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RICK WILHELM: Do you want to go ahead and put the document into the … Sorry, this is 

Rick Wilhelm. Good morning, good afternoon, good evening, everyone. 

Today is 31st March, and welcome to today’s meeting of the RA/RAA 

Amendment Discussion Group. This is the Contracted Party House 

Meeting without the ICANN staff attending today.   

Thanks, everybody, for joining. I think that we have a pretty good crew 

assembled here. I think we have pretty much everybody but Jeff 

Neuman. Scrolling through here. Although I don’t see Graeme as of yet. 

I’m not sure if anybody has gotten regrets or anything from Graeme, but 

we do have Donna with us, Beth, Jody, Jim Galvin, Maxim, Owen, Sam. 

We’ve got the link in the chat of the Google Doc so you all can take a 

look at that, and then we’ll also be looking at that in the window. I think 

that last time when we went through this, we had a pretty good 

quorum and I think that last time I was not able to make it. The time 

before Jeff was not able to make it, I joined toward the end. I think we 

got through it. I don’t think we have a bunch of other things to resolve. I 

think we are at a point, though, where we sort of need to do basically a 

consensus call to close this thing out. So maybe the first thing before we 

walk through the document again is we can get some comments from 

the group and make sure we have an understanding on what we need in 

order to get the document agreed upon within our working group such 

that we believe our next steps are taken out to the both stakeholder 

groups.  

So maybe we can talk here and maybe take some hands, have a little 

discussion about items that we think we need to resolve. If all those are 
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captured in the comments and we can just walk though the comments 

or if there’s some other items that folks think we need to look at. 

Anybody care to put their hand in the air and raise some comments, 

raise some discussion on this? There’s Zoe. Zoe, please go ahead. 

 

ZOE BONYTHON: I don’t have any substantive to say, but I just wanted to ask the notes 

from the previous meeting – did you see them, Rick, since you were not 

at the meeting? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  I didn’t get a chance to go through them yet, but – go ahead. 

 

ZOE BONYTHON: Yeah. There might have a few things, I think a few points that were 

needed to be updated, you could probably use [inaudible] of reference, 

what are the key things that need to be finalized before it’s ready. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. 

 

ZOE BONYTHON: Should I read the notes? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sure, that’d be great. That would be fantastic. Thank you. Give Zoe a 

second to dig those up. 
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ZOE BONYTHON: Okay. I just sent them so they should be with you in a minute. 

 

RICK WILHELM: There we go. Okay. So we got the notes here. We’ve got some stuff on 

the registry side. The first we’ve got a couple of things here. So the first 

is that on … We’ve got different sections here. First on the Registry 

Agreement, we’ve got a couple; on the Registrar Agreement, we’ve got 

a couple. Then right at the end, Jeff and Jim to do a final tidy-up of the 

shared doc, and Donna and Graeme to then confirm when the next 

meeting can be held with ICANN. Okay. 

 I’m wondering, I’m guessing that since Jim hasn’t mentioned anything in 

the chat, I’m guessing that Jeff and Jim didn’t get a chance to go 

through the tidy-up cycle. Jim has his hand in the air. Jim, please go 

ahead. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Yeah, I guess the negligence on the part of Jeff and I, we never did find a 

time to sit down and walk through this. Although honestly, I think, Rick, 

there’s no reason why your name couldn’t have been on here too. I 

think it’s just that you weren’t in the meeting last week that you got left 

off. Not any particular desire for ownership of any of this. You can look 

at the document here and you can see that the comments that are still 

left there. And I think that anything that needs to happen at this point is 

editorial, but it is true that we really do need a working session here just 

to go through and look at each of these comments, and then do what 
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needs to be done, and then we’re done. It really does mount to sitting 

down and just working through that. Jeff and I had said we would do 

that. You’re welcome to be a part of it. I suspect that you and I could do 

a good part of this but we ultimately want to make sure that a lawyer, 

Jeff, or someone else also gives it a careful look along the way here. 

Thanks. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sounds good. No worries. Thanks, Jim. I thought negligence was a 

strong word. Even before you mentioned that, I could’ve been included 

in the group. So we’ll just throw that in there.  

 So let’s go ahead and try to look at a couple of these things. Why don’t 

we look at the Registry Agreement items first here, if that’s okay with 

folks? They’re in the file first. It says, “We may need to call out that the 

RDAP service does not include authenticated queries as there may be 

confusion about it. You need to at least be explicit in discussion of 

ICANN and you rest this through a tight definition of the service and 

include the exclusions.” Let’s see if we can find out where we’re looking 

at that in the document here. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Yeah. Jeff’s reaction to that, which we kind of put at the top of the 

document there was we need to figure out where we define the service. 

