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KRISTINE DORRAIN:   Hi. Thanks so much. This is Kristine. Good morning, good 

afternoon, and good evening, everybody. This is the weekly call of 

the Registry Stakeholder Group’s DAAR Working Group. 

 We have a couple of guests on today. I notice that John Crain has 

joined and Samaneh Tajali has joined, so thank you very much. 

I’m not sure if David Conrad is also planning to join again, but 

either way we’re very pleased to have John and Samaneh with us 

once more as we continue our conversation from last week. 

 Just to recap where we’re at, we started running through the 

concerns and suggestions document that [inaudible] as sort of a 

starting point for our conversation. It’s not, of course, meant to be 

the be all and end all [inaudible] with OCTO, but it’s meant to be 

sort of a launching pad [inaudible]. 

 

MICHELLE DESMYTER:   Pardon me, Kristine. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Yes? 

 

MICHELLE DESMYTER:   I’m sorry to interrupt. You’re really cutting – you’re fading in and 

out when you’re speaking. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Oh, weird. Okay, I’m on my normal headset. 
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MICHELLE DESMYTER:  Okay. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Let me sit more still than I was, and let me know if I’m still cutting 

in and out. And then if so, I can quickly try to switch to a regular 

dial in. Is that any better so far? 

 

MICHELLE DESMYTER:  Sounds good. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, I will not turn my head [inaudible] my microphone would go 

with me. So like I said, we are working on trying to come up with 

improvements to DAAR. We’re working on that together with John 

and Samaneh and others. Oh, they’re losing me again. Okay, talk 

amongst yourselves. I’m going to [dial in] on my phone and see if I 

can’t get a better connection here. 

 

MICHELLE DESMYTER:   We’ll give Kristine a moment here to join by phone so that we can 

get a better connection. Just hang on, folks. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  All right, hi, everyone. Can you hear me now? 

 

MICHELLE DESMYTER:   Yes, much better. Kristine, you somehow put yourself on mute. 

There we go. 
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KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, thank you so much. Okay, good. All right, so many technical 

situations today. Sorry about that. And [inaudible] have to join. 

 Okay, we’ll now commence the meeting. Thank you, everyone, for 

joining. We left off last week talking about the concerns and 

suggestions document, so I’m going to ask Sue to put that back 

up on the screen. I’ll just give a really short overview. I think a few 

people on this call were not able to be on the call last week. I sent 

the e-mail around as soon as well so if you’d like to look at this 

independently, please do. 

 We talked a little bit about this rebranding and messaging issue 

that we thought about. We thought the methodology, there was an 

interest from the registries in having more information about the 

limitations of DAAR. 

We as the registry group offered to help work on that, and I want 

to circle back around to that maybe at the end of the call today 

because we want to make sure that we capture some clear action 

items for us as well, not just action items for the ICANN side of 

things. So if there are things that we can specifically do to help 

with that rebranding and that re-messaging and providing that 

information about what is or isn’t actionable, I think we’ll get 

maybe to that a little bit more at the end of the call today. 

We spent most of our time focusing on the second row, which is 

that moment in time. We talked a lot about the way the DAAR 

snapshots are limited in what they portray. And we had a really 

good agreement I think that there’s obviously work to be done 

here, and we think it would be helpful to think about how we can 

measure uptime, how we can represent the data in other ways as 

well. 
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Samaneh had noted that some of things she’s working on is trying 

to keep improving the methodology to overcome some of those 

limitations as far as just providing a point in time snapshot. 

Then we moved on to the third row where we were talking a little 

bit about our suggestions. This was the same – maybe this is the 

same row. I can’t remember. But it’s this one on top on Page 2 

where we were talking about independent variables and how 

basically the data is broken down by the new gTLD contract 

versus the legacy contract and how we think that there are some 

potential ways to parse the data a little differently. 

Samaneh had noted that one of the things she’s thinking about is 

trying to come up with a different way to parse the data and have 

one new metric by Montreal for feedback. That was one of her 

goals that she was working toward. So we are looking for to 

seeing that when Samaneh has that. 

Those are some high-level notes that I have from that call. This is 

really where we left off. I think we’ll circle back again a little bit like 

I said, but what I want to do is pick up where we left off here and 

think about the rest of the [chart]. Where we left it last week was 

we were kind of letting Samaneh and John take the lead a little bit 

on reacting to some of the information that we see. 

So what I want to do if it’s okay is do the same thing which is turn 

it over to Samaneh or John to see if there was anything in the first 

three rows that they wanted to revisit on this call having thought 

about it more for another week. Or was there any information that 

you wanted to add before we move on to the fourth row, which is 

basically the second row on Page 2. 

So, Samaneh or John, is there anything you wanted to recap? If 

not, we can start in. 
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JOHN CRAIN:  Samaneh? Not from me, but Samaneh? 

