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SUE SCHULER: Thanks. Okay. There you go, Rick.  

 

RICK WILHELM: Very good. Okay. Good morning, good afternoon, and good evening, 

everyone. Today is Thursday, November 5th, and this is a meeting of the 

RDAP RA/RAA Amendment Discussion Group.  

I’m sitting in for Donna who has a conflict this morning. So we’re here 

today to meet with ICANN. I know that Carlos is on the call. I’m scrolling 

here. I also see Russ is on the call to join us. We’ve got a pretty good 

quorum. We’ve got an agenda here that Karla had set out earlier. It’s 

displayed on the screen as usual by Sue. So I think that we’re here for 90 

minutes. 

Unless anybody has any further comments on intro, I will probably turn 

it over to Russ and Karla to start off with topic #1. Let me look and see if 

we’ve got any intro hands. I’m not seeing any so let me turn it over. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: All right. Thanks, Rick. I’ll take it from here. Hi, everyone. As Rick 

mentioned, the agenda is up on the screen, assuming that no one else 

has additional points to add in at this time. We’d like to go ahead and 

kick this off with the RIR study review and Q&A. I do know that—I see 

Carlos is on the line as well. I’ll turn it over to him in just a minute, but I 

also wanted to make sure, Rob, I did see your second e-mail or your 

additional e-mail today. So we’ll do our best to try to address all of 

those points and make sure that everybody has got clarity in terms of 
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how we were gathering the data and making sure that you’ve got what 

you need to take the discussion forward. So with that, I’m going to turn 

it over to Carlos. 

 

CARLOS GANAN:  Thanks, Karla. Good morning, everyone. My name is Carlos Ganan. I 

don’t think I have met most of you. I’m part of the Office of the CTO at 

ICANN. What I wanted to share with you today was basically the results 

of a study that I have conducted to investigate the performance of 

RDAP services as provided by the Regional Internet Registries. If you can 

pass the next slide. 

The agenda that I have for this talk actually is quite straightforward. 

First, I’m just going to briefly introduce what was the goal, the aim of 

the study, and then I will just present the methodology of the 

measurement, and I will describe the measurement results. And finally, I 

will just present the main conclusions that we had. Of course, there is 

plenty of room for questions at the end. Next slide, please.  

So the goal of the study was basically we wanted to understand the user 

perspective of RDAP. Simply put, to what extent RDAP services as 

provided by the RIRs are actually working. So with this overarching goal 

in mind, we focused the study on understanding the performance of 

this service. Of course, performance can be measured in different ways. 

But as we didn’t have internal access to the servers, we scoped down 

our study to actually measure query latency, which is also known as 

response time. Again, we wanted the user perspective so we only 
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carried out external measurements. This entails that any metric related 

to the server load, we will not explicitly measure. Next slide, please. 

Our methodology was quite simple. We just did what a normal user 

would do when looking for registration data. We actively send RDAP 

queries to each one of the RIR RDAP services. As you probably already 

know, RDAP allows to query for different types of projects. But in this 

case, we just focused on two types of queries which were IP addresses 

and domains.  

To execute these queries, we used the Service Level Agreement 

monitoring notes that ICANN has already in place. So these notes are 

distributed across 39 different locations. Then we performed these 

queries over the span of 13 days. For each query, we measured the 

query latency, which is basically how long did it take to obtain the 

response. Next slide, please. 

Of course, before being able to perform any query, we needed to have 

the object that we wanted to query for, in our case, either IP addresses 

or domains. So we followed some steps to actually create the RDAP 

queries. First, we obtained the list of RIR RDAP servers from the IANA’s 

master list, which is basically five URLs, one for each RIR. Then we 

created a list of 1,000 IP addresses and 1,000 domains for each RIR. For 

the IP addresses, we obtained the allocated at IP prefixes from IANA, 

and then randomly sampled 1,000 IPs belonging to those prefixes. And 

for the domains, we used the ARPA zone files that are publicly available 

at the FTP servers of each RIR. And once we have the IPs and the 

domains, we basically created their queries by following the sunrise 
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RDAP format that is appending the IP or the domain to the base URL 

that we obtained in the first step.  

Once we have these queries already created then we have to execute 

them. So every five minutes from each one of the 39 notes that I just 

mentioned, we executed one domain query and one IP query for each 

RIR. So in total, nine queries every five minutes. Note that there’s nine 

queries and not ten because there is one RIR that doesn’t allow for 

domain queries. Next slide. The next one, please. 

