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SUE SCHULER:    Okay, Donna.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. Thanks, Sue. Graeme, I might need your help here. I’m a little bit 

frustrated with this group and some of it is organization that probably 

falls on me. But we’ve never really identified a lead for these calls or 

chairs from our side. I’m feeling a lack of organization is working against 

us and we’re looking very disorganized. Maybe this is just me that is 

feeling this way, but I’d be interested to hear from others.  

We seem to be going through this process in a very haphazard basis and 

I think I’ll take some of the responsibility for that. But I just wonder how 

… I’d just like to get a sense of how everybody else is feeling about this 

and whether they’re comfortable with the pace that we’re going at, if 

there are things we could do better. If we could just have a chat about 

that for the first couple of minutes, it would certainly be helpful to me. 

Graeme, go ahead.  

 

GRAEME BUNTON:  So, I think that’s pretty reasonable. We definitely don’t—I don’t feel like 

we have a conductor for this orchestra is maybe how I would phrase it. 

And I don’t think you or I are rolling in time to do that, either. I’m sure 

no one is.  

 I think our last call showed that we were getting a little bit better and a 

little more organized, but I think maybe you’re right that we could use 

someone to be like, “This is what we’re going to do,” and force us to 
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march to that beat—or at least help coordinate there.  Also open to 

other suggestions. But I think you’re right. I think we would be better 

served by being a little bit tighter to what we’re trying to get 

accomplished.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay, so we agree on that point. Jim has put a tick mark. And I do 

appreciate that everybody is [inaudible] in dealing with a number of 

efforts concurrently. So it is a bit of a challenge. Jeff, go ahead.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. So, when we started this thing, I think Rick and I had sort of 

volunteered to do that, but then I think, intervening, this group got kind 

of bigger and I don’t think we ended up doing that. If Rick is still [game] 

from the registry side, I would be happy to help coordinate on the 

registrar side. But I don’t want to volunteer Rick. Sorry. And Rick is not 

even on the call, so never mind.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  No, I think Rick is traveling this week, so he’s available but he isn’t 

[inaudible]. Jeff, thank you for your willingness. I’m happy to talk to Rick 

and see if he can step up and coordinate from the registry side. I think 

that would be really helpful. Sue is the one that puts these agendas 

together based on what she thinks where we are at any point in time. 

So, thanks to Sue for doing that. But we’re also not working on the list. 

Zoe puts out notes at the end of these calls with action items and I don’t 
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think we’re living up to those, either. And we’re not reviewing those at 

the beginning of the meeting.  

 So, I think if we can get a little bit more streamlined in what we’re 

doing, we can progress a bit quicker on the work. And I think there’s a 

little bit of frustration coming from Karla and Russ that we’ve had to 

delay again. Basically, that is potentially big hurdles. But I just see it as 

disorganized more on our part and the fact that we’re time poor. So, 

we’re doing the best that we can but I think we can probably do better 

if we take the time to be a little bit more organized. So, Jeff, thanks for 

your willingness to do that and I will talk to Rick and see if he is willing 

to do the same on that side.  

 Okay. I did send a note to the list this morning based on a conversation 

that JC, myself, and Rick had yesterday. I asked if it would be possible to 

get on a call for those three because we’re the primary contacts within 

this group for the registry side.  

 Just to go through some of the issues that I was struggling with. We had 

agreed on the last call to do a red-line of the document but some of the 

problem for me in doing that was that I don’t think any of us really 

understand or have a common view of what the intent of those 

documents are. So, I think probably from the [inaudible] forward, which 

is [inaudible]. It’s probably not so bad but I think it’s that initial 

preamble and stuff that we had challenges with. I think that needs to be 

recast entirely and I think Rick mentioned yesterday that what we really 

needed was a [terms] sheet rather than ICANN’s identifying what they—

outside of getting through those SLA changes, some really bigger topics 
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to try to get that. And there’s still that open question of whether they 

apply to what we’re doing or not.  

 So, any comments on whether we leave that initial part of the report 

alone? I think the best that we can do at this point is to say that ICANN 

… We’ve had some discussions at a high level around these points and 

we’ve given some responses. Maybe we just need to hear back from 

them on that. Jeff, go ahead.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. Thanks. I agree with that. That’s why in the beginning of the last 

call I had said let’s just start at the substantive sections because the 

preamble doesn’t really mean anything. So, I’m fine with just taking 

both of those documents, cutting out the preamble completely and just 

dive into the substance. I think that’s fine. I think that’s the meat of it 

anyway. And if we just want to put it into one document instead of 

having two separate ones which I find confusing to keep jumping back 

and forth, I could take an effort at creating a new document that has 

got a couple sections—sort of like the temp spec where it said, “This 

section applies only to registries. This section applies only to registrars. 

And this other section applies to both,” or something like that. But 

having two different documents and flipping back and forth is kind of 

confusing.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  I agree. So, where do we want to go from here? Again, we’re really 

absent an agenda and a common understanding of where we want to 

take this.  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  I do think there are some main issues that we need to at some point 

soon come to some sort of, “This is our definitive position. This is what 

we go back to ICANN with.” Get a response from them.  

 So, one of those issues, as we were talking about on email, is I think 

Donna you had put in there that sunsetting WHOIS was really important 

but we also have to recognize that we already know what ICANN is 

asking for, so we need to prepare our points but also prepare some 

backup because we know what their arguments are. We shouldn’t just 

kind of ignore what their positions are. We do need to address it.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jeff. I think Rick touched on this one. We had a conversation 

yesterday. Maybe we need to think about this as a sequencing thing. I 

wonder—and I think I raised this in the email. If we put aside this 

sunsetting WHOIS and just think about this from a logical perspective 

that what we’re doing here is introducing SLAs for RDAP. And in Karla’s 

timeline, she had that there would be, from January 2021, that’s when 

the SLAs would become effective but there wouldn’t be any compliance 

action, so we’ve got six months grace before there’s compliance action 

taken on the SLAs.  

