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DONNA AUSTIN: Welcome back, everybody. It’s a while since we've had this group 

together as a result of the pause that ICANN requested, I think it 

was early September. So we did have—Russ did reach out to 

Ashley and I and requested a call with just a smaller group of 

folks, just to give us an update on what their thinking has been 

and what they've been discussing internally as it relates to this 

process. 

 And what we’ll go through today is just do a bit of a recap of that, 

and the status of issues. So in follow up, Russ provided an e-mail 

which we shared on the amendment list, and within that was a 

status of issues. So we’ll go through that as well and just see if 

we’re on the same page. 

 I think at a very high level, it was a bit disappointed because it 

seems that ICANN is not going to move from the big one they 

were after, on the SLA and they also seemed to want to bring 

something else in which is more related to registry side than 

registrar side. So with that, I think we’ll just get into it. Next slide, 

please. 

 So this is a status summary that Karla provided or Russ provided 

as part of the e-mail that he sent. So to me, this looked like it was 

okay, but I just want to leave it up there for a couple of minutes 

and see if folks have any questions about these items. Jeff, go 

ahead. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks. Just a general comment of until we see language, I'm 

always reluctant to say something is closed or agreed to. And I'm 

glad that they provided this. I think if we’re okay the same page, 

some of these items should be closed. But it’s really the language 

that we need to see, and that’s what we asked for before they hit 

the pause button. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Good point, Jeff. So yes, we think it’s closed, but you're right, until 

we see the language and understand exactly what closed means, 

then yes, tentatively, this looks good. But maybe we need the 

detail to absolutely agree. Rick, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Donna. I'll note that searchable isn't on here. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: [Is that for] RDAP search queries, Rick? 

 

RICK WILHELM: Is that the right terminology then? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: That’s a fair point. 
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RICK WILHELM: Okay. Because it was unclear to me if that was being conflated 

with the lookup mechanism. So web-based search for RDAP. 

Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay, so maybe we just need to clarify with them on a couple of 

these. Jeff, go ahead. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: The other thing was they put on here transferring of web WHOIS 

service obligation to ICANN. WHOIS may be their—when we think 

of WHOIS, that’s kind of the legacy. It really should be web-based 

WHOIS and RDAP services to ICANN. I'm hoping that they're 

thinking about both. And then why I'm saying that is because it 

says registrars to provide RDAP for all gTLD domains under 

management. I want to make it clear that providing RDAP just 

means basically what we’re doing today, not providing a lookup 

tool to RDAP. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. Maxim. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA: I think since we’re discussing the amendments of the agreements, 

it should be not transfer but removal, because of course, we would 

like to have something like SLAs from ICANN side of this service 

which should be provided by ICANN, but they will never agree to 

this, so it should be removal from the text. Thanks. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: So Maxim, you mean removal of web-based WHOIS service 

obligation from contracted party to ICANN? Or are you talking 

about— 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA: Yeah, something like it. Not WHOIS but RDDS, because next 

thing they will show up with is, “Oh, but RDAP web search is still 

on your side.” So we need to make it RDDS and removal instead 

of—yeah, move to ICANN’s side, because we don’t have anything 

like that in our contracts. Thank you. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. I see Jeff’s note in chat. So maybe there's tentative 

agreement on this but we need to clarify some of the language to 

make sure that we’re talking about the same thing. Alex, go 

ahead. 

 

ALEX LEVIT: Sorry. If my memory serves correctly, the transferring of web 

WHOIS service obligation was essentially consequent to my 

suggestion—is that right—some time ago. I don’t think it was 

raised by anybody, so I don’t want to force anybody to run kind of 

my idea. But my intention was there just to kind of suggest that 

ICANN takes over the frontend, and that’s exclusively what I'm 

talking about. We [don’t transfer any] data to them. Nothing 

beyond them being the point of contact for the user to retrieve the 
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WHOIS which they will presumably do by querying our servers, 

perhaps even the RDAP server itself. Is that right? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Alex, I'm not 100% sure. Yeah, this conversation does go back a 

long way, so I'm not sure that it was an introduction of something 

from you specifically, because it has been on the table for quite 

some time. Jim. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Thanks, Donna. I'm not sure about the origins of who first put 

something on the table, but I think listening to all of this—and as 

you're saying, Donna, there's room for clarification, there's room 

for making sure that we’re in agreement with them, that we’re 

talking about the same thing, and for me, there are two questions 

on the table that I think are worth clarifying. What does the 

transferring of web WHOIS service obligations to ICANN really 

mean? And I had thought in our discussions, we talked about 

trying to eliminate the web-based WHOIS service altogether and 

as part of those discussions, there was this notion that ICANN has 

this lookup.icann.org site, why not let them take that on there and 

just do that there? Because built into RDAP is all of the referrals 

necessary to get to everybody else. 

