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SUE SCHULER: Okay, Donna.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. Thanks, Sue. Thanks, everybody. This is our RA/RAA 

Amendment Discussion Group call of 11 August 2020, absent the 

ICANN team. I think we had some pretty good discussion with 

ICANN last week and I’ll just note my apologies for getting the—is 

it the cat by the tail? I don’t know. Whatever. Getting things a little 

bit mixed up with the RDAP future proofing and my apologies for 

that. 

 What I did want to start with today is just to let this group know 

that the Registry team had a conversation late last week. We just 

wanted to get together and do a little bit of a check about where 

we were. So we do have in terms of the issues that are on the 

agenda at the moment, we’ve had a little bit of discussion about 

where we think we are on those issues so we’ll bring that into the 

discussion today. Also with the exception of searchability, that’s 

probably the one thing that’s still sitting out there for us. 

 And also just a bit of a conversation about how do we move 

forward because we think we’ve had all the contextual discussion 

that we can have with ICANN, so how do we just get down to the 

nuts and bolts? And, Jeff, to bring in—at the end of the last call 

with ICANN, you did ask what’s the next steps in the process in 

terms of legal language for the amendment, and Karla said she’d 

come back on that but she is keen to see us at least try to get 

agreement on the main items that we’ve been discussing now for 
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a few weeks. So it would be good if today we can reach 

agreement on where we think we are on those bits in light of the 

conversation we had with ICANN last week, and then talk about 

how we’ll manage the next conversation with ICANN.  

One of the things that we, the Registry team had a conversation 

about is that there are distinct issues that are registry related and 

some that are registrar related, and when we had those 

conversations with ICANN it might be best if it’s the Registry reps 

that speak to the registry-specific issue and the Registrar reps 

speak to the registrar-related issues. So maybe that’s a 

conversation we can have towards the end. 

 Actually, I don’t know whether you guys have had an opportunity 

to discuss on the last call amongst yourselves or whether we’ll just 

get into it and see where we are today. 

 

ASHLEY HEINEMAN: Hey, this is Ashley. We haven’t spoken at length other than in the 

context of our membership meeting. But I see Jeff has his hand 

raised so why don’t you go ahead, Jeff? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: Yeah. No, it wasn’t on that. Sorry, Ashley. I was just going to add 

a subject. I’m still curious as to why it’s not on the list. It has to do 

with the – 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Web-based interface? 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN: Yeah. Because – 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Sorry, Jeff. It’s just an oversight. It’s just about to be in the— 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: Okay. Is that a ranking of how we see the issues? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: No. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: Okay. That was it. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. When we talk about the ranking, Jeff, you know that’s a 

conversation we need to have another, the conversation around 

RDAP profile. That’s something that we’ve discussed about 

moving that down the order of discussion with ICANN because we 

think there’s a bit more work to be done but maybe we can have a 

discussion about what we can give on one topic to make some 

grounds on another topic. 

 The other thing I would like to do is just specifically call out 

whether items are registry-specific, registrar-specific, or whether 

they cover both. I think that might be helpful as well. Because I 
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know we’ve got Alex is new to this group and Ashley joined more 

recently too, so it might be helpful if we call those things out. 

 So just on the emergency threshold triggers, which I think is 

specifically a registry-related issue. Is that correct? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: At this point, it is because there’s no EBERO-type thing but I could 

easily see there is a provision related to breach, and so we’re 

keeping an eye on it but at this point it’s just registry. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. All right. So when the Registry team had a conversation 

about this last week and notwithstanding the conversation we had 

with ICANN, I mean, Jeff, I appreciate the points that you brought 

up with Russ but I think Russ had some reasonable points about 

setting expectations as well. But from a registry perspective, I 

think we are happy with where the emergency threshold trigger 

language has landed as per Karla’s response to us on the 9th of 

July. So that is our understanding that at the point from ramp-up to 

transition, if RDAP is not meeting the SLRs then that could be an 

EBERO, an emergency threshold trigger. But if WHOIS isn’t 

meeting the SLRs then that’s just a breach. I think that’s where 

actually from a registry perspective where we’re comfortable with 

Karla’s response from 13th of July. 