 I wonder if we could make the argument that perhaps what we’re 

talking about here is when does enforcement of the SLAs for RDAP kick 

in and the enforcement for SLAs of WHOIS go away? I was wondering if 

that’s another way that we could try to have the conversation and 

whether that made sense to people or not? Jeff, I see your hand is up.  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  So, I would love to say that would be the right way to go about it but we 

already know that’s not the way ICANN wants to do it. I think we 

mostly— 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Jeff, sorry, can you explain just why you think that’s ICANN’s position? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Okay. So, yes on the part that … I mean, we could certainly discuss the 

SLAs for RDAP and that part of it is fine. They’re on the same page with 

that. And that’s not the difficult part. It’s when you get … And we’ve 

already negotiated the SLAs for RDAP and we’ve already negotiated the 

ramp-up period which is the compliance period. That’s already done.  

 The difficulty is that ICANN is not … We already know because they’ve 

told us, that ICANN is not going to accept getting rid of the SLAs on the 

old service or even allowing us to get rid of the old service until they’re 

satisfied that the new service … That we are jointly aligned on what the 

new service actually is. And I’m not talking about the SLAs because the 

SLAs necessarily could just apply to the basic RDAP service without any 

kind of web-based interface or GUI or whatever you want to call it. We 

already know that ICANN is not going to entertain …  

 Until we agree on what is the public manifestation of RDAP lookups, 

they’re not going to entertain the sunsetting of the old service or the 

sunsetting of the SLAs on the old service.  
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 I’m trying to choose my words carefully because I’m not trying to say 

that we build one. Our position is that we should all agree that ICANN’s 

RDAP tool or RDAP GUI tool, whatever we want to call it, is the 

appropriate one and we shouldn’t have to worry about it. We know 

that’s not how ICANN feels. 

 But, at the end of the day, there’s nothing requiring ICANN—and I know 

Jim may argue something different. But realistically, I don’t believe 

there’s anything that’s forcing ICANN to agree to sunset WHOIS until 

they’re happy with the way RDAP is. I hope that makes sense. 

 

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

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yeah. Thanks, Donna. That’s an interesting point, Jeff. I never really 

thought about that question that you just said in quite that way. Is there 

anything forcing ICANN to sunset WHOIS?  

 Honestly, I’ve never thought about that question in quite that way. It 

just seems to me … That’s logical. I mean, why else are we here? We’re 

here to launch RDAP, to replace WHOIS with RDAP. Is there any 

documentation that makes that an absolute step, if that’s what you’re 

asking me from a point of view of a legal discussion and negotiation? I 

don’t know the answer to that offhand and I guess I won’t try to invent 

an answer here while we’re talking about it. So, that’s an interesting 

question. 
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 I wanted to come back around to this question of what is our position 

and what we’re trying to do going forward, and I think that there are 

some key issues that we should make sure that we have a point of view 

about and a position on, so that we can press on ICANN. This is what the 

negotiation is.  

 I agree with the point that you were making earlier, Jeff, which is that 

ICANN has a point of view about what they want the RDAP or RDDS 

service to look like, and that point of view is drawn from what WHOIS 

currently looks like.  

 So, there is a very real discussion. Maybe it’s an argument. I don’t know. 

But there’s a very real issue that needs to be addressed and that is what 

are they actually trying to achieve? And I don’t think we have 

agreement on that point.  

 This gets us down the searchability question. It gets us talking about the 

web-based interface question. They have their ideas. We have our 

ideas. We’re never going to move forward until we come to agreement 

on those two things, in my mind, and agree on what we’re trying to 

achieve here. So, I don’t know if I’ve helped or hurt this discussion at 

this point. Thanks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jim. Okay. So, a question, particularly for those involved in the 

EPDP, is sunsetting WHOIS something that we should be talking about in 

this amendment process? I just want to put that out there. I think there 

are benefits if we can have that conversation and get to some 

agreement with ICANN, but how does that actually manifest as an 
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amendment that’s related to the … Is supposed to be the adoption of 

the SLAs for RDAP? Maxim and then Jeff.  

 

MAXIM ALZOBA:  I think we might have missed the idea that all RFCs which are relevant to 

WHOIS should be killed. I mean, they have to be made obsolete and 

someone has to take care of it. It will just [inaudible] the argument of 

ICANN that, yes, yes, it’s still a valid protocol so we could later us it. 

Now it’s just an old, outdated thing. 

 The second thing is if we don’t have legal trigger in our contracts, which 

clearly say how and when WHOIS should be killed and never supported 

again, we will not be able to control when ICANN agrees that, yes, 

WHOIS is all over. Because I imagine GAC, from I’d say some parts of the 

world, members, will say, “No, no, no, no. It’s too early to kill WHOIS. 

You have to support because our police force, they don’t know the 

RDAP thing.” And ICANN will listen. Thanks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Maxim. So, isn’t what we’re talking about just terminology? 

Doesn’t WHOIS provide the same information as RDAP and vice-versa? 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yeah. Well, that seems reasonable to me.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Jeff?  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  That’s part of the reason why the EPDP doesn’t address … RDAP is just a 

mechanism through which data is collected and provided and displayed. 

It doesn’t deal with the information or the policy behind it. That’s what 

the EPDP is. So, the EPDP is not really addressing the protocol used to 

send information back and forth. It’s kind of like the difference between 

when you talk about EPP as a protocol versus what information is 

required for a registration. The protocol itself can handle whatever the 

policy in theory is. So, I think that’s not the way to think about it. 

