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SUE SCHULER: Okay, Donna. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. So, Russ, Karla, thanks. I think we’re about to hear from 

you on what you’ve learnt during your sabbatical from the RA/RAA 

Amendment Discussion Group. So, I’ll hand it over to you guys. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Sure. Thank you, Donna, and thank you, everyone. Appreciate us 

being able to put together a fairly last-minute call. I know 

everyone’s busy, already living in ICANN 69 prep week, and 

preparing themselves and their teams to … Yes. This is my life at 

the beach in my bedroom. But everyone, I really appreciate you 

guys making the time for this. And also, we do really appreciate 

the patience that you guys have shown us with us pausing the 

negotiations—the sabbatical, as Donna is calling it, which I like. If 

only I could get a sabbatical. That sounds fabulous right now. 

And going back to that again, apologies if that came on suddenly 

and unexpectedly. That was not the intention. And I understand 

how that could be perceived as us throwing a wrench or sending a 

shockwave through this process. It’s been a really collaborative 

and good discussion along the way. And it wasn’t meant to disrupt 

that too much.  

But I think, as we realized, we were—had talked through the 

positions, largely, pretty sufficiently, I think. And it was time to start 

really compromising. And in order to do that, I think, most 
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effectively, we needed to make sure that we go back and look at 

some things that were said during the discussion, and things that 

were proposed on each side, and find ways to bring—close the 

gap and also to make sure that we understood all the logic and 

rationale for some of the positions both we and you guys were 

expressing. 

So, I think the pause was beneficial for us and gave us an 

opportunity to pull together the right people, and really analyze 

what we had heard, and what we can bring to the table further to 

get this moving forward, and hopefully, come together and closed 

out. I think there’s only a few hanging major concepts that need to 

reach alignment on. And then, everything else, I think, is either 

already agreed on or can quickly fall into place. 

Really important that we do remain committed to this negotiation 

and to the transition from WHOIS to RDAP. And that’s been our 

position all along, and something I think we really do need to think 

about as a group. And we want you guys to continue to think 

about it as the starting place, which seems to be a bit of a divide 

for us.  

So, we talked about using that SLA document from the 2019 

discussions—the SLA and reporting document—as a starting 

place for the agreements. And we agree that the objective, when 

those were in development, was always the concept of retiring 

WHOIS at some point in favor of RDAP. But the document itself 

wasn’t designed to do that.  

And so, where we thought it was important … If we were going to 

go down the contractual negotiation route—and we all know the 
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complexity of that, as we’ve lived only a third of the process so far, 

when you think about the public comment, and the voting, and 

whatnot—that we really needed to think through the whole picture, 

which includes how do we get to a transition? What are the things 

that need to be baked into that? And that needs to go above and 

beyond just that starting point that the 2019 SLA document 

represented. 

And I know there’s been different opinions about that expressed 

on—over the course of the discussions throughout the year. But I 

think if we really go back and look at that document, we can point 

some places out. So, there’s evidence that that was the case—

that that document was really a starting place for RDAP that 

hadn’t yet contemplated retiring the WHOIS service.  

So, if we can … What I’m looking for is to really close the gap. I 

think that frame of mind needs to exist on both sides. And we think 

that there’s good place for compromise and good place for 

reasonable agreements in this that don’t depart too heavily from 

that document. We’re not looking to start over or anything to that 

effect. There’s no new points of negotiation on that front. But that 

understanding is really going to be part and parcel to building a 

plan that incorporates retiring WHOIS and transitioning to RDAP 

fully.  

So, I’ll pause there first and can take you through the next couple 

of points as well. But want to just first pause and give a chance for 

any kind of immediate reaction, if there is one. 

 



RySG-RA/RAA Amendment Discussion Group-Oct08                        EN 

 

Page 4 of 28 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: So, Russ, from my perspective, I’m waiting to get to the real—the 

real issue. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: No problem. I just want to make sure I don’t dominate the mic and 

put on a soliloquy here if there’s people chomping at the bit for 

anything. So, I think, as you mentioned, those points … The main 

point there, I think, relates to that round trip SLA. And we think … 

We understand the position the Registries and Registrars have 

come to us with that, and that it was something already decided, 

and we shouldn’t be discussing it again. But we think, again, part 

of retiring WHOIS is a reasonable SLA. And we want to find that 

reasonable SLA. 