His comment was, “If we’re careful about how we define the service 

then we’re probably okay throughout here.” So that’s the thing to look 

for. 
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RICK WILHELM: Okay. Right now I don’t think that in the document there is a particular 

definition of the service. Is that correct, that that doesn’t really exist in 

the document itself of what RDAP is? 

 

JAMES GALVIN: That’s interesting because you’re right. Yeah. I thought there was. I 

thought we had something in mind here.  

 

RICK WILHELM: I was just scrolling. Maxim says on the chat, “RFC reference?” 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Yeah, there’s a reference to the profile, right, the set of requirements? 

So the RDAP profile is explicitly defined, RDAP to the set of required 

services. 

 

RICK WILHELM: And there’s a definition of the RDAP profile that we have there, which 

we can see on our screen right now. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: So maybe what we want in that first bullet is “Add RDAP to the set of 

required services, where RDAP is defined as …” and we need text right 

there to say exactly what that is. So, something along these lines.  
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RICK WILHELM: Defined as an implementation of the gTLD RDAP profile applicable to 

publicly available data for the provision of publicly available data. How 

about that for at least a preliminary bite at the apple? 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Okay. I put it in the wrong spot. “Profile applicable to the provisioning of 

publicly available data.” I think that’s what you said, right? Did I capture 

that? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Close enough. Go ahead and keep typing and we can [crowd] edit after 

screens update and Google Docs syncs and stuff like that.  

 

JAMES GALVIN: Okay. So that may very well speak to that first issue then.  

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah. Provisioning might not be … that sounds … is it the providing? 

Because provisioning sounds like we’re sending data, it’s really more of 

the display or the –  

 

JAMES GALVIN: Publishing. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Publishing – it’s probably a little bit closer.   
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JAMES GALVIN: Yeah. 

 

RICK WILHELM: It’s probably closer than provisioning. Yeah, publishing is probably 

closer than provisioning, I’d say.  

“Might we need to set up RDAP RFCs?” Maxim is bringing up some 

points in chat about the RDAP RFCs. So the profile incorporates all of 

the references to the RFCs, so I’d rather not start incorporating some 

mention of the RFCs. I’d rather not bring in the RFCs here because 

they’re already brought in by the profile, and I think that if we start to 

drop in some, it would start to get confusing. So I think that we’d rather 

just as far as the specification requirements for RDAP, lean on the gTLD 

RDAP profile. That’s my initial thought on that. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Then the second bullet item is also the comment that Jeff has here. I 

agree with what you’re saying there about the RFC references. Maxim 

brings up a good point, but it is in the profile. We need to somehow 

expand this separate sub bullet about ICANN may repost this content on 

the single data URL, for example, this way. But the key point here is that 

the content behind this is immutable. That’s the point that we’re trying 

to make here. It’s not just about the URL, it’s about the content behind 

it. 

 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment Discussion-Mar31                                  EN 

 

Page 8 of 39 

 

RICK WILHELM: Right. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: It’s not “repost.” 

 

RICK WILHELM: Provide? Publish? 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Yeah. I think the magic word that bothers me in that sentence is 

“repost.” So it should just be that they can post the content behind the 

data URL or they can post revised content, right? So they post or they 

should post this revised content on a single data URL, for example. 

 

RICK WILHELM: J.C. is plus one-ing the word “revised.” Yeah, Maxim, the idea here is we 

are trying to get certainty on the content, that they can’t change the 

content because the only way to change it is by policy process. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Right. At least this reads better to me. I like getting rid of “repost” and 

adding “revised.” If others like that then that’s good for the moment. 

We can always come back to this, give some other folks a chance to 

read it. But that feels better to me than it was.  
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RICK WILHELM: Yup. I agree to that. Emergency threshold language has been reversed 

back to original wording after ICANN changed it. That’s just a call out to 

us to say that the language is the way that we, the contracted parties, 

wanted the words, avoiding double jeopardy. So it’s good. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Right. I just scrolled down a bit there under the bottom of what’s called 

the RA Spec 10, the last paragraph there and checked. All that is already 

there. Now, the searchability thing –  

 

RICK WILHELM: Agree that searchability section should be deleted, not going to agree to 

having upfront searchability but want to have the option to add later if 

technically possible in the future without going through RSEP.  

 

JAMES GALVIN: So there’s three sub bullets there and a comment tied to them. For me, 

there are two key points to be made here. One is that if we want to, 

there’s this notion of why we don’t want searchability to come forward, 

and that’s because there’s no technical definition of it.  

