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GRAEME BUNTON: Right. So, Jeff you missed the last call with ICANN staff. It was 

gently challenging because we clearly just weren’t prepared to be 

talking with ICANN staff yet. So I think probably today, before we 

get too far into this, we should figure out what it means for us to 

be ready next to talk to ICANN staff and then to start the process 

of doing that, which is maybe inverting the first two things on this 

agenda: how do we know when we’re ready, and then let’s get 

ready. So I might turn it over to Jeff and Rick and Jim, who are 

sort of the most dialed into this whole thing, to see if they’ve got 

some thoughts on what we think we need in place before we go 

talk to ICANN again. Jim? 

 

JAMES GALVIN: I'll just say what I had from my notes to sort of get us going in 

terms of what we need. I thought that we had come around to 

deciding that we need something which is much closer to a term 

sheet to give to ICANN staff. 

 we had a nice discussion about the preamble and the set of things 

that they offered, but in fact, we should just take the initiative to 

create what we want to be the term sheet that kicks off the 

negotiations rather than trying to redline their document. That’s 

the way that I came away from our last discussion that we were 

having with them, which as you said, Graeme, was a little bit 

challenging because we were kind of not really prepared, and 

that’s the way to do it. 

 So ICANN staff will be waiting for us to indicate the next meeting, 

and the next meeting will be on us to provide the substance in the 

form of this term sheet to go forward. That’s what I took away, and 

interested in other points of view. Thanks. 
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GRAEME BUNTON: Thanks. I see Rick and Jeff. Rick, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Graeme. Plus one to what Jim said. I think that what is in 

the draft document is pretty decent as far as a summary of what's 

there. I think the one thing – and we’ll have a chance to go over 

that – and probably the primary place where we got hung up 

during the last session was the situation where we started to 

discuss WHOIS retirement and WHOIS sunset, and it started to 

become clear that ICANN is at least contemplating much more 

seriously attaching additional terms and conditions to that sunset. 

So we can maybe get into that when we start to talk about that in 

more detail, but I'll let Jeff chime in at present and I'll just stop 

there for now. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks. I wasn’t on the call last week, and I apologize for that. I 

was in London and I got my times mixed up. Anyway, that was my 

bad. But what I did was – and I put the link in here – essentially 

what Jim said at the beginning, which is take out the preamble 

and combine the two documents into one so that we didn't have to 

keep jumping back and forth, especially where there were 

common elements. 

 You all are the only ones that have seen it, this has not been seen 

by ICANN or anybody else. My understanding was that this was 

going to form sort of the basis of our – as Jim called it – term 

sheet. I'm sure that they will talk about additional terms and 

conditions for sunsetting, but I think before we entertain that, we 

should probably know what our endgame, our end goal, is. And I 
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think this document may help us because it sort of gets rid of a lot 

of the junk that was in there that we were spending a lot of time 

walking through. But I'm playing a little bit of catch-up here, so I'm 

willing to hear from you guys as to what happened last week. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Thanks, Jeff. Does anybody have a summary from last week other 

than we had a conversation with ICANN staff that we just clearly 

were not really prepared to have and didn't actually achieve very 

much? 

 

BETH BACON: I think that was just about the size of it. We just said we need to 

do our homework and we’ll come back. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Yeah. Donna? 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Yeah. Thanks, Graeme. To the preamble, I think I agreed, let’s get 

rid of that. That was only context setting, so we don’t need to 

worry about that. So Jeff, to your point, I don’t think we need to do 

the rounds to the kitchen anymore in relation to that. We said we 

were working on a term sheet and we hadn’t had time to review it. 

I think Jim and Rick at that point had done some work on it. 

 I think the key point is that Russ got pretty frustrated with us 

because we weren’t prepared, so this is on us now to get ready, 

and when we think we’re ready to go back to ICANN, we pull that 

trigger. So we may get inquiries from Russ about how we’re going, 
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but this is on us to get ready and be in a position to say to ICANN 

we’re ready to talk now. 

 So to the extent that we can get this as prepared as we’re 

comfortable with – and bearing in mind I think we also need to go 

back to our respective SGs and just make sure that they're 

comfortable with where it is before we move into the next steps 

with ICANN. I think we need to do that as part of next steps as 

well. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: I dig it. So, does that feel like a reasonable plan of action then? 

And shall we get started on that? In which case I might turn over 

to Jeff to walk us through. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah, I think that sounds good. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Alright. Jeff, fire it up. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. I think I captured a lot, but not everything, when I combined 

these two documents so that some of the things have been 

reworded from what ICANN had in there pursuant to our 

conversation. 

 The first section deals with the registry agreement, and then the 

second section deals with the registrar agreement. In the registry 

agreement, the first part is Spec 3 which is the reporting. That’s 
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pretty basic, so it incorporates the RDAP queries as a required 

field. In section two, the registry functions activity report. 

 I don't know, Rick or Jim, if you wanted to change anything in that 

description, but I think that’s pretty much what was in that original 

document. Rick says that looks fine. Good. 

 Then Spec 4, I did eliminate some of the things that were in there 

where it talks about the definitions and stuff because I don’t think 

we wanted to do what they wanted us to do. So we do need to 

add RDAP to the set of required services. We need to incorporate 

the gTLD RDAP profile, it’s a set of requirements for the technical 

implementation of the RDAP service. What we’ll need to do 

though is solidify the terms and conditions around that link. So 

that’s one of the items we should probably talk about, because I 

know that there was some – or not the most comfort in having or 

pointing to a link. 