 So, we did a little bit of study, thinking that so far, we’ve mostly 

been talking from philosophical positions. And so, we took a look 

at where could we find, maybe, some objective data to bring to the 

discussion that others might be using RDAP and that could help 

move us past some of these philosophical positions and start 

talking about a real compromise? 

 So, we looked at the RIRs. The RIRs have been deploying RDAP, 

depending on the RIR, different periods of time, different stages of 

their evolution for their deployments. But the RIRs, we thought, 

was a reasonable place to look at another group that was 

deploying RDAP and what kind of performance they were seeing. 

So, we did some analysis.  

And essentially, from a technical feasibility standpoint, we 

continue to think that the 2,000 milliseconds is reasonably 
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achievable by registries and registrars. And we have some data 

we can bring back to that. But I want to set the stage that from a 

technical feasibility standpoint, we think it’s reasonable to shoot 

for an SLA, different than what was presented back to us so far. 

And we continue to think two seconds is reasonable. But we have 

some data to bring back to the group and show them, to help as a 

starting place for reentering those conversations. 

I think one of the other key items open was the emergency 

threshold discussion about which of the services, if any, should be 

subject to EBERO. While there was some level of concurrence … 

While there was some overlap, both services are still required. 

And the way we presented that was we think RDAP should be the 

service—after the ramp-up period, that RDAP should be the 

service that registries—this is a registry-focused issue—registries 

are accountable for, in terms of EBERO, and WHOIS, in terms of 

just the SLA. And it would follow the regular breech process. 

And our thinking there is … Again, we’re trying to retire the 

WHOIS service. And we need to be able to demonstrate to the 

community and communicate to the community that RDAP is a 

reliable service before we take the WHOIS service away. And so, 

we think it’s really important that at that once we take the ramp-up 

period away—once that’s over—that RDAP is a reliable service 

and that service is accountable for in the form of a potential 

EBERO event. 

And again, as we’ve talked about in the past, the context here is 

that ICANN is very reluctant to trigger an EBERO event. We 

recognize the impact of that, and the severity of something like 

that. And time and time again, we’ve worked with the operator to 
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bring the service back online properly—give them the time to bring 

it back online properly—rather than implement the EBERO. But 

from being able to demonstrate to the community that RDAP is the 

service we want them to rely on, we think it’s important to have 

that backstop. 

And then, I think another important thing we’ve talked about is 

something we took back. In the negotiations, the Registries and 

Registrars made a request that ICANN centralize the web WHOIS 

service and that we relieve the registries and registrars of that 

obligation, to provide a web-based directory service like there is 

today. And we really did take that back. And what we realized is, 

one, the volume is quite large and larger … Based on just the 

reporting from the registry reports on a monthly basis, the volume 

is quite large—must larger than any of the services we offer today, 

in terms of load.  

But we remain committed to looking into this and we think we 

need a little more data. So, there’s a set of specific datapoints that 

we think we need to really evaluate, if what it takes from a cost 

perspective … This will be a real obligation that we transition from 

the Contracted Party to ICANN and need to really understand 

what that load is so that we can cost it appropriately and scale to 

that, if that’s something we can do—are willing to do in this 

negotiation.  

So, we have a few questions about—trying to get some more data 

from both—some from Registries and some from Registrars. And 

we don’t need data from everyone. I think if we can get it from a 

few of the representative, larger Contracted Parties, that will be 

very helpful and allow us to do a more thorough study and 
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evaluate that because we are really interested in that as an 

opportunity to improve the service for the community.  

We already have … As you know, we already have the centralized 

lookup portal. But the Contracted Parties is the place that most 

people think to go. And if we can transition that to ICANN, that 

might be a real improvement, as you guys have suggested. And 

we tend to think so but we really have to evaluate what that 

obligation really entails—the load we’d be taking on and what kind 

of cost it would take us to operate—to stand up and then operate 

that service at that scale. So again, we’re talking in the hundreds 

of millions of queries. 

That data analysis also revealed and reminded us that some of 

the challenge in sizing this problem is the way the reporting 

requirement is designed today in the Registry Agreement. And 

those from the Registries side may be familiar with the SSAC 

advice in SAC097 and also that letter we received in 2019 and 

discussed in Marrakesh a little bit.  

