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SUE SCHULER:  Great, thanks. Okay, Karla. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  All right. Great. Thanks, Sue. Hi, everyone. Good morning, good 

afternoon, and good evening. This is Karla Hakansson from ICANN. I hope 

everyone who is in the states had a good Memorial Day/weekend. We 

are excited to walk through our feedback to the information that you’ve 

provided in the term sheet for both the RA and the RAA. 

 I apologize, I did say this before, I think, everybody got on the call, that 

we didn’t get a chance to send out something in advance of the 

conversation. We are going to walk through a document which closely 

aligns with what our feedback is and we can incorporate some of the 

feedback as we discuss it.  

 I don't think that any of the information that we’ll be talking about is 

something that is new from what we have said in the past but it should 

help guide our discussion. And then, following this call, we’ll send out the 

documents so that the broader team has a chance to go through it. When 

you’re together, you can provide your input directly into that document, 

if you want, or we can think about it a different way.  

 So, with that in mind, I would suggest we just go ahead and switch over, 

Sue, if you’ve got that queued up. Fantastic. Okay. So, to lay the 

groundwork for the conversation here, one of the things that we wanted 

to do is try to give our perspective. I think we’ve tried to do this in the 

past and maybe haven't been as direct with it or succinct with it, but I 
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hope that this will help provide the foundational thinking around how 

we’d like to approach this.  

I think that if we focus on some of these key areas where I feel like we’ve 

got the majority of division between ICANN and the discussion group, and 

focus on those elements, and try to get to a resolution with those 

elements, a lot of the other pieces that would go into the amendments 

should be fairly easy to put together. What I'm referring to there is things 

like the definitions, for example.  

 So, what we’ve tried to do is put this together in terms of focusing on 

those key areas where we would like to talk to you about it and try to see 

if we can advance the conversation forward on these points. So I think, 

fundamentally, the way that we see this transition from the WHOIS 

service to RDAP is it’s a community service [on the line].  

 And as such, we want to make sure that, as we make this transition of the 

technology from WHOIS to RDAP, we’re supporting the users for this 

transition. And we also provide current users of WHOIS with an adequate 

timeline for that transition, but only to be accustomed to it and 

understanding how to use it. 

 But then, also, to help support the technology aspect of it so that we can 

get it to a quality that they are familiar with. When we think about it this 

way, we consider this would help drive the conversation in terms of how 

we think about sunset of WHOIS, and that transition to RDAP, and what 

we would consider that transition to look like from WHOIS to RDAP to be 

complete.  
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 And as we see it, to be “complete” it would be the same production 

quality, meaning that the SLAs for RDAP would be as good or better than 

those of the current WHOIS service: that they would be dependable and 

the emergency thresholds would be in place for RDAP while WHOIS  

continues to function. And then, it would also include features of current 

users for WHOIS that are accustomed to features such as searchability 

and a user interface.  

 So, as we think about these things and we talk through them, these 

concepts, in terms of having what it means to be a complete service, I 

think, would align our conversations as we think about the timeline it 

would take to potentially see the retirement of WHOIS.  

 So, if you scroll down a little bit further, in terms of these key areas, we 

look at … It said the WHOIS retirement. ICANN, as we’ve stated in the 

past, proposes that the WHOIS service’s obligation sunset date be 

determined once registries and registrars are able to meet the current 

SLA WHOIS requirements, and that would be consistently over a period 

of time. 

 We’ve got some thoughts as far as what that would look like, but knowing 

that we have two different ideas as far as where the SLAs would be, I 

think the conversation here needs to begin with, what would it take, or 

how long would it take, to have the current SLAs available for WHOIS for 

RDAP.  

 And then, it covers the second point as far as SLAs. And then, we’ve got 

searchability. As we’ve taken the discussions that we’ve had back to our 

internal teams and they’ve talked it through, we hear you and understand 
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your position with regard to searchability. But we also want to recognize 

that “searchability” is defined in RSE 7482, section 3.21. RDAP was really 

designed with searchability in mind. Our position is that if a TLD RA has 

searchability as an approved service in the RA then it should be a required 

service with the transition to RDAP.  

 And then, as far as the user interface, we would like to recognize that the 

current consumers of web WHOIS should have equivalent tools to 

perform the lookups of registration data with RDAP. We can see the 

demand for these services at the registry level but we can’t see it from 

the registrars since we don’t report that. So, that’s something that we 

would like to talk to you about as we also consider having that interface 

available for users to come to ICANN to look up that ICANN tool.  

 So, I realize that this is a lot of information. Let me stop here for a minute 

because that really gets to the four key areas that we would like to talk 

about. And then, the rest of the document goes into the specific areas 

and addresses the elements that you had in the terms sheet [written] out 

by the Registry Agreement and the RAA. Anyone want to kick things off? 

Donna, please. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Thanks, Karla. Obviously, this is a lot of information for us to digest at the 

minute, so we might be a little bit slow as we think about this. But just a 

general question: who do you consider to be the user? 
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  I think anybody who is using WHOIS today, whether it be a registrant 

looking for the data, whether it be law enforcement; anybody within the 

community who is aware of and uses WHOIS consistently. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  So, as a follow-up, given RDAP has been in operation, now, for 12 months, 

I think, and, if their user is actually connected to the ICANN community, 

they should understand that there have been a lot of conversations about 

WHOIS and RDAP over that period of time. Why do you think they’re not 

getting the message? Why do you think they don’t understand that there 

will be a change in the interface? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  It’s input that we’ve received, actually. So, through all of the different 

parts of the ICANN Org going out and talking to different constituencies, 

including law enforcement, we have heard specifically that 

tools/information is not set up yet for that transition.  

And yeah, they may be aware that there is going to be a transition from 

WHOIS to RDAP but there hasn’t been any timeline set as far as what that 

looks like. One of the things that we’ve discussed in the past—and it has 

been a while since we’ve mentioned this—we’ve actually been working 

on a broad-reading communication plan so that we are really vocal about 

this transition. 

We’d like to be able to have a timeline in place for when we start 

communicating that so that, by X year, we have a clear understanding as 

far as when that transition happens, and when WHOIS would potentially 
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be sunset, so that we can make those community members aware and 

start building toward it. I would venture to say that no everyone is ready 

for it. Jeff, you’ve got your hand up? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. So, on the searchability – and this is, maybe, just a question, really. 

So, we never said that you couldn’t search by domain name. Like, if you 

type in a domain name you could search for it and get the results. That’s 

what 3.2.1 talks about, searching by domain name. 