 The point is that—and I guess Jim finally you understand what I’m 

saying, so I probably have done a poor job before. But essentially, the 

contract does not say anything about getting … It says that if and when 

there’s a replacement, we’ll move over to the replacement. But there’s 

a lot of wiggle room and what ICANN is saying, and has said before in 

discussions, is that until and unless there is some easy way to [ask], in a 

customer-friendly readable way or consumer-friendly readable way to 

get this information, they’re not going to consider [it a replacement].  

 So, at the end of the day, they could always just say, “Okay, here’s your 

SLAs for RDAP,” and yeah maybe they’ll let us get rid of Port 43 WHOIS 

which is cool, but they’ll just say, “You have to keep running the web-

based WHOIS simply because we don’t think that what you’re proposing 

to do is a replacement.” 

 So, what we need to come to agreement with ICANN is what that 

requirement is going to be. Now, I’d love to be able to convince ICANN 

to say, “Well, we shouldn’t have to worry about that because you have 
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your lookup tool, and why don’t you just make that available and more 

robust and we’ll link to it?” And there you go, that’s taken care of. We 

kind of know that that’s not something they want to do. But if we can 

convince them to do that, then great. Then I think everything falls into 

place.  

 But absent that, I don’t think that ICANN is going to allow us to turn it 

off, as Graeme puts in the chat. Graeme, I think they’ll argue legally that 

they’re requiring a different protocol for the Port 43 stuff, so maybe in 

theory you can turn that off. But their argument is that they’re not 

requiring, because we’re not agreeing to it, some other protocol for 

displaying the information. I think that’s where we sort of run into a 

problem and that’s something we need to face and we need to either go 

in with our position and say, “Tough luck, ICANN. This is what our 

position is. Take it or leave it.” Or we need to try to see if we can find a 

way that makes everybody happy. But they’re not going to just back 

down without this lookup tool.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. So, I just want to pick up on a little bit of stuff that’s in the chat. 

Graeme is saying [from the RAA], until ICANN requires a different 

protocol, we’ll just [inaudible] the WHOIS service available. And there’s 

a similar line in RA as well.  

 I was thinking about this today and just trying to remember how RDAP 

came around. And this is the problem with ICANN and history. Francisco 

had developed RDAP and that’s what Akram wanted us to all 

implement. We said, “No, no, no. We’re not going to do that. We’re 
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going to develop our own.” And that’s where the work of Rick and 

others came in and the other profile was developed.  

 So, ICANN was pushing very hard for this RDAP profile because it was 

going to solve all these [ills]. Then they used the temp spec to put a 

timeline on that, as they did with the SLAs.  

 So, while I hear what you’re saying, Jeff, I think some of it is a little bit … 

If we think about the history and the context about how we ended up 

with RDAP, it’s a little bit annoying that ICANN now wants other things 

because they weren’t worried about the user ability to be able to get 

access to WHOIS, when going through this process is going to take us 

two years to get to the SLAs anyway.  

 So, I accept what you’re saying but I think some of it is disingenuous if 

we recall where this RDAP conversation started. Rick and then Jim.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Can you hear me okay?  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yes, we can.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yes.  
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RICK WILHELM:  Okay. Very good. Thank you. Sorry. Coming in on mobile. I think that the 

notion of not requiring Port 43 but still requiring the web-based WHOIS 

is sort of a non sequitur because web-based WHOIS only exists in the 

context of Port 43. There is no web-based WHOIS without a Port 43. So, 

I’m not sure how ICANN would stand up and with a straight face say 

that we’re going to be retiring Port 43 but that we would keep a web-

based WHOIS active.  

 A web-based RDAP being required, as we’ve discussed, doesn’t make 

sense because it’s a server-based protocol and ICANN, by requiring that, 

would be purposefully fragmenting a decentralized protocol which is 

one of the main benefits of RDAP.  

 And I think that that’s one of the things we need to be pushing on is not 

… ICANN is trying to postulate web-based RDAP requiring the 

contracted parties to web-based RDAP as an accessibility issue, and I 

think we need to push on it as an inaccessibility issue for the users 

because it’s promoting decentralized access to publicly available data. 

And it’s actually working at counter-purposes if ICANN is trying to put 

forth a state of mission of providing access to this publicly available 

data.  

 So, they should be adopting a notion of advocating for centralized 

access via a tool like lookup.icann.org. So, I think that that’s really what 

we need to be talking about. The decentralized model of web-based 

access that the community has had previously is really an artifact and a 

shortcoming—a reflection of the shortcomings of the WHOIS protocol. 

So, it’s time to let that go. If ICANN has difficulty apprehending that, we 
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need to just keep working on it because they’re just clinging to this old 

position. Thank you.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Jim and then Jeff. Thanks, Rick, and welcome to the call.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Thanks, Donna. I want to take a step back if I can. You opened this call, 

Donna, with an open-ended question of what are we trying to do here 

and what is our approach? How are we going at this? I’m just reflecting 

a bit on … We were talking a lot about details and some of the elements 

that are on each side and what’s there.  

 If we take a step back and we look at this from a good faith point of 

view—and maybe we need to remind ICANN, and I think obviously the 

way that they’ve been presenting things to us, we need to push them 

on this point. Let’s come at this from a good faith point of view.  

 The goal here is to replace RDAP, replace WHOIS with RDAP. And we 

want to run them both at the same time for a little while, while both we 

ramp up the RDAP and get to a point with the SLAs [inaudible]. And we 

have an opportunity for the community to appreciate they’ve got a 

transition to RDAP and ICANN owns that messaging. And then we turn 

off WHOIS. Then we’re only running RDAP.  

 In a good faith sense, that’s what we’re trying to accomplish. A lot of 

these details here and the fact that we have differences of opinion, it 

gets us back to this question about these are apples and oranges and 

we’ve sort of had that discussion with them.  
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 ICANN is trying to push on RDAP being WHOIS and I think we really do 

need to step back and lean on them and say, “Look, that’s not what this 

is about. RDAP is not the same thing as WHOIS, so it’s not going to look 

exactly the same. This is an evolutionary move.” Don’t think about it in 

terms of what WHOIS did. Let’s talk about what we can do with RDAP 

and just do it and move from one to the other. 