And think that this might be an opportunity to, while not changing 

the reporting, I think make—ensure that there’s a way to ensure 

consistency on how the data’s reported when registries are 

utilizing shared SRS systems so that we at least know we’re not 

getting double-counted figures, so that we can adequately size 

these problems correctly. So, that is something we wanted to 

bring back and discuss. We think there’s a way forward on that 

without adding too much complexity, or cost, or obligation on the 

registries but that will produce a cleaner set of data for the 

community to understand the loads that are being asked. 
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So, I think those are the three big points that we wanted to bring 

back. Again, we wanted to talk about it in this small group so that 

we can level-set and give you guys time to process a little bit, and 

prepare, and think about how we reengage with the whole group 

to bring this forward. And so, I’ll pause there and give you guys a 

chance to think through what I’ve talked about and maybe come 

back with questions. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: So, Russ, I think that’s a lot of information for us to digest. And 

this is just my gut reaction. On the round trip SLA, I don’t really 

agree that it’s been a philosophical discussion. I think that based 

on who we have in this group, I think what they’re suggesting, in 

terms of technical capability and that there is differences between 

the expectations of RDAP and WHOIS.  

And also, what is philosophical is ICANN’s need to show to the 

community that RDAP has similar requirements or timing 

requirements that currently have for WHOIS. I think, based on the 

discussions we’ve had about the differences in technology, I 

would have hoped that there would have been more appreciation 

that … What we’ve tried to explain is that technically, these things 

are different, so—and also that the SLAs are related to what gets 

us to a breach level, not what is a satisfactory service for an end 

user. So, I think that’s probably the philosophical part.  

But I do … I appreciate that we don’t necessarily have objective 

data because people aren’t using RDAP right now. But I think the 

technical discussion that we’ve had, I think it’s been reasonable 
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that we can’t have the same expectation for RDAP that we did on 

WHOIS. 

On the emergency threshold discussion, I think we will probably … 

And I’d have to go back and review our notes but I think we may 

have been in the same place that you were. So, maybe that’s one 

we can tick the box on. But the last part that you’ve discussed 

about the data and consistency of reporting, that seems to be 

new. And maybe that’s just because I’ve been away from this for 

so long that I can’t remember.  

And the other thing I just wanted to put out there is I really want to 

understand … When we started this process, which was 

essentially to add SLAs to the Registry Agreement for RDAP, are 

we going beyond that? And that’s something that is in the back of 

my mind, that we might be introducing a lot of things here that 

perhaps fall outside this—what the scope of this negotiation was 

intended to be.  

So, that’s just my gut reaction. And I’m really interested to hear 

from others from the team that have been listening in. And I see 

that Jeff has his hand up. 

   

JEFF NEUMAN: Hopefully you guys can hear me. Thanks, guys. And appreciate 

the update. I just … We’re not, on this call, going to give our 

complete reaction and this is just kind of gut. But one thing that 

concerns me is that you’re … It sounds like you want to use our 

contract as a public relations, marketing-type document. “We want 

to show the world that we take it seriously. We have to 
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demonstrate that it’s reasonable to the community. We have to 

demonstrate that RDAP is reliable.” 

That’s not a good basis for a contract discussion. And I just stress 

the point that Donna just made, that we’re not talking about what 

organizations strive to meet for their own internal goals. But we’re 

talking about what starts the breach process, and what gets 

Compliance involved, and everyone spun up. And even if you 

solve the problem right there and then, it still gets reported as a 

case that required Compliance. And then, you see it on the 

monthly figures of how bad registries and registrars are doing with 

everything. 

And of course, that doesn’t even go to a lot of the companies. I 

know when I worked at, certainly, a public company, when you get 

a breach notice, that sends alarm—or even a potential breech 

notice—that sends alarm bells throughout the entire company. 

And there’s lots of things you need to do. It gets escalated beyond 

belief.  

So, we understand that you want … So, I agree with Donna that 

showing us data that regional registries, who are not bound by 

contract to perform … I don’t see it as a relevant starting place. I 

think we really need to bring it back.  

There are a couple items that I don’t think you mentioned, that 

were sort of critical to us, one of them being the whole searchable 

WHOIS issue. So, I don’t know if that means that you’re dropping 

it now because it’s not important, which would be a good thing. 

