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MICHELLE DESMYTER: Okay. Thanks. Okay, Jim. 
 
 
 

 
JAMES GALVIN: Thanks very much. This is Jim Galvin, your sole chair now. We lost our 

co-chair. It’s very sad. Has me wondering if Kristine was the real draw in 

this meeting because our attendance seems to be a little bit down too. 

This is the DAAR Working Group, Domain Abuse Activity Reporting, and 

the 28th of April. Hopefully, we are sort of winding down or at least 

moving in a downward direction at this point and turning into doing 

things actionable. 

 

We had our Registry Stakeholder Report out a couple of weeks ago. Let 

me apologize for missing out on last week with folks. I just had a last- 

minute personal thing that came up and wasn’t able to attend the 

meeting. And I understand the meeting ended up being canceled 

anyway, didn’t really have a quorum present. So, sorry about that too. 

 

Let me post the link again into the chat room for this in a minute just so 

that everyone has it, make sure that we all have it there. So, we gave 

our Registry Stakeholder update. I did not get a sense in that meeting of 

any strong objections or cries of, “We’re on a bad path here and headed 

in the wrong direction.” So, I think that’s the good news and that’s a 

good thing. I am interested if anyone wants to offer a different 

perspective, more nuanced perspective. The action that I take from that 

is that it is okay for us to move forward, to more directly work with 

OCTO in the manner that we described in the document. 

 
 

 
 

Note: The following is the output resulting from transcribing an audio file into a word/text document. Although 

the transcription is largely accurate, in some cases may be incomplete or inaccurate due to inaudible passages 

and grammatical corrections. It is posted as an aid to the original audio file, but should not be treated as an 

authoritative record. 
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We did make some recommendations there and I didn’t get a sense that 

anyone objected to the recommendations [strongly]. We did have some 

[inaudible] the recommendations and my view about the Stakeholder 

Groups I was looking for support from the group for those things in 

order to pull them forward. We did have some good discussion about a 

few items but I don’t sense that we had any grassroots desire to pull any 

one of those things up and make them one of our recommendations 

that have to be addressed. So, we won’t lose them yet. We’ll continue 

to talk about them here amongst ourselves as opportunity presents. 

 

Maybe they’ll find their way into our work going forward. But we’ll just 

hang on to them and keep them in the record for the moment. I believe 

that the path forward, and then I’ll pause after this and look for some 

comments from others, is that we take our document here and we look 

to work with OCTO directly. 

 

We can prepare a version of this document to share with OCTO, 

Samaneh in particular, and John Crain. Invite them to join us and talk to 

them about what’s here. So, we have to figure out what’s in our 

document we want to get to them. And we have two particular paths 

that we want to go down here. 

 

One is the technical recommendations which is essentially the first five 

or four of these recommendations, and to work with Samaneh 

particularly about let’s start creating some charts and let’s seek to 

achieve these kinds of representations of the data. We believe that this 

is a good thing to have in the messaging and see if we can move them in 

that direction and get some agreement and let her experiment and 
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share that with us. So, that’s one path, sort of the technical path is the 

way I’m calling that. 

 

And then the last three recommendations are more of a messaging 

path. It’s more about working with them to build out some of the 

words, the narrative that they’re using on the website, the narrative 

that they use as part of the reports that they generate. You know this 

may fall into the category of we’re actually going to have to draft some 

stuff to get to them to work with rather than asking them to redraft 

what they’ve got. But let’s see if we can go down that path. I don’t know 

if we do those things in parallel, maybe want to do them one at a time. 

Certainly, open for suggestions on how people want to approach that 

and the path we go down. But I think that’s my suggestion. 

 

So, very quickly in a summary, let’s look to create a version of this 

working group report that we can share with OCTO and seek to proceed 

down two paths either together or separately. Looking for some 

comments and advice from folks. Anyone else want to say anything 

about the Stakeholder outreach went? Any comments that they thought 

they heard that I overlooked or haven’t voiced in a reasonable way? 

And I’m not seeing any hands go up. So, I guess folks are generally in 

agreement with the path that we’re headed down. 