Then the second key point is that it can be added optionally later when 

there’s a technical specification for it. What we were talking about last 

week was the idea that as the RDAP Working Group goes through its 

process and we start experimenting, and we have all of these, it would 

be nice if we could all just add it.  
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Then there’s that last comment there. One of the things that’ll come up 

though is what we should expect is that if we try to get something like 

that in here about optionally adding it, ICANN may very well want us to 

also pre-document the SLA for it at this point in time. So, Jeff’s 

comment, as I recall it was Jeff who had brought this up last time is 

they’re not going to be inclined to want to allow you to optionally add 

something which does not also have an SLA associated with it. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Or a specification. I’m not sure how we could pre-provision into the 

contract the ability to add something that does not have a definition 

yet. That seems difficult at best.  

 

JAMES GALVIN: Maybe for right now the way to take this is just leave that one middle 

bullet. I mean, this can be a talking point thing. This is what we get back 

to them. We want something like that, just that middle bullet that says 

we’d like the option to add it, and then we wait to see how the 

discussion goes. I don’t know that we have to offer a complete solution 

here. Do we? 

 

RICK WILHELM: No. I don’t think so. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: So maybe the answer here in terms of take out these talking points, the 

first and third bullet are kind of a talking point, really, for us. What we 
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want to do is the comment that I made here. So I’m going to resolve the 

comment just to get that out of the way, and then we’ll get rid of these 

two things here. We’ll just do this. “May optionally add it when a 

technical specification exists,” and just leave that. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah. Now, the only question is what does “exist” mean? Because I 

wonder if they would look at the –   

 

JAMES GALVIN: Okay, I’ll answer that. Let’s just give it “It is published as an IETF 

proposed standard.” 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Let’s just be very clear about the document we’re looking for.  

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah, because we want to avoid … [Mario’s] drafts are sitting there, 

blah, blah, blah. You know the rest of the sentence. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Yeah. I don’t want to be left in the position like we were with data 

escrow where we’re obligated to an Internet draft. That was just silly. 

We have to get away from that model. 
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RICK WILHELM: Right. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Okay. So I think that takes care of those things. Then we’ve got the next 

bullet is – yeah, that’s where the last bullet comes in, going back to the 

e-mail message, [building] if searchability is optional, and that was also 

covered there. But for the moment, we’ll just have to take that under as 

a back point. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah, okay. So that takes us through all of the items under the Registry 

Agreement. Now, there’s this one – what happens to RDAP of registrars 

and registries if IANA borks the file, that being a very important 

technical term, borks. This is about if IANA messes up the bootstrap file. 

This is where Jeff, if you look at the fourth bullet – I was on the call for 

this part of it. I think this is right after I joined where Jeff was like, “Well, 

what about adding some language that says that the registry is not 

responsible for any outage for which it is out of its control. Use some 

more legal language than that.” 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Force majeure. 
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RICK WILHELM: Yeah. It was like a different kind of force majeure. It was almost like if 

you’re a telecom provider and the outage is outside of your demark, 

that sort of a thing. But I think that’s one where we need to talk to Jeff, 

unless he had some ideas about where this would go. I’m not sure if it’s 

right where the insertion point is there, where the cursor happens to be 

sitting there above the service levels.  

 

JAMES GALVIN: Yeah. 

 

RICK WILHELM: I’m not quite sure where it is. But we’ll have to figure out from Jeff 

where he thinks that should go, I think. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: I’ll make a note here and just say, “Jeff, need your input here.” Jeff 

Neuman. I can do this right here, just like that. Okay. So I can assign it to 

him. It will let me do that. Good. He’ll get an e-mail message telling him 

that that’s there for him. 

 

RICK WILHELM: [Inaudible] good and not for evil. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: J.C. has got his hand up. 
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RICK WILHELM: Sorry, I didn’t see that. Please, J.C. 

 

J.C. VIGNES: Hey, guys. The bullet above where we talk about the IETF, I’m being too 

lawyer-ish here, but I would like a suitable technical specification. I 

don’t want them to say we did use specification, now you have to adopt 

it willy-nilly. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah. That’s a good point. We should qualify that technical specification 

because it is possible as a number of us that spend time around the IETF 

that a spec can come out of the IETF that may not be … Food can come 

out of that kitchen that you’re not necessarily thrilled about eating. 

 

J.C. VIGNES: That’s exactly my point. Thanks, Rick. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: So you want to say “suitable” or “appropriate”? Is that what we’re 

looking for here? 

 

RICK WILHELM: I would say “acceptable” or it needs to be accepted by the Contracted 

Party House and it needs to be … It’s an “and” condition, right? Both 

accepted by the Contracted Party House and an IETF specification. 
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J.C. VIGNES: Agreed. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Do we want to say mutually acceptable technical specification? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sure. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Okay, let me type some words in here.  

 

RICK WILHELM: That gives some ground to ICANN but –  

 

J.C. VIGNES: Well, they want this more than we do. So I don’t mind giving them some 

ground if we’re protected. 

