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JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks. Welcome, everyone. This is the small group—registry/registrar 

group—to talk about the Registry Agreement Amendment, as well as 

the Registrar Accreditation Agreement Amendment, to incorporate 

RDAP and the SLAs. I apologize, I missed last week due to a last-minute 

bat mitzvah scheduling which we found out about. It’s supposed to be a 

dress rehearsal, but we turned it into the actual real thing with 

everything that was going on. So, thank you for going on without me.  

 I’ve read the notes. I’m not sure who else was not on that call. I did see 

a couple of apologies and stuff. Oh, the bat mitzvah went great. It’s 

actually on Zoom. It was great. We actually got the grandparents in and 

everyone else to participate. It was the first bat mitzvah via Zoom that 

they’ve ever done. So, anyway, enough about me. Let’s go to …  

 Sue has just dropped the link into the agreement. I have notes from Zoe 

from— 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Jeff, sorry. Your audio is really crackly. I just want to see whether it’s just 

me that’s having that problem or whether it’s everyone. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  My voice is cracking.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  You laugh at that but … It seems okay now. Maybe you were just 

moving around or something.  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  I was moving around, I apologize. But now I’m good.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay, great. Good now. Thanks, Jeff.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Sorry, that was my fault. Okay. So, Zoe sent around the notes from the 

last session and I think Sue just put the link onto the document. It still 

looks fairly clean, the document. There’s some comments on the side. 

So I guess what we’ll do is I’ll go through the notes from the last 

meeting and any of the comments that are on the right-hand side just to 

make sure because I think the next step is then to run it by the 

stakeholder groups and hopefully have a call with ICANN next week, 

Donna. Is that too early or … ? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  I think next week is too early, Jeff, if we need to get this by the 

stakeholder group.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Okay. Well, let’s at least go through this and then we’ll … Hopefully, at 

least, it will be in a good enough position to send it to the stakeholder 

group. I know that, as the registrars, we talked … Well, we spoke a little 

bit about what the issues are during our last call, so I don’t think they’ll 

be surprised by anything that they see in this draft. So, I think they at 
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least know it’s coming and I know the registries know that we’re 

working on this, too.  

 With the registry agreement section … Sorry, I’m looking two different 

things here. I just want to make sure … I’ll just look at the one that’s on 

the screen instead of my own version.  

 The registry agreement should now include the section on monthly 

reporting, which we think we talked about which is right there on the 

top. So I’m going through those notes just to make sure things are in 

there.  

 Jim had a comment in here saying that we need to point out that this 

only applies to public requests and responses, i.e. to responses that 

include publicly available data, more specifically authenticated queries 

are outside the scope of what’s covered here.  

 So, when you say that, Jim, how is this any different than the language 

that you now have with WHOIS? What is it we need to actually put in 

here to make it clear that this is not policy, this is just the technology 

behind it?  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Thanks, Jeff. Just for reference, Jeff, these comments have my name on 

them only because I was taking notes during the meeting in the 

document and putting them there. However, I will speak to this 

comment nonetheless.  

 The point here is we were just having some discussion amongst 

ourselves about reassuring ourselves that all of this is to apply only to 
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public data. We didn’t actually take a detailed look at what we might 

have to change. I think that the editor of the document will have to take 

this comment and board and look through this.  

 The observation to be made here is that, under RDAP, we are adding, 

where at some point in time, there will be a new kind of service which is 

authenticated queries which is something which is not at all covered by 

WHOIS.  

 So, to the extent there’s a distinction to be made, we just want to be 

careful that any language that’s here doesn’t automatically apply to 

those kinds of queries—authenticated queries—because they’ll be 

covered by a separate policy. So it’s important to keep this document in 

scope. So that’s the point of this comment is to make sure that we take 

that on board, and when we do a final edit task through this, we want to 

be careful about that point. Does that help?  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. I think it helps a little bit. I’m just trying to … Because when you 

said that it will require another policy, I agree but are you saying that 

SLAs and other things won’t apply to authenticated queries once the 

policy is finalized through the EPDP of the types of queries and things 

like that?  

 

JIM GALVIN:  In my view, yes. I would say yes. And I say that because, part of the 

problem here is that we don’t know what authenticated queries are 

really going to look like and we don’t know who’s going to be doing the 
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authentication validation. Normally, the way that ICANN does SLAs is a 

time starts when an ICANN client release a request and the timer stops 

when they get a response.  

