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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. 

JIM GALVIN: Hey. Welcome, everyone. I’m Jim Galvin of Donuts, your voluntold Co-Chair for today’s 

meeting. I know that Brian is out there, too. 

 So let’s just jump right in here with our agenda. We have kind of a full day here and are wanting to get 

through the SSR2 document as it currently stands. Let’s get some quick updates. 

 So, Keith, I see you’re ready to go. You’re up first. Go ahead. 

 

KEITH DRAZEK: I am. Thanks very much, Jim. Hi, everybody. Just a quick update on the outreach. Last 

week, I had sent e-mail communications to the chairs of the ccNSO and the ISPCP. We did hear back from 

Katrina Sataki that they will take an action to either identify a subgroup within the ccNSO or to advise 

individual cc members that this is an opportunity and then we’ll circle back with us. So we did receive 

feedback from Katrina. Good news. It sounds like they’re interested and willing but have a little bit of work 

to do on their end to prepare. 

 I have not yet heard back from the ISPs, but I will follow up later today or tomorrow, just with a reminder, 

just to make sure that the message as received. 

 Today, I sent e-mails to Mason Cole of the Business Constituency and Heather Forrest of IPC. I’ve already 

received a response from Mason indicating strong interest in engaging with us and hoping that it will be 

an ongoing dialogue, not just a one-off. So that’s good news. Apparently, my e-mail arrived in the middle 

of their biweekly meeting, so he mentioned it to the group in real time, and the feedback was positive.  

Haven’t heard back from Heather yet, but she’s on a completely other side of the planet from where I am 

and when I sent the e-mail. So I’m sure I’ll hear back from her soon. 
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 Just to note I did send a follow-up private e-mail to Mason and Heather just after I sent the formal note, 

just to say, “Hey, look. If you all want to have a joint meeting of BC/IPC with us, we’re more than happy 

to do it that way. We’re also happy to meet with you all individually, really, at your discretion.” So they’re 

going to synch up, and we’ll hear back one or the other.  

 That’s essentially where we are on the outreach with the groups. I think, so far, the meeting we had with  

ALAC was good. I think we’re on the path to having a good set of meetings or invitations out as we head 

into ICANN70. 

 With that, I’ll hand it back to you, James. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Great. Thanks, Keith. I appreciate it. Just real quickly on the other things, as a catch-up—

if folks have questions, please do raise your hands here; we’ll get to them all—we have had already 

meetings with NCSG and ALAC. We had a review of those meetings with the registrars this past Tuesday. 

We still have yet to turn that into something actionable, or the joint leadership will try to make a plan, put 

something together, and get that back to the group.  

As we’ve said before, we’re waiting on SSAC. We’re waiting on OCTO. They took away the question about 

the BRDA. We still have the open question of dealing with the persistence issue, but that’s not urgent. 

We’ll wait and see what happens there. 

We do have an ongoing dialogue with PSWG for how to deal with DGA, in particular with registries. So we 

expect to have another small meeting group with those folks sometime soon. We haven’t reached out to 

try to schedule that yet, but they are interested in doing that.  

Brian, you’re with us, so do you want to say a word about the DNS abuse resources, the other big topic 

that we’ve got going on? 
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[BRIAN CIMBOLIC:] Yeah. Thanks, Jim. The small drafting team put together a draft on choice of action 

at the DNS for registry operators, basically relying mostly on the security framework but also on some of 

the Internet and jurisdiction work. So I’ll actually send that around to the Registry Abuse Group, not the 

full stakeholder list. So hopefully we can take a look at that sometime between now and the next meeting 

so that, next week, we’re hopefully we’re in a position where, ideally, we can sign off on it. Then, also, I’m 

going to try to schedule some time with that small drafting group to tackle what the next output would 

look like and what the best means for us to get this publicized are. So that’s it. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay. Thanks, Brian. I know I kind of zipped through all those real quick, but anybody have 

any questions or comments on any of those outreach activities and the abuse resources work? 

 I’m not seeing any hands. Okay, so let’s talk briefly about ICANN70. For those who were in the joint 

meeting for Tuesday, this will just be a summary recap right here and now. We had a bit of discussion on 

Tuesday with the registrars about what to do here.  

So the current model under which we’re going to go forward … The leadership has taken it on to cast this 

into something a little more definitive that we’ll share with the groups, and then folks can comment more 

directly on that. Roughly speaking, we are going to have a 90minute session that we will open to the 

community during ICANN70. We will have both the registries and registrars presenting essentially and 

available to answer any questions that come up. We’ll take a few minutes for the registries to talk about 

what they’ve been up to and registrars to talk about what they’ve been up to. Jointly, we’ll certainly talk 

about all the outreach that we’ve been doing. Hopefully, we’ll have something substantive to say about 

the outreach that we have had and give some kind of summary statement about all of that.  
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Then we will simply open the floor and we’ll treat like this an outreach session so the community at large 

can then come and answer our three questions that we’ve been offering to the various groups that we’ve 

been sending them to and meeting with. We’ll have those up on the screen and displayed, and we’ll try  

and keep the discussion focused on coming at us with answers to those questions. It’ll just be open to the 

community to do that. We, of course, will have to field whatever questions come, but the idea is to create 

some positive messaging, not commit to anything but just be willing to accept whatever they want to offer 

for feedback. Then we’ll have to examine that at some point in one of our future meetings and figure out 

what to do with it. 