 What we mean by “no searchability,” and what Appendix A, 

“Searchability,” is really talking about, is search by other fields, wildcard 

searching, searching by registrant as opposed to domain name.  

 So, yeah. 3.2.1 of that RFC talks about searching by domain name. That’s 

fine. That’s what it does. But that’s very different than what’s in Appendix 

A, so I'm not sure if we’re in agreement or not in agreement. Help me 

understand your thinking in that. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  I think it’s a totally valid question, Jeff. Thanks for that. For searchability, 

you’re right. The RFC 7482 is limited in scope as far as what you’re 

thinking of. But we also have a use case as far as how users are using 

searchability today. As I mentioned, we’ve got number in terms of seeing 

the frequency by which those searches come up and there seems to be 

quite a need for that, or, at least, there are users that are out there 

wanting to have this. It’s our opinion that it would not serve the 
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community well to not continue that aspect of searchability that is 

available today to RDAP.  

 And so, I think the question would be back to this group. I know that 

we’ve talked about this a lot, but what would it take, how long would it 

take, to have searchability available for RDAP as we have it today? I don't 

know if you want me to go back to you, Jeff, if that’s the same hand, or if 

you want me to switch to Jim. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  I’ll let others talk about that but I think you can’t use RFC 7482 to … I 

mean, what you said now, you can ask for that, obviously, because it’s 

your opinion and all, but you can’t say that it’s justified in 7482. So, I’ll let 

others talk about what your desire is but the way it’s worded in this, here, 

is that ICANN believes it’s required, which it’s not, but I’ll let others 

address that part. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  I think that’s a fair assessment, Jeff, and I appreciate you calling that out. 

Jim? 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  Thanks. I want to ask about searching a little bit, here. It is true that 

section 3.2.1 talks about the potential use of a star character, which is the 

usual character that’s used in searching kinds of things to match anything 

so that you can get a suffix and look for old names that have a particular 

suffix location.  
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 The interesting thing is there are various types of technical arguments 

one can have about the fact that that particular mechanism is not well-

defined because it doesn't just work, for a variety of reasons. IDNs are 

the canonical example. This thing sort of jumps into, “Use a U-label 

format and you’ll get it.” 

 So, I think that there are technical issues. And I bring this up because it is 

true that searchability in RDAP is a work item in the IETF but it is also 

probably true that any [stern] that actually defines the proper way to do 

searching, and exactly what that syntax works like and all the rules by 

which it would function, I’d say, best guess, maybe that’s a year out. Odds 

are that’s two years out.  

And frankly, I don’t see anyone doing any [specific] implementation of 

searching until there is actually a well-defined standard, especially in this 

particular sense. So, I just think it’s important to call that out. If you’re 

suggesting that the sunsetting of WHOIS has to be tied to that, it’s worth 

noting that particular detail. You’re looking at quite a long time.  

 The other thing on the technical side of this with respect to searching is 

there are registries that do searching and they do searching because they 

said they were going to do some searching. And so, they actually describe 

in their applications for new gTLDs the kinds of searching they were going 

to do, which means there is no homogenous availability of searching in 

the registry universe today. 

 Registries themselves do this differently. They allow different kinds of 

lookups, different kinds of abilities to get their values. This is not going to 
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create a homogenous environment, and I think that’s an issue and 

something worth keeping in mind.  

 So, you’re suggesting here that your approach here is that not everybody 

does searching in WHOIS—because it’s also true that not everybody does 

searching in WHOIS today—and you’re going to move to a world where 

everybody is going to do searching in RDAP. And so, you’re actually 

changing the requirements. I think it’s important to call that out.  

 The third thing I would like to observe is that the way my experience with 

users … And I'm not even going to get to the definition of a “user,” 

although I have issues there, too. When users think about searching, 

they’re usually thinking about being able to do lookups on things [or then] 

partial domain name or partial IP addresses. They’re usually thinking 

about searching in terms of being a query in a name-field, or an address-

field, or an org-field, and things like that.  

 And more importantly, even if they want to lookup by domain name, 

what they want to get reported back is who the registrant is. And in fact, 

none of that is available in today’s RDAP. It’s not even available in today’s 

WHOIS. So, searching today is currently not working, and it will never 

work going forward, and it won’t work in RDAP going forward with 

unauthenticated queries. And since we’re only talking about 

unauthenticated queries, here, there is no way to do RDAP. There is no 

way to do searchability.  

 The model when people think about doing searching is they’re usually 

thinking about a significant feature that … DomainTools in particular is 

kind of the canonical example – always offered. They did that because 
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they downloaded, collected, aggregated all kinds of data, and then they 

built a whole bunch of stuff on top of it. Suggesting that registries should 

inherit that whole bunch of stuff that DomainTools and others used to 

do, that’s not a transition. That’s new requirements with no offset in 

revenue. Again, “it’s not a transition,” I think, is a big part of that. So, 

those are my three comments. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Good. Thanks, Jim. You had a lot there so let me try to unpack it a little 

bit. I’ve got a couple of questions back for you. You were saying that the 

IETF is currently working on the requirements for searchability for RDAP. 

Is that right? 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  It at least is on the milestone list for the Regex Working Group, that’s 

correct. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. And is there a timeline that’s associated with it? You said about one 

to two years out? 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  That’s just me making a subjective analysis of the way I see IETF work 

progressing. The reality is the timeline for searchability had a deadline of 

last November, 2019, but no work has actually progressed on the 

searching documents since early last year. I could go into reasons why 

but it’s probably not important here.  
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 So, at the moment, there is no future deadline date for when that 

document will move. No one currently is progressing it in the Regex 

Working Group. It’s just sitting there at the moment. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. All right. I'm going to come back to that one but, just for 

clarification purposes, the searchability aspect is this, as a feature, if you 

will. We’re not saying that that would be something that would be a 

mandate and new requirements for all registries. 

 As we’ve stated in the past, this would be for registries that have 

searchability already built into their Registry Agreement. If, for example, 

given the timeline that we’re currently on relative to the amendment 

cycle … And we’re going back several conversations but we’ve got a lot of 

things in terms of going up for public comment when it’s finished, voting, 

going to the board, etc. Then, we’ve got the Ramp-Up Period so there is 

a significant period of time before we actually get into having the Ramp-

Up Period completed. 