 

RICK WILHELM: It also protects them from us ramming through a searchable thing that 

only allows the search term like something ultra. Theoretically, we could 

write an IETF spec that was ultra simplistic. Only match the first 

character, something like that, and then we got it standardized and then 

say, “See, that’s the one we’re implementing.” 
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J.C. VIGNES: I get your point, Rick. Maybe mutually, it goes for now. I mean, we 

remove it and have them insist upon it if they want to.  

 

RICK WILHELM: That’s fair. 

 

J.C. VIGNES: No reason to consider it just yet. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Okay. So we want to just say when and acceptable, and then they’ll ask 

the question about what that means and we can have –  

 

J.C. VIGNES: A discussion on that point, yes. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Right. Rick, you made a comment about it being an “and” statement – is 

this okay like this? It wasn’t meaning the obvious to me how to make 

that an “and” in there somewhere. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah, I think that’s an “and” statement. It’s both acceptable and it’s also 

an IETF proposed standard. 
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JAMES GALVIN: Okay, excellent. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay, so I think that takes us down to the RA, to the Registrar 

Agreement part of it. I guess technically, that’s the RAA but we’ll set 

that aside. The first bullet is I don’t think this is one that is really a [mod] 

but it says, “Expect registrars to come around to having their own 

instance of RDAP but not there yet. We’ll make it clear just not 

retroactively apply to legacy WHOIS service, web-based or not web-

based, whilst keeping both up and running.” 

 I don’t think that’s a change to this document. Do I have that right? 

 

JAMES GALVIN: I agree. Might look for our registrar brethren here to see if anybody 

wants to jump up and say we got it wrong. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Agree with that. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: So no one is speaking or jumping up, so I guess we’re okay. We have 

Owen and Catherine and Jody. 

 

OWEN SMIGELSKI: It seems okay to me. 
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RICK WILHELM: Okay. Very good. Thank you, Owen. Yeah, we didn’t tell that was 

paraphrasing Jeff. J.C., go ahead. 

 

J.C. VIGNES: I resisted making the comment last time. Seeing it again, I feel like I 

have to. We do not want web-based lookup to apply to RDAP. By being 

so obvious about it, don’t we risk reopening the discussion? I wonder if 

limiting it to “shall only apply to WHOIS services,” doesn’t it give us 

what we want without being so much on the nose, if that makes sense. 

It’s just that web-based lookup shall only apply to WHOIS. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: The reason why that’s there, J.C., is that’s copied forward from the 

registry side. That bullet – I was about to accept that bullet rather than 

leaving it highlighted there – there was a point in time when I copied 

that forward. Because if Zoe scrolls up to the RA Specification 10 

Registry Performance Spec, you’ll see the last bullet there is the same 

sentence, and we just copied it down below to the registrar thing too.  

 

J.C. VIGNES: Yes, I was bothered in the same way. If it’s just me, that’s fine. I’m just 

saying aren’t we giving them a bit more rope to [inaudible] with, but it’s 

stylistic at this point. If you don’t believe so, I’m happy. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: To be honest with you, my guess is this discussion is going to happen 

regardless and it’s not going to go away. We already know that ICANN 
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doesn’t agree with this. They’ve made that pretty clear up to this point 

that they don’t see it this way.  

 

J.C. VIGNES: That’s fair. No need to [detail further] is what you’re saying. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Yeah.  

 

J.C. VIGNES: Okay, point taken. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah, I agree with that. Okay. So the next one there was – Brian, sorry. 

You had your hand up. Please, go ahead, Brian. 

 

BRIAN KING: Thanks. If we could scroll back a little bit. I agree with J.C. We’re going 

to have this conversation with ICANN and they’re going to want us to do 

the web-based RDAP, and so we’ll just have that conversation when we 

get to it. My question was about the second bullet on the web-based 

WHOIS services as they do today. Is this the time when we talked about 

sunsetting that or does that have a timeline? Because we’re not going 

to want to do that forever. So is this our only bite at the apple here to 

talk about changing that? 
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RICK WILHELM: Web-based for WHOIS? 

 

BRIAN KING: Yeah. 

 

RICK WILHELM: I think that web-based for WHOIS would sunset when WHOIS gets 

sunset.  

 

BRIAN KING: I would think so but this doesn’t say that. So may we put a note there? 

 

RICK WILHELM: That’s a good point. Now that we mentioned it, there’s right now 

nothing in here about sunset full stop. There’s nothing in this right now 

about anything related to sunset. I’m not sure if it’s in the strategy. We 

all just say it’s an approach, that we’re doing that. But we could include 

it here. I don’t necessarily have a problem with putting it in here. Let me 

look at the top on the web-based stuff. Is there a parallel entry?  

 

JAMES GALVIN: Not for this, for the registries. 

 

RICK WILHELM: For the registries? There is one up in performance specifications right 

above, yeah, right there. What’s interesting is, it’s an oddity that we’ve 

got an asymmetry in the structure. 
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JAMES GALVIN: Right. Our goal here is to make these things the same. I think that’s our 

outline objective. 