 Everybody okay with that? Jeff, I know you’ve had some concerns 

about it on the call but this is something that the registries are 

okay with. So I don’t know if there’s anything you wanted to add. 

And if you’re talking, Jeff, you’re on mute. 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN: No, I wasn’t talking, I was actually typing. I guess this is for the 

larger group, the registries, to talk about too. So yeah, that’s 

Registry choice. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Updating the RDAP profile—and I know there was a fair bit of 

conversation about this with Russ and the team. I guess one that 

might be helpful for us to have a conversation about is what we 

think the process might be. I think one of the actions that was for 

us is we need to develop a charter for the RDAP Working Group 

and we think that there should be some kind of assignment for a 

liaison to any IRTs that come up in the future. One of the 

conversations that Rick and I had separate to this— this is a 

couple of weeks ago—it was about formalizing the RDAP Working 

Group and mechanisms that are available for us to do that. I think 

we can do it under the Registry Stakeholder Group charter but I’m 

not sure if that’s enough because it does include Registrar 

members as well. But one of the things we had a conversation 

about is: what’s the hook to provide to give it that formality? The 

charter is great. I think the charter will be helpful but what do we 

hook that to? So I think we can do it as interest group under the 

Registry Stakeholder Group, but I’m not sure whether that is the 

best option that’s available to us. Jeff, go ahead. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: Yeah. Sorry, it takes me a second there. I think because registrars 

have to be involved in it, I don’t think putting it as an interest group 
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within the registries is going to work. Because at the end of the 

day, the Registry Stakeholder Group can decide what to do with 

the output of their interest group, if anything. So in order to get 

registrar participation in it, I think we’re just going to have to 

establish joint committee. 

 I think at the end of the day, I think we’re being a little too 

formalistic about this. Honestly, from my perspective, I don’t see 

this as as huge of an issue as I think we’re making it out to be. So 

I’m just curious to hear why we think there’s so many issues we 

need to talk through on this. I think it’s just a matter of having this 

joint group have a charter, have that group pay attention to PDPs 

or to IRTs, assign a liaison, and then if a profile needs to get 

updated, it gets updated by that formalized group. At the end of 

the day, we have to also remember that this is better for us than 

what we currently have under the existing agreements. Because 

under the existing agreements, ICANN doesn’t have to cater to us 

at all to implement consensus policies unless we protest by saying 

it’s commercially not feasible. That’s our only right under the 

contract. So I was a little puzzled by how long we spent on this 

and why we were making such a big deal of it on the call. So 

maybe you all can kind of help explain that.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Rick, did you want to follow up on this first? I mean, I have some 

ideas but you’re closer to the RDAP Working Group. 
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RICK WILHELM: Sure. I can go ahead, Donna. Thank you. As it relates to the 

concept of there being a group, I think that the main thing is that I 

think there’s general agreement about that. The question is just 

where is that anchored? Where is the “there” there? Because I 

think that as Donna was saying, if we’re going to have a group 

and we’re going to try and memorialize this concept, there has to 

be somewhere to charter it, if we’re talking about it being 

chartered. Because the CPH isn’t really a thing that can charter 

something, it’s got to either go either in one of the two stakeholder 

groups. So it’s just more of a question of where is it anchored. 

That’s really I think kind of the main thing.  

The Registry Stakeholder Group has this concept I think of an 

interest group. When I was looking at the bylaws over the past 

week, I think that’s sort of what we’re talking about doing. That’s 

open-ended a bit but I’m just not sure where—if we’re going to 

memorialize it, it needs to be anchored somewhere. I think that’s 

the key at point. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. That’s my thinking as well. My reading of the 

Registry Stakeholder Group bylaws is that the interest group does 

have some autonomy from the Registry Stakeholder Group, but 

we might need to look at that a little bit closer to see whether it 

works to the extent that the RDAP Working Group is working now. 