 

I have gone through this working group document and done a quick 

editorial pass and what I did was just flag some things. I flagged two 

kinds of things, things that I thought we should reasonably take out is, 

one—and I did some strike thoughts down there further down at some 

of the text. And then at the top, I put a couple of comments, I 

highlighted a few things and then I just made the comment “rewrite” 
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and what I really meant by that is that if you read those sentences 

there, it’s not that I want to take that sentence out but the sentence is 

really directed at us, the Registry Stakeholder Group. 

 

The report was directed at the Stakeholder Group but I think that if 

we’re to share this with OCTO we need to do something different. That 

just needs to be worded differently and I hope obvious and readily 

apparent. So, if you scroll through it, if you’re in the document you’ll see 

a number of things that I highlighted where I said, “rewrite.” And that’s 

really my intent is just that I think we had put those comments in and 

written them in that way for our group, the stakeholders, and we need 

to do something different with respect to OCTO. Plus, you’ll see I just 

kind of did a strike-through, deleted a few things in the 

recommendations. 

 

Some of those contexts that we were having for ourselves so that we 

knew what we were talking about and thought it would be helpful just 

for the Stakeholder Group when they looked at these 

recommendations. So, once again I will pause for a minute and look for 

some reactions. I really had just put the stuff there so I guess people are 

only just having a chance to look at it. But, Rick, you have your hand up. 

Go ahead, please. 

 
 

 
RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Jim. Can you hear me okay? 

 
 
 

 
JIM GALVIN: Yes. You’re a little faint but not too bad. 
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RICK WILHELM: Very good. Okay. Very good. So, at some point, I’d like to bring up again 

the topic of Recommendation 3 about the notion of moving that down, 

changing the section of that to a potential recommendation. We’d 

talked about that a little bit toward the tail end of the last call and it also 

got some air time during the Stakeholder Group discussions. So, we 

don’t have to do it now. I’d just like to get it on the docket for 

discussion. Thanks. 

 
 
 

JIM GALVIN: So, I’m sorry. For clarity, I heard move it down but move it down in what 

way? I didn't quite capture that. 
 
 
 

 
RICK WILHELM: Move it to a potential recommendation. 

 
 
 

 
JIM GALVIN: Yeah. I would offer for a bit of clarity and maybe, from my point of view, 

I take your point, Rick. Yeah, we did have some discussion in the group. I 

think there’s obvious sensitivity to in any way listing TLDs. So, that we 

certainly don’t want to list TLD names. We don’t want to go down that 

path. We don’t want to recommend that. I think that, correct me if I’m 

wrong, so this is a bit of a test. I want to see if this resonates with you. 

 

The real issue with Recommendation 3 I think is that there is a concern 

that it’s going to easily turn into a discussion of how to list TLDs and 

name them explicitly. I don’t believe that that’s our intent. I don’t 
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believe that that’s what we want out of this and what I think that means 

is the way in which we rewrite this and present it to OCTO is going to be 

really important. It’s a very [sensitive] recommendation because we 

want to be very careful to stay away from naming TLDs. But I think that I 

believe, and again resonating with people, I want to see what people 

think. 

 

We generally like the idea of the concept here. There is that one 

sensitivity in this and we need to carefully word this and [inaudible] it 

and then be careful in our discussions to avoid that sensitivity. So, let 

me ask you, Rick, in particular, if that resonates with you or not? And 

then anyone else who wants to [jump in,] certainly interested in some 

thoughts. 

 
 
 

RICK WILHELM: Yeah. I think that’s kind of an important reason to move down because I 

think that from a stakeholder perspective, and I think this is one of the 

topics, this is one of the things that resonated with the broader group, 

was that as the Stakeholder Group it’s a notion of not sort of throwing 

our own members under the proverbial bus. And that that wouldn’t be 

coming from within the Stakeholder Group and that this sort of notion 

of the Pareto analysis gets towards the fact of, even without naming 

names, gets it towards an “us and them” within the Stakeholder Group. 

I think that that would be a reason to move it down to a potential even 

if there is a rewrite because I think that it doesn’t have consensus from 

within the Stakeholder Group do to that fact of it having that sort of a 

situation with regard to the way it deals with the members of the 

Stakeholder Group. Thank you. 
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JIM GALVIN: Okay. Thanks. Beth, you have your hand up. Go ahead, please. 