 

SAMANEH TAJALI:  Hi, everybody. Yeah, there were I think one of the points that we 

couldn’t get around to discuss it from the issues that you have 

raised in the document provided by you was – I’m just looking for 

it in the document. Yeah, one of the issues was that the report 

does not reflect more than the normal notes on the cases where 

there are significant deviations from the typical statistics of the 

monthly report. 

 We thought about it, and that’s a very good point. We agreed 

among ourselves to have from time to time when we see 

deviations we add addenda to the monthly report to explain the 

deviation from our side if we know the reason behind it. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, thank you. I think that one, I’m just glancing, I believe this 

one goes down to – which row was that at? Just so we can keep 

track. 

 

JOHN CRAIN:  It’s the one that’s up there under notes and suggestions 

[inaudible] instances. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Oh, yes. Got it. Okay, you’re right. Go ahead, John. 
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JOHN CRAIN:  No, I was just pointing to where it was. Basically, what we’ll do is 

when we see those anomalies if we can describe what caused 

them, then we will do an addendum. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, great. Rick, go ahead, and then I’ll ask a question. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thank you very much. Just a quick question, Samaneh, just as a 

clarification. Did you say that there have been addenda before or 

that there will be addenda? That wasn’t quite clear to me as you 

were speaking. 

 

SAMANEH TAJALI:  I have to say I am at the moment in The One (Security) 

Conference in the Netherlands, so I have a bit of noise around 

me. I have to say I’m sorry for that. But to answer Rick’s question, 

it will be added. So on your suggestion, we will add addenda on 

significant deviations. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Got it. Okay, thank you. That would be good. Thank you very 

much. Appreciate it. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Thank you, Rick. My follow-up question was just given the fact 

that you agree that this is a worthwhile addition, you can confirm 

then that where there have been those sort of significant outliers 

you’ve been able to understand what they were about and have at 

least a working hypothesis about those then? 
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SAMANEH TAJALI:  Indeed. Just to give you a bit of overview of how we work to 

generate these reports is that the reports are automated. I input 

the data into a code I have, and the PDF is actually automatically 

generated. But before submitting the PDF, I go through all the 

[plots] one-by-one and check all the trends to see if there are 

things that should be noted or maybe there are deviations in terms 

of data. 

It happens from time to time that I see things in the data and I go 

back to our contractor and discuss with them why do we see this. 

Sometimes it’s because the blacklist providers are having 

deviations. Sometimes it’s because the backend systems of our 

contractor had some issues. And sometimes it’s just the data, so 

we don’t have any explanations for it. But, yeah, this is how the 

process works. So we ask these questions, and we thought it’s a 

nice addition to actually also discuss this with the community. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, great. So where you know the reason for the outlier, you’ll 

publish that. And where you don’t know because it’s just the data 

itself, you’ll just say we don’t know why. Is that correct? 

 

SAMANEH TAJALI:  Excuse me. Can you repeat your question? 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  So it sounds to me that in most cases you can understand why 

there are outliers or why there are variables, deviations from the 

standard or from expected. It sounds like you know in the majority 

of cases why those are. But if you didn’t know why it was, like you 
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couldn’t identify it, would you just say then we don’t know? I mean, 

you wouldn’t just leave it blank. Would you just say we researched 

it and we couldn’t figure out the cause? Is that what you would do 

if you didn’t know? 

 

SAMANEH TAJALI:  Sure. That’s what we are going to do. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, thank you. Okay, good. I wanted to make a note as well, 

there are a lot of people on this call. And, Rick, thanks so much for 

participating. We generally have a very active group. So to the 

extent that people have comments or questions or you would like 

to engage or dive deeper or I haven’t asked the follow-up that you 

wanted to hear, please raise your hand. Treat this as a typical 

DAAR working group weekly call where we all participate. 

Because I’m just trying to lead the discussion and I’m just trying to 

get the information that we were seeking out and make sure that 

we have good notes and action items. But, everybody, this has 

been a really collaborative group effort. This has not been a Jim 

and Kristine thing. So please make sure that you guys are 

participating if you’d like to as well. So don’t be afraid to raise your 

hands there. 

 Seeing nothing further on the first few rows, I think we can move 

on to the second row then. Actually, no, I wanted to back up. I 

guess there was one more thing I wanted to mention as far as the 

categories here. This is maybe for everybody to discuss a bit 

more, but as we think about different ways, and you had 

mentioned, Samaneh, that you were looking at different ways to 

parse the data, do you know if ICANN allows you to figure out 
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which or can you readily figure out which contract, how our 

contracts are different? 

Such as which of us have Spec 13, which of us have Spec 9, 

which people have Spec 12, if people have additions to Spec 11, 

voluntary PICs? Is that something that you – is that what you’re 

looking at when you are thinking of different ways to parse the 

data? Are you thinking about looking at some of those things that 

are available to you, or do you have some different ideas in mind? 

 

JOHN CRAIN:  We had all kinds of different ideas. We’re pretty open on this. 

Really, the question is, what data do we have? I believe that the 

folks in GDD have that kind of data, the differences between the 

contracts. We currently don’t. I hadn’t thought of doing it that way. 