 And I would just pose the question to you, and those of you that are 

within the IETF that are a part of this working group: is it even feasible to 

consider having any of those requirements or the basics of how you 

would manage that, something that would be pushed further if it would 

be a requirement in the amendments? 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  So, my short answer—others may have a point of view, and if you want 

to dig into details we can get to that—is the observation that work in the 
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IETF progresses based on volunteers putting in effort. I just think that 

you’re right; in a best-case scenario, one could probably line up all kinds 

of interesting timelines in that way and make all of this fall out very nicely 

from a technical point of view, separate from whether or not we all want 

to agree that this is the way it should work. At least from a technology 

point of view, that’s possible. 

 But I think it’s important to point out that no one is progressing searching 

in the IETF at the moment. Two documents exist, or at least did exist, but 

there is no work moving that forward at the moment. There is no leader 

to move that work forward and it’s important to keep that in mind.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. Thank you for that. Rick, you’ve got your hand up. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks. I started out to make a comment about searchability but I think 

that Jim trod most of that ground pretty well, and probably better than I 

was going to tread anywhere. So, I’ll just stand with a plus-one for what 

Jim said. 7321 on 7482 just is not … The RFC authors would echo this. 

They’re actually on record as saying this [report] is not a full expression 

of searchability by any stretch of the imagination. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Rick. Jeff? 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah, thanks. So, I want to bring this, also, to the discussion of a user 

interface because I thought I heard you say that you’d be fine directing 

everyone to ICANN’s user interface, but maybe I got that wrong. 

 But if that were the case then there is no reason why ICANN itself couldn’t 

develop searchability in its own instance as opposed to requiring each of 

the registries to do their own form of searchability. We’ve already just 

talked about the issues involved in that. 

 And the registries, when they signed up for searchability with the WHOIS, 

with RDDS – very different than agreeing to searchability in a much more 

complicated environment such as RDAP. 

 But if ICANN could do the user interface, it could do the searchability 

without requiring the registries and registrars to do it. Wouldn’t that 

provide the best experience for the users? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  So, let me just back up to the first part that you said, Jeff. So, in our last 

conversation, we were talking about the possibility of directing the traffic 

to ICANN for the service. I think one of the things that we are … We’re 

considering it. We’ve got some challenges in just trying to understand, 

what does that really mean as far as a technical standpoint for us 

internally?  

 And one of the things that we want to ask about with this group is, we’d 

like to try to get some information from the registrars in terms of 

searching and the volume of searches that they see per month over a 12-

year period so that we could start looking at what it would take to 
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manage the volume that would come in for those searches or for the 

lookups. 

 As far as searching and whether or not we could build it in, I think that’s 

something that we could take back and consider. But we still have this 

obligation for the registry operators that currently have searchability in 

their Registry Agreement to understand how we manage.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Okay. I mean, I think I’ll let the registrars answer. But I would think that, 

in exchange, registrars may be willing to turn over certain data if ICANN 

were willing to take on the searchability function so that we could help 

you build your product. But I think the best way to go, rather than trying 

to pigeon-hole it as a registry or registrar requirement, is focusing on the 

requirements for you all to build that service.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  I see there’s some chat that is addressing that. I don't know, [inaudible], 

if you want me to talk about any of the points that you’re making within 

the chat space. No? Okay. Well, just the last point, I think, says a lot: 

“Searchability requires all contact data and ICANN only has [the] data.” 

Oh, Russ. Go ahead, please. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN:  Excuse me. Sorry. Hi, everyone. This is Russ from ICANN. I think we’re 

mixing apples and oranges, here, related to search and ICANN interface 

or user interface. So, I think, regarding searchability, we’re looking for 

registries to continue offering searchability if they offer it today in the 
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WHOIS environment. Based on their Exhibit A’s, we’d be looking for that 

to extend to RDAP as we think that’s a commitment relative to RDDS, not 

necessarily specific to WHOIS or RDAP.  

 Owen, your question, “What percentage?” I believe it’s over 90% of the 

gTLDs, or somewhere in the high 80’s if not that. So, it was widely 

committed to by registries in the application environment for new gTLDs 

and it’s something that we’ve seen demand … We see usage of over … I 

think the numbers were like 25 million uses of searchability, according to 

the registry reports over a one-year period. So, it’s getting used and it’s 

something we believe is something that needs to continue. 

 Regarding the RFCs and the differences, I think there are some good 

things to be learned there and, perhaps … I don't think we’re saying that 

searchability has to be in place in the … If it’s not defined yet in an RFC by 

the time we sunset, I think there might be some room there where, as 

RFCs develop, if there are commitments to onboard those to the 

registries as they develop, maybe that’s an opportunity for us to find 

common ground and not do a transition of the technologies.  

 And then, regarding the user interface, I think, as Rubens pointed out, I 

don't think we can just stand up a client, as ICANN, and have 

searchability. “We need the data. No, we don’t want the data,” that’s a 

whole other conversation that we’re working on in another policy world.  

 I mean, this is purely about what the WHOIS service or what the RDDS 

service offers. So, I think we’re willing to explore providing a client that 

can do lookups just like the one we have today instead of registries and 

registrars requiring to provide a client.  
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 However, we don’t have all the information in order to even do a 

feasibility analysis on that. We’ve stood up our client today but we don't 

know that that client has the capacity to handle if you all turn off your 

clients, so to speak.  

And so, we have the data from the registries and we’d like to say, “I'm 

going to check it with some of the registries,” but it would be helpful, 

also, to get data from some of the leading registrars to help us 

understand what that load is that we could be, potentially, seeing if we 

were to allow registries and registrars to turn off that obligation. 

 Now, I'm not saying that’s an obligation we’re willing to take on no matter 

what. I'm saying it’s something we can explore and consider in the 

balance of these discussions. So, hopefully, that’s clear.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  I was on mute. Jeff, you’ve got your hand up. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. Thanks. I'm just trying to understand what you said, then. So, from 

ICANN’s perspective, because a registry agreed to offer searchability for 

WHOIS, and that section 1.10 in Specification 4 talks about what’s 

specifically required, that RDDS is the equivalent, or includes, RDAP.  

 So, the legal argument, I guess, is what you’re saying, that RDAP is a part 

of RDDS and, therefore, by agreeing in Exhibit A to run searchable 

WHOIS—and I'm using that term specifically because that’s what it says—

that that includes RDAP.  
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 I think that that is not a correct statement. I think that’s probably where 

the registries, registrars, and ICANN—well, certainly the registries and 

ICANN—differ. We specifically pointed out that we wanted them treated 

separately and this was one of the reasons.  

 So, from the registry standpoint, it is not accurate to say that RDAP is an 

element or is a subset of RDDS. That’s a fundamental issue that I think we 

need to get past because that’s what you’re basing the assumption on. 

Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Jeff. Russ, go ahead. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Hey, Jeff. I guess I want to stress that I don't think I'm making a legal 

argument based on our interpretation of the contract specifically. I think 

that’s why we’re talking about it here, in the context of a negotiation. I 

think we’re thinking about it of, this is what we think the overall user 

experience and service that we’ve created for registration data is today, 

and here’s the one we’re trying to continue or emulate as we transition 

those things, and that’s what we need to ultimately agree on.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Sorry, just to respond. I mean, I understand that. We just need to be 

careful in the way things are talked about. We understand what ICANN 

wants and why but you’re trying to couch it in terms of any registry that 

agreed to provide searchability for WHOIS, for the legacy service, in your 

view has also agreed to provide it in RDAP.  
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We can’t do that interchangeably. You can say what you want to happen 

but you can’t couch it in terms of requirement. So, we understand what 

you want, I think, but we’re not necessarily in agreement that that’s 

what’s required. But we can still talk about what you want. I know you’re 

saying you don’t think you’re making a legal argument but, by saying it’s 

required, you think it’s required, that’s a contract interpretation.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Jeff. I think one of the things that I would like to point out … Sue, 

if you could scroll down a little bit within the document? Right there. So, 

as we started looking at this last year this time, in preparation for these 

conversations, we were very mindful of looking at the February 2019 

document, the SLA document, and looking at the definitions, and the 

terms, and the definitions overall in terms of what was in that document.  

 We pulled this out directly from the 2019 SLA document of 1.3, with the 

definition of RDDS – “Refers to the collective of WHOIS: web-based 

WHOIS and RDAP services.” So, as we were thinking about all of the 

aspects of the requirements to go into the amendments, this was one of 

the frameworks that we were working with. So, I’d like to try to 

understand, Jeff, from what you were saying a minute ago, that RDAP was 

not necessarily considered as a part of the definition of RDDS.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. So, what that means is that you can use this new term, RDDS. It’s a 

new term because you’re redefining it. You can redefine it as a collective 

but that doesn't mean that everything that was previously considered 

under the old definition of RDDS is equally applicable.  
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You can’t just now say, “Well, we’re redefining RDDS,” and, therefore, 

everything that was under the old definition of RDDS, like searchability, 

is now agreed, because that doesn't happen by back-filling a definition or 

by, I should say, using previous obligations to pigeon-hole them into a 

new definition. That’s not the way this works.  

 So, I understand why you want to do that. But if you look at Exhibit A, 

Exhibit A doesn't mention RDDS and, in fact, the term RDDS is not used 

in section 1.10. So, there are lots of things we could … The long and short 

is that no one ever intended, by saying that that refers to a collective, to 

mean searchability is included. I think that that’s a stretch.  

 But since you did look back at that specification … Or, sorry, that February 

document. Can we scroll down a little bit more? Because I haven't seen 

this document. This one, up here? Keep going, sorry, to the actual SLAs. 

Okay, here.  

 I'm just curious, though. If you looked at that February 2019 document, 

for that part, why is 2,000 milliseconds on here for this part, since that’s 

certainly not in the February 2019 document? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  We’ve talked about this one a lot. We’re still in the mindset that the SLAs 

that currently exist for WHOIS should be there for unauthenticated 

lookups in the same timeframe. We’ve talked about, if it was going to be 

authenticated, obviously, that that’s a different discussion. But given that 

they are [unauthenticated] lookups, the timeframe for those queries 

should map to what currently exists for WHOIS.  
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JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Okay. But you understand that that wasn’t in the February 2019 

document? I understand what you’re saying. I mean, I understand your 

ask. We just shouldn’t be picking and choosing. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Oh, no, no, no. I agree with you. I think I just wanted to try to … One of 

the things that we had talked about before was the definition, and how 

do we get to the point of, what does RDDS mean? And I agree, we 

shouldn’t be able to pick and choose. But at the same time, we’re still 

trying to get to what is the full definition of RDDS.  

 I just wanted to try to explain that that was the direction that we were 

headed because we were looking at that document and thought that that 

was something that was agreed upon.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Okay. Thanks.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  So, first of all, I wanted to skip back, first. Oh, Jim. You’ve got your hand 

raised. 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  Yeah, thanks. I guess I wanted to touch on the SLA issue just a little bit, 

again. I really got piqued by Rubens’ comment in the chatroom, there. 

That’s a reminder to me. You had started with the idea that you’d really 
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like for the SLAs to move in a direction that says that RDAP 

unauthenticated lookups should be the same as the WHOIS SLAs. I do 

think it’s important to highlight the fact that these two technologies are 

different. They’re just radically different. I mean, there is just nothing the 

same about them.  

 Functionally, they might look the same, but, underneath the hood, just 

very different things. WHOIS is, send a short string of characters, get back 

a blob. That’s it: period, end of story.  

 In RDAP, you’re sending a blob which has to be parsed, and processed, 

and looked at, and evaluated. And then, you do the lookup, and then you 

return yet another blob which, oh, by the way, has to be put into a blob 

that can be parsed, and processed, and received on the other side and 

turned into something. 

 So, there is just no way for the SLAs to be the same. I mean, that’s just a 

non-starter from a technology point of view. We really have to talk about 

what we really mean by those SLAs being the same because “same” is not 

[equivalent], and I think it’s important to highlight that and call it out. 

Thanks.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Jim. I think you make a valid point. I think the question that we 

will come back to this group with that we’d like to understand more is, 

we understand your point but what would it take to actually get there? Is 

it a question of time? Is it a question of understanding the requirements 

to get it there? What would it take?  
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In today’s world, things happen so quickly. I think there is an expectation 

that is set amongst anyone who is doing anything on the Internet that it 

comes through very quickly. And then, to have it go from two seconds to 

five seconds seems like a very long time period. I think that we are all 

going to have to address, ultimately, if this were to go out at five seconds, 

the big question would be, why is that, and why can’t we get to the 

current WHOIS SLAs? Rick? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  So, remember, that’s the SLA at which point there’s a contractual 

problem. I think that’s an important thing that needs to be recalled and 

understood, that that’s an SLA where there is a compliance issue.  

 Obviously, folks are going to be doing whatever they’re going to need to 

do to make their registry or their registrar situation run the way they 

need to make it run but this is where compliance kicks in, and gets 

involved, and such. And then, we have to think about, if the people, for 

what they’re doing …  

Unless people are mining something, whether they’ve got to wait two 

seconds, three seconds, or four seconds, it probably doesn't make that 

much difference for the normal use case unless they’re mining 

somebody’s RDAP server. Mining, I'm not sure if it’s really the use case 

that we should be optimizing for here. Thanks.  

