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DONNA AUSTIN: Welcome, everybody, to the call.  

Welcome, Karla and Russ. Good to have you back. Hopefully, 

everybody has had an opportunity to read the e-mail you sent us 

yesterday, Karla. I think, as I said in the e-mail to you, we’re 

largely going to be in listening/clarification mode. So I think I’ll just 

hand it over to you. If you can take us through your agenda. But I 

do want to make sure that we have time at the end to discuss the 

data differences of opinion coming out of our last meeting. I think 

you quoted a 26 million figure, and we had some back and forth 

on the e-mail about where that figure came from. We’re still not on 

the same page, so I think it would helpful if we could have a 

conversation around that once we get through your e-mail. Is that 

okay, Karla? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: That sounds great. Thanks, Donna. Happy to do that. I don’t want 

to start with that. When we get to searchability, I think we’ll get to 

that point. I do you have new information that I can share with you 

so that we can go through that and clear that up. But I don’t want 

us to get off the track and just get into the numbers of piece. I’d 

really like to focus on some meaty issues prior to getting into that 

discussion, if that’s okay with the group. It sounds like it is. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah, I agree. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Great. Thank you. Something I don’t think that we actually did the 

last time is to just establish the quorum, which it sounds like we’ve 

got. I did want to welcome Ashley to the conversation. I think this 

is your first time being a part of this overall discussion. If I’m 

wrong, I apologize. But welcome regardless. 

 I did send over, as a part of the response—it is your first. Good. 

Well, then welcome. If, at any point you have questions, just give 

us a shout-out if something isn’t making any sense. So I did send 

over a response. Thank you for the very thoughtful information 

and feedback that you had given us. It did take us a bit of time, 

especially with ICANN68 in the middle of that to come together 

and coalesce our thinking around some of these points.  

I think, as we were reviewing that, one of the things that we 

recognized is that we had talked about a couple of things in 

previous conversations that I’d like to circle back again to, and 

that’s specifically around the RDAP profile. Then something you 

had called out in your e-mail/in your response was around the 

retirement of WHOIS and just the question as far as that ICANN 

would provide a date. As far as retiring WHOIS services 

obligations, it may help to coalesce some thinking around some of 

the items that we’d been talking about for the contracted parties to 

focus in on some dates to close out some things.  

So that’s why I thought about laying out the agenda the way that I 

did: we could first talk about the retirement of WHOIS service 

obligations and have a discussion, not really just an overview from 

what it is that I sent out to everybody but more of a conversation 

with this group as far as the criteria of what that looks like, then go 

into a deeper discussion regarding the RDAP profile. I know that 
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we had talked about where we put the RDAP profile, but, in 

consideration of how the profile will likely be changed over time, 

we’ll try to get a little bit more granular in terms of the process for 

how the RDAP profile is changed [with] the conditions as far as 

what we think would be the triggers to change the profile, how 

that’s changed, and what that looks like. I think it would be good to 

have a conversation around that. A response to the feedback that 

you had given us on SLRs—we’ve provided some input regarding 

that. We can talk about it and go into the searchability and the 

numbers and try to clear up the questions around data that we 

had gone back and forth with e-mail and talk about emergency 

transition triggers. Then I think, now that we are in mid-July, we’re 

all anxious try to figure out what it’s going to take in terms of 

timing to start finalizing some of these conversations and making 

some decisions and thinking about the overall timeline in terms of 

when we might have some amendments to put in place and being 

realistic about summer PTO schedules and everything else and 

thinking about when the next best opportunity for us to meet is. 

With all of that in mind, unless anyone has any other comments or 

input as far as the agenda, I suggest we move on. 

I don’t see any hands or any comments raised. All right.  

So let’s talk about the criteria to retire WHOIS service obligations. 

One of the things that we’ve tried to stress upon as far as our 

position with this is we really are trying to be the advocate for 

everyone who is using WHOIS services. As we think about the 

retirement of those WHOIS services and the obligation to the 

contracted parties relative to WHOIS services, what does that look 

like? I think that we’ve been so focused on what the reality of 
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RDAP will be and how the contracted parties are managing to 

RDAP. What is the landscape of WHOIS and the transition for the 

consumers of WHOIS to effectively be comfortable with RDAP 

and that we are in a position to remove the obligations of the 

contracted parties for those WHOIS services? 

One of the things that we had communicated in the past is that 

we’re [heading] more on the idea of having WHOIS out there at 

least long enough so that folks that are consuming this WHOIS 

information outside of just our circle of very aware groups of how 

we use this information today—I’m thinking this is an example of 

law enforcement—are ready for that transition. One of the 

concepts there—really not a concept but what we would like to 

see—is that, once we define the date for the end of the ramp-up 

period from WHOIS to RDAP and that ramp-up period is over, that 

starts the clock. We would have 18 months from the conclusion of 

the RDAP ramp-up period before WHOIS services or the 

obligations for WHOIS services is retired.  

So that’s our perspective on this. I’d like to understand from this 

group especially to start the conversation in asking the question 

of, what does it look like—what are the criteria—for the contracted 

parties to feel comfortable to have WHOIS retire? 

Rubens, I see your hand is up. 

 

RUBENS KUHL: Hi, Karla. Good morning or good afternoon. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Hi. 

 

RUBENS KUHL: There are two things I’d like to comment on on this. [Provided 

ICANN allows], there is nothing preventing contracted parties to 

keep WHOIS services up as long as it’s [all right] by contract. So 

one thing is having requirements [inaudible] a requirement, and 

the other thing is providing or not [inaudible] would be a different 

decision. 

 The other is that there’s also nothing preventing someone, 

including ICANN itself, from providing a WHOIS proxy to RDAP. 

So ICANN could lease the IANA services—something like a proxy 

WHOIS/ICANN Org or something like that—and that [inaudible] 

registries RDAP server for that same information. 

