue to achieve what we’ve already agreed to be 

doing. And yeah, there’s a technical issue here. Registrars cannot 

automatically meet the requirements of 2.5 if we sunset WHOIS. That’s 

an important technical point to be aware of. There’s probably a 

different fora and multiple competing issues to be addressed and talked 

about here as to then what is the right technical solution for this 

requirement. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Thanks. Jeff, did you have another hand up or is that the old 

hand? Okay, Russ, did you want to jump in? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. Thanks, Karla. [Inaudible] we started here. I don’t think we’re to 

reopen an entire remit but I think as we’re going through, what we’re 

trying to do is [bend] at things that don’t make sense anymore, and this 

is the one that jumped out most glaringly to us. I don’t think we get to 

decide in this amendment, thick or thin, what’s the rule, because that’s 

what the EPDP is responsible for doing. We already have policy that says 

all registries are supposed to be thick at some point in time, and those 

are policy discussions. This particular element is in the contract about if 

you're supporting a thin registry, you did this. If you're supporting a 

thick registry, you did that. That was just something we were noticing 

and thinking it doesn’t make sense anymore in a redacted world for 

RDDS. If you think there’s a different venue for this element, we can 

maybe move this part of the discussion to that venue. But I’ll pause 
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there. Maybe we’ll go through – we have 15 minutes left. We can go 

through the rest of the changes. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Any other development at this point? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. I understand the issues and I’ll commit to going back to the 

registrars and talk to them and see what their thoughts are. I 

understand the point. I understand the point that was in the e-mail. I 

think, Graeme, it would be good to actually have this on a call, a 

discussion with them rather than e-mail. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Yeah, agreed. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks. We’re going to continue on the next section, WHOIS Accuracy 

Program Spec, no changes. Getting down to the Registration Data 

Directory Services, WHOIS spec. One slight change is that we’ve just 

consolidated the WHOIS services and took up the references to Port 43 

in web-based WHOIS. Great. Thank you. 

 Alright, for the next change, there was that defines the conditions for 

ICANN – oh, a little too far. Defines the RDAP – yes, Jim? 

 

JIM GALVIN: I’m sorry. I put my hand up and I realized that we scrolled past 

something here. I wonder if we could go back up to this. Wait a minute. 
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It was a prior thing. Section 3. There’s a point here I wanted to make in 

Section 3 in this discussion of deploying RDAP services. The bottom of 

page 1 that’s important here. Okay, right there.  

That middle bullet there about “Registrars provide web-based RDDS for 

all sponsored gTLD registrations sponsored by the registrar.” I think I 

may not be quite understanding the format of this document here but if 

that’s intended to be put out there as a requirement, is that what that 

represents? Or is that something that’s in the agreement that you're 

trying to do something different with? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: This is something that we are updating or that we have proposed to 

update as a part of the amendment. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay. Then what I want to call out is actually that’s not an appropriate 

bullet point to put out there from a technical point of view. I mean 

RDAP is a web-based service in that context. Like in the Registry 

Agreement, in our specifications when we get down to doing this, we 

had this. I know that I’ve had this discussion with Francisco about 

[inaudible] requirements. You're writing WHOIS requirements, you do a 

Port 43 and you do a web-based. Part of what happens when you move 

to RDAP is you just provide an RDAP service. There’s no port versus web 

service. It’s just an RDAP service, it’s one thing. So as you go down this 

path of figuring out what you're doing, you need to collapse those first 

two bullets into one. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: I see what you're saying. Okay, understood. Thank you for that. We’ll 

take that back. That makes sense. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay. Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yup. Okay. There you go. “Defines the conditions for ICANN to update 

the RDAP profile as follows.” This was something that we had discussed 

in the last meeting as far as what they think are immaterial changes in 

that. We would basically need to make changes to comply with the 

consensus policy or Temp Spec policies and specifications and/or if 

endorsed by the stakeholder groups. That was the bullet that was taken 

out. 

 Moving down to “Updates the registrar SLAs,” and again collapsing the – 

if you could scroll down just a little bit. Thank you. Sorry. Other 

direction. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Is it down further? Sorry. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah, go back up. There we go. “Updates the registrar Service Level 

Agreements.” Again, collapsing the Port 43 and web-based WHOIS into 

the one concept of the services. And then we basically did the same 

thing by deleting the specific references as far as the Port 43 WHOIS 

service to the RDAP wrap-up period. 
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 Okay, Rick, your comment, “There should not be contractual 

requirement to provide anything other than RDAP service itself. No GUI 

requirement.”  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Why? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah, why?  

 

RICK WILHELM: That’s what Jim Galvin just said that you agreed to. That’s what he was 

saying. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN:  We have not agreed to that. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay, let’s go back up. 

 

RICK WILHELM:   That’s what Jim was saying. 

 

JIM GALVIN:   Yeah. That’s exactly what I was saying because that is the right thing. 
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RICK WILHELM: Yeah. We might have to take that explanation from the top because Jim 

is spot on. And there’s further reasons that we could elaborate on why 

Jim is right in this point. And there is a point that we previously 

discussed in ICANN meeting so we can elaborate on it, but I put there on 

the chat so that everyone could grasp exactly what Jim was saying 

because he made the point very succinctly and I was a little bit 

concerned that he made it so succinctly that people didn’t exactly grasp 

what he said. But, Russ, you just said now that you didn’t agree after 

what Jim said. So without getting too circular, do we need to go through 

it again? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Please do, yeah. I’m in that camp that I missed it. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. Jim, you did a great job at it. But go ahead, Jim, I give the floor to 

you. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Rick. Yeah, this really is an important point so let’s make sure 

that we all understand what’s going on here.  