 But I think at the end of the day, I understood their arguments – I 

guess this was a couple calls ago – to put the full profile, attach 

that to everyone’s contract, I think, is a little bit of a hassle. 

 I understand the reluctance to use a link, but we can put in 

language around that that says that the contents contained at that 

link shall not change unless updated in accordance with the next 

set of bullet points. But Jim has his hand raised. Jim. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Yeah. I just want to raise an implementation point here. I don't 

really have a problem with this sort of generic URL that goes here. 

It’s important to understand – and maybe there's a way for us to 

document this in some way, but that particular URL could certainly 
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point to a dated URL so that they don’t actually go away. This is 

kind of a common thing to do. 

 When a page updates – if pages are relatively stable and they 

only change kind of at fixed times, then you actually have a 

reference to the page which has the date embedded in its actual 

URL. And then this thing simply points to that at appropriate times. 

So we can always keep an archived history because you can 

always go back to the dated one because they never take it away. 

Does that make sense? You do have a permanent reference 

there. 

 And that might be something to think about. It’s just a way for us 

to track it. This way, it’s very clear when it’s changed because you 

can always look at what's behind that URL, and then you can see 

which dated one you get to, and it’s clear. I hope that makes 

sense. Thanks. Maybe Rick can say that better. 

 

GRAEME BUNTON: Rick, please. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah. I actually thought that I had provided some language that 

goes in and describes this in a prior note. So let me see if I can 

dig that out of my e-mail, but I thought that I had provided some 

sample language that Jim and I had discussed. So let me see if I 

can dig that out of my e-mail here and provide that, get that back 

on the thread, because it does just that very thing: gets them an 

updated style. Thank you. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Cool. Thanks, Rick. So I see that Jim’s putting the example, and 

then I put in a note saying the content contained on the link – or 

maybe that’s not the best way of saying it, but essentially, that that 

content can't change unless it goes through the update process 

which is described below, which is basically just to comply with 

consensus policies or through a normal contract change. Jim is 

typing in an example URL. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Jeff, can we just be mindful, as we work through this, of areas 

where we have actually reached agreement with ICANN on things 

so far? And I believe this is one of them. So I appreciate the 

language that’s going in here that provides those, but let’s just be 

clear about where we think we have agreement with ICANN on 

things, because I think that’s important. I’d prefer not to reopen 

anything that we think we've already agreed on, and I do believe 

that we have reached agreement with ICANN on this one, so let’s 

try to be consistent in any language that was used then. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Thanks, Donna. But I'm not sure what we’re doing that’s not 

– I think we’re just putting it in the term sheet, what was agreed. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Right. It’s just an overarching comment that as we work through 

this, let’s just be mindful of where we have reached agreement 

with ICANN on certain things, and I believe this is one of them. 

And also to be mindful that we’re not using inconsistent language 

with what we've agreed before, unless we’re really wedded to 

changing it for valid reasons. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. I think that makes sense. I'm just looking at what Jim’s 

typing in there. This last URL is permanent, it only present – Jim, I 

don’t think we need to put all this explanation language in. I think 

we can just leave it with the example and then not have those last 

two points. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: That’s fine. I'm just trying to make sure that we at least all 

understand everything. I'm very happy for this to be shortened and 

edited out if you don’t think it’s relevant, just want to make sure 

that we all know what's being proposed here. And I see Rick put 

some stuff there in the chat that’s related too. As long as we all 

understand, then I'm good. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. Alright, thanks. Let me copy that in there. Rick, I'm just 

copying your thing from the chat into here. 

 

RICK WILHELM: What I've put in the chat, Jeff, was the language that was 

previously agreed with ICANN as far as the definition of the RDAP 

profile, so that includes and should encompass the ability for us to 

date the URLs. I think that should accomplish the goal that we’re 

looking for here. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. So Jim, if we just did it that way so it’s defined as the 

February 15th 2019, it’s got that link, then I don’t think we need 

any of the stuff below. See what I'm saying, Jim? So I'm not sure 
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we even need anything – I'm not sure we need this concrete 

example. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Well, I had thought that what we were trying to achieve is 

knowledge of whether or not the page ever changes and that the 

page is fixed. It'll never be perfect, but what it felt like to me is we 

should have a URL that points to the profile that’s in force, and 

then you want a URL that you can simply always put in 

specifications so that you don’t have to an do editorial exercise on 

contracts and specifications but you can do your consensus policy 

evaluation, that whole process, change the profile, agree to it, 

stick it up there and document it with an appropriate date, and 

then this front URL just always points to it. And then you always 

keep the old ones around anyway so you can always go back and 

see what was there. 

 If we’re not trying to solve for that problem, then sure, take this all 

out. I was just sort of solution solving on the fly here for [what] I 

thought we were trying to achieve. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: So I think Rick’s solution does that though because it’s got the 

date already, it’s got the date in the definition itself. So I think 

we’re okay, except we do still want to state that the content 

contained therein may not change unless it goes through the 

update process. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: And I'm sorry to jump in here, I see that Catherine’s got her hand 

up there, but see, even the URLs that Rick has got there have the 
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dates in them. So where would those URLs appear, I guess, is my 

question. Where’s the reference to those URLs as compared to 

the reference to gTLD RDAP profile? 