So there’s another chance, if anybody wants to comment on that. If you have any suggestions or 

objections in particular, now would be a good time to put those up.  

Oh, and what are the three questions? I don’t have them in front of me. Surely, I can copy them out of 

something, but I’ll have to go do that in a moment here. Or maybe, Keith, if you’ve got them out of the e-

mail message, if you happen to have one that [inaudible], you could paste that in the chat. That would  be 

excellent—that you’ve been using in the messages that you’ve been sending. 

 

KEITH DRAZEK: Yeah. I’ll do that right now. Thanks. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Keith. That’s it for our—oh, and Donna has her hand up. Go ahead, Donna. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jim. I think it’s great that we’re going to have the session—well, our 

virtual session—in ICANN70. Hopefully, we’ll get some good stuff out of that. But one thing that struck 

me … I was on a webinar thing recently where we were discussing advancing norms of responsible 
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behavior in cyberspace. So this is something that has come out of the U.N., and obviously it’s global effort 

and it’s related to cyberspace and it’s more about national states. There’s been engagement with industry 

and Civil Society. But something that struck me about it is I wonder whether we could actually pose a 

question to those that attend our session and ask them, “What are you doing to assist in the” … I won’t 

say … We need to think about the language of this, but DNS abuse is the community’s problem, right? It’s 

not just the problem of registries and registrars. “So what are you doing within your group to help solve 

the problems of DNS abuse?” So we it back on the community a little bit that it’s not just our problem. It’s 

everybody’s problem. “We are doing what we can do, but what are you doing?” 

 “Graeme, if the answer is pushing out for a PDP, that’s not really what I’m getting at. What I’m trying to 

get at it is that this is a community problem. We know the ALAC is looking to do some kind of outreach to 

registrars to educate them a little bit more. We know that SSAC is doing … They’ve developed a paper 

which may be imminent. But I just wonder if there’s a way to kind of ask the question in reverse. It’s not 

all about us and what we’re doing, but it’s a community problem. “So what are you doing in this regard 

besides trying to point the finger at us all the time?” 

 Anyways, just a thought. Thanks. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Donna. My quick reaction to that is I guess my concern is, what are we going to 

do with that information? How is that going to be helpful to us? Our questions are deliberately framed in 

a way for us to make use of the answers and do that. It almost feels like your questions fits into this survey 

context that ICANN was trying to do at one time, and I just feel like I don’t know why I would want to take 

on board what Joe Random Internet User is doing about DNS abuse without framing it more carefully. I 

mean, that’s my gut reaction. 

 But, Brian, you have your hand up. Go ahead, please. 
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[BRIAN CIMBOLIC:] Thanks, Jim. So, yeah, it’s a good thought, Donna, but, ultimately, I’m sort of with 

Jim on this as far as, one, I think it could potentially be maybe misperceived as antagonistic as far as, “Well, 

here’s what we’re doing. What are you doing?” but, two, I think, more to the point, we’re the only ones 

in a position to directly mitigate abuse. So I think it sets us up for a potential trap or it could set up us for 

a potential trap, where they say, “Well, we’ve been sending you all of these notifications, and you’re not 

acting on them.” Depending on who is making that point, that might be an IP issue. It might be a content 

issue. But it sets things up in a way of, “Well, we are doing stuff, and you’re not acting on it, Contracted 

Parties.” I don’t know. That’s my initial reaction to it. Maybe it's a more positive spin, like, “What efforts 

have you taken? Is there room for collaboration?” but even that I think is probably still a bit tricky. I would 

probably rather stay away from it altogether. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Brian. I appreciate all of that. Donna, go ahead, please. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jim. I understand we need to be careful with how we close the questions, 

but I guess, when I think about what could be the potential outcome, what struck me about this advancing 

of norms of responsible behavior in cyberspace is that nation states are looking at this from a global 

perspective and understanding that everybody needs to engage in the problem. You can’t just point the 

finger at one or two entities and hope that they’re going to fix it. 

