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DONNA AUSTIN: Welcome, everybody, to the reconvened RA-RAA Amendment 

Discussion Group. And what I mean by that is: welcome back, Russ and 

Karla. I think we’re in a good position to restart the negotiation. I 

believe you’ve been provided with a copy of the term sheet, which is 

going to be the basis for the discussion today. 

 What we wanted to do was to ask Rick to take us through the RA 

component, and Jeff to take us through the RAA component. If that 

works for you, Russ and Karla, I think we’ll kick it off. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: That would be great. Hi, everyone. Good to talk to you again. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Karla. Stu, do you have then term sheet? Rick, I guess we’ll go to 

you first. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Sure. Thanks. Can you hear me okay? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yes. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Very good. Thanks. Good afternoon, good evening, everybody. I don’t 

think it’s morning for anybody within earshot. We’ll split this into two 
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pieces and go through the RA first and the RAA second, with Jeff taking 

over in the second half.  

I don’t know, Russ and Karla, if you wanted to go through this 

sequentially of if you wanted to cover questions. Any preference? 

Otherwise I’ll just go through it sequentially. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Hey, Rick. Sequentially is fine. The expectation from our side is that 

we’d really like to hear the point of view around how you came to the 

terms that you provided in the term sheet. Well, I guess we’ll ask 

questions as we go along if that works for you. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. Very good. It should be noted that there is a fair amount of 

commonality with a number of these things. So, when Jeff goes through 

the RAA stuff … Jeff might jump in here a little bit during the RA part, 

where there’s situations that are common, so it might be a little bit of a 

tag team here also. So we’ll start here on the piece that we have in front 

of us related to reporting. This is, I believe, essentially unchanged from 

what we saw the last time that we were together on the reporting: 

adding a Field 38, RDAP queries, which is total number of queries 

responded, which is, I believe, essentially unchanged from what we saw 

the last time. So no change in that—a nice, simple definition. This is 

designed to just put in, adding to the reporting capability, what the 

RDAP server is responding to here. 

 Any questions about that? 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Nope. Not right now. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks. 

 

RICK WILHELM: In the next one here, in the RA in Spec 4, this officially adds RDAP to the 

set of required services. We would expect language to say that we have 

a definition of RDAP, where RDAP is required to be provided in terms of 

the gTLD RDAP profile because, obviously, if RDAP is going to be 

provided as a required registry service, it would be defined in terms of 

the RDAP profile.  

The subsequent bullet here says that we would have language that 

incorporates the gTLD RDAP profile as the basis for that technical 

implementation and then, further on, related to that, bringing in a 

definition of the RDAP profile, specifically pointing to the URLs that 

define the RDAP profile as has been published, and then having 

language in there that limits that to not being modified unless it goes 

through an update process, which would be restricted to that which we 

have discussed further, which is either contract negotiations or 

something as it’s defined by a consensus policy.  

Then we put some language in here in then sub-bullets which describe 

that ICANN can post this on a single data URL on those revised updates. 
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The idea here is to get the profile to be published at a specific URL 

which anchors it as opposed to a generic URL which has potential to be 

“wiggling about.” 

Any questions about that? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. If we could, Rick, just back up a bit to the definitions piece of it. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Can you give some more clarity or add clarity in terms of how that 

would, as you have provided the language here, added to the RA? I’m 

still not clear in terms of how you would wrap the definition around 

that. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah. What we were thinking of is something related to the way that … 

Right now, as an example—this is actually something I was just looking 

at earlier this week—is that the IGO policy related to those reserved 

names is published at a particular URL. But, since that policy got 

updated by a consensus policy action, right now, at the URL, if you go to 

that URL, it has header language that says, “Hey, this thing has been 

updated. Here’s where you find the new one.” So it’s that kind of a 

mechanism that we’re envisioning. 
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 What we’re trying to do is to get to then point where we don’t have a 

URL that has fluid content behind it but we have a fixed URL that has 

fixed content behind it but allowing the mechanism to have that evolve 

over time as defined by the consensus process that updates the policy. 