 So that actually is a great simplification over even the way the 

system works today, because nobody has to know anything 

except one thing. And I would hope that that’s what's meant by 

that, but I think that’s a question for us in the web-based WHOIS 

queries. I think the second thing which is a question for us which 
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they're teasing apart—and that’s what the RDAP search queries 

is—I agree, we should make sure we understand what we’re 

asking, but there is this notion that searchable WHOIS is that that 

most of us embed in the web-based query lookup. And part of 

what's going on for us is that RDAP doesn’t support search right 

now today, or there's this notion of [inaudible] search, this whole 

limited thing. We don’t need to get into technical details here. 

There's definitely some clarity that needs to be dug into here 

about what it means to do search in RDAP and who’s going to 

provide it and under what technical guidance. And there are 

issues there that are in the details. 

 And I think those are the two questions that we've always had, 

and I think that’s what those two things are, but as we've been 

saying here, that’s the clarity. Is the web-based about taking the 

WHOIS basis of it and just transferring it all to them? And the 

phrasing here is bad. And then technically, what does search 

really mean? And we've been pressing on that question and we 

should negotiate with them on that. I hope that makes sense. To 

me, those are the two questions that we have and I assume that’s 

what they're referring to there. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. Thanks, Jim. So I think at a minimum, we’ll need to go back 

with this amendment status summary and just seek some 

clarification on their phrasing on a couple of these issues. So I'll 

take that as an item to go back on. 

 Okay, so I'm just having a look at the chat. Okay. Sue, I think we 

can move to the next slide, please. These next three slides are 
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basically three items that came out of the discussion we had with 

Russ and Karla, and also, Russ followed up with an e-mail. 

 As a result of the sabbatical or whatever you want to call it, the 

period of time where we didn't meet, ICANN has done a deeper 

dive on why it’s not possible to meet the 2000 milliseconds that 

they were requesting for the RTT service level. 

 In the conversation we had with Russ, he said it’s pretty much 

been a philosophical discussion. I'm not sure that we agree with 

that, because from our perspective, it’s really been—I think—a 

technical discussion and trying to get them to recognize that the 

change from WHOIS to RDAP, the technical part of RDAP is 

unknown to us because it hasn’t been running against SLAs and 

people aren't querying RDAP because they're still relying on 

WHOIS. So we think we need a little bit of room here. 

 What ICANN has done in the time that we didn't meet is that they 

have conducted some research with something that they 

considered would be comparable in terms of using RDAP. The 

regional Internet registries do use RDAP. And based on analysis 

and research that ICANN has conducted, they actually think that 

it’s possible to meet the 2000-millisecond service level, which if 

you recall, we are stuck on—well, not stuck on, we started with 

5000. 

 I thought that we would have the documentation from them by this 

time, but we don’t, so we can only go on the conversation we had 

with Karla and Russ. But the expectation is that they will provide 

some more information on this. 
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 While we had the conversation, the other thing that we brought 

into play was that this is all well and good for the RIRs, but they 

don’t have SLAs that they don’t need to meet and they don’t have 

a potential breach or compliance issue that’s sitting behind that 

SLA if they don’t meet it. So I don't know how well that information 

was received, but that’s kind of the context to how Russ 

introduced it. And just to say that the service level requirement is 

still going to be a sticking point and I feel that ICANN I going to 

push us really hard to get down to 2000. Maxim, and then Jeff. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA: First of all, if they consult RIRs if registries can offer these SLAs, 

they should ask RIRs for SLAs, not us. And also, if Russ says that 

it’s metaphysics, not technology, we need to insist that they invite 

one of the technical experts, maybe Gustavo Lozano, purely for 

the conversation about RDAP service levels. 

