
MONTREAL – GNSO - CPH RA/RAA Amendment Discussion Group [C] EN 

 

Note: The following is the output resulting from transcribing an audio file into a word/text document. Although 

the transcription is largely accurate, in some cases may be incomplete or inaccurate due to inaudible passages 

and grammatical corrections. It is posted as an aid to the original audio file, but should not be treated as an 

authoritative record. 

MONTREAL – GNSO - CPH RA/RAA Amendment Discussion Group [C] 
Monday, November 4, 2019 – 13:30 to 15:00 EDT 
ICANN66 | Montréal, Canada  

 

GRAEME BUNTON: This closed to just that team but those teams are more or less 

established. And what I hope means is that everybody here can 

observe. But we want to be careful about the input so that we can keep 

this moving. We don’t want to slow this process down for forever.  

So if you haven’t been involved so far, so we’ve also done three or four 

calls with ICANN prior to the formal process of kicking this off just to 

make sure there were no real red flags and we weren’t about to start 

something that was just going to be a total disaster. 

So I guess that’s my heads up to let’s try and keep this constrained and 

working together and transparent and not get too caught up. Hi, 

James. 

 

JAMES BLADEL: Hi. If you’ll indulge me for a second because I’m one of the people that 

you probably didn’t expect to see at the table, and hopefully trying to 

be one of the more polite party crashers of this particular session, for 

whatever reason, Graeme – if you want to put it on me, I can take it – 

but that was not clear that that’s how this process was going to flow 

directly into contract negotiations and when you tell us, when we see 

the announcement come through from Russ and GDD and we see on 

the registry list that Donna’s forming a negotiating team, we have to 

be in that. That’s just a given that we’re not going to essentially kind 

of just accept the output of that process. 
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 So I’m happy to, if this is, if you guys are confident that this is narrowly 

scoped to RDAP and sunsetting WHOIS, then I’m happy to sit back on 

the wall and wait for a red line. But I think you make folks, I had a lot 

of internal folks become extremely nervous when an RAA Amendment 

announcement goes out and we’re not, and we’re blindsided by that. 

So that’s why we’re here and make me comfortable and I’ll shut up. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Sure. Thanks, James. 

 I think we were pretty good about communicating this out to the list, 

that we’re building this team to start the process to kick off these 

negotiations, which is unimportant. 

 I am not too concerned that there is going to be some scope creep on 

this. I think we’ve been very clear to ICANN and ICANN has been very 

clear to us that this is RDAP only. So hopefully, your vision is going to 

be realized where you can just hang out. 

 Having said that, I think on the registrar side, we end up being a little 

thin because Owen and Brian are often conflicted by the EPDP and 

they’re ostensibly supposed to be participating. So I can, I have been 

thinking about how to broaden the registrar component of this a little 

bit. Jeff’s here. I think we’re maybe a little thin on technical RDAP 

expertise on the registrar side. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Yes, sir. 
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GRAEME BUNTON: And so having Jody in the room is probably a good bit of that too. So 

there’s maybe room for a GoDaddy guy. 

 But anyway, I don’t want to get caught up too much in figuring out 

exact team structure. I just want to see if we can keep going and 

everyone’s life is easier if this is transparent and there’s no surprises 

and we’re able to keep it going. 

 Registries are all cool. They’ve got their side figured out. Good work. I 

think over to you, Karla. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. All right. For those of you who don’t know me, my name is Karla 

Hakansson. I am with ICANN on the gTLD Accounts and Services 

Team, and the agenda that we had put out for this conversation as it’s 

the first formal negotiation meeting for the RA and RAA to include 

RDAP. 

 And you kind of stole my thunder, but just to be clear from our 

standpoint and our point of view, this amendment is only to include 

RDAP and to transition from WHOIS. We are not anticipating having 

anything else included into this amendment discussion. 

 So we sound like we’re aligned and if there’s a point in time where 

folks feel like we’re not doing that or there is scope creep, we should 

call that out. 

 For today’s discussion, the way that I had set this up is that we really 

need to have some foundational pieces worked out around how we 

are going to be moving forward with these conversations. This is, if 

it’s not the first time, it was the first time in a long time that we’ve had 
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two amendments, one for RA and RAA going on simultaneously, so 

there’s going to be some complexity to this just from a process 

standpoint that I want to make sure that we’re all comfortable with 

and that’s really what I wanted to basically provide that guidance, at 

least at this point, make some decisions as a group in terms of how we 

are going to be setting up those conversations moving forward so that 

we could be as efficient and effective as we possibly could be in 

managing the time because I think everybody has the same idea that 

we would like to be able to have these amendments in place sooner 

than later. And I’ll talk about timing in just a few minutes. 