 See, and that’s the thing, Rick. You're saying put those in the 

agreement, and that’s what I'm wondering about. Maybe I'm trying 

to solve a problem that we don’t think exists. And that’s okay, but 

I'm assuming that we’d like for the agreements themselves to be 

relatively static but consensus policies might update and change 

the profile, and we don’t want that to automatically turn into a 

contract update. Since the profile is already included by reference, 

if we kind of lay this out this way, then that’s a solution to that 

problem, unless we don’t want to solve that. Does that make 

sense? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I'm a little lost, but let me go to Catherine. Sorry. 

 

CATHERINE MERDINGER: My question is, does it hurt to leave in the example? It made 

sense to me, but I'm not a technical person who knows a lot about 

links. But is there a reason that we should take it out beyond we 

might not necessarily need it? I guess what I'm saying is, aren't 

they saying the same thing? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. They do. I guess what ICANN’s going to probably want to 

do is post the profile and the technical implementation guide on 

their site. And if we say something like ICANN may repost this 

content at a dated URL, it sort of combines both. Rick. 
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BETH BACON: Can I get in the queue? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah, please go ahead. 

 

BETH BACON: Thanks. I apologize, guys, I'm not in the room, I'm driving home. 

So, is there any harm in leaving it in for now and letting ICANN tell 

us what they want? This is a term sheet we’re presenting to 

ICANN ultimately, and then we’re going to discuss it, so I don’t 

think we need to have our [live-or-die] final word in here. I'm just 

more willing to show them what we would like and what we prefer 

instead of kind of thinking, “Oh, I think ICANN’s going to ask for 

this.” Let them ask for it. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. Okay. Thanks, Beth. So we know that they wanted to put 

this into a URL. So I think this does it. I think with all of this, we’re 

kind of good. We’re basically saying create the definition, which is 

what Rick put in there, and then we’re saying that you can repost 

that content at a URL, but the content can't change unless it goes 

through the update process. Jim. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Let me see if I can frame this as a question that will make sense 

here. Yes, we create a profile, and they post it at a dated URL and 

the profile is created through an appropriate consensus policy. Do 

we want that particular URL to appear explicitly in our agreements 

and in the contracts? 
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 And the analogy that I have in my mind is, for example, the 

contracts in terms of IETF standards specifications, RFCs, right 

now on the registry side, the phrase that’s frequently used is, “You 

must comply with RFC such and such, and all future updating 

RFCs.” That phrase is always there so that there's kind of like this 

automatic, “You have to be tracking the standards, and when they 

change, you’ve got to upgrade accordingly.” That way, the 

contract itself doesn’t actually have to physically change whenever 

there's an update. 

 So what I'm imagining is a similar kind of process here. If we had 

a generic URL in the contracts that had behind it something like 

this that’s updated only by consensus policy, is that a feature that 

we would like to have, or can you imagine them putting in the 

agreements that “This is the profile at this URL and you must track 

that and any other future updating profile accordingly” is what I 

can imagine coming into the contracts, that phrase. Is that where 

we want to go? Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I think we’re doing the opposite here. I think what we’re saying is 

this is the definition, period, and they can't change unless it goes 

through one or the other future processes. So it’s not saying as 

amended or successor or anything like that where you’d have to 

keep track of it. I think that’s the point, is that by including it in the 

definition, it’s stopped at one point in time and the only way that 

can be changed is through the consensus policy or through the 

normal contract change process. So that’s what we’re doing here. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: I'm just trying for it to not be both, and it can be one or the other, 

that’s all, like it is for out RFC compliance, the way it’s written in 
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contracts. But I'm okay – we don’t have to belabor this. We have a 

lot of stuff to get through for right now and I'm good with this. 

Whichever way we want to go is fine, I was just trying to make it 

be similar to what we do elsewhere. But it doesn’t have to fall that 

way. We can wait and see what happens with ICANN. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: If no one else has an opinion, I'll be quiet now. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I think Rick may have a thought. So Rick, and then we’ll jump 

through. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Real briefly, I think I would just offer that right now, the process for 

updating – while we’ve agreed that updating the profile will 

happen as a result of the output of consensus policy or as a result 

of a change in consensus policy, the exact process by which the 

profile is updated is definitely still in its infancy. We don’t have a 

lot of good historical precedent on how that profile would be 

updated. 

 So I think that right now, we should err on the side of 

conservatism in making it more challenging to change the profile 

because we don’t want it to go into this process having it be loose, 

because right now the linkage between the output of consensus 

policy and then the subsequent changes to the profile document is 

not entirely codified in the processes of the contracted parties 
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house along with ICANN. So for right now, I think it would be 

better for the contracted parties house to have a tighter control 

over the profile. So I think that’s why the dated URLs that we have 

in there right now are probably the better way to go at the present. 

Thank you. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. I think that makes sense. Let’s jump then to the – the next 

one was just [the one] we talked about was the how it’s updated, 

and that’s to comply with consensus policy or temporary policy, or 

through contract amendment. And really, what that’s saying is 

there's no new contractual language that’s needed because those 

are the two ways you would normally update it. But that’s the 

concept anyway. 