 Also, the contents of RIRs’ databases are different. Do you know 

the average funds of RIRs? It’s tens of millions of dollars. We are 

not that rich. Also, the thing is they offer different service to 

different auditory with different content. And the name of the 

interface is same, but the contents and even the actual data 

requests are different. So it’s like saying someone on Internet 

offers some service, so you should do the same because you're 

on the Internet. So it’s a dirty play form their side. We need to get 

their technical experts in the conversation for the SLAs. And yes, 

we cannot allow this to be like a relevant data, because it’s not 

relevant, totally. Thanks. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Maxim. And to your point, Sue circulated a Doodle poll for 

the next call with Karla and Russ, and the intent is that apparently 

one of the team members from OCTO is based in Amsterdam, 

and the intent is to get him on the call so he can walk us through 

the research and analysis that he's done on the RIRs. So I think 

that will be a good opportunity just to try to understand where 

they're coming from and why they think the research associated 

with the RIRs is relevant to what we’re doing here. 

 Jody, to your question, do they have number of queries that the 

RIRs are performing, we don’t know yet, but there is an 

expectation that something will be forthcoming. So my 

understanding is they will get a document to us and then we’ll 

have the conversation with whoever it was on OCTO’s team that 

did the research. Jeff. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I don't know why we’re going down this path. I almost don’t care 

about the research. The point is that an SLA is what we’re 

agreeing to in a contract. It’s not what's possible or what's likely, 

it’s what we agree in a contract above which we agree that we can 

be penalized. This whole road we’re going down is almost giving 

credibility to ICANN’s argument that the SLAs are about what the 

system should be able to do as opposed to when we get 

penalized. So I almost think we should just refuse this whole 

conversation, because it’s taking us down the road that has no 

positive benefits for us. And I don't know if others disagree with 

this, but I don’t want to engage in these discussions because it 

misses the whole point of what SLAs are. 
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 And to put things into perspective, if you look at the IANA SLAs for 

what they have, they have a whole 60 seconds to respond to it for 

ticket confirmation. It’s an automated e-mail. This stuff is 

ridiculous, right? They're so willing to try to make us live up to 

things that they themselves aren't even close to living up to for 

anything. So like I said, I think we should refuse the discussion 

with the RIRs because it’s irrelevant to our contractual negations. 

But that’s me. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jeff. So, how do others feel about what Jeff has 

suggested here? Just to recap that when we spoke to Russ about 

this, he felt that we had been talking from a philosophical 

perspective, and so ICANN sought to go out and get something 

that was more concrete technically, and that’s where they've come 

up with the RIRs. I'm not going to pass judgment on that, but that’s 

just what Russ said it was during the call a couple of weeks ago. 

 So I really want to hear from people about Jeff’s suggestion that 

we really shouldn’t entertain this conversation as it’s not relevant. 

Maxim, is that a new or an old hand? Jim, go ahead. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Thanks, Donna. I want to agree with Jeff. Just, for me, from a 

practical point of view, I just don’t understand what they're really 

trying to achieve by having this discussion. I can imagine actually 

what they think they're trying to achieve, but frankly, there's just no 

practical benefit here. I just don’t get it. So I'm inclined to say that 

we just tell them “No thank you.” Let’s be honest, there's no data 
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out there in the public sense anyway that’s relevant. I think 

personally, if I were to just invent something and think about all 

the context here, I think that part of what's going on here is they're 

ultimately going to get after rate limiting and rate limiting issues. I 

realize that’s not part of this discussion, but I can tell you from the 

point of view of SSAC, which I think is behind some of these 

concerns—and we’re going to get to something more interesting in 

the next point on your agenda here—the issue is about people 

wanting to get access to the data that they can get access to, and 

rate limiting is what comes to bear. 

 And if you’ve got this huge SLA, that’s just not going to even be 

able to get at who the registrar of record is and whatever is there. 

I'll toss in the fact that we’re still having this legal versus natural 

discussion in the EPDP and ultimately, they're going to want that 

data, they want to make sure they can get it fast. There's a 

specific audience that has a benefit here, and it’s a constrained 

audience. And I don’t believe that there's any public benefit to this 

particular SLA. 

 I think as Jeff was saying, it’s not what we’re actually going to 

achieve. Those of us who are going to do this are probably going 

to beat this SLA by a wide margin. So I don't even know why 

they're fighting and arguing for this so much. We’re just giving 

ourselves some flexibility. So I don't know, there's a point of view 

for you. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jim. From a [tactical] perspective, I don’t know that it’s 

really a good idea to say we’re not interested in seeing what you 
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have because we don’t think its relevant. So we can take an hour 

or 90 minutes out of our regular conversations, get the information 

that they want to share with us from the RIRs, and then say 

“Thanks but no thanks.” 