 I feel like they’re certainly not coming at this in a good faith way and I 

think that that’s the way that I’ve always thought about this. It’s just a 

replacement of WHOIS with RDAP and these discussions about carrying 

forward WHOIS and RDAP and stuff like that, that’s just a tangent. That 

should not even be on the table. I think that’s where I’m at with this. 

Thanks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jim. Jeff? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. Let me just go back to something that Donna said about how the 

negotiation started and all this. I completely agree with you, but as 

Cyrus very quickly pointed out to me about a few months ago, he 

basically said, “Jeff, all the other registries and registrars didn’t give a 

crap about the SLAs. You were the only one that stood and argued. 

Everyone else would have agreed to all of that in the temp spec.”  

 So, basically, right now their position is that they would have put it all in 

the temp spec, but Jeff, you were the one that pretty much forced it not 
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to be in there and argued for this six-month period that [you were to 

have] and he’s kind of a little bit right on that. 

 But at the end of the day, Jim, you’re looking at it from the registry 

contracted party standpoint which completely appreciate is the way we 

should be looking at it. And it’s exactly what we’re going to argue. But I 

don’t think we should be naïve to basically say that ...  

 The way ICANN looks at it from their point of view is that it’s not that 

they want WHOIS. They’ll understand substituting one for the other. But 

they’ve got answer as a regulatory body to the community. And if 

there’s not an easy way to access, to submit queries to the system and 

receive responses to the system in a way that’s sort of intuitive, there’s 

no incentive for them to say, “Yeah, I agree with you, Jim. You’re right. 

Let’s just phase it out and let’s just say FU to the world.”  

 So, we’re going to argue, to make this argument that it shouldn’t be … 

I’m not stopping us and saying we shouldn’t. But when they come back 

and say, “Sorry, guys, that’s not good enough,” we shouldn’t be 

surprised, unless we’re willing to go to court, as Graeme said, on this. If 

we’re willing to do that, that’s cool. I’m in there full steam ahead and I’ll 

support you guys. We can make pretty good legal arguments. I’m just 

trying to be realistic and level with the fact that there are two sides to 

this negotiation and they don’t view it the way we do, no matter how 

many times we explain it to them.  

 So, we have a choice. Do we sit down and negotiate or do we go to 

court and say, "Screw it all,” and we’ll just let a court or a dispute 
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resolution work it out. Right. Graeme was saying we don’t want that. I 

don’t think we do.  

 I think that we should understand what their position is and we should 

be thinking about it and not be surprised when they come back again 

saying, “Okay, yes. The RDAP SLA [is fine and you implement that] but 

we don’t want you to phase out WHOIS until we’ve solved this thing.”  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jeff. Jim, before we go to you, one of the things that they did 

ask us for was can we present a timeline for them on sunsetting 

WHOIS? So, could we pull together maybe a one-pager which goes into 

some of the detail that we have on this saying that we started in good 

faith that RDAP was always intended to be a replacement for WHOIS. 

We can document some kind of timeline that’s already in place. RDAP 

has been in place since whenever—I can’t remember. So, people are 

using it. Maybe there’s some data available to who is actually looking 

for information through RDAP versus WHOIS. I don’t know.  

 Then some discussion about the SLAs and overlap period and then what 

we think retirement of WHOIS would look like and steps that we would 

put in place to explain. I think we had a discussion at some point about 

people who were still going to the WHOIS service that there would be a 

notification that, at some point, that’s going to be turned off in favor of 

RDAP. It’s already operating and you can get the same information from 

that service through this. Then, work with ICANN to do some of that 

communication piece about how they can access that information.  
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 Because what we’re talking about here, we’re two years out from 

getting these SLAs done. So, if we’re going to incorporate an end date 

for WHOIS, then we’re talking about a two-year window for ICANN to be 

doing some proactive communication and for us to be doing some of 

that as well.  

 So, I wonder if one of the ways that we can try to get around this is try 

to document this stuff and say, “This is our thoughts on sunsetting 

WHOIS. This is how we think it would work and this is how we would 

manage that process of ensuring that people understood how they 

could get access to that information.” So, I wonder if that’s something 

that we could consider doing because it was one of the things that they 

asked us to do [inaudible]. Sorry. Jim, go ahead.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Donna, I want to agree with what you just said. I like that a lot. The 

point that I wanted to make was to respond a little bit to something that 

Jeff has said, and since we’re just ourselves here and talking, I’m just 

going to say out loud directly something that I’ve said a number of times 

in smaller groups and smaller things. 

 ICANN coming at this from the point of view that they have to protect 

the Internet community at large because they’re so used to getting at 

WHOIS in a certain way—they’re so used to getting at data in a certain 

way and RDAP has got to look the same way or the sky is going to fall 

and all of that. I’m sorry, I’m going to just be blunt and direct right here. 

I’m calling nonsense on that, just complete and utter nonsense. I’m not 

buying it.  
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 The people who access WHOIS are in the know and they are technically 

savvy people. The Internet community at large doesn’t give a crap, 

doesn’t care, and has no idea what WHOIS is and really never will. And 

they’ll never know RDAP either. 

 So, I simply cannot accept at face value the argument that there’s this 

transition that is going to be difficult and challenging. Everybody who 

needs to know about it is going to know about it. And in fact, the people 

who care about it already know. There needs to be new clients that 

come into existence for RDAP. Well, guess what? Some of them already 

exist. And those user communities—those special purpose user 

communities—that need it are going to go create their own client.  

 I really think at face the argument they’re coming from is just nonsense. 

