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SUE SCHULER:   Thank you. okay, Donna.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Sue. So, welcome to our RA/RAA Amendment Discussion Group 

call for the 4th of August 2020 with Russ, Karla, Jennifer, from GDD, and 

representatives from the RySG and RrSG. Rick, I might need to lean on 

you a little bit today because you chaired the last call of our group 

without GDD folks, so I might need some help from you.  

And Karla, there was some discussion around the notes in your e-mail, 

and I just felt, in light of the conversation that the team had last week, it 

might be more productive if we reorder what you had proposed as topics 

that you wanted to talk about. But I only did that quickly, and not so long 

ago. So, if there are any objections to going down this path, or if you 

wanted to do something differently, Karla, if you could let us know? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Hey. No, that’s perfectly fine. Like I said before we started the call, we’ll 

have to get to all of these points, anyway, at some point. So, we can just 

dive in wherever you’re ready to begin. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. So, Karla, because this is your agenda, do you want to lead us 

through this? I mean, I think it’s pretty self-explanatory, but I may miss 

some of the nuance. So, maybe it might make sense if you take us through 

this.  
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Sure, no problem. So, this stemmed from an e-mail that I sent, I think, on 

the 28th of July. This is a follow-up from our conversation on the 14th, 

which covered the points that we had discussed on the last call. From our 

last call, there were letters, discussion points, around what the 

contracted party team needed to go back and discuss amongst your 

group, based on some of the input that you gave on these points.  

 So, the first being emergency threshold triggers in terms of what and how 

the emergency threshold triggers are established. The next is thinking 

about the RDAP profile. As I was looking through the transcript from our 

previous call, it was pretty clear that we all want certainty in terms of 

what the RDAP profile is going to look like and to future-proof the RDAP 

profile, and, really, how we should be thinking about that following policy 

recommendations and making sure that we are aligned with that.  

 The next one is thinking about the objective criteria to establish the 

retirement of the WHOIS services obligations. I think we’ve got a general 

alignment around these points, but I think we just need to codify them 

and make sure that we are in agreement so that we can start thinking 

about more of a timing scenario around that.  

But before we get to an actual date or timing discussion around the 

retirement of the WHOIS services, we should think about, what are the 

criteria we need to hit in order to achieve that?  

 And then, we did discuss around the SLRs, and we are still in the position 

of, how do we get to alignment or agreement in terms of the SLRs? Are 

there compromises that we can consider, maybe stemming from some of 
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the discussions that we had on the first three bullet points, to finalize 

those SLRs?  

I’d like for us to try to start thinking about … I think we’re very much 

aware of our positions on those points, but where is that we can start 

thinking about a compromise to start moving that forward, as opposed 

to just staying at the opposite ends of the spectrum with that? 

 And then, I think we should just talk about timing overall and where we 

are. So, I’m going to leave it there and see if any other points need to be 

made or topics need to be reconfigured. Rick, I see your hand is up. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sure. Thanks, Karla. During our meeting last week that we had inside the 

CPH, we went over all of these topics and had some pretty good 

discussion on them. One other topic that came up that wasn’t mentioned 

in the list, here, from ICANN, was the topic of the web-based interface to 

RDAP.  

It was kind of not clear to the CPH where this has been left. When I had 

looked at the most recent documents that we had gotten from ICANN, it 

seemed to me that there was general agreement that ICANN was headed 

toward a spot where lookup.icann.org was going to serve as the 

centralized point of access for the public being able to see the web-based 

interface for RDAP. 

 But then, there were also some notes in that communication that 

indicated that ICANN had wanted some statistics from registrars that we 

couldn’t really, in our discussions, trace down where that was, what that 
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was supposed to help out, or if those were really needed for ICANN to 

come to this decision, or where that is.  

So, I want to bring that up. We don’t need to discuss the topic now, 

necessarily, but it’s probably one that we want to just … Unless it’s 

something that you can clarify very quickly, that might be one that we 

need to come back to.  

And let me make sure I … In fairness, and for credit’s sake, Jeff Neuman 

was the one who had pointed this out in our review of the topics. And so, 

I want to make sure that I’m capturing that correctly, Jeff. And so, if I 

didn’t capture your concern correctly, or if you just want to amplify some 

things, Jeff, please feel free to comment. Thank you. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. Thanks, Rick. I think you did an accurate job. I think it just helps 

with the overall picture to understand where you are on that issue. So, I 

don’t really think I need to add anything else, just to get a concrete 

understanding. So, thanks.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Great. I’ll take it. Yeah. And actually, thanks so much for circling back on 

this point. I figured we’d get back there eventually. What we’re looking 

for … Obviously, we already have a lookup.icann.org in place. We have 

been working on trying to understand the overall volume.  

So, if the web-based interface were to stop at some point from the 

contracted parties’ standpoint, or from registrars, and that traffic would 

come to ICANN, what’s the volume like? And we were interested to 
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understand the query volume by month over 12 consecutive months, and 

that was something that would hope that we could get some input on 

from the registrars, and just the query loads. Does that help?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. So, some understanding about what the volume would be like. So, 

in other words, if ICANN was to take this function over, what kind of load 

would they be expecting to pick up? Is that sort of what— 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Correct. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  We’re looking at? Okay.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  That’s right.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  And you’re looking at that specifically from the registrars, is that correct? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Yeah. I suspect that that’s where the highest volumes are. If you count it 

differently, that’s fine, too. If this is something that you want to take back 

and talk amongst the Contracted Parties Group, that’s fine. We don’t 

need the answer definitively, now. It’s just making sure that you have a 
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clear understanding as far as what we’re looking for. Jeff, you’ve got your 

hand up. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. I guess I’ll ask the question a little bit more directly, then. Is it okay 

for us to assume, then, that the original requirement that you all had 

wanted, which is for all of us to have our own look-up service, is it fair to 

say that you are now willing to take that on, and, therefore, it’s off the 

table? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  I don’t think that we’re definitely saying that what we’re asking for is 

input and query volumes. I think that’s part of where we need that 

understanding in order to make a determination of whether or not we 

could manage and handle that volume. So, let’s not run before we’re 

walking, here. Let’s try to get an understanding, first, as far as the overall 

volume.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Okay. So, have you reached out, then, to any registrars, to ask them for 

that data, or are you waiting— 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  No. No, we haven’t. We’re waiting. We had brought it up, I think, two 

calls before. I’d have to go back and look and see, specifically. I know that 

we put it into a note that was in the Google Sheet with the workbook that 
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we had given to you as a point-by-point clarification, and expected that 

it would come back around at some point for us to talk about that.  