 So I think from a [tactical] perspective,  we may have to let this 

play out, but that’s just my personal view. Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah, I think that’s a fair point, Donna. In a similar vein, it’s going 

to be hard for us to just say we just aren't going to listen to you, 

because we don’t have a technical reason why it has to say at 

5000. It is extraordinarily disappointing that they put all their time 

and effort into finding reasons why it needs to stay at 2000 and 

why they didn't come to negotiate and compromise. 

 I think that one of the things that if we’re looking for arguments 

and reasons why it shouldn’t be 2000 is that these lower SLAs are 

more difficult for smaller providers and such, because as it’s noted 

in the chat, it’s more difficult and expensive to meet higher SLAs, 

especially because, remember, these SLAs are cross-network 

performance. Which, it would be kind of interesting to hear when 

they do come up with this RIR data, how they handle that, 

because I know I’ve heard chats from APNIC and probably Jim 

Galvin has too, where they’ve talked about how their RDAP 

capability is very localized to their region and they don’t have a 

global deployment. So I'm very interested to hear how they're 

going to be doing a 2000-millisecond SLA when they don’t have 

that. But I think it doesn’t really change the fact that it is about 

what we've agreed to, not about what is technically possible, 
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because they could have just as easily picked [a proof point] of 

what, say for example, Google can do with their web service 

response times, because RDAP is a web service. And so since 

Google’s search engine responds at this many milliseconds 

globally, 50 milliseconds globally, why doesn’t RDAP respond at 

50 milliseconds globally? That sort of a thing. 

 By the way, I don't know if Google’s web engine responds at 50 

milliseconds globally, I just picked a ridiculous number. So just for 

the sake of the transcript there. Anyway, that’s probably enough. 

Thank you. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. So I'm interested to hear from others on this, 

because I think it’s a pretty important discussion point for us. 

Before we took the break, I think the registries were comfortable 

with bringing it down to 4000 milliseconds because that would 

match what the registrars already have with WHOIS and at least 

we’re prepared to give a little bit. But I don’t think—certainly from 

the registrar side, I don't think we've ever heard that they would 

move from what the situation is now for WHOIS, which is the 

4000. So I'm kind of interested to see whether there's any 

movement or difference of thinking in that regard. 

 Okay. Jody. 

 

JODY KOLKER: My fear is the number of requests that are coming in and the fact 

that RDAP isn't widely used yet. I think we can look at how many 

RDAP queries we’re getting compared to how many WHOIS 
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requests we’re getting. And it’s magnitudes different. So I'm a little 

concerned that if we don’t have enough breathing room in there, 

there are going to be some registrars that are going to be sorely 

out of sorts here. If we move it from 4000 to 2000 milliseconds, it 

could be pretty bad for some small registrars. So I guess I’d rather 

not see this go down until we at least are out there for a year to 

determine where we’re at. 

 I think we've all said that for a long time. Registries have also said 

that, that we just haven't had the traffic to be able to determine 

how well this is going to work. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Right. Okay. Maxim. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA: Also, there is a theme in searchable RDAP combined with 

removal of rate limiting could really destroy us all, because if the 

rate limiting is not limited number of queries, and there is a 

searchable RDAP in place, basically, it’s possible to overload any 

database of ours—I mean literally any. It’s just different scale of 

attack, I’d say. Imagine all rate limiting is removed, and basically 

lots of so-called cybersecurity companies at the same moment of 

time, they have some use for example related to some fancy 

name of attack or maybe hacker or maybe bad hoster, and they 

instantly datamine all our databases. It’s not going to be fun, I’d 

say. So we need to be sure that we’re not trying to achieve the 

best SLA now, from the point of view of ICANN, just to fail in a few 

months. Thanks. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Maxim. Jim. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Thanks, Donna. Thinking about this a little bit tactically, I want to 

bring back around something we have said before and dismissed, 

and just wondering if we’re still on the dismiss side. I think that our 

basic position here is just that for us, technically, an RDAP server 

is different than it is of the RIRs. It’s interesting that ICANN went 

and did that research. Thank you very much. But our 

environments are different. Global deployment, larger databases 

are probably the two key things that stand out there as far as 

that’s concerned. And then there's just the issue of lack of 

experience. And really, what we’re asking for is lack of 

experience. 