And I’ve always believed that. There’s no data to support this idea that 

the Internet community needs help here. And maybe that’s a fight that 

we have to have with them and it should never come to coming to 

court. I just don’t accept it from a logic point of view. It makes no sense 

to me. 

 We really just need to talk about what it means to get RDAP up and 

running. And frankly, the schedule for turning off WHOIS is the day that 

the SLAs on RDAP are enforceable. I’m just going to flip the switch and 

WHOIS is gone. And however long it takes to get to where the RDAP 

SLAs are enforceable across the board to all the contracted parties, 

ICANN has that amount of time to tell the community that they have to 

go get their clients in order, in order to look at RDAP. And that’s what 

you do.  
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 I’m really not being naïve about this. I thought a lot about this and it 

really is that simple to me and it bothers me a great deal that ICANN is 

bringing up all of these issues and all these concerns which I think just 

don’t apply because they’re WHOIS issues and RDAP does it differently. 

Let’s just talk about RDAP and stop this business of you always did this, 

got to do it this way. No. Apples and oranges. I’m sorry. I will be quiet 

now and a little calmer. Thank you. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jim. I do agree with the sentiment that some of this is 

nonsense. We have to move on. RDAP was developed in order to 

replace WHOIS and that was part of Akram’s push, if I remember 

correctly. As I said, some of this conversation is a bit disingenuous from 

the ICANN side. Jeff, go ahead.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. Thanks. I’m not trying to defend them again at all. And I know it 

sounds sort of like I am. But let me ask a basic question, Jim. If I do a 

lookup with ICANN’s client on lookup.icann.org, I get the information 

that is sent by the registry, correct?  

 

JIM GALVIN:  I presume that’s true. I actually don’t know for sure what’s behind 

[inaudible]. I think they’re doing an RDAP query at that spot, right? So, 

sure.  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  Okay. So, what the information— 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Oh, and Rick says in the chat—I’m sorry to interrupt but Rick said in the 

chat you get both. Oh, you get both the registry and the registrar 

reference.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Okay. Because I remember—and I consider myself fairly tech savvy, at 

least with respect to this—when I did an RDAP query with certain 

registries, I got different outputs than what I got from using ICANN’s 

lookup tool. And in fact I had to … Basically, what ICANN said is, for the 

actual results, you have to go the registry RDAP one and then you kind 

of have to be a little bit sophisticated to know how to get the registrar 

output.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Actually, Jeff—and I’m sorry. Let me jump in right there on that point 

because I think that’s a critical point here. In fact, the answer to where 

the path that you’re going down is no, that’s a client problem. That 

should not at all be visible to you.  

 The client—and this is the beauty of RDAP. This is the beauty of the new 

technology. The client should know to go to the registry. It goes at the 

bootstrap list from IANA. It goes to the registry. And it automatically 

goes to all of the sequence of queries that it needs to do on your behalf 

and it just gives you the answer.  [inaudible] the registry and then the 
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registrar and present it to you. You don’t have to be savvy about 

anything.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Okay. So, just to move on a little bit from that, again, I will go in with 

whatever position we all want to go in but I think it’s a little bit naïve to 

assume that ICANN has got to stop making us look out for the everyday 

consumer. Look at the shit they’re taking for the DotOrg stuff which is 

completely unfair to ICANN because ICANN is following the contract. 

Look at the shit they’re getting from the community. I just know going 

back to the community saying, “Well, we’re turning off WHOIS and 

RDAP and good luck, find a client.” That’s not going to put ICANN in a 

great position.  

 But again, what we should be doing is documenting our position and 

going to ICANN with our position, but not be surprised when ICANN 

comes back and said, “We’ve got to do something different.” In fact, 

ICANN has already put it in their documentation to us. We’re kind of 

going back and saying, “No, this is our position.” That’s great. And it’s 

fine. We’ll do it. Happy to do it. But we should also be kind of in the 

back understanding that ICANN, even if we convinced them that they 

should do what’s required in the contract and the right thing, we can’t 

be naïve to not understand that ICANN will take a lot of heat, and if 

they’re going to agree with us, we need to help absorb that heat as well 

in the messaging.  
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JIM GALVIN:  So, I agree, Jeff. I see the other hands and I apologize to folks. I’ll just 

jump in quickly to say I know that I got a little extra emotional before 

about my position about this, but you’re absolutely right. I think that we 

need to present this in a good way on both sides. This is a good faith 

effort on both sides. There’s some clear messaging that needs to be 

developed to make this happen, and yes, that’s what we need to do. 

And we need to bring ICANN around to knowing what the right thing is 

and making the right thing happen and agreeing with them. 

 Then, also, as you say, absorbing some of that heat and being a part of it 

because it’s the right thing to do. That’s where this needs to go. So we 

don’t need to go into this in an adversarial way. Let’s try to bring 

everybody around to a good faith correct position, if you will. And I’m 

sorry. Thanks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jim. So, I think if we can think about this in the context of a 

transition plan for WHOIS, which is what they were requesting from us 

initially—so not so much this is our stated position but a transition plan 

that covers off all of these things, so it’s a very considered effort, then I 

think that will go some way to overcoming some of the concerns that 

have been raised here, and Jeff, some of the things that you’ve 

highlighted. So, I think that will be helpful. Rick, and then Beth, I saw 

your hand up. It keeps coming up and slipping away, so I want to make 

sure that you have an opportunity.  

 

BETH BACON:  I have no idea why it keeps going up. It’s popping up for no reason.  
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DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. All right. So, Rick, go ahead.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sure. Thanks, Donna. Regarding the results from lookup.icann.org, I 

think that it’s important that one of the things that we realize is that 

right now people are frequently conflating results that are coming back 

due to RDAP with the results that are coming back due to GDPR and 

redaction.  