 So there is more than one way of doing this transition. I don’t think 

ICANN should put all onus on it on contracted parties. Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks, Rubens. Anyone else have any thoughts on that? 

 Hey, Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Karla. Just a question. Sorry if I’m being forgetful. You’d 

said that it’s 180 days from the end of the ramp-up period that’s 

the proposal. I’ve forgotten: what is the definition of the end of the 

ramp-up period? 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Good question. If I said 180 days, that’s definitely not what we had 

proposed. I believe it was the contracted parties negotiation team 

that suggested 180 days post-end of the RDAP ramp-up period. 

We’re suggesting 18 months past the end of the RDAP— 

 

RICK WILHELM: I’m sorry. You said 18 months after the end of the ramp-up period, 

but then I was asking, what defines the end of the ramp-up 

period? That was my question. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay, good. All right. Thanks. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Just to understand what that means in terms of total time on the 

clock. That’s what I’m trying to better understand with the 

proposal. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: This is Jeff. I think I’ll jump in because I think I was the one who 

proposed it way back when. Rick, the ramp-up period is 180 days 

from the amendment-effective date. So, when we said 180 days 

on top of that, we were thinking a year’s worth of time—so about 

360 days from the amendment-effective date until the phase-out 

of WHOIS is completed. Karla is now in the draft saying 18 

months, so that’s really 24 months/two years after the 

amendment-effective date. Yes, two years. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: But Rubens is saying 30 months. I think it still would be six months 

for the ramp-period to end and then another 18 months. So it’s 

two years. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. I’ve played around with the schedule a little bit. You guys 

have seen that workflow map that I’ve done in the past. If we were 

to get the amendments following the public comment period, 

voting period, etc., and we were able to get the amendments to 

the Board at ICANN71, which is June of ’21, we’re looking at mid-

’22. Again, I don’t want to focus necessarily on the dates itself. I 

think it’s easy or you should be mindful of the timespan that we’re 

looking at. But I think that what we really should be thinking about 

is, where should we be from making the WHOIS services or the 

information that’s available through WHOIS services when … 

What criteria should we be meeting in order for that to be a good 

place to retire WHOIS? 

 By the way, as we have these conversations, I know that the 180 

days, as far as the ramp-up period is concerned … We’ve got 

some elements that we talked about before, one of which is the 

searchability and the timeframe to put that together. I’m just using 

that as an example. But we’re flexible on the ramp-up period. I 

think the core thing for us to try to figure out how we get to 
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agreement on these elements in order to get the amendments in 

place. 

 Jeff? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks. We have not had a chance to discuss objective criteria 

that could be used to measure the final date where the transition 

could be complete, but we appreciate the fact, I think, that, in the 

last few documents, you had more subjective-type assessments. I 

think the movement to objective is the right direction, whether it’s 

an objective date or other objective criteria. So I think we should 

take that question back and see what kind of objective criteria we 

can come up with. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Great. Thanks, Jeff. I appreciate that. I know that it’s been a while 

since we’ve gone back to our actions and the decision log that we 

had been working on for a while. Sue, I know that you’re in that 

right now. I can see it. At some point, I think we can add in there if 

the contracted party team could take that back as an action prior 

to our next call. We’d be willing, obviously, to do that as well so 

that we can come together to see where we’re matching up or 

where we’re not aligned so that we can have that conversation 

and where it makes sense for everyone and what are the 

[inaudible] the important points that we need to be thinking about 

in terms of retiring WHOIS rather than just having an arbitrary 

date. 
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 With that in mind, unless anyone else has any thoughts on this 

point, I hesitate trying to start putting together some of that 

thinking now. I think it would be worthwhile for you guys to have 

the opportunity to discuss that amongst yourselves and we could 

talk about that more in our next conversation. So, if we don’t other 

points to talk about on that one, we can move to the RDAP profile. 

 Okay. With the RDAP profile—just a summation of the information 

from the e-mail yesterday—as I was looking through the 

comparison of what we had provided as far as our summary to 

how we thought [of] the most relevant points regarding the 

amendments and what we need to be thinking about for the RA 

and RAA and then synching that up with the points that the 

contracted party team had come back with as a part of your term 

sheet, it seemed to me that we had really coalesced around this 

concept of the triggers for when the RDAP profile would be 

changed. That was to comply with consensus policy or temporary 

policies, specifications, or through a contract amendment.  We 

talked about where the link, as part of the amendments, would live 

for the RDAP profile. I know that there was hesitation from the 

contracted party side of the house to feel comfortable with having 

that on the ICANN Org website in case there were things changed 

or something along those lines. 

 One of the things that we would like to suggest to this group is 

working together to define a process so that it can be very 

transparent and publicized to the community in terms of the 

process by which a profile could and should be updated when 

there is a need for that change to happen. Right now, we’ve got 

the RDAP Working Group that is led in a fantastic fashion by Rick 
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Wilhelm. I know that there’s a lot of work and details that are going 

on with that group to understand what updates need to happen or 

be considered for the profile. I think one of the things that we’d like 

to understand from this group is, how do we define the process to 

update the profile when the conditions are met?  

 One of the things, just to throw it out there for discussion 

purposes, is, if we were to have a dedicated place for the link to 

get to the RDAP profile, which we do currently have on 

ICANN.org—we have it outlined in terms of the conditions that 

require a change, the process by which a change to the profile 

would happen—and then have the updated profile or links to the 

profile on that page, then that’s something that’d be clear to 

everyone. It’d be something that everyone would have access to 

in order to understand what’s going on. 

 Let me stop there for a second and let me see if we’re in 

alignment in terms of what you think about that we’ve defined 

these conditions but we don’t really the process defined. 