 
 
 

 
BETH  BACON: Yeah. Thanks. I plus-oned Rick in that in the chat because I think that 

was the pretty comfortably decided on our last call and also on the SG 

chat that there wasn’t a consensus to have this in a recommendation. I 

do think that if we’re going to put it in as a potential recommendation, 

we should put it in with the language we would be comfortable with 

seeing as an actual recommendation. 

 

So, if Rick can maybe suggest some changes to the language and then 

move it down also because I agree with the concerns and I think that 

the Stakeholder Group shared those concerns as well. And perhaps not 

on a full consensus basis but there was enough that it’s certainly 

something that should be discussed. And if we are going to include 

language, I think we should include the language we really are all most 

comfortable with. And it, being a potential recommendation, it would 

be discussed before it became a recommendation so we can then 

always just add if we had become comfortable with the direction of the 

DAAR work as well as the feeds and things that we were relying upon 

then we could change it to make it more aggressive if we wanted to. But 

I think we should start as we would be comfortable seeing this go into 

action because we’ve all met ICANN. 
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JIM GALVIN: Thank you, Beth. Other comments? Kurt, you have your hand up. Go 

ahead, please. 
 
 
 

 
KURT PRITZ: Yeah. I think that I have two things to say. One is, one of the reasons for 

this recommendation is that the current DAAR Report shows a Pareto 

analysis. And it’s really just based on absolute numbers that is in the 

total numbers of abuse in each TLD, so if you’ll look at the graph for 

legacy TLDs you’ll see [common net] right at the top even though 

they’re not named there. So, in essence, the DAAR Report already has 

this sort of Pareto analysis, except it’s in a really unhelpful way. 

 

One of the reasons for the recommendation was to make us type of 

Pareto analysis that was more helpful. But given what Rick said and 

especially his comments a couple of meetings ago when he looked at 

the DAAR Report—and I have it here somewhere, and look at, I’m sure 

you guys don’t have it up but I think he pointed out Figures 10 and 11 

and 12 in the DAAR Report that kind of get to the density issue. The 

percent of abuse per registered domain. 

 

So, I think what we should do is take some time, maybe a whole 

meeting, and try to understand this a little better and look at those 

Figures 10, 11, and 12. I understand what they’re after but I don’t 

understand what they say. Another reason for this recommendation 

would be to make Figures 10, 11, and 12 more under ... which kind of 

talk about the density of abuse or do talk about the density of abuse but 

in an unclear way to me. I think it would be worth our time to do it 

more of a deep dive into what these figures say and mean and to see if 
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they can be made more meaningful to people. So, I’d like to spend some 

time, maybe if you don’t want to spend it during this meeting, maybe a 

couple of us could meet at a different time and talk about these figures 

and how they might be translated with some messaging around them or 

how they might be changed. And use that deep dive to make our 

decision on what to do with this Recommendation 3. Thank you. 

 
 
 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks very much, Kurt. I’m going to [run out the] queue here in 

comments but I think I see the path that we’re headed on here. Beth, 

you have your hand up. Go ahead, please. 

 
 

 
BETH BACON: Thanks. So, I just wanted to make a small suggestion with a reaction to 

Kurt’s comments. If the real concern is those particular figures then why 

don’t we discuss those, or the small group can discuss those, and create 

a recommendation specifically tailored to fix the things we don’t like or 

don’t understand in those figures instead of giving a more vague 

recommendation like in number three? 

 

So, I would still suggest that we could amend three and move it down to 

potential. And then if there is something that in the discussion or in the 

analysis of the specific figures that Kurt was outlining then maybe that is 

the space for a targeted recommendation rather than something 

general that we’re not sure they’re going to actually apply correctly or 

in the way we’re anticipating. Thanks. 
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KURT PRITZ: Yes. I’m just going to jump in. So, the idea was that this 

Recommendation 3 was supposed to fix Figure 5 which like I said for a 

legacy TLD just points to Verisign which is not necessarily right but it just 

happens to be the biggest registry. So, it’s intended to fix that. What I’m 

suggesting is let’s take Recommendation 3, stick a pin in it and then do 

this other analysis with the other figures and see if we can come up with 

either a revised recommendation or a new spot on the shelf for this 

recommendation. 

 
 
 

JIM GALVIN: Thanks to all. I appreciate very much the discussion. I think the answer 

is given that there’s discussion here, yes, let’s take Recommendation 3. 