 So my particular suggestion for us to maybe hold in the 

background and ask if we want to bring this back up is, would we 

be adverse to opening the door to revisiting the SLA at some 

defined point in the future? And the defined point that I might 

suggest is one year after WHOIS has been sunset, because then 

we will have had plenty of RDAP experience. While WHOIS is 

running, it’s very difficult to judge what the performance of RDAP 

is going to be. So that gives us a little leverage point on WHOIS 

sunsetting with ICANN. Let’s just say up front that we’ll come back 

to revisit this at that point in time. Just wondering. Little 

provocative. Thanks. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jim. Any thoughts on Jim’s idea? Jody. 

 

JODY KOLKER: Yeah, I think that’s a great idea. Let’s start with 5000 and tell 

them—or 4000, whatever we need it to be—we’ll look at this once 

WHOIS is sunset and then give it two months after that and let’s 

talk about it when we know we've got—here's what the load is 

going to be. 

 And then another thing, I think Maxim was talking about this, I 

think we’re only talking about exact match lookups—I can't 

remember if we call them lookups or searches, but it can only be 

for returning one domain name and its contacts. It can't be for, 

“Give me all the domain names that have been registered in the 

last ten minutes.” It can't be that kind of searchable, or, “Give me 

every domain that John Doe has registered.” We’re talking about 

just one domain being returned, one lookup, correct? That’s what 

this SLA is for? Sorry. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: I think that’s right, Jody. Yeah. 

 

JODY KOLKER: Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Rick. 
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RICK WILHELM: I guess I'm more skeptical about the notion of revisiting the SLAs 

in the future, because I view it as just another bite at the apple. I 

don't know what the leverage is or what the decision point is in the 

future to get them to stop or how we agree under that. Is that an 

extension of the 7677? What causes us to agree? What would the 

terms of that be? Are they able to force us into taking a reduction 

for something like that, or ...? I guess I'm kind of skeptical on that 

notion because it feels like we’re kicking the can down the road 

and I'm worried that we’re going to be impacted in the end on that 

one. That’s my thoughts. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. So I don’t think it’s a bad idea that Jim’s come up 

with, and I suspect that once RDAP has been operating for 12 

months and WHOIS has been sunset, that none of this will be an 

issue moving forward. It’s just that it’s interesting that Russ was 

saying we've been having a philosophical discussion about what 

should be a technical discussion around RDAP. I think we've been 

trying to have a technical discussion with ICANN around the 

technical differences between WHOIS and RDAP, and going to 

Jody’s point, we really don’t know what the load for RDAP is and 

how it’s going to respond, because everybody is still relying on 

WHOIS. But ICANN won't move away from this idea that the end 

user—not us as the contracted party but those that are querying 

WHOIS—need to have the same experience that they have with 

RDAP. And I don’t think that can actually be the case, because it 

is two different technologies. 

 So until we get that shift and you’ve had clear space for what 

Jim’s suggesting, 12 months after we’re only using RDAP, it’s 
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going to be difficult to get ICANN to stop thinking about this from a 

user perspective. I suspect that once RDAP is the only place you 

can go for this information, it’s all going to go away and people will 

get used to it, like people get used to the latest iPhone or 

whatever it is. People will adapt. But I don't know, anything to do 

with WHOIS, ICANN [breaks out and hides] or something. So I 

think it’s more associated with that rather than if we agree to 12 

months after we've only been using RDAP, we’ll look at the 

service levels. I suspect that it’s all going to go away and in five 

years’ time, maybe [we will have gone away] so it won't be an 

issue. Jeff, and then Maxim. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah, I think we need to be clear on something. Service level 

requirements may be a technical discussion. Service level 

agreements are purely legal. So we can talk about how technically 

we’d like to get to service level requirements to certain service 

levels, and that’s a technical discussion. But once you put that in 

an agreement and there's a penalty for failure to meet that, it’s a 

purely legal argument. It does not have anything to do with 

technical. Maybe that’s a little strong. It’s not that it doesn’t have 

anything to do with it, but it is a legal argument and we have to 

keep it in the legal realm when we’re talking about a breach of 

contract. 