 Well, authenticated RDAP queries are kind of interesting because the 

SSAD system, we don’t even know what that’s going to look like. We 

don’t know who’s doing validation, what the parts of it are. Is the SLA 

going to apply to an actual response with real data or is it just replying 

to the response of, “Yeah, we’re processing a request,” kind of thing.  

 So, my intent here is just to point out the fact that, yeah, there’s a 

distinction to be made there because we don’t know what an 

authenticated system looks like, so it’s hard to know what the SLA is 

really going to apply to from beginning to end and we want to be really 

careful about that. Thanks.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks, Jim. Is another way to handle it just to make sure that, when we 

define the RDAP service—because we’re going to add RDAP to the set of 

required services. When we do that, we define it as that set of services 

that does not include the authenticated, that it only includes the 

standard RDAP services as now exists.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  That works for me. From a technical point of view, I’m going to look to 

the lawyers in the house to make sure that that’s the right language to 

cover that, but that sounds right to me.  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  Okay. Donna, please go ahead.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jeff. I’m coming to this cold, so apologies. But it seems that 

there might be a need to be explicit in there somewhere to call out that 

this does not include authenticated queries. Otherwise, in the absence 

of that, there could be confusion. Bear in mind that others are going to 

be looking at this when it goes for public comment, so it might be an 

opportunity for them to say this needs to include authenticated queries. 

So many it’s something that we need to call out explicitly in that it does 

not include authenticated queries.  

 Maybe what you suggested, Jeff, covers it. I’m not 100% sure but I’m 

just wondering whether this is something that we need to be explicit 

about.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. Thanks. We’ll certainly need to be explicit about it in discussions 

with ICANN. So, you see a note I just made in the document of making 

sure that when we define the service, because we need to do that, that 

we define it as that set of services and to make sure that the 

authenticated queries are excluded from the definition of the service. 

Then we can, in discussions, make sure that ICANN knows that it does 

not include the authenticated queries.  

 I’m just looking at what Maxim has said, “With RDAP [inaudible] 

opening the text, we cannot agree to open-ended items. I’ll remind us 

all that Compliance reads text in their own way, not taking into account 
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explanations used in the process of policy work.” Okay, good point. So, I 

think we can take care of it through the service definition, and even if 

we have to be more illustrative in the text and say what it doesn’t 

include as well.  

 Okay. The next note I have in the registry agreement from Zoe is that 

we added RDAP [inaudible] required services and technical 

implementation guide. Let me see. Where was that added? Okay, I see 

that there in the text. Okay, good. 

 Then, definition of the profile and provides a way for ICANN to describe 

how URLs will be updated, profiles incorporated by reference and 

updated via policy updated mechanisms. So, that’s there.  

 Then, regarding the total number of RDAP queries responded, if service 

can provide a response, it will be included. [inaudible] or query that 

requires a spec will not be. If a response is a rejection, it counts.  

 So, this is on the SLA part down below. I think we talked about that. 

There was no language that we needed to put in because I think it’s the 

same as we do today. But, Maxim, go ahead.  

 

MAXIM ALZOBA:  I think when we speak about URLS and documents, we need to explicitly 

mention that it’s not just change of URLS. It’s change of URLs or 

documents behind it, because [probably] I can change the whole text, 

including all Jeffs have to pay an additional $1 million, but it doesn’t 

mean that the URL is going to be changed. The text behind it is also 

extremely important. Thanks.  
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 Also, I think it might be a good idea to introduce to ICANN an idea of 

[check some] of the document, which more or less uniquely identifies 

the file. Thanks.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. Thanks, Maxim. So, can we go up to that language?  

 Okay. So, there’s a link there but I think it’s higher up.  

 

SUE SCHULER:  Higher up? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. Okay, so I’ll … Yeah, let me put a note in there to just make sure 

that [inaudible] Maxim’s point and then I can put some language in 

there. Let’s see, right there. Sorry, just doing this at the same time here 

and I’m not using my mouse because I think that’s what was causing the 

crackling. Sorry, no you hear clicking.  

 Okay. So, I just dropped in a note there and I’ll do it everywhere that 

there’s links, but that note will trigger it in my head to make those 

changes. Thanks, Maxim.  

 Okay, going back to the notes that I have from Zoe. Let’s see. Okay, 100-

day ramp-up period will be used when discussing amendment periods. 

