GNSO gTLD Registries Stakeholder Group Statement

Issue:  Draft Roadmap to Implement SAC 051
Date:  18 Mar 12
Public Comment URL:  http://www.icann.org/en/news/public-comment/sac-051-draft-roadmap-18feb12-en.htm 
This statement on the issue noted above is submitted on behalf of the gTLD Registries Stakeholder Group (RySG).  The statement that follows represents a consensus position of the RySG as further detailed at the end of the document. The RySG statement was arrived at through a combination of RySG email list discussion and RySG meetings (including teleconference meetings).

The RySG wants to express appreciation to the SSAC for taking the lead in drafting a roadmap for implementation of the SAC 051 recommendations.  The RySG also would like to express support for this effort to coordinate technical and policy activities related to Whois issues. We recognize the time sensitive importance of these recommendations and want to contribute to the ongoing work in this regard.  Our comments are provided below for each of the three major recommendations in the Draft Roadmap followed by a possible process outline that is provided for illustrative purposes only.
1. Recommendation 1: New protocols should be named in a technically accurate and clear way.

The RySG fully supports this recommendation and welcomes the fact that the SSAC is going to produce a terminology set to support future efforts.  Moreover, the RySG supports the specific steps recommended in the Draft Roadmap for adopting new terminology.  However, we think some discussion should occur with regard to how best to take those steps.  We would not recommend any process that is cumbersome or time-consuming.

On the other hand, the RySG sees value in a formal process to examine the new terminology and make suggestions on how to transition to it. The DNRD, DNRD-AP, and DNRD-DS constructs are useful, and certainly less confusing than existing varied uses and capitalization of the same word “Whois.” However, those acronyms themselves may be confusing to individuals who are not technically oriented or involved in these efforts on a regular basis. Alternate terms could provide shorthand references but greater clarity. Something as simple as “Domain Registration Data” followed by the relevant initials might suffice, but a small group with a limited timeline could build on the work of the SSAC with the goal of presenting recommendations to the SOs for their endorsement. This group should be open to members of all SOs and ACs.
2. Recommendation 2: A replacement protocol to accommodate data in multiple scripts and encodings should be developed.
3. Recommendation 3: The ICANN Board could ask the GNSO to examine the issue of replacement protocols to accommodate multiple scripts and for the purpose of developing informal or formal policy advice.

For clarity, the RySG will address Recommendations 2 and 3 together.

The RySG definitely supports Recommendation 2. We are long past the time when a replacement protocol is needed, largely to accommodate IDNs but also for purposes such as addressing the varied requirements of different constituencies for access to registration data.  
However, the question remains of how best to accomplish that task.  A new protocol cannot be developed in a technical vacuum; while new developments such as IDNs drive a need for protocol change, so do policy realities concerning, for example, issues surrounding law enforcement access to registration data. The Roadmap unfortunately lacks detail of a realistic approach to balance technical and policy issues concerns. Is it a technical standards project or a policy development process or some combination of both?  If it involves both, how could both efforts be synchronized?  Does one need to happen before the other or could they be done in parallel? A small group of policy and technical experts, could examine these questions and make some recommendations for consideration by the broader community?  
With respect to Recommendation 3, throughout the long history of Whois deliberations in the GNSO, it has been clearly recognized that both protocol and policy work would be needed. Therefore, the RySG supports this recommendation as well.  However, we are not sure if ‘informal policy advice’ will be sufficient.  We think in the case of the GNSO that consensus policies may be needed to ensure that any new protocols are adopted in a timely manner and in a way to properly address the broad range of stakeholder needs.  We also note that SAC051 and the Roadmap provide a good starting point for a PDP charter or possibly multiple PDP charters.
Section 3.1 of the Roadmap begins: “To replace the WHOIS protocol, there needs to be the: 1) standardization of the new protocol in a technical standards body like the IETF; and 2) adoption of the new protocol by generic top-level domain registries (existing and new), registrars, and country code top-level domain registries.” 
First, the RySG supports the Roadmap’s recommendation that name registries and registrars are represented in IETF efforts to replace the WHOIS protocol. In addition, ICANN staff participation should be encouraged. This active involvement is essential to ensure that protocol development is in line with stated ICANN priorities and objectives. 
In addition, the RySG believes that consensus policy may be the only way to ensure timely adoption but at the same time recognizes how hard it may be to reach consensus in this area.  In that regard, we think it would be helpful to consider breaking any policy development work into smaller, discrete pieces, some of which could be done in parallel and some serially.
Regarding policy development work several questions will need to be answered:

· Will all three SOs do policy development work according to their processes?