But if that’s a suggestion, we could go to GDD and see if they do 

in fact have that data or can make that data. 

All of this is going to be about being able to flag the different TLDs 

with datasets. One of the things we were thinking that we saw 

mentioned was about geographic variants. That’s a dataset that I 

know we have, so we’re going to try and find that dataset. 

Yeah, as a discussion, we’ll go back to GDD and have that 

discussion and see what datasets they have. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, thank you. That’s very helpful. Samaneh, go ahead. 

 

SAMANEH TAJALI:  In addition to what John discussed, it would be actually nice to 

also know your opinion about, for instance, what did you mean by 
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business model? What did you have in mind? Is there a specific 

parameter that, for you, defines business model that we can then 

see if we can get data on? 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Yeah, so I think one of the things we were thinking about there 

was what I already mentioned with the different – is it a dot brand, 

is it a community TLD? I think that was maybe one of the ways to 

dice business models. I’m not sure if we were – I don’t know that 

we gave it much more thought than that, but we were trying to be 

a little bit more high-level as far as we weren’t sure what datasets 

were available. Jim, go ahead. 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Thanks, Kristine. Let me try to, from my point of view, frame this 

discussion a little bit. We hear you, John and Samaneh, where 

you’re open for suggestions on how to slice and dice the data, if 

you will. And I think that, yeah, the suggestion about looking at the 

contracts because that really is public information so we also have 

heard the desire for anything that DAAR shows to be repeatable 

as much as possible. Reproducible is the proper word here, as 

much as possible. So we’re looking for ways for you to look at the 

data and create some interesting pie charts of what’s there. 

To be honest, we’re kind of in the same position you are. There’s 

this anecdotal evidence that certain kinds of TLDs might be more 

inclined toward levels of abuse than others. For example, it’s 

generally fairly easy to say that a membership based TLD like a 

brand TLD probably has lower forms of abuse than many others. 

But there’s no hard data to support that. We don’t really have any 

longitudinal evidence, and you’re clearly creating that. 
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So the idea of looking at the contracts and those distinctions, it 

would be nice if you could get access to that data because it 

should be generally available. If it’s easy for you to get access to 

that and then to slice the rest of the data that you’ve got in that 

way and begin to look at it and see if it actually shows anything 

interesting. We really don’t know what the data is going to show or 

not show. We’re making suggestions based on anecdotes here. 

And we’re looking for something better than gTLD legacy versus 

new because that clearly doesn’t seem to fit anything that’s 

informative. It’s just data points that stand out and create a point 

of view, but it doesn’t feel like that point of view that it’s presenting 

is actually informative in a useful way. 

So that’s the reason for suggesting this, at least from my point of 

view, Samaneh. It seemed like an easy thing to target and go grab 

and see if we could do something there as a way to look at the 

data. And we’d really like to know if it actually shows anything. To 

the extent that you can start looking at some of the data, creating 

some graphs, and are willing to share those with us and we can 

talk about it maybe that would help us to tweak these distinctions 

for you to use as you continue to look at data. And this way we 

can together be looking for what’s the next set of pie charts that 

really would be informative to the community. 

So I guess it’s kind of an ask. It’s a suggestion leading toward an 

ask for let’s get some stuff and see what it looks like. And then 

we’re happy to look at it with you and see what we can do with it if 

that works for you. So would appreciate a more explicit comment 

from you on that particular path. Thanks. 
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KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Samaneh, I’ll give you a second to respond. And then if you don’t 

mind, Martin, holding your question and then I’ll put you in the 

queue next. Samaneh, go ahead. 

 

SAMANEH TAJALI:  Sure, it works for me. I was just wondering whether there were 

concrete thoughts behind the notes or it was just let’s explore 

together. So now I understand better, and what I had in mind to do 

for the first metric was actually I called it TLD type but I 

understood it’s the same as what you thought for business 

models, the brand and community, etc. Let’s have that and then 

discuss it further. I agree with Jim. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Thank you, Samaneh. Martin, go ahead. And, Jim, your hand is 

still up. 

 

MARTIN SUTTON:  Thanks, Kristine. I just wanted to concur. I think this is a really 

important aspect to draw out some quality information rather than 

a generalized legacy versus new gTLD. So I back up everything 

that was said. 

In addition, to make sure that we extract certain other models like 

the highly restricted use cases such as .bank, .insurance, and a 

couple of others that committed to or provided actually a lot of 

restrictions in their whole setup as part of their business plan, if 

there’s a way that we can separate those out perhaps as the – I’ve 

forgotten what categories the GAC used to call them – but they 

might come out from that as a source of characterization. 
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But then we’ve certainly got an easy access to all Specification 13 

TLDs. The GDD staff maintain a public listing of all Specification 

13 TLDs. So I think there’s a good starting point for a couple of 

those categories anyway. Thanks. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Thanks a lot, Martin. Okay, so I’ve got a couple of things going. 