So we need to make sure that there’s fit there. 

 Jeff, what do you mean by “can be chartered under the GNSO”? 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN: It was my understanding and I’m remembering way back, so this 

is testing my memory here but, Rick, weren’t there members of 

this RDAP Working Group that weren’t registries or registrars, 

people that said that they wanted to observe? I seem to remember 

at least one IP person on it. They haven’t participated very much 

but I seem to remember some non-Registry/Registrar people on it. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Go ahead, Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Donna. Yeah, there were some people there that were 

not part of a Registry or Registrar. We allowed for the concept of 

invited guest, and so we had some people … Marc Blanchet from 

Viagenie was a key example of that because he’s not a Registry 

nor a Registrar but he is an expert in the technical community and 

was building a prominent RDAP mobile app. Then we also had 

Alex Deacon participate and contribute a little bit in the latter half 

of the effort. So yes. Alex obviously was not directly affiliated with 

the Registry or Registrar but he had solid technical background, 

and so he contributed in the discussion. Then obviously, ICANN 

Staff were a part of that discussion also. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: ICANN has created technical committees before. In fact, when we 

were originally negotiating the Registry Agreements, our 

abbreviation was called TAG but I forgot what it stood for. So 

ICANN can create these committees too. I guess I’m not so 

concerned about the formal requirements. I think we should sign 
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off on the concepts and then we can find a place for it. I think 

those are details. I think the process is what we should all 

probably discuss, which is the higher-level issue. Assume we find 

a home for them— 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Right. I agree, Jeff. The anchoring we can come back to. It’s the 

process that’s the immediate thing. But I think that the process 

that we’ve discussed so far actually talks about chartering the 

working group, unless I’m getting confused again about what we 

mean by process. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: Yes, we obviously need a charter of this group so the group can 

continue to work. But I guess the main point here is the process 

by which the profiles get updated as a result of a consensus 

policy, right? That’s what we need to work through. So why don’t 

we just make the assumption that we have a formalized group 

now? Can we agree on the process which would be that would be 

the responsibility of this group wherever it falls along with ICANN 

to monitor consensus policies? And then if an IRT is established 

and at some point in the work of that IRT it’s anticipated that there 

may need to be changes to the profile, this group assigns at least 

one liaison to that IRT to understand the issues involved. Then 

once the IRT has completed its work, it will be the responsibility of 

this group, meaning the RDAP Working Group or whatever it ends 

up being called, to actually do the documenting of the 

implementation discussions within the IRT in that narrow area. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. Thanks, Jeff. Rick, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sure. Thanks. I don’t think that really anyone’s disputing that 

concept, Jeff, of what you laid out because it’s sort of what I 

thought it was going to be. I think the issue is where and how does 

the group get anchored? What’s the “there” to which it gets 

anchored?  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. I know we’ve got bit more to get through so I think we can 

agree on the concept for this. The anchoring conversation is one 

that maybe we can just put aside for now. I think we’ve identified it 

as an issue and that’s, while we may disagree about the 

anchoring, I think we should investigate some options. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: Maybe ICANN has got some ideas on that. Maybe they can help. 

Again, I think we’re signed off on it. I think we can go on to other 

major issues. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. WHOIS retirement date. So we haven’t actually spoken 

about a date and it’s hard to talk about a date because we don’t 

know how long this amendment process is going to go on for. I 

think at the moment ICANN is—was it 6 months with ramp-up plus 

18 months for transition? That’s correct, isn’t it? 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN: Yeah. It was a total of 24 months from the amendment effective 

date.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. So what we discussed within the Registry team last week is 

that we’d like to get that to 12 months if we can. That’s the 

transition period is 12 months. I think that’s correct, yeah? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: That’s what we went to them with originally. They said no. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Right. But if we’re trying to establish now what we’d like to change 