 The next one is the ramp-up period. The definition of ramp-up 

period is the first 180 days after the effective date of the 

amendment. Now, the only issue here – and this is for Graeme, 

Catherine, Owe and I and the registrars to kind of see whether 

180 days – because the registrars may likely be forced to set up 

their own instance of an RDAP server even for thick registries, we 

just need to double check that 180 days after the effective date of 

the amendment will give them enough time to build whatever it is 

that those registrars need to build if they don’t currently have that 

expertise. 

 But this is the registry agreement that we’re looking at, but I'm only 

noting that we’ll probably want to make it sync up with the registrar 

one. Does that make sense? 

 Okay, then the next one I changed from the way that ICANN had 

it. We’re updating the searchability section of the registry 

agreement, but we’re specifically stating that searchability does 
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not extend to the RDAP service. It will still apply to legacy WHOIS 

services as long as that remains in effect until it’s sunsetted, but it 

will specifically state that it’s not applicable to the RDAP services. 

 And then I think this is fine, it’s section [1 11.] This is their 

language that they wanted everyone to link from your primary 

website to the educational materials at lookup.icann.org, which is 

just a change – we all do that now with whatever the WHOIS 

address was, but now we need to change the link. I don’t think 

that was controversial, I don’t think anyone cared about that. 

 Okay, then we get to Spec 10. So this is the actual performance 

specs. This is where I think we needed to change the language 

here. The language that they had stated was to replace the 

current term RDDS with WHOIS services [and have the term] 

WHOIS services to refer to the collective of WHOIS services and 

RDAP. 

 I think what we want to say is we’re fine changing it from RDDS to 

WHOIS, but we’re not fine with that second part about having 

WHOIS refer to the collective of WHOIS and RDAP, because we 

want them each to have their separate terms and conditions 

associated with it. Does that make sense? 

 So I think what we need to do is state that to replace RDDS with 

WHOIS services, period, and then make a statement underneath 

saying we believe – and I think ICANN agreed with us, we need to 

maintain the distinction between WHOIS services and RDAP. So I 

think it would be more like that. And there seems to be agreement. 

 Okay, so if we did that, we can cross out this next part. And one of 

the reasons for that is if you look here, it’s especially important in 

the registrar one because the web-based WHOIS legacy services, 

registrars are not required to have their own instance for thick 
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registries even if we do agree in the future to have our own 

instance of an RDAP service for thick registries. So I'm just going 

to cross this out because I think we've made our point here. 

 And then with the – sorry, Rick, Jim, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: I think it was Jim first. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I see Rick and then Jim in the order. 

 

RICK WILHELM: I'll go first. While I hold pretty strongly that neither registrars nor 

registries should be required to offer web-based RDAP, I think it 

would be good to put something in there to allow the registrar or 

the registry to offer a web-based RDAP service. So in other 

words, have it bae a “may” versus a “must.” Thank you. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. Thanks, Rick. I don’t think we’re there yet, but actually, 

maybe this is the right place to putz something like that. So you 

said that registries have the option – may provide web-based 

access to RDAP services, but not required. Okay, we’ll put a 

similar sentence for the registrars. 

 Jim, and then Jody. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Actually, I want to make a stronger statement than Rick just did. 

Similar to what we said above about searchability, searchability 
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shall not extend to RDAP services. I believe that we should state 

that web-based services do not extend to RDAP services. And I 

think that should be the statement that we make. 

 And I guess my question to Rick’s option that he offered is, I don’t 

think we need to call out that as an option because simply stating 

that we don’t want it to come forward between WHOIS and RDAP 

does not exclude us from offering that service anyway, does it? 

Do we actually need the contracts to say that we have the option 

of doing it? I would think we could do that anyway, and the most 

important point here is that we don’t want them to mandate it and 

we should be very specific about that and not offer any kind of 

wiggle room away from it, would be my proposal. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. Thanks, Jim. I'll go to Jody, and then Rick if you want to 

respond after Jody. 

 

JODY KOLKER: Yeah. I agree with Jim on this. I'm just bringing this up as a red 

flag, I guess, or a warning, that if we’re required to have a web-

based service for RDAP, it’s very easy to have that. That’s what 

RDAP is, because it’s based on a Rust API. It just feels to me that 

if ICANN requires us to do this, they're going to require it to be in a 

format that’s very similar to what WHOIS is right now because we 

can just dump out the JSON on the screen. And depending on if 

the user has a plugin to make it real pretty, it’s just going to look 

like a bunch of text to them that’s all run together. 

 So I think I just want to warn people about that. I can see where 

this is going, that if ICANN requires us to have a web-based URL 
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or to have it returned, they're going to start requiring it to be in a 

certain format. That’s all I wanted to say. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks, Jody. I agree, it’s going to be one of those where even if 

you say “may,” ICANN will want to change that to a must. But in 

either case, they're going to say, “And if you do, it needs to be in 

this format with these requirements.” Let me go to Rick because it 

was Rick’s idea. Rick, go ahead. 

 

RICK WILHELM: I think that between Jim and Jody, they kind of talked me out of 

that suggestion. So I think we shouldn’t offer that as the – and 

there, it’s gone. [inaudible]. Good points to Jim and Jody. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. Cool. The next updates, what you'll see is these are 

updates to section two in the service level agreement matrix. 

You'll notice that the problematic language of – I think it said it 

there, was like a goal of 2000 milliseconds. I took that out because 

we don’t have goals in our agreement, but I'm sure they’ll come 

back and they’ll want – this’ll be, I'm sure, a discussion, as it was 

before. But I think what we just offer them is what we had in the 

previous document, and that’s it. I don't think we need to do 

anything else. Donna. 