So, from this call, if anybody from the registrar side is willing to raise their 

hand, we could offer suggestions as far as the registrars that we would 

like to get that information, or open to suggestions as far as how you’d 

like to [inaudible] for that. Jim, you’ve got your hand up.  

 

JAMES GALVIN:  Yes, thanks. As I listen to what it is that you’re looking for, I want to make 

two comments and observations about that. On the one hand, you do 

know already what an outside look at the volume query that you could 

expect is, because it’s basically the WHOIS data [inaudible] counts that 

you already get. So, you have kind of a worst-case scenario on what’s 

likely to be there. And so, that’s sort of a maximum value.  

 And in fact, what I would expect is that all you really could find out is, 

what percentage of that is likely to be an interim, web-based look? 

Because one of the things to keep in mind is, some number of registrars, 

you’re really only asking them to tell you about their common net access.  

Because some number of registrars, a good portion of them, really just 

redirect their WHOIS queries to the registry, and we support them 

directly on the registry side. So, the registrar counts are just embedded 

in the registry counts, so the number are already there if you look at the 

registry totals.  

Some of the larger registrars are going to have some numbers because 

they do service their own. They clearly have to serve common net. So, 
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you’re just looking to get some common net data from them; you’re not 

looking to get full-on data.  

I’m just trying to make an observation, here, about how the system 

actually works. I don’t want to create work where it doesn’t need to exist. 

And also, I would expect that, even if you perform this service, it’s going 

to go away with time. So, you would expect it not to increase but always 

to decrease with time, right? Because RDAP is, by default, web-based. So, 

maybe the WHOIS data you already have is sufficient. Anyway, thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Good point, Jim. Let us take that back and see if we can get some 

additional data. I think it’s probably [right around the time of] that point 

that you made. We’ll take that back and provide some additional 

feedback to the team once we’ve discussed internally whether we need 

it for that even further. I’m guessing that’s a new hand, Jim? 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  Yeah. I just thought of something, maybe a little bit more of a 

constructive thing for you to think about as you go back and you explore 

this. Maybe if you talk to a couple of the larger registrars, because they’re 

the ones that are actually going to provide all of these services directly, 

what you really want to know is, what is the percentage difference in 

their web-based queries in common net versus their other TLDs?  

Because you’re really just looking for an order of magnitude on the 

WHOIS data that you already have. I think that’s really all you need to get 

an estimate of what you’re dealing with, and that might be sufficient. So, 
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three or four phone calls and some rough numbers, and that will probably 

give you what you need. Anyway, just a suggestion. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Got it. Thanks, Jim. I saw you note, Alex, so hopefully, that’s a little bit 

more clear, now. Rick, you raised your hand up but it went away. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. I was just kind of contemplating what Jim was saying about looking 

at the existing data and just making sure we’re not looking at the port 43 

data to try and discern about web stuff. I’m just trying to replay what Jim 

said, but I don’t think he was conflating the two, so I think I’m okay.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. So, I think that we’ve covered that point, at least as far as this 

conversation is concerned. Let me hand it back to … I don’t know if I’m 

handing it back to Donna or to Rick. Do you want to start going in order 

of the agenda as you have set up, or are there further questions or 

additional points that you want to add to the agenda?  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Karla, I think we’re okay to move forward with the agenda as we have it 

on the screen. So, Rick, do you want to just …? I know you wrapped up 

the session with the group last week, and I think I know what the status 

of this one is but it might be best if it comes from you. So, would you mind 

just wrapping up where we are on the …? 
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RICK WILHELM:  On the feedback? Sure. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yes, please. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  On the emergency threshold triggers? Yeah. So, the text, we don’t have 

on the screen right now. But I think that what we have picked up in 

looking at the feedback on the emergency threshold triggers is that … And 

this is maybe a [press for just] Karla and Russ to make sure that we’re 

interpreting this correctly.  

The fine-tuning that got put into the most recent version that we got back 

from Org was that, during the period of concurrent operation, when both 

RDAP and WHOIS are both subject to SLA periods, a failure of RDAP SLAs 

would cause an emergency threshold incident. However, an emergency 

of WHOIS, a failure to achieve the WHOIS SLAs, would trigger a breach 

notice, which is different than an emergency threshold trigger. 

 So, the contracted party would be subject to a contractual requirement 

for both of them, but the emergency threshold trigger would be only on 

RDAP. So, did we interpret that correctly here as we read through this? 

And thank you, Sue, for getting that back up on the screen. It’s very quick 

of you. I’m sorry, did you want to comment on that, Jeff, or did you want 

Karla to go first? 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. So, Rick, it was a little bit different, the way I understood. Sort of. 

It was, basically, that as long as one of the two services were up, then 

there wouldn’t be an emergency transition, but there still could be a 

breach.  