Martin, I’ve got a question for you, and then I’m going to ask 

another question so people can be thinking. So don’t go 

anywhere, Martin. 

 When you say look at highly restricted models, and to Jim’s point 

about being reproducible by the rest of the community, I know we 

have the GAC Category 1 strings. Would you view that as being a 

definitive list of highly restricted? Or how would a third-party 

independent observer or ICANN or the registries determine the 

complete closed list of which TLDs are considered highly 

restricted or highly regulated TLDs? 

 That’s a question for Martin to pause on for a second. I’ll give you 

a chance to answer in a moment. I also wanted to direct attention 

to the chat. Richard Roberto asked a couple of questions about 

registry location. But then there’s another question that I’m going 

to read after Martin. And then John Crain said it sounds like a 

good topic for Montreal, and I’m going to ask what’s the good topic 

for Montreal? Richard’s question or something we were talking 

about on the phone? 

 

JOHN CRAIN:  Oh, sorry. 
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KRISTINE DORRAIN:  So Martin and then John. Martin, you go, and then John. 

 

MARTIN SUTTON:  Thanks, Kristine. I’m not sure. I would need to go back to any 

other categories that might be easy to check down the list of the 

GAC sensitive strings or highly regulated strings as [Gigi] has put 

in the chat. But I think that is certainly a starting point. So Type 1 

is, I think, an easy start and those that are already separated with 

an add-on specification such as the dot brands. Thanks. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, thanks, Martin. That’s helpful. I’m just trying to be as 

definitive as possible for Samaneh. So if we say go look here, I 

just want to make sure she can go look there and get a concrete 

list. So I think that’s good. 

 John, I’d like you to tell me which is the good topic for Montreal. 

And if it’s Richard’s question, then let’s get that into the 

discussion. Thanks. 

 

JOHN CRAIN:  Yeah, so his question was about the data schemas and what data 

we have. I think that’s a good thing for an in-person where we can 

actually show you the data elements that we have rather than 

trying to do it over a phone call. Although, it’s not highly 

complicated. But if we’re doing some looking before Montreal into 

other datasets, we could do the two things together. We could do 

a “this is what we have and this is what we found and this is what 

we’re missing” kind of discussion. 
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KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, I think that would be very useful. When we’re talking about 

a session in Montreal, are you thinking about our session? I 

believe you all were contemplating having an open session on 

DAAR again where you can talk about it to the community, but 

then we also have our working group planned where Jim has 

tentatively invited you to participate. Which forum were you 

thinking was the better of two? 

 And then, Martin, I don’t know if your hand is new or old. 

 

JOHN CRAIN:  I think for this case probably with the working group because it will 

be a bit out of the blue for the rest of the audience. But there’s no 

reason why we couldn’t do it in either. I think this is probably going 

to be a detailed discussion, so maybe it’s something for the 

working group first. I’m open. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, very good. We’ll discuss that. I think, I mean, obviously, we 

haven’t had a chance to chat yet, but I think that any time – this 

group considers ourselves relatively technical. I might be the least 

technical of the people on the list. And so, yeah, we do appreciate 

a deep dive, and I think everybody would appreciate knowing a 

little bit more about this schema and looking for that data a bit 

more. 

 Richard asks the dates for the Montreal sessions, and I know Sue 

has that at the tip of her fingers. So sit tight, Richard, and Sue will 

post that in the chat in a few minutes as soon as she grabs that. 

She’s been pretty good about periodically reminding us about 

when we’re scheduled to meet. There we go. Monday, 17:00. So it 
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sounds like you should be able to work it out if you’re coming in 

early Monday. Great. 

 All right, very good. Thank you. This has been really helpful so far. 

Excellent. So I think moving on I’m looking at the queue to see if 

anybody has anything they’re dying to discuss on that top row on 

Page 2 or if we have essentially exhausted some of our ideas 

there at this point. Again, keeping in mind that it’s not like we’re 

never going to revisit again, but this is our first pass at running 

through this with John and Samaneh. 

 Moving on to Row 2 on Page 2, here we talk a little bit. This is why 

I said we would probably circle back to that mixed messages thing 

[inaudible] the beginning because it kind of comes up throughout. 

This has a little bit of a suggestion, I think. 

When we talk above about there being mixed messages and your 

tool is called the Domain Abuse Activity Reporting. You’re clear in 

the report that you’re really talking about security threats. Security 

threats are defined in our contract not to include spam, but you’re 

including spam. So we’ve got a little bit of an inconsistency in 

terminology as far as the definition of DNS abuse, the definition of 

security threats. So we have that as one piece of what we’re 

terming our mixed messages concern. 

But then we’re also talking a little bit about somewhat the 

community perception that DAAR is a hammer to be used against 

registry operators rather than an informational tool. I think what 

we’re perceiving on our side is that from OCTO’s perception, we 

think that you’ve built it as a tool and it was designed to be a tool 

and you all understand it’s a tool but that there’s another group – 

and maybe it’s Compliance or not, maybe it’s just other community 
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groups – that are now taking it and trying to apply it in a way that it 

was never really meant to be applied.  