 So I just thought, maybe if we could … And this is a big stretch. I understand that. And I understand the 

concerns that the answer will be a PDP. But if we could get into a position where everybody said, within 

this community, because we are community and we’re supposed to be working together … If they all 

accepted that this was a community problem and there were things that could be done … Because I think 
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part of the challenge here is education outreach to registrants and those that use the Internet but don’t 

really understand the pitfalls. I think that’s a big element of DNS abuse: people really don’t understand 

what phishing or pharming is and what that could potentially lead to. I would hope that Microsoft and 

some of those other entities that sit within the BC and IPC are doing their part within their organizations 

in relation to mitigating for botnets and malware—things like that. 

 So I don’t think it’s an unreasonable question because maybe we’re not seeing everything as well. But I 

do appreciate the hesitance or the reluctance to pose it because it might be seen as something a little bit 

more than cheeky. But I just … Anyway, I wanted to throw it out there. Thanks. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks for that, Donna. I think we’ve seen some mixed reactions here. Even in the 

chatroom, some folks have suggested that Martin Sutton is offering that that might be a good question to 

put directly to ISPCP and SSAC. And I think I got the—yeah, Crystal is suggesting BC/IPC. Maybe that’s 

something to ask them, although my caution there is the second half of her comment that they’re going 

to tell us, “Well, we reported to you, so we’re looking for you to do things.” We want to be careful. 

 I think there’s an opportunity here to think more about how to deal with that question. I take your point 

about what you’re trying to do. It’s a good question in general. I’m cautious that this is not the right time 

to ask that question, but I guess we still have time. We don’t have to commit right this minute to what’s 

going to happen in this session. So we can take on board to think about and bring it up again at our next 

meeting here once folks have had a chance to think about and see what we can come up with. 

 Any other comments on that? Advancing norms of responsible behavior. Good thing for us to be paying 

attention to regardless. 

 Okay. With that, the next item on our agenda here and really the bulky item on our agenda is the final 

review of SSR2. For those who looked at the version of the document that was in the e-mail message that 
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I sent with the agenda, I’m sure that you also know that there is a new version of this document that Wim 

has created. Let’s dump the link to that into the chatroom. If you happen to go the old document, it tells 

you right at the top to go to the new one. So we’ll work here in this new document. Everyone should only 

have “suggest privileges” in this document. I think the plan here at the moment is to try and scroll this 

relatively quickly and, if you haven’t had a chance to put comments in it, please read through, read ahead, 

look at it now. This is the opportunity to get anything substantive in that needs to get here. We’ll just go 

from there. If you want to take some time to write some text while you’re sitting here, please do that. But 

let’s try and page through this and make sure that there’s nothing major that needs attention. I know that 

Beth and Wim are working diligently to turn this into something that they’ll share with the full stakeholder 

group as soon as it’s ready. So this is our last chance for a bulk look at what’s here. 

 Beth, you have your hand up, so go ahead, please. Truly, I must have said that wrong and you’re going to 

fix what I just said, right? 

 

BETH BACON: No. It felt a little bit like you’re saying, “Object now or forever hold your peace.” This is 

coming around to the whole stakeholder group, so you guys, if you aren’t able to look at it now and wanted 

to make sure … The DNS group had a deadline to get the substance in here, so we want to make sure that 

it looks like something that you’re happy to send around to the stakeholder group. But you can still 

comment if there’s things that you missed and you don’t have time to look at it right now or you haven’t 

had time to look at this morning. It’s coming back around. So don’t panic. You’ll have more time. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks for that clarification. Wim, go ahead, please. 
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WIM DEGEZELLE: Thank you. I just wanted to clarify. I started to work on the new version this 

morning, my time. So that means evening yesterday, your time. You still added some stuff that normally 

should be reflected. What I did was tried to work away as much as possible the color. Let’s say it like that. 

I left some parts in yellow that are comments that were in the original working document that either I 

wasn’t sure if they were reflected or questions—I think the yellow sentence at the bottom of the 

overarching comments is a good example.  

Someone suggested on the document, “Is there an opportunity to provide or a good idea to provide an 

overview of what the stakeholder group is doing on DNS abuse?” I think these probably are also questions 

that it would be good to either have a yes/no on. If that comment is no longer relevant in the new text 

that’s on top, just quickly [add it away.] Then probably for Beth and then me it’s also clear that we don’t 

need to spend time on that point anymore. Thank you. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay. Thanks very much, Wim. We’ll try and call those things out as we go through here. 

In fact, I can see that Sue has already scrolled us right to the first highlighted item here about providing a 

summary of our ongoing work and the stuff that we’re doing, which I guess is just a statement about the 

fact that this particular working group exists and some of the things that we’re doing in this group. So we 

can just put a few words in there.  

 Brian is pointing out that there’s some text on Page 16 in response to Rec 14. So I’m going to make that 

note here, too. It was Rec 14. Right? Yes. Okay. And it would be good to try and put a name to some of 

this. So I’ll just say here that I’ll try and put some text here for this item if I find a way to get my … okay. 

All right.  