Hopefully, I stated that right. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Jeff,  if you want to comment further on that, go ahead, please. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I’m not sure I wanted to comment further. I’m just not sure … Karla, did 

we answer your question, or was there … 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Not really. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: I really am trying to understand … It’s pretty straightforward in terms of 

how we were looking at as adding RDAP to the required RDDS services. 

It really helps to define how we’re thinking about RDAP versus WHOIS 

as a part of RDDS services overall. I’m not clear how “Add RDAP to the 

set of required services where RDAP is defined,” etc., as you’ve put it in 

the term sheet, addresses that.  

Jeff, do you have a comment? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. That’s what I thought you were getting to. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. I apologize. Thanks, Jeff. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: That’s okay. What we’ve chosen to do for a number of reasons that we 

can spell out is to make sure that we are not combining this with the 

traditional WHOIS RDDS services that we provide today. That’s because 

there are going to be some significant differences between the 

implementation of both of those, both from technical implementation, 

obviously, but also from a contractual standpoint. There are differences 

with, as we go through this, how it’s displayed to users. There are 

differences in with registrars. So, while we may be requiring each 

registrar to stand up an instance of an RDAP server, we are not 

proposing to do the same thing with respect to the legacy WHOIS. So 

there are significant-enough differences in the implementation and 
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execution of both of those different protocols to not combine them 

under one umbrella. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. I sort of see your point, but I think it’s going to be a challenge in 

terms of how we think about that from an agreement standpoint. I 

totally get the fact that we’re in this very good timeframe between [reg] 

data policy and when that is going to be defined and how it’s going to 

be impacting this piece of it. But I think we need to figure out a way to 

be crisp in terms of the definition, and I’m not sure, based on the 

guidance that you’re giving us, I truly understand how we can 

potentially do that outside of what we’ve already recommended.  

But I’m happy to take this back. We’ll talk about it a little bit more. If 

there’s anything else that you can add to this in terms of clarity, it would 

be greatly appreciated. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. We’ll cover some of those differences as we go through this 

anyway, so hopefully it will help. Then we can take back a question. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Thanks. Just to tag along to this before we keep going down into 

how we’re thinking about then RDAP profile and how it’s displayed in 

term of the profile itself, as you recommended in the term sheet, are 

you thinking about this in terms of RDDS as the service? And WHOIS as 

the technology and protocols? Or maybe you could help me understand 

how you’re envisioning that. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Go ahead, Rick. You go. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Well, RDDS is the overarching term that includes both WHOIS and RDAP, 

right? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Right. 

 

RICK WILHELM: That’s why we’ve got a definition of RDAP in here: right now, perhaps 

obviously, there’s not a definition of RDAP in there. So this would 

include that. So RDDS is the collective of those. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Right. I think that’s how we’re seeing it, but it sounds like you’re not 

thinking the same way. 

 

RICK WILHELM: No. We’re— 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Sorry, Rick. Can I jump in? 
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RICK WILHELM: Sure. Go ahead. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: RDDS was the name of what we had changed [from] the term “WHOIS.” 

The legacy service was changed in the agreement from WHOIS to RDDS. 

We think it is fine to keep using RDDS to describe the legacy service of 

WHOIS, but RDAP is the future of the service to provide contact 

information to users of the system. I don’t think we have a general term 

that includes both of them yet, but we don’t want to confuse people by 

using a term which is now being used synonymously with the legacy 

WHOIS to also encompass this new different service called RDAP. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. We’ll take this one back and think about it and come back to you 

with additional questions on this one. I get the sense that we’re talking 

past each other a little bit, but why don’t we move on for now? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. We’ve got a bullet in here regarding just a clarity thing: for right 

now, we want to make sure that, in terms of the contract, for the 

avoidance of doubt, we’ve got that the service for RDAP shall not 

include the provision [in] response [of] authenticated queries because 

[we’re just describing that] what is known colloquially as the SSAD is not 

included in what we’re doing. So that’s what we’re talking about now: 

that the authenticated queries and such are out of scope for right now. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Is this not one of the reasons why we’re switching to RDAP in the 

first place: so that we could have this? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I think the issue is, at this point, not that we won’t discuss the topic of 

authenticating queries once we understand how it’s going to work with 

presumably the SSAD model or whatever else the policy group works 

out but that we can’t pre-commit to service levels which are measured 

from outside probes without knowing what’s going to be required and 

assuming that, if it has got to go through multiple parties to return 

results, that also will impact the times.  