 So, for example, right now, if you go to lookup.icann.org and you type in 

the domain name godaddy.com—I’m just using that because Jody 

happens to be online—com is obviously thick. But if you go and you 

type in godaddy.com into lookup.icann.org, that will be hitting the 

Verisign RDAP server and then the URLs provided there by the Verisign 

RDAP server go and bounce over to the GoDaddy RDAP server and then 

they present back registrant technical and contact information---

[register], technical, admin, billing information, some of which is there 

and some of which is redacted for privacy. But those results [chase] the 

registrar URL properly.  

 And just in response to a comment that Jeff had made earlier, I think 

frequently what’s happening is that people are confusing the behavior 

that’s different and not giving the results that they might expect with 

regard to following URLs between registries and registrars that’s 

happening because of what’s going on due to privacy redaction and not 

something necessarily going on due to RDAP. So, I think that’s important 

that people realize that this technology is working. It’s working right 
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now. And it’s providing a better experience than is possible in WHOIS, 

even today, even for a situation like with com where it’s possible to use 

this and provide the thick data via one query by following these referral 

URLs.  So, I just want to make sure that people understood that straight 

away. Thank you.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Rick. Jeff, is that an old hand or you wanted to follow-up? Okay, 

thanks. I 

 I think we’ve had some really good discussion here, even though it 

might have gotten a little bit heated but I think that was really helpful to 

understand the various points and what elevates our passion in this 

respect. But I just want to go back to the original suggestion and 

whether we think one of the ways to manage this going forward is to 

develop that transition proposal that ICANN requested and to cover off, 

make sure we cover off all of these points within that transition plan 

and then that can be a starting point for how we move forward with 

ICANN.  

 I think Karla did provide a transition plan for ICANN and it was just a 

series of boxes with an arrow, but if we did something that was more 

detailed and thoughtful, I think that would be helpful from both 

perspectives. Jeff, go ahead.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  I actually think we should sort of do it the other way, which is we need 

to set out what is RDAP in its [steady] state? What are the definitive 
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SLAs and the kinds of questions around that? This is what we are doing 

when it comes to RDAP.  

 Once we come to agreement with that, we talk about the transition. I 

think transition is putting the …. I mean, it’s something we all want but 

we need to figure out what the end result is first and come to 

agreement on that. So, I would sort of do it the other way around, 

which is let’s make sure that we are on the same page on the ultimate 

RDAP service, which I think we’re getting there now that we’ve talked 

about the mechanisms or lack of mechanisms for updating the RDAP 

profile. I think we just need to also solidify the position that this is not a 

goal SLA that we’re going to hit lower. This is the SLA we agreed to.  

 Once we get that nailed down, I think that’s the more essential thing to 

do than transition because we’re not even sure what we’re transitioning 

to if we start with a transition plan.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Jeff, just to be clear, are you talking about in terms of the document 

that Karla put together from I think it’s the amendment scope forward? 

Is that what you’re talking about, that piece? Correct? Sorry, I’m not— 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah, but not that section that’s called the amendment scope but after 

that. That’s the part we need to agree on. We need to agree on 

definitions. We need to agree on … We need to, again, go back to ICANN 

and say, “No, this whole goal SLA. This is not initial SLA. This is the SLAs 

we agreed to.” There are a couple other issues. I don’t have the 
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document pulled up but there are a couple of other issues that are 

around the ultimate RDAP service [inaudible] searchability, all that kind 

of stuff. I know what our position is.  

 But we need to go back to them with the document saying, “Here is the 

RDAP service. Here is what it will look like at the end of the day,” which 

they should know. It’s not a surprise. And once we solidify that, we at 

least know what we’re transitioning to and we’re agreed to that. Then 

we work on the transition piece.  

 Because all of this, we can work on a timeline, but it does no good if we 

don’t know where we’re going to be at June 2021, at least according to 

this.  We have to make sure they understand what it is that they’re 

going to be monitoring, how they’re monitoring, the ramifications, and 

all that kind of stuff.  

 I thought we were there for the initial discussions, but apparently there 

were a couple of issues around the edges that we need to solve. So, I 

think we need to do that and then talk about the timeline to get there.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Right. I guess, in my mind, they’re two independent pieces, but the 

transition piece is dependent on that first piece that you’re talking 

about. Jim and then Rick.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Thanks. One answer to your question, Jeff, is that that’s already done 

and we know. It’s the technical profile that the RDAP Working Group 
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produced. So, tat’s what you get. Then the SLAs that go with it. So, 

we’ve already got our definition. 

 I think that where we’ve gotten a little stuck or some ambiguity has 

been created, because ICANN has ben looking back at WHOIS 

definitions of service functionality and they’re trying to bring that 

forward and to manage that.  

 I really believe that in this discussion the three things—well, there are 

four things. But the three things that we jointly share are searchability, 

web-based access, and the maintenance of the response profile. The 

fourth thing that’s out there is the fact that registrars have to come to 

terms with what it means to be required to have an RDAP service for all 

TLDs, not just for thin ones. 

 But the profiles are done and that’s why we’re having this transition 

discussion and it’s the fact that ICANN is trying to put stuff in the 

discussion and we haven’t found yet a way to push back on that or to 

manage that differently. So, thanks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Rick?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks. I guess I as going to ask about what do we think is still open as 

far as the as-is service, but I guess maybe Jim covered that. Thanks.  
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DONNA AUSTIN:  Jim. And, Sue, can you scroll the document down a little bit? No, other 

way.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  So, a couple of things. Yeah. That fourth one, Jim, is a pretty big issue 

for the registrars as to what it is we registrars have to do for thick and 

thin registries. That is a critical issue that we need to come to a 

definitive answer.  

 And frankly, to the extent that if we do have to … There are some 

registrars that will have to do some development then if they’re going 

to be required to stand up RDAP for each … Their own instance for each 

registry regardless of thin or thick and that does affect the transition 

timeline as well.  