 RDAP is a service that runs on Port 80. It’s built on the web stack HTTP. 

What happens here is WHOIS is a service that runs on Port 43 and it just 

dumps text at you. So typically, what a browser does is if you go to a 

website, you add to your web server the ability for your browser to go 

to that and then it asks the question. And then what the web server is 

doing on the backend – it’s a little bit of a simplified explanation here – 

but on the backend, what the web server does is it makes a WHOIS 

query and goes and grabs the data and then it sticks it inside a web 
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package, a web page picture, and then it sends that back to you. That’s 

how you get an answer.  

But what’s interesting in the RDAP case is you take out the middleman. 

The browser just goes directly to the RDAP service itself and it makes a 

web-based query and it does that. Now, what’s interesting here – if you 

type in the address bar the right kind of RDAP query, so you type in the 

query right there in the address bar and then you send that off. What’s 

missing here is that clients have to be developed that will present that 

to you  in a much nicer way and somebody might want to put up a web 

page that offers that service or more likely RDAP clients should come 

into existence separately. Browser vendors may want to add as a 

feature the ability to talk directly to an RDAP server. So they might 

directly provide that service to you, but there’s no page to put in front 

of it. You're already making a web query in the address bar.  

Let me pause there. Maybe, Russ, what you ought to do is you can go 

and take as an action to talk to Francisco because he was involved in 

these discussions. As Rick was saying, we’ve had them in the RDAP Pilot. 

I know that I’ve had discussions with Francisco on the registry side 

about all of this. We had agreed that no, there would be no more GUI. 

It’s not necessary and it doesn’t make any sense. So you should have 

that discussion on that side and make sure that you all are on the same 

page and understand. I think it will all make more sense to you.    

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Jim. We have had those discussions internally and I don’t think 

we share the same perspective that there was agreement, that there’s 

no GUI. There was agreement for 26 August that there was no GUI 

requirement. But now that we’re talking about an amendment and 
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we’re talking about converting the requirements from the current 

contracts and the current set of things in WHOIS into RDAP and what 

makes sense for RDAP, I feel like this is one where you guys are playing 

both sides. In some cases you're saying, “We can only incorporate what 

already exists,” and in some cases you're saying, “No, that no longer 

makes sense. We shouldn’t do it.” But when we have those same 

points, it’s a non-starter. So, I think from that perspective, we’re not 

aligned. 

 

JIM GALVIN: I take your point, Russ. I understand that that’s what it looks like. I think 

that it’s a technology discussion. RDAP is in part the GUI. I mean that’s 

the protocol. It’s a web browser protocol.  

Let’s have a discussion. Maybe along with the SLAs, this should just be 

something that we need to talk about and make sure that we can all 

understand and walk through a picture. As Rick would say, to borrow his 

phrase, let’s dock at this question and have this discussion. I really don’t 

think this is quite the same thing as trying to delete something that was 

there before. It’s a technology shift and when the technology changes 

then you got to work with the technology in the form that it is. So we’re 

not trying to change the requirements in any way, we’re just observing 

that in the case of this technology, you don’t need that extra thing 

because it’s already part of the technology. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Got it. Okay. We only have a few minutes left on this call, and I know, 

Rick, you're chairing another call in a few minutes on a similar topic.  
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JIM GALVIN: Although Maxim has a new hand and maybe we should get a new voice 

in the discussion here. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah, that would be great. Then we can try and close it out and see 

what our next steps are. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA: Actually, there is a missing beat here and it’s called CA/Browser Forum 

because we need to explain those companies which make browsers and 

organizations that it’s a huge change, it’s really good that browsers are 

to properly parse JSON output of RDAP instead of inventing GUIs here 

and there. It should be done maybe by [inaudible]. I’m not sure because 

they will not talk to us. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks, Maxim. As we are running out of time at this point, I’d like to 

suggest that we try to regroup next week if that’s possible, or at least 

that would give you additional time to review what we’ve sent over last 

night and this morning. I know that next week is – we’ve got Labor Day 

so I don’t know vacation schedules. Sue, do you want to send out a 

Doodle poll to see if we can try to regroup, if not next week, then early 

the following week?  

 

SUE SCHULER: Sure. I could do that. Or this same time slot is available next week if you 

wanted to do that.  
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JIM GALVIN: Why don’t we just put check marks up here? If you can come next week 

and we’ll just go from there. You can do it right now. If you get a bunch 

of green check marks or not – and it’s done. So you got your check 

marks. Oh, Graham can’t make it. Oh, he did change to a yes. I think we 

still have a quorum.  

 

SUE SCHULER:   So are we saying the same time next week? 

 

JIM GALVIN:   That’s what I see. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  I think so, Sue. 

 

SUE SCHULER:   Okay, sounds good. I’ll get it scheduled. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Alright, great. Everyone, thanks so much. We’ll talk next week. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Maybe real quick, before we [inaudible]. To avoid the challenge we had 

today, next week maybe we should try and circulate an agenda of a 

couple of items we want to talk about but not necessarily present 

documents and that sort of thing. Is that more in line with the request? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: I think so, Russ.  
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay, great. We’ll try and get ours over by Tuesday evening.  

 

SUE SCHULER: I’m sorry. Just to answer Brian King, the hour right after this meeting is 

the RDAP Pilot meeting. I’m sorry, we got something in that block. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Alright, so same time next week. Thanks, everybody. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Okay. Thank you. Julie, we can end the recording. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Thanks all. 

  

 [END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