So what we’re saying here is that, once whatever the model is for 

authenticated queries is developed, we can get back together and 

discuss appropriate SLAs. But just automatically saying that these SLAs 

and these conditions are going to apply to authenticated queries just 

doesn’t make sense because we have no idea [of] the model, how many 

parties are going to be in between the probes and getting the answers. 

It’s just too much uncertainty. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: But isn’t that accounted for in the feedback that you’ve given us in the 

SLAs so far? 

 

RICK WILHELM: No because SSAD and anything related to authentication is not defined, 

so it couldn’t be accounted for. The SSAD model has not even touched 
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the drawing board, much less left the drawing board, as everybody on  

this call well knows. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Just to give an example, right now queries go directly to, let’s say, the 

registry or registrar, and then a response is given. Then we can commit 

to these SLAs here based on those queries. But, if there’s an 

authenticated model where a query needs to first go a central registry 

of accredited requesters to check to make sure that the person that is 

requesting the data is in fact an authenticated user and then be 

redirected to the registry or registrar to get the information and then go 

back through that chain, that’s a completely different mechanism for 

querying and receiving the information. So, without knowing how that’s 

going to work, we can’t commit to those kind of service levels. I hope 

that makes sense. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: I hear what you’re saying. It’s just I’m struggling with how we get to a 

point where we had amendments that are going to be suitable for 

everyone so that we’re not going to have to turn around six months 

later and have to renegotiate amendments in order to account for these 

things. I’m just wondering if there’s a way to … Go ahead, Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Well, the SSAD isn’t even part of policy yet. It hasn’t even left the EPDP 

Phase 2. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Hi. Rick and Jeff, I think we hear you. We totally understand what you’re 

saying, but all of what you’re saying seems to be … From a principle 

matter, I think we’re aligned. This amendment is not about 

authenticated queries under RDAP. I think where we expected to see 

that more well-defined—I think it is well-defined in your proposal, and I 

think it was in ours—is in Spec 10 when we’re talking about 

performance and SLAs because that’s what you’re describing as well. So 

I think we’re aligned in that the performance component is not about 

authentication and that, if and when that materializes, that needs to be 

its own discussion. Whether it’s in the policy or subsequent 

amendment, we’ll figure that out, too. 

 But, in terms of defining what RDAP is or can be, I think we just don’t 

want to limit what RDAP can be in Spec 4—that’d be our thinking—and, 

equivalently, in the registrar agreement if that makes sense. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah, and I don’t think that we are. But, for example, in SSAD, it’s not 

even clear what’s going to be automated and what’s going to be not 

automated. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Rick, I see Russ’ point. What we’re saying here in this document is that 

authenticated queries are excluded from the definition of RDAP. What 

Russ is saying is, if I’m reading it right, that is should still be in the 
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definition of RDAP but you can exclude it in the actual performance 

specifications. So don’t exclude it from the definition. Only exclude it 

from the relevant performance indicators and the … Is that what you’re 

saying, Russ? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Jeff, yeah, I think so. And I would say we probably can just be silent on it 

in the context of Spec 4. It doesn’t need to be defined as authenticated 

or unauthenticated in the context of Spec 4, I wouldn’t think. But it 

make sense to define it as an exclusion in Spec 10 to me in the context 

of the RA for the reasons you’re all laying out, which are good ones. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I see your point. We’ll talk about that. I think, from what I understand, 

that the authenticated queries are not in those profiles at this point, 

so— 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah. There’s nothing about authentication in the profile at present, so 

we can noodle on it. We can talk about it and discuss, Russ, but we’ll 

have to see what it would mean for it to be in there if it’s not in the 

performance specs and its’ not yet in the profile. So we can take a note 

and discuss on that. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Great. 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment Discussion-May07                                              EN 

 

Page 14 of 34 

 

 

RICK WILHELM: So we’ll look at that. Then we’ve got—sorry. Go ahead. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Just going back up one more from the authenticated queries—the good 

conversation that we just had—and how the RDAP profile is 

represented, I think this goes back to the previous discussions that 

we’ve had in making sure that we’re not having to update anything and 

we’ve got a static representation of the RDAP profile. How should we 

consider the conditions for updating the profile based on how you’ve 

defined it here?  