So what did we obtain? After 13 days of querying every five minutes, we 

had executed around 2.4 million RDAP queries, 1.3 million IP queries, 

and 1.1 domain queries. Here, we have the first results. So in the figure, 

what you can see is the boxplot of the query latency for both IP queries 

and domain queries. For those of you who are not familiar with 

boxplots, they are just a simple way to represent the distribution of a 

particular numerical variable. In this case, the response time, the query 

latency. So if you look inside the box, the median value is the line inside 

the box and the average X value is the green triangle. Then we have the 

whiskers, which basically are the maximum and the minimum when we 

exclude the outliers. What we see here in the figure, just by looking at 

the triangles, the red line is that the average and the median was quite 

similar independently of the type of query. So it didn’t matter if it was 

an IP address query or a domain query, the average latency and the 

median latency were quite similar. We also see just by looking at the 

whiskers, that there were some queries that were executed really fast in 

a couple of milliseconds, while other queries took a bit more than 1.5 

seconds. Next slide, please.  



RySG RA/RAA Amendment Discussion Group-Nov05                   EN 

 

Page 5 of 30 

 

So if we look a bit more in depth, we start by looking at each type of 

query. So this slide is about IP queries. For IP queries, the median query 

latency was 0.7 seconds and 95% of the total number of queries were 

executed in less than 2.3 seconds. However, you can see in the figure on 

the table, there were clear differences among the different RIRs. Just by 

looking at the table, the service for three RIRs was able to provide a 

valid RDAP response for 95% of the queries in less than two seconds. 

Those are in the table in blue. And if we look at the median values, the 

column with 50% quintile, we observed that all the values were under 

two seconds. With one RIR, RIR E, being able to response 50% of the 

queries in less than 0.16 seconds. Next slide, please. 

So if we look at the other type of domain queries, the results are quite 

similar. We have four RIRs that allowed to query for domains. What we 

see is the same three RIRs that were able to provide all—well, not all 

but 95% of the queries below two seconds were also able to provide the 

domain queries under two seconds. Again, the 95 percentile is 1.8, 

which is below two seconds for all four RIRs. Next slide, please.  

Next, we look at the steps. So we look at which factors could actually 

influence the response time. And one of the factors is the vantage point. 

As I mentioned, there were 39 vantage points and 39 notes distributed 

across the globe, from which we query each one of the RIRs RDAP 

services. Our results show that the latency was highly affected by the 

location from which the query was executed. In particular, when the 

query was executed from the same region where the RIR is located, the 

latency was lower. This pattern holds for all the RIRs except for RIR B. As 

you can see in the figure, it really didn’t matter for RIR B from which 

region the query was executed, the latency was the same or at least 
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quite similar. So that’s clear why the green box and the yellowish box 

are really close or at least they have really similar shape. But when we 

look at the other boxes, for instance, for RIR A, when the query was 

executed from the same region, the response time was way lower. So 

we get the query response way faster than when the query was 

executed from another region different from the region of the RIR. Next 

slide, please.  

The next factor that we thought that could influence actually the query 

latency was the response size. So we analyzed for each one of the 

responses that we got the size versus the response time. [Ideally], one 

good thing that query is producing larger responses would take longer. 

However, this was not the case. As you can see in the figure, the 

response time is completely independent of the response size. While 

there are some RIRs that provide larger response sizes, as you can see 

there, there are RIRs that provide the responses of 100K, others are 3K. 

So there are huge differences among the different sizes of the 

responses, the time was not correlated with the response size. That’s 

why, if you look at the figure, we have these stripes. So, if we look at 

horizontal stripes, we see that for a particular query latency, we could 

get all kinds of different response sizes and vice versa. We could also 

see vertical stripes, which actually means that for the same size of the 

response, it could take from a few milliseconds to two seconds. What 

this means, basically, is that we didn’t observe any correlation between 

the response size and the query time. Next slide, please. 

We also investigated whether the type of IP address from which we 

executed the RDAP query would influence the query time. The SLAM 

notes that I mentioned, the 39 notes that we have, the majority have 
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IPv4 and IPv6 enabled. So we executed 1.2 million over IPv4 and 1.1 

million queries over IPv6. As you can see here, again, in the boxplot, the 

shape is really similar. So the green triangle and also the red line, they 

are almost of the same position, which basically means that there is no 

correlation between the type of IP address over which we execute the 

query and the response time. You can also observe the median query 

latency there, for IPv4 was 0.76 and for IPv6 was 0.71, which is basically 

not really significant. If we look at the next slide, please.  