 So, with that, we’ll keep scrolling forward here. Recommendation 1. We’re mostly just going to say that 

we support this recommendation. Of course, avoiding duplicate work is always a good thing. So not much 
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detail there unless anybody wants to say more. I’m going to try to watch for hands and scroll, so my head 

is going to be going back and forth like I’m watching two screens here because I am. 

 Recommendation 2. There is some text here that’s written down, which is consistent with what we talked 

about before. We are supportive of the principle, but there are some details that we care about. We tried 

to highlight that in the text, but nothing is highlighted there at the moment. 

 I’m just going to scroll through these quickly until we hit a yellow and try to summarize them, so please 

jump in if you need to if I try to get past you or something like that to folks. Recommendation 3. Similarly, 

we’re obviously generally supportive of greater budget transparency. I just want to make that doesn’t get 

lost against some of the other items in this document. 

 Recommendation 4. We don’t currently have any comment on this. We haven’t been able to come up 

with anything we want to say here. So I don’t know if anybody wants to speak about improving risk 

management processes and procedures. It’s an interesting suggestion, but maybe we can leave that alone. 

We had some earlier text about suggesting that we tie this to the notion of Rec 2 about the [FEESO] and 

stuff, but we don’t really need to get into the details of solution-solving here, I don’t think. 

 Recommendation 5— 

 

[BRIAN CIMBOLIC:] Jim, if I could just— 

 

JIM GALVIN: Go ahead, Brian. 
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[BRIAN CIMBOLIC:] On Rec … Sorry. I put my camera … On Rec 4, I think this might be an opportunity. 

If we don’t have anything to say, I don’t think we need to officially endorse it, but maybe it’s something 

along the lines of, “Generally speaking, the registries are supportive of appropriate risk mitigation 

processes in place for ICANN but believe that’s a matter for ICANN staff to manage.” And that’s it. This 

was very much in the weeds of ICANN Org operations outside of our context. So I sort of don’t want us to 

wade in too much. And I think maybe even winking to the fact that, “We think you’re able to manage this 

just fine,” is something. But I don’t think we want to be completely agnostic and say we have no opinion 

or anything like that. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay. I tried to create part of a sentence there. Feel free to adjust that into something 

different if I haven’t quite captured what you were saying. But I agree with you. We do want to take some 

positive steps when we can, and this just feels like a good thing. 

 Beth says she’s taking notes, too. So that’s good. Thanks, Beth. 

 Recommendation 5. I see, Kurt, that you wanted to say something there. We didn’t have much to say here 

on this that’s already there, but go ahead, Kurt. 

 

KURT PRITZ: I don’t understand these certifications, so it’s coming somewhat out of ignorance. But I 

understand other quality certifications that can be obtained. So I wonder about the cost-benefit of this. 

Sometimes, these certifications can be expensive. They can be all-encompassing. Imagine if ICANN applies 

for a certification and fails the first time. I see everybody in ICANN concentrating on this. So what’s the 

benefit of all this? Are there really systems in ICANN that would become more secure because of this 

certification? And is ICANN the type of organization outside of some IANA things that really requires this?  
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 So I think the long and short of it is that there should be some sort of cost-benefit analysis before 

embarking on a certification like this. Thanks. 

 

JIM GALVIN: I agree with you, Kurt, as you bring that up in that way. I would actually suggest that we 

find a way to tie this to Rec 4 and support ICANN in their risk management activities. As part of that, they 

should look to the benefits of certification and consider if those are applicable to its overall risk 

management strategy. I think that’s the way I would phrase that. I’ll trust that Beth will get that or capture 

that or we can get it out of the transcript rather than my trying to write it at this point. But I think that’s a 

good thing to do because you’re right; those certifications can get to be expensive, and you really do have 

to consider whether or not that’s a good thing. And it should be tied to some overall strategy. 

 Brian, I’m going to assume that’s an old hand because I didn’t see it go down before. 

 

[BRIAN CIMBOLIC:] Sorry. Yeah. Sorry. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Recommendation 6: Vulnerability to disclosure and transparency. In general, we’re just 

raising the question as to what the value of this is. We’re just going to leave it at that. So we’re not really 

supportive of this idea. This just feels like a “Why is it something that ICANN should be doing?” kind of 

thing. 

 Scrolling on down to Recommendation 7, this is continuity and disaster recovery. Again, similar to the Rec 

5, tie this one to Rec 4, too. Certainly, ICANN should have business continuity and disaster recovery plans, 

but that needs to be tied to a risk management strategy. You need some overall objective that you’re 

trying to achieve here. This is just a blatant “Go do this,” with no guidance as to why and what the value  
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is you’re going to get from it. So that’s the important point to be made here. I think that’s what we’re 

trying to capture. 

 Recommendation 8: Enable and demonstrate representation of the public interest negotiations. 