But I think, in order for us to get a full picture of where we are, we 

need your position on all of the items because we tend to look at 
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things as an overall—from an overall perspective, rather than 

each individual component. Thanks. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, Donna. And thanks, Jeff. And so, maybe on the round trip 

time and where we see the SLA, or where we see the RIR—wow, 

that’s tough for me this morning—RIR data as helpful for us is—

helpful for all of us in this discussion—is … I think we brought … 

The Registries and Registrars brought this position that WHOIS is 

much different than RDAP, from a technical perspective. And we 

don’t disagree with the differences in the technologies.  

I think what this can help us see is that it's not technically 

infeasible to operate this service at the same or similar 

performance levels as WHOIS. And the RIRs help us, as an 

objective point of data. They’re not even bound by SLAs, like you 

were saying, Jeff, and they’re doing it in times that are comparable 

to the SLAs. So, I think what … And we can show you that data. I 

know I’m not showing it to you right now on the screen. And so, 

it’s hard to contextualize it. 

And again, this discussion is not meant to be the negotiation itself. 

I’m not meant--not trying to convince you of anything. I’m trying to 

give you guys a preview of a little bit of where we’re coming from, 

in hopes of coming together at something agreeable. So, I think 

the RIR data that we can share with you shortly is something that 

can help us have a discussion, based on understanding that there 

are technical differences but that those technical differences do 

not necessarily indicate that it’s infeasible to achieve similar 

performance. So hopefully, that can help address that perspective.  
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And I don’t think … Perhaps I didn’t convey it well. But this 

concept of using the contract to demonstrate … I take that on 

board. And we’ll think about, maybe, a better way to explain what 

we’re trying to accomplish there. But I think the contracts is where 

accountability comes to play. Karla, do you have anything you 

wanted to add? I may have missed some of the discussion we 

wanted to have here. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: No. I think that the review has been great. I think the one thing 

that I do want to chime in on is regarding the SAC097 letter. And 

we have been very mindful of scope creep, as it relates to the 

amendments. And we have … There have been a number of 

times that internal parties have come to us and said, “Hey. Can 

we add this? Can we do this? Can we think about that?” And we 

pushed back.  

The only time that we think that this is something that we should 

bring to the table—to the discussion—just because it’s something 

that’s been out there for a while that we know that we need to 

address … And this is … Having this considered as a part of the 

amendment seems like a logical place to do that.  

So, that’s why we wanted to bring it to this team to consider, to 

see if we can try to level-set and then come together as a group to 

understand how we can, I guess, come to a direction to figure out 

how to make sure that we are creating accurate reporting and we 

reduce the inconsistencies or remove them altogether. So, that’s 

the one comment that I would make about that. Donna, I see 

you’ve got your hand up. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. Thanks, Karla. It kind of goes to Rick’s point in chat about 

when we’ll see the data from the RIRs. That is a challenge, Russ. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  That’s … Oh, sorry.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. No. Go ahead, Karla. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Sorry. So, the plan right now is to share that information in our 

next call, which, I think, is scheduled for the 29th. We wanted to 

get through ICANN 69 and then come back together as the team 

to review that information. So, we would do a deep dive on that 

point. And, Jeff, to your questions, the other issue we have been 

talking about and looking at, including searchability … So, when 

we come back together on—in our next call, that’s something that 

we do plan to address.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Karla. Jim, go ahead. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Donna. Karla, you made reference to SAC097. And I’m 

wondering if you could say a little more about how that impacts us 

here and what’s going on there. SAC097, from my point of view, 
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speaks to two broad issues, only one of which is relevant in this 

discussion. And that is concern about the data that’s being 

submitted by a certain set of registries, with respect to their 

WHOIS query counts, and just asking that that all be clarified. It’s 

not immediately obvious to me how that directly applies here and 

why that’s a concern. So, I wonder if you could say some more 

about that and what’s going on there.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Sure. Thanks, Jim, for the question. If you look into the … I 

believe it’s section four of the letter, it actually addresses the 

reporting inaccuracies and that RDAP is a part of that, just 

intrinsically, just for the fact that it’s going to be the reporting 

transition that registries will transition from WHOIS to RDAP—or 

not maybe even transition but include RDAP as a part of the 

reporting. 