Finally, we basically broke down the query latency per HTTP transaction 

time. So when we look at an HTTP query, we can differentiate six 

different types of time. Note that for the sake of this measurement, we 

did not take into account into the response time the time that it takes 

to resolve a domain name, because that was kind of irrelevant to our 

goal and depending on the vantage point, that resolver could be in 

different places. So we actually subtract from the query time the lookup 

time. So that’s not included.  

Then we have five different times. The first time, which is called connect 

time, that’s the time that it takes to connect to a remote host, which is 

basically the TCP handshakes. And you can see in the bar chart there in 

blue. Different RIRs have between zero and 20% but it was not really 

substantially important. What is important, and that’s because it’s the 

difference with respect to WHOIS, it’s the application connection time. 

This is basically the time that it takes for the SSL handshake. Because we 

are doing a TTPs, this was not, therefore, WHOIS and what we observed 

is that this time basically took between 20% to 35% of the total query 

latency down. Which is substantial, but this is not the majority of the 

time. So, most of the time actually goes to the start transfer time, which 
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is the red bar in the bar chart. It’s the time that it takes from the time 

where the whole handshake is finished until the time we receive the 

first byte, which is some sort of the processing time in the server side. 

This is the time from where you do the query until the transfer starts. 

Well, it took between 40 and 80% depending on it’s RIR. That also 

depends on the connection. And finally, we have the transfer time 

which is basically the transferring on the response from the server to 

our vantage point to a different note. Next slide.  

To conclude, basically, we run almost 2.5 million RDAP queries. What 

we saw is both the median and the average latency were under one 

second. And if we look at the 95 percentile, this is under 2.06 seconds 

for all the queries. For IP queries, for domain queries, for everything 

that we actually query, the 95% of the queries were actually replied 

under 2.06 seconds.  

Moreover, we also analyzed three different factors that had no 

correlation. The type of IP address from which we were running the 

query, IPv4, IPv6, there was no correlation. The response size was also 

not correlated with the response time and also the query time. Domains 

or IP, it didn’t matter. The only thing that actually had an impact on the 

query latency was the geolocation of the vantage point, which actually 

influenced substantially the query latency. So that’s all. Do you have any 

questions? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  First, Carlos, thank you so much. I just wanted to say thank you. We’ve 

been working with you for several weeks now and pulling this 
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information together. We really appreciate the fact that you were able 

to take time out of your OCTO responsibilities to put this together. Also, 

for the Contracted Parties House team, we know that this is a lot of 

information to take in and digest. It’s one of the reasons why we 

wanted to make sure that we sent you the information in advance so 

that you could review this. I don’t believe that you’ve had a chance to 

come together as a group to review this information together. So we’re 

taking that into consideration and we expect that there’s probably going 

to take some time for you to review it again as a team and come up with 

some additional questions. For now, does anyone have any questions 

that they would like to—oh, Rob, I see that you’ve got your hand up. Do 

you want to go ahead and ask your question or comment? 

 

ROB HALL:  I do actually, if you don’t mind. Carlos, thank you so much for this. Did 

you analyze at all whether time of day, Carlos, made a difference? Were 

there busier times of days? Did you analyze at all? 

 

CARLOS GANAN:  Yes. I did take a look at that. There was also no significant correlation. 

Some of the outliers—if we look at the maximum values, they are 

mostly during the, let’s say, peak hours. So, during the day where 

nobody is asleep or at least it’s supposed to be daylight in that region. 

But there was no significant correlation, basically, because when we 

look at the 95 percentile, that means that 95% of the queries are 

already below two seconds. I didn’t find any correlation that it was 
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significant. The only thing that was there is most of the outliers, so the 

maximum values, they did occur during the daylight time. 

 

ROB HALL:  Okay. A couple more questions, Carlos, if you don’t mind. Do you have 

any visibility into what volume of queries are going through the RDAP 

servers or indeed what volume of their databases that they’re having to 

look up the queries on? 

 

CARLOS GANAN:  Of course, that’s how I started my presentation. We don’t have the 

internal data. So the only data we have is the data that has been made 

public by the RIRs. So we know that for instance, APNIC has reported in 

2019 around 39 RDAP queries per second. We know that they have 

quite a few and the other RIRs have also reported but really back in 

time. I think that LACNIC has a report from 2016 where they were also 

reporting monthly averages that were around 200K. Those were not 

that high but of course it was also 2016 so the RDAP was still starting. I 

think that the only reliable data that is out there, it belongs to APNIC 

because in their annual report, they actually put that figure there. We 

know also RIPE has around 50,000 queries but is directly to their 

database. That doesn’t really mean that they are RDAP queries. 