So, the main point was, you don’t go to an EBERO unless there is no way 

to get the data from the registry or registrar. Actually, it’s just registry, 

because it’s emergency thresholds. So, it’s basically the double-jeopardy 

concept. So, you can’t do an emergency transition if one of the two 

sources are up, but that doesn’t mean that ICANN cannot find you in 

breach.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sorry. Let me try and make another run at this. The emergency transition 

happens if … Well, let me just … How about this? Karla, can you explain 

to us the nuance, here? Because we denoted change. We picked up 

change from what the previous language was, between the previous 

language, which had clear double-jeopardy in it, whereas now, there is a 

difference where the double-jeopardy is not what I’ll call “fully throated.” 

My term, no one else’s. And so, we want to make sure that we 

understand how that concept has changed here. Maybe it’s better if you 

just explain it to us.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Sure, okay. So, it isn't that it necessarily changed. I think I was just trying 

to make sure that it was clear, which I guess I failed on that point. But let 

me see if I can, through commentary, clear it up.  
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 So, the way that we’re looking at this is that, up through the ramp-up 

period, and until the sunset of WHOIS services, both WHOIS services and 

RDAP should be up, period. And if either WHOIS or RDAP breaches the 

downtimes, then there would be a breach notice.  

 However, if they’re in an RDAP ramp-up period, an emergency transition 

would only be triggered if RDAP reaches the downtimes as specified in 

2.13 of the RA. So, the main goal here is just to make sure that both 

WHOIS and RDAP are up through the ramp-up period, and until sunset. 

But if WHOIS goes down, then Org would send out a breach notice. If 

RDAP is down, then it would trigger the emergency transition. Rick? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. So, I think that’s the difference. Now, this is not during the ramp-

up period, it’s during the transition period, because during the ramp-up 

period, nothing really happens, because that’s ramp-up. It’s during the 

transition period that this is what happens. Is that correct? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Sorry. My apologies. Yes. Right. My apologies. Right, right. So, following 

the RDAP ramp-up period and until the sunset of WHOIS services. My 

apologies.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. So, there is double jeopardy, but what happens on the … If RDAP 

goes down, emergency transition trigger. If WHOIS goes down, you get a 

breach notice.  
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Correct. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. That’s consistent with what I thought and, I thought, consistent 

with what I said, but Jeff has his hand up.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Yeah. Let me just explain, Jeff, if you don’t mind, just quickly, I tried to 

put this in the rationale because the way that we were reading it … And 

if you have a different way of explaining it so that it doesn’t sound [this 

way]. [inaudible] proposed concurrent downtime that the CPH has 

proposed. That means that you could, ostensibly, have WHOIS go away.  

And unless there was concurrent downtime, that would mean that RDAP 

would need to be down, as well, before it goes to an emergency 

transition. But in this case, we want to make sure that both WHOIS and 

RDAP were supported throughout, or until, the sunset of WHOIS services. 

So, Jeff, please. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. I guess the part that doesn’t make sense is … I mean, if you think 

about the harm from the breach. So, I understand what you’re saying, 

Karla, which is why I thought it was the interpretation I said. You can still 

hold registries accountable through a breach, but it makes zero sense to 

initiate an emergency transition if a user can get the information they 

want by going through the legacy WHOIS.  
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I mean, it’s just stupid. I’m sorry. That’s the best way to put it. The user 

could still get the information they need, but you would still trigger an 

emergency threshold? I’m okay with finding breach because they’re not 

doing what they’re supposed to do, but you would really want to go 

through an emergency transition if the user could still get the information 

that they want just by using the legacy WHOIS?  

I mean, that’s the whole point of having both systems up concurrently. 

Otherwise, we might as well just turn off WHOIS. Right after the ramp-up 

period, we might as well just turn it off, right? It makes no sense, not for 

registries.  

 Now, registrars, obviously, they don’t have an emergency threshold, so 

it’s different. We’re not trying to say, “Don’t hold the registries 

accountable.” We’re just saying, why would you want to initiate an 

emergency transition if they can get the data through WHOIS? As long as 

one of the two is up, there should never be an emergency transition. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  I get your point, Jeff, but think of it from the other side, too. A registry 

could still take down WHOIS under the proposed concurrent solution. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  No, you can’t, because you would find them in breach. I’m saying you 

have a breach remedy.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Yes. 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN:  What I’m saying is you wouldn’t have the remedy of the emergency 

transition unless both were down.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  [When could we experience that?] 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:   Hey, Jeff. Thanks for articulating your point. I think, either way, there 

would be a breach remedy because I remember, that way, the SLRs 

worked correctly. Emergency threshold is beyond the point of breach. 

You first get a breach, and then, if you continue having problems, there 

are emergency thresholds, which could kick in later for further violation, 

essentially, of the contract.  

 I think an important piece to remember, also, is the way our contract and 

our compliance mechanisms function, especially on the registry side, is if 

a registry turned off WHOIS, we went to breach, by the time the whole 

process plays out, including mediation, and arbitration, we probably have 

crossed the point of transitioning away and sunsetting WHOIS.  

I think there is some level of concern on our part that we’re not providing 

the right incentive, or maybe disincentive, to pull that trigger early and 

have a registry decide, “You know what? I can just turn off WHOIS and 

this will be self-resolved in six months,” or whatever it is, 18 months, 

whatever the time left is.  
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 Maybe an alternate to that could be switching them. I haven’t totally 

thought it through. Maybe it’s WHOIS remains EBERO until the sunset of 

WHOIS, and it’s RDAP that’s the breach. We could continue to work with 

a registry or registrar on RDAP, and that would maybe make more sense 

from a technology introduction standpoint, too, of that’s the service you 

would expect to be less stable is the new one.  

 But I think, in general, we’re just trying to figure out the right carrots and 

sticks to align to make sure we’re not creating some kind of a perverse 

incentive for, probably, “those that aren’t in the room,” is what we tend 

to talk about. It’s the ones who aren’t as engaged, and they read their 

contract, maybe, a different way, and that sort of thing.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Jeff, you’ve got your hand up. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. Thanks. Again, I’m just thinking about your comment, Russ, where 

you said, “Registries or registrars would just play with the breach because 

they know that it would take a long time, and it may go until after the 

transition period is over.” 