It’s different, of course, than … Sorry, I tacked onto my own comment. 

This is different, of course, than, let’s say we’re looking at an EPP SLA, or 

a DNS SLA, where someone’s using something where there might be 
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some time-critical nature in it. But when you’re doing an RDAP query, a 

little bit of extra time, I'm not sure that is that much of an issue. Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks, Rick. Okay. I see some additional comments from Maxim and 

from Rubens about the challenges. Okay. So, here’s what I would like to 

suggest. So, we’ve got a little over ten minutes for this conversation. I’d 

like to see if we can break this up into some very specific discussions in 

order to tackle some of these things and have fulsome conversations on 

these specific areas.  

 Because I think, really, there is … Oh, we have 90 minutes for the call? 

Oh, perfect. Well, I'm still going to make this suggestion, anyway. Thanks, 

Sue. I’ve got them listed out in these four areas.  

The first question would be to this group. I understand that not everyone 

has seen this document, yet, so you may have a different opinion once 

you have a chance to review the document, and digest it, and talk about 

it amongst this group. But are these the four areas that we should be 

focused on in order to take the conversation to the next level? And if 

there are other conversations that we should have, or areas of 

concentration that we should focus on, what do those look like?  

 And then, I think we’ve made it pretty clear as far as where our thoughts 

are with this. I would recommend that we try to take it into segmented 

conversations to really try to dig down as far as, what is it going to take 

to get to either an agreement or another proposed solution for us to 

consider around this? And then, just keep at it until we can figure out 

what the direction is as far as how we can capture that. That would be 
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my first question. I don't know if anybody wants to try to chime in on that 

one. I'm not seeing any hands up.  

 Then, I would recommend … And I'm happy to pause if anybody would … 

Yeah, we can walk through the rest of the document. That’s exactly what 

I was going to do next, Jeff. Thanks. Okay. 

 So, Sue, if you scroll down, the first one up is Registry Agreement. Thank 

you. We tried to just in line with the same format and points that you had 

listed out in the terms sheet for each, so they should line up when you go 

back to look at that.  

 So, for Spec 4, section one, we’ve already talked about the definitions. As 

we say, we pulled out what was a part of the February 2019 SLA and it 

gives some rationale and basis for how we were looking at the definitions 

to add to Spec 4, section one, and 1.12 of the RA. This is information that 

you’ve seen in the past so this is nothing new. Our position hasn’t 

changed on that one. 

 This is a new point that the discussion group had come back to us with in 

terms of the exclusion, that RDAP should not be included in the provision 

of responses for authenticated queries. We talked a little bit about this in 

our last discussion and this says, “Authenticated queries will not be 

included in the performance SLAs in Spec 10.” We would suggest staying 

silent on this one and having explicit exclusion language included into the 

amendments doesn't seem necessary. Jeff, you’ve got your hand raised.  
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JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. Thanks. So, on the definition of RDAP, you don’t cite to specific 

profiles. That may be later on. But is there a reason why you don’t tie it 

to the profiles? And then, I have a follow-up. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Sorry, I was [packing it] on mute. We didn’t and we should have probably 

called this out. That’s a good thing that we will include into the response 

back to you. We agreed, fundamentally, with what you were talking 

about. We’ve only pulled out the discussion points that we felt that we 

needed to talk about, or that we felt there were some differences in, and 

wanted to give you feedback on those points. If it’s not in here then I 

think we’re aligned. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Okay, thanks. Because then, if we didn’t cite to those profiles, then 

staying silent would not be a great option. But depending on how that 

fits in with the profiles and everything else, silence may be a good thing. 

But that’s just something I'm thinking.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Good. Thanks. Just so I'm clear, if we follow the recommendation that, 

from the term sheet, as far as how the profile is referenced, do you still 

think that the exclusion is necessary? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  So, the profiles themselves, if they are the definition of RDAP, and only 

those documents … And I’ll pose this as a question to James. 
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Authenticated queries are not in those profile documents. So then, being 

silent … So, in other words—sorry, I had to go back—if you defined RDAP 

as only what’s in those profiles, then staying silent is not as big of an issue. 

But if you’re not going to limit RDAP to only those profiles then staying 

silent [inaudible] because, then, that will leave it up to community 

members to, basically, argue that things are included in the definition.  

 So, I want to, basically, say something that … I want you to say, actually, 

or tell us if we’re wrong, that you agree that authenticated queries are 

not included. And then, we can figure out the best way to document that. 

That’s a big, fundamental part of our agreement, that it does not include 

authenticated queries. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  So, let me make sure I understand what you’re saying. You want to make 

sure that authenticated queries are not in the SLAs? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Authenticated queries are not going to be in the SLAs but they shouldn’t 

be in the definition of RDAP either, at this point, because we have not 

agreed that authenticated queries are in the definition of RDAP, at least 

with respect to [inaudible]. All right? So, you’re saying “stay silent.” Well, 

we said we might be okay with staying silent if it was very clear from the 

definition that it didn’t include authenticated queries – but that’s a 

conditional “if.” So, we need to be satisfied that the definition itself 

excludes authenticated queries in order to be comfortable to stay silent 

on not having a specific exclusion. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. I guess I'm struggling. If it’s not in SLAs and the SLAs are what you 

have to do, then I don’t understand why it’s necessary to have that point 

included. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Well, we still haven't all agreed on the user interface. We haven't agreed 

upon searchability in general. There are still a lot of things we haven't 

agreed upon other than just the SLAs themselves. So, if they don’t apply 

to the SLAs, and they’re not going to be in the reporting, and they’re not 

going to be in any of that, then we’d like to make sure that it’s understood 

that it’s not included.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. Rick, you want to chime in on this? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. So, just plus-one to what Jeff said. Just because it’s not in the … It 

could be in the SLA. It is possible, theoretically, for authenticated queries 

to not be mentioned in the SLAs but still be required to be included in the 

scope of responsibilities. So, therefore, just saying, “Well, it’s not in the 

SLAs so, ergo, it doesn't matter,” is not a sufficient mechanism to keep it 

out of the scope of responsibilities. That’s among the things that we’re 

saying. Thank you. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. Thanks, Rick. Okay. I think I'm following you. I think one of the 

things that this tells me is that we need to talk on that point, and make it 

more specific, and see if we can get to agreement in terms of how we 

manage that. I don't think that we’re going to solve for it in this particular 

conversation.  

