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SUE SCHULER: Great, thanks. Okay, Rick.  

 

RICK WILHELM: Very good. Thank you, Sue. Good morning, good afternoon, and good 

evening, everyone. This is Rick Wilhelm from Verisign hosting our 5th 

December 2019 meeting of the RDAP Working Group. Thanks, everybody, 

for joining. We’ve got a good turnout here today. Welcome back to 

everybody after a bit of a hiatus after ICANN66 in Montréal where we had 

some good sessions and discussion. Hopefully, everybody has had time 

to do some other stuff other than the RDAP Working Group.  

 We’ll do a little bit of agenda-bashing. I sent out a note earlier today with 

our agenda and topics. You can see the first items, here, displayed in the 

window. And then, we go on, after old business. If you can scroll it a little 

bit, there, Sue. We’ve got a topic of new business about best practices 

reaching out for ccTLD operators. I got a ping on that via e-mail from 

someone privately. We’ll go over and spend some time at the microwave 

and then we’ll talk a little bit about the schedule.  

 Before we get going, any walk-ons? We’ll do a little bit of agenda-bashing. 

Any walk-on topics that anyone would like to bring up to get attached, 

now, to the agenda? You will, of course, have the opportunity to do AOB. 

Marc Anderson, please come to the mic. 

 

MARC ANDERSON:  Thanks, Rick. I just got a note that the GDD Summit planning is underway. 

I don't know if we want to consider anything for the RDAP Working Group 
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but I’ll just throw that out there in case that’s something we want to talk 

about. 

 

RICK WILHELM:   Very good, Marc. Let’s bring that up towards the … I think that fits 

perfectly well in the joint right in between the seam of AOB and our 

scheduled discussion. I think that would be a good one to tack in there. 

We’ll let people think on that in the background between now and then. 

Thank you for that add-on, that’s a good one. Any other agenda-bashing 

items? Seeing none, and presuming that that’s an old hand from Marc, 

we will go ahead and tuck in, here. A real quick thing I did, just to let 

everybody know. I got regrets from Sarah Wilde today so she passes on 

her regrets to the group.  

 Let’s do a quick run-through on implementation status. You can see here 

that the registry URL count is largely stable at 826 since the last time, in 

the last month or so. It hasn’t really moved that much. And then the 

registrar URL count is up more than a little bit. Up by a little bit more than 

50 since our last update in early November so that’s good movement, 

there.  

 As before, I’ve not done any deep analysis to see where the 50 are coming 

from. We’re just noting the number, there. That’s a thing. That’s 

something, there. One of the questions I got on a … Any questions or 

comments before I move on about the URL counts in either the registries 

or the registrars? Anybody have any questions about those? Jothan 

Frakes, please go ahead. 
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JOTHAN FRAKES: Hi, Rick. I just recently joined and part of the motivation was that … 

Jothan Frakes. I'm the CEO of a registrar called Private Label Internet 

Service Kiosk. My IANA idea is X70. I received a notice from ICANN 

because I hadn’t updated this but I didn’t have it implemented. In talking 

with some of my colleagues, many of them have entered what they 

propose will be their URL but have not necessarily placed the technology 

behind it. In this case, I don't know if that number is necessarily reflective 

of the actual number of implementations. Just speaking with the registrar 

hat on. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. Yeah, so this is exactly reflective of the number of URLs that are 

provided in the registrar IDs file. That does not necessarily reflect 

anything other than that. But I would say that, to the extent that if you 

have contacts with any folks and they’ve got their information and they 

have their RDAP service up and they haven't put their URL into the 

Naming Services Portal, the NSp – and here I'm channeling my inner Russ 

[or as far as on the call] – I'm sure that Russ would encourage them to go 

do that because it’s a relatively simple thing to do if they haven't gotten 

it done. 

 

JOTHAN FRAKES: Rick, the question I’d have, and part of it is really the tactical purpose I 

joined, I'm very interested in this, is that compliance notices went out to 

registrars from ICANN’s Compliance group with notices to make sure that 

that’s in there. I can definitely see that ICANN’s encouraging people to do 

it. What I suspect is there may be implementations where there are URLs 
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that just … The portal is somewhat new so there may be people 

unfamiliar with the portal that may not have added them. And also there 

may be some who have added it but the URL is not necessarily live. That 

number has some … It’s a number but it may not be reflective of the real 

deal. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yes, that’s correct.  

 

JOTHAN FRAKES:  Thanks. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thank you, and I think that’s a very fair point. Just offering; Russ, anything 

you’d like to chime in on the topic since you’re here with us today? 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:   Sure, thanks, Rick. Russ Weinstein with ICANN. Karla Hakansson is also 

on, from our team, and is even closer to it than I am on this particular 

aspect. So if I miss something, Karla, hop in. I think you both are 

describing the reality in that NSp is the entry point for registrars to submit 

their URLs. We’ve done pushes to get the registries and registrars to do 

that from the GDD team. Now, we’re working in conjunction with the 

Compliance team to continue to do that for those that haven't published 

in the appropriate places, registrars and NSp registries in IANA.  
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 The second phase, part two of getting our URL registered, is, those from 

the registrars, the GDD ports over to IANA and those from the registries 

go directly to IANA. IANA runs a series of checks on the URL to ensure 

that it functions. Those checks are not comprehensive and not saying that 

a registrar is doing RDAP in conformance with all of the RFCs, but it is 

ensuring that there is a service behind the URL.  