Let’s move it down to potential, for sure, so we can keep it to ourselves. 

 

I like the idea that Kurt has proposed about maybe we just need to have 

our own meeting for ourselves and let’s have a deep dive discussion 

about Figure 5 and Figures 10, 11, and 12. And let’s really examine for 

ourselves what those things are trying to say and do that analysis for 

ourselves and see if we can find a way, maybe we can think of a way to 

[inaudible] those. And then we can add that to the recommendation list. 

 

I think that even if we move this down, we certainly have plenty of 

recommendations here to work with. So, we’ve got enough that we can 

move forward with OCTO. And I’m sure that we will get an opportunity 

while we’re working with them, I don’t know how quickly—if like 

Samaneh is going to work week to week with us to generate graphs and 

stuff. So, hopefully, we’ll get a meeting slot in there along the way that 

we can have for ourselves and we can do a deep dive into some of these 
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things. Or, I don’t know, maybe we’ll find that we want to do alternating 

meetings with ICANN to give ourselves a [inaudible] just to have our 

own discussions about what we’re getting from OCTO as we go along 

here. Okay. 

 

So, with that, I’m just going to make a note here. Okay. I apologize for 

the pause there while I made a note. So, we’ll move that down. So, that 

will be okay. Okay. So, that’s a somewhat substantial change here. 

Other than that, I think everything else that I had flagged here is merely 

editorial. 

 

So, I flagged a few sentences where things are just worded in an 

awkward way if we’re trying to give it to OCTO. So, let’s focus on the 

couple of other more substantive things which the suggestion that we 

not include the potential recommendations. Obviously, we don’t include 

the [inaudible]. 

 

If Sue can just scroll down past those things then we have three 

Appendices: A, B, and C. And we don’t include those in what we give to 

OCTO. And other than that, we do a little editorial rewrite on the other 

things. Certainly, interested in comments about that. 

 

I’m hopeful that folks have had some time to think about that. And if 

you want to add more to it then I think the next steps are, in the spirit 

of cooperation and wanting to work together, we would share this 

trimmed down report with OCTO and tell them, “This is what we’re 

producing. What we’re working towards but we’d like to work with you 

now to see if these recommendations make sense to you. Are they 

agreeable to you?” And let’s sort of walk through them. Get an 
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agreement with them about our findings and recommendations and 

actually get them to execute on them. 

 

We’ll give them a chance to see this trimmed down report and then 

we’ll come in and we’ll talk to them about it and get a reaction and then 

we’ll plan steps forward from there. And that would be my path at this 

point. And ideally, it would be good if we can get OCTO to come in and 

see us next Tuesday. But we’ll offer then the next available Tuesday 

meeting that we have that works for them and go from there. Does 

anyone want to suggest a different path at the moment? So, I will take a 

pen to do the editorial exercise here. Although I’m certainly open to 

anyone, everyone should have the ability to make suggestions in this 

document. 

 

Please feel free to change up the words here and do what you think. 

This is our working document. So, it’s [inaudible] for us to edit this 

directly. Recall that I had asked Sue, and [thanks to Sue,] she created 

this version of the report that we gave to the Registry Stakeholder 

Group. So, we still have that copy as a work [inaudible]. 

 

So, this is a working version. We can just dig in here and make changes 

to it. And we’ll put a watermark of “draft” over it when we try to 

distribute this to OCTO. We’ll ask them to not share this beyond 

themselves, John and Samaneh and I guess David. I think we shared the 

other thing with David too, ask them to keep all of that to themselves. 

 

And I’m sorry I just paused for a moment to catch Kurt’s comments. I’ll 

come back to that in the chat room. And then we’ll make that visible on 

the mailing list here and then send it off to OCTO. I think what’s 
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probably going to happen is if it takes a day or so here, a couple of days 

to do these edits, next Tuesday might be too soon to meet with OCTO. 

Let me suggest that we simply have our next meeting when OCTO is 

prepared to meet with us. 

 

Or the alternative is if they can’t meet with us next Tuesday, whenever 

they want to meet, we meet next Tuesday and we can do the deep dive 

into this old Recommendation 3 here. We could then spend our time 

having some discussions about that. So, let me leave that question out 

there. 