 Yeah, Donna? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Karla. I just want to clarify that I understood correctly 

what you’re saying. When you say “process,” you’re talking about 

the process by which we swap out the documents that are posted 

on the website? Is that what you’re talking about? 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Actually, a little bit more than that. What I’m referring to is that, if, 

following a consensus policy where the consensus policy is saying 

that the RDAP profile needs to be updated for whatever reason 

and the technical teams, which are right now a part of the RDAP 

Working Group, would take a look at the consensus policies and 

take that information and say, “Okay, what’s the delta between 

what the RDAP profile has today versus what the consensus 

policy is saying that we have to have?”—and we need to update it 

for that purposes—then the profile itself—the technical 

documentation—would need to be updated. So this would be the 

process by which we would have the profile updated. Does that 

help clarify? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah, it does a little bit. At the moment, consensus policy is 

developed through the GNSO, adopted by the Board, and then 

implemented through an IRT, so, in my mind, that’s what I thought 

you meant by “process.” So I’m not sure … I guess this gets a little 

bit tricky because it’s the IRT that decides how to implement the 

consensus policy. If there is a recommended change to the RDAP 

profile, then it’s the IRT that would have to sort out that process. 

So I just put that out there. How do you see that there would be a 

difference between … Are you suggesting that there’s some other 

step other than IRT? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: No, I’m not. Russ, did you want to jump in here? 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. Thanks, Karla. Donna, I think you’re right. I think that’s our 

thinking as well. I guess the part we’re talking about is, do IRTs 

always have the technical capability to review a profile? Are we 

going to maintain some other group that can help evaluate the 

profiles [and make …] ? I think that’s the [base] Karla is talking 

about. So maybe it’s, where does the group that Rick is currently 

leading fit in? Or can that disband and be ICANN’s responsibility 

as we build IRTs to staff those accordingly? Certainly, ICANN will 

have the resources to help define profiles and share them with the 

IRT and make sure we’re aligned. I think that’s the conversation 

we might be having. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Rick, you want to jump in? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sure. Thanks. The way this has been conceptualized is that the 

IRT would be implementing the policy and then providing 

whatever changes are needed that would ripple into and cause 

changes in technical standards and specifications. For example, 

right now, in EPDP Phase 1, there’s going to be changes, let’s just 

hypothesize, that could be required to EPP and/or changes to the 

RDAP profile because the changes that might be required out of 

EPDP Phase 1 are of insufficient volume or intensity to require 

changes to the RDAP RFCs, but they could require changes to 

the RDAP ICANN gTLD RDAP profile.  

So, while the implementation documents get published by the IRT, 

that work would get handed over to the RDAP Working Group. 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment-Jul14                               EN 

 

Page 13 of 42 

 

The RDAP Working Group would take those decisions that come 

out of the IRT and translate those into documentation changes 

that are consistent with the existing version of the RDAP profile, 

as well as taking into account everything else that’s going on with 

the RDAP profile, and make those changes in the context of doing 

RDAP, just like there’s other work that might be going on in and 

around IGF Regex that could be done to the EPP standards. So 

that would be taking place outside of the IRT because it’s work of 

a technical specification, not the province of what an IRT normally 

does. 

My thought is that changes to those documents, which would be 

having to follow the direction led and set by the IRT would be in 

keeping in that, but it would be done independent of the IRT and 

done by the RDAP Working Group, which is composed of 

technical experts and implementers and such—people that 

actually work on the code, if you will. Thanks. 

 

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

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. I’m not sure we need to spend a lot of time on this issue 

because I think, as Rick was saying towards the end of his 

comments, this is no different than, let’s say, a consensus policy 

on the add grace period, changing certain things for EPP, or the 

transfer policies when they make those changes. Then, later on in 

the technical standard, someone will usually file an informational 
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RFC or some kind of RFC to document those from the technical 

community. 

 But, at the end of the day, I think we need to just be able to rely on 

IRTs to do the issue spotting. We don’t expect IRTs to implement 

everything. We expect IRTs to issue-spot and delegate to the 

appropriate places where those things need to be implemented. 

So I’m not sure we need to spend a lot of time on this, other than 

just to say that this would be handled just like any other case 

where there’s a consensus policy that has an impact in other 

areas. I’m not sure we need to actually develop anything new. I 

guess that’s what I’m saying. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks, Jeff. Back to Russ. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Rick, and thanks, Jeff. I think there’s a lot of good in what 

you both said. I think we agree that the RDAP profile is probably a 

more technical document than typically what IRTs handle. 

 The couple things that strike me as the point of confusion is how 

do we ensure that each iteration of that profile then … What is the 

right language to have both in the contract and in policies such 

that each iteration of that profile, as it changes to keep up with 

policy, continues to be binding? I’ll explain why I have concerns: 

because, as we went through the first profile iterations, coming off 

the temp spec, I think ICANN got a lot of pushback from the 

contracted parties that the profile developed by the working group 

couldn’t be considered binding. And I understand there’s tons of 
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irregularities between temp spec and true consensus policy, but 

I’m just trying to future-proof that we have a clean handoff, if we 

want a handoff, between IRT and a separate working group. What 

is that clean handoff such that we’re not doing an amendment to 

the contract each and every time the consensus policy says the 

profile needs to be updated, another group kicks in, drafts that 

update, and then we have to go put it back through the arduous 

voting process. So I’m just trying to make sure there’s that clean 

definition. I think that’s the process Karla was alluding to if we’re 

going to separate it from an IRT produces as the consensus 

policy. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks, Russ. To clarify, I wasn’t trying to think of a new process 

as well. 

 All right, Donna. You got your hand up? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. Thanks, Karla. We need to take this back and have a 

discussion as a group, obviously, to better understand where we 

sit on this.  

I think Russ, to your point about future-proofing, that might be a 

bridge too far for this group. So we’ll take it back and have a 

discussion around it. On the issue you raised, I understand where 

you’re coming from, but it may just be too difficult and perhaps not 

something appropriate for this group to discuss as part of the 

negotiations. But we’ll come back to you on that, I think. 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Donna. I think it’s really important that we solve this. I’ll 

articulate why, I think (Rick hinted at it): we have a profile today 

that aligns supposedly with actually what’s now consensus policy 

as the interim policy. We all know that EPDP Phase 1 

implementation is coming, but the timeline is equally uncertain on 

that as it is on this amendment. What we heard from the 

contracted parties was a want for version certainty to the profile, 

which we agree with. It needs to be clear—what contracted parties 

are obligated to do—relative to the profile and when.  