 

RICK WILHELM: This is why they’re different. Because this [isn’t it]. Is it necessary to 

mention this, this second bullet?  

 

JAMES GALVIN: Well, we have to provide it. Even registries have to provide it. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sorry, I was looking … my viewport is scrolled down to where you just 

edited the “until WHOIS services are sunset.” 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Yeah, we don’t have the same sentence in both places. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Do we need to have that second sentence? 

 

JAMES GALVIN: I think that we need to have the second sentence in the sense that we 

definitely only want web-based lookups to apply to WHOIS. I think 

that’s a point on our side that we want to make clear and I think it’s a 
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separate question is to whether the sentence should be the same and I 

also think they should be the same. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah, because right now they’re not the same. It doesn’t say that it 

doesn’t apply to RDAP. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Right.  

 

RICK WILHELM: I think that’s the more important part. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Brian’s got his hand up there too. Maxim has a comment in the chat 

room that we don’t want to miss here about sunsetting WHOIS. I’m 

sorry, go ahead, Brian. 

 

BRIAN KING: The concern is that this whole thing here is called – can org propose this 

to add the following obligations into the RAA, and doesn’t propose to 

remove any of the port 43 obligations or the web-based WHOIS 

obligations. That’s kind of the genesis of my concern here. If this is all 

work that we’re talking about just adding things to RDAP, okay, and let’s 

also talk about what we’re removing then because we’re going to 

convert from WHOIS to RDAP. So I do think that the language should be 

the same between the registrar and the registry, and maybe we do that. 
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I like the language that was there on the screen before. I think Jim put it 

there. That’s the concern. Yeah, and WHOIS services or sunset. Maybe 

that’s what needs to go up on the registry section as well. If we talk 

about it differently, that’s fine. I just don’t want to lose sight of that and 

let ICANN think that we’re just going to add RDAP and not remove 

WHOIS. 

 

RICK WILHELM: We had talked about dealing with sunset later. 

 

BRIAN KING: That’s fine. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: I’m wondering if we need that second bullet, given that we’ve got the 

fourth bullet, right? 

 

BRIAN KING: Yeah, I think you’re right, Jim. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: There only needs to be three bullets and we can get rid of that second 

bullet. 

 

RICK WILHELM: That’s true. Yeah, that’s a good point. I agree with that.  
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JAMES GALVIN: So I’ll take that extra text out there and then I’ll do this instead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: That last bullet there actually states it more crisply. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Right. And the last bullet matches what we say about registries up 

above, so it keeps them the same. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Right. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Okay. Getting back to the WHOIS sunset thing. That actually is 

something which we have not, even as a group here, we have not 

resolved the WHOIS sunsetting issue. Even in this group, as far as I 

know. I don’t recall that we made any resolution there. Maxim made a 

comment there that we’re supposed to provide that sunset. I don’t 

know what to do with that. I guess I’m just sort of stating the obvious at 

the moment.  

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah, we didn’t get all the way through the concept of sunset. Jody, do 

you want to comment? 
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JODY KOLKER: Yeah. I’m just curious. Is it up to us to put the sunset in here? We had 

talked about putting it in here and saying six months after RDAP is out 

then WHOIS can be sunsetted. I think we had these discussions, or do 

we need to do it in the policy of the implementation plan of the EPDP 

Part 1, I believe it is? And to Maxim’s point, why don’t we just declare it 

here and then we can debate it with ICANN when we talk to them? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Right, which we could. We haven’t come up with anything related to 

that yet on sunset. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: You see, for me, just to put the dots on the table here, different ways 

that these things to be connected, at a very gross level, I look at the 

WHOIS sunset as after the ramp-up period when RDAP is finalized and 

you’re subject to your contractual obligations, it should be 

automatically you just turn off WHOIS. But I think that one of the dots 

that matters in this discussion is that in WHOIS, you have searchability 

for one, and two, in WHOIS you’ve got this web-based lookup option. 

Neither one of those things exist in RDAP. My recollection is that ICANN 

pulls back on those things when think about getting rid of WHOIS, they 

worry about the user community not having those features.  

