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JIM GALVIN: This is the Registry Stakeholder Group DAAR Working Group. I’m Jim 

Galvin, one of your Co-Chairs, with Kristine Dorrain, who’s also out 

there today. It’s Tuesday, the 21st of January. 

 We’re going to continue our work from last week here today. We all had 

some homework. We can see in the sheet here that folks have actually 

been out there and putting some stuff in there, which is good. We got a 

bunch of stuff out there. Although I confess – I know, Kristine, you said 

you were going to go do a lot – I actually wasn’t watching that carefully 

to see if you did it or if we actually got a bunch of folks to do stuff. But, 

either way— 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN: Jim, I did nothing. I’m a failure. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Well, I don’t know about that, but I confess to not doing much myself. 

So we got a lot of homework, people, out here. So this is a good thing. 

 Let me put all of this in a little bit of context here for a moment just to 

remind us where we are and also just to confirm that we’re still on this 

page and on a particular path. We haven’t really tried to call a 

consensus or anything, but we are trying to be productive here. 

 The current proposal that we’re working with at the moment is to move 

towards getting DAAR -- and in particular, to Samaneh – to group all 

TLDs in essentially two categories at the moment. I think we have 
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general agreement that this division is a good one, and that is a division 

between open TLDs and TLDs that are not open. So, if you do anything 

in advance of registration relative to any kind of review that might 

suggest that you might not grant a domain name for someone who asks 

for it, then you’re in the not-open category. We wanted to get that 

division and make that available and try to get that data and put it down 

and get Samaneh to make a slice across the data so we can see what 

that looks like. 

 In addition, for ourselves we are thinking about the idea that we could 

take the non-open TLDs and also group them into a small number of 

groups – essentially registration models. This would be pre-registration 

activities that TLDs might have as part of granting a registrant a domain 

name. We’re looking for a small number of groupings, a small number 

of categories that we might use. 

 Last week, we had actually talked ourselves into four of them. These are 

not necessarily the ones that we’re going to use. They’re at least 

something to start with. We’re going to try them and apply them and 

see if they work and see what we can do with them. Then we might 

adjust these as we go along. Obviously, a next step here along the way 

is, if these groupings – the sub-type groupings … You can see them there 

on the right hand side even on this spreadsheet, although they are also 

in a separate document that we were using last week. But we can just 

edit them here in this one if people want to make changes. We want to 

see what this looks like and see how this breaks out and see what it 

makes the TLDs look like. We can certainly tweak these.  
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We’re hopeful that, once we have these and we have this breakout of 

the names of TLDs, we will be able to ask Samaneh and John again to do 

that slice across the data too and bring that back and let us look at it 

and see what it shows. So they can show relative abuse amounts in TLDs 

broken out into those categories and have that to look at. 

The next step after this would be to look at the open category and see if 

we want to find a way to split out post-registration mitigation activities, 

but we’re focused right now on the pre-registration activities that we 

might embark on and take advantage of. 

That’s where we are. I can see obviously some set of people went in and 

they were putting in their sub-types for TLDs that are there.  

I think an important question here … This is a working session. Ideally, 

we want to try to fill all of this out as best we can. I think there’s a 

principle here that we need to keep in mind. Kristine and I were talking 

about this yesterday. I know it’s a bit of a question that we all are a little 

concerned about. Not all TLDs are represented here on this call. Even 

equally importantly, not all TLDs are represented in the Registry 

Stakeholder Group. So what are we going to do about TLDs for which 

we don’t have someone who’s willing to fill out the chart and do this? 

I want to put a proposal out here for discussion. Hopefully in this 

working session people will agree with this and go forward with this. Or 

let’s talk about what it means. That is that we really should try to fill out 

this chart for all TLDs and try to get what it looks like and get that data 

for all TLDs and do our best.  



RySG DAAR Discussion Group-Jan21                                                   EN 

 

Page 4 of 17 

 

The intent here is that these criteria for subtypes that we have over 

here really should be based on public knowledge. And it should be fairly 

straightforward to understand whether those subtypes apply or not. 

With that in mind, we’re not looking for absolute commitments or 

anything like that. Certainly we’re not saying that anything we put here 

is definitive. It certainly could change, and it could vary with time, 

especially as we change our criteria over here. 