So, when I talk about future-proofing, I see, right in front of our 

nose, that transition from the current profile, which, again, is only 

recommended at this time, of which, I think, the likely outcome is 

that this negotiation hardens that requirement to a full requirement 

of that profile. Then, on the heels of that, we need to transition to a 

firm requirement on the EPDP Phase 1 version of the profile. 

Then, on down the  line, other policies often talk about how the 

registration data system should iterate.  

Historically, that’s just been handled within the implementation of 

the policy. People brought up examples of that in the past. AWIP 

is one that comes to mind, where there’s additional information put 

at the bottom of the WHOIS output. That’s the work of the 

implementation and that’s produced at the time the consensus 

policy is announced with an effective date in the future as 

reviewed by the IRT. 

So that’s certainly an option. It just adds more work, as RDAP is a 

more technically complex system that has this thing called a 
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profile, not just a WHOIS output, that we were able to iterate 

before. So I get we need to get alignment on your side. Hopefully, 

I’m not building too much up of this, but I think it’s really important 

that we get certainty on it for the immediate and the downstream 

effects of this. We just wanted to do what the contracted parties 

are all comfortable with as we get from profile to profile. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Russ. I think that was useful context. And you’re right: 

maybe it’s more immediate than I thought. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Great. Good discussion. I’m gleaning from this that the next step 

is for the contracted parties of this group to come together as a 

part of your next conversation about this, mull it over a little bit, 

and come back to the next conversation with maybe some 

thoughts about how we move forward with this. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: I think that’s right, Karla. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks, Donna. Any points as far as the profile before we leave 

this and move on? 

 Okay. The next point is SLRs. I think that probably our feedback 

on this point was not unexpected for the group. I think that one of 

then areas that we have been trying to think about is, where are 

some options potentially for how we can come together to close 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment-Jul14                               EN 

 

Page 18 of 42 

 

this out? We’ve got this binary position on each, where we were 

thinking 2,000, and the negotiating team is thinking of 5,000. 

Given our position on this from the beginning of our conversations, 

there’s a certain expectation with the users out there today: 

technology has advanced, [so] how is that we can build to the 

spec potentially of 2,000 versus 5,000? Or is there another 

number that we could talk about that would get us to a point of 

closure on this? 

 Jeff, you have your hand up? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. I think it’s important to take a step back on this one. We 

see, and you’ve been saying about, what the users expect, and 

we had these discussions back and forth. But we need to think 

about that there’s a difference between what users expect versus 

what’s in a contract. A contract is there to penalize someone for 

not meeting that standard. That is very different than meeting a 

user’s expectation. So we have to start thinking in those terms as 

opposed to “Let’s stick it to the contracted parties to punish them 

for not operating exactly how …” And it’s very subjective—the 

statements that you’re making, that users expect it to be within 

2,000 milliseconds. We can argue all day and night long as to 

what users “expect.” The real thing with the service level is, what 

do you want to punish registries and registrars for if they don’t 

make it. That’s a very different discussion than on what users 

expect.  

 So, from our perspective, we haven’t really heard from you why 

it’s deemed necessary to publish a registry or registrar to say that 
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they’ve breached their obligations at anything lower than what we 

had recommended. That’s the part that I think we need to hear 

from you: not what users expect but why you would want to punish 

and registrars and hold them accountable. That’s the more 

important discussion, I think, that need to take place. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks, Jeff. Well, before I go to–Rubens, go ahead. You chime 

in and then I’ll comment on Jeff’s statement. 

 

RUBENS KUHL: Different thought. Just answer that question. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Oh. Can we hold it then until we go through this one? Is it on 

SLRs specifically? 

 

RUBENS KUHL: It’s on SLRs, but I think it would make it confusing. So just take 

that one. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Thanks. So, Jeff, I understand where you’re coming from. I 

know that you’re speaking on behalf of the negotiating team. I find 

it interesting that you used the word “a form of punishment” four 

times in the statement that you made. I don’t think at any point of 

time we’ve taken the stance that this would be seen as a 

punishment in any way. I understand the point that you’re trying to 
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make in terms of bridging to the point of, “Well, if it’s in the 

contract and we don’t follow to the terms of the contract, then 

there will be consequences to that.” 

 I also understand and agree that there’s a difference between 

expectations in what will likely be there versus what you’re 

contractually obligated to do. I think what we’re looking for is a 

way to bridge that in some way because … I understand that there 

are different technical hurdles that the contracted parties must 

build into the systems in order for [unauthenticated] queries to 

come back/to be returned.  

I guess my question is—this is where I ended when we started 

talking about this subject—isn’t there a way to build to that spec? 

And, if you tied to build to the spec or if you have data—I 

understand there isn’t a lot of data out there yet about this—if, 

within that time period that you were talking about before (before 

WHOIS service obligations are retired), then isn’t there a realistic 

chance that the contracted parties could build towards a faster 

roundtrip time versus five seconds? 

Oh, okay. Rubens, since you still have a different topic—it looks 

like we’ve got hands from Jeff and Donna—do you mind if you 

wait until we come to you or finish up this topic first? 

 

RUBENS KUHL: I think we can go back to Jeff and  then go to Donna. Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Thanks. Go ahead, Jeff. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks. I’m going to bring a parallel situation in on this because I 

think it’s relevant. I was on a committee along with Elaine Pruis, 

Jay Daley, and a couple others, when we were talking about the 

IANA SLAs. I remember having these conversation with Kim 

Davies and others from IANA. It was roles reversed. You had Kim 

saying, “Look, we aim to do higher service than our services 

levels, but in a contract, you should trust the expert that do the 

service for a living.” So Kim had suggested, even though we 

wanted some responses within seconds, “Look, you’ll probably get 

those responses within seconds, but for an SLA, to punish ICANN 

for not meeting instead of the three or four seconds or eight 

seconds it’ll take us to give an automated acknowledgement, give 

us 60 because, at the end of the day, it doesn’t really have an 

impact on end users.”  