 

ROB HALL:  Got it. And if I’m interpreting your data correctly, if there was, say, an 

SLA of two seconds, 5% of the queries would have failed that. Or in fact, 
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two RIRs were over in three were under. Is that kind of your analysis? Is 

that a fair summary? 

 

CARLOS GANAN:  Yeah, that’s what the data says. So there will be 5% of the queries that 

we don’t know how far from the two seconds. So it could be two 

minutes, but it could be also 2.01. So we don’t know how far that is. But 

yes, that’s what the 95 percentile means. 

 

ROB HALL:  Got it. Thank you. Thank you, Carlos. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Hey, Rob, this is Russ. Just a note on the SLA part, 95%. I think that’s the 

same way the SLA is designed so that only 95% of the queries have to 

meet the SLA. 

 

ROB HALL: I completely agree, Russ. But in this case, two RIRs would be kind of 

breached because they were over. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: No disagreement there either, Rob. I just wanted to make sure I 

understood that one you asked. 

 

ROB HALL: Thanks. 
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RICK WILHELM: Very good. Okay. Thanks for that, Carlos. Much appreciated. I think that 

we’ll on CPH side—thanks, Rob, for your questions—I think we’ll go 

ahead and take that in and give it some thought and some discussion 

internally. I think that the discussion was helpful and we appreciate the 

review and giving us some stuff to think about. 

 I think with that one, we will go ahead and move on to item #2, review 

of searchability in RDAP and basically concurrent operations. Let’s go 

ahead and I guess I’ll turn it over to Karla here. Karla, do you want to go 

ahead? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Sure. Thank, Rick. As we had noted in the e-mail most recently where 

the information we shared from the RIR study, we took that step back 

several weeks ago or late of August to really evaluate all of the points 

that we have been discussing over the last several months. We wanted 

to try to come back to this group with the spirit of trying to advance the 

discussion forward. Really, the first part of that was in thinking about 

the SLRs for the RDAP roundtrip time and trying to take it out of the 

theoretical discussions or philosophical discussions and really try to put 

some data behind where our position was with this. That was the first 

part of this. I, again, appreciate Carlos for you taking your time to do 

that. 

 The next part of this is that we’d like to work with you on two points 

that we had communicated in the e-mail. The first one, which is one 

that has taken up a lot of our discussions around the searchability in 
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RDAP, and our proposal at this time is to basically take it off the table 

and not to add the requirement for searchability in RDAP at this time.  

The second part of this is the WHOIS service obligation, sunset time 

period and how long we have the concurrent services running. That 

would be originally the Contracted Parties House. This team had said 

that you’d like to have 12 months after the amendment effective date, 

which effectively meant 6 months of concurrent WHOIS Port 43 and 

RDAP together. And then we had been looking for 24 months. After 

multiple conversations internally, we are willing to come to 18 months 

from the amendment effective date, basically having 12 months of 

concurrent WHOIS Port 43 and RDAP running together. So I’m hoping 

that the team sees this in the spirit of good faith and wanting to move 

this conversation forward. So I’d like to open this up now for any 

questions or comments that you might have. 

 

RICK WILHELM:       Thanks, Karla. You said 18 months from amendment effective date, and 

that’s set up where it’s 12 months of parallel operation. Amendment 

effective date I think RDAP is required RDAP with SLAs kicks in 6 months 

after that, and then you’re saying 12 months after that is when WHOIS 

gets turned off. Did I interpret that correctly? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: That’s right. This is taking into consideration the 6 months ramp-up 

period. 
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RICK WILHELM:       Gotcha. Okay. So 6 months RDAP ramp-up, 12 months concurrent 

operation, which means that WHOIS gets turned off, based on this 

proposal, 18 months after amendment effective date. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Correct. 

 

RICK WILHELM:       Okay. Got it. I understand. So let me see if anybody else has any 

questions. Perhaps, obviously, we’ll take that back and chew on it but 

let me look for hands. Rob, that looks like an old hand but I’m not sure. 

Any old hand? Anybody else have any questions regarding to the 

understanding of what ICANN is proposing here on this one? Thanks, 

Karla, for the clarification on that. Very good. I think on the 

searchability, I’m not sure that one requires much clarification. That 

seems pretty straightforward to understand. Anybody have any 

questions around the searchability topic? Got it. Okay. I think we’re 

good on that one, Karla. I think we understand that. Thank you. 

 

  KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Great. All right. Shall we move on to the third agenda topic, which 

is basically opening up the discussion for other items still to be 

resolved? This is looking at the transferring of web WHOIS service 

obligation to ICANN. Just as a quick update, I have reached out to a 

number of different registries and registrars to pull in this information. 