So, let’s go to that text. I’m not 100% sure what that meant but let me …  

 So, the ramp-up period might be before the chart, actually. Sorry, I’m 

trying to figure out where … Maybe it’s higher up. I should know this 
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document a little bit better. All right. Wherever the ramp-up period is … 

Let’s do a search for 180 days. Can probably do that quick search. Oh, 

there it is. It says define the ramp-up period. So, it’s a [bulk] 

searchability. It says define ramp-up period as the first 100 days after 

the effective date of the amendment.  

 So, does anyone that was on the call know what the notes mean? 100 

ramp-up period will be used when discussing amendment period? Is 

there a separate term that ICANN is using in conversations?  

 

JIM GALVIN:  I’m sorry. Repeat your question again, Jeff. I’m not sure we understood 

your question.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. Sorry. I’m reading Zoe’s notes because I wasn’t on the call. Zoe 

had written a note saying 100-day ramp-up period will be used when 

discussing the amendment period. And then I’m looking at the language 

now which says define the RDAP amendment ramp-up period as the 

first 180 days after the effective date of the amendment. 

 So, are we saying that we’re going to ask for 180 days … Oh, Zoe is 

saying it’s probably a typo.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yeah. If that’s your question, I’m sure it’s just a typo and it’s an accident 

because there’s never been any discussion other than 180.   
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JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. Okay. Thanks. Then there was some discussion … We’ll get back to 

searchability. But there was some discussion about the threshold 

section to avoid double jeopardy which is what I …  

 So, if we scroll down past the SLA chart, that paragraph that’s 

afterwards. This is language that was taken exactly from the original 

February last year—two years ago?—document to make sure, as it says, 

to avoid double jeopardy. So, you didn’t want  to …  

 If both services were still up, meaning the legacy WHOIS services and 

the RDAP services and it turns out that one of them is down but the 

other one is up, it didn’t seem logical to trigger the emergency 

threshold [hints] in EBERO. 

 So, what this language sates or stated in that original document was any 

failure to meet the service level set forth in this service level 

requirements document shall not trigger the emergency threshold 

unless both RDAP services and WHOIS services have concurrent 

downtime, each has exceeded the emergency threshold. That was the 

original language. That’s not the language that ICANN then wrote for 

our new draft. So we reversed it back to the old language. So, hopefully, 

that makes sense.  

 In the meantime, I am going to … Because I think some crackling might 

be back, so I’m going to see if I can get on my phone. But, anyway, 

before that, let me just see if that makes sense.  
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 Okay. I’m assuming, since there’s no comments, it makes sense. Maxim 

has got a comment that says: what happens to RDAP if registry 

operators and registrars if IANA [inaudible] the file?  

 Anyone have an answer for Maxim? 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yeah. I had started to say a little bit there in response to him, this 

particular issue is a subject of some discussion. ICANN has said to us 

that it is the entry in the NSp and what’s available in MOSAPI that they 

consider authoritative, and we’re still having some discussion with them 

about this because MOSAPI and NSp is a different data base than the 

IANA database and the problem is MOSAPI and NSp is not generally 

available to the public. So you’ve got this synchronization issue as well 

as how can you have something authoritative that doesn’t have [bulk]? 

And ICANN has … 

 Anyway, I can get into the details and say a lot more about all of that, 

but the point is the details of that are still the subject of some 

negotiation and discussion with [inaudible] and ICANN and it’s not 

settled yet because ICANN is not committing itself to SLAs about 

keeping these databases in synch and nobody is committing to what 

Compliance does in terms of what it checks.  

 But we’re on it. Rick and I have talked about this many times and we’re 

not going to let this go until there’s a definitive, predictable answer to 

that question and we’ll get there eventually.  
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 And then I guess Maxim is saying in the chat there: how do we translate 

this to legal ideas? 

 Actually, Maxim—and I’m a little disappointed at the moment that Rick 

is not here. The last time Rick and I talked about this, we were thinking 

to ourselves that maybe part of the solution might be this group. So, 

you asked a really good question there and make a good point. There 

might be an opportunity to say something in this proposed changes 

about what’s the authoritative source of the base URL for both 

registries and registrars.  

 Rick and I never did come to any conclusion about whether that’s true 

or not and we don’t have a suggestion offhand about what to do with 

that, unless Rick has thought of something since the last time he and I 

thought about it.  