At some point down the road – maybe not too soon, maybe not too far 

into the future – we are going to have to figure out exactly what these 

categories are and come up with a process for how to assign these 

things and how to manage them.  

But, for right now, this really is just a one-off thing. It’s a test case. We 

just want to get some data to look at it so we can decide if this really is a 

good path and see if we’re going to learn something here that we think 

will be useful. Then we will figure out how to make it a more 

deterministic and predictable process and be managed a little more 

carefully. 

So the real question here for all of us is to consider if we are 

comfortable with trying to fill this out. Even for those who are not 

represented here, let’s at least try to put TLDs into a category and mark 

that here so that we have that data available to ourselves. Then we 

have to talk about when we would want to give that to Samaneh in 

order to get some data and see what that looks like. 

Let me just backup and summarize two things here. First, we’re just 

trying to figure out whether you’re open or not. Are you Type 1 or Type 
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2? Then we want to then agree that we can give that off to Samaneh, 

ideally by next week, and have all of that information for all TLDs so that 

she can then do that cut across that data and can bring that back to us. 

In the meantime, we can continue to work on this subtype discussion 

and work through trying to assign these things and reaching out to 

people if we want to or making our best guess for ourselves. Just want 

to assert that I think making our own best guess is probably fine for this 

one-off test scenario that we want to go through. 

I’m not seeing any hands, so I’m believing that most people are okay wit 

that. Anyone want to question or clarify that? 

Martin, you have your hand up. Go ahead, please. 

 

MARTIN SUTTON: Hi, Jim. Thanks for this. I’m just wondering. I love the inclusion of the 

ccTLDs. It’s extracted up straight from the IANA database. Would it be 

possible that we could ask the ccNSO to guide us on the ccTLDs, or can 

we assume that they are all open? Because that would be 250 

(probably) covered in one go as well. So, as we do that and any of the 

large portfolio registry operators, I think that will help whittle it down to 

a manageable checklist of remaining items. Thanks, Jim. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Martin. Very good question. I think something to keep in mind 

is that this really is only going to apply to the ccTLDs. It’ll only apply to 

those who have volunteered to be included in DAAR. So I don’t think 

that we’re going to be able say anything about all of them – only those 
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who have agreed to be there. This TLD list just comes from a complete 

list of TLDs.  

So, with respect to the country codes, I suspect we probably should 

make a path across this and find out from Samaneh and John which 

ccTLDs are actually going to be in their database so that we don’t 

actually include any of the rest of them. 

As far as your comment about what to include, asking the ccNSO, I think 

that, yes, that’s something that we will have to discuss and figure out. 

When it comes time to actually identify a process for managing this, we 

will have to talk about where the data comes from and who gets to put 

it in and how it gets there. I think that would involve the ccNSO at that 

time.  

Right now, we’re just focused on an experiment, on a one-time exercise, 

and my preference and Kristine’s – I talked about this and she agreed to 

this, too – is I’d be interested in folks’ comments on this and what your 

feelings are about it.  

But let’s go forth and try and make our best guess for those that we’re 

going to have here and then see what we get. I don’t want to get too 

bogged down in making this overly formal and involve too many other 

parties because, if we try to do that, we’re just going to delay this whole 

process. So the goal here is just to try and put something together to 

get an experiment and see what it’s going to look like. Then we can have 

a discussion about whether this is even the right thing or not before we 

involve other people in managing the data that we have here. 

With that, Rick, you have your hand up. Go ahead, please. 
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RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Jim. One thing that a previous comment that you made made 

me think of. You talked about guessing on a couple of these. I think that 

it would be probably good for us to add a column in here somewhere 

maybe near Column F to say what the source of the data is because that 

will help in characterizing its accuracy and perhaps even understanding 

where we might go for an update of that data. Thank you. 

 

JIM GALVIN: I think that’s an excellent suggestion, Rick. In fact, I’m putting that 

column in there right now. I think that what we’ll probably do is assume 

the ones are in there were done by an appropriate person. We’ll just 

mark things when it’s us doing it and saying it. We’ll mark those in 

particular so that we can know. We can go back and backfill some of 

these others. Maybe we just put the TLD name in there if we know that 

it came from the TLD or someone close enough to that source and 

probably backfill those. 