 So the reason why I'm with Rick is not because I think that in a 

year, we’ll know better how we can do technically. I'm with Rick 

because it sets the expectation that we are going to change or 

lower the service level agreement to a point where it’s punishable 

by breach, and that is not—I think we’re falling for a trap that we 
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don’t want to fall for. It’s not about what the system can technically 

do, it ‘s not about what some can technically do, maybe others 

can't. It’s about what we agree to, above which we will agree that 

it is a breach of contract. 

 So I really don’t like the idea of pushing this off and punting to 

later, because there's no way in hell—let’s say it turns out that 

we’re all at 6000 milliseconds and a bunch of us are having 

difficulty in reaching the 5000. It’s not like ICANN’s going to go, 

“Oh, okay, we’ll raise it.” They won't. So I'm not a fan of how this 

conversation is going. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jeff. Maxim, and then we’ll draw a line under this and 

move on to the next item. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA: I think we might frame it like this. We’re strongly against bringing 

end user expectations into our contracts. It‘s simple. We are not 

customer satisfaction survey managers to satisfy end users. 

Basically, I’d say it’s more ICANN’s role than ours. We shouldn’t 

be open to unlimited number of persons who can say, “No, we 

don’t like them, they don’t fancy us anymore, so punish them.” In 

principle, it’s wrong. We just deliver the services. We are not 

responsible for customer satisfaction, because, to say frankly, we 

are the customers of ICANN because of contracts. Thanks. 
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DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Maxim. Okay, so I think what I've heard here is we’ll go 

ahead and have the call next week where we will hear from OCTO 

and analysis that they’ve done at the RIRs, even though we don’t 

think it’s relevant to this discussion. And what I'm hearing is I don't 

think we've moved on very far—or at all—from where we were 

prior to the break with ICANN on this issue. 

 The discussion that we’re having now is not dissimilar from 

discussion we've had in the past on this issue, so nothing that 

Russ has brought to the table has changed our view on this issue 

in particular. So I kind of think that’s where we are on this one. So 

we’ll go ahead and listen to whatever OCTO has to say next 

week, an then we’ll come back together and see where we move 

on. I think the best that we might be able to get on this is if the 

registries go back to where we were before the break and say we 

can come down to four but that’s it. So we’ll come back to this 

after we've had the conversation next week with OCTO. All righty. 

Next slide, please. 

 Okay, so this is related to the ICANN taking on the web-based 

directory service from contracted parties. I think we had a bit of a 

discussion about this earlier. So ICANN is still willing to look into 

doing that, but they need additional data. And to the registry 

operators call, I apologize if you hadn’t picked up on this, but I 

forgot to send this one to the registry list. So some registries and 

registrars may receive a request from ICANN for data, and ICANN 

will use that data to see if they would be willing to set up the word-

based directory service. So Jeff, and then Maxim. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Just as a heads up, I sent the registrars this note on the day 

that we got it. It was a couple weeks ago. I sent them a note 

saying that if they get the request asking for this data, this is why, 

and it‘s a legitimate request and this is why they're asking for it. So 

I don't know if any of them have been contacted. We can ask on 

our next registrar call just as for an informational point, but 

certainly, the registrars know that this is, or could be, coming. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jeff. I notice in chat that Jim says that they received a 

request. “I can tell you that GoDaddy registry have received a 

request.” And Catherine is saying name.com did. And Karla has 

pinged Tucows as well. so it looks like Karla is actively reaching 

out to folks. Maxim. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA: Actually, the whole intention of unique IP addresses is a bit 

poisoned. Let me explain why. Not all backends collect unique IP 

address information. One of the reasons, IP addresses are 

regarded to be personal information, actually, in many countries 

over the world. And statistics, yes, but when you start to collect 

information about unique addresses, you know those address, you 

know the data they request, potentially, and it’s a slippery slope. 

The next thing is not all backends offer this kind of service. If it’s 

required by ICANN, all of us should be ready to invest more 

money actually to satisfy some of interest of some parties in 

SSAC. So effectively, all of us will pay for them doing some 

[phishing] expeditions. And I don’t think it’s right, and I don’t think 

it’s cost of doing business, because they're not public. And they're 
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just companies earning money, most members, I’d say, earning 

money out of these phishing expeditions. 