Such as in audits or as a PR piece about how we’re not good 

actors when we have already been really clear that it doesn’t 

communicate anything about what mitigation steps we take and 

what we do to try to mitigate abuse. It only talks about how many 

times we’ve been the victim of an attack. 

So I would love it if you have comments on this section, this would 

be a great time for you to give us your thoughts on this section. 

Thanks. I’ll let John or Samaneh jump in. Samaneh has her hand 

up. Go ahead. 

 

SAMANEH TAJALI:  Yeah, so we are aware that the Compliance used some of the 

DAAR data for looking at registries and registrars. What the 

process was actually that they looked at the DAAR statistics and 

what they did was that they went directly to look at the RBLs 

themselves and saw different statistics. As far as we know, then 

the process was that they contacted registries that were reporting 

differently and asked how and why is that the case. So it wasn’t 

the case that DAAR was directly used as a hammer to force stuff 

but more as a point of double check. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, thank you for that. John? 

 

JOHN CRAIN:  Yeah, [inaudible] the messaging on this. I don’t control the 

messaging that our colleague always do, but we have had 

conversation with them. I think we could all benefit by being a little 
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bit clearer about some of this stuff. Some of the misconceptions 

out there are a little harder to deal with. I think David said this last 

year. People just don’t read. That’s one part of it. The other part of 

it is I think people want to read things how they want to read them. 

Maybe you can help us with that messaging in some way. One of 

the things we can do is put a much clearer statement at the very 

top of the reports. But as I said, people don’t read or sometimes 

decide not to read. So happy to work on the messaging. Yeah, 

that’s a hard one because I really don’t know what you do about 

the people that just want to read it the way they want to read it no 

matter what you say. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Samaneh, is that a new hand? 

 

SAMANEH TAJALI:  No, an old hand. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, thank you. Looking for anyone else who wans to jump in 

here. Otherwise, I’ve got some comments on that. Rick, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sure. Thanks for those comments, John and Samaneh. I think that 

probably what I would express somewhat on behalf of the group is 

that probably the group’s perspective here is that we would look to 

perhaps a little bit more active engagement by OCTO on behalf of 

really doing a better and more vigorous job of articulating what the 

purposes of the DAAR are and what it is capable of in the face of 
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people who are actively ascribing purposes and weight to it that it 

may not have. 

 So when people are saying things that, like you said, using it in 

ways that it wasn’t intended that instead of OCTO sort of sitting 

back and shrugging it’s virtual shoulders that this group would 

rather that OCTO got a little bit more active and said, no, in fact 

the report is more useful in these fashions and it really shouldn’t 

be construed in these ways. 

 So I’d certainly welcome inputs from the other members of the 

community here in commenting on that, but that’s what I would 

offer in that vain. Thank you. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Thank you, Rick. John, go ahead. 

 

JOHN CRAIN:  Yeah, I take that fully. I’d like to think we’ve been trying to do that, 

but clearly we’ve not been successful with some of these people. 

So if you see areas where that’s happening and you can point us 

to them in written form, that’s good. And, yeah, keep us honest on 

this because it is our goal to make sure that people do understand 

it and that these misconceptions go away. So, yeah, we’ll try and 

do a better job. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Thanks a lot, John. Jim, go ahead, and then I’ll put myself in the 

queue. 
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JIM GALVIN:  Thanks, Kristine. Maybe to make this more explicit, building on 

what Rick was saying, and make this a bit more actionable, I think 

that there are two concerns here that are going on. One of the 

concerns is about the DAAR website itself, if you will. Even that 

has two parts. There are the words that are there and, of course, 

the words that are behind it in all the documentation. 

 This gets to your point, John, about what do you do about people 

who don’t read. And, yeah, I get it. Not a lot you can do there. But 

there might be an opportunity to simplify the presentation and 

certainly the words that are used there. I think that if even you 

folks, I guess specifically John and Samaneh since really the 

DAAR stuff belongs to you, taking note of the things that people 

are mis-doing or they’re misappropriating what’s being put there. 

Take that as an explicit action to rethink and perhaps revise some 

of the presentation that’s there in those words. 

 In fact then, what I would ask as another specific actionable thing 

is would you be welcome, I mean would you be interested in if we 

as a group could get together and maybe have some suggestions 

about what things might look like and what words we think might 

be helpful? Would you welcome those kinds of suggestions? I 

hesitate to volunteer work of the group here, but nonetheless I 

think it’s appropriate to put that out there. So that’s one piece. 

 The second piece of things I think we’re actually working on quite 

directly here which is there are the pictures. We always say 

pictures are worth a thousand words. I think we’re having a lot of 

discussion here about exactly what some of these pie charts 

should look like and how the data should be sliced, and that will 

drive different kinds of charts and pie presentations. I think all of 

that is going to be helpful, but I think that we need to pay attention 

to that. 
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 And tying it back to my first suggestion, as we begin to suggest 

and build out, evolve different pictographs of what this data looks 

like, let’s be sensitive to the comments that we’re getting and let’s 

be sensitive especially to the misappropriation of whatever that 

presentation is so that we can adjust it. 