 I’m sorry, I see a hand. Beth, go ahead. 

 

BETH BACON: Sorry. I know you’re flying through on the other screen, so you’re not looking on this side. 

So you note in Rec 7, as we do in several others, that the recommendation isn’t tied to a very strict 

problem statement. Is that something that folks prefer that we also include in the overarching comments 

as well? I think we touch on it in the overarching comments. I can’t remember. I don’t have it open in 

front of me right now. But we do make that comment in several of our responses. So if that’s something 

that folks would like to see in an overarching comment, let us know and we can craft that. Thanks. 

 

JIM GALVIN: I will certainly offer, from my point of view, that I think that’s an excellent idea. I’m 

interested in other voices, if anybody wants to suggest something different. Some supportive comments 

would be helpful, too. Put a +1 in the chatroom there. We want to make a general comment about the 

SSR2 report. 

 What occurs to me is there was a great deal of emphasis on “smart” in the SSR2 report. But I think that 

they went too far because, in many cases, in their desire to want to get something which was measurable 

and actionable in all of this, they failed to indicate why it was appropriate to do that in the first place. I 

think that their use of “smart” was, in many ways, a good thing. [I] sort of like the idea, but they failed to 

make the first problem statement as to why what they were doing was a good thing in the first place. 
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 So I think that’s something you can add in that discussion, Beth, if we go down that path of not having a 

problem statement. Just say that we appreciate the use of “smart,” but that really only applies when you 

know you’re solving a problem that you have, and that’s not clear in many of these cases. 

 Rec 7. So I think that’s all there is to say there. Now Rec 8. Kurt, you want to make a comment? Go ahead, 

please. 

 Oh, never mind on Topic 8. Okay. Sorry. Just catching up with chat. 

So we have some text here. Topic 8. Basically it stands out, frankly, because it’s just inconsistent with our 

registry agreements. So on the face of it, it has to be rejected. And there’s some additional explanatory 

text there about that. So we’ll just go with that for now. 

Recommendation 9: Monitor/enforce compliance. I think that one of the concerns here is … This is 

another good case of, “What problem are they trying to solve?” in my mind. It’s sort of suggesting that 

Compliance is not already doing their job. Clearly, they’re doing their job. Or at least we should presume 

that they are. There’s no reason for us to presume they’re not because they haven’t made a problem 

statement here. So this just seems like they’re going too far in general.  

Number 10: Provide clarity on definitions of abuse-related terms. Wow. I think that we obviously want to 

reject the notion of an abuse policy. There is just a question of not wanting to get into a discussion of 

definitions because one exists. I think we should just try to be as deliberate in this particular case as we 

can.  

I’m not sure, Brian, if you want to try to say more about this. We were having a bit of a discussion about 

this earlier, but I think the best that we can do here is to just try and say that, for the purposes of this 

document, while we agree with the need for clarity, we have clarity, and that needs to be left alone. 
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[BRIAN CIMBOLIC:] I don’t know who made the—I think maybe it was Wim or Beth—highlighted 

language. Is it an opportunity to show this CPH-endorsed definition of DNS abuse? I think it’s a good idea. 

And note that that maps basically one-to-one to what DAAR searches for as DNS abuse. ICANN is not going 

to come out and say, “This is the ICANN-endorsed definition of DNS abuse.” But what’s included in DAAR? 

Only the things we’ve noted in the CPH definition of DNS abuse. So there may be something to point out 

there—that it’s not just a CPH definition. It appears to be the working definition of the DAAR tool as well. 

 

JIM GALVIN: That’s good. Thanks. And I like Kurt’s comment in the chat about Recommendation 10 

and use of the phrase of “prohibited DNS.” “Like there’s DNS abuse that’s not prohibited.” Well, maybe 

not for everyone. Maybe that’s the right way to think about, Kurt. That’s what occurs to me. We know 

what’s prohibited based on our definition, but others have their own ideas about it. 

 Sam comments about referencing DAAR in Spec 11, etc.  

 Okay, I think we’re all on the right page there. Hopefully, Beth and Wim can work on that, and we can see 

where we get to. 

 Recommendation 11: Resolving CZDS access problems. We made a comment about this the last time 

around and told them that this really just feels like it’s out of scope for this particular thing. But they also 

did not respond and did not take any action based on our comment the last time around. So this one first 

bit of highlighted stuff is actually text that I had suggested here about making this a Compliance issue. So 

there’s no fundamental flaw. Compliance should just do what it’s doing and try to reframe this as out of 

scope. I don’t know if we want to go that far, but certainly acknowledging that they did not take on board 

what we said to them before is a minimum appropriate response. 