 So, we’ll have to, at least at some point, address how—why there 

are inaccuracies and how do we address them? And I would 

suggest that in preparation for our next conversation, that 

everyone is looking back to that letter from 2019 that Russ had 

mentioned. And I can look for it, as we continue the conversation, 

to put a link to it—and apologies that I probably should have had 

that already prepared—but that we go through it at that point so 

that we can review that information together and make sure that 

we’ve got the right purpose in mind, in terms of how we think 

about that for the amendments. 
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JIM GALVIN: So, yeah. I guess I would ask that you provide more specific 

information about your concerns and how it relates to this activity. 

I appreciate that ICANN may have a concern with wanting to 

make sure that all registries are going to uniformly report data. But 

I don’t think that affects our goal here, in just agreeing that we’re 

going to report data and RDAP is going to do that. It’s still not 

clear to me that combining and how those things are relevant. So, 

I’ll just leave it there, at that. Thank you. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN:  Thanks, Jim. Fair point in us maybe not connecting those dots, as 

well. I think what … As you know, in spec 4, the Registry 

Agreement allows registries on a shared registration service to 

aggregate data or report data across the whole shared 

registrations service. And so, the data we get, it’s not quite clear 

whether that’s the total number of queries to that TLD or across 

the system, in some cases, for things where the TLD isn’t the 

object. 

 And this came up … And remember, I believe it came up even 

when we were talking about search and the scale of search. And it 

came up when we think about the scale of who’s using web 

WHOIS. So, as we were looking to take on the service—the web 

WHOIS service, potentially, for the Registries and Registrars—we 

realized we may not have the right understanding of what that 

data really is. We might double-counting, essentially, load and 

making, maybe, perhaps a bigger obligation than we think we 

have to take on. 
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 So, I think that idea is that if we’re going to … It’s that point that 

we would look to maybe, perhaps, clarify and find a reasonable 

solution. We have a suggestion in mind, which is essentially the 

registry gets to choose which TLD to report the ones that they 

can’t identify to a particular TLD, just so that we know we haven’t 

double-counted anywhere. And we can talk through that proposal.  

But I think our position here is that there’s a good opportunity here 

to make sure that when we present the data, that there’s at least a 

reasonable understanding of how that data plays across when you 

look at it in aggregate. And we can make that more clear.  

So, I think that’s the point there. And if you don’t think contractual 

language is necessary, I think we can talk through that as well. I 

think we just thought that this discussion was a good place to 

highlight—like, “This tripped us up when we were using the data 

and it’s likely to trip others up.” And maybe there’s a way to clarify 

that so that everyone’s in alignment before anyone tunes their 

system, so that you only have to do deployment. And if there’s 

other vehicles, like advisory or any of that, that you’d prefer, I think 

we can explore that, as well.  

Rick, I do see your hand up. And I see your question in the chat. 

So, I’ll let you—unless, Donna, you wanted to go first.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Rick, you go. 
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RICK WILHELM: Okay. Thanks. Just very briefly. So, Russ, I didn’t quite get it. Is 

there a specific proposal that ICANN is making regarding 

reporting? Because as I was listening, right now I’ve only got the 

general thing that there’s something about reporting. But I can’t 

really apprehend what it is that we’re talking about reporting, other 

than a general sense of, “It needs to be better.” Because when I 

look at SAC097, I see SSAC complaining about Compliance not 

being effective enough.  

But when I look at what they’re saying there, there’s other 

explanations for SSAC’s observations, other than inaccuracies—

any inaccuracies. So, I think that those numbers that they’re 

seeing there could be completely accurate and explainable by 

monitoring queries, as an example. So, is there a specific 

proposal regarding reporting? Thank you. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. Thanks, Rick. So, I think our proposal is we don’t intend to 

change what we agreed on, in terms of the things that need to be 

reported. So, bottom line, no change there. We’re not going 

backwards, on any front, on that. 