 But at the end of the day, if one of the two services is still up and the user 

can get the data, does it matter? You’re talking about taking a registry 

away, which is like the ultimate death sentence. I think you should look 

at this from the user perspective, which is they can still get the 

information. So they can’t get it through RDAP, but they can get it 
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through WHOIS, or vice versa. As long as they can get the information, 

why would ICANN be concerned with taking a registry away? 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:    There are a couple of things, Jeff, and I think it’s a good discussion.  First 

of all, EBERO is a suspension mechanism. It doesn’t necessarily result in 

taking it away. It’s a suspension mechanism for the benefit of users, to 

provide stability in the event of instability, and there are a number of 

avenues to get that TLD back to the registry in the contract.  

 I hear you, the playing with the breach notice. It’s potentially unlikely. I 

think it’s just we’re trying to make sure we’re not creating wrong 

incentives, or perverse incentives, like I said.  

 And then, I think, also look at it from the user’s standpoint. We’re trying 

to … In parallel with this, we’re going to have the contract in place with 

these set milestone points, date certain points of when registries and 

registrars are accountable for RDAP, when they’re no longer accountable 

for WHOIS. 

 At the same time, ICANN is out on a communications campaign, trying to 

educate the rest of the world to switch from WHOIS to RDAP, and it 

doesn’t help our case if we have to keep point out, “Well, RDAP isn’t 

working, but you can still get it for WHOIS for another few months. Don’t 

worry about it. We’ll get it there. We, as ICANN and the industry, will get 

us there by the time WHOIS obligations run out.” 

 I think we need, for as long as period as possible, within the transition 

period we define … We want that to be a period where users can depend 
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on both services as they transition from one to the other. We don’t want 

the service to be spotty on either side.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. Thanks. I think we’ll think about that, and I don’t think either side 

wants it to be spotty. So, we’ll have to consider this in light of the rest of 

the subjects.  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Thanks, Jeff. And again, maybe we got … I think we’re equally challenged 

with what is the right contractual way to hold each other accountable on 

that front. And then, also, please remember—and you’re a witness to this 

in the SubPro discussions—ICANN uses the EBERO very sparingly and 

deliberately. We definitely try and get the registry of record back in good 

standing and support them to get back to stability before pulling that 

EBERO trigger. So, it’s not an automatic cut-over. We see it more as a 

stick, like it’s an incentive.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. Let’s move on from the views about whether ICANN is using EBERO 

in an appropriate manner. I think we’ve got other things to discuss, here. 

So, Karla, I think we can move on from this emergency threshold. We 

need to go back, and have another discussion, and just review our 

position in light of the conversation that has just taken place.  
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Great. Thanks, Donna. I just wanted to make sure that were covered off 

on who had the pen or the next step with that one before we left it. So, 

just to confirm, the contracted party team was going to be going back and 

talking about this more, and coming back to us with a proposal for how 

to move forward on this? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Correct. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Great. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. On the second topic, our thoughts on how to future-proof the 

RDAP profile to ensure certainty on the immediate and downstream 

effects following policy recommendations. Listening to the call that our 

folks had this morning, there are a couple of different views on this.  

 I think we agree that this is an important discussion, but an open question 

for us is whether this amendment process is where this discussion fits. 

So, Rick, do you have more color to add, or anyone else that was on the 

call, about where you think we ended up on this? 

 And I think, Karla and Russ, it would be good to understand from your 

perspective why you think … Well, should we have this conversation as 

part of this effort, or can we separate it out? So, Rick, did you have any 

other color to add to this? 
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RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Donna. There was general agreement that the group wanted to 

get some certainty around this. Donna, you had noted a process for 

chartering the RDAP Working Group in a more formal mechanism, and 

possibly putting some process in place whereby there would be a more 

formal mechanism to appoint a liaison from the RDAP Working Group to 

future Implementation Review Teams, as appropriate. Obviously, not to 

all future Implementation Review Teams, but for those where it’s 

relevant, something like that.  

 We didn’t get into a lot of specifics about what the process might look 

like, although there was some discussion about we need to make sure it’s 

adaptable to both changes to the profile, which could be required due to 

consensus policy, additions or changes, as well as things that could be 

triggered from the 7677 process. But we didn’t try to get to any definite 

proposed language, or something like that, in our discussion last week. 

Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Karla, did you have a response? You might be on mute. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  I think Russ wants to jump in. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. Russ? 
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RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Thanks. So, I guess I’m not totally clear where we land on this, then. As I 

tried to articulate in our last call, I think we’re trying to fulfill technical 

certainty as to what is expected on day one from RDAP, in terms of the 

profile.  

And then, knowing that policy, historically, affects RDDS, and we actively 

have that in progress right now with ePDP Phase 1, possibly ePDP Phase 

2, possibly privacy proxy down the line, possibly a TNT, translation and 

transliteration, and that all of those things, in a pre-RDAP world, would 

affect the RDDS outputs, and we would do that through the policy 

implementation process.  

 I think what we’re trying to get clarity on here, and I think what we had 

agreed on back in the February-ish timeframe, was some general 

alignment that, yes, policy will continue to be a mechanism that iterates 

the RDDS requirements, and therefore needs to iterate … the profile 

should trail that or should follow that model.  

 I think we need to get a little bit more specific, so we know what happens, 

of how we go from a recommended profile right now to a contractually 

enforceable profile when this amendment comes to an effective date, to 

a contractually required profile when ePDP Phase 1 is implemented and 

beyond.  