I’m going to make the same statement that Kim made to us on the 

IANA. You can check with him on this as well. Again, we’re going 

to do everything we can to meet users’ expectations for the 

service, but at the end of the day, five seconds or 5,000 

milliseconds, doesn’t make any kind of difference to an end user, 

if, for whatever reason, it takes that long to get a response. I think, 

at the end of the day, ICANN should listen to the experts that do 

this service. If what we’re really saying is not drastically different 

than what the SLAs are today—two and five seconds is not 

drastically different (or in the registrar’s case, four or five seconds 

is not drastically different—you probably should leave it to the 

experts to help set the contractual requirement. It’s not like we’re 

saying a minute for the response.  
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So I would ask you to same the leniency that the committee that 

set the SLAs for IANA had in that context. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Got it. Thanks, Jeff. I appreciate that. Donna? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Karla. I agree with how Jeff has provided context on this. 

I think it’s very much on point. But I’m just wondering, how did you 

come up with the 2,000 milliseconds? Basically what you’ve been 

telling us is it’s what users have come to expect, but have you 

done any analysis on what’s going on, what response times would 

be, in RDAP versus WHOIS? Because we’ve had a lot of 

conversations around the that the technology is not the same, and 

we need to take that into account, but it does sound like it falls on 

deaf ears. So on what basis did you decide that 2,000 

milliseconds was reasonable? Because I’m a little bit concerned 

that you want us to push the envelope in terms of development to 

make that, but Jeff has made some really good arguments as to 

why 2,000 or 5,000 has not much difference. But what’s the basis 

of you coming up with that 2,000 milliseconds outside the fact that 

it’s something users have come to expect? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: First of all, I agree with you that data would be king in this regard. I 

would love it if we all had more data in terms of the response with 

RDAP as long as it has been out there. But it’s not an arbitrary 

number that we’re coming up with. It’s something that’s been in 

the contracts, obviously, with WHOIS that’s been out there for 
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decades. There has to be expectations that are set just from the 

basis of how WHOIS has been used today. I understand that 

RDAP is different and we’ve gone through a lot of very valid 

arguments that you’ve had in terms of those extra technology 

layers that the queries must go through in order to come back with 

the response. When we put this out there—when we put the 

amendments out for discussion— and if we are still looking at the 

5,000 milliseconds, I think the community would rightly ask, why is 

it that there’s a difference, and what’s taking up the additional time 

in order for that to happen? We’re all going to have to have a valid 

response, working on behalf of the community in order to make 

sure that we’re providing the best solution possible. I’m sure the 

contracted parties are of the same mindset: why can’t we have 

more of a timeframe that is closer to what has been historically 

represented, especially with RDAP being a better technology? 

 Rubens, you want to go ahead and speak to this or make your 

comment? 

 

RUBENS KUHL: Yes. I can acknowledge that RDAP has reasons to have more 

latency, more roundtrip time, but achieving 2,000 milliseconds is 

actually a restrictive requirements [carries on] today on WHOIS. 

So my question is, what is ICANN willing to offer in the next 

change for a better service? Because that [counts] in real life. If 

you want something better, you need to give more. So what is 

ICANN willing to give on this one? 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: I’m not sure I followed the entire question. So what is it that 

ICANN is willing to offer? 

 

RUBENS KUHL: To offer in its change for a higher level of service because 

imposing 2,000 milliseconds on RDAP is a higher level of service 

than WHOIS. So what is ICANN willing to offer in exchange for the 

higher level of service? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: What do you think would be the right give in that regard? 

 

RUBENS KUHL: One idea could be fee reduction, but that’s up to ICANN. So I’m 

asking what you’re willing to give. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Another suggestion maybe—it’s an interesting question—is, 

what if we were to consider removing the web WHOIS obligation? 

 

RUBENS KUHL: Could be. The idea is that you could offer something that you feel 

comfortable offering, not something out of pressure. I have some 

comments on this. One, no contracted party delays an answer 

more than it needs to get the answer. It would actually be a 

consumption of resources to create a query just to delay answers. 

So all contracted parties answer them as quick as they can. 

Otherwise, they would be overwhelmed managing queries and so 
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forth. The other is that you could look at the current mean and 

average response times for WHOIS and possibly ask us if we 

could look into the mean or average RDAP response times 

because we are talking here about the utmost level of [inaudible]. 

You are not responding at the maximum time. But if you talk about 

user experience, that is more connected to mean or average 

numbers than maximum numbers. So we could look into that, and 

you probably have those numbers from SLA monitoring. Thank 

you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks, Rubens. Yeah, I think we could probably pull those 

numbers. One of the things that I would ask of this group, too, is, 

what is it that you’re seeing in terms of response times with RDAP 

today, and is there any data that’s showing that it may be faster 

than what you had anticipated? 

 

RUBENS KUHL: Measurements need to be from the eye of the beholder. So, if you 

only measure at your installation, you’re not seeing the customer 

experience. So that’s why I’m asking about what is being 

measured by ICANN probes, not by us. We only have the middle 

part. We don’t have the initiation and we don’t have the end of the 

full time period. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Got it. Understood. See, one of the things, I think, to consider, too, 

about all of this—again, I understand that the technology is 

different, but I also understand that RDAP technology in particular 
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is better—that the requirement itself is 95% of the queries 

responded to for the timeframe that we’re speaking of. I think that, 

from Jeff’s point earlier, you’re probably building towards the best 

user experience possible. It could be that the response time is 

actually closer to or below, let’s say, the 5,000 milliseconds. 