 

Looking at what Kurt wrote here. I had thought that taking out Appendix 

C, Kurt, was the right to do because we didn’t want to give that much 

detail to OCTO. We would keep it for ourselves so that we have 

something to refer to when we’re talking to them. But I thought we 

were inclined towards not being overly prescriptive. We could explain 

all of that verbally rather than giving them the text to work with. I’m 

open to an alternate view. If you think we should include it. I’m okay 

with that. And Kurt, you have your hand up. Go ahead, please. 

 
 
 

KURT PRITZ: Yeah. So, picking up from where Beth left off and ICANN taking our 

recommendations and running in a different direction than we 

anticipated. I think Appendix C helps steer them to what we intended by 

this so there would be less chance of them misinterpreting the 

recommendation. And like you said, and we’ll annotate this. This is an 

example of how we see it going. We would tell them; we’re not trying to 

tell them how to do their jobs. We ... You, Jim, went to a lot of effort to 
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put this example together to show them how it might work. But we 

could let them know we’re not being prescriptive here, just trying to be 

helpful. 

 
 

 
JIM GALVIN: So, thank you for that. I’ll generally observe that I’m okay with sharing 

this with them myself. And I agree with you that we could put it in the 

context of, “Really, this is just an example. Not intended to be exactly 

how you do it.” And we can see how that works. But I guess I really am 

interested in what others think and if folks are okay with that. I want to 

be careful about judging consensus there on the case of being 

prescriptive. So, Sean, go ahead, please. 

 
 
 

SEAN BASERI: Okay. Great. Thank you. Yeah, I think the thought of removing Appendix 

C actually makes sense to me just from a standpoint of how prescriptive 

we want to be. I think that based on our past conversations I think 

Recommendation 4 will probably turn into something that will be more 

complex as folks consider it. Everything from how long reports remain 

on data feeds, to the process by which domains can be removed from 

data feeds, and even the criteria of what it means to remediate or take 

an action. Whether it’s done at the hosting level or the 

Registrar/Registry. 

 

So, my thought is to actually have Appendix C removed as you 

recommended, Jim, and then maybe potentially at some point, we look 

at a Recommendation 4’s text if there is an appetite for it, just to see if 

we want to maybe be a little bit more broad here. Maybe to better 
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understand how reports of abuse activity are addressed versus the 

[administrative parts are addressed.] But those are just my thoughts. 

 
 

 
JIM GALVIN: Thanks, Sean. Appreciate it. All valid. It is true that measuring the 

persistence based on what’s in the feeds is a [gross level] measurement 

for a variety of reasons. At best it’s a leading indicator. But I think part 

of our argument here, part of our messaging point here is that all of 

DAAR is a leading indicator. We’re trying not to be actionable. 

 

We recognize that it’s working with data that is of a certain quality. I’m 

not trying to declare it either good or bad. It’s just not the best. And it 

has certain characteristics. So, you can only get so much out of it. But 

thanks for that. Rick, your hand is up. Please go ahead. 

 
 
 

RICK WILHELM: Thanks, Jim. Just real briefly and this is going to sound nitpicky but I 

really don’t want it to be. I think DAAR is really a trailing indicator, not a 

leading indicator. So, that might have been a sort of virtual typo there 

but the data that DAAR gives is lagging by a lot. As we all know. That’s 

just something that triggered there. I shouldn’t say triggered. 

 

Something that highlighted when you were talking there. I just think we 

ought to all be really aware that the data in DAAR is stale as soon as it’s 

published. Even before that. Thanks. 
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JIM GALVIN: No, Rick, you’re right. I appreciate that. I really do. I think that one of 

the real problems with DAAR is the messaging. And the messaging 

requires that we carefully use the right phrases and terms to describe 

what’s going on. And yeah, I agree with you, it really is a trailing 

indicator, not a leading indicator. So, that was just a Freudian slip or 

something I suppose. I’m just sort of getting into this. 

 

This begs the whole question of it’s reported abuse activity. It’s not 

necessarily abusive. We don’t know that for sure. It doesn’t represent 

anything absolute in that scale. It’s just a report of that and the quality 

of it and so making sure we use the right phrases and use them 

consistently. And as we work with OCTO to develop messaging, we want 

to be very careful about those phrases too. 