 So I’m going to start with a review of the amendment process and this 

is information that is taken directly out of the RA and RAA. We’ll look 

at the timing and key milestones that I’ve already shared with the 

informal discussion group prior to the informal announcements going 

out. That has shifted a bit and I’ll explain some of that. 

 I’d like to understand from each of the stakeholder groups who the 

primary points of contacts are going to be for the conversation so that 

we can manage discussions again as effectively and efficiently as 

possible, understand the cadence of the meetings, to find the cadence 

of the conversations and how they’ll be working. Then once we get 

into all of that, and if we’ve addressed all of the questions around sort 

of the process flow of this, there are four key issues that I believe that 

we need to tackle that are the big ones. There are other pieces of this 

that we’ll definitely need to talk about but I think that these are the 

four key things, but happy to look at and discuss further. 
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 And then I’d like to make sure that before we leave this room today, 

that we have a very clear understanding as far as what the plan is for 

the next conversation. All good. Right on. 

 All right. So this is the amendment process and you’ll see that they 

map very much in line from the RA to the RAA. There’s eight basic 

steps to this process. I’ve put in the relevant provision numbers for 

each of these, so if at some point in time, you are feeling like you need 

to go in and look at these for additional clarification, please do so. 

There is the negotiation notice which we’ve already done. We have 

kicked off the formal discussion period which is at least 90 days 

following the discussion period and once we have a proposed 

amendment in place, then we’ll post it for public comment for no less 

than 30 days. And once we have those comments in from the 

community, it will be staff as well as the members of the discussion 

group to evaluate those comments and see if any modifications to the 

proposed amendments need to be made. 

 Once that commences, we will have the voting period which for the 

registry side, it’s a little bit more clear. It’s a little bit different for the 

registrar side. Again, I’ve put the information in there if you would like 

to go see it. We’ll get into those details. 

 And then once we have the final votes on these, we will submit it for 

the board approval. There is an exemption request clause that is in 

there as needed and then there is an implementation time period that 

we need to discuss to make sure that we’re all on the same page as far 

as what that looks like. Any questions there? Yeah, Jeff. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: So I know this provision’s in all of, I’m assuming, every registrar right 

now is under the 2013 RAA, right? I think enough time has passed. But 

can you just clarify for the registries, which registries do not have this 

provision? Because they won’t, they shouldn’t be involved in this if 

they don’t have this provision. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Good point. This is based on the base agreement, so if you have your 

TLDs on the base agreement, this is what follows there. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Well, I’m just saying can you provide, can ICANN provide to the group 

which registries are not subject because you’re the one who knows 

that. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. It’s no problem. Noted. Yeah, I can do that. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I’m pretty sure Biz, Info and all of them have signed the new ones. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Yes. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: For Com and Net, I don’t know what. I guess Rick would know or we 

could go back, but I don’t know what the terms of this amendment 

process. 
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RICK WILHELM: Those are being handled elsewhere, will be handled elsewhere. 7677 

applies to the base agreement. We’re here to talk about the base 

agreement. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yes. I know and I’m not trying to, I’m just saying when it comes down 

to the ultimate vote on the provision and we do this, only those that 

have this provision vote at the end of the day. It’s fine. I mean, you 

guys are going to handle it. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Verisign has signed the base agreement for our IDN TLDs as you recall. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Got it. Yep. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: All right. Any other questions, comments? 

 Okay, thank you. So this is a timeline that I put together, shared with, 

again the informal discussion group with these basic steps that are in 

there. Right now, as the negotiation, the official discussion period 

started at the end of October, we’re looking at, it’s a 90-day time 

period. It will probably run into January unless we are very good and 

we come together on all the decisions earlier than that. I’ve got a bit 

of concern that it runs into the holiday time period, which may delay 

things further. 
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 But if we can make it work, then we’d have a finalized proposed 

amendment in January, probably the end of January, best guess, then 

have the public comment period. In the previous slide, I had actually 

mentioned that it’s at least 30 days for the public comment period. 

Given that we have, this is a substantial public comment submission 

that will be put out there for folks to review. I anticipate that there 

may be an extension to this. This is not set in stone, but I did put in 40 

days just to be on the safe side for that. It doesn’t need to happen. 

 Then we’ve got the public comment summary, and again, this is the 

time when we come together to discuss as a team both from staff as 

well as with the discussion group as far as what the public comments 

were and what, if any, modifications need to be made. Then we have 

the voting period which is a 60-day time period. I believe that the 

registries that are in the room probably recall this from 2017 with the 

global amendment that was put in place. And we will run those in 

parallel with registry and registrar. And then it will go to the ICANN 

Board. 