Realistically thinking, is it really outside of the realm to consider 

that a number below 5,000 is reasonable and something that 

could be met based on the contractual obligation of the 95% of 

queries? 

 Donna? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Karla, I think this has been a good discussion with some 

interesting ideas, but I don’t think we’re going to get much further 

today. So another action item for us is to have a think about this 

and come back. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Good. Thank you. I appreciate the direction that Rubens is going 

to: let’s think about compromises in the sense of other ways to 

think about this, and where could the negotiating team from the 

contracted parties give? Where is it reasonable for ICANN to 

potentially think about different research into or ways to 

accommodate some things that we could all fall into an agreement 

with? What is it that you would be looking for, in other words, as a 

potential compromise? 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Right. I think the other thing we’re mindful of, too, Karla, is that 

registries and registrars don’t come in one-size-fits-all, so we need 

to be conscious that, while some of us on this call might be 

comfortable in size, resources, or whatever, we’re looking at this 

from the perspective of all registries and registrars. So we need to 

be mindful of that as well. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Perfectly understand, and it’s very reasonable. All right. Thank you 

so much for another good conversation on a sticky point. 

 Let’s move forward to yet another one: searchability. Let’s start 

this part of the  conversation with an understanding as far as we 

came with the numbers and the exchange that we had in the e-

mails. 

 Sue, if you wouldn’t mind maybe—yeah, there we go. I’m going to 

share my screen. Okay. Does everybody see my screen? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yes. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: I can. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay, good. Just making sure. I can’t see any hands raised or 

anything. Let me open up my chat thing again. All right. 
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 So this is something that everybody should be aware as far as the 

monthly reports. That is available on ICANN.org. I want to give 

you a breadcrumb trail as far as how we came to the numbers that 

I had shared. 

 If we go to the monthly report, I’m just going to start with the first 

one. If you look at the transaction reports that are here, when I 

originally pulled the numbers, what I failed to do was I did not go 

back and look at the most publicly available numbers at the time 

and I was pulling what we had most recently. The most publicly 

available at the time when this e-mail exchange stared happening 

was in February. We have since added the March information. So 

it’s from this information that we pulled the transaction data. This 

is, again, available to everybody, so you can go in. I’m not picking 

on anyone in particular; just the first one that’s there. You can see 

probably not the [right one—the twos]—but you’ll get the idea that 

this is—wrong one; of course I did that … You got to be kidding 

me. There we go. With the activity report, you get the queries—

everything that’s in there. This is basically information that we 

were pulling from. 

 I did a data dump with all of this information, and it is from this 

information that I came up with the query totals. For each of these, 

this is basically just the same information—I’ll show from 

February—that is all of the WHOIS queries. Let me get to the top. 

So it’s searchable WHOIS queries, web WHOIS queries, and 

WHOIS Port 43 queries. This is just the data, and it’s totaled in 

terms of what was available. Let me close this out. When you 

come to the totals of what I had provided, this comes up to the 

15,273,773 that I put together for the twelve-month period. 
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 The feedback that was provided was that, with the open data 

platform information that was provided, we did find that there was 

a discrepancy in terms of the totals that were available. Since 

then, the open data platform team had taken down that 

information and they’re fixing it and making sure that the sync-up 

is actually happening to make sure that the totals are correct. 

That’s still being worked on. Still hasn’t been resolved. But that’s 

what was showing the differences in the totals. 

 Now, the other factor that you need to consider—I believe this 

came up as a part of the e-mail conversation—is that there are 

TLDs that probably have a higher count of searchable WHOIS 

queries. It’s somewhat constant in the months that I’ve looked at 

for IDNs, that [top], that pars. So there is some consistency that 

really drive up these numbers, but there’s also other numbers that 

contribute to this. But I would say that there are a majority of those 

that are ten and below. But this is the data that we get from  the 

contracted parties in order to present this. So, if there was a 

discrepancy in the information, I think that’s something that we 

probably need to sync up in terms of what information we’re 

getting in and the integrity of that data. 

 Jeff, you’ve got your hand up? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. I think Jody asked the first question—if we could get a copy 

of the spreadsheet—but you have to look at that and you can see 

some anomalies in there. Even just open the one that you did 

before. You can see that almost all of have 5, 6, 10, or 20. Then 

there’s an anomaly there, like that [Yamuk Soon] has—what is 
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that?—142,000? There’s some real big anomalies in there. I think 

you’d have to question the data that’s in the reports. Maybe it’s 

because it’s not being filtered right. Maybe it’s error of the registry. 

I don’t know. But when you get numbers like, for the web-based 

WHOIS in a given month, 350,000,000 queries,  something is 

wrong. Humanly possible? What you’re basically saying is that 

every registry, if you divided it up equally or even whatever … It’s 

just not right. It can’t possibly be that at the registry level. This is 

the registry level. There’s no human way possible that there’s that 

many searches. Remember, com, net, and org don’t do … Well, 

they might do WHOIS searches on com, net, and org, but then 

they all have to go to the registrars. Something is not right. I think 

you were right in saying that we have to go back to the numbers. 

I’m not sure if it’s mistakes of the registry operator or it’s a filtering 

thing, but there’s just no possible way that you can have in one 

month 382,943,221 web-based WHOIS queries. It’s just not 

physically possible. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Rubens, you’ve got your hand raised? 

 

RUBENS KUHL: Thanks, Karla. Are we discussing the phase out of web WHOIS? 

Because such WHOS is [inaudible] a feature—an optional 

feature—for some registries of web-WHOIS queries, not Port 43. 