 Sophie, you have your hand up. Go ahead, please. 
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SOPHIE HEY: Thanks, Jim. I’m just wondering if maybe—this could be on us for not putting enough 

detail in the first one when we referenced the negotiations and varying needs of different members of 

the ICANN community—it might behoove us to perhaps put in some definitions and explain that this is 

why it’s set up this way and this is what it takes into consideration. It might be a longer comment but, 

given that this doesn’t seem to be a form submission public comment, it looks like we’d have the space. 

I’m happy to put my hand up to draft it, but just a as a suggestion so it’s a bit more of an educational 

material, bearing in mind that not everyone was around when these discussions were originally 

happening. Thanks. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay. I just wrote your name down, so now you’re committed. Thank you very much for 

that. I like that suggestion. Yes, if you can please take some time today, ideally, but certainly as soon as 

possible, to put some stuff down here for use in here, that would be good. I’m sure that Beth and Wim 

would appreciate that. So thank you for that. 

 Moving on down, Rec 12: Overhauling DNS abuse analysis and reporting efforts. I think my general 

comment about this is it really is just overly broad and there’s too many loosely defined words and 

phrases. But I know that these things in here are directly from me. For each one of the bulleted sub-

recommendations, I wrote a little bit of text here. But maybe the right way to frame this and bring it up 

and generalize it is just that it isn’t clear in anything how this differs from DAAR.  

They’re not really saying precisely what they want here. They want to toss out and DAAR and do 

something different? Or more? Again, this falls into the category of, what problem are you trying to solve? 

What is it they’re really looking for here that’s going to be helpful and somehow advance the mitigation 

of DNS abuse. So this seems like a lot of recommendations which might be interesting, but they have more 

basis in a problem statement. That’s probably the most general comment to make. Then I put in a few 

details there in yellow. That was the early comment I made the first time around. 
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Kurt, go ahead, please. 

 

KURT PRITZ: Maybe our comment here is that what’s outlined here is the wrong approach, but a better 

approach would be along the lines of the DAAR work that the Registry Stakeholder Group did to 

continually evolve DAAR to be more meaningful and more actionable and that others in the community 

are invited to join in that effort to continue to evolve DAAR to be more meaningful and actionable. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Let me try to frame that just a little bit differently, Kurt. What I’m reacting to is that I don’t 

think we want to tell them what the right thing to do is, but what if we were to say that we have worked 

with OCTO to evolve DAAR, and that’s been working? So what is it that they’re trying to accomplish which 

is not already in progress? So rather than just volunteering and telling them what else they could do, let’s 

just talk about the success we have had and give OCTO a little credit for at least having been moving some 

things along. 

 Kurt, I’m going to assume that’s an old hand. Beth, go ahead. 

 

BETH BACON: Jim, thanks. That was a lot in that one, so since a whole bunch of highlighted text is from 

your thoughts, could you flesh that one out a little bit for us? I want to make sure we capture what you 

were saying. Because that was a lot of discussion on that one. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Yes. 
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BETH BACON:  Thank you. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay, I’ll make a note there at the bottom about that. 

 All right. I don’t see any other hands. Okay, moving on to Recommendation 13: Increase transparency and 

accountability in abuse complaint reporting. So we do have concerns about this, and it’s probably worth 

highlighting that. There’s some text there in front which says that […] The yellow text is text that I had 

written and put out there. The question is that putting ICANN in the middle of evaluating abuse complaints 

just seems fundamentally flawed right from the start. They just don’t have enough information [to] know 

what’s going on, and you just know that, as soon as they start seeing all of these things, they’re going to 

start measuring them in some way and counting them, and that’s just not going to play well. 

 Anyway, I think that the quality of what could come out of this is a question, as we’ve said here. And 

dealing with the quality of the report … ICANN is just not going to get anything out of this because we just 

have no idea how this kind of system could work. I think that’s all there is to say there. Maybe we can 

emphasize that in a little stronger language, but that fits. 

 Rec 14: Creating a temporary specification. Well, that fails on the face of it, and we’ve got quite a lot of 

text here explaining how all of that just fails on the face of it. I will leave it to folks to catch up on reading 

that and looking to that and making sure that we have captured the logical argument against the notion 

of a temp spec. 

 The same thing applies to Rec 14 in an EPDP for evidence-based security improvements. We already have 

text here which just sort of captures that this, again, is something which just doesn’t meet the bar for 

moving forward. So it’s just appropriate to capture that. We’d like some other eyes on that to make sure 

that we have properly captured the logical argument to reject those recommendations. 
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 Moving on then, that takes us to 16: Privacy requirements and RDS. This we tied back to our 

recommendations on the draft report, but the idea here is that this basically is not something that can be 

done. Like the previous two recommendations, they really can only enforce relationships between ICANN 

and the registries and registrars. This just seems to go too far. In suggesting that ICANN is somehow going 

to audit any kind of policy that we might have, that is just out of bounds and out of scope, certainly. 