or what we can agree to, the discussion we have with the 

registries is what we’d like to get to is that 12 months. So that 

would be our target. I don’t know whether the registrar side has 

had a conversation about that, whether they have views about that 

as well. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: No. Ashley can weigh in if she disagrees. We brought our initial 

proposal which was the six plus six, ramp-up period plus six and 

they were fine with that, but ICANN’s come back and said no. So 

we can say tough and just hold the line there. Is that what the 

registries are saying? Registrars I’m sure would support that but— 
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DONNA AUSTIN: I don’t think ICANN is at an absolute, they must stick to 18 

months. That’s certainly where they are now. But on the call that 

we had with them, Karla said that they’ll continue discussing the 

timeline internally. So there may be some room to move. If we 

agree to 2000 milliseconds then I think they might shift a little bit 

on the WHOIS retirement date. So that’s part of the discussion.  

Catherine, go ahead. 

 

CATHERINE MERDINGER:    Yeah. I had a question. Jeff sounded like he said six 

months plus six months is the whole time, and the registries are 

proposing 6 months plus 12 months, so 18 months for the whole 

time? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. I think that’s right. Registries, correct me if I’m wrong. 

 

CATHERINE MERDINGER: Okay. Because it sounded like Jeff was saying that’s what we 

went to them with before and it sounds like it’s not what we went 

with, right? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: Thanks for asking that. Because I heard—right. Yeah, that’s fine. 

Okay. Then we need to take that to the registrars. I thought what 

you were saying was 12 months total from the amendment 

effective date. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: No. Six months ramp-up, an extra 12 months to sunset WHOIS, I 

suppose. Rick, is that— 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah, a new hand. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yup, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks. And also just to clarify, yes, you’re correct, Donna. Six 

months ramp-up, 12 months transition. The thinking being that 

they likely just wouldn’t go any lower, that there’s just got a 

physics barrier around that 12 months after the SLAs being 

effective. Just to clarify a comment, something that Maxim put in 

the chat, we are not proposing that we would trade that for 2000 

milliseconds. Just to clarify that. We’ve discussed I think here 

within this group, I think that there’s general agreement in the 

group that we would rather trade a longer transition period for 

milliseconds if it mattered because the milliseconds we have to 

live with. I think the Merdinger doctrine is to trade short-term pain 

for long-term gain, if my recollection is correct. Thank you. 

 

CATHERINE MERDINGER: That’s the one. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. Thanks, Catherine. Jeff, is that a new hand? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: No. Sorry. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. All right, so on the WHOIS retirement date, six months 

ramp-up, which is what ICANN was suggesting and we want to 

bring the transition period down to 12 months, would satisfy us. 

 On the SLRs, registries had a conversation about this and we 

understand that the 4000 is what the registrars have now and that 

you wouldn’t consider moving from that. But we think from a 

registry perspective, we could probably come down that, a 

thousand milliseconds to the 4000 milliseconds. So we’re 

interested to understand what registrars think about that. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: So it would be 4000 milliseconds for everyone? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: I think the registrars would be fine with that. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. So this is really going to ... From the conversation that the 

smaller group of registries had at the end of the last week, we’re 

trying to identify where’s our line in the sand. We’ve had all the 

background discussion and contextual discussion now, so can we 

just start looking at what our cards on the table look like, let 

ICANN know what they are, so we can see whether we can move 

forward the next phase which is the contracting language? Ashley, 

go ahead. 