And one last point that I’ll make is at least from my point of view, I’ve 

always tried to make the argument, “Well, that’s the RDAP client 

problem.” I don’t think it’s our job to solve that problem, but I think that 

problem will solve itself as soon as it has to. Frankly, it’s on its path to 

being solved anyway as you know, Rick, right? There are RDAP clients. 
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That’s my recollection where the discussion ends. I think that at least 

that’s one of the reasons why we don’t have a decision on WHOIS 

sunsetting. They’re connecting some dots there that we don’t connect. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Donna has her hand up. Donna, please go ahead. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. I thought when we had the last conversation with Russ, 

this is where things got a little bit testy because the sunsetting of 

WHOIS in their mind was connected to the requirement to get that 5 

millisecond lookup down to 2. And that’s where things kind of fell apart 

and we said we’d go away and come back when we’re ready to have 

another conversation with them. So I think that’s the rub for us. I think 

we go through this with the assumption that once the RDAP SLAs have 

been in place for a certain period of time that WHOIS will be sunset. But 

I think certainly what Russ was indicating is that that’s not how they’re 

going to view it. They want an aspirational goal in here to get that query 

level down from 5000 millisecond to 2000. That’s going to be a rub 

when we get to that conversation with ICANN. But I think moving 

through this we assume that there’s going to be a period of transition, 

and once Compliance is monitoring the RDAP SLAs then the WHOIS one 

will fall away. That’s my recollection. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah, you’re exactly right, Donna. The sunset thing got sticky now that 

the SLAs are staying. That’s when things kind of got difficult. That’s one 
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of the reasons why we decided to, unrolling this a little bit, why we 

decided to have this way into something that we could discuss about 

and make some progress on some things that were a little bit less 

controversial. Brian, please go ahead. 

 

BRIAN KING: If that’s the case, Rick – thanks, Donna, too for refreshing our 

recollection on how that went down. I think you’re right. If that’s the 

case, why don’t we just flag here that that’s something that we need to 

continue to talk about and just preserve the point for future discussions 

when we get closer to fleshing this all out? We could do the same. We 

can have the same bullet in the registry and the registrar section, just 

flag a placeholder to discuss sunsetting WHOIS requirements, and just 

leave it at that for now rather than get hung up on it. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Very good.  

 

JAMES GALVIN: So would we want to say that we want to talk about it or should we just 

assert WHOIS sunset as a thing to talk about and see where that gets 

us? Or do we just want to generically say sunsetting of WHOIS to be 

mutually discussed? 
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RICK WILHELM:  I would say – how about this – web-based WHOIS would be part of a 

WHOIS sunset discussion. Expect it to be part of a WHOIS sunset 

discussion. How about that? 

 

JAMES GALVIN: I’m not quite sure why web-based WHOIS to be part of a WHOIS sunset 

discussion. I’m not –  

 

BRIAN KING:  Yeah, it doesn’t capture port 43. I like where you’re going, Rick, but –  

 

JAMES GALVIN: J.C has got his hand up. Maybe he’s got an idea. 

 

BRIAN KING:  I’m sure he does. 

 

J.C. VIGNES:  I’m not sure I have the right ID. I wanted to caution this with 

placeholders. We can have this forever or close to forever. I think it’s 

time for us to be assertive indeed. I wouldn’t mind being a bit more 

forthcoming with what we want, including with regards to sunsetting. 

We know what they want, we know what we don’t want. I think it 

wouldn’t hurt to getting some ground. I’m sorry, it’s not the silver bullet 

you were looking for, but at least I would caution against just another 

placeholder. 
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JAMES GALVIN: Okay. Be explicit. WHOIS services will sunset the day after RDAP services 

are ramped up. This is probably not quite the right language, but this 

would be the point that I would make. 

 

J.C. VIGNES:  I’m sorry, I take the mic again. I fully support that, taking straight into 

the point. It’s logical to which makes it hard to argue against. 

 

BRIAN KING: Just an observation, that’s a bit of a cheeky starting point, because I 

think we all probably expect that we’ll run them concurrently for some 

period of time, but the risk of being cheeky, I think it does lay down a 

firm starting point for the conversation, since ICANN’s first thought was 

what? Five years that they’d run concurrently. So I don’t think it’s any 

more cheeky than that unrealistic expectation. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: 180 is a magic number. Why don’t we say WHOIS services will sunset 

180 days after RDAP services are fully ramped up? Donna’s writing 

something in the chat room here. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Not be able to readily adopt because they’re used to WHOIS. There 

would be a transition. 
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JAMES GALVIN: My reaction to Donna’s comment is ... yeah. She’s saying it, that’s 

ICANN’s concern. Speaking personally, I’d push back and say that that’s 

kind of a specious argument. I mean, all of the people who are going to 

be using RDAP are aware that WHOIS has gone away and they’re very 

clearly aware that they need to be doing something and that’s what the 

whole SSAD system and everything else ... I mean, from my point of 

view, the engine is already running, people are already running towards 

RDAP. That’s just not some ... I don’t know. I get it’s a negotiating point 

but I just find it specious. I’ll be quiet now. Okay, I’m going to change 

this to [inaudible]. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sorry. Is that new hand, Donna? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yes, it is, Rick. Thank you. Jim, yes, it is specious and I think the 

overarching concern from ICANN is the retirement of WHOIS because 

WHOIS has been around for the last 20 years and change is difficult to 

deal with. And people don’t understand that RDAP isn’t going to give 

them anything different to WHOIS. The information’s already been 

redacted, that’s happening now. I think it’s probably a nervous Nellie 

concern for ICANN about this idea that WHOIS going to go away and 

people won’t know what to do. I think that’s the conversation we have 

with them very early in the piece. They wanted to know what we were 

going to do to educate people in that regard and I think we pushed back 

and said, “Well, that’s not our problem, that’s yours.” But maybe there 
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are some things that we could be doing now that would help with that 

transition.  