 Right now, I expect that, or anticipate that the amendments would go 

to the Board for their September workshop in 2020 and then if the 

Board approves the amendment, there’s the 60 days before the 

amendments becomes finalized and then we have what had been 

referred to in the previous SLA document as a ramp-up period, or the 

180 days to implement the changes that are reflected in the 

amendment. 

 So at this stage, we’re looking at approximately April of ’21. Yes. 
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UNIDENTIFIED MALE: So just for clarity, the ramp-up only refers to the SLAs. There’s other 

things that are going to be part of the amendment other than the SLA. 

So the amendment would kick in after, on what day approximately? 

What timeframe is the amendment? I’m sorry. I can’t see that because 

I don’t have Jim’s good eyes. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: So 60 days following the resolution of passing the amendments, the 

amendment is effective and that’s when the 180 days would start. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: So September Board workshop and then so, October/Novemberish is 

when the amendment would become effective. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Correct. Right. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Under whatever terms are negotiated with that. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Correct. It would be the final amendment, right. And so we’ve got 

November to April as the tentative timeline. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Got it. Okay. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah, and we’ll make all of these available to everyone so that you 

have a chance to look at them in more detail. Other questions? 

Comments? 

 All right, moving forward. Sorry, Rubens? 

 

RUBENS KUHL: To the extent, possible if that implementation window could sync up 

with registration data policy, either phase one or phase two 

implementation, it could be nice. Don’t know if to be possible but it’s 

something we should at least consider. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah, I think we are very aware of what’s happening. Whether or not 

that’s going to be possible or not, I think we’re just going to have to 

wait and see as there are many things that re still in flex for that. But 

good point and noted. 

 Any other questions? 

 All right, let’s move forward. Okay, so this is just basically a 

placeholder slide that I wanted to take this opportunity to understand 

from both Donna and Graeme the primary points of contact for this 

team that will be part of the discussion group. I understand that 

there’s a discussion group that’s already been put in place. One of the 

things that we had discussed in the informal discussions was having 

one or two primary points of contact to speak for the group as it’s 

always challenging to find meeting times for schedules and if that 

would be an appropriate way to approach this. I’m not saying that it 

has to be that way, but just offering it as a suggestion. And maybe I can 
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hear from Donna and Graeme to see where you are respective to each 

stakeholder group. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Graeme’s looking at me. 

 So I think we have identified our primary points of contact. I certainly 

want to, within the Registry Stakeholder Group Team, I want to have 

a conversation about what that actually means. So to the extent that 

you have an idea about what you want to use the primary point of 

contact for, that will be helpful to understand. But we’ve identified 

somebody who is very responsible and capable. But I just want to be 

clear about what that role is. 

 

GRAME BUNTON: Thanks. I think I would also love to hear about how you envision that 

role working from your end of things. But also, I think I have someone 

lined up who is mostly capable. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: So I don’t want to be in a position to necessarily dictate what this role 

is going to be  looking like. I think that this is something, and an 

opportunity for us to collaborate on. So again, just in the spirit of being 

efficient in the conversations as much as possible, I think the way that 

we had positioned this in August/September when we were 

discussing it earlier, was we would have one or two people that would 

be on the calls and part of the negotiation, every negotiation 

discussion. And then take that back to their respective teams, get 

input, and then bring it back for further discussion as it’s just 
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challenging, again, to manage schedules for many team members. But 

if you feel differently, let us know. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE: I have a little bit of a different take on that, and I think from the 

registry perspective, we would not [winnow] this negotiation down to 

two or three people. Either it’s going to be a bigger group. Primary 

point of contact will become important. Well, I think it will become 

important. 

 In situations where you need responses pretty quickly, so you need 

somebody to contact if something’s falling through the cracks. So we 

probably need to think a little bit more about what this point of 

contact is, but from a registry perspective, I don’t envision that it’s two 

or three people on the calls with you every week as the negotiating 

team is going to be directly. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Yeah, I agree. I think one or two people, if you have to send out an e-

mail to make sure for logistics and to serve as someone from those 

groups that help rally the others. But the negotiating team just needs 

to be who the ex-com of each group designates. 

 Can we also then – I know you and I were just discussing this before – 

but can we also add to this from your side who would show up? And 

certainly we have our, we’d like to see those that are drafting to be on 

these calls as well. So the legal team, at least one rep from the legal 

team on each of these calls because it makes things go a lot quicker. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah, so that was Jeff’s question prior to the formal meeting kicking 

off and I think that that is something we can take back and we can 

discuss with the legal team as far as availability and I totally 

understand the rationale behind it. So as we take the next step to plan 

the next conversation, let’s just confirm that. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Yeah, thanks. And if you can just ask the legal team, I think because 

some of us discussed this earlier. It’s more than just a nice ask. I think 

that you can consider that a formal ask, to have the legal team present 

at the negotiations. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: So noted. Thanks. Russ? 