 

RICK WILHELM: That’s what’s right in then middle of the screen now. Go up. Now it’s 

just scrolling up from the bottom. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. 

 

RICK WILHELM: If you can scroll—right there. Right in the middle of the screen. Now it’s 

at the top, at least on my screen. Conditions for the RDAP to be 

updated: to comply with consensus policy or, as you can see, a 

temporary policy specification or through a contractual amendment. So 

that’s the conditions under which the profile would be updated. This is 
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in keeping with what we had previously discussed and agreed to, so no 

change there. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. Thanks. That’s it from me right now. Thanks, Rick. If you want to 

move on. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. Sure. The next one is talking about an RDAP amendment ramp-up 

period. I think this was just basically something that we had clipped 

straight from the previous document about defining that as 180 days 

after the effective date of the amendment.  

 Now here we get to something that is more meaty. This has to do with 

searchability. This is in 1.10. This clarifies something related to 

searchability. It says that, basically, any previous capability of WHOIS 

searchability does not extend directly to RDAP services, but registries or 

registrars may optionally add it when an acceptable technical spec is 

published as a proposed standard.  

Also, related to that, for lookups, for searching the RDAP, each registry 

must link to lookup.ICANN.org to be able to [ride] a mechanism to 

search the RDAP[/] to provide a web-based lookup in RDAP. 

So those are two things related to finding things inside of RDAP. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Just to add as well that this goes along with the discussion of that, just 

because we feel the registry has committed to searchability as part of 

their new TLD agreements, we do not believe that that should 

automatically extend to searchability in RDAP.  We’ve discussed this 

many times with you all: it’s a very different circumstance and therefore 

it’s not something that should automatically be taken from the legacy 

WHOIS services and applied to the new RDAP service. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks for that. One of the things … We’ve talked about this a lot 

internally, and internally we’re considering this and provided the 

feedback that this team has given. The question that we get is, how 

does this serve then public interest in terms of not offering this when 

we do have it available today for WHOIS? I’m wondering if you’d 

consider that. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Which one are you talking about, Karla? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Searchability. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Just to make it clear here, are we talking about web-based lookup, 

which all registries are required to do? Or are we talking about 

searchable WHOIS, which was an optional thing that some registries 

did? 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: The former. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. So web-based lookup. That is really the second sub-bullet here 

related to 1.11. The crux of it here is that, in all actuality, I think that this 

serves the public interest more because the decentralized model that 

the Internet has had for a decentralized WHOIS where a searcher has to 

rely on a search engine or someone else to find a registry’s or registrar’s 

WHOIS at a non-standard location […] that every registry or registrar 

that they locate via a search engine for some other mechanism isn’t at 

all user-friendly. The only reason that anybody tolerates it is that 

they’ve grown up with it and they’ve gotten numb to how obtuse and 

user-unfriendly it is. Having all lookups via RDAP be anchored at 

lookup.ICANN.org or RDAP.ICANN.org or something like that is actually 

a much friendlier, user-centric mechanism and a better way to do it 

because it takes advantage of the bootstrap mechanism, which is akin 

to the root hints file that anchors the DNS.  