 I did make a little minor comment down here myself on 16.2 about that I don’t understand the language 

to CZDS. I don’t know that we need to make a comment about that. I don’t know if we want to. It’s kind 

of a detail hidden underneath all the rest of this, which seems like a much more important and urgent 

comment to be made. So maybe we don’t need to call out that little detail because I really just don’t 

understand the linkage to Recommendation 11 and CZDS. I think I would probably suggest that we just 

leave that alone because I think it’s a minor point compared to the other point that needs to be made, 

unless anyone has a different point of view. 

 Okay. Recommendation 17: Name collisions.  

 

BETH BACON: Jim, I’m sorry. Are you saying you recommend deleting that highlighted section there? 

 

JIM GALVIN: Yes. 

 

BETH BACON: Okay, great. All right. I just want to make sure I had that correct. Thank you. 
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JIM GALVIN: Recommendation 17: Measuring name collisions. I think my real concern here with these 

recommendations is they really just don’t explain how this differs from just continuing with NCAP. Again, 

this is another really good example of, what is the problem statement here? What are you trying to solve 

for? What are you trying to do? It seems to be proposing something which is NCAP-like. I don’t know what 

they’re trying to achieve and why they’re trying to get there. So I wrote those two detailed comments 

there, but my comment labeled 17.1 is probably the most relevant one, which is I just don’t understand 

what this is trying to solve for. There’s not even enough text in the explanatory document. In the 

explanatory text, they certainly make reference to NCAP, but they don’t in any way explain how this is 

intended to be different than it because it’s solving a different problem. So I just don’t know what to do 

with this recommendation other than reject it until we can understand how it’s related to NCAP. 

 Recommendation 18: Informing policy debates. In general here, it’s okay for ICANN to make 

recommendations to us and track external activities. They’re already doing some of that. No reason why 

they couldn’t do more of it. However, the idea that they would do that specifically for the purpose of 

targeting in a negative way and driving against contracted parties in particular is simply unacceptable. So 

we’re not really sure what problem they’re trying to solve here. It’s appropriate for ICANN to be helpful 

to the community at large in taking note of things going on broadly in the community. They’re already 

doing that, for example, with respect to Internet identifier systems. We’ve had lots of discussion about 

that at ICANN meetings. But this otherwise goes a bridge too far, in addition with 18.3—this idea that 

ICANN should suggest other work to be done. I’m not sure why ICANN suddenly became an institute here 

or needs to go there. 

 Beth, go ahead, please. 

 

BETH BACON: I ended up drafting this one, and I realized that I’ve left the “not,” which is pretty crucial, 

out of the last sentence, where it says it is within either. So I will add that back in to make sure that says 

it’s not within their scope. Just so you know. 
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JIM GALVIN: Thank you. Thank you very much. Recommendation 19 (we might actually get done here): 

the DNS regression test suite. We’re going to reject this because, in some ways, it falls into the same 

category as Rec 18. ICANN has already doing this, if they’re not aware of that. They are kind of playing 

around with this kind of stuff because it’s useful from an informative point of view to have something say 

about it. But the idea that they should have some kind of committed role in resolver behavior? I just have 

no basis for knowing what that is. This just seems completely out of scope. When did they become the 

protocol police in deciding how resolvers are supposed to behave and creating a test suite? It’s useful to 

understand how the DNS works and be able to inform the community at large—us in particular and 

registrars—about DNS behavior, but I don’t understand why that should be a committed function of them. 

 Recommendation 20: Formal procedures for key rollovers. Here it says no comment. This might fall into 

the same category that Brian was raising before when we had no comment. We’re simply supportive of 

ICANN doing its job. It certainly has had a key rollover process. It has one. It executes it. They make a 

couple of specific recommendations here about some additional details to be covered, all of which is fine. 

We should assume that the people who are doing this do it. This probably is something we really just don’t 

need to comment at all on, I don’t think, and instead leave it to folks like RSSAC and SSAC to have any 

comments that they want to make about this stuff. 

 Okay. I’m not seeing any objections. 

 Improving the security of communication with TLD operators. The highlighted comment here is one from 

me. I’m suggesting that we actually call out that we’re supportive of improving security of important 

functionality like the RZMS. We do care about the RZMS as registries. From an operator point of view, 

from a point of view, you do interact with IANA because that’s how you maintain where your nameservers 

are. There is a relegation there in how they get delegated and other kinds of things and the contact 

information, and all of that is part of the root zone management system—the piece of it that sits at IANA 

on behalf of PTI to do all of that. So the notion of improving security and making it multi-factor and 
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depending on encrypted mail is generally a good thing. I think that we should be supportive here of 

enhancing security in the root zone management system and efforts to go in that direction. 