 But I think that’s something to keep in mind for right now. I don’t know 

how important it is to include it in this moment in whatever we give to 

ICANN. I’m assuming there will be an opportunity to evolve this just that 

tiny bit if it comes down to it. Or if you think we need to have that 

resolved, Jeff, then we’ll need to wait until Rick is here and we can have 

a fuller discussion about it. I don’t want to decide anything until he’s 

part of the discussion. Thanks.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks, Jim. So, normally—and I’m just trying to verify—the SLAs have a 

provision in it, and I believe ours does, that we can’t be responsible for 

things that are outside our control. So, it’s partially a force majeure, but 

in SLAs, it’s a little bit broader than that and usually covers incidents 
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which are under the control of someone else, and in this case, it would 

be under the control of ICANN. 

 So, I’m just scrolling through the SLAs to see if it’s got a provision in 

that. If it does, then I’m not sure we would need anything else. So, let 

me just … Sorry, I’m in my own contract here looking at the SLAs. 

Remember, it’s a fairly lengthy document. We’re just talking about the 

amendment, which is shorter. Let me just see. Talking about placement 

of the probes. All right. I’m not seeing it right away, but I think we can 

put some language in.  

 Let me ask another question. If we put language in to say that an outage 

caused by events that are outside the control of registry operator or 

registrars, whichever is applicable, shall not count as downtime, would 

that seemingly address the concern?  

 

JIM GALVIN:  From my point of view, yes. I think that’s true. You get into an 

interesting question of how you prove that and where the 

documentation is for that because you have this case of a registrar or 

registry will make a submission to IANA and/or ICANN and is a record of 

that—is there any record of that that’s available that you’ve got in 

support of the fact that you don’t have an issue? We have to think 

through that a little bit more.  

 I think, in the large, yes. But I want to think through the details a little 

bit more and just check that.  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  Well, at the end of the day, how likely is it for ICANN to use the term 

Maxim used, to [bork] the IANA entry?  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Well, okay. So, I’ll turn this around the other way and frame it this way 

instead. It’s a fairly low-risk thing, but I look at it from the point of view 

of a service provider where I’m providing services to a lot of other 

people, part of the problem here is, when this does occur, it’s a fairly 

dramatic issue because, from ICANN’s point of view, they go to the 

registry operator to tell them that there was an issue, when in fact there 

wasn’t. And that’s just because of how well the relationships work out. 

They don’t have a relationship with a registry service provider in this 

context.  

 So, then it becomes an issue of, as a service provider, you’ve got to 

convince your customer, no, there really wasn’t something here. ICANN 

is out of line. And you’ve got to go through all of that and deal with 

those issues.  

 I mean, I’d rather have a very predictable stated process for this so that 

it’s very clear that, when something breaks, you can clearly see where 

the point of the break was and then you can clearly point a finger at it. 

And the problem is, right now, it’s just very ambiguous and that 

concerns me a lot. Outside of this forum, I’ve been pushing on this a lot 

and we’re just waiting for ICANN to come around and want to solve it 

with us.  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  Okay. Low risk but … Okay. So, we’ll try some language that I’ll call sort 

of a force majeure plus—basically, anything outside the controls. Then 

we can use that as an illustrative example, the IANA [borking]. Come up 

with better words. But then let’s see how that works. Sorry, Maxim, you 

have your hand raised. Maxim, go ahead.  

 

MAXIM ALZOBA:  I think we cannot speak about all third parties because they will not 

allow that. Currently, we are responsible for our power companies, our 

ISPs, our data center providers, etc. And it’s part of our [inaudible] and 

it’s understandable.  

 What I suggest, we have [inaudible]—please add legal text later—

effectively saying that iteration of SLAs caused by malfunction or not 

functioning services of IANA, ICANN doesn’t count. Something like that.  

 So, if they do something and it [iterates] our SLAs, then it doesn’t count, 

because formally they can [DDoS] us currently and we will be 

responsible for that.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks, Maxim. I think we ask for broad, and a fall back is, as you said, 

certainly anything caused by ICANN itself, which would have the impact 

of essentially causing downtime would certainly not be our 

responsibility. So, let’s start broad, and if they narrow it down, they 

narrow it down to ICANN. I agree.  

 All right. Let’s now move on. I think we’re ready to move on to the 

searchability, which is highlighted in the document. This is something 
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that I think we’re all on the same page for a variety of reasons, so I’m 

not sure we need to discuss it, other than to cross it out, show ICANN 

that this is not something we’re going to agree to at this point. Does 

anybody disagree on that? There’s a whole lot of reasons why that are 

in the notes but it all boils down to the same thing.  