So the notion that, right now, if you want to find something at Verisign’s 

WHOIS, you have to either know what Verisign’s URL is—web-based 

URL—and go there or, if you want to find at one of the TLDs that Afilias 

hosts, you have to find it there, or a PIR TLD or one of the Donuts’ TLDs 

or, if you’re going to a registrar, you have to know where they are and 

you have to find these through search engines and the URLs are all 

different, that’s not a very user-friendly way to do it. So having the 

public grow to know and be trained by this protocol transition at 
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something like lookup.ICANN.org or RDAP.ICANN.org or whatever it is 

and have it all be anchored at one spot is actually a much user-friendlier 

way to do it. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: I get it. I totally understand the point as far as going to a centralized 

place for the information to lookup.ICANN.org. I think the question, in 

terms of going back up one to 1.10 and searchability and really trying to 

understand the searchability piece and not including it—you, I think, 

just stated it—we’ve talked about quite a bit about. You’ve at least put 

in there that we’ve got the option to add it.  

So, for this point, I would just say let’s table this  for now and maybe go 

onto the next section for Spec 10. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. Got it. So we’ll move on to Spec 10. What we have here is some 

front matter here in making sure that we have distinction in the 

performance specs between WHOIS and RDAP. It’s probably not that 

surprising. 

 This second bullet point about web-based lookups applying today to 

WHOIS and not RDAP is basically a restatement of the 1.11 point that 

we made above. 

 The next one is, while it’s in performance specifications, really talking 

about sunset, perhaps obviously. WHOIS services will send it 180 days 

after the end of the RDAP ramp-up period. So this, coupled with the 
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definition of the ramp-up period above, gives math to basically the 

sunset timing of WHOIS. 

 This last point here is related to the service-level agreements. We’ve got 

a dependency in the bootstrapped file on some a service-level with 

regard to availability. This is just a safety valve, if you will. If for some 

reason there’s an IANA failure that would happen to cause an SLA 

failure on the part of the registry operator, this is a safety valve for the 

IANA failure and a registry failure so that the registry operator is not 

held responsible for that. That’s what this bullet point is here—the 4th 

sub-bullet. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Got it. Thanks. Going back up to the third sub-bullet, as far as that the 

WHOIS services will sunset 180 days … How did you get to the 180 days 

after the end of the RDAP ramp-up period. 

 

RICK WILHELM: We’re looking just to put a date on it. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN:  It adds up to a year, essentially. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah, that adds up to a year. So, basically we get an agreement. We’ve 

got a 180-day ramp-up period, and then 180 days after that—it’d 
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basically be a year after the agreement is signed and [live]—we would 

sunset WHOIS. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. I think that, based on the information that we have today, it may 

be a little too early to consider it as 180 days post-ramp-up period. We 

think it probably should be a little bit longer. So, when we come back to 

you with more specific feedback on the term sheet, we’ll include that as 

part of the input that we have for you. I just want to give you a heads up 

on that one. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Okay. We’ll stand by and await the info. 

 The next block of data is the service-level matrix. This is unchanged 

from what we last presented. The part here at the top is that we’re 

presenting WHOIS thing. It’s labeled WHOIS. The label here was called 

RDDS. We’re just using the label WHOIS there to make sure we have 

clarity between WHOIS and RDAP. The numbers there in those first 

three rows aren’t changed. It’s just the label that has changed there in 

the red. 

 In the RDAP section, these are the same numbers that you have seen 

previously: 98%, 5,000 milliseconds, 60 minutes. So those are the same 

numbers that you’ve seen. Those haven’t changed. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. I’m familiar with those. 
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RICK WILHELM: Yeah. Then—let me see here—there’s a double-asterisk here—the 

double-asterisk in very small print on my screen. There’s that the SLAs 

don’t kick in until after the RDAP ramp-up period. Hopefully, that’s self-

explanatory there.  

Then there is, in the paragraph that has the bold highlights, emergency 

thresholds. In that section there, that is a mechanism which is the term 

that I have been using: avoidance of double jeopardy. What this 

basically says is that a registry can’t be triggered to go into EBERO if 

they only have failure of WHOIS and their RDAP is running. Or, if their 

RDAP is running and they have a—sorry.  Or if it’s the other way around. 

I better just state it that way. So that means that, for RDDS, and you’re 

operating both of them and you have a failure in one, that doesn’t 

cause an emergency threshold’s trigger. That’s what that paragraph 

basically means. 