 

So, thank you for that. Yeah, more coffee is always better. No doubt 

about that. Okay. So, I think all of that is good. 

 

I think the consensus that I heard is we’ll stick with the original model. I 

thought this is the consensus of we won’t give them Appendix C but we 

are going to hold it to ourselves. And in fact, if we’re asked how we 

might do it, we’ll certainly use that explanation and we can talk about it 

and maybe in that instantaneous moments in time, we even give that to 

them as we’re talking to them if it gets a little hard to talk about and let 

them see it as an explanation. But for the moment we’ll get Samaneh’s 

reaction to all of this and see what thoughts she has about how to meet 

the needs of Recommendation 4. 

 

So, yeah, back to original thoughts here. We will basically give the intro, 

findings, and recommendations, minus the Recommendation 3—just 
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the real recommendations, not the potential ones— to OCTO. And we’ll 

do a bit of a rewrite on some of those phases so that they are more 

reflective of being handed to OCTO as opposed to being reflective of a 

report to the Registry Stakeholder Group. And I’ll agree to take the pen 

to develop that and put that there. I certainly welcome any other insight 

from anyone on rewriting those things. If anybody wants to take a cut at 

it please feel free. And then we’ll seek to get OCTO to join us at the first 

available Tuesday that they have. 

 

So, let me pause and say, “Anyone object to that path forward or at 

least that action item?” Then, Kurt, I’m assuming that’s an old hand. So, 

we’re okay? Okay. So, then the only thing that I want to do, that I want 

to put onto the table here is I think what we’ll do is we’ll reach out to 

OCTO and see if they’re available next Tuesday. If it turns out they are, 

then great. We’ll just pick up next Tuesday. We’ll continue forward. 

 

If it turns out they’re not, let’s have our meeting anyway because let’s 

go do the review, the analysis that [we've got here] with the old 

Recommendation 3. Let’s pull out Figures 5, and 10, 11, and 12. And 

let’s, [for ourselves,] educate ourselves. I think that’s part of what’s 

going on here. Let’s talk about what those things are really 

representing, how are they achieving what it is we would like them to 

show. 

 

For me, the requirement is trying to show a regional density of where 

abuse exists in some way. And you want to do that in a way that you can 

see changes and the fact that things happen. So, but we can talk about 

that. And we can see if maybe those things are sufficient. Maybe we’ll 
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come around to deciding they’re sufficient or we’ll come up with some 

good ideas for how to go forward. 

 

So, let’s be flexible on the agenda for next Tuesday. And we’ll see what 

happens with OCTO, I guess is what I’m saying. And I think that’s it for 

right now. Any comments or alternative suggestions on how to proceed 

and how to go forward? Maybe any other business from anyone? 

 
 

 
SUE SCHULER: Hey, Jim. 

 
 
 

 
JIM GALVIN: Yes. Sue, please. 

 
 
 

 
SUE SCHULER: I have one administrative thing. I did send out updates on your calendar 

invitation because your next meeting is in May. And starting May 1st we 

are now going to be using passcodes to get into our meetings. So, 

please contact me if you didn’t receive the updated calendar invite with 

the new join information. Thanks. 

 
 

 
JIM GALVIN: Yes. Thanks so much for that, Sue. I’m sure folks are hearing that in 

other fora, other working group meetings, and such and very important 

to keep that in mind to make sure you’ve got. And I assume folks can 

take a look at what the new Zoom link looks like. So, it should be readily 

obvious to you if you’ve got the right Zoom link or not. 
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If it doesn’t have the PWD extra attribute on there and it’s not quite a 

bit longer than it was, then you don’t have the right Zoom link. So, 

please do make sure as we enter into May here to check your calendar 

invites that you’ve got the right information there so that we don’t miss 

our opportunity. So, thank you for that, Sue. A very important reminder 

to folks. Okay. 

 

Not seeing any other hands. Any other comments? One last call. 

Nobody jumping in. Then let me thank folks very much for joining us 

today and I’ll give you back 20 plus minutes to your day. We’ll talk to 

you all next week. We’re adjourned. 

 
 

 
SUE SCHULER: Thanks, Jim. Michelle, please end the recording. 

 
 
 

 
MICHELLE DESMYTER: Thank you. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