 Okay, it seems like you guys spent a lot of time on that the last call and 

all good reasons. Jim, go ahead.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yeah. I just want to call out the one comment there which has my name 

on it, mostly because we did spend a fair amount of time talking about 

it and wanted to make sure that you caught up with that, and if we had 

any questions about it here. It’s really the second bullet item. 

 We wanted the door to be left open. We’re not willing to agree to any 

kind of searchability up front, but we also don’t want to be hamstrung 

from the ability to add it or grow into it, evolve into it. As soon as that 

becomes an option, it becomes something that’s important to do. I 

mean, there are two dimensions from which it might come from. One of 

course is a technical spec that comes around and makes it possible, so 

we all want to add that and get back to it if that’s  right. It’s also possible 

that the SSAD system itself will want to have that feature available in 

some cases and in some places. Or some future evolution of the [EDP] 

work might have something to say about searchability and we just don’t 

want to be restricted from that when opportunity presents itself. 

 So, I just wanted to make sure that you caught that, offer up to anyone 

else who might want to comment or add anything from our discussion 
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last week, and we just have to find the right words to capture those two 

thoughts. Not now, but [optionally] later if we want to do it. Thanks.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Thanks, Jim. So, you’re saying in case we want to do it and now go 

through an [inaudible] because that would be [inaudible]. Yeah. 

Here’s what we know about ICANN. ICANN loves to do conditional kind 

of stuff. So, even if they agree on the no searchability, the second we 

put that it’s an optional. What they’re going to try to do then is to find 

contractual parameters around saying, “Well, yes, the service might be 

optional, but if you implement it, this is what you have to do.”  

 I’m okay and we’ll leave it as is or put some optional language in, but 

just having 20-something years of experience in negotiating with ICANN, 

they love the conditional, “Okay, even if we make it optional, fine.” But 

the second you choose to do it, you have to follow all of these 

parameters. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Okay. I take your point. We’ll just have to manage that, I guess. So, 

thank you for that.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yep. Okay. But, yes, thanks for bringing it up. I did catch up but I didn’t 

say it during this call. Thanks.  
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 So, for the SLA matrix, what we did here is keeping WHOIS separate 

from RDAP to make it clear that the WHOIS service was the or is the 

legacy services, the RDDS services, and RDAP is the new service. Yeah. 

There’s a note in here about no Web-based UI which of course we’ll 

hear about that from ICANN.  

 Help me understand. There’s a note in here that says, “Should be [reach 

out].” Sorry, I know what this is because, Jim, you say it a lot. “Should be 

retraining users to operate in a centralized mode rather than going to 

individual operator.”  

 And the amounts here that we have are the ones that were agreed 

upon in the original February last year draft. So we’re going to stick with 

that because I think that’s what we discussed. We crossed out the 

language that they had which said there’s a goal of 2,000 milliseconds 

or two seconds. We crossed that out because that’s not something that 

belongs in a contract.  

 Hey, Rick. Thanks for joining us.  

 So, I think there’s just more notes on why the five milliseconds. I think 

we’re there … There’s a note in here that says … Oh, okay. So, the last 

note on here is the authenticated query issue that we were talking 

about at the beginning.  

 Rick, just because you’re joining now, what I think the biggest thing we 

can do—the main thing we can do legally—on the authenticated query 

issue is tightly define the RDAP service when we do define it, right? 

Because we still need that definition. We tightly define it, for the 

purposes of the contract, as not including authenticated queries and we 
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are explicit about that. And I think everything else will flow from there. 

So, tightly defining the service as one that [inaudible] include the 

authenticated queries is probably the best way to handle that, I think. 

Okay. Let me just see the comments. Sorry, I should be …  

 All right. So, then if we go to the registrar side … So, to the extent that 

there are similar changes from the registry side, we’ll make sure that 

those are consistent. I think the biggest issue, of course, that we as 

registrars have—or maybe it’s not the biggest but certainly a big issue 

is--accepting the whole notion of every registrar running its own 

instance of RDAP, even for thick registries which they’re not used to.  

 I think the registrars eventually will come around for that. They are not 

happy about it but we’ll certainly … I think most of them realize why this 

is being asked for. But we’re not quite over the hump yet but I’m 

hopeful that we will get over the hump. But, also, when we do, make it 

clear that none of this retroactively applies to the legacy WHOIS 

services. 