  

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks. Sorry I was late, guys. I think one thing that will be helpful 

from us from the ICANN side is also if we are trying to adhere to the 

timelines as outlined in the contracts, ideally a negotiation within a 

90-day timeframe or so, which I recognize is very aggressive and not 

a deadline, just a target. 

 One thing we notice in general across the ICANN community in 

working groups and things is having to reset the conversation as 

different people roll in and out of it, and so – sorry, I’m not close 

enough to a mic – is having to reset the conversation as different 

people roll in and out of it. So I think one of the roles or one of the 

maybe responsibilities we could agree on of the primary contacts on 

each side would be kind of defining what the quorum is maybe or are 
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there certain people that are required for quorum and if we can’t get 

that, no meeting, that kind of thing, just so we’re not kind of spinning 

our wheels going over the same points over and over again, week to 

week, that we thought we had had agreement on and bringing new 

people into the conversation just kind of based on availability and 

restarting from scratch. 

 So I think if we’re trying to be efficient, that’s where we’re thinking, 

like not trying to limit the participation, but maybe to some extent, 

kind of hone it in so we know exactly who we’re negotiating with and 

not trying to negotiate with everyone all at the same time at their own 

cadence. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Russ, that’s, I think, totally reasonable. Spit-balling, I would think 

probably quorum would be four from each side of the contracted 

party house, so eight total. But I’m happy to take input on that. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: I think some of this, Russ, is going to come back to cadence as well, 

how regularly we decide we need these calls and people’s availability. 

So maybe we can sort that out a little bit, firm that up a little bit more 

once we understand the cadence because maybe the cadence might 

scare some of the people off. We don’t know yet, but we do from the 

registry side, we’re doing what we discussed yesterday, the possibility 

that these discussions happen with ICANN every other week as a 

starting point and in the week in-between, there’s a general 

conversation with more of the Registry Stakeholder Group about 

what’s going on. So that’s kind of where our heads are for now. 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: And from what we gather, the EPDP is sort of working in this kind of 

republic model as opposed to pure democratic model, I guess, and 

sounds like it’s working fairly effectively from that perspective of it 

sounds like you guys get really good updates from your people and 

everyone’s aligned within the CPH of what’s going on in the EPDP. And 

I think we’re maybe hoping to capitalize on that success story or that 

approach so that hopefully we don’t – I would love to talk to all of you 

– but hopefully we don’t have to tie up 25 people’s time twice a week, 

or once a week, or every other week or that sort of thing. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Which actually takes us to, it’s a great segue. So I think that this is the 

time where I really wanted to try to understand what you’d like to see 

as the cadence and I want to be as accommodating as possible from 

our side in order to have these conversations in an often enough 

timeframe, but also make sure that you’ve got the time to be able to 

go back to your stakeholder groups to discuss what has been 

happening to see if there’s additional input that needs to be included 

in these conversations. 

 So I would offer up, I don’t have anything prescriptive at this point in 

time. I wanted to have this opportunity to actually discuss it here. I 

don’t know if you had a chance to think about it prior to, or I guess 

during your meeting yesterday or in your individual stakeholder 

groups. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Karla, as I said, I think from the registry perspective, we were thinking 

one week on, one week off. But we just don’t know what the workload 

looks like at this point in time so maybe that’s how we start. And then 

we can adjust after the second or third meeting depending on what 

work’s ahead of us. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: So with that in mind, I would, maybe it’s just a good opportunity to go 

ahead and think about what our next conversation will look like and 

when it will actually be because I think it would be that opportunity 

to get that at least in a timeframe of next week, the following week, 

and then we can start putting out invitations to see if that fits in 

everyone’s calendars, especially with holidays coming up. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: I’m just thinking give us two weeks’ grace before we get out of here 

and then you said holidays are coming. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: I know. That’s why I’m asking. 

 

UNIDENTIFED MALE: [Inaudible] 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah, that is. Yep. 

 I think it’s unrealistic to think that we can meet next week. I think the 

week after is probably more on the money. 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: For clarification, you’re saying unrealistic for your own side to meet 

next week, right? And so we’re probably looking at two weeks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Two weeks for this group to meet. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: And for clarification, too, does that, do you need to have a 

conversation internally with your stakeholder group prior to us 

setting something up that would be this collective group? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: No. I just need to understand what time zones we’ve got represented 

because that’s going to be important too. I don’t think we have anyone 

from APAC so I think we’re okay. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. So I sense, oh, sorry. 