 

DONNA AUSTIN: Thanks, Jeff. This was a nugget that came out of a conversation 

that we had with Russ and Carla last week, is that until that 

2000-millisecond query is reached, there’ll be no sunsetting of 
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WHOIS. So that was the real nugget that came out of the 

discussion last week. 

 How we get around that now we have the conversation around 

that, we need to sort out, but it’s not only going to come back, it’s 

going to be the thing that gets in the way from ICANN’s 

perspective of sunsetting WHOIS. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. Well, we’ll propose this, and I’m sure they’ll bring that up 

again. I will note at least from the registrar perspective, it’s never 

been 2000 milliseconds. We've always had 4000 milliseconds. I'm 

not sure why there's a difference between the registries and the 

registrars in this, but the registrars never had 2000 milliseconds 

for anything WHOIS-related. 

 This next star, footnote, whatever you want to call it, that ICANN 

had, they had some really weird language there that said 

enforcement will be in place until, essentially, they're satisfied that 

the registries can meet the 2000 milliseconds, which is basically 

what you said, Donna. I basically said that compliance 

enforcement will be in place until WHOIS is transitioned out, with 

the concept being that it shouldn’t have a phase-out that’s 

dependent on meeting some sort of performance obligation, it 

should be a date certain or something like that. 

 So it’s basically punting a little bit as to how we’re going to define 

what that transition out date is, but on the other hand, it’s not 

making it subject to a performance test at ICANN’s sole discretion. 

Jim. 
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JAMES GALVIN: Thanks, Jeff. I apologize, I want to go back just a tiny bit to this 

5000-milllisecond thing and sunsetting of WHOIS and make an 

observation for us to have here. You're right, Donna, ICANN is 

going to push on that. They're going to say no sunsetting of 

WHOIS until they get the SLA they want on RDAP. 

 My feeling about that is that’s an interesting position for them to 

take, but I think that RDAP necessarily, as a practical matter, will 

ultimately sunset WHOIS by attrition because WHOIS provides so 

little access to date, and the only way people are going to get 

access to real data is through RDAP, and that’s the biggest fight 

going on right now. People are going to transition to RDAP 

anyway, and I would hope – but I guess this remains to be borne 

out – WHOIS services will be trailing off regardless, and we’ll all 

better understand RDAP. And who knows, maybe we’ll have a 

future negotiation about the SLA here. But I'm not worried about 

that. We’ll have an ample place to be able to argue with them 

about just turning off WHOIS at some point in time. And maybe I'm 

being overly optimistic and hopeful, but that’s a position I'm willing 

to live with for the moment. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Thanks, Jim. I would hope that they don’t go into an ultimatum 

form of negotiation, because at the end of the day, we can walk 

away too, and then they’ll have nothing other than the legacy 

WHOIS SLAs. So yeah, we’ll have to keep legacy WHOIS, but 

RDAP will have no SLAs. So it’s not productive for them to do 

that, although I'm sure they’ll try. Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM: You pretty much just ripped the words out of my mouth, so I'll just 

keep us moving forward. Thank you. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. So the second note that they had – and this was below both 

the registrar chart as well as the registry chart. It said ICANN may 

measure service level performance for RDAP on the amendment 

effective date, however, there shall be no obligations for registry 

operator to meet such service levels until RDAP ramp up period 

as set forth in Spec 4. 

 They had some different wording in there which said something 

that had a much different meaning. This was the original intention. 

So I changed their language a little bit, but again, this should meet 

with the same intention that we all had. 

 So under that, obviously, there’ll have to be an obligation that the 

registry operator will be required to meet the service levels 

identified above. [They would] update Section 4 changing RDDS 

to WHOIS services as applicable, we’ll add a new Section 6 to 

add the specifics of the RDAP SLR as defined in the SLA and 

reporting document. 

 What that is is a description of how things are measured. If you go 

back to the SLAs in that specification, you'll see there's a whole 

bunch of language that surrounds each SLA, it’s not just the chart. 

It talks about what's considered downtime, things liked that. So 

rather than spell all that out, it’d just have this bullet point that 

basically says add a new Section 6 for the specifics [per] the SLA 

discussions. 

 Now, we changed existing Section 6 to Section 7 because we've 

now added a new SLA which became Section 6. Section 7 is now 

the emergency thresholds, and so we’ll define the emergency 

thresholds during and after the ramp-up period, which I think for 

thresholds are the same as what they were, with the exception of 
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this here which is that – and ICANN had some really weird 

wording here, but I went back to the original language that we had 

in the original document from last year, which states that this 

section applies solely to registry operators with the registry 

agreement – well, Rick, this first part of the sentence, if and when 

.com gets approved, do we need this first sentence, or is it still 

differently worded? I'll just ask, because I don't know the answer, 

actually. 

 

RICK WILHELM: It depends. The language that’s in the proposed amendment 

three, which is out there, basically says that after an amendment 

gets adopted, there's a period of time by which there’ll be some 

negotiation that happens to incorporate those things. This piece is 

there because what happens is that the EBERO triggers in the 

base agreement are different than what is going on in the .com 

agreement. That’s why this language is al b different here. Is that 

going to make sense? 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. 