 We’re really just looking for if DAAR is to be successful and be 

informative to the community, then it really does have to stand on 

its own in that one page of looking at the website as well as the 

words that you, OCTO, and others in ICANN use to describe it, 

which is a harder problem in some sense. But let’s get the DAAR 

website itself on a good place. Thanks. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Thanks a lot, Jim. So I was in the queue next, and then we’ll let 

Samaneh respond because my suspicion is that Samaneh can 

probably respond to both of us. 

 I agree with Jim. Jim and I are the co-chairs, to be clear, so we’re 

not necessarily out of line in committing the group. But I think the 

group has already previously discussed that we would be willing to 

help contribute to some messaging. So in the event that you are 

interested in us giving you a blurb or something that we could all 

sit down and wordsmith and tweak together on these calls, I think I 

can echo Jim and say we would be willing. 

 In addition to action items from you, as I pointed out at the 

beginning of the call. You may or may not have heard me, but we 

are willing to engage in some action items as well. If that is to 

come forward with some work that does a better job of marketing 

and explaining DAAR. And one of our suggestions is actually on 

the screen, which is referencing the work that has been done on 

the security framework between the PSWG and the registries and 
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the registrars already. So there’s some work that has been done 

that we can reference as well. 

 I’m getting some plus ones which I think is good, and I think that’s 

probably plus ones to Jim and maybe to my offer as well. So I 

think we are really interested in taking some action items for 

ourselves away from this call as well. So go ahead, Samaneh. 

Thanks. 

 

SAMANEH TAJALI:  I just wanted to say, sure, we are always willing to take input from 

the community so of course. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  John, “plus three.” Great. John, go ahead. 

 

JOHN CRAIN:  Yeah, so absolutely looking for input. The one thing I will say is 

that whatever we publish we have to go through our internal 

processes. At the moment, this discussion and this document is I 

guess embargoed is the right way. We’ve been asked not to 

discuss it with anybody internally, which is fine and I’m happy with 

that for now. But at some point, we’re going to have to discuss it 

with other people internally once we start making actual changes 

to the public part of things. Just as a heads up. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Yeah, thanks. And I think we’re aware of that. I think our sensitivity 

around this issue is we have felt kind of vulnerable putting our 

issues list out. And honestly, part of the reason we wanted to 

embargo this for at least the few first phone calls was to get your 
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sense. This has been a bit of a tenuous relationship, and one of 

the things that we’re trying to do here is rebuild that trust between 

your team and us. 

So doing it in a safe place where it wasn’t under the watchful, 

maybe accusatory, gaze of everybody else felt like a safer way to 

be more vulnerable and for us to say, you know what? We’re 

going to back off our sort of anti-DAAR rhetoric and come up with 

some ways to work together and be better and hear from you and 

we want it to be a safe space. 

Absolutely, this is not going to be able to continue to be a 

completely silent conversation. We really realize that of course 

any messaging would eventually have to be vetted through the 

proper channels. But I think that giving this opportunity and 

tentatively feeling out and trying it on and seeing how we feel 

about some of this messaging, it helps I think. We can bounce 

ideas off of each other in a place that allows us to experiment. So 

I think that’s really what we’re trying to do here is experiment a 

little bit. 

 It looks like JC has volunteered to help Samaneh has been 

volunteered. Excellent. All right, good. This is really helpful, and 

we’re going to take this as an action item for us to think about how 

we can put some help with that messaging at the beginning. I 

think that’s going to be really useful. And hopefully you take our 

point that the point isn’t to be super-secret forever. Just really to 

build a safe space for a short time. 

 So good. I think that’s really where we were coming here, and so 

we’re happy to take that away. We’ve got about 15 minutes left. 

We probably won’t get too far into the next row, but I just want to 

allow people to raise their hands and see if you have anything to 
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add before we move on here. Again, not the complete end of this 

conversation, but just kind of moving on to get through the list. 

 What I want to do also just for everyone’s benefit is I would like to 

save five minutes at the end of this call for a very short recap and 

then to discuss next steps, given that both ICANN and the 

registries have action items now. So we do want to discuss that a 

little bit at the end as well. 

 So, Sue, if you don’t mind scrolling up, I think we’re at the top of 

Page 3 now where we talk a little bit about feed selection. I know 

that’s always been a hot button topic, so hopefully we’re at a good 

place. It’s kind of where it is in the list because we wanted to make 

sure that we’ve built a good working relationship here before we 

dive into this thorny issue of feed selection. 

 We have a few concerns, as you can see from the list. I think none 

of these are a big surprise to you. Of course, our contracts do not 

prohibit spam. So we have some concerns about that. I know that 

one of our biggest concerns really is the fact that we do actually 

have four things we have to monitor for, and it feels like the 

reports are often sort of like there’s so much noise and they’re 

swallowed up by spam. 