 So the unique IP address theme might be interesting from 

technical perspective, but it’s going to be some money invested in 

the remaking of whole platforms, because when you collect data 

about IP addresses, I remind you, all of us use distributed systems 

for this, and it means you will have to collect data from basically all 

over the world. And if you have two providers for example for one 

of your networks, for different service, how do you combine IP 

addresses from different providers? It’s impossible, they will not 

share data. In the worst case, they will offer you IP addresses and 

you will carry the private information. So it’s a bad idea from many 

points of view. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Maxim, are you saying it’s a bad idea for the web-based directory 

service that we have been asking ICANN to take on, or are you 

saying that ICANN’s request— 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA: Unique IP address is the poison in this item. Thanks. It comes out 

of few discussions with SSAC when they said, “Oh, no, we would 

like to know which particular or how many unique IP addresses.” 

It’s not like ICANN invented that. They don’t care. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Maxim. Okay. Next slide, please, Sue. And Maxim, this 

may be more relevant to what you were getting at, but I apologize, 
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I'm not 100% certain. So this is new. This hasn’t really come up in 

discussions before. And I could be wrong, but I think this is only 

related to registries. I don’t know that this impacts registrars. 

Maybe it does. Maybe I've got that wrong. 

 Okay, so it’s only registries. An additional point that ICANN wants 

to add to the discussion is how we can address concerns raised 

by an SSAC advisory, which is in 2017, regarding potential 

inaccuracies and inconsistencies in registry reporting of WHOIS 

43 queries. And I think some of this may have come up when 

these inconsistencies or inaccuracies may have been highlighted 

when we were having a conversation as part of this discussion 

about ICANN came back to us with number of queries that we 

thought were over the top, and there seemed to be an agreement 

that they were incorrect counting or doubling up in some of the 

counting. So I think from Russ’s perspective, they may be looking 

to overcome some of that through this effort as well. 

 So, what they want to do to overcome this, the inaccuracies and 

inconsistencies, is to suggest some clarifying language in the RA 

amendment, and they seem to think this is pretty easily done. 

 One of the conversations that we had with Russ when he 

introduced this is if you know this is a problem now, why can't you 

fix it now? Why does it have to come as a new item under this 

amendment negotiation? I can't remember Russ’s response, but it 

think they are keen to keep this as something to fix under the 

amendment process. But I think if it’s a problem now, why can't 

they just go and fix it now? 
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 Also, just as an information point, the registries did have a 

conversation with SSAC just before ICANN 69, and this did come 

up, and Rod Rasmussen was supposed to provide an e-mail to 

me to ick off a conversation around data and collecting data and 

maybe it'll cover this as well, but that hasn’t been forthcoming and 

it'll end up in Sam’s e-mail box now. 

 So, anybody else who was on the call that we had with Russ and 

Karla? Rick, I think you have some strong feelings on this, but I 

kind of think this is an out of scope item and I'd really prefer that 

ICANN pursued it elsewhere. But interested in the views of others. 

Maxim. 

 

MAXIM ALZOBA: First of all, there were conversations with SSAC when they were 

unhappy because we don’t, I’d say, discriminate the requests 

caused by our own probes and it leads to unique IP addresses 

again. Basically—another side of this coin is that some registries, 

as I understand, they for example have on their platform TLDs A, 

B and C, and they don’t separate requests. So there are two items 

in it. Both involve some backends and some registries who are 

doing [inaudible] systems. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Maxim. I think that’s right, I think that’s a double counting 

in some ... Particularly for TLDs it seemed to be that are portfolios. 

Rick, and then [Jim.] 
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RICK WILHELM: This certainly seems like scope creep to me, and the timing of this 

after they go on hiatus and suddenly start to come up with 

reporting requirements is curious at best. So I think we should just 

say, “Look, this is about the RDAP RA amendment and if you’ve 

got issues with reporting issues, take that up separately but don’t 

try to change the contract through this.” Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Rick. Jim? 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Thanks Donna. I'm kind of two minds on this particular point. On 

the one hand, I do agree that it is out of scope for this discussion. 

It’s ana interesting scope creep item, and we could certainly draw 

that line and push back on that. 

 Frankly, there's another side of me that says this is kind of a [no 

op.] I really just don’t see an issue here. I think to myself this is an 

easy give if we've got something to balance it against. 

 So digging in a little bit behind all of that, I know that what's going 

on with the SSAC side of things in the letters that have been 

exchanged is just that it’s true that some registries were doing 

some odd things in reporting their WHOIS query stats. The data 

just shows that. 