 

RICK WILHELM: This is not so much about .com but it’s about the base agreement, 

and this is about avoiding double jeopardy. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Right. So we may or may not need that first sentence, but either 

way, the second part is really what's important, which is that any 

failure to meet he service levels shall not trigger the WHOIS 

emergency threshold unless all the WHOIS services have 
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concurrent – so this, I'm going to change, actually. It’s really 

unless both RDAP services and the WHOIS services have 

concurrent downtime and each succeeded the emergency 

threshold. Right? So I think that’s the point of this, Rick. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Yes. I think that didn't change the meaning. It’s essentially there to 

avoid double jeopardy, because the registry operators are taking 

on the additional burden of running a second service, but even 

though they’re taking on the burden of running a second service, 

they shouldn’t have a second exposure to an emergency transition 

trigger. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yes. So the way they had it worded there was if we have a 

combined definition, which we don’t. We got rid of that. So that’s 

why I separated – the only thing I did is separate those services. 

I'm just going to insert a note to update in registrar language. 

Okay, that’s just my own note. Sorry. 

 So that’s it for the registries. Then we go on to the registrars, and 

for the registrars – just looking to see if there's any comments. I 

note that Donna and Graeme have left. One thing we’ll have to 

talk about is what we want to do at the remote ICANN meeting, 

but for now, the registrars have a Section 3 in the RAA to add the 

following RDAP service obligations, and so essentially, [we’ll] 

provide the RDAP service for all gTLD registrations sponsored by 

the registrar. The registrars will provide web-based RDDS access 

as they do today for legacy WHOIS services. Data from RDDS 

must be from registrar’s own database. 
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 And that’s really just from the RDAP service, right? So it should be 

data from RDAP services. I think that makes it more accurate to 

where – Jody, please. 

 

JODY KOLKER: Thanks, Jeff. I've heard from other registrars that they're very 

concerned about this part of it, the data from the RDAP services 

must be from the registrar’s own database, because they don’t 

currently return that. They return the information that’s returned at 

the registry. So, is that something that we need to take to the 

stakeholder group to ask how many people are really concerned 

about that? Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah, so Jody, we've taken that to the stakeholder group, and 

yes, we’ll need to have a more in-depth conversation about it. and 

I think at yesterday’s registrar stakeholder group policy meeting, 

we agreed that we would have that discussion at our next registrar 

meeting, which was not uncoincidentally during the remote ICANN 

meetings anyway. 

 So yeah, we are going to discuss that, and I think at the end of the 

day, ICANN, for good reason, is going to require this simply 

because of GDPR and other requirements, registrars’ data is not 

the same or may not be the same as the data that registries have, 

and therefore registrars will be required to provide the services 

from their own database. I think at the end of the day, we’re going 

to have to convince all the registrars that this is the way that 

they're going to have to go. 

 Owen’s saying agree with me on that point, but we’ll need to ask. 

Yeah. I think Graeme’s already left, but this discussion is definitely 
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planned for the next registrar call, which is during the ICANN 

week. 

 Okay, then there's in the WHOIS accuracy program specification 

which the registrars have, we’ll change the references from 

WHOIS to registration data. There's six references to WHOIS, 

including the title.  There's no definition of registration data, so if 

we do make that change that ICANN wants, we’ll have to have a 

definition in the main agreement and then we’d have to be more 

consistent. So this one, we’re still kind of looking at it to see 

whether it’s actually worth it to make these changes. 

 And then in the RDDS WHOIS specification, we would remove the 

title WHOIS because we’re not only talking about WHOIS. We’d 

add RDAP to the set of required services, incorporate – so what 

I'm going to do here is I'll just highlight it because we’re just going 

to copy the language that we did for the registries. So let me just 

insert a comment here. Make consistent with registry language 

above. 

 So let’s ignore that for now because I'll just make it consistent. 

And I think the others are all for consistency too. Yeah, this should 

say 4000 because that’s what it is. I meant to delete the ICANN 

one. So the legacy WHOIS services right now are 4000 

milliseconds, it’s not 2000. That’s where it’s a little bit different 

than the registry agreement. [I think that’s] resolved. 

 All the rest is the same. I will change these bullet points to make 

sure that they are the same as the registry – the changes that we 

made. So let me just do that. And then the last one – so registrars 

don’t have an emergency threshold, but the consequence though 

is that if we fail to meet the SLAs, ICANN could consider that to be 

a breach of the agreement, and I’d like to add language here that 
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states that at least until the transition date of when we transition 

out the legacy WHOIS services, that similar concept that the 

registries have by basically saying it shall not be in breach of the 

agreement if one of the two services – so if either WHOIS or 

RDAP are in compliance with the SLA, essentially. Does that 

make sense? Hopefully, it does. 

 Alright. So Rick and Jim, assuming – I can make these changes 

relatively quickly. I think we’ll be ready to at least present these to 

the stakeholder group and then have a meeting with ICANN on 

this, because I think we’re pretty close. Jim? 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Yeah, so Donna asked in the chat room, and maybe this is a good 

time to bring this up. I think that we can do one of two things. We 

can either target the ICANN 67 week and the time that we already 

had set up to be with staff for when we might discuss with them, or 

do we think that we need a longer amount of time to let the 

respective stakeholder groups review this and now it’s a shame 

we don’t have either Graeme, nor Donna, here, maybe we need to 

put ICANN staff off for one more week after ICANN 67 to make 

sure that we have some amount of time to circulate inside our 

stakeholder groups just in case there's any significant issues. I 

don't know what the preference is there. 

 what you said is fine, but I wanted to tie it to Donna’s request in 

chat about do we want to meet during the ICANN 67 slot, or do we 

just set that aside and instead focus on visibility in our stakeholder 

groups and schedule separately the next meeting with staff? 