 

ASHLEY HEINEMAN: Thanks, Donna. What might be helpful after this call, after we talk 

it all through, it sounds like you and the registries have gotten 

together and have figured that out pretty well in terms of what your 

redlines—I don’t know if that’s the right word. But if you share with 

us, you know, I realized we don’t want to circulate in any way but 

somehow shoot us where you are position-wise so we can take 

back to the registrars, just to get a confirmation if we do have 

redlines. Jeff has got a really good grasp on this but I think we’re 

at a point now where perhaps we [need to] identify ourselves how 

far are we willing to go, not necessarily saying that’s where we 

want to go on the calls but I think that might be a useful exercise 

for us to do as well. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Absolutely, Ashley. Not a problem with that. All right, so that’s 

where we are. I just wanted to take us a couple of steps back. On 

updating the RDAP profile, that’s important to registries and 

registrars, correct? Okay. 
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 WHOIS retirement date impacts both of us, so registries and 

registrars? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: Yup. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: SLRs—registries, registrars? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: Yup. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. And searchability—registries? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: At this point, yup. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. And that’s something that we didn’t have a conversation 

about. We had a brief conversation but it’s still something that we 

haven’t reached resolution on from a registry perspective. It’s 

something that we’ve been trying to have some discussions with 

more broadly within the registries but haven’t had a good 

discussion about it, and so it’s still an outstanding issue for us. We 

haven’t got there. Jeff? 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN: So this is a registry issue. The one minor detail is that I know that 

ICANN is looking for some data from the registrars so that … 

sorry, that’s not searchability. Never mind. Scratch that. Move on 

to the next one. Never mind. Sorry. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. So searchability is something that—I think that regardless 

of how we decide to go, I think ICANN it’s going to be a hard one, 

to get them to shift from where they are now. 

 Web-based interface? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: This is both of us, yes.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. All right. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: One thing, whoever is going to talk to Karla next, I think Karla was 

going to draft something sort of official asking for Registrar the 

specific data that they want so that we can circulate it to the 

registrars. I think we wanted some more formalistic way to ask for 

the specific data that they’re looking for. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: I think that was an action item from Karla. That’s correct, Jeff. 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN: Okay. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Just on the web-based interface, Jeff, I know you didn’t say this on 

the call but the Skype back chat that was going on, this is a 

sensitive topic for registrars because it’s not currently a 

contractual requirement. So if ICANN doesn’t take on this 

responsibility then it means additional work that registrars that 

don’t already have this will have to provide this. Is that correct? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: Yeah. There’s a couple of things in there. But essentially, that the 

registrars currently just—a lot of registrars, I shouldn’t say all—a 

lot of registrars don’t stand up their own independent legacy 

WHOIS. So even for web, they essentially just frame the registry 

responses. So building a user interface would not only have to 

stand up their own instance to do that, but then you’re now talking 

about ICANN likely establishing SLAs for web-based returns and 

other things that I don’t think registrars want to commit to. I think 

probably both registries and registrars would feel that way. If we 

can get ICANN to do it, that would be … I think this is our biggest 

issue, especially in light of RDAP contemplates Internationalized 

Domain Name returns. So you face a very likely scenario of 

getting internationalized responses but ASCII framing around that 

on a website, and there’s all sorts of other issues there. I 

remember Jim Galvin went into it in very detailed way when we 

were initially talking to Francisco and others, that there’s a lot of 

work around that. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. All right, Rick, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Jeff, just to clarify, are you saying the web-based interface is the 

one where there’s a ton of work for registrars? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: Build a web-based interface? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN: One that’s going to be up to their kind of spec with the SLAs, 

yeah. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Annoyance, yes. A ton of work, I really don’t know. I guess I 

wouldn’t lean it so much on how much work it is because the 

whole thing is that it should be a web-based frontend that only hits 

the backend services, bounces off of the bootstrap file and provide 

those sorts of things. So I’m not sure why it’s that especially 

difficult. I mean, yes it is work but the backend is already going to 

be running for folks. The RDAP backend is going to be running for 

folks. I don’t know that this is going to be a ton of work. It will be 

an annoyance to be sure and you have to handle the traffic and 
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things like that. Alex has a good point but as far as being a ton of 

work, I’m not sure if that is the thing to lean on. But anyway, I also 

think, though, that they’re pretty close to taking this one on, for 

what it’s worth. Thanks. 