Because we recognize that spam can be a vector for abuse but 

not all spam is and we’re unaware, and maybe this is where we 

get to the parsing of the data, but we’re unaware of any system 

that can sort out the sort of spam that feeds malware versus the 

sort of spam that is just obnoxious and annoying and makes 

everyone’s spam list because nobody wants to get the obnoxious 

e-mail that isn’t otherwise perpetuating malware. 

 So I think one of our questions would be, is the spam metric only 

getting the type of spam that’s clearly pointing to phishing sites? 



 

Page 25 of 31 

 

And if not, what we would love to see is if you’re unwilling to 

completely discard the spam data, would you be amenable to 

considering a publication of charts with and without the spam 

data? Such that we could actually see how we’re performing 

relative to our contracts without the piece that’s not contractually 

obligated. So that’s one of our suggestions here to discuss if 

you’re willing to. 

 Then we go into you have your methodology. Some of us have 

[built systems]; some of us haven’t. I know one of the things that 

you guys have really touted is the reproducibility of the data. 

However, a lot of registries really aren’t in the position to 

reproduce it. We aren’t in a position to pay for feeds or we can’t or 

we won’t or whatever. So that does make when Compliance, for 

instance, is comparing our data to what you guys have if we 

haven’t bought the same feeds, the data is unlikely to be the 

same. 

 So I think we have some thoughts there of concerns that we would 

love to get your viewpoint on. And then I’m not sure if you heard 

me before, Sue, but do you mind scrolling? I think anybody whose 

not got the doc separate isn’t able to see. If you can scroll up to 

the top of Page 3. Right there. Perfect. Thank you. 

 So, Samaneh, go ahead. 

 

SAMANEH TAJALI:  Yes, about the spam and how we represent the data, I absolutely 

agree that the spam for now although it has been changed in 

terms of percentages over the course of the past year, we are 

intending to [separate] and only use separate charts and separate 

statistics and not the total anymore. So we are on the same line 

with that. 
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KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Thank you, Samaneh. I think that we would all agree that’s good 

news. John, go ahead. 

 

JOHN CRAIN:  On the difference in feeds and the way different people measure, 

we have a process of how we pick those feeds mainly around their 

use. The discussion that I saw with Compliance was a little 

frustrating. I think they got the message that the difference in 

feeds does not imply that a registry is not looking at feeds. It 

implies that there’s a difference. And the only thing that’s of 

question there really is why is the data different. And if the answer 

is we’re using different feeds, then that’s fine. 

It’s only when there are really major discrepancies that it should 

even be really that interesting. So that was a little frustrating from 

my side as well. And I think Compliance has learned that, and I 

hope that the registries [inaudible] finally got that question rather 

than anything negative. Because maybe we need to constantly 

look at our feeds as well. It’s important that we all have an 

understanding of what it is we’re measuring. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Thanks a lot, John, for that comment. I think that’s helpful. Rick, 

go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Just a quick question. When did Compliance learn that? 
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JOHN CRAIN:  After the questions came back to me from some of the 

Compliance people and I shouted at them. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay, because when Compliance was leaning on DAAR data 

during the Spec 11(3)(b) thing, they were going item by item and 

people had to explain everything. It wasn’t a – it’s my 

understanding, and obviously I only have access to data that I’m 

authorized to have access to at this registry, but they were not 

taking a gestalt view of the situation writ large. It was an explain 

things domain by domain. 

Other registry operators might have a different view, but my 

understanding at least where we were was it was domain by 

domain and looking at things in very particular detail and not an 

overall of, well, it’s sort of an 80/20 kind of a view. So presumably, 

that is going to be I guess different going forward, but it was 

certainly not the case the last time. Thank you. 

 

JOHN CRAIN:  Yeah, and I would say that’s something to watch and have a 

discussion with the Compliance folks if that comes up again. If 

there are questions about the way they’re using data – DAAR data 

or any kind of data – feel free to suggest that they loop us in. 

They’re not data analysts, and we do try to help them. And happy 

to help you guys as well if it’s messaging they’re having issues 

with. 
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KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Thanks, John. And I think that’s really helpful. I think that when we 

talk about community groups misunderstanding what DAAR is and 

isn’t, I think we include Compliance in that analysis. 

As Rick pointed out for the audit, having to explain why I’m doing 

mitigation efforts or I’m doing monitoring efforts and my monitoring 

doesn’t match what you have, it’s just very much groping in the 

dark. I don’t know why my data doesn’t match yours. I can tell you 

that I’m complying and [here’s how] I’m complying and here’s what 

I’m watching for and here’s what I’m using. But I can’t tell you, I’m 

not a data analyst, I can’t tell you why my data doesn’t match. 

I think that’s that disconnect. And I think one of the things we 

would be interested in exploring over time is how to get in the 

same room, get Compliance, get you guys, get us in the same 

room. Because I think we’re coming at it from a different way. 