 Searchability, we’ve already covered this piece of it. There is nothing new 

in that regard. Section 1.11, this is what we had considered. I think we 

talked about this to some degree in our last conversation, in that ICANN 

will consider providing the central RDAP lookup location after the sunset 

of WHOIS services.  

Russ had mentioned this before, that we just need to understand what 

that’s going to look like in terms of traffic coming into that site. One of 

the things that we’d like to do is just request from the top ten registrars 

and count the monthly web-based query loads for each month from 

January through December 2019, just to get a … And we’ll keep the 

information confidential, of course.  

I think it just is a capacity question for us to see how close we are to being 

there now, but we would want to make sure that we have the capabilities 

ready to go and we have adequate time to build for that by the time that 

we have to turn that on. Any thoughts there? Okay? Yeah, Donna. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yeah. Thanks, Karla. So, just to flag, here. I mean, we have no indication 

of whether registrars would be willing to share that information. So, if 

you can’t get that information, does that mean that you’re not willing to 

consider this is a possibility?  
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  I think we’re willing to consider it. I think it would be in everyone’s best 

interest for us to have this information so that we understand what we’re 

looking for or what’s required in terms of capacity. I mean, we’ll be flying 

a little bit in the dark. But no, I wouldn’t say that it’s off the table as far 

as discussion. It would just be really good to have the information. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Okay. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. Let’s see. Just making sure we’ve got no … Okay. Spec 10. We’ve 

talked about the SLAs in terms of what it is that we’re looking for. The 

next part of this to bring up is you had made a point in both the term 

sheet for the RA and the RAA to not cause harm, or interruptions, or 

failures that are caused by facilities, hardware, software, that are not 

under the control of the registry or operator, to be excluded as a failure 

to meet the service requirements, and we don’t agree with that point.  

 Our rationale for that is that we can’t hold one provider responsible for 

another provider’s failure. I'm not really even sure how we would capture 

that within the amendment itself. But that seems like it would be a very 

challenging thing, to monitor and to understand how that would work. 

Jeff, you’ve got your hand raised. 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah. As someone that has put that provision in a lot of agreements for a 

bunch of different franchises, it absolutely is something that can easily go 

into an agreement. What you would say then is, obviously, you would say, 

“Hey, it looks like this registry/registrar hasn’t met its service level,” and 

you’d ask, just like you normally do, for a root cause analysis.  

And if the registry or registrar could show that it was because of one of 

its providers that was down, and it was outside its control, then ICANN 

would then not hold that registry or registrar liable or responsible for a 

violation of the service-level. It happens all the time.  

 I’ve seen even the largest of the large sites go down because of an 

intermediary that has nothing to do with either the contracted party or 

someone else. It happens all the time with DDoS attacks and things, that 

someone could go down and it’s not the fault of either party on the ends, 

the business-to-business transaction, but, rather, it’s a problem of the ISP 

in the middle. If they can show that then that’s considered, or not 

considered, a service-level failure.  

 I mean, I can just tell you that I’ve done this for the telecom industry, I’ve 

done it with the media industry. And in fact, we had provisions in the 

original Registry Agreements for .biz, .info, .org that had a provision like 

this in there.  

 But one of the other things, also, that we’re concerned about specifically 

is, what if IANA screws up? I think we brought this example up in the last 

meeting where, if IANA was the word … I think Rick used “borked,” the 

link, then that could seem to an outsider as the registry or registrar’s 

RDAP being down when, in actuality, it was a mistake caused by IANA. 



RySG RA/RAA Amendment Discussion-May26                                                   EN 

 

Page 31 of 45 

 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Russ, you want to chime in on this? 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Yeah. Thanks, Jeff. I think the second part is helpful. I think, if you guys 

are interested in pursuing this point, we need more specificity. So, is it 

just IANA that we’re talking about? As you guys often ask me, what is the 

problem we’re trying to solve here? I think, from ICANN’s perspective, we 

believe that registries and registrars need to have resilient infrastructures 

regarding these critical functions.  

And so, I don't think we’re looking for the registry to point to their 

subcontractor and say, “Sorry, but they screwed up. Not our fault.” I don't 

think that’s what we’re after. Let’s figure out what we’re trying to 

mitigate and see if we’re aligned.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:   Yeah. I think these provisions … And then, I’ll let Rick weigh in because, 

actually, Rick and I were joined together many times in these kinds of 

things when we were at NeuStar. But yes, anything that should be or is 

reasonably under the control, or should be under the control, of a 

provider, like a registry/registrar, would be included.  

So yes, you could not just point at any ordinary subcontractor and say it 

was their fault and that you’re not responsible. No. These are real, force 

majeure-type things which I would say, before this whole COVID 

epidemic, was rare. It’s apparently not as rare as it could be.  
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So no, Russ, I totally understand what you’re saying and it would not be 

just the ordinary subcontractor. It is for any unforeseeable act that would 

cause the service-level failure that’s not under the control of the registry 

or registrar.  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Rick, I see your hand is up. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Russ. Yeah, I would go with the things that Rubens has put into 

the chat, IANA Bootstrap failures and DDoS. I probably wouldn’t go with 

the word “unforeseeable,” as Jeff had said, largely because both of those 

things are foreseeable, as we can see from Rubens typing them into the 

chat, but they’re certainly outside of the control of either the registry 

operator or the registrar, in that case.  

 There is an example that happened within the last two weeks related to 

IANA where IANA changed an IP address where the Bootstrap file was 

being hosted from. They did so quietly. One of the things that happened 

to us at our side is that we’ve got things, as you might guess, pretty 

locked-down.  

And so, when we picked up a new … We do a DNS lookup to get it, and 

when the DNS lookup returned a different IP address, that was blocked. 

Picked up a new IP address, and then it was blocked at our firewall. So, 

we were caught a little bit short because that change wasn’t announced 

by IANA, because they probably figured that, “Well, as long as you’re 
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referencing it by DNS, it doesn't matter.” But of course, tell that to an 

InfoSec person.  

 And so, that was a case where we were caught by surprise by an IANA 

change in their infrastructure. And so, it didn’t matter to our availability, 

but if it would have been times in an unfortunate situation with, say, a 

URL change by a registrar, there could have been a problem for us, 

hypothetically. But that’s an example situation, there, where something 

could have cropped up. All right? And then, obviously, I think the DDoS 

example is something that I think all of us have a lot of familiarity with, 

that’s easier to understand. Thanks. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Thanks, Rick. So, I heard a clear example of IANA being the failure point 

and concern about that. I think we can probably solve for that 

contractually, if needed. Help me understand the DDoS. Who is being 

DDoSed that would affect this? 