I think that was part of the early conversation as well. But it is, I think at 

the end of the day is a negotiating tactic. Russ laid this out pretty clearly 

for us. You’re going to have to operate WHOIS and RDAP until such time 

as you get that SLA down to 2000 milliseconds. And if Russ wants to 

push really hard on that, then we need to think about what we’re going 

to do in response. But yeah, it is specious and it is really, from my 

perspective, a nervous Nellie thing. We’re moving on. Most people have 

moved on. So it’s not a valid concern, I think. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Probably falls into the category. We’re just going to have to have that 

discussion and play it out for ... yeah. I guess we’ll see how it goes. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Beth, did you have your hand up? Beth. 

 

BETH BACON:  No. I put it down, but you noticed it too fast. I think that there are two 

different arguments and we should put in basically what we want and 

what we think is reasonable. The SLA is the true, actual physical, 

measurable indication of when we switch, then that’s what we should 

put in there. if it’s something that’s more subjective like ICANN is 

comfortable that users understand the difference and that they can still 

go to RDAP and not have WHOIS, that’s a different conversation. But I 
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think we should decide what we think is the best and make that 

proposal knowing that they’ll argue it in some way. 

 

RICK WILHEM:  Very good. Good point. Thank you, Beth. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: I like that point. But what it calls to mind to me ... In some ways, I’d like 

to make the point about the SLA. But that brings us to the discussion of, 

do we really fully understand what’s a reasonable SLA? And are we 

prepared to make an assertion of a lesser SLA? Because as you know, 

Rick, we got to the RDAP profile the way it is, because we were just 

guessing and we decided to pick something conservative to save us a lot 

of troubles and grief. It’s just not clear what to offer at the moment 

until we get some more operational experience. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Also what the rationale and the benefit is for a lower SLA. I mean, with 

other services that a registry or a registrar provides, there’s cost benefit, 

trade off on lower SLAs. And for the practical use of this stuff, it’s 

extraordinarily unclear, at least to me, what the benefit is of a 

significantly lower SLA for these RDAP queries. The SLA be lower to 

where registries and registrars are held to that lower SLA. 

This is different than something like an SRS where a registry and/or a 

registrar has revenue coming in, because a user is trying to register a 

name or update their name or do something like that. This is querying 

for publicly available data and it’s unclear what the time criticality is of 
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it, where a few hundred milliseconds or even 2000 additional 

milliseconds is a time crunch on a wait. For registrar, ICANN doesn’t 

have an SLA on a registrar on its front-end portal or on a registry for its 

front-end portal so it’s unclear who this is benefiting and why registries 

and registrars should have to spend money and effort in order to meet 

these higher SLAs. I think that’s a burden upon ICANN that they need to 

come up and explain. Because the shorter SLA requires time and money 

from all of the contracted parties to me. That’s time and money that is 

not being spent on making the registrar’s portal better or a registry’s 

SRS better or registry’s DNS better. That’s an explanation why a 

contracted party should be funneling their investment into this service 

at who or what’s benefit should this be getting funding rather than 

other parts of the contracted party infrastructure. That’s something that 

we need to think about before we give in and accept, because we’re 

causing engineering choices and investment choices to be made in all of 

our infrastructures. 

 

BRIAN KING:  Rick, I want to make that point to ICANN. It suggest that we emphasize 

security as well. With SSR clearly in their mission, they can argue against 

allocating those resources to a more secure registry/registrar system. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Whether it’s we get rapid security or you can just say, “Look, we want to 

service our end customers.” 
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JAMES GALVIN: Beth makes a good point about changing that last bullet to more 

directly apply to what we’re concerned about. But I guess maybe we 

can’t do that. I think what I’m hearing – and this is a test – I’m going to 

explicitly ask if that last bullet is currently written is okay, because then 

I’ll copy it up to the registry spot so it’s in both places. But all we can do 

is assert our position about WHOIS versus RDAP. And ultimately, we 

have to let the conversation play out because ICANN has to tell us, we 

want them to actually say explicitly what’s on their mind so we know 

what to respond to. Even though we have an idea of what two things it 

kind of could be, let them put that on the table explicitly and then we’ll 

take a step back and figure out what to do about it. 