 Okay, so we’ll take that. I’ll work with Sue and Zoe to start putting 

some meeting times together and get it out there so that we can start 

getting this on calendars and then we can address as we start those 

discussions and those meetings to see how far we’re getting into it. 

Okay. Any other feedback, questions before we move on? 
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 Oh yeah, one of the things, as a part of the cadence of discussions that 

I wanted to throw out there too is that we’ve got the conversations 

that will happen that’s the collective team, stakeholder group specific, 

and then I want to make sure. Should we be planning to where the 

Registrar Stakeholder Group and Registry Stakeholder Group has an 

opportunity to meet without ICANN. 

 We’ve also, this is a bit of a unique situation where it’s been decided 

to have these negotiations start initially with the collective 

stakeholder groups and then maybe bifurcate as we get into more 

specific areas. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: I think that’s right. We keep it separate. We all understand that there’s 

a couple unique situations. 

 Sorry, keep it together. Thank you. Sorry, I got to keep it together. We 

keep them together and then if, and when, we discover there are 

unique issues, then the negotiating team can come back and let you 

know. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: All right. So I think we’re done with this one. I think we’ve exhausted 

this. 

 Okay. Now we’re going to start getting into more of the meat of the 

conversation. Now we had provided a summary of the amendments 

to both the registry agreement and the RAA to the informal discussion 

group, late August/early September timeframe and we had already 

identified some of these issues. We hadn’t really had a chance to come 



MONTREAL – GNSO - CPH RA/RAA Amendment Discussion Group [C] EN 

 

Page 19 of 34 

 

back together again to get deeper input into some of the issues where 

we can imagine that there are going to be some stickier conversations. 

 And I’ve had some offline conversations just to get a sense of where 

folks are with this too. So as I mentioned at the beginning, I am putting 

these out there. This is not meant to be that it’s only these four things, 

but it’s I think the issues that we probably are going to have more 

discussion about than anything else as a part of the amendment 

process. Thanks. 

 So, yeah? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: This is kind of to a point of order. So when our kicking off the 

negotiation period, no more side conversations with, to get a sense of 

where people are. The discussion happens here within this group so 

there’s, maybe there will be instances where you need to have 

conversations with a point of contact for logistical purposes. But let’s 

be very clear that we’re now in this process. No more side 

conversations. It all happens here. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Good clarification. Thank you, Donna. 

 Okay. So just a quick question too. Were the summary documents 

shared to the discussion group, the formal discussion group? Okay. So 

that’s an action that we need to take on to make sure that those are 

distributed. 

 This is maybe a point of order too. We did have some clarifying points. 

I actually, from the last conversation that we had, there were some 
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questions and maybe some potential cleanup that could have 

happened with the summaries that were sent out. There was a 

conscious effort not to send out anything anymore because we wanted 

to at least get either the feedback or get the formal discussion period 

started. But I am happy to take that back to look at some of those 

updates, some of the timing questions that we had in there, and resend 

it out to you so that you’ve got that as an updated version to send out 

to the groups to talk about prior to our first meeting. 

 So the four issues that seem to really bubble up to the surface are the 

SLAs. So with SLAs, I’m referring to the initial SLAs that were defined 

a part of the SLA document in February 2019. The RDAP profile, I 

believe that it’s still with the working group and looking at what are 

the next steps in terms of authoring the RDAP profile as far as updates. 

And then really, the retirement of WHOIS services and the retirement 

of Port 43 which all rolls into the implementation of RDAP. 

 So let me, yeah, Jeff. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks. I think this is helpful. We’re not really, we’re not negotiating 

at this meeting but the top left, the SLAs, there should be no issue 

there. The SLAs that we did as a group which were already run by the 

stakeholder groups and approved, those are the SLAs that we expect 

to be in the agreement. There was no discussion of initial versus final. 

There was a discussion in those documents about a process to figure 

out if we needed updates to it eventually, but for the amendment itself, 

I don’t see us having a left, top-left quandary. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. I just said, “Jeff, thanks.” 