 That’s the gap I guess we’re trying to fill, here, and it’s a process one. It 

doesn’t have to be the technical detail of those things. We have a profile 

that aligns mostly with the temp spec right now that we’re comfortable 

with locking in as the starting point.  
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How do we get to subsequent versions? Because I don’t think contractual 

amendment … This process, I thought you had said, is not the most ideal 

way, and not the way we need to go because policy, effectively, acts as 

contractual amendments when we define the implementation of policy.  

So, that’s the discussion we want to have, and we want to have it here 

with you, first, and figure out the right mechanism so we can tell the rest 

of the community that’s how it’s going to work. I don’t think we really … 

We think it’s an ICANN and contracted party discussion to have about 

that process. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  So, Russ, thanks for that. I think we agree that it is a contracted party and 

GDD discussion. I think we’re certainly on board with that, and 

understand your concerns, based on what you’ve just explained. But I 

think, from our perspective—and we acknowledge all of those, as well—

it’s whether we need to have this conversation as part of this amendment 

discussion.  

So, maybe if we could get agreement between us that we would take this 

off to another group, maybe the RDAP Working Group could pick this up 

as a discussion effort, and then they could come back with a 

recommendation.  

So, I don’t want to understand whether that would be something that is 

amenable to you, or you really want this done under this process because 

of the potential impact. Jeff, I saw your hand up, so I don’t know if you 

want to …? 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. Sorry. I thought that … I mean, I agree, it’s not necessarily for the 

contract. But I think what we were discussing the last time was that it was 

just going to be important that … Obviously, for this ePDP, we all are 

participating, or a lot of us are participating, and we know it’s coming 

down the pike. I think, for future PDPs, we’re going to have to have a 

mechanism to spot the issue.  

And then, I think the RDAP Working Group should have a liaison to an IRT, 

if there is a consensus policy where that comes up. And then, I think that 

that’s how you get … The liaison to the IRT would then bring it into the 

RDAP Working Group so they can figure out the best way to implement a 

change in the protocol if one is needed. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Right. So, I understand that was the conversation we had with Russ and 

Karla last time, but my understanding of the conversation that was had 

within our group last week was that there was a preference to take this 

discrete issue out of this amendment discussion group and put it 

somewhere else. So, I thought that was what was agreed in the call that 

Rick chaired last week. Rick, you might need to provide us some clarity 

on this. Russ, can you go ahead? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sorry.  
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DONNA AUSTIN:  Russ, do you mind if Rick goes ahead? 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  No, Rick should go ahead. That’s great.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. So, we were, basically, wanting to try to not have our work to agree 

on the rest of the items that are on the screen be dependent on us 

figuring out the nuances and detail of this notion of future-proofing and, 

generally, kind of hoping that we can generally agree that we need a 

mechanism to future-proof, agree to the general outlines, and then work 

on solving all of the other items that we have to solve, here.  

And then, after the conclusion of those, let’s just say, one, three, four, 

and whatever other ones that we have that are not yet solved, then we 

come back and solve the details of this RDAP profile thing so that we 

didn’t delay the solving of the more quantitative items, because we could 

agree on the qualitative aspects of that we want to future-proof this 

thing, we generally agree on where it’s headed, but we didn’t want to 

hold up solving issues around WHOIS retirement, SLRs, emergency 

thresholds, web-based WHOIS, and whatnot, while we work out, “Oh, 

exactly how do we get through the ratification process for the RDAP 

profiles?”  
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Because we anticipate that to be a bit of a grind – not because we 

anticipate disagreeing with you, but because it’s a nuanced process, as 

we all know from looking at the language in 7677 as an example.  

 So, that’s why we were wanting to generally agree on that it requires 

something future-proof, generally agree on the direction, and then say, 

“Let’s set it aside, finish up 134 and whatever else, and then come back 

and work out the details around it?” I think that, hopefully, I have 

captured our discussion from last week correctly. Thank you. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Okay. Thanks, Rick. I think, if you all need some more time on this, that’s 

fine. We can, maybe, push it down the queue a little bit as you guys sort 

through what you think you want. That’s certainly okay. I do think it has 

got to come back here, and I think, Rick, you were saying that, too.  

It has got to come back here, because that’s what we want to put into 

the contract, so it’s clearer to everyone what happens. That’s important 

to us. I think there is some level of interest to get that sorted sooner than 

later.  

I thought it might actually be an easier topic than some of the others, but 

it sounds like you guys have something a little more … There is more 

complexity to it than, maybe, I’m seeing. But I think there is an interest 

to, where does it fit in the policy implementation process?  

And we have some of those going, and they’re moving toward maturation 

point, toward public comment, and wanting to know what about RDAP 

as it related to ePDP Phase 1. And so, I think it is somewhat top-of-mind, 
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so I would push it too far down the path. But if we need a couple of 

meetings of not talking about it here, that’s okay, as long as we bring it 

back.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. Thanks, Russ.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Rick, you’ve got your hand back up?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah, real quick. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Sorry, Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  If there is a simple—and I’m smiling—proposal that ICANN has that there 

is language that the CPH should consider, we’d be glad to take a look at 

it. But right now, we don’t have language that we’re responding to, or 

something like that. So, I think that we agree that the framework is easy, 

but the challenge is in the details.  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Okay. 
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RICK WILHELM:  But it may be that we are over-complicating it. He shrugs. And so, if there 

is something where you’re able to offer up something where you’re like, 

“Oh, well, this is the way that we untie this knot, and here’s some 

language. Think about this,” then we’d be glad to take a look at it. So, I 

guess, maybe let offer that. Now, that notwithstanding, we’re going to go 

back and talk about it, of course. So, thanks. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Thanks, Rick. So I think, from our standpoint, the simplest or the cleanest 

way to handle this would be how we would handle it under the legacy 

WHOIS process, which is that the policy implementation is responsible 

for defining what that output needs to look like. We used to do that. 

[CLND] is an example. AWIP is an example.  