 So, another reason why we need to solidify … Yes, I think this chart 

that’s up there now, I think that that’s what we negotiated, crossing out 

that other part. But then if you scroll up, there’s also how we work it 

into the contract and the searchability is for the registries to figure out 

basically what to do about that, although we’ve made our position 

known because that’s currently in the registry agreements.  

 So, there are a couple of things around the edges that we need to kind 

of … That’s why we’re doing red-lines of these sections, to know what 

the steady state is. So, it’s not 100% done. It’s getting there. But there 

are still some … We have to define that. And that’s what I was saying we 

basically create a term sheet type document, or whatever we want to 

call it, that’s got these terms in it to define that steady state.  
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DONNA AUSTIN:  Rick?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Donna. Two issues there on a couple of topics there. I guess 

maybe it’s to Jeff—or also to the group. But on the topic of 

searchability, Jeff, you said that that is in the RA. Searchability for RDAP 

is not in the RA. Searchability for WHOIS is in the RA and certain RAs. 

And as we’ve made the point, there’s not some sort of a mechanism 

that says just because one signed up for something in WHOIS means it 

automatically translates into RDAP. It’s a logical fallacy that those things 

would carry forward automatically. But someone, because they 

committed to something in RDAP would therefore [automatically] carry 

forward into WHOIS.  

 So, I don’t think it at all follows that ICANN would be able to impose 

that obligation on any registry that’s signed up for searchability of RDAP 

previously.  

 And as far as thick for the registrars, I thought that Jim made a pretty 

good point last week that, while I understand that registrars may not 

want to do thick for—do RDAP for registries where there’s thick. 

 I thought that Jim made a pretty good point last week regarding the 

[contact ability] issues and what was laid out by the temp spec that it 

seems like that’s going to be required. Is that not the case or did I miss 

something in that? Thank you.  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  I think Beth is in the queue. I don’t know if you want me to jump in or if 

Beth wants to respond to that. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Let’s let Beth go ahead, and then if Jim or Jeff have a follow-up to Rick’s 

question. Beth, go ahead.  

 

BETH BACON:  Thanks. It was an actual on-purpose hand this time instead of a 

spontaneous hand.  

 Just for this question—and I’m [also] going to respond to Rick’s 

comment. It’s a basic question. I do have an issue with just plopping this 

in. Just because it’s in the temp spec, does that mean that it’s 

transferrable? In my opinion, if it went from temp spec to EPDP, sure. 

But the temp spec is going to be replaced by the EPDP or the consensus 

policy that comes out of it. And if it’s not in there, then this is just 

codifying a temporary policy which is not appropriate.  

 My question is if we put this in here and it were optional, maybe that’s a 

thought. But mandating it I think is not necessarily appropriate just from 

the flow of the life of a policy, especially a temp spec. Thanks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Beth. So, Jeff and then Jim and then Jody.  
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JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. So, I don’t know. Is the EPDP talking about the search capabilities 

in the temp spec? I thought I was under the impression that if it’s in the 

temp spec, it was adopted as a consensus policy unless and until 

replaced by something else. So, that’s I guess a question.  

 Rick, I agree with you that Jim made a great point last week, but that 

doesn’t mean that we’ve got all the registrars on the same page. That 

still does require some work to do, convincing the registrars to accept 

that viewpoint.  I think you heard from {Rob Hall] who doesn’t 

necessarily agree with that viewpoint. So we have some work to do 

within the Registrar Stakeholder Group.  

 But the point I was making as well is even if it does get accepted by the 

Registrar Stakeholder Group, some of them are going to require or may 

require additional development time than what is in Karla’s transition 

timeline in order to have that functionality.  So, there’s a couple of 

variables there that need to be worked through. 

 Again, I defer to others on the EPDP because I have not been following 

that but I thought it was now that the EPDP was converted into a 

consensus policy and unless and until something else came along. 

 But in either case, we have nothing in our contracts yet that says that 

Appendix A of our registry agreements is replaced by RDAP language. 

So, we have made the point to ICANN. It doesn’t mean they’ve accepted 

it but we’ve certainly made the point that it’s nonsense to assume that 

a registry that offered to do searchability with WHOIS was also offering 

to do it for RDAP.  So, we’ve made that point. They haven’t yet accepted 
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it but we’ve made it and we’ll continue to make it and hopefully that 

will be the position going forward. 

 So, there’s just those types of things that we need to nail down prior to 

working on a transition plan. Thanks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jeff. And I have a pretty naïve question that if what was in the 

temp spec has been adopted by the EPDP and is to become policy, then 

isn’t that being picked up by the IRT? And if that’s the case, then why 

are we discussing … Jody, I saw you had your hand up before, but you’ve 

gone away again.  

 

JODY KOLKR: Hi, Donna. I was just going to probably say the same thing that Jeff was 

talking about. I don’t see how registrars can get away with not having an 

RDAP client for this because of the [contact ability] part, just because of 

… Well, we’re either supposed to have a pseudonymized email address 

or ULR. Well, if registrars are going to be using a URL, we can’t pass that 

to the registry. So, I’m kind of stuck on that a little bit. Thanks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Jody. Beth, go ahead.  

 

BETH BACON:  Thanks. I was just going to comment on the status of this language. 

Right now, I do not, to the best of my memory … But let me tell you it’s 
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a [inaudible] policy right now. I don’t think searchability made the jump. 

Right now, the text is around implementing the recommendations and 

that doesn’t necessarily mean just saying all the recommendations, and 

then if you didn’t address it directly, a part of the temp spec, then it 

automatically gets into the IRT—or through the IRT and [into the] 

language.  