 Just thinking about the right way to approach this. I wanted this to be a 

working session here and a working model. So one possibility here is 

that we start at the top and start going down and seeing what we know 

or don’t know and what we want to do and just enter things and look 

for folks to offer something up. The alternative would be to let folks 

again just take this as homework and go back and try and do this. I’m a 

little bit sensitive to going too far with that because we know how these 

things go. This is an experiment and a work in progress. I’m sure folks 
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will get taken over by a day job if we don’t sit down and work through it 

ourselves directly. 

 Donna, you have your hand up. Maybe you have a better suggestion for 

us. Go ahead, please. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jim. I don’t know if we have anyone from Donuts on this call.  

 

JIM GALVIN: [inaudible]. Yeah, I don’t think so. I don’t see anyone. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Right. So I think, to the extent that you and Kristine want to do a reach 

out to maybe Alan Woods and see what engagement you can get from 

Donuts on this effort, it would be helpful because that covers off a 

chunk of TLDs. 

 I think Richard Roberto is from Google. Sorry, Richard, if I’ve got you 

mixed up with somebody else. But, if there’s someone from Google who 

is willing to go through and identify what their TLDs are – obviously, 

we’ve got Kristine from Amazon – they’re the three hefty TLDs in terms 

of portfolios. So I think, if we can cover that off, that might be helpful. 

But the rest of us I think are one or two TLDs between us.  

The other one is Matthias. I’m not sure if you’re involved with the Geo 

TLD Group, but it might be worthwhile reaching out to Nacho as the 

new Chair of the Geo TLD Group and see if he can help out with the 
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geos. I think that might be a better approach than just starting to walk 

through this list of 1,200 TLDs. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thank you for that. Actually, I like that a lot. You’re right. That would get 

us coverage. If we do that, then we’ll have fairly broad coverage. We’ll 

get a lot of them done. Verisign has a fair number of TLDs, too, as do 

we. Afilias, myself, could take some time to fill out this for the TLDs that 

are in our care and put that data down. I’m going to assume that Rick or 

Sam wouldn’t mind doing that on their side. I know that I haven’t done 

it yet on my side for this. That should not leave us too many gaps. I 

guess that’s really what you were going for, Donna. Having identifying 

five or six people here, if we can just get the five or six people reigned in 

and get ourselves to fill out our TLDs, we’d be in pretty good shape. 

There wouldn’t be too many left. Maybe that would be easier to deal 

with. Then we can see where we are. Those of us who are here can just 

talk about the ones that are left and see if we can’t make an assessment 

on what group to put them in. 

 Donna, do you want to speak to that idea, or should I go to Richard? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Sorry. Go to Richard. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Go ahead, Richard. You have your hand up. 
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RICHARD ROBERTO: Sorry. I’m just trying to figure out what exactly it is that we were being 

asked here. I think we were just filling out Columns E and F, which 

Google did do over the weekend. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Apologies, Richard. If you had actually already done that, then that’s 

great. I wasn’t taking a careful accounting in looking to the spreadsheet. 

I took Donna’s point to be about identifying half a dozen key people 

who cover a majority of them. She was just identifying that as a way: 

“Let’s do some outreach to those key people.”  

So thank you. If you’ve already done yours, you’re ahead of the game. 

So there’s no more homework for you. So thank you for that. I 

appreciate it. I think you might be one of the only ones who did a great 

deal of all of the ones that you have. 

I think part of what Donna was suggesting, too, is that that’s much more 

efficient. Then, rather than sitting here on this call right now today, let’s 

focus on these half a dozen people that we’ve talked about here. 

Kristine and I can do that –  take the action to do some outreach to 

these groups of people – and see if we can’t get them to fill our for their 

TLDs. Then we’ll see where we are. I think, if we do that, then that 

suggests that, next week, we will again have a meeting with just 

ourselves so that we can review the spreadsheet and hopefully have 

very few gaps left. Kristine and I can try to manage this as we go over 

the next couple of days and keep pressing on people and see if can’t get 

this down to a small number. Then we can have another quick 

discussion here ourselves, try to fill out as a group if people want to 
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help and try to make some guess on those that are left and aren’t filled 

in. Then we’ll plan on sending that off. We’ll have a quick discussion 

next week about whether we can send off the Type 1/Type2 data – just 

the Type 1/Type2 distinction – off to Samaneh, and then have John and 

Samaneh come back the following week or as soon as they’re ready 

with that slice across the data. 