A number of you are on this call. We’ve got a due date of the end of 

November. Many of you have come back saying that you’ll probably be 
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able to provide this information by mid-November so we’ll keep track of 

that. And as we continue our conversation, I’ll continue to update this 

team. Thanks, Graeme. I see that you’re still working on it. I appreciate 

that. Any questions on that so far? 

 All right. So let’s move to emergency thresholds. We tried to really just 

bring this down to brass tacks. I think that we have all been clear from 

our most recent conversations as far as how we’re considering this. I 

think one of the areas that we’re feeling quite firm on it is at the 

conclusion of the ramp-up period and tell WHOIS services obligation 

sunset that we ensure that we continue to have WHOIS up and running 

and there isn’t a possibility for that downtime. We want to make sure 

that there is an assurance that registries are accountable for providing 

both WHOIS and RDAP until the WHOIS obligations are sunset. What 

this effectively means is that during that time period, if there’s a 

downtime with WHOIS, that there would be a breach notification. This 

is again after the ramp-up period. But if there was downtime with RDAP, 

it would go to EBERO. Our intent with this is to make sure that the 

community as a whole is understanding that RDAP is the direction that 

we are going, and that is the service that people should be transitioning 

to. But again, wanting to make sure that WHOIS is still up and running, 

and if there is an issue where we’re seeing these downtimes that 

there’s accountability for that. I’ll stop there to see if anyone has any 

thoughts, questions. 

 

RICK WILHELM:       Yeah. I think, Karla, when we last discussed this one internally, we were 

directionally in agreement on this point. I think that we would need to 
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see language to reflect this, but in the way that you’ve outlined it here, I 

think that this captures some of the key points that we were talking 

about within the CPH. We were not wanting to have the notion where 

we had double exposure to EBERO triggers. But yeah, we were 

understanding the fact that ICANN wanted to make sure that people 

didn’t just stop watering their WHOIS and have it dry up and blow away. 

I see Jeff’s hand. This is heading towards legal topic so let me go ahead 

and call on Jeff, please. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks, Rick. No, it wasn’t really because of the legal that I was stepping 

in. I’m not sure how ... Well, let me just say it this way. I think with all 

the other issues, I think we just need to see the language. I think that’s 

where we’re at and it’s sort of where we’ve been at. The language 

would be the same regardless of what we end up with as far as the 

actual SLA. We’d be just switching numbers in if there was some change 

to the SLA amount. So I really think that the next step is just giving us 

language on all these. Unless you think there’s some issue that we need 

to work out in principle, I’m not aware of any. So I think where we are at 

this point is we’re just waiting for the language that there may be 

certain things that we agree with principle but, at the end of the day, 

we got to see the language. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Let me actually take that and put perhaps more positive [inaudible]. 

Yes, Karla, we’re in agreement in principle, and so let’s go ahead and, as 
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Jeff said, if you can propose some language then that would be a way 

for us to check one off in even more firm fashion. How about that? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: That’s great. That’s great to hear. Thanks, Jeff, and thanks, Rick. We can 

definitely provide the proposed language back to this team after the 

call. That should give you enough time to review the language as a 

group. So if you find anything that’s concerning out of that language 

then let us know. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sounds great. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: And I just saw Jeff’s note that this applies to the remaining issues as 

well. So that’s good to hear. With that, should we move on to the next 

one? What I have is the RDAP profile. Unless you have an objection, 

Rick.  

 

RICK WILHELM: No. We can go ahead and move to the next one. Thank you. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Perfect. As far as the RDAP profile and how we think about the 

updates to this, one of the things that I think that we’ve reiterated is 

that we don’t want to have to have future contractual amendments in 

order to recognize the fact that the RDAP profile has been updated due 
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to consensus policies. And we had mentioned—I think that there was a 

discussion around how we would be able to recognize any changes to 

the RDAP profile. I believe, Rick, you were taking this back to discuss 

with the RDAP working group in terms of ways to consider this. So I 

think there’s two parts to this as far as just updating the profile itself, 

and then also there’s more of the just the mechanical part of it as how 

those updates are recognized once they are updated. We have 

proposed at one point to having the link in the amendments and the 

profile on the ICANN Org website. We can update that with different 

dates as the RDAP profile is updated. So I wanted to make sure that we 

have those two parts of this question or discussion considered.  