So unless we are talking about that we will also phase out web 

WHOIS, there is no need to marry this with RDAP because it will 

still be part of web WHOIS if web WHOIS is also there. So are you 

saying that we will also phase out web WHOIS? 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Just to be clear here, the question is really around searchable 

WHOIS queries. I understand the point could be around the 

integrity of the data, but at the same time, the question is, how 

many searchable WHOIS queries are you getting over a given 

period of time? There are some registries who have searchable 

WHOIS queries in their agreement and some that don’t. The 

answer that we were trying to get to was, is searchable WHOIS 

something that people are using? I think there could be a 

discussion as far as, what data constitutes use? But at the end of 

the day, we’re still seeing that there are searchable WHOIS 

queries. I would say that we shared the data that we have. Again, 

this is information that we get directly from the contracted parties. 

We’re not doing anything different. We’re not segregating or 

changing the data in any way. We’re seeing that there is use. The 

point is not necessarily to get mired down into the details of the 

numbers themselves but to say that searchable WHOIS is there 

today and that there’s an argument to be made to continue 

searchable queries in RDAP. 

 So— 

 

RUBENS KUHL: Karla, the problem is that RDAP is only being used to replace Port 

43 WHOIS. [inaudible] is not done through Port 43 WHOIS, only 

through web WHOIS. So we can look into search WHOIS if we are 

talking about replacing web WHOIS. That’s the point where RDAP 

doesn’t fit because, unless we are talking about phasing out web 

WHOIS, it’s web WHOIS who has a smaller feature in some 
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registries that get search WHOIS, not Port 43. There’s no Port 43 

queries that can be using search WHOIS. Registries are not 

allowed to that. Our agreements forbid us doing that, even for 

registries that provide search WHOIS today. So the discussions 

are misplaced. That’s the problem. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Rubens, just so I’m understanding, is the point you’re 

saying is that registry operators who have searchable WHOIS 

today should continue to have searchable? Or are you saying that 

they shouldn’t? 

 

RUBENS KUHL: I don’t know, but that discussion is not part of Port 43 or RDAP. 

It’s part of the web WHOIS discussion. We can have that web 

WHOIS discussion at any time we want, but search WHOIS is part 

of that discussion, not part of Port 43 or RDAP. It’s about 

continuing or not searchable web WHOIS queries. There is no 

way ICANN made the search WHOIS query to date by a Port 43. 

So, when you talk about a replacement to Port 43, which is RDAP, 

a discussion about search WHOIS doesn’t belong there. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. We understand that the web WHOIS won’t be there, but we 

need to be able to have a way for searchable queries within 

RDAP, understanding that it’s two different things— 

 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment-Jul14                               EN 

 

Page 33 of 42 

 

RUBENS KUHL: No. Karla, we don’t. We don’t have that today. We don’t need to 

have that tomorrow unless there’s a consensus policy mandating. 

It’s not there today. There’s no need to replace anything because 

it’s currently not there. It’s only part of web WHOIS. That simple. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Jeff, is that an old hand or a new hand? 

 Okay. Rick? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Karla. I think that it’s hard to tell for both searchable and 

web WHOIS because these aren’t sorted by volume right now. As 

we’re looking at them, we’re just seeing a view port onto this 

spreadsheet. As Jody said, if we could get the spreadsheet and 

look at it, that would help. 

 Also, I would offer that, sometimes, different registry operators 

monitor their services at different rates. All these queries and all 

these totals for a lot of operators likely include monitoring queries, 

so they may be distorting what we’re coming into and seeing here. 

For example, if there’s a number later on in this in a row down 

here for these searchable WHOIS queries for one of the registries 

that shows a very large number, it may be that that registry 

operator is simply monitoring their work. It doesn’t necessarily 

translate into actual usage.  

So no one, whether it be ICANN or any other viewer of the report, 

should use numbers that appear in these reports and make 

assumptions about what they are and what’s happening behind 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment-Jul14                               EN 

 

Page 34 of 42 

 

those without talking to the registry operator. That’s the main point 

that I’d like to make there. Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks, Rick. I completely understand where you’re coming from 

on this one. That could be the case in what we’re seeing here. 

Basically, we’re just aggregating the data that has been provided 

to us. We can probably dig into this deeper. I would say that I 

don’t want to go down a rabbit hole just based on this part of it. I 

think it’s easy to get off track in terms of looking at the searchable 

WHOIS queries, especially since we see there is some anomalies 

when you’ve got some of these other TLDs that have the searches 

potentially. At least that’s what we’re seeing here with IDNs and 

the [inaudible] I had mentioned before.  

So I’m happy to continue the conversation. I think the thing that 

we really just need to try to get to ultimately is a decision as far as 

how we think about searchability within RDAP. 

Rubens, I’m not forgetting your point, either. 

Russ, did you have your hand up? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: No. We can move on. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. All right. Oh, Jeff, you’ve got your hand up? 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Sorry, it took me a second. I don’t know why [inaudible]. 

What I wrote in chat … The whole reason we’re questioning the 

numbers is because that seems to be the basis for your emphasis 

on searchability and the whole underlying assumption as to why 

you’re taking the position that, if a registry promised searchability 

for legacy WHOIS, it should be automatically applied to the RDAP 

service. What we’re trying to say is that it’s a faulty assumption or 

a faulty premise behind that in that the need for registries to 

implement searchable RDAP is not there. So that’s why we’re 

spending so long on these numbers. But I suppose we’re getting 

to that anyway because that’s probably in one of the next topics 

that you’re going to discuss. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Jeff, just to be clear, though, our premise hasn’t been based on 

the usage of this. We came to this conclusion of having 

searchability as part of these conversations because it is part of 

the temp spec and that it’s something that is[n’t] already an 

obligation, understanding that it’s WHOIS (before anyone chimes 

in) but that, if you’re offering searchability today, then it something 

that should be offered when RDAP is available or with RDAP. So 

the idea of the numbers came in, I think, from the last call or the 

call before when we had started looking at the information and 

saying, “Wow. There does seem to be usage here.” It really meant 

to bolster the point as opposed to hang our hat on it—I’m sorry: 

colloquialism—to make that our primary point. 