 

RICK WILHELM:    I’ll jump back in. So if, for example … So, there, I said we did a DNS lookup. 

And so, if either ICANN’s DNS provider … Somebody is being DDoSed 

that’s involved with ICANN’s DNS provider is under attack, or ICANN is 

being DDoSed themselves, or there’s a DDoS attack going on on the 

network where ICANN’s DNS is being hosted or where we might be 

picking up the IANA file, ICANN or IANA might not be the target of the 

DDoS but they might be collateral damage in that case.  



RySG RA/RAA Amendment Discussion-May26                                                   EN 

 

Page 34 of 45 

 

So, that can happen in a DDoS situation, depending on how the DDoS 

attack is working, or how it’s being mitigated, or where the DNS hosting 

is happening for different names and how the resolution is being taken 

care of. Thanks. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Okay. So, is the non-compliance process designed to resolve these 

matters? That’s why we don’t reach and take things away without talking 

to registries and registrars first. You guys have the opportunity to say, 

“Hey, this is not us. This is here, or here,” and we talk through it and get 

to a resolution. I guess it feels like we’re solving for a problem that 

doesn't exist, to me.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Yeah.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:   Yeah. Sorry, it took me a second to get off mute. So, Compliance does ask 

for information but they still follow the contract. So, if the contract were 

to say you’re still liable under that circumstance, then compliance still has 

the option of saying, “Well, you’re still in breach, even though you fixed 

it.” We’re saying that that should not be considered a compliance issue.  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  But how are we going to know? We’re only going to see up or down, so 

we’re going to have to ask. So, I don’t see what you’re preventing.  
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JEFFREY NEUMAN:   It’s not preventing anything but it’s a difference between actual violation 

and not. So, your compliance could come back and, infamously, as they 

close their tickets, they will say, “Closed,” without saying something like, 

“Was it a breach?” or anything like that.  

They just say, “Closed,” so, to the outside world, it looks like a closed 

ticket, that the registry admitted the breach, and that it goes on. But it 

does matter to those registries and registrars that take its reputation 

seriously and do not want to be ever listed as out of compliance. So, it 

does make a difference in the contract. I’d ask you, what is the harm— 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  You’re probably not going to get that difference from Compliance 

though, Jeff. Right? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Well, let me turn it around and say, what is the harm of excluding that?  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  I think we’re concerned that you’re creating more excuses than we’re 

comfortable with. At least the language as proposed … I think we’re 

concerned that there are things that you know, that we don't know, that 

give you an out. Because you guys contract your own networks stuff. And 

so, I think there are more layers in there that we’re not totally clear on, 

that we’re not comfortable just saying, “All good. As long as it wasn’t you, 

the registry, or registrar.” That’s why I was trying to get more specific. 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN:  That’s fair. I mean, I think the biggest concerns right now are anything 

caused by ICANN, IANA, or their subcontractor or delegates that could 

cause our service failure would certainly be of the highest priority. I think 

DDoS, as well, but we can take that back to list any others.  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Yeah. I mean, if we’re looking for something along the lines of the 

Bootstrap service, I think we can find middle ground there to make sure 

that it’s clear that you’re not on the hook for a resilient operation of the 

Bootstrap service.  

 

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

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yeah. Thanks, Karla. I think Graeme has made this point in the chat. Russ, 

it’s a little bit disconcerting to hear you say that … I’ll use my terminology: 

trying to pull the wool over your eyes. I mean, we’re in this discussion in 

good faith and I think we’ve given you some examples of where we have 

concern. So, we can provide that specificity.  

 Saying that, the process from “Compliance isn’t going to change” isn’t 

particularly helpful, either. If Compliance does actually find that there 

was no fault of the registry operator or the registrar, that the fault, 

indeed, does lie with ICANN, then, certainly, that breach should be 

removed and there shouldn’t be any question about that.  
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 I think we can provide the specificity that you need but I do take issue 

with some of your characterization in this discussion. We’re all in this in 

good faith and we’ve been at this for a long time, so let’s be a little bit 

careful about how we’re representing one another, I think. Thanks.  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Sure, Donna. Thanks. I didn’t mean to offend. I think, just try and 

understand what it is we’re trying to get a carve-out here, for an 

exception, here. All I'm saying is that I don't think we, in this negotiation, 

are going to change the behavior of the compliance process; as in, 

historically, they closed tickets, and I think that’s what they’re going to 

continue to do. I don't want to promise or set expectations that 

something will be different. I understand that’s not the behavior you 

want to see but I think that’s a different conversation than a contract 

negotiation. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Great.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. Can we move on? [cross talk] 15 minutes and there has going to be 

stuff [cross talk] to. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Yep. Yeah, we’re going through. So, emergency thresholds for registry 

operators. We understand that you’re looking for concurrent downtime 
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as far as the language, to include, “We believe and maintain that RDAP 

and WHOIS services should remain independent.” So, just looking at that. 

 This is the same information that we had shared previously, that, until 

the conclusion of the RDAP Amendment Ramp-Up Period, the RDDS 

emergency threshold provides a 24-hour total downtime per week and is 

applicable to WHOIS services, while RDAP thresholds will be monitored. 

 Routine RDDS emergency threshold during RDAP Amendment Ramp-Up 

during the RDAP … I can’t talk. RDAP Ramp-Up Period shall not cause 

emergency transition of the registry unless WHOIS services reaches 

downtimes that reach RDDS emergency thresholds.  

 And then, upon the conclusion of the RDAP Amendment Ramp-Up 

Period, the threshold provides for the 24-hour-downtime-per-week 

period and is applicable to WHOIS services and RDAP. Yep, Jeff? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah, just to clarify. See, what you’re saying is, after the Ramp-Up Period, 

while the two services are running, if even one of those goes down it 

could hit the emergency transition. So, you could have WHOIS up and 

RDAP down, and you would still transition it, even though WHOIS is still 

up.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Let’s be clear though, it’s not to transition it. It would trigger the 

emergency thresholds and that would be the time that we go back to the 

registry operator, try to understand what happened as far as the 

downtime, and I would say that any time that this has happened, for the 
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most part, it’s there is a situation that has occurred, it gets rectified, and 

no transition actually happens. But that is the trigger. Is that a new hand, 

Jeff? 

  

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  No, sorry. Thanks.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. All right. Moving on, just so that we can cover RAA. We cover the 

WHOIS service obligation sunset. That’s the same idea in terms of 

meeting the WHOIS SLA obligations consistently before WHOIS is retired.  