 

JEF NEUMAN: Rick, I can jump in. This is the exact language that was in that 

February—I think it was 2019?— document.  

 

RICK WILHELM: Yes. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: So, when had drafted your last version of the term sheet, it had 

different wording and changed the meaning. We just reverted it back to 

what it was in that original document. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Right. I saw that. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: So that I understand correctly, that would be in the second 180 days 

before sunset of WHOIS obligations? I guess my concern with this is the 

concurrent downtime when WHOIS is already established. I do know 

that it was in the February 2019 document, but I guess we still have 

some concerns as far as the WHOIS downtime in reaching the 

emergency threshold. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I’m not exactly sure why that would be the case because, if they looked 

it up through RDDS, it would be there because both of the services are 

operating concurrently. So why would you want to switch out a registry 

operator provider and go through that whole emergency threshold 

when the user can get the data through RDAP as opposed to through 

WHOIS? That’s what we’re saying. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON: Jeff, I get it. That’s [not] the question. I think there still needs to be 

accountability for WHOIS in the first 180 days during the ramp-up 

period. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Oh, wait. No. Sorry. For the WHOIS, those SLAs—original legacy 

WHOIS—are already there. That’s not changing. That’s going to exist as 

long as WHOIS is operating—the legacy. It’s only the RDAP— 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Oh, I see. I see what you’re saying with the double-asterisk next to the 

RDAP as opposed to WHOIS. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Right. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: [I gotcha]. Okay. Thanks for that. 

 

RICK WILHELM: I think that gets us to the end of the RA section, unless there’s other 

questions on any of those other bullets. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: I think we are okay for now. 
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RICK WILHELM: Okay. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thank you. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Let me more formally turn it over to Jeff to take us through the registrar 

agreement section then. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Sure. I’ll just go over the areas that are different. In RAA Section 3, what 

we have in here is acknowledging that registrars will have to provide the 

RDAP service for all gTLD registrations sponsored by the registrar and 

that the data must be from the registrar’s own database. So essentially 

they’ll run their own instance of RDAP regardless of whether it’s a thin 

or thick registry.  

 But we also want to make it clear that, as Rick said, the web-based 

lookups only apply to the WHOIS legacy services—okay. So those two 

bullets are the same. 

 When we get into the RAA WHOIS accuracy program, it’s really just a 

matter of changing some of the references. There’s no substantive 

change there.  

We noticed that there’s a mention of the term “registration data” in the 

WHOIS accuracy program spec, but there’s no definition of registration 

data. So we’ll have to figure that one out. I’m not sure how that got 
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through, but we couldn’t find a definition of the term “registration 

data.” So this is really just a note of saying that we need to fix that, since 

we’re going through it. 

Then we get to the registration data—the specification. You had put in 

that you would update the title of the spec to remove WHOIS. We 

would add RDAP to the set of requirements. This is the same profile and 

exclusion.  

We talked about that earlier—same thing with how it’s updated—so we 

can probably just skip on.  

Same thing with the ramp-up period. Sorry. Can you scroll up a little? I 

just want to make sure we didn’t miss anything. Okay. Those are all the 

same. Sorry. 

The differences here … We have the WHOIS services [in the chart]. The 

chart actually makes a reference that this is where it differs from the 

registries. So the legacy WHOIS services actually in the registrar 

agreements are currently less than or equal to 4,000 milliseconds. So 

that’s just important to understand that that’s different for registries 

and registries.  

The RDAP one is below. That would actually now be the same as 

registries. We’d go to the less than or equal to 5,000 milliseconds. 

Same two points [as] with the registries below the chart. 