Thanks. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: It’s a good question. Sam is here, so Sam, please. 

 

SAM DEMETRIOU: Thanks, Jeff. I will try to pinch hit for Donna in this case. I kind of 

like Jim’s idea of taking some extra time to go back to the 

stakeholder groups, because I think what that will also do is allow 

this group to get together one more time after the consultation with 

the stakeholder group, just because we’re inside of two weeks 

now. So for example, we have a Registries Stakeholder Group call 

this Wednesday. That could be the first opportunity to bring that 

up. I'm not sure what the registrar schedule is looking like. But just 

in case there's not quite enough time to get that input and then 

also have this group come back and circle up and make sure 

everything’s finalized, it seems like it might be prudent to wait to 

meet with ICANN staff until after. 

 I'm just seeing Zoe has written in the chat that the registrars won't 

meet again before ICANN 67, so maybe the registrars want to use 

the time they have scheduled for the ICANN 67 week to hash this 

out a little bit beyond just through the e-mail list. 

 So it seems like, especially given the reaction of ICANN staff 

during last week’s call, taking a little bit more time might be 

advisable. But the time on the schedule is there, so it’s up to you 

guys. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Just looking, Zoe says there's two meetings on the schedule. It 

also raises the question of if we think ICANN is just going to come 

back and balk at this. Should we really be going to the full 

stakeholder groups until we’re pretty sure that ICANN will accept 

it? It’s almost like a chicken and egg problem. We’ll obviously be 
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going to the stakeholder group anyway, but does that mean we 

can't also meet with ICANN? Rick, please. 

 

RICK WILHELM: Good question, Jeff. What do we think would be balky about what 

we have here on this page? Obviously, we didn't give ground on 

the service levels, but that’s to be expected. We’re reiterating a 

previous position about searchability that’s well understood. I think 

the rest of this – and we don’t have anything written down about 

sunset, so that kind of avoids a potentially controversial topic. So 

I'm kind of hoping that this is largely not a surprise if it got in front 

of them, but I'm interested in what others think. Thank you. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Sam, please. 

 

SAM DEMETRIOU: Thanks, Jeff. I was just going to say it seemed like at least on the 

registrar side, there were one or two things that you guys wanted 

to get confirmation on before bringing this to ICANN staff also 

about setting up the servers, not recursive, to thick registry stuff. 

So that was my thinking about sequencing it that way. 

 Also, just one other note. Zoe’s reminding us there are two calls 

currently on the schedule for ICANN 67: one with just this group, 

and then one this group and staff. So to keep up the cadence of 

the weekly meeting, we have the option to maintain the one with 

just CPH as well. 

 



 

Page 29 of 35 

 

BETH BACON: Also if I could hop in the queue. And I apologize, I'm not online so 

I can't read [my notes.] 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: That’s fine. Go ahead, Beth. 

 

BETH BACON: I think I do agree with the going to stakeholder groups initially, 

simply because if you go in with a position and ICANN says this is 

great, and then you go to the stakeholder groups and there are 

huge disagreements, I think that’s a problem. So I do think that if 

we’re presenting this with the hopes that ICANN is going to accept 

the large bulk of it, then I think it behooves us to go to the 

stakeholder group first. And we can always say we expect to 

come back to you again if there are changes or issues with 

ICANN, but for all intents and purposes, if we go in with this, then 

we should be happy with this and be able to accept it. So I think 

that’s the value of going to the stakeholder groups first. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. So according to Zoe then, there's a CPH group – these are 

the two meetings. The CPH RA/RAA, is that the small group or is 

that intended to be like the entire CPH? 

 

SAM DEMETRIOU: That'll just be this group, Jeff, because we’re in pink, right? That 

means it’s a closed meeting. So it’s just members of the working 

team. 
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SUE SCHULER: Zoe, I don’t see that on this. I thought we had sent back to them 

that we didn't want to hold that, we were only going to hold the 

one with the staff. 

 

ZOE BONYTHON: Do you know what? I've taken this from not this spreadsheet but 

from the GNSO [six.] 

 

SUE SCHULER: You know what, I haven't had time to look at that. I think Nathalie 

got that wrong, we had said that we would eliminate that one. 

 

ZOE BONYTHON: Okay. Yeah. 

 

SUE SCHULER: So really, the only one left on the schedule at this point is the one 

on Wednesday with staff. But if you don’t want to meet with staff, 

we could always just make it just this group. But right now, it’s 

currently Wednesday morning at 9:00 to 10:15. 

 And while I'm speaking, today is the last meeting we have on the 

schedule at this point. We did not have anything on the schedule 

for next week or beyond ICANN 67, so we need to decide if we 

want to meet next week before ICANN week so I can get that 

scheduled. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: I think we should continue this cadence after ICANN, so we 

probably should get them on the calendar, but I don't know as far 

as – I think it’s more Graeme and Donna or the excoms of both of 
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those groups as to who – if they want to keep that meeting with 

ICANN. So I don’t really have an opinion on that one. 