Right now, it’s operationalizing the recommendations into a consensus 

policy language and I’m pretty sure that we don’t have searchability in 

there, but there are several recommendations that take into account 

RDDS and RDAP and we understood that there was going to be a 

technology change but we tried to make it neutral and a little bit 

forward thinking. The EPDP would have to approve it. And [inaudible] in 

the comments. So, they would have had to actively say, “Yes, we agree 

to this and this is what needs to be happening.”  

That language, in my opinion, and my memory, was in the temp spec 

simply because it was something that some folks were doing, so they 

needed to account for it. So, registries were providing the searchability 

function. The temp spec had to address it so that it was done in a GDPR 

compliant way. It wasn’t in there to live on forever. It was to address a 

service that is provided to make sure it was GDPR compliant. So, I’m 

happy to argue that all day long.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Beth. So, Beth and Sam, from your perspectives, as Sam just 

basically—you said if it didn’t make a policy recommendation, then it 
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goes away. So, does that mean that the searchability … We could argue 

potentially that the searchability goes away.  

 

BETH BACON:  So, Donna, I think, from my perspective, I think that it would. I agree 

with Sam that it wasn’t actively approved. It, therefore, goes away. And 

especially in this case … Sam, yeah, I don’t think they can enforce it. I 

think ICANN would argue that they’d like to keep it. But especially in this 

case, the temp spec was drawn up in a way that considered the services 

that were being provided by registries and registrars at that time and 

tried to cover that function and make sure it’s GDPR compliant. It 

wasn’t to live on forever. It was a stopgap and it was not included in a 

recommendation in the EPDP. So, I say [it dies]. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. Thanks, Beth. Jeff? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. So, it may die in the temp spec, but there’s nothing that says that 

… All these registries that agreed to searchability have in their own 

Exhibit A—not Appendix A of the temp spec but their own Exhibit A—

they have a searchability clause, searchable WHOIS. And it says 

something to the effect of notwithstanding anything else in this 

agreement, registry operator must offer a searchable WHOIS service 

compliant required with 1.10 of spec 4. Then it says registry operator 

must implement at least one of the following and then it’s got … 
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Actually, that one doesn’t have it in it, sorry. There’s other registry 

agreements that have it in there. I just have to find the language.  

 So, we can’t say that searchability is dead because searchability was 

originally provided for in a bunch of registry agreements, and there’s no 

contractual language that says this no longer applies. So, we need that 

language to say this no longer applies or at least come to an agreement 

with ICANN that basically says that because this is a new protocol, we 

no longer have to searchability in that new protocol, which I’m hoping 

that we get ICANN to that position. That’s what we need to argue. But it 

does need to be addressed, otherwise there’s still this leftover 

requirement that hasn’t been negated yet by contract. Hopefully, that 

makes sense.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Right. So, Jeff, what you’re saying, even though it is searchable WHOIS, 

that would still exist even in light of RDAP coming on, so there would be 

some searchability point.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Right. You need to say that not only does RDAP replace … That RDAP 

replaces WHOIS in every part of the agreement, including for those 

applicable registry agreements, searchability that’s listed in Exhibit A in 

applicable registry agreements. So, there does need to be some 

contract language to get rid of that obligation, otherwise it’s a leftover 

standalone obligation. It doesn’t just go away. You have to contractually 

make it go away.  
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DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. Rick?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Donna. This is exactly why redefining terms is not done globally 

and is done on a section-by-section basis, because you don’t redefine 

WHOIS into RDAP globally because that means the searchability 

requirement would remain as WHOIS and not searchability around 

RDAP. Thank you.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Rick. Okay.  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  So, Donna, then could I suggest that we take this—and Rick, by the way, 

you were volunteered earlier on the call before you were on. Can Rick 

and I work on a kind of term sheet type thing that would be specific to 

define what the steady state RDAP would be as a first action item to get 

that to you guys, and then ultimately to Karla and Russ. It will not … It 

will strip away all of this preamble stuff and really just focus on the 

changes to the specifications.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah, probably. I’ll see that volunteering and raise it by adding Jim to 

our little group. I think he’d be a good add. Love you, Jim.  
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DONNA AUSTIN:  I’m not sure Jim is loving you that much at the moment, Rick. Jeff, Rick, 

and Jim, if you are willing to work on that document, I think everybody 

would be grateful to you to get a start on that, and I think with the 

intent that we get something---that we have something that we can 

work from and go to Karla and Russ at the same time next Tuesday. So, 

is that enough time to pull it together?  

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  Yeah. I think it’s just cut and paste of a lot of stuff to make a clean 

document. It’s basically we’ll combine it into one document so that 

people don’t have to switch from one to the other.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. Rick, your hand is up. I’m not sure if that’s an old hand. Okay, it’s 

gone away. Alrighty. Thank you, everybody. I know this was … And Sue, 

yes, I think we need to extend the call next week to 90 minutes. In 

addition to this document being pulled together, we probably need to 

think about what the agenda will look like for the conversation with 

Karla and Russ as well. But maybe that will become obvious when we 

see the document. But many thanks to Jeff, Jim, and Rick for stepping 

forward to do that.  

 I really appreciated this conversation today. I think it’s been really 

helpful. Maybe we lost some momentum over the holiday period but I 

feel confident that we’re a little bit more back on track now, so thank 

you everybody for the conversation and indulging me and trying to get 

this back to where it’s  comfortable. So, thank you.  
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 And I think, with that, is there anything else that anyone wanted to 

raise?  

 And Rick, sorry with the volunteering, but I think the aim is moving 

forward with these calls is that there will be a joint chairing role with 

you—chairing coordination with you and Jeff, if that’s okay with you. 

And I’m sorry to put you on the spot. It was something we discussed 

early in the call. Thank you very much, Rick.  

 Okay. So, I think we can end the recording. 

 

SUE SCHULER:  Okay. Thanks, Donna. Andrea, please stop the recording. 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