The real only difference after that is [that] there’s nothing in the 

registrar agreement that has the equivalent of an EBERO, but we 

wanted to make it clear that a registrar would not be found in breach of 
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their accreditation agreement if one of the two services was up and 

running during that transition period. So that’s the equivalent of the 

EBERO in registrar speak, but otherwise it’s the same concept. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks. One of the things that we had, if you go back up to the RAA 

WHOIS accuracy program specification, is the change [p]refences from 

WHOIS to reg data and then another one of that data verification, 

validation, and obligations remain intact. Did you touch upon in in the 

term sheet? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. That’s why the whole thing of … There’s no definition of 

registration data, which is what you wanted us to [term]— 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Oh, okay. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: So that’s why we were confused. So, if we come up with a concrete 

definition of registration data, then your suggestion may work, but we 

just didn’t know because there was no definition. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Got it. Okay. Thanks for clarifying. 

 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment Discussion-May07                                              EN 

 

Page 27 of 34 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Sorry, we’ve been so many different version of this that it’s hard 

for us to remember where things initially came from. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Oh, I can’t even imagine what you’re talking about. We never do that. 

We just say it very straightforward right from the beginning. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: [Oh, right.] 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: It seems really straightforward as far as the RAA. Any other commentary 

as far as the RA or the RAA term sheet? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: The only thing I would add is that I think it’s a clear win for you all that 

Graeme and I and some other registrars were able to convince the rest 

of the registrars about the separate instance of RDAP and for each 

registry. That was not an easy battle that Graeme and others helped 

fight the courageous fight. So I think we’re there. So, when you go back 

and look at this and look at registrars, at least, just understand that it 

took a lot for us to get even here. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: I hear you. I can imagine. I would like to go back for just a minute since 

we have a few more minutes to the RA and searchability, our favorite 

topic. I think Russ wanted to weigh in on this one. 
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. Thanks, Karla. First, Jeff and Graeme, thank you very much. I 

appreciate the efforts you did. I appreciate the efforts to try and get 

closer to something we suggested and why on the registrar front. So 

thank you for that. 

 Rick, I think that’s good conversation about lookup we had in the early 

conversation. I think you did a good job of articulating why a centralized 

lookup service might be a more effective route and good for the user 

community.  

 I think we glossed over the searchability component. I heard in the 

dialogue that circumstances have changed on searchability, so I guess 

I’d like to pry a little more on that. What is the reason why registries 

shouldn’t, if they’re committed to providing searchability for WHOIS 

services for the registration data, provide it under RDAP? 

 

RICK WILHELM: [Sure,] Russ. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Oh, Rick, you want to go? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Go ahead, Jeff. You can take first bite. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: All right. Cool. First of all, there is no specification on searchability of 

RDAP information, so that’s not even developed yet. So we’re talking a 

theoretical standard. 

 Second of all, I don’t think it’s fair to just assume that, because a registry 

voluntarily in 2012 agreed to provide searchability for legacy WHOIS, 

which is a lot more simple from what I understand than it will be for 

RDAP, they’re automatically committing to doing it for RDAP. So there’s 

that. 

 Plus we also noticed that there have been several registries that have 

applied through the RCEP process to get rid of the searchability, and 

that routinely has been accepted by ICANN.  

So I think, if you try to make it a requirement, what you’re going to have 

prior to the amendment-effective date is every registry filing an RCEP so 

that they will no longer have to do it, which won’t look good for ICANN. 

I think it’s probably not something we should tackle in that manner. We 

should give incentives and we should hope that registries voluntarily opt 

to provide those services instead of trying to hold them accountable for 

a commitment they made in 2012 with a completely different protocol. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay. Thanks. I think a couple things I heard there is that, one, it’s a 

different protocol. There’s the current technical standard for 

searchability but that doesn’t mean it’s not possible to do and then the 

commitment component. 
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 I don’t want to negotiate it here. I just want to make sure I understand 

and then put something back to you guys to think about: that 

commitment was two-ways. It was a voluntarily-proposed thing by 

registry applicants but it was essentially a commitment to the 

community that you’d be providing the services of registry for the 

community for your TLD.  

I do think we’ve accepted a few instances of removing the RDAP 

searchability. I don’t think any of them have qualified as what we’d all 

consider a truly open generic TLD with registrations. So I think they’ve 

all been brand or code-of-conduct-exempt-type TLDs so far—not to say 

that that’s the standard we must apply.  