 Service measurement. Number 22. I think a very simple “We strongly support Recommendation 22.” … 

Maybe a simple statement like that is also good for 21, although we might add specifically that it’s because 

we support security because I think it’s good to always call out security in that way. I was the one that 

jumped right on the idea that we should certainly support ICANN being much more responsive to the 

community and us knowing what ICANN’s responses are going to be. SLAs for ICANN just seem like a good 

thing to me in many areas.  

The only extra detail, as I had put here … But I think we can go with the simple statement of just supporting 

for it right now and not get into solution-solving. From my point of view, we could tie this to the risk 

management work.  

In general, this should all be tied to an overall strategy of what are the critical systems and making it 

known that … Because thing really has a very broad scope when it talks about all things. That’s a little too 

much. But hopefully they’ll figure that out if we just say we support it. We don’t have to be overly 

prescriptive about the solution-solving. 

Recommendation 22: The algorithm rollover. For me, this fits the same into the formal procedures for key 

rollovers. I think that the way this is phrased and the way it’s worded here leaves this to RSSAC and SSAC 

to say something about. We don’t have to have any comments about this. It's an overly prescriptive point 

of view. No direct effect on registries. But we should certainly let them do this on behalf of the community 

at large. 

Beth, go ahead. 

 

BETH BACON: Do you want another “The RySG supports this recommendation” or nothing? 
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JIM GALVIN: I think nothing. Like the key rollover one, I think this is a good one for just not saying 

anything. 

 

BETH BACON: Okay, cool. Thanks. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Others may feel differently. That’s my suggestion. Not seeing any other hands jumping up 

here. 

 There’s Wim. Go ahead, please. 

 

WIM DEGEZELLE: If I remember well, in the previous comments, where there really was no 

comment, in the final version, we also deleted the recommendation itself. So it would jump from 21 to 

24. So it is not that obvious that the stakeholder group says, “We don’t have a comment on this.” Just 

leave out that number in the final document. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Okay. Thank you. That works for me as far as how this is actually done. The same thing 

with 24. No comment. I made that the comment that’s highlighted down there at the bottom. If we 

wanted to say something, in this case, again, [it’s] all part of overall risk management. ICANN does have 

responsibility with respect to EBERO and making sure that all of that process works. But I don’t know that 

we really have to take a position on that. This is a reasonable recommendation, and ICANN can just figure 

out how they want to deal with that and take that on board. It doesn’t affect us directly under normal 
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circumstances. So at least my idea is to not say anything. I don’t know if others have any other preferences 

along that point. 

 Now I’m just looking up at the time and saying, “Wow, look at that.” Almost right at the top of the hour. 

We got through it all. So maybe I’ll just recap by saying, as Beth was saying earlier, this is not our last pass 

at this. Wim has obviously done a huge amount of heavy lifting here in taking the previous document with 

all the comments that were in there and at least getting some amount of stuff on paper and putting it in 

a more sensible format for us to review, but there’s plenty of opportunity here for folks to continue to 

take a look at this, put some comments and notes here in this document.  

Beth and Wim, at some point here, are going to shut this off into View Only so that they can prepare 

something that’ll be sent to the larger stakeholder group. So there’ll be certainly that one last major 

opportunity for a final review. But please just spend some time now in the short term here if you want to 

make any substantive comments. I’m sure that Wim and Beth would appreciate that. Get some real 

substance in now as we produce the final package for sharing with the entire stakeholder group. 

I think that’s it, unless there’s any other comments on the SSR2 document here. I’ll give Beth and Wim a 

chance to put their hand up. 

And Beth did. Go ahead. 

 

BETH BACON: I felt it coming. So thank you guys very much. There are a few things    clearly remaining 

where you guys in this group would like to offer your expertise and flesh those comments out for. Since 

it is quite late (Wim’s time), if he does any edits tonight, then he’s in trouble. So please make sure that, if 

you are able to make additions, do that this afternoon. If not, please try and do it before close of business 

on Friday. We are going to clean this up and get it around to the stakeholder group on Monday. Earlier is 
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always better so folks have time to look at it and actually make some substantive comments before we 

get to the biweekly on Wednesday so that we can then discuss any points of contention on that biweekly.  

So, again, if you could just try and get everything in no later than close of business tomorrow, we will work 

on Monday to get it out, hopefully no later than close of business Monday, depending upon how much 

there is to clean up. Thanks, everybody. 

 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Beth. I think, with that, we’ll move to the last item on our agenda, which was Any 

Other Business.  

I don’t see anyone jumping in, wanting to say anything.  

We will have our next meeting next week. Your serving Co-Chairs will do our best to put together an 

agenda for us for next Thursday and get that out to you so that you have that. No one else is jumping in 

the Any Other Business, so, with that, Kurt, I’ll say, if you stay on for a minute, I’ll answer your question 

for you. But otherwise, let’s say that we’re adjourned. Sue, take us out. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Great. Thank you. Julie, we can end the recording. 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPT] 