   

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Alex is right on the money. There’s a lot of things right now that 

are kind of standing as obstacles in the way for smaller registrars, 

this would be another one. Plus, again, they’re not just going to 

give you—make you how to use your interface. They’re going to 

want SLAs around that too. So this is one I’d like us to facilitate 

any way that we can getting ICANN to take this on. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. I think, Jeff, from the conversation that we had, the 

registries had at the end of last week, we see some benefits for 

registries in this as well. So I think we’d certainly be behind that.  

Okay. So we have a call with Karla and Russ next Tuesday. Sorry, 

anything else that people want to raise on any of these topics 

before we move to next step? I know what I’ve been describing 

from a registry side of things seems pretty quick and dirty but it’s 

on the back of many conversations that we’ve had together and 

many conversations with ICANN. I think now that we understand 

where both sides are coming from, this is the point that we’ve 

reached on what we can accept or what we’d like to see some 

movement on and we’d like to see that as part of the next 

conversation with ICANN. But let’s talk about next steps on what 

we want to discuss with ICANN on the next call and how we want 
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to play this strategically. I’ll admit, I’m not a seasoned negotiator. 

I’m more pragmatic. I just think after having 12 months of this, I 

think we’re at a point where we put them on the table and see 

what happens, but that might not be the best approach. So let’s 

talk about next steps and how we identify our goals and how we 

get there.  

So topics that we can talk about with ICANN next week. I think 

with the emergency threshold triggers, registries are comfortable 

with where that is, so we could let Russ and Karla know that we’re 

okay with the discussions we’ve had today and we’re okay with 

where ICANN is on the issue. Brian, I assume that your comment 

relates to the web-based interface. 

 

[BRIAN CIMBOLIC]:  Yeah, that’s right, Donna. Sorry, I’m on mobile. A little slow to type 

that all out. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  No problem at all. Thanks, Brian. Rick, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Donna. Did we want to discuss searchability? I mean, I 

know it’s an important thing but do we want to discuss it? Because 

it’s sort of at this interesting spot where it is—let me just throw that 

open. Thanks. 
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DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. Good question. Do we want to discuss searchability? Jeff, 

go ahead. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Well, right now this is primarily just a registry issue so I don’t know 

if this is something you want registrar input on but I don’t see 

why—I mean, we can use the time to do that but that will be up to 

you all. On the next steps, the way ICANN generally works is 

there’s multiple times to divide and conquer, which is what they 

do. I think we write back sort of a term sheet of things that we can 

live with with a large reservation of we need to see it in writing. 

And we ask them to go back and do the legal language because, 

again, from every other negotiation I’ve done with them—and 

there’d been a lot of them over 20 years now—their legal team 

never produces exactly what you think they’re going to produce 

from the “business” discussions. So we put maybe a quick and 

dirty—like you said, I don’t know if we need to talk through any of 

these things anymore. If we can identify what we’re willing to live 

with, tell them to draft it up and then that’s when we have our next 

conversation. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. Any thoughts on Jeff’s suggestion? I’m okay with Jeff’s 

suggestion. Taking Ashley’s point previously, I can provide back to 

the registrars where the registries are. I think there’s a few overlap 

issues that we need to make sure that we’re on the same page. 

And if we are on the same page then how do we move forward for 

that next step that Jeff’s discussing? Is it just a case that we do a 
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pretty short and sweet e-mail with these headings and say, “This 

is where we are on this issue” and do it that way? Ashley? 

 

ASHLEY HEINEMAN:  Sounds reasonable to me. Just for the sake of clarity, I think just 

doing a great job representing where we’re at but I do think getting 

just a quick and dirty sheet of where you guys are on these 

issues, we could put ours together and confirm with folks like Jodi, 

who aren’t on the call today, and then let’s just move the forward 

and kind of get to next step of the conversation. I kind of like 

where this is headed. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. Sounds good. I’m really conscious that there’s a lot of 

people that are part of this group but don’t say a lot. So I’d like to 

encourage you now that if we’re moving in the direction, to at least 

say that you agree, that that’s the case. I’d like to have more than 

two or three voices on the record that we’re going down the right 

path.  