What we were hoping to clarify was the note at the bottom of spec 

four that talks about the use of a shared SRS system and the 

ability to report data across the whole system for certain objects. I 

think that’s the right terminology. So, the proposal is to clarify that 

with—don’t double-count, essentially, those queries across every 

TLD in your system. Choose a particular TLD that … If you can’t 

de-aggregate the data, choose a particular TLD and load it there 

so that in aggregate, across the whole system, when we 
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aggregate all the reporting data, we at least know the total 

volume, or the total demand on the system.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  I understand, now, better. Thanks. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay. And again, we’re open to other alternatives. That was 

something we thought would be, hopefully, palatable but also—

and not overly complex and not trying to go backwards on, “Here’s 

what is supposed to be reported,” which we believe is a closed 

issue. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: So, Russ, I guess my question and what I’m trying to understand 

is why can’t you deal with that now? Why do you …? You’ve 

identified it as a problem within the current contract and the 

reporting. So, why can’t you deal with that individually with registry 

operators now? Why do you want to have the discussion within 

this group? It seems to me you’ve identified a problem that you 

could potentially go out and deal with the individual registries now 

to clear that up. I’m just not understanding why you want it to be 

part of this conversation. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: That’s a fair point, Donna. But I think it makes sense, when we’re 

looking at designing the reporting requirement, that if there’s areas 

that have been ambiguous in the past, that we could clarify them 
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in a mutually-agreeable way. And so, I take on board your point 

about working with individual registries. But I think, ultimately, the 

idea is to get clarity—alignment with the group as a whole—of 

how best to get that clarity and also to focus on RDAP. I think part 

of the belief here is let’s not focus too much new energy on 

WHOIS. Let’s focus on RDAP, which is where we’re heading. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. Any other questions from Russ, from our side? And Russ, a 

question from me. Is the intent that you and Karla will pull a key 

issues document together that you will share with our full 

negotiating group? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. Exactly, Donna. I think that’s what we owe you is, like you 

said, a key issues document. And we can walk through it with the 

whole group. And we’ll provide that in advance of any discussion. 

And we’ll provide … We can provide some of that data that 

we’ve—that data that we’ve alluded to. With the RIR data … 

We’re checking with the RIRs themselves on how comfortable 

they are with how we present the data so that we present it fairly 

to them, and to you, and use the data appropriately. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: So, Russ, with that RIR data, where do you see the parallels with 

what registries or the registrars would provide through RDAP? 

Where’s the consistency or the parallel? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: So, it- it’s the same technology—the same … It’s registration data 

being passed through RDAP. I think query volumes are relatively 

similar, if not greater, for RIRs than many individual registries—

maybe .com, .net—maybe some of the very large registries 

excluded.  

So, I think it can just help us understand, overall, that the SLAs 

that we have requested are technically feasible and that it’s 

something that we can move. I think it was a bring-back to the 

points made earlier in the negotiation about the technical 

complexity with deploying RDAP and help us discuss that in a little 

more sophisticated manner—help us … From our side, I think we 

were mostly listening to that and not bringing any counterpoints to 

that. We were moving the conversation somewhere else, to the 

wish of … And so, this is our, “Here’s how we see this service. 

And the technical complexity of it is different but that it’s not 

something that’s unachievable or unreasonable.” 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. So, any other questions for Russ and Karla while we’ve got 

them here? 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: So, I think we would like to make a request—and we’ll put this one 

in writing and we’ll target it to a few of the particular Contracted 

Parties—that for us to really evaluate if we’re going to be able to 

take on the web WHOIS service that we’ve talked about in the 

past, we need a little more data. And the data that the team is 

looking for would be for registries—and again, I’ll put this all in 

writing—but would be the number of unique IP addresses 

querying the web WHOIS service on a monthly basis, and just for 

one month of data, and just identifying what that month is. Karla’s 

going to put that in the chat. 

And then, from registrars, we have no data, right? So, I think we’re 

looking for total number of web WHOIS queries received in a 

month and that the—again, the number of unique IP addresses 

that their web WHOIS service saw in a monthly basis. So, RDAP 

has some features that enable us to cache responses. So, the IP 

addresses is helpful in that—can help us better size the problem. 

So, wanted to talk through that here. And we’re going to … We 

think we should ask that question now so that we can keep 

stewing—keep churning on that and give you guys a chance to 

decide if that’s something feasible for several of the providers to 

provide to us and can hopefully further advance that exploration of 

whether ICANN can take on that service.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. Thanks, Russ. 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. And so, you don’t need to copy and paste those questions. 

Again, we’ll send them directly. We wanted to talk through it in 

concept before jumping into it—into just shooting stuff over in 

writing. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. Okay. And your intent is that you’re not looking for 

members of this team to respond to, necessarily, you and Karla. 