 We talk about the same definition idea that we’ve already talked about 

as far as what was in the Registry Agreement. Registry Agreement 

Registration Data Directory Services specification. This is the same idea. 

We’ve talked about the exclusion clause already, as well as the SLAs. I 

would say the big difference here is we believed that, for the RA, it should 

be the same as the RA – 2,000 instead of 4,000 that’s currently in the 

RAA. Jeff? 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:   Okay. Yeah. That last point, I think, is important. So, what you’re saying 

is, for the registries, you wanted the same as what they currently have. 

But for the registrars, you don’t want it the same. You want it better. You 

want it more stringent.  
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Mm-hm. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Okay. I think you [cross talk] that’s a problem because that was heavily 

negotiated at that point in time for the Registrar Agreements. And the 

registrars, at the time, were aware of the SLAs for the registries. So, it’s 

not as if it was an accident that they were different.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. Yeah. It would be good to have understanding as far as, from a 

technical standpoint, why that would be a challenge for the registrars.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  I think it probably should work in reverse. I mean, not to be a jerk about 

it, but it was ICANN that wanted to change it. So, I think there needs to 

be substantial justification from ICANN as to why there is not only a need 

to have it be the same but, in the registrar’s case, to have it two seconds 

faster than what they currently have. So, I think ICANN should explain, 

from a technical standpoint, why that should be justified.  

 

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

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Yeah. Thanks, Jeff. If I recall, I wasn’t involved in the negotiations of the 

time for the Registrar Agreement, but I think what I recall is it had to do 

with the way some registrars operated ICANN recursive WHOIS service 
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for thick registrations. So it had to do with, if the registrar was relying on 

the registry’s WHOIS service, they would parrot that.  

And so, given the registry SLA, we agreed to double that SLA to enable 

the registrar to do their own check of the registry and then, essentially, 

relay it via their service. That’s where we ended up at 4,000.  

It wasn’t, I don't think, an acknowledgment that doing WHOIS lookup was 

inherently harder or easier as a registry or registrar. I think it just had to 

do with that carve-out that allowed registrars to rely on thick 

registries/WHOIS services. I don't know. Maybe someone who was there 

remembers. That’s what I’ve been told. 

 I'm sorry to add onto my point. And further, in RDAP, that isn’t the case. 

You have your own data. You can refer to the other party as registry or 

registrar but you’re not relying on their data to get a response.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Yeah, thanks. I’ll do some research into it but I still think that the contract 

is what it is, regardless of why. I still think, to make something more 

stringent, I know the registrars will ask me what justification ICANN has 

to ask for that, other than, “Well, that’s what the registries have.” So, I'm 

just asking you to help me so I can go back to the registrars and explain it 

to them.  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Okay. So did I cover that? 
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JEFFREY NEUMAN:  No. I mean, I think you need to come back with a written justification of 

why, from a technical perspective. And if it’s what you said it is, then 

that’s great. I’ll provide it to the registrars. But just knowing the 

registrars, they’re going to say it’s your burden to establish why it should 

be more stringent and not the same as what it currently is. And just to 

make it clear, for the regular WHOIS services, you’re not proposing any 

change? 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  That’s correct.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Okay. Thanks. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  I think our justification was we’re removing that … I don't know if “proxy” 

is the right term, where, therefore, you can cut out the time you're 

allowing for the registry and it’s just the registrar service we’re 

specifically looking to … Okay. So, you want a written justification for that. 

Okay. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. In the three minutes that we have left, the last point is, as a 

response, understanding that registrars don’t have the emergency 

threshold, similar to the registries. We still maintain that the WHOIS and 

RDAP service-level should remain independent. We basically don’t agree 

to the proposed section stating that any failure to meet the service-levels 
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set forth in the requirements document shall be considered a breach of 

the RAA unless both RDAP services and WHOIS services have concurrent 

downtimes. We got through both, which is good.  

 So, as discussed at the top of the call, we’ve just got some clean-up things 

that we’re going to do. We’ll include, I guess, the definition that was 

discussed in terms of the four-second to two-second SLA for the RAA side 

of things.  

And then, from that, I would expect that the discussion group would get 

together once you receive the document to talk through it. I'm assuming 

that would be next week. And we would get back together again two 

weeks from today. Okay. I don’t see anyone saying, “No,” or objecting to 

that.  

 I think one of the things that I’d like to, at least, recommend, too, is, for 

the next time that we are all together, I’d like to focus on the searchability 

piece of it. We can cover other things but I’d like to see if we can focus 

on trying to understand how we get to a resolution with that.  

So, if we can focus on that, trying to chip away at it to see if there are 

other ways to look at it and other things that we can do to come to a 

resolution with that, that would be super-helpful. Donna, you’ve got your 

hand up. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN:  Yeah. Thanks, Karla. I know we’re running out of time. I think, perhaps, if 

we can just focus on searchability as a single issue at this time next week, 

that might be helpful. But I'm just trying to work out what we need to do 
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from our side to regroup because, obviously, it’s the first time we’ve seen 

this document, so there’s a lot for us to consider. So, it could be two 

weeks before we come back, but we’ll get back to you on that.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Okay. Thank you. Yeah, just let us know and we’ll do our best to 

accommodate.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  I'm sorry. So, the document you’re going to send us will have not just this 

stuff but also the stuff that is agreed upon? Because it’s kind of hard to … 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Yeah. I’ll do that. I thought it was just going to focus on the parts that we 

didn’t, but I’ll make sure to include that so there is no misunderstanding. 

Thanks for reminding me, Jeff. 

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Okay. Thanks. Also, you said you wanted to know what we could chip 

away at. I also would like you all to come back – what can we do to chip 

away at your position? Because I think what it sounds like from the 

discussion is … And again, I have to see the things that are agreed upon, 

but it almost sounds like nothing is agreed upon. And so, it seems like all 

give from our side, which is not going to be very fruitful. So, I would hope 

that you all go back after these discussions, as well, and figure out what 

you can do to modify some of these things. 
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KARLA HAKANSSON:  Understood.  

 

JEFFREY NEUMAN:  Thanks. 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Understood the ask. Yep. All right. With that, I think that we can close 

that. I appreciate everyone’s attention and good discussion. We’ll talk 

soon.  

 

SUE SCHULER:  Thanks, Have a great day. Andrea, please end the recording.  

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  Thanks. 

 

ANDREA GLANDON:  Thank you. This concludes today’s conference. Please remember to 

disconnect all lines and have a wonderful rest of your day.  

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