We want you – we have contracts we have to comply with, and we 

may want to do more. Some of us may want to monitor more than 

we’re required to. You are very concerned on your side about the 

security and stability and ICANN’s bylaws and making sure that 

you are keeping track of what’s going on from a security 

standpoint on the Internet. And that’s fine, and that’s all well and 

good. 

But I think the [crossover] comes where you try to take a tool 

that’s designed for one thing which is the overall how is the 

Internet looking and shoehorn that into something related to our 

contracts where it was not really designed necessarily to be a 

contractual monitoring device. I think that’s really where that 

[inaudible] comes in. So when we talk about messaging to the 

community, I think one of the parts of the community that we need 

to message to is Compliance as well. 
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Maxine put a little statistic in the chat too about how we were 

forced to compare as well. 

We are quickly running up on the end of the hour. I want to give a 

chance for anybody. I don’t need to have the last word on the 

substance. Anybody want to put a hand up and say anything on 

this? What I plan is when we meet again, we can continue. We’re 

not quite through our list yet. 

Seeing no hands, okay, I’d like to move on to next steps. If 

anybody has anything in the next few minutes, feel free to raise 

your hand. We have a couple directions we can go here. What I 

am thinking, and I would love to hear some feedback on this, what 

I’m thinking is that we take a pause and that next week John and 

Samaneh spend this time thinking about ways to parse the data. 

Maybe they have a sample that they can put forward at that time. 

Maybe they’re not ready. 

But we can talk a little bit more about some of the research that 

they have done for data parsing and how we can break that up a 

bit. Maybe we can look at an example of what a pie chart might 

look like. But what if we give you guys an extra week to dig in and 

do some work. We’ll take our week to do the same thing. So we’ll 

come back, we’ll sit down and work with our messaging. 

We’ll get back together in two weeks. If John and Samaneh have 

any sort of initial outlines of what they’d like to think about or any 

sort of rough data to show us, great. If we have our rough 

messaging we can share, that would be really great. I’d love to 

turn that next two weeks call into a working call where we can 

really get into a little bit of those weeds. Or we could have one 

more meeting where we continue to flesh out, finish this doc, and 

kind of work on the side. 
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I’d love to get a sense of what people are thinking. I’m leaning 

toward getting a little work time and diving into some of the action 

items already. But if people are more inclined to make sure that 

we finish going through this doc in detail, I’m happy to go with that 

first. So why don’t I put John and Samaneh on the spot and see 

what you think. And then everyone else needs to give a thought. 

You can put your thoughts in the chat as well. But either John or 

Samaneh, what do you think would be best for you? Do you need 

two weeks to do data dives? 

 

SAMANEH TAJALI:  Practically, I would say the process would be me going into what 

kind of data I can find, and I already have an idea, and discuss it 

with GDD to see what is there and what can be publicly accessed 

and then see how quickly we can generate stuff. For me 

personally, I would say let’s discuss the graphs and the new 

metric and the ideas around it in two weeks. 

 

KRISTINE DORRAIN:  Okay, I think that sounds exactly like what we were thinking on our 

end. But I’m looking for – this is the first time I’ve floated this past 

the rest of our discussion group – so I’d love to get either in the 

chat or show of hands, does that seem fair? Should we use next 

week to do some work? Meet together in two weeks, see what 

Samaneh has to show us, and then share our document with her. 

And then we can keep moving on on the list as needed. But we 

would love to kick off some action items so that maybe we have 

some work for Montreal. So we don’t want to hold the action items 

for too long. That’s kind of what we’re thinking here. 

 It looks like Martin believes it’s sensible. Any plus ones? Minus 

ones? Anyone want to disagree? That means that next week 



 

Page 31 of 31 

 

when we’re on the call we’re working, folks. Expect to see all of 

you there, especially JC seeing as he volunteered. That’s with my 

wink. All right, we got a couple of plus ones. It seems like nobody 

thinks that’s a bad idea, so that’s what we’ll do. 

 Sue, for next week’s call, it will just be the registry group. We will 

not have John and Samaneh on next week. We will all use that 

time to get some work on our action items done. And then the 

following week, our regularly scheduled time, we’ll invite John and 

Samaneh again and we’ll plan to come together and present what 

we have. Again, sort of a safe discussion space. What we have 

may or may not work, and that’s fine. But we’re going to do what 

we can to get some work product out there for discussion. Great. 

And we have a firm commitment from JC. Fantastic. 

 All right, everyone. Thank you so much. There’s one minute left in 

the call if anybody has anything they need to say. Thank you so 

much, John and Samaneh, for coming again and for taking your 

time to join our weekly calls because this is really helpful and I feel 

like, at least from my perspective, that we’re making some good 

progress here and building some bridges which is really the point 

of this whole exercise. 

 So thanks, everyone. Sue, you can end the call. We’ll talk to John 

and Samaneh again in two weeks. Everyone else, same bat time 

next week. 
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