But you will target some registries and registrars to provide that 

information? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Our thinking was we can send you what the questions are and 

send you a recap of what we talked about here. But then, our 

thought was we could just reach out directly to those that we 

thought would be relevant and helpful to us and see if we can get 

the data directly from them. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay.  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: If there’s a preference to do it differently, we’re here to listen.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I think, ultimately, at the end of the day, I think that that’s the right 

approach, in terms of reaching out and sending a letter directly to 

them. But before you do that, it would be … We should go back to 
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our stakeholder groups and let them know that they’ll get a letter 

and why they’re getting a letter so they don’t think it’s just out of 

the blue and question why they’re getting it. But I think, ultimately, 

at the end of the day, it should come as a request from you all to 

them, letting them know it’s covered by confidentiality under their 

agreements with you. So, I think it’s that two-step. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Right. Good point, Jeff. And it’s aggregate data. We’re not looking 

for anyone to disclose with IP addresses or any of that kind of 

thing—just looking for aggregate numbers in one month of data. 

But still maintain confidentiality on it, absolutely. It’s for us to 

evaluate from a technical feasibility perspective. All right. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. Just wanted to check something, Russ. So, Karla, you said 

we have a call lined up for 29th of October. Is that correct? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  That’s my understanding. Sue, please … Let me just … I think you 

sent out a meeting request, didn’t you? Or is it …? Wait a minute. 

Is it the 27th? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: I thought the 29th. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  I thought I saw something come from you. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: I thought the 29th of September was when we were going to get 

off pause. But … 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  You know what? I might be thinking of the RDAP Working Group. 

We probably need to set that up. And you were right, Donna. It 

was originally the 29th of September. Hopefully, we can begin our 

regular cadence. It looks like Tuesday the 27th would be the date. 

And that would be following ICANN 69. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. Karla, that might be a little bit too early for us because we 

… Obviously, everyone’s got commitments over the next two 

weeks so I’m not sure that we’ll have time to pull the group back 

together. So, it may be the week after. I think, as the Registries 

and Registrars, I think we’d be aiming for our first meet around 

that time and then meet with you and Russ after that. But we will 

need the note from you and Russ as well, just to scope this out 

properly for the rest of the group. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Is it distracting— 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. I would just caution— 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: Donna, is it distracting if we provide the note before the end of the 

ICANN meeting. Or is there … Earlier the better? I’m just trying to 

get a sense. I don’t want to cause commotion. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. Look, I can’t speak for individuals. I probably won’t pay 

attention to it in the next two weeks, to be honest.  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Right. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: But I think that those of us on the call now, I think the sooner you 

can get it to us, the better, while it’s still fresh and we’ve got 

context. So, I don’t know. If you’ve got it locked and loaded, get it 

out now. But yeah. We’ll deal with it when we can. So, I think the 

sooner the better. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay. Sorry, Karla. I cut you off there. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  No worries. The only thing that I would just … And we can work 

this out. But November 3rd is election day here in the United 

States and things are going to be a little crazy. I’m actually 

volunteering to be a poll worker. So, if that may not work, we can 

try to coordinate the next best time. But we’ll get the letter out to 
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everyone, or the communication out to everyone, and then we’ll 

figure out what the right timing is. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. And who knows, Karla? We may need two opportunities to 

meet internally before we come back to you and Russ because 

there’s quite a bit to digest and quite a while since people have 

been paying attention to this, too. So, we’re going to have to 

refresh our memories.  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Understand. Absolutely. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Yeah. Makes sense. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay. So, thank you all very much. I do recognize it was a lot to 

digest and we hit you with a lot at once. But wanted to also ease 

our way back in and not try and jump in with the whole group, 

without some frame of reference of where we were coming from. 

Again, we see a path forward here. We think there’s a few items 

that we’ve been talking about, that we think we can find 

reasonable compromise on and provide a good agreement. And 

look forward to getting back to the table with you all, following 

ICANN 69. And we’ll put stuff into writing so you guys have a 

chance to digest and talk amongst your teams. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. Sounds good, Russ. Maybe not as good as we wanted but I 

guess we’re back at the table. So, thanks. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thank you. Wish everyone a happy ICANN 69. Good luck— 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, everyone. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: - surviving in multiple time zones.  

 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE: Thanks, Russ. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Thanks, all. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Julie, we can end the recording. 
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