· Should SOs work independently or collaboratively?
· Should a community working group be formed?

· How can the ASO be integrated into policy work?

A Sample Process Outline
To provide an example of how all three Roadmap goals might be accomplished, the RySG submits the following process outline provided roughly in chronological order with relatively parallel tasks shown in the same row.  We present this simply for illustration purposes, fully realizing that any complete plan would require a lot more work with input from all interested stakeholders.  (Note: if a plan like this were implemented, it is highly unlikely that tasks shown as parallel would be completed in the same timeframe. The timing of tasks would probably diverge from what is shown in the table.)
	1
	Form & implement a group to develop a terminology plan
	Form a group to make recommendations regarding how technical & policy efforts can be coordinated
	IETF Protocol Work

	2
	Public comment on proposed terminology plan
	Public comment on recommendations to coordinate technical & policy efforts
	IETF Protocol Work

	3
	Modify terminology plan based on public comment
	Modify coordination recommendations based on public comments
	IETF Protocol Work

	4
	SO endorsement of final terminology plan
	Implement coordination recommendations in the IETF & SOs as applicable
	IETF Protocol Work

	5
	SO & AC collaboration regarding how to proceed with policy work
	
	IETF Protocol Work

	6
	Development of issue papers as applicable taking advantage of all of the work to date by multiple entities
	Form & implement a small group to examine whether one or multiple PDPs should be initiated & if multiple PDPs can function in parallel
	IETF Protocol Work

	7
	Initiation of PDP(s)
	
	IETF Standards Adoption

	8
	Approval of policy recommendations by SOs
	
	

	9
	Board approval of SO recommended policy
	
	

	10
	Development of implementation plan
	
	

	11
	Implementation
	
	

	12
	Ongoing review
	
	


Conclusion
The RySG would be glad to respond to any questions about our comments and commits to being a constructive player in whatever next steps happen.  Please note the contact information at the end of the last section.

RySG Level of Support

1. Level of Support of Active Members:   Majority

1.1. # of Members in Favor:  9
1.2. # of Members Opposed:  0
1.3. # of Members that Abstained:    0
1.4. # of Members that did not vote:  4
2. Minority Position(s):  N/A
General RySG Information

· Total # of eligible RySG Members
:  14

· Total # of RySG Members:  
13

· Total # of Active RySG Members
:  13
· Minimum requirement for supermajority of Active Members:  9

· Minimum requirement for majority of Active Members:  7

· # of Members that participated in this process:  ?

· Names of Members that participated in this process:  

1. Afilias (.info, .pro & .mobi)

2. DotAsia Organisation (.asia)

3. DotCooperation (.coop)

4. Employ Media (.jobs)

5. Fundació puntCAT (.cat)

6. ICM, Inc. (.xxx)

7. Museum Domain Management Association – MuseDoma (.museum)

8. NeuStar (.biz)

9. Public Interest Registry - PIR (.org)

10. Societe Internationale de Telecommunication Aeronautiques – SITA (.aero)

11. Telnic (.tel)

12. Tralliance Registry Management Company (TRMC) (.travel)

13. VeriSign (.com, .name, & .net)


· Names & email addresses for points of contact

· Chair:
David Maher, dmaher@pir.org
· Vice Chair:  Keith Drazek, kdrazek@verisign.com
· Secretariat:  Cherie Stubbs, Cherstubbs@aol.com
· RySG representative for this statement: Keith Drazek, kdrazek@verisign.com
� All top-level domain sponsors or registry operators that have agreements with ICANN to provide Registry Services in support of one or more gTLDs are eligible for membership upon the “effective date” set forth in the operator’s or sponsor’s agreement (RySG Charter, Article II, RySG Membership, Sec. A). The RySG Charter can be found at http://www.gtldregistries.org/sites/gtldregistries.org/files/Charter_for_RySG_6_July_2011_FINAL.pdf


� Per the RySG Charter, Article II, RySG Membership, Sec.D: Members shall be classified as “Active” or “Inactive”. An active member must meet eligibility requirements, must be current on dues, and must be a regular participant in RySG activities. A member shall be classified as Active unless it is classified as Inactive pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph. Members become Inactive by failing to participate in three consecutively scheduled RySG meetings or voting processes or both. An Inactive member shall continue to have membership rights and duties except being counted as present or absent in the determination of a quorum. An Inactive member immediately resumes Active status at any time by participating in a RySG meeting or by voting.
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