 I think part of what we have been understanding is there hasn’t been 

a true clarification as far as the sunset of WHOIS which would, may or 

may impact the SLAs as far as RDPA. So it didn’t get as far or as 

detailed in the SLA document for clarification on this point, so that’s 

where that works in. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Yeah, thanks. And I think this is where Russ’s point that he made 

earlier. We should not be having different – I like you guys, sorry – this 

is not attacking you guys, Russ and Karla. Sorry. It’s why it’s important 

to have the same people at these because I really want to see and I 

want Francisco to look at me and look at us in the eye and say that that 

was not a discussion that he understood it relied to. So Francisco 

should be in the room, Cyrus and unfortunately, Akram since has 

moved on, but Francisco and Cyrus need to be here because to say 

right now what you’re saying, Karla – I understand it’s not your fault; 

it’s probably what they told you – but that’s not at all the basis for our 

discussion. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: So if I could just add to that. Jeff, I think it’s a little bit unrealistic to 

expect Cyrus to be in all of these conversations. I mean, he’s still 

around but he does have a new job and it’s significantly more time I 

expect that he’s spending on that job than maybe on the other one. So 

we need to be realistic with any expectations that we set on this. So I 

think maybe Francisco, I think that’s probably right. But to expect 

Cyrus to be on all of these calls, I think might be a little bit unrealistic. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Thanks, Donna. The point was not necessarily Cyrus but the 

people who were with us during those discussions. That’s the main 

point. Thanks. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: There’s a way to split the baby on this, which is if we find ourselves in 

conflict in particular places where we know those people are in the 

room, we can ask them to join the calls for those bits if they’re unable 

to attend all of it. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: And Jeff, I hear you and Graeme, I think you’re right and that’s the way 

we’ve approached it from the ICANN side is we’re well synced with all 

the right people, internal ICANN including the legal team, including 

the folks you mentioned in Francisco and his team, and Cyrus at the 

top of GDD and kind of the plan is that Karla and I will be your 

constants and we can talk about legal being a constant in that as well 

internally. And then depending on what we’re talking about subject-

wise as we plan these negotiations, let’s figure out what we’re going 

to talk about, particular weeks. We’ll line up the right people so that 

we’re not having a conversation that you’re saying we’re having. So I 

don’t want that to be the recurring thing, what’s nipped out in the bud, 

but trying to get all those folks time for every one of the topics that’s 

going to come up as we sort through a contract isn’t the right use of 

resources on our side either. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: All right, thanks. Any other comments or questions on these points? 

 All right, so there are other underlying elements to each of these and 

we did initiate some of these conversations and had some initial 

feedback, again, before the formal discussion time period. But I do 

think it’s worthwhile as we think about these four elements. First of 

all, I would put it to this group as far as do you see other elements of 

this that we need to add that may be a little bit more controversial, but 

something that should be though of as we think about the elements 

that we’ll be discussing, or issues that may take a little bit more time 

outside of these four. 

 Plenty, yeah. I think so too. 

 Okay. With this in mind, as a part of this group and thinking about how 

we tackle some of these. Is there one or another or have you already 

had some preliminary conversations within the discussion groups 

that have already been formed on any of these points that we can hear 

some of the feedback now in terms of where your thinking is. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah, thanks. I don’t think we’re in a position yet. I think we recognize, 

I guess, the same overall categories and we’ve had some discussions 

of sub-issues within them. But I just think that we need to go back and 

get some input from the group on these issues. 

 Can I also just ask one quick question? And I don’t know if this is later 

in your slides, for the registries, there was a reporting edition. Can I 

just assume that those are all done with, that you don’t expect any 

changes? 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: I think that’s what we need to get input from you on. We had provided 

some of that information, but … 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Sorry, I meant the reporting. In that document that we had going 

around at the beginning, there was, one part was SLAs, and then one 

part for the registries was reporting, reporting requirements, how 

that would, what were additional elements for RDAP. And Rick wants 

to speak. So I just want to make sure that those are final. 

 

RICK WILHELM: I had assumed, although it wasn’t mentioned, I had assumed that field 

38 is part of the northwest quadrant and it just didn’t merit mention 

because it’s one little bitty field and one little bitty number. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. I’d say that it’s right. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I was just, again, just trying to say that we don’t have to worry about 

that. That’s done and all we’re focusing on in is the SLAs. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: I don’t know if that’s necessarily the right way to look at it. Yeah, I 

don’t think that all of the discussion points necessarily fit neatly into 

one of these four. I’m saying that these are probably more of the 

stickier issues that we are going to be dealing with. 
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 We still are expecting to get information back from both teams in 

terms of understanding with the summaries of the amendments that 

we had already sent. Is that correct or is it not? 

 There were some elements that were still in discussion and we had 

not finalized, so I wouldn’t say that anything’s final at this point. The 

direction I would take is let’s make sure that we’re walking through 

point by point before we consider final. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: So Karla, I think we need to start from scratch again to some extent. 

So we need to rescind the documentation and kick it off again. So 

we’re kind of starting afresh because the initial conversations we’re 

supposed to be having was around scope but we started to get into 

details, so let’s start again. Resend the documentation, we’ll make sure 

it gets to the right people and then we can go forth. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE: Totally fair. Honestly, we got here as fast as we could. I wasn’t really 

even expecting it. I thought it might be a little bit more in terms of 

trying to figure out the logistical elements of this. So I’m glad that we 

are working through some of these things and we’ve got a good sense 

as far as how are we going to be moving forward. 