 So, the fact that a registrar is agreeing to operate its own instance of the 

RDAP service does not automatically mean that they would agree to run 

their own instance of the legacy WHOIS service, either Web-based or 

non-Web-based for as long as we have to keep both of them up and 

running. So, I hope that makes sense.  

 Then there’s a whole bunch of discussion on the last call. There may be 

some policy issues with that, mostly on privacy. But my guess is that’s 

being taken up under the EPDP and associated processes. So, we’re not 

working on policy here, just on the technology.  
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 And registrars, there’s a note as well that the registrars, in their existing 

SLA, in the chart have 4000 milliseconds for the query [RTT]. So even if 

ICANN does the argument of we have to go back to … Even if they want 

us to go to 2000 milliseconds, the registrars still have an argument as to 

why the lowest it could drop would be to four seconds because that was 

what was previously negotiated.  

 There’s some discussion going on within the registrars at this point 

about—and I think Jothan brought this up. I don’t fully understand the 

technology as to what this would or the implications of this, but Jothan 

is—and I think he said it on the last call here, about agreeing to host one 

link to an RDAP client when we get into the discussion about the user 

lookup, I guess.  

 A whole bunch of discussion about privacy on the last call and SSAD. But 

am I correct in reading that more as EPDP issues than our issue or is 

there something we have to do as a result of that? There was discussion 

on forum shopping and there was discussion on … Again, I think 

authenticated queries. 

 Jim, could I ask is there anything that we need to do? Because there’s a 

lot of discussion on it.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  I don’t think so, because as you’re saying, this was all part of our coming 

to the conclusion that our focus here is on queries for public data and 

responses of those. So, that’s what’s meant by public query is query for 

public data. And yeah, we had a variety of discussions around all of that. 
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But I don’t believe … My recollection is there’s nothing else in there, 

except that was  the conclusion that we came to in all of that.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Okay, good. That was my impression from reading the notes as well. 

Good. Other than that, if we scroll down a little bit, I think we just need 

to make sure that the changes we talked about in the registries apply to 

the registrars which I think is the case, but I don’t think there’s any 

other issues other than the big ones of … I mean, the main ones we 

know. The searchability, that’s a big issue for them. The client issue, 

which I think we all know our position on the user interface which is 

we’ll agree to point to a link.  

 There was one question I had. Karla sent the response today. I think it 

was more to the RDAP Working Group, the technical working group, but 

the question I had was is that the link that they want all of us to put in 

as the educational materials or is that something different? It was this 

morning—or my time this morning—that Karla sent around a note. Rick, 

please, go ahead.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  That was the … I’m pretty sure that was the WHOIS accuracy link that 

was a discussion that we’re having in the RDAP Working Group. I don’t 

think it was the educational materials.  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  Okay, thanks, Rick. I saw it briefly come in but didn’t … I saw there was a 

link in there. Okay, cool. So, it’s to that. All right. Other than that, I’m 

not sure …  

 Let me throw it out to the group. With the couple things that we talked 

about during this call, if Rick, Jim, and I could just make some changes, 

and of course everyone can look at it—but I think it’s almost ready to 

send to the stakeholder groups. Rick and Jim, do you think that’s the 

case?  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Let me just ask, Jeff, too, now that we have Rick here, if you want to 

come back around to this question of the base URL question that we 

briefly brought up before, let Rick give his point of view about that and 

see if we want to think about whether there’s something to put here 

and where we might put it. So, maybe we can take some time for that 

discussion, too, under any other business.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, sure. I think you’re talking about … Rick, we had a discussion 

before you joined about what if IANA, to use Maxim’s term, [borks] the 

URL and that’s the reason why the service seems to be unavailable or it 

seems to be an outage, but obviously it’s not registry or registrar’s fault.  

 And I was kind of thinking back to our old days, Rick, when we worked 

together and had SLA language that very routinely said that when the 

fault of the … When the underlying fault of the outage is not 

attributable the action or inaction of the, in this case, the registry or 
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registrar, then that is almost the force majeure plus kind of clauses that 

we had in our agreements which said that essentially that wouldn’t 

count towards outage time.  

 In other words, if it’s the fault of a third party, it doesn’t count as outage 

time. So, from a contractual standpoint, that would be what would get 

us around the whole if ICANN causes the outage as opposed to us being 

liable for that.  