 Now, you can certainly quibble about whether or not they were 

misinterpreting what's already in Spec 3, and whether they were 

just outright making mistakes, but it seems to me that Compliance 

is in a position to just go deal with all that. if they want clarity with 
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the words that are in Spec 3, well, fine. There's a process for 

dealing with that. It’s not clear to me that this needs to be that 

process. 

 But again, so just coming back to my second point, in many ways, 

getting clarity on the words that are there, I just see this as an 

easy give because it really isn't a problem. It’s just trying to make 

sure that Compliance is comfortable that they can deal with issues 

that they have. And that’s something we should keep in mind even 

if we want to push back on the scope creep for right now. Thanks. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jim. Sam. 

 

SAM DEMETRIOU: Thanks, Donna. I am inclined to agree about pushing back on this, 

not so much as a matter of scope creep but as a matter of—I don't 

want to sound overly dramatic, but protecting the process that 

we've set for ourselves here. 

 We know that in the past, there have been other community 

groups who’ve expressed interest in partaking in the negotiations 

that happened between contracted parties and ICANN when it 

comes time to making adjustments to our contracts, and our 

response to that has always been, “Heck no. That’s not an 

appropriate role for other people in the ICANN community.” 

 And we understand that this is directly in response to something 

that SSAC has said that they wanted and didn't really get that far 

talking directly to contracted parties during and leading up to, I 
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think it was ICANN 65 I think, when we were in Marrakech, that 

they have now decided to go and take this backdoor and get in the 

ear of ICANN Org so that ICANN Org can then bring that into 

these discussions. 

 I don’t like that at all. I think that is a crappy thing to do, and I think 

we should push back fairly strongly against that. Whether or not 

it’s something that we think is a big deal or not a big deal, I just 

think this is something we need to stand on principle on. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Sam. I think that’s a really good point. Yeah, this is 

between contracted parties and ICANN, and ICANN is introducing 

a third party, whether because it just happens to be relevant 

information or whether there is discussions going on with ICANN 

and SSAC and there's a push to have us do this. 

 So I think the initial reaction when we spoke to Russ is, “You’ve 

got a problem now, why don’t you just go and fix it? Why do you 

need to bring this into the negotiation?” So I think we can certainly 

start off from there, and also bring into the mix that we are a little 

bit concerned that you're introducing a third party into this 

negotiation, and we don’t think that’s appropriate. So I think that’s 

a good thing that we can bring into this discussion as well. 

 And yeah, why can't Compliance put out an advisory. To me, 

they've identified a problem and it doesn’t seem like it’s a difficult 

fix, so just go and do it. So I don’t understand why it’s getting 

brought in here. Jim, did you have your hand up? 
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JAMES GALVIN: I did, but I changed my mind. I was just going to offer a little—I 

guess [so long as] I'm talking, going to offer a little bit of something 

else against the principle. I mean, I like the principle. I do want to 

support that, and I think that’s important. I think there's an 

opportunity here to make it very clear about third parties intruding, 

and let’s be honest, this is not the first or only time this particular 

third party might have things to say as we've been going along. So 

that’s probably the right thing to do. 

 Anyway, I guess that’s it. Thanks. 

 

SAM DEMETRIOU: Yeah, and if I could just jump in very quickly, it’s not that it’s SSAC 

specifically, it really is just the principle about a third party and this 

becoming a sort of dangerous precedent to set. I just wanted to 

make that clear because I know Jim is on SSAC and I wasn’t. I 

didn't want to target them specifically at all. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Sam. It’s a point really well made. All right, so we do 

have—Sue, do we have 90 minutes for this call? 

 

SUE SCHULER: Yes, we do. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Okay. But I think we’re at a good point to draw a line under this 

today, unless there's Any Other Business that folks want to bring 

up. Doesn’t look like it. Sue, could you quickly just put the link to 
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the Doodle poll back in the chat? So the call with Karla and the 

person for OCTO will be either next Wednesday or Thursday 

depending on the Doodle poll, and the reason that we’re going for 

those two times is because the person is in Amsterdam, so we’re 

just meeting that expectation. 

 So I think, be prepared to listen to the extent that you want to ask 

questions about—well, just we've got a pretty good team here, so 

feel free to ask questions as we go along, but I think based on our 

conversation today, it’s not going to be a deciding factor for us and 

it’s not going to sway us in convincing us to what we've already 

discussed with ICANN previously. 

 All right. So with that, I think we can close this one out. Thanks, 

Sue. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Okay. Please stop the recording, Terri. 
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