 I already said I’ll update those summary documents and send those 

out so you’ll have plenty of time to review those prior to. 

 And I think that at that point, it would be a good idea to manage the 

expectations of going into that first call as we’ve already put a lot of 

thought and understanding our positions within those summaries and 
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hopefully by that time when we do get back together in a couple of 

weeks, we’ll have the opportunity to get some of that input. So from 

that point of view, that conversation would probably be a situation 

where we’re getting that input back. Is that fair to say? 

 Okay. Anybody else? No. 

 Okay. So now that we’re at this stage, I don’t even know what time it 

is. It seems like we’re awfully earlier than we had anticipated and that 

we are finishing up the more logistical points of these conversations 

halfway through the time period that’s been allotted. 

 From those of you that were a part of the global amendment 

discussion from 2017, I’m not sure who might have been in there, just 

Jeff? Yeah, the registry, registry global amendment. If there were 

maybe best practices or learnings that you had that we could think 

about or apply to this conversation, that’s helpful to know. Again, this 

going to be a complex situation since we have both of these going on 

in parallel together and then also in parallel. Jeff? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah, thanks. So I think, and I’m sure Donna’s got thoughts too, but 

from that amendment process, I think the best lessons learned really 

come in later on when we jointly, or all three of us, go out to the public 

for public comment and jointly shaping the communication that goes 

out so that we’re all sending the same message all in the same because 

we know we’re going to et people from the outside that are going to 

request things or say certain things should be part of the conversation. 

 So that’s really, I think, where the lessons learned are. But for this 

process, I think we’re starting off the same way. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: That’s a great point. And that’s our expectation as well, to have that 

collaborative input and as we are communicating out, that that would 

be the case. 

 I will tell you that we’re already thinking about, we’ve got top line 

requirements in terms of what we need to think about as far as the 

voting, so we’re already looking at how we’re going to be managing 

the voting aspect of it. It was a very cumbersome activity when we did 

the Global Amendment so we’re looking at streamlining that and 

making it a very efficient process where we also have up to date 

information that’s readily made available to everyone during the 

voting time period and it’ll take time to put that together and we’ve 

got a bit of time to figure it out but we’re starting early. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. I don’t know how you’re going to do it with the registrars. That’s, 

it’s, yeah. 

Yeah, what’s the approval threshold from the registrar stakeholders? 

You need 50 plus one or you need super majority? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Well you’ve got the two … 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Oh, okay. So this is the bit where James and I can tip this thing over 

the edge and/or … 
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UNIDENTIFIED MALE: 90%. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: 90%, wow. Okay. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Is that of all registrars or just within the stakeholder group? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: No, it’s all registrars. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Right. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: And we’ve only got a quarter of registrar families inside the SG so it’s 

going to be … 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: 50% plus one [inaudible]. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: So this is one where I think we’ve done an initial analysis on what we 

think the contracts say but in the registrar agreement, it’s a pretty 

choppy section of the agreement as we were encountering it so I think 

it would be good if early on, maybe that’s one of our early topics would 

be aligning on what we think the thresholds are in making sure we 

have the same understanding of that because I think while it was well 

intended to be really clear, I think as lawyers got after it, it may have 



MONTREAL – GNSO - CPH RA/RAA Amendment Discussion Group [C] EN 

 

Page 29 of 34 

 

gotten a little less than that. So I think alignment early on of what we 

think the thresholds are needed, which standard are we applying 

would be like a really smart early on topic and so Graeme and Jeff, 

from your side, maybe that’s a homework assignment for you guys of 

thinking about reviewing that and making sure you’re all on the same 

page of understanding what that says. We’ll do the same from ours 

and make sure we’re aligned. And if not, let’s talk about why not. 

 And then another piece to dovetail off what Jeff was saying was about 

communication. So I think this is going to be a really important one 

for a number of reasons. One, this is the registration data directory 

services is a service the contracted parties provide to the rest of the 

Internet community. We recognize this is not a revenue source for you 

guys. This is a cost of doing business, a part of being in the industry. 

And what we’re doing here is changing the technology platform that 

we’re using to deliver the registration directory services from one old 

one to a new one. And that’s the story I think we want to tell but we 

want to make sure we’re integrated with you on what that is. 

 We’ve already started trying to seed that story into the community 

discussion. We posted a blog after we put out these amendment 

notifications and that’s the positioning we’re taking so far, but we’re 

happy to align with you and work on it together going forward. But 

we wanted to make sure that we didn’t kind of come out with those 

notifications and then be quiet about what we’re doing and not make 

it real clear. So where we’re at right now is this is a technology 

transition. From an end user standpoint, it should feel seamless. 