 Now, Maxim rightly thinks that ICANN may think that’s too broad, but in 

that case, we would just narrow it down to, well, if ICANN is the cause 

or IANA is the cause of the outage, then obviously that’s not something 

that the contracted party should be held responsible for—ICANN or 

IANA. Rick, go ahead, please.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sure. I don’t quite understand off the top of my head how IANA could 

be responsible for one of our RDAP servers being down. Either the 

registry operator’s RDAP server is up or it’s not, and whether or not 

IANA is there seems like it’s … I’m not understanding the causal 

relationship there. So maybe someone can … I understand the 

bootstrap file, but how is the bootstrap file being missing causing, we’ll 

just say Verisign since I represent Verisign. How is that causing my RDAP 

service to be down? Whether or not IANA is down, Verisign would plan 

to keep its RDAP servers up or not. Same with the registrars, right?  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Jim, you want to go ahead?  
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JIM GALVIN:  I don’t want to put words in his mouth here, but I think the point that 

Maxim was saying—and I’ll translate it this way, Rick. The issue here is 

about what Compliance does with that data, right? I mean, it’s not that 

the server is down, but they’ll think it’s down because, if the URL is 

[borked] in some way in the bootstrap file, and that’s what they’re 

working with, then that’s the appearance as far as they’re concerned.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Oh. So, the URL that they get, they’re checking is … So, in other words 

let’s say, hypothetically, that instead of RDAP.verisign.com, they get 

RDAP.vversign.com. Someone fat fingers the second-level domain. 

That’s sort of what you’re contemplating? Because they go and they 

look there and they say, oh, vverisign.com is down, so therefore you 

guys are down.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Right. Or the issue that I often press on you about, which is the 

distinction between what one puts in via NSp into MOSAPI versus what 

IANA knows. So, part of the question here is what is Compliance using 

for their testing versus the synchronization of those two different 

databases? 

 It might not even be a fat finger. It’s just that you’re waiting for those 

things to become synchronized, right?  
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RICK WILHELM:  Right. But the issue of them … But that’s also during a transition which 

should be a well-known concept because they’ve gotten alerted to the 

transition.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yeah. Well, you and I have said this before to each other. Them acting in 

good faith and us acting in good faith is all very well and good. It still 

doesn’t look good. And getting them to actually state in a predictable 

way what is supposed to happen as opposed to leaving it ambiguous 

and us suffering the consequences of that is really my concern here.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Right. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Rick, just put another way, I don’t think he’d be against having language 

that basically says that any fault of third party, especially ICANN in the 

failure of the service, would not be held against the …. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. I wouldn’t be against such language, if we can get it to where it’s 

not overly multi-paragraphy, if that’s a word. Sorry to the 

transcriptionist.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, let’s see how they transcribe that one. 
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RICK WILHELM:  But yeah, if it can be sufficiently terse. How about that? Sufficiently 

compact.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Rick, I am significantly terse and compact.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Golf clap. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  All right. Anyway, I think that’s it. I’m not sure. Do we need to go over 

anything else?  

 All right, I’m not seeing … So, Donna, I think the plan, just to restate it---I 

don’t know If Graeme is on here or not? No.  

 So, what we’ll do is, in the next … Rick, I’ll [inaudible] Jim to finalizing it 

by Friday so we can send it to the stakeholder group. I’m using 

“finalized” in air brackets or air quotes or whatever. Obviously, our 

stakeholder groups have to see it. But final to send to the stakeholder 

group by close of business Friday?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. Just for clarity—sorry—what do we need to work down yet?  

 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment Discussion-Mar24                                       EN 

 

Page 27 of 28 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Say it again?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  What do we need to finish, to wrap-up before it can go?  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Oh, just a couple of points from today’s call, notes to put in. So, not 

much, basically.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Let’s just all be comfortable as a small group that we’ll keep reviewing it 

until Friday close of business and then the plan is to send it to the 

stakeholder groups and then we’ll let Donna and Graeme dictate the 

next steps as to when we’re ready for ICANN. Does that sound like a 

plan? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sounds good.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  All right. Well, thanks, everyone. We did that in less than an hour, so 

that’s great. All right. Everyone stay safe and we’ll talk at some point 

soon.  
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UNIDENTIFIED MALE:  Thanks, everyone.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jeff.  

 

SUE SCHULER:  You can stop the recording.  

 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