And there are others that would define, “Okay, now amend this. Edit this 

so it looks like that when you do a particular type of query, and here’s 

what the registry or registrar are expected to produce.” 

 RDAP added some technical complexity in the way we talk about 

“profile,” and we speak in the language of RDAP in that profile, which is 

more complex than the language of WHOIS, I think. 

 But essentially, from our standpoint, we see them as parallels. We think 

the cleanest path would be … Like policy implementation would be 

expected to say, “Here’s what the policy is in narrative form,” and, “do 

this in accordance with this profile in RDAP.”  

And obviously, the expertise that the RDAP Working Group has would be 

extremely welcome in an IRT. And how you want to staff that, we won’t 
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dictate. If you want to have liaisons like you do in ePDP Phase 1—you kind 

of have that setup where the RDAP Working Group is getting updates 

from the IRT group and can iterate and draft a proposal that they would, 

then, work toward consensus on, and then we get in front of the IRT to 

validate that it aligns with the policy ambitions—that would be great.  

 That seems the cleanest, that, at policy announcement date, which is 

generally six months but, in some cases, longer … In advance of policy 

effective date, we have the narrative and the technical document that 

supports it, the technical document being the profile. And then, you don’t 

have to actually address it much in the contract at all. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Jeff, you’ve got your hand up. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. Sorry. It takes me a second to get off mute. Yeah. Russ, I think—

and this is why, I guess, I was bringing it up earlier—it would be better to 

ensure a formalization of the RDAP Working Group and make it clear that 

the only group that should be touching the profiles is the RDAP Working 

Group.  

So, it’s one thing for an IRT to describe, as you said, in narrative form what 

needs to happen. But the “how” it happens needs to be, in terms of any 

changes to the profile, formalized through the RDAP Working Group. So, 

I think that that’s why that sort of makes sense.  



RySG RA/RAA Amendment-Aug04                       EN 

 

Page 29 of 43 

 

It’s not quite as clean as the way that you had mentioned it, but it ensures 

that only those that are most familiar with the profiles are the ones that 

can edit the profile.  

So, assuming it’s a consensus policy that passes through all the required 

steps and it goes to an IRT, I think there should be … Once either the 

contracted parties or ICANN are aware that this may have an impact on 

the RDAP profile, the RDAP Working Group should have a liaison to the 

group and then be working with ICANN and the RDAP Working Group 

simultaneously to see if any changes to the profile are needed. I think 

that’s the best way to have it go forward. Does that make sense?  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  I think so. I mean, I think we’re both talking about involvement of the 

working group. I think we get a little nervous when we talk about limiting 

who can edit something to a group that we don’t have any real stake in 

in terms of membership, to my knowledge. And now, the working group 

is contracted party quasi-invite-only, and that’s not the most transparent 

mechanism.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah, yeah. So, I think that’s very legitimate. I think we can formalize it, 

like create a charter and make sure it has got the transparency that’s 

needed. I think our concern would be to have someone that’s not as 

intimately familiar with the profiles that doesn’t implement it every day 

determine edits. So, I think we can come to a medium where we have 

that group, it’s chartered, it’s all appropriate, it’s open and transparent. I 

think we can get there.  
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RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Okay. Yeah. And I think, like I said, the cleanest end-point where we’d 

want to get to is, however the profile is drafted, it ultimately is part of the 

policy implementation step where we announce the policy after it has 

been through public comment and becomes contractually binding at the 

policy effective date, and then you can avoid all this amendment voting, 

all that kind of stuff. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. The role of the RDAP Working Group would not be to change 

anything that the IRT itself does or any of the policy itself. Like I said, it’s 

really, how do we get to where the IRT directed all of us to go. So, I think 

we agree on that.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. Good discussion on this one. So, I think the action item here, just 

to circle back on this, is that the contracted party, or, more specifically, 

the RDAP Working Group, is going to develop the charter, and start 

thinking about who this liaison would be, and making sure that there is 

transparency around how the profile evolves. I suspect that would be 

something that would come back to us in our next conversation. Timing-

wise, I’m not sure if that’s realistic or not. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  We could take that back and talk about it, I think. Yeah. Just, what I was 

saying, as far as the liaison, it’s going to depend. I don't think we’ll have 

a person who is listed as a formal liaison. I think it’s like, once an IRT is set 
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up and we spot an issue, then the RDAP Working Group would choose 

who its liaison would be, at that time, to that IRT. So, it doesn’t need to 

be super-formalistic. But yes, the rest of it, we agree. Yeah. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Got it. Thanks for the clarification, Jeff. Russ, that’s an old hand? Okay. 

Thanks. Okay, Donna. Do you want to move to criteria for retirement of 

WHOIS services obligation? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yeah, I think so, Karla.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. So, from the previous call, I think your team was going to be coming 

back, and thinking about what that criteria would look like, and come to 

this discussion with some of those options. Is that something that was 

discussed on the last call with just the contracted parties? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yeah. Rick, do you want to take us through where we got to on this? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. On the objective criteria, right? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yes. 
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RICK WILHELM:  Yep. So, very briefly, the general agreement and consensus was that the 

objective criteria should be settled on as just picking a date and going 

with it, as different from trying to figure out some other objective criteria. 

So, the objective criteria would be a date on the calendar. We’ll go with 

that as opposed to something like percentage of queries, or number of 

users, or something else like that.  

We’ll have to figure out what a date would be, and then agree on that. 

Right now, ICANN has proposed 18 months, I think, of transition. There 

was general disagreement within the group of the need for it to be that 

long, especially given how long it has been operating already and the 

notion that there would be a six-month ramp-up period, because that 

would be just a really long time.  

Also, while this is a qualitative assessment and not a quantitative one, the 

users probably wouldn’t start moving until they would feel an impetus to 

move. And so, consequently, announcing a very long timeline for moving 

would actually not really cause people to be moving at all, especially 

when the timeline was announced as something like 18 months.  