 So we will look for a way to share the information with you so you 

can dig into this a little bit more and see another way to approach 

this. Again, I think that, on this point in particular, as with the 
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SLRs, we’re open to discussing this. There has been some good 

discussion in terms of that we suggested that there should be a 

“must,” that, if you’re offering it today, then it’s an absolute. You 

came back and said, after discussing it for some time, the 

suggestion was to offer it as a “may” once the technical standard 

was there for searchability. 

 I think one of the things that we would like to consider is 

understanding that there is some time between now and  when 

the IETF will potentially have a technical standard for searchability 

available, and a consideration would be to have it as a must when 

those technical standards are available, or similar to what we offer 

today, once a technical standard is available, 180 days following 

that the registry would implement the searchability. So when you 

get back together in your next conversation, maybe there’s some 

other ways to think about this to come back to us with a proposal. 

Let’s talk about it. 

 It doesn’t look like we have additional comments or hands raised, 

so I’m going to move on to emergency thresholds because I do 

think it’s important to—I know that we’ve got ten minutes left, and I 

do want to talk about when we can regroup overall … As far as 

emergency threshold triggers, you provided some really good 

input in terms of your perspective in how we were thinking about 

this. I wanted to provide our point of view on why we think it’s 

important to have the WHOIS services obligation continue until 

they are retired. 

 So, just as a quick recap as far as what I provided here, during the 

time period of the RDAP ramp-up period, WHOIS and RDAP 

would be monitored. It’s only if WHOIS reaches the performance 
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threshold that a breach notice would be employed. But, after the 

RDAP ramp-up period, an emergency transition would only be 

triggered if RDAP reaches the downtimes as specified in 2.13 of 

the RA. So, during that time period, if WHOIS were to fall below 

the thresholds, a breach notice would be sent for but it wouldn’t 

trigger the emergency transition. I put in the rationale that our 

position on this is that, if they’re concurrent, then conceivably a 

registry could discontinue WHOIS and there would be no 

consequences. That’s something that we don’t think is the 

direction that we should be taking.  

 So I went quickly through that. Any questions on how we’re 

thinking about this or any comments? 

 Hi, Jeff. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I just want to, if I can restate it just so I understand it, what you’re 

saying is that, if the legacy WHOIS is down but RDAP is up, you 

can’t do the emergency transition. But you’re still saying that you 

should have the ability to issue a letter of breach if the legacy 

services are not up to par. Is that what you’re saying? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Right. If they’re not needing the performance thresholds, then a 

letter of breach would be sent. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Well, it would be  the standard contract process, right? There’s 

usually warnings and all of that kind of stuff. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Right. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: And then, of course, that’s subject to all of the contractual 

provisions regarding a breach notice. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: That’s correct. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: So I think I understand what you’re asking. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Anyone else? 

 Okay. So I would imagine that this is another element that, once 

you have the opportunity to get back together as a negotiation 

team, you’ll mull through and discuss and let us know your 

thoughts on this by the next time that we get together, which is a 

good segue into the next time that we do get together. 

Understanding that there are a lot of things that are going on, 

maybe Donna and/or Ashley, you’ve got some insight in terms of 

this availability of when you’ll be getting back together again on 

this. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Hey, Karla. I guess in my mind I thought that maybe we’d have an 

opportunity to meet later in the week and then come back to you 

on Tuesday. But, as I haven’t done anything to see if anyone is 

available later on in the week, that’s highly unlikely. So I suspect 

that we’ll probably come back to you in two weeks. Is that okay 

with you? 

 Ashley, I don’t know whether you’ve had a chance to talk to your 

folks. 

 

ASHLEY HEINEMAN: No, I haven’t. 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Let me see. I’m just trying to think of … Let me try to find a 

calendar, actually. I believe two weeks—yeah—would be the 28th 

to come back together again? 

 

[DONNA AUSTIN]: Yeah. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Assuming that you get a chance to meet on the 21st. Yeah. I think 

that works. So—oh, Russ, you are on PTO that week. Is that 

right? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: That is right, yeah. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: I want to narrow the scope just to talk profile first, as there’s a bit 

of a dependency given what’s going on in EPDP. And, Rick, I 

know your group is working on stuff. I wonder if maybe that 

conversation could happen a little bit earlier than … And it doesn’t 

have to be a definitive conversation but make progress on that 

conversation maybe a little earlier than August.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Russ, just to clarify, you mean around the process part of updates 

to the RDAP profile? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. Just how we link together policy to contract regarding the 

profile. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: What was Goran’s thing of the bubblegum? Hubble-Hubble-

Bubble Project? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Hubba Bubba [inaudible]. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Was that where we try to work out all the processes and how they 

fit together? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. [inaudible] 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: [inaudible]. Yeah. What happened with that? Who knows? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sorry to break in, but we’re [inaudible]. Russ, there’s no 

dependency on the RDAP Working Group right not because we’ve 

got plenty for the profile work/for the IRT to publish its work. I’m 

just saying there shouldn’t be any implication that there’s a need 

from the RDAP Working Group to get anything process-wise from 

the RDAP profile. 

 Now, how this negotiating team and Org choose to sequence 

things is a different kettle of fish, but there’s not a request or a 

need for what’s going on operationally with the profile as it relates 

to the IRT to get anything like that sorted. So just to make that 

clear from an RDAP Working Group perspective. Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: All right. So maybe the one thing that I would request because 

Russ is on PTO on the 28th is to maybe consider, as you’re 

walking with your teams, if possibly August 4th is an option to 

regroup. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Sure, Karla. I don’t know what people’s schedules are when 

they’re taking summer break or anything like that. So maybe the 

4th of August makes more sense because it will accommodate 

some of our stuff as well. So we’ll come back to you on that. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Sounds good. Thanks for that. All right. 

 Well—Rubens doesn’t get any vacation time. I’m sorry, Rubens. 

Thanks, everyone. Good discussion as usual today. I look forward 

to the next opportunity to get together. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Russ. Thanks, Karla. 

 

 

 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