 Rick, maybe I’ll first look to you and just ask if there were any on the 

RDAP Working Group calls, but if there are other discussions that were 

happening outside of that particular call on how the RDAP profile would 

be updated that you could bring to this discussion. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sure. Thanks, Karla. The RDAP profile will get updated next after the IRT 

provides direction on what needs to get updated. There’s a reasonable 

process within the group for how it documents and comes to consensus 

on that. The key issue that we’ve got to work out is how those get 

accepted and then incorporated into the agreement, into the contract 

by reference. Not necessarily with the contract mod as you were saying 

but somehow by reference.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Correct.  
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RICK WILHELM: That’s the piece. And this is a key piece I think where here I will 

probably echo Jeff where I think that we’ve got to work on some 

language on how to go about doing that. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. So if I’m hearing you correctly, if we were to provide some 

proposed language around this and how it’s managed for this group to 

consider, we can have that as, I guess, as a next step. 

 

RICK WILHELM: I think that’s a new hand from Jeff. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. I think the one area—again, this is going back a few months—but 

you were going to look at how we could, in theory, within the ICANN 

environment, formalize this RDAP working group so that you refer to an 

actual group that agrees upon these modifications. And then that’s 

what gets incorporated into the link, I guess, or into the content on the 

link. So I think that’s where we were. I’m not sure … because it doesn’t 

fit within the Registry Stakeholder Group, it doesn’t fit within the 

Registrar Stakeholder Group. So I think we had asked you to look into 

how we could formalize this working group so that it could be referred 

to in this modification. 
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RICK WILHELM: I had done that. Right now the best angle we have is—unless there’s 

something within Registry Stakeholder Group. It’s like an interest group 

it’s called which I believe has the ability to have outside members, non-

Registry Stakeholder Group members as part of it.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks, Rick. I think what we had asked ICANN to do was to see if there 

was another way, if there’s another way to do it within the formal 

ICANN structure, because ICANN does create committees all the time so 

there could be a way within the formal ICANN structure that you could 

put this RDAP group in. Because I don’t think the preference for the 

registrars is to have it within the Registry’s group, because ultimately an 

interest group is overseen by the registries itself as opposed to the 

registrars. So if there’s a way that ICANN could formalize it. And I think 

that’s what we asked Karla and Russ during the last … was it the August 

call?  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Jeff, I have to say, I am not recalling this at all that way. I had 

understood that Rick was taking this back to discuss and review with the 

Registry Stakeholder Group, the RDAP Working Group. At that point, 

there was a discussion about having other members that would be able 

to join in in that conversation, but I don’t recall ICANN assuming the 

responsibility for taking that on. 
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RICK WILHELM: I’m not sure. When we do this, let’s pull this back into the CPH and we’ll 

chat about it within the CPH because I think it will be better if we can 

figure out something, some sort of a joint working group between there 

and we’ll try and have a discussion. This one has not gotten a bunch of 

attention during the time when we were on hiatus, so to be fair. So, 

Karla, before you do anything, let us revert on this. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Maybe that because it’s hard to remember exactly what was discussed 

when. I agree that we’ll talk about it again within the Contracted Parties 

House but I would also like if Russ and Karla could brainstorm on 

potential alternatives. I’d rather have it go on sort of concurrently, as 

long as it’s not too much of a burden just to start thinking about it. I 

don’t want this to put us back several months. You know what I’m 

saying? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Go ahead, Russ, please. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Rick. Rick, thanks for volunteering to take that act within the 

CPH side and figure out how to—or maybe brought in the RDAP 

Working Group, find a way there. I think to be clear, I think our 

continued ask here is that these profiles get updated because policy 

requires that changes happen in the RDDS that would affect the profile, 

and we want those to stay connected just like we did with the WHOIS 

requirements in the contracts previously. That should happen just 
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through the policy process. I think the opportunity is for the RDAP 

Working Group to figure out how to play in IRTs I think would be our 

expectation. That could be formally or informally, I think. You guys can 

staff it like you’re doing with EPDP where you have representation on 

IRTs. From my perspective, unlike the EPDP Phase 1, there’s sort of a 

representative approach there as opposed to people acting as 

individuals, and that would be sort of the mechanism or a mechanism 

you guys could use. I don’t think ICANN is going to put a lot of energy 

into trying to figure out how to create something different out of the 

RDAP Working Group. So, Jeff, I’m not seeing what the ask is there. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Very good. Okay. Thanks, Russ. I appreciate that. We’ll revert. I don’t 

think this is a kind of thing that’s going to take months to figure out. 

Look, we just need to have a discussion, I think, in and among the 

Leadership groups. We want to pull in Sam and Donna and Ashley and 

such to be part of this discussion also, I think, would be important. So 

we’ll take that and we’ll revert back. 