Richard, you have your hand up. Go ahead, please. 

Richard, if you’re talking, we can’t hear you – oh, hand down. Okay. 

Kristine, go ahead, please. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN: Thanks. I’m finally on then computer. Yay! Thanks a lot, Jim and 

everybody, for doing this. I apologize. Yesterday got away from me and I 

just did not get my own homework done. So I do apologize for being a 

poor example to you all. 

 I wanted to just think very briefly –  because it sounds like we may 

wrapping a bit early to allow people some time to finish their homework 

(ahem) including me – about those remaining TLDs. I would love to not 

show up next week and start spinning our wheels. So, if we could give 

that some thought. 

 One suggestion that comes to mind – I’d love to hear people’s reactions 

because may we can start it on the list – would be, as it looks like the 

portfolio operators have entered their TLDs, if we can see Verisign, 

Afilias, Neustar, Uniregistry, Donuts, Amazon … If we can see that 

generally people with bulk numbers have done the best they can do – it 
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looks like all the brands are in (thanks to Martin for that) and then we 

can get the geos – what I would love to suggest is that we sort by the 

blanks and maybe just literally see … Let’s say there’s 200 left. Break 

them up into 10 categories. So there’s 20 TLDs in a category. Maybe we 

can each take a category and just generally say we’re going to consider 

these to be Type 2 domains unless some quick Google search (some 

quick, easy Internet public information search) indicates otherwise. 

 So what I would love to do is not put it upon Jim and I to have to search 

200 but to see if we could split it up as a group and everybody would be 

willing to spend an hour just doing a quick search. I think, like Jim said 

earlier in the call, this should all be publicly available information. I 

don’t think we have to dig super hard. If the data comes up and our 

hypothesis is proven that there’s something interesting here, then, 

yeah, as Jim pointed out, we’re going to have to dig and validate our 

results and everything like that. But, for the purposes of this 

experiment, I think close is good enough. 

 So I want to throw that out there and ask people to think about how 

they could and we could pitch in as a group. I’m throwing one ideas. I 

would love to hear people’s viewpoints on whether or not they’d be 

willing to take a subset of the remaining and just go in and do your best 

guess. If that’s something people think that they could be willing to do 

in the next week, I would definitely send it out so you could volunteer. I 

wanted to throw that into the ether for conversation. Thank you. 
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JIM GALVIN: Thank you for that, Kristine. Donna, your hand is back up. Go ahead, 

please. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jim. Kristine and Jim, I guess my question is, are you looking for 

100% completion of this list? Or you just after a representative sample? 

The reason I ask that is that I hesitate to mischaracterize anyone, 

particularly somebody that sits outside the ICANN community, I 

suppose. 

 Okay. So we’re after 100% completion. Thanks, Kristine. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Yeah, Donna. I know that there’s some sensitivity about speaking out on 

behalf of other TLDs that aren’t really ours, but the emphasis here is on 

the fact that this has been an experiment. As Kristine said, 100% 

accuracy is really not the requirement. I think that close is going to be 

good enough for us to at least get something representative and that 

even the results that we get from Samaneh ought to be reasonably 

representative. Then we can start to think about what to do with that 

data and what it looks like. Hopefully the Type 1/Type 2 distinction will 

look pretty good and will be useful for us to have that. Then the next 

level of discussion – I think the slightly harder bit – is going to be trying 

to get the subtypes in each of those. Again, we’re just going to have to 

run some experiments and see how we do it. Our goal here is really 

trying to keep things moving forward. So we want to take close on 

board, as 100% as we can get. Then, as we get closer to deciding that 

we like what we’re getting, we’re going to need a little more formality 
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and a little more careful decision-making and some very careful thought 

about how the data gets managed and how the categorization is 

selected and that type of thing. So, again, it’s a focus on experiment and 

getting it mostly right. 

 Kristine is expanding on that also in the chatroom: we do not, for 

example, really want to send it to the ccNSO right now. We’re really 

being sensitive about who we share this list with. This list is just for us at 

the moment. We are at some point going to have to share it with 

Samaneh. We’ll get to that when we get there. When we share the list 

of Type 1/Type 2, we will put as much as we can on it that says this is 

not for publication, not for sharing, and not for further use. We’ll do all 

of that. Our hope is that at least John and Samaneh are working with us 

in good faith. We have every reason to believe that they are. Ultimately, 

once it becomes something which gets broader visibility, then we really 

do lose control of it. We’re going to be a little more careful when that 

step comes. But, for right now, let’s try and run our experiments and do 

the best we can to keep it as controlled as we can. 