 And so, we sort of thought that ICANN, by announcing a timeline of 18 

months, would not be engendering itself very positively to the user 

community that would want this kind of a transition to the newer, more 

modern technology.  

 But as far as the objective criteria itself, we were in agreement on just 

picking a calendar date, an interval after the ramp-up period, and going 

with that. Thank you.  
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. Thanks, Rick, for that. I think where we’re thinking about this is we 

just want to make sure that we’re thinking about how enforceable RDAP 

will be, more on the enforceability of the profile itself, and that the 

contractual obligations are in place based on the service levels as we 

ultimately get to.  

And it’s not so much about the date, but as to when these things will be 

… When the contracted parties would be accountable for RDAP. So, while 

I understand that there may be some pushback in terms of the 18 

months, just from what we’re doing—and Russ had alluded to this 

earlier—is a communications plan that we want to move forward with in 

terms of letting the community, anybody who is using WHOIS today … To 

make sure that they are aware of this transition and that it’s happening.  

Not only that, but making sure that it fits into the priorities of what it is 

that they’re doing and making sure that they have a realistic way to 

access the information via RDAP, and they’re not reliant on WHOIS any 

longer. I mean, I would expect, I would hope, that the community would 

be transitioning to this at a faster pace, but making sure that everybody 

has that opportunity to make that full transition. Donna, I see you’ve got 

your hand up.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yeah. Karla, just two things. So, accountability for contracted parties, I 

mean, I would have thought that comes into play once we’re over the 

ramp-up period, because Compliance is then able to go and do its job. 

And on the second bit, in relation to user expectations, I think, what Rick 
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said about a calendar date, if users don’t understand what the calendar 

date means then we can’t really change much about that.  

So, setting a date provides absolute clarity and certainty. So, I appreciate 

that, from a user perspective, you have concerns. But if there is a date, 

and we’re all working toward that, and we take communication action, 

or whatever needs to be done, toward that date, then I think that’s why 

we believe it provides certainty and is the ultimate objective and criteria.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Yeah. Thanks, Donna. Russ, you want to jump in? 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Sure, yeah. Donna, I think we are, maybe, trying to say the same thing in 

a different way. When we were talking about criteria, we were trying to 

talk about criteria with you all to figure out how to build up toward that 

date. Because you’re right, the contract speaks to the accountability.  

So, that’s the part we wanted to build up toward, talking about what it is 

that contracted parties will be accountable for, and how long do they 

need to get there? 

And then, also, how long do we need to provide for the community to get 

there, in terms of the transition? And you don’t have to debate or worry 

about that part. That’s our job, to get the community ready. We just need 

to figure out how much time to ask for. So, so far, we’ve asked for 18 

months.  
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 We agree, there should be date certainty. I think the way the contract is 

going to have to work, the way I would expect it to work, is we would pick 

month certainty, in terms of a date, certain, relative to the effective date 

of the contract, whenever that may be.  

So, it’s a predictable amount of time. Whether the contract gets ratified 

next month, or in six months, you know exactly when you now have to 

start the clock and end the clock. So, it’s we’re aligned there in terms of 

we want to pick the right number of months to get there.  

I think we have some differences of opinion of what that number of 

months is, but I think we can find a happy medium and have that codified 

in. And there is no contingencies after the fact. That’s the transition date, 

and we all march toward it. So, I think we’re closer than we maybe sound, 

here.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Donna? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Sorry. Yeah, I put my hand up instead of getting off mute. But Russ, if I 

understand you correctly, you’re trying to work out, I guess, to some 

extent, what your communication plan would look like and how you work 

toward that calendar date. So, it’s not so much about the technical stuff, 

but it’s more about that communication piece with the end-user. That 

seems to be more about what you … At least, that’s what I heard from 

what you just said.  
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RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  I mean, I think we’ve gotten some feedback already about the time 

certain organizations might need in order to switch, and we’ve already 

started trying to encourage them to switch. But I think the grand 

announcement of, “This is the contract,” as you guys said, “this is the 

date,” will drive the urgency on their part. So, from us, getting to that 

date is really about agreeing with you an appropriate number of months 

to give the rest of the community once the contract is effective.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. Thanks, Russ. Any other comments from our side on this?  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Rick? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Rick, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. Just one last comment. I think that’s a good point, Russ. And I think 

that, to your point, even once a draft contract amendment is out with a 

prospective timeline in it, which includes the time it takes for the 

amendment to be adopted, and ratified, and the ramp-up, that will 

provide a date range that people can start to look at to help doing their 

planning.  

And so, even before it is ratified, even just the draft amendment will help 

people start to put a marker out on their calendar with an, “Oh, in either 
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this quarter or this quarter, WHOIS is going to be going away.” They’ll be 

able to do that sort of circling thing, even before the amendment.  

I think that’s the important point that I’d like to bring up. Even before it 

actually gets ratified, it will start to have that effect on the community – 

provided, of course, that we do the appropriate announcing. And I think 

that that kind of early warning to people will help take the surprise out 

of it, because by then they’ll still be a long time in the future. Thanks.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Rick. I agree. And Russ puts this in the chat, too. I think we’re 

absolutely aligned in terms of, once the amendments go out for public 

comment, it’s going to become very clear as far as we’ll have the timeline 

in there, so people can start marching toward that. And I think we’ll be 

ramping up, or have already started ramping up, as far as what the 

communications plans would look like. That would be triggered as a part 

of putting out the amendments for public comment.  

 So, for this, I’ve started an action item. Might I suggest that you know 

where we’re standing right now in terms of the 18 months post-RDAP, 

the transition date, the ramp-up period, and if you have different 

thoughts on this, would you want to come back to us in terms of what 

your suggestion might be?  