But I hear you also saying you might see some drop-off or people 

voluntarily submitting RCEPs to remove the service and that may not 

have good optics for both sides. I think it’s something we should 

continue to talk about. I think we ought to go back and do a little more 

thinking about it as well. There might be different ways to solve some of 

the problems you raised there. Thanks for talking us through that. 

 

RICK WILHELM: The only thing I would add to the points that Jeff made, which were all 

spot-on, is that searchability in this context is also necessarily done 

under a different privacy context and that all the discussions in and 

around searchability around RDAP are taking a lot of consideration of 

privacy into account and that, at the time back when this WHOIS 

searchability was done, the privacy was not nearly as far in the forefront 

of everyone’s mind, whereas, when privacy is done with RDAP, it’s going 
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to have a different construct and concept and a different perspective on 

things. So this is very much in keeping with Jeff’s point about that it’s a 

different kind of service that’s going to need to be offered and that, 

when someone committed in 2012 to offering searchability in WHOIS, it 

was not necessarily a forward commitment to doing something 

different. So that’s the only other thing I’d add to what Jeff said. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay. I think, on the privacy front, we tried to solve for that in—we 

recognized that—both in the temp spec and … We essentially applied 

those same provisions about that we wouldn’t be asking registries to 

provide data that wouldn’t otherwise be public under the temp spec-

type regime and soon to be the registration data policy-type regime of 

what’s public and what’s not. 

 

RICK WILHELM: What’s a little bit different about search is whether or not the values 

[return]. It’s about what the search hits are. So the hit algorithm itself 

has to be privacy-sensitive, too. I understood that obviously redacting 

results is there, but, even if you redact then results, if the search 

algorithm itself isn’t privacy-sensitive, you can leak that information 

that way. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Well, the other point is that, when you do have authenticated queries 

or an SSAD, an accredited user may have the right to look at one or two 

records but may not have the right to search and get hundreds of 
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records. That would be an incredible complication to not only factor in 

the authenticated rights for a requester to receive certain records but 

then somehow try to figure in the rights of an authenticated user to do 

a wildcard search on as many records as they want. I don’t even want to 

think about that kind of complication. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. I just want to echo what Russ has said: thank you for both those 

that worked on the registry agreement and those that worked on the 

RAA. I know that this was a lot of heavy lifting and took a lot of time to 

get through this and put this in a documented format to send back over 

to us. 

 We’ve done some initial thinking and regrouping internally on this. We 

have a little bit more to do. So, at this point, I just want to take this 

back. I don’t have a defined time right now for when we would like to 

come back together, although I think—Sue, correct me if I’m wrong—

we already have a time that’s already set up maybe two weeks from 

now. 

 

SUE SCHULER: This group has a standing meeting on Tuesdays, so we actually have a 

meeting scheduled for next week. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Oh. 
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SUE SCHULER: But that was also a question that we needed to know: if we were going 

to hold that. And it’s in the same time slot. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. With ICANN as well? 

 

SUE SCHULER: That’s up to you guys if you’re wanting to join. Donna? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Karla, I think—thanks, Sue—we’re now waiting for you. We’ve done as 

much as we can. So, if you’re in a position to meet with us next Tuesday, 

yes, we can go ahead and use that time. But, if you need more time, 

then we’ll be sensitive to that and schedule when you’re ready to talk to 

us again. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. We’ll keep the Tuesday meeting in mind. Let us get back to you. 

We’ll try to tomorrow. So let me just take some temperatures internally 

and let you know if Tuesday would work. What time is it on Tuesday? 

The same time, you said? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yes. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Okay. We may need a little bit more time, but I’ll come back to you. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. Thanks, Karla. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Thanks for offering that. And thanks to everyone else. Any parting 

comments before we close? 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Thanks, everyone. This was really helpful that you guys provided this 

term sheet. I think that really helps advance the conversations. 

 

UNIDENTIFIED MALE: Thanks for your time. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thank you. And thank, Rick and Jeff, for taking us through this on our 

behalf. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON: Yeah. All right. Have a good day, all. Good evening. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Thanks. Andrea, we can end the recording. Bye. 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