 I'm almost of the mind though that given the fact you said Russ 

was a little frustrated last week, if we don’t meet with them until 

after the scheduled ICANN meeting, I think he’ll be even more 

frustrated. Sam, please. 

 

SAM DEMETRIOU: Thanks, Jeff. I kind of thought based on Russ’ tone/words last 

week, I don't know that they’ll just be more frustrated if we don’t 

keep the engagement scheduled during the ICANN week. I think 

they’d be more frustrated if there was another meeting where for 

whatever reason, the CPH group was not prepared, aligned or 

what have you to go through the points. 

 So I've kind of been just personally thinking about how this is 

going to be a remote only meeting, it’s going to be a challenge for 

people. If there are things that can be alleviated from this busy 

week by putting them off because it’s a group that has a normal 

cadence of meetings anyway, maybe that wouldn’t be a bad thing, 

right? It kind of just relieves a little bit of pressure on things. That’s 

just my read from the conversation last week, so I don’t think we 

necessarily are tied to it. But again, this isn't a decision the excom 

feels very strongly about making. We want to make sure the 

working team here gets the resources they need, so it’s totally up 

to you guys. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. Yeah, if you think about it though, so they weren’t happy 

with the call last week. The last time we talked to them was two 

weeks before that, so it was, what, January? Might have been the 
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first week of February. If we’re not going to talk to them until the 

very end of March ... 

 

SAM DEMETRIOU: [Well, it would be the] very end of March. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah. So I hear what you're saying. Jim, please, go ahead. 

 

JAMES GALVIN: Thanks, Jeff. I'll just offer my opinion – like we need another one. 

But nonetheless, I think that the greatest issue with ICANN staff is 

being prepared. I accept your point, Jeff, that timing is also 

important, that sooner is better than later, but I think that 

preparation is more important than timing. So I think my take on 

where we are is that it goes back to the respective excoms, 

registry stakeholder and registrar stakeholder groups to take this 

document – which I guess we are now satisfied with in this small 

group, so that might be a question worth asking, but on the 

assumption we are, we expose it to the stakeholder groups, and 

whenever the excoms decide that that process is done, we have 

one more meeting ourselves scheduled appropriately. 

 If that happens to be ICANN week, great. if it’s the week after, 

great. Whatever it is, it is. To make sure that we deal with any 

comments that may or may not have come up and that we’re 

prepared, and then the week after that, we plan it to be with staff. 

That’s simply where we are, and if that’s the last week of March or 

the first week of April, with staff, it is what it is. I think preparation 

is more important than anything else, and the excoms can just 
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decide, because now we need this to be exposed to the 

stakeholder groups. Just my opinion. Thanks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. Thanks, Jim. So why don’t we first set a milestone for this 

small group approving the document or being satisfied with the 

document? So why don’t we – I guess we don’t need a call next 

week unless there's significant disagreement with this document, 

which I'm not sure there will be since we've kind of gone over it, 

but there's some people that haven't been on the call in the small 

group that should have the chance to look at it. 

 So my proposal is to give until next Tuesday for this small group to 

finalize this document, and then we send it to the stakeholder 

groups, and then we’ll leave it to Graeme and Donna to talk to 

ICANN about when we think we’ll be ready to schedule a meeting 

with them. 

 Jim’s saying we should send a note to list with a deadline to 

object, and if no one objects, then it goes to the stakeholder 

groups. I think that makes sense. Jim, and then Sam. Or just Sam. 

 

SAM DEMETRIOU: Thanks. I just wanted to say, Jeff, I think that makes total sense. 

So one more week for this group to solidify this document, then 

bring the document to the respective stakeholder groups. So that’s 

putting us at right around [the days] before the ICANN 67 week. I'll 

take it back to Graeme and Donna, or they’ll get the notes from 

this call, but I'll pass along the message that we’ll touch base with 

staff and say that we won't be having the meeting during the 

ICANN 67 week but that we will be scheduling a follow-up meeting 
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with them shortly once we’re able to get some feedback from the 

stakeholder group. Am I understanding all that [frankly?] 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Yeah, that’s it. I think I would just add – you implicitly did that 

anyway, but just add the reason for not talking during ICANN 

week is that we sent this out to the stakeholder groups to get their 

comments. 

 

SAM DEMETRIOU: Yes. Exactly. [You're right, I did forget to say that.] Okay. So I 

think we’re set for the next couple of weeks. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Cool. Okay, so Sue, no call next week. If there is a major issue, 

please, someone will indicate that, and if we need to set up a last-

minute call, we’ll try to do that. But I don’t foresee that happening. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Okay, so then are we for sure cancelling the meeting during 

ICANN week? We’re going to cancel that off the schedule? We’re 

going to meet outside of those meetings. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Well, I will say it’s our recommendation that we don’t need that, 

and we let Donna and Graeme make that call. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Okay, and then I'm going to start scheduling this group again after 

ICANN week at the regular time on Tuesdays. 
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JEFF NEUMAN: Yes, please. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Okay, great. Thank you. 

 

JEFF NEUMAN: Okay. Is there anything else we should cover on this call? Okay, 

great. Alright. Thanks, everyone. I think we made progress. It feels 

like we’re getting ourselves prepared, and hopefully we’ll reverse 

ICANN’s frustrations with us. I think that’s it. 

 

SUE SCHULER: Okay, thanks. Terri, we can end the recording. 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