 Yes. Martin is saying there, “Marking any output with appropriate 

caveats.” That is our goal. That is exactly what we’ll do. Kristine and I 

had talked carefully about that and folks should understand that 

everyone will see what we’re going to share and what it’s going to look 

like. We’re not going to hide this, at least from our group here. We’ll do 

the best that we can to protect ourselves. 

 I have a list here of about [eight people], I guess, that I need that I 

copied off. I think that I will take that as an action. Kristine and I will 

share that. We’ll send out some individual e-mails to a number of 
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people here and ask that folks take the time to make the distinction and 

the mark for their own TLDs. We’ll just see where we get. We’ll try to 

announce to the mailing list. Our mailing list has really been quiet for 

the most part as we go along here. But, as start to get some of the 

sheets filled out, we’ll try to let people know that the number of blanks 

is shrinking. Then, as Kristine said, when we get that down to a more 

manageable number, we’ll look to find a way to divide that up. Maybe 

we can find a few volunteers here who will jump in and spend 30 

minutes and do some quick searching and see what you can find out to 

manage the Type 1/Type 2 distinction on the ones that are left and see 

if we can’t get all that done so it’s not just Kristine and I doing it. 

 Kurt, you have your hand up. Go ahead, please. 

 

KURT PRITZ: It’s a really specific question. I hate to drag us back, but there’s a 

number of TLDs that the GAC identified as Type 1 TLDs that required 

additional public interest commitments. I don’t think we’ve thought 

about it yet, but I was all set to label some of these TLDs as open. But 

some of them have these GAC requirements that may or may not be 

related to acceptable use provisions. So it’s a convoluted question, but I’ 

wondering if being a GAC Type 1 TLD would preclude it from being open 

or not. 

 There’s a reason why I’m asking this. That is that I’m predisposed to 

label some of these open, and I’m concerned that the GAC or others 

might say, “Well, wait a second. The GAC labeled these as sensitive (or 
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some other kind of) TLD strings. Here they are as open. What the heck 

happened?” 

 So that’s a long question and explanation, but I guess the short version 

of it is, can a GAC Type 1 TLD be open? I think so, but I just wanted to 

make sure. If anybody has any thoughts on that. 

 

JIM GALVIN: That’s a really good question, Kurt. And I see Kristine saying in the 

chatroom too that she wants to think about that.  

One potential answer here for the moment is that we could mark those 

kinds of things in the other category at the moment. Then, whenever 

you put something in Other, we’d really like to see an Other description. 

You could say over there GAC Type 1. So at least it’s highlighted and it’s 

marked. So that makes it a Type 1 subtype. Whether or not we want to 

consider it open, that makes it easier for us to go back and find it and 

put it out there.  

So I would suggest marking it under the Other category right now while 

we have some time to think about it. I don’t know that that has an easy 

answer. Certainly, we’ve had a lot of discussion about what some of 

these subtypes are. So I suspect we’re not going to get a conclusion 

today. So my advice would be let’s mark it out in the Other category for 

right now so at least it’s easy to change later. We can have that 

discussion. We can think about that. I would encourage other folks to 

give that some thought. Maybe next week, when we’re doing the 

review here, we can make a point on our agenda of having a bit more 
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discussion about that and give people some time to think about it, if 

that would be okay. 

“And there’s the existential Schrodinger TLD,” Kristine is typing in the 

chatroom. “Can you be both Category 1 and open?”  

Any other questions or comments from folks? I’m assuming, Kurt, since 

you didn’t put your hand back up, that you’re okay with that suggestion 

to put it in Other for right now. We’ll come back to that question. That’s 

a really good question which does not have a quick answer, I don’t 

think. 

Any other questions or comments from folks? People are okay with 

their homework? We’ll do some specific outreach to get some 

homework done. 

I’m not seeing any hands going up. So, I guess, with that, I would say 

that we will meet just with ourselves next week, not with Samaneh and 

John. So we’ll make sure to send them a note so that they know. 

Thanks, everyone. We’ll see you next week. We’re adjourned. 
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