 Okay. Next one, Karla. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: All right. The next one and the last one I have on the list is the new one 

that we had suggested that we try to resolve here or as a part of the 

amendment discussion, and that’s to address the SAC097 advice that 

they had given with the inconsistency in reporting. We had sent along 

some additional information relative to this because one of the original 

questions when we brought this up was just only applying to web 
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WHOIS query reporting. And looking back at the information that was 

provided, it was very clear that the expectation from SSAC was that this 

should be something that is clarified relative to RDAP as well. I think I 

said this the last time that we were together that one of the things that 

we have been adamant about—and when I say “we,” Russ and I in 

conversation internally at ICANN—as we talk about these amendments 

and be able to say, “Can we add this or this or other items in general?” 

We’ve been very careful not to have scope creep as it relates to the 

amendments themselves. However, this one does seem to be a natural 

place for this to get resolved and I don’t think that it would require a lot 

of heavy lifting at least as far as the contractual language piece of it. 

That being said, what we need to understand from this group is what 

the efforts would take to resolve the reporting inaccuracies that have 

been identified in time for when the amendments are effective. So I 

don’t know if you’ve had the chance to think about this since our last 

conversation or if you have any thoughts on this that you’re able to 

share at this point in time relative to considering this and making this a 

part of the discussions. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Karla. There’s some discussion on e-mail in and amongst the 

group on this and we kind of call sidebar discussion. We’ve not 

discussed it in great detail among the group. But the initial reaction on 

this was rather resounding that this is scope creep on what we’re 

intending to do here with this amendment, also further, only applicable 

to the registries. Setting aside the merits or not of the topic itself, the 

initial reaction from across the board was scope creep. Just in general, 

what it was, even before getting into debate on the merits of the 
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request and whether or not it’s a valid thing to be doing. So there 

wasn’t any support for it. While we could discuss it further in and 

among the group, that was pretty firm and pretty quick. It just wasn’t an 

RAA issue. It wasn’t an issue that anyone thought it was worth adding 

because we pretty firmly agreed to limit the scope on this. Thanks. I 

mean, I can open it up to others to comment. We can certainly take 

hands from others that would like to voice their opinions on this one. I 

do see Russ’s hand is up. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: I would defer if there’s more opinions or anything first from the 

contracted party side. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Jeff, please go ahead. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks. As Rick said, this is a registry issue and it doesn’t fall within the 

scope of the RAA, the Registrar Accreditation Agreement. At least from 

a registrar perspective, this is not something I think that we should be 

spending the group’s time on. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Jeff. I also see Sam’s hand there. 
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SAM DEMETRIOU: Thanks, Rick. Hey, everyone. I think on the registry side of things, this 

seems to us like inviting an outside party into these negotiations. Karla, I 

think you sort of acknowledged that and when you teeing this item up 

that other parties tried to get in on this action and tried to put forward 

other things to bring to the negotiating table. While I can understand 

that there may be a convenience factor that there is an outstanding 

item from SSAC and there also happen to be negotiations going on that 

it could be an easy resolution. But I just think from a principle 

standpoint, opening the doors for something like this puts us in a very 

difficult position for negotiations of any kind going forward. So I think 

we had a pretty negative reaction to this in general. Also right now, we 

had talked maybe a little bit about whether there could be a different 

way to resolve this outstanding SSAC item, which we can discuss I think 

later on after we’ve all worked through this a little bit more. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Very good. Thank you, Sam. I’m not seeing any other hands. Russ, did 

you want to comment? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Sure. Thanks for giving us that perspective. It’s helpful to better 

understand where you guys are coming from. I think a couple of 

things—I guess don’t fully understand the difference, the distinction, 

Jeff, you were trying to make about it being a registry-only issue 

because I think there’s a variety of registry-only and registrar-only issues 

that we have to sort through here just the way the contracts are 

structured. And the scope creep part of it, I don’t totally understand 
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either. I understand it was maybe something we thought we had 

defined already in terms of reporting requirements, but I think reporting 

requirements were always squarely in the registry scope for this 

amendment.  

I do understand the perspective, Sam, you shared and the general 

feeling of concern for outside organizations or outside parts of the 

community to participate in the negotiation. I understand that and the 

concern there. I think the thing to remember here from our side—we’ll 

go back and think about this some more too and maybe there’s another 

way to solve for this. I guess our thinking on it is we’re not inviting SSAC 

into the table. We didn’t go negotiate something with them to then 

bring to the table here. Our Board recognized the advice and adopted it 

several years ago and then goes something as we continued to look at 

the issues, realized this is something worth trying to solve here. It 

pertains to RDAP and the reporting you’re going to do under RDAP. I 

appreciate you guys taking a look at the merits of the proposal because I 

think it’s a fairly low impact solution. I hear where you’re coming from 

and, yes, we’ll think about that a little more in terms of why you feel like 

it’s inappropriate for us to bring this in here. 