Jeff, is that a new hand or an old hand? Okay. Rick, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Donna. Yeah, I’m comfortable with that, writing something 

up and go into it. I think that we’re close enough on these items 

here and I think that it represents a fair bit of compromise on a 

couple of things. We do have this open issue. I think probably the 

biggest open issue that we have is the web-based interface. And 

then hopefully, they can come around to our thinking and we can 
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meet in the middle here on number 3 and 4, the WHOIS 

retirement and the SLRs. That seems like a good step forward. 

Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. Thanks. Jeff, new hand, old hand? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  New. I think we should also make sure we go through that 

spreadsheet again. Remember that one they sent a bunch of 

weeks ago? Probably use that as the basis to fill in our response. 

This way, we can make sure we’re also covering all of the items 

that are outstanding. Because there may be a couple of little ones 

that didn’t quite make this chart so we just need to make sure 

we’ve hit them all and probably just putting another column in that 

spreadsheet is a good way to respond back to them ultimately. 

That’s it. So after we go back—as Ashley said, we’ve got to go 

back to the registrars, but yeah, I think that’s probably the best 

format to respond. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  So what we could do—I’m conscious that it’s only a week from 

today that we plan to meet with Russ and Karla again. What we 

could do is on the topics that we have that were on the agenda, 

we can go back with where we are on those, but also note that we 

also need to review previous discussions to see what else was 

outstanding. Or we can do that as part of this and say, “We note 

that based on the comparison of 27 May, we acknowledge that 

these other things are outstanding and that they need to be 
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resolved as well.” Just to try to give the complete picture. So 

we’ve spent so much time over the last few weeks talking about 

five or six different items that we’ve probably left some others 

behind that are going to be stumbling blocks as well. So if we can 

call those out when we send something to Russ and Karla, that 

might be a helpful thing to do. Thanks, Sue, for getting those Docs 

on the screen. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Can I just clarify that the Google Doc that Sue just put up, is that 

just our access or can ICANN see that as well? 

 

SUE SCHULER:  That’s Karla’s sheet. Karla actually opens that so, yeah, they can 

see that. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Okay, so we shouldn’t put responses in there yet.  

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yeah. Okay. So action items—I will update the Registry positions 

and send that across to Ashley for discussion within the Registrar 

group. We also, a smaller group of registries that had this 

conversation, but we have a Registry call tomorrow so we’ll bring 

them up and propose that this is our path forward so we can cover 

that off. And then if we can reach agreement where we are on 

these things in the meantime, we can go back to Russ and Karla 

saying where we are on the different items or their status as far as 
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we’re concerned. And also, we need to do a review of the Google 

Doc that Sue up to see what other items are outstanding. Because 

I think there are one or two that could cause us some grief if we’re 

going ahead with these things and we haven’t considered those, 

the issues that might be outstanding. 

I think it will be helpful if we can get something to Russ and Karla 

at least 24 hours ahead of our call. So that would be Monday. Get 

something to them by 1:00 PM Pacific on Monday so that we’ve 

got something to have a conversation around on Tuesday. 

So, does that sound okay to folks? I don’t want to belabor any of 

this more than we have to so if folks are happy with that and 

there’s no other items that people want to discuss, then people 

can go back to enjoying the summer. All right. Thanks, everybody. 

We’re making some progress, which is always good. Hopefully, 

we can have a good conversation with Russ and Karla on 

Tuesday. Thanks, everybody. You can end the recording now, 

Sue. Take care, Julie.  

 

JULIE BISLAND: Hi. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Julie, please stop the recording. 

 

JULIE BISLAND:  Thank you, Donna. Thanks, everyone. 
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DONNA AUSTIN:  Bye, all. 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