 

BRIAN KING:  Jim, my opinion is that I think we look much more reasonable than 

ICANN looks if we start with something like 180 days. From a 

negotiation standpoint, the textbook would tell you start with one day 

and then work your way toward the middle from there. But I think if 

we’re doing this all very publicly, we’re going to appear far more 

reasonable to start with 180 days knowing that we might land it a year 

or 270 days or something, versus their five years and then continually 

call them on that and say, “Look, you’re not being reasonable 

whatsoever,” and kind of keep grounding it in our reasonable approach. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Okay. Anyone object to copying this last bullet up to the registry one 

also? 
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RICK WILHELM: It’s a little bit of a shift, but we’re going to get there sooner or later. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: So let me just find the right spot here to put that. I believe it goes here 

just at the top of the chart. In that the RA Spec 10, Performance Spec 

section. Right there, that’s where it goes, right?  

 

BRIAN KING: Yeah, I think so.  

 

JAMES GALVIN: There are no other comments in the document below that and I think 

we’ve covered everything in the notes. We might want to just do a 

double check there. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Some discussion within the Registrar Stakeholder Group [inaudible] 

about we’re agreeing to host one link to an RDAP client. I’m not sure if 

that needs to be covered in the document itself.  

Public query means query for public data. I’m not sure if that needs 

special discussion. That term public query doesn’t exist in the registrar 

section so I’m not sure what that is referring to. 

Then it said Carlos sent response today the WHOIS accuracy. So that I 

think is taken care of.  
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I think that that covers all of the items in the document. This feels to me 

like we’re pretty close. The item that we have open here in the e-mail 

that [Zoe] sent out is what happens if ICANN “borks” the file. This is 

related to the language on saying that registries and registrar’s are not 

responsible for an SLA miss if the reasons for the SLA miss are outside of 

their control. Jeff had ideas on language that we could use to 

accomplish those changes. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: That action to Jeff is left in a comment in the document. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  By now he’s presumably got an e-mail about that. Thanks to Jim’s 

mastery of the Google Docs technology. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: I think what we’re left with here is for Jeff ... I mean, obviously, anyone 

but Jeff in particular to resolve these remaining comments that are 

here. He can see what we did in this final working session. And if he or 

anyone else, of course, doesn’t have any issues, he can resolve all these. 

He should do something for the one action that’s left to him and then 

we can we can meet the Friday deadline this Friday. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  There you go. 
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JAMES GALVIN: Then it’s Donna and Graeme to figure out the next meeting with ICANN 

based on the document. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Donna, please go ahead. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Rick. I think Graeme’s on the call. In terms of moving forward 

from a registry perspective, what I would like to do is circulate what we 

have to the registry list by the 8th and then have a conversation on that 

call on the 15th. Now we’ll also be having a discussion about the DAAR 

Working Group, but I think we can manage both topics. But that is 

ultimately what I would like to do. So it’s really important that if Jeff is 

the one that needs to – Rick, I’m going to put this on you, because you 

and Jeff are identified as the latest on this. If you can make sure that 

you and Jeff are in a good place on this in the most recent document, 

and then I think, certainly from a registry side, what I’d like to do is have 

a conversation with you, Jim, J.C., and anyone else who’s interested just 

to make sure we’re all on the same page with this before we get it to 

the list, and then hopefully we can get some agreement or discussion on 

the 15th and sign it off on Friday. Then maybe by that ... I’m not really 

sure with the dates here but the following Tuesday, we might be in a 

position to be able to have a call with ICANN. That’s the loose timeline 

that I’d like to work to. 
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RICK WILHELM:  Then Zoe says in the chat, “Registrar Stakeholder Group has a 

membership meeting on the 6th of April next Monday, and then two 

weeks from Monday, on the 20th of April.” Hopefully that Jeff and I can 

get together over the next couple of days here to be to be doing that. It 

should be doable. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. Let’s see. I guess that’s then is about it for our call today unless 

anybody else has anything else that they want to bring up. Anybody 

else? I think that covered “discuss next steps” and so now this should 

move us into everyone’s favorite acronym, Any Other Business. If we 

called it Any Other Chocolate, that would really be everyone’s favorite 

acronym. But alas, that doesn’t seem to be an acronym. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Well, how do you share that virtually, Rick? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Well, you don’t share it, you just keep it all to yourself. That’s why it’s 

everyone’s favorite acronym. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: You know, AOC could equally apply to any other coffee. Then there is a 

coffee icon that you can all display on your participant list on that. 
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RICK WILHELM:  Always finding a bright spot. Here, I just wanted to hoard all the 

chocolate. Very good. Anybody have anything else? I don’t think we 

have anything else. So I guess that we can that we can wrap it up. Sue, 

you want to take us out? 

 

SUE SCHULER:  Okay. 

 

BRIAN KING:  Thanks, guys. 
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