 

RICK WILHELM:   Very good. Thank you, Russ. I see Jeff. Please go ahead. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks. I think, Russ, the whole notion of what’s appropriate or not, it’s 

not from what could naturally fit or not. It is that when we started this 

group way back when with Cyrus and Akram and Francisco, we clearly 
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and defiantly agreed that nothing outside of the SLAs would be a part of 

this, and the one thing on reporting was just the registries and that 

adding the exact same provision or the comparable provision of RDAP 

to the agreement. This, to me, sounds more like a compliance issue, 

potentially, or something else. This is something we need to hold hard 

and fast, too, that there was a definite scope that we agreed on. We 

kind of allowed a couple other things to work its way in, Russ, when you 

and Karla took over and we had that new scope document. But I think 

this is one of those things that if we want to get this amendment done, 

we just need to move on what we have, get the language for what we 

have, and not add anything in addition. So it definitely takes two parties 

to put something on the table for these agreement discussions, and so 

while understand your point that the Board is asking you this, it’s 

equally our right to say no and that it can wait until the next initiation of 

a contract amendment between the Registries and ICANN. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thank you, Jeff. Any other hands? Noting Ruben’s comments in chat, 

the acronym there is Minimum Viable Product. I think I’ll decode that 

for those that aren’t familiar with the vernacular. Very good. Any other 

hands? 

 Yeah. Sam brings up a point in chat which I think is echoing sort of a 

slight variant but a variant on what Jeff was saying there, again, other 

ways to resolve. 

 I think we’re at the top of the hour here and I think we were slated for 

the top of the hour. Is that correct, Sue? 
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SUE SCHULER: No. We had 90 minutes so we have another half hour. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Oh, we have another half an hour. Okay. I’m sorry. I saw that Brian had 

to drop and I kind of lost track. I’m not doing the math correctly. Okay. 

Very good. Karla, what’s the next item here? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: That was actually the last item. One thing that I would just to put a 

closing point on the last topic around the SSAC advice, we did propose 

some language in the last e-mail that we had sent over, and it may be 

worthwhile just to look at that as a possible way to resolve it. I 

understand the principle of the discussion in adding this or not into the 

amendments, but I just want to put it out there, if you had seen it 

already, that that might be something to consider. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Very good. Thank you, Karla.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: And that was the last one as far as the specific topics that we still have 

open in trying to resolve. 
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RICK WILHELM: All right. Sounds good. Let’s see if there’s anybody from the CPH that 

wants to bring up any other points or make any other comments that 

they’d like to bring up. I see that Donna did manage to join here right at 

the top of the hour. Donna, thank you for joining. We won’t attempt to 

try and compress 60 minutes into 60 seconds because it would sound 

like the world’s most horrible pharmaceutical commercial. But if there’s 

anybody that wants to bring up any additional hands, we can do so.  

Other than that, I think that probably regarding next steps, we’ve got 

some discussions that we need to have internally with the CPH. I don’t 

think that we have a meeting calendared but we may try and get one 

booked for next week. Then we’ll have to see if that’s sufficient for us. I 

won’t try and make that call here. If that’s sufficient for us, if we’re 

going to need one or two meetings before we are able to get back 

together with the group. So I think that that’s probably our next steps 

within the CPH.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: We owe you some language around the emergency thresholds, just to 

see if we can get that when checked off the list, and we’ll send that over 

following the call. 

 

RICK WILHELM: That sounds very good. Thank you very much. Sam is proposing in chat 

that we use our usual Thursday timeslot, and so I think that we’re going 

to see how we do there. We’ll go ahead and try and get that. Yeah, 

Tuesday, not Thursday. Correct. So Sue is going to go ahead and send 

that out. We’ll look and see. We’ll see how we do then on Tuesday and 
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we’ll look and see if we’re able to make something such that we could 

get together the following week or if we’re going to need two rounds 

within the CPH. Some of that will depend on how much attendance we 

get. Some of that will depend on how much progress we get. And then 

there’s the mixture of both. But that was probably math you were 

already doing in your head. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yes. Thanks. 

 

RICK WILHELM: All right. I don’t know that I have anything else. Anyone else? Seeing no 

hands, I guess, Sue, you can go ahead and take us out. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Okay. Thanks, Rick. Andrea, you can end the recording.  
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