I think that we’d be willing to listen to that and explore it. We understand, 

I think, the last proposal that you had was 180 days post-ramp-up period, 

where 18 months was discussed how we could potentially come to an 

agreement as far as the timeline. Rick, is that an old hand or is that a new 

hand? Okay.  
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 So, Donna, maybe I can look to you. Is that your understanding in terms 

of having the next time the contracted parties come together for their 

next conversation to talk about that timeline? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Sure, Karla.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Good, thanks. Okay. So, we’re down to item number four and the SLRs. 

Was there additional feedback, Rick, from your conversation last with on 

this point? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Not really. I think that the … I mean, there was a little bit tied in here with 

the look-up service, with the SLRs, because this represents a key 

obligation of both the registries and registrars. So, that’s one thing that’s 

somewhat related.  

I mean, on the topic of the SLRs, I’m afraid that most of our commentary 

is that which you’ve heard before, that, for what we’re talking about, the 

CPH doesn’t really see the utility of a materially improved SLR over the 

SLR that we currently have on paper, which is 5,000 milliseconds, 

because, for what people are doing with this sort of stuff, this is the SLR 

that is going to be in people’s contracts, and where breach notices are 

brought up.  

And, while registries and registrars might provide better service than this, 

this is the breach service, and this is what the SLA is on people getting 
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their contract taken away. So, I don’t think that anything I’m going to say 

here regarding this is going to be anything new. We’re continuing to be 

rather baffled by ICANN’s either inability or we’re not understanding why 

ICANN is sticking with WHOIS SLAs and keeps bringing those out when 

this is a fundamentally different service.  

 And so, previously agreed and negotiated SLRs for one service, the CPH 

continues to hold that they are not really applicable to this RDAP service, 

which is very different. I think that’s probably a fair summary. I see Jeff’s 

hand is up. I think that’s a new hand.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah, thanks. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  I’ll defer to Jeff. Thanks. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. And from the registrar perspective, the registrars are finding it 

difficult to understand why ICANN is insisting not only on the same level 

that the registrars currently have, but you’re asking to cut it in half. 

Because the registrars currently have 4,000 milliseconds, and regardless 

of the circumstances as to how the registrars ended up at 4,000 

milliseconds, there is not one registrar that I have talked to in the 

stakeholder group that understands why there is a technical need to cut 

it in half. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. Thanks for the additional commentary and input on this. We’re still 

talking about it internally, and we are trying to see where we have some 

more flexibility on this point. We’ll take the action item as coming back 

with this group with, at least, a position on it, or maybe a compromise 

point to this in our next call.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yeah. Thanks, Karla. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  So, with that, I think we’ve got, as far as the action items that I have taken, 

as far as the look-up on ICANN Org, we’re going to go back, and look at 

the volume expectations, and see if we can discern if we need additional 

information from the registrars on that. And if we do, we may do some 

reach-out to registrars to look at some of that volume information.  

 As far as the emergency thresholds, contracted parties, you’re going to 

be going back and looking at the emergency thresholds from the 

conversation today and seeing if there is a different direction or a 

compromise that we can consider as far as that point.  

 For the RDAP profile, we talked about making sure that … Well, 

understanding whether or not it should be a part of the amendment 

conversation, but wanting to make sure that it’s part of the policy 

implementation and contractually binding once the recommendations 

are put in place, and that the RDAP Working Group is going to be 

developing a charter that will include the concept of transparency as a 

part of the profile itself.  
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 And then, also, come back to us, to Org, as far as discussion on the 

retirement date of WHOIS services obligations. And then, we’ve got the 

action item on number four as far as our position on the SLRs. Jeff, is that 

a new hand?  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. I was wondering if we could talk about the next step after this. I 

know that we’re having, I think, some good discussions, and we’re getting 

to points where I think there is a number of concepts that are agreed 

upon.  

We might not have, let’s say, an exact number of days, to use the 

transition as one, but that could always be put in brackets. But who is 

going to draft the legal language on this, and how is that going to be 

done?  

I feel like we’re getting closer on some of these substantive items, but I 

know that, once you see legal language, that could exacerbate certain 

things. So, I don’t know when we’re going to reach that point, but I think 

it’s fairly soon that we’re going to need to see some language, and I think 

that will help us make some progress.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. Thanks, Jeff. Let us take that back and talk about it, and we’ll come 

prepared to have a potential, at least, framework or timeline to consider. 

I would like it if we could, at least, come to conclusion or a mutual 

agreement on a couple of these.  
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I mean, we’re already considering as far as what it would look like in 

terms of the legal language around this for the amendments, or the 

proposed amendments. But I would like to see us get a little bit further in 

at least one or two of these different points that we have been talking 

about today. All right. Donna, it looks like you were coming off mute. Did 

you have something else to add to that?  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Not that I can think of, Karla. Sorry, I just had a blank.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Did I take myself off mute? Did I mean to say something? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  I don’t know. I thought it was like, “Yeah.” Okay. So, I think that wraps it 

up for today, unless we have additional points or comments that you 

want to make in terms of the action items. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  No, I think you have accurately described them and, hopefully, we’re 

getting closer together. Sometimes, today, it seemed like we were getting 

further apart. So, we’ll keep plugging away, and, hopefully, we’ll get 

there. Thanks, Karla, and thanks, Russ.  
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Before we break, right now, I think that we’re getting back to an every-

other-week meeting cadence. So, if you guys are going to be meeting 

again on the 11th, then we would regroup as a team on the 18th. Is that 

accurate? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  I think that’s what we’ll be shooting for, Karla.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. Great. All right. Well, thanks, everyone. We’ll talk in a couple of 

weeks.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  All right. Thanks, Karla. You can end the recording now, Sue.  

 

SUE SCHULER:  Thanks. Okay, Juslie. Please stop there.  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Thanks, everybody.  

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