Obviously, there’s a lot of work to be done in communicating to the 

rest of the community to make sure that infrastructure is built by 

other parts of the community to enable that be seamless to end users 
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and that’s timing that will have to factor into how we go about 

sunsetting the WHOIS. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Yeah, thanks. And one thing that as a registrar we would ask – and I 

know this has been difficult in the past for good reason – because 

we’ve been appointed as the negotiating team for all registrars, not 

just the ones in the stakeholder group, if you could give us access to 

all the contact information of the non-stakeholder group registrars, 

that’s going to be vital for us. And at the end, it’s going to be good for 

you all because we can then keep all the registrars in the loop so that 

when you send out the Global Amendment and it comes time for them 

to vote, we’ve been in communication with them. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: So there might be a way that you have that for all registrars? Really? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah, the list of all. Yeah. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Oh, amazing. ICANN has been extremely reluctant to provide that in 

the past. Zoe seems remarkably confident. I’m kind of surprised that 

exists. Even if it doesn’t, we can probably craft communications to say, 

“Here is a note, registrars who don’t belong to the SG,” from the SG 

explaining what’s going on and you guys could send that for us. But 

apparently, we have this. 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah, thanks. The communication I was talking about was more the 

rest of the community and the rest of the world watching this, but 

point noted. You need to both be able to communicate within your 

stakeholder groups and beyond because everyone gets a vote. Rick, 

you look like you want to say something. 

 

RICK WILHELM: I was just as surprised as Graeme was for different reasons, but they 

rhyme with Graeme’s reasons. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay, just to dovetail on what Russ was saying too, our 

communications team is putting together a comprehensive 

communications plan to be reaching out to the broader community 

around all things related to this transition of the technology from 

WHOIS to RDAP. So while it is challenging to look at the timeline as 

extended as it is to have the amendments in place, in reality, it’s going 

to take time to have the community understand and be aware of this 

transition and to know what this means to them. So we’ll keep you 

informed too as far as how those communications efforts are being 

put together. And if you have additional input, I think we’d be 

welcome to hear it. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Thanks. On the topic of transition, Russ, when you were talking there, 

I thought there were some good points that you were making there. 

There was one particular word there that sort of made me really listen 

up. You said “seamless” and I really don’t think that we should pitch it 

as – and I understand you’re just speaking and that wasn’t an official 
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statement – but I really don’t think that we should be pitching this 

transition as seamless because it’s going to be different. It’s going to 

be an improvement because there’s a lot of benefits to RDAP. I’m not 

going to go through them here but seamless is a particular thing and 

we strive for seamless in other areas of ICANN transition like KSK role, 

that sort of thing. But this is one where seamless, it won’t. This is going 

to be an improvement. It’s going to be better and it merits for the 

discussions we talk about the transition plan. But when we’re out 

talking to people, seamless is not really a word that we should be. But 

your general point, I am entirely in agreement with. Thank you. 

 

JONATHAN FROST: You’ll have to forgive me if I’m a little behind on this. I’m just, I’m 

observing. 

 So in Specification 4 of the registry agreement, there’s a whole section 

on RDDS and implementations and it’s conditioned on IETF standards 

being put out. Is this separate and apart from that entirely? It is, right? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: There are elements that will be built into the amendment that are 

reflecting that and amending to reflect the RDAP transition. 

 

JONATHAN FROST: Okay, but is there an IETF standard out here? There’s not, right? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Well, there’s the RDAP profile and that’s speaking to different IETF 

standards. 
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JONATHAN FROST: Okay, so is this section, Specification 4, intended to kind of remain in 

play as it can still be brought up and re-implement this even after 

RDAP? And I’m sorry if this is an obvious question. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Go ahead. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: So Specification 4 will change because there are different 

performance requirements. But some of it’s already changed with the 

temp spec being approved and that whole thing. But yeah, one of the 

issues we’re going to be talking about is sunsetting WHOIS so that will 

obviously, both Port 43 and the web base, so that will obviously be a 

bunch of changes. So yes, we will have, the registries will have a 

different Specification 4 as a result of these discussions. 

 

JONATHAN FROST: All right, thank you very much. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: All right. Thank you. Any other questions, points of clarification 

needed? No. 

 Then I think at this stage, we are as far as we’re going to be able to get 

at this point and we will go back. I’ve got the action item of making 

sure that you’ve got the updated summaries and we’ll work with 

getting the meetings in place, it looks like the week of the 18th of 
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November and if there are any other questions that come up between 

now and then, let us know. 

 

 

 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