 When a registry doesn't pass those checks IANA reports that back to the 

registry, identifies the issue, and they work together to get that resolved. 

When it is a registrar, that information goes from IANA back to GDD, back 

to the registrar. There’s a little bit more time in that system.  

 And then we eventually hope to get the URLs updated by the registrar 

that can pass the IANA checks and those are the ones that ultimately get 

published on the IANA site. I know that’s another topic in our agenda. 

Rick, I’ll let you decide where you get into that. Now, or later, or whatever 

you want to do.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thank you. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Hopefully that answered questions and hopefully we’re driving towards 

100% from registries and registrars of functioning URLs.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thank you. Any other comments on that topic, there? 



RySG RDAP WG-Dec05                                           EN 

 

Page 6 of 34 

 

 

JOTHAN FRAKES:  One more time. Russ, your team in Compliance are doing a great job and 

I know many of my fellow registrars, who are the smaller mom-and-pops 

that are having some challenges implementing some of the stuff, are 

working very hard to make sure that they have their things up. It’s going 

well. It’s going as expected. Thanks. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Mark SV has his hand up. Mark Švančárek, please go ahead. 

 

MARK ŠVANČÁREK:  Thanks, can you hear me? New headphones.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yes, they’re fabulous. 

 

MARK ŠVANČÁREK:  I feel fabulous, too. Yeah, thanks for that update. I was just curious, 

though. Do you expect us to be continuing to collect bug reports and non-

compliance reports? We’re doing our work now and we’ve started 

collecting all this stuff. Is it useful for us to collect that and hand that back 

to Compliance or should we not be doing that? Thanks.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  I think that was a question to Russ so, Russ, I’ll let you comment. 
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MARK ŠVANČÁREK:  Yeah, a question to Russ. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yes. Go ahead, Russ. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Yeah. Mark, thanks very much. I think it is useful and at this time we’re 

still working to develop the capability to have our own conformance 

checks. While we get that information and we can share it back, we’re 

having trouble being able to revalidate the corrections that have been 

made. It’s helpful but only on an informational basis right now, I guess. 

 

MARK ŠVANČÁREK:  Yeah, that makes sense. We’ll just share it with you. As we develop it we’ll 

share it with you. Can you tell us if it’s useful or not or if it’s in the useful 

format or not? 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Okay. 

 

MARK ŠVANČÁREK:  We’ll just iterate and see what happens. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Thanks very much, and I do appreciate the effort you guys are putting 

into that. 
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RICK WILHELM:  Very good, thank you. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Hopefully this group finds it helpful, too. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Mark, you’re being so helpful. Now, please go away. This is actually a 

segue into the bullet, there, underneath. It says, “Revisit the topic of 

reaching out to server operators to report issues. Tips, tricks, and best 

practices.” Previously, we’ve had Marc Blanchet on the call with us who 

has described coming up with the issue and reaching out directly to the 

server operators. Maybe, Mark Švančárek, this is a question for you; are 

you seeing anything bear fruit when you go to the server operators to 

report issues and things that your team is finding? 

 

MARK ŠVANČÁREK:  We have literally only started this two weeks ago so we have not yet 

reached out to people because I wasn’t sure if that would be appropriate. 

I mean, my first instinct is to reach out. But if that’s not going to be well-

received, if that seems random, or if it’s against the way we want to set 

this up … I didn’t know. And that was why I wanted to raise this issue in 

this meeting. Just tell me what to do and I’ll do it.  

 Like I said, we’ve only built our client in the last week and we’ve only 

started testing it in the last few days. And of course, we are seeing all the 
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same stuff that Marc saw, plus some additional things. So you tell me 

what to do and I’ll do it. We haven't tried anything yet. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Russ has his hand up. Russ, please go ahead.  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  I'm sorry. I'm a little embarrassed to admit this. I mixed up my Marks and 

I'm actually not clear … I'm not, maybe, totally in the loop. Mark SV is 

from Microsoft, right? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Mark SV from Microsoft and … 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN: I guess I wasn’t aware you were providing data back to Compliance or 

back to ICANN. I was aware of Marc Blanchet’s inputs on … 

 

MARK ŠVANČÁREK:  You could say my last name but it’s just easier to call me Mark SV. No, we 

have not submitted anything yet and that was my question. What’s the 

process? Should I be? Is that helpful, or if it’s just “go away” … 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN: Your inputs would be about other implementations? 

 



RySG RDAP WG-Dec05                                           EN 

 

Page 10 of 34 

 

MARK ŠVANČÁREK:  That’s correct, yeah. Our implementation are being put up by Verisign, as 

far as I know, which means that they’re going to be as good as Verisign’s, 

which I assume is best in practice. That’s not really the concern. The 

concern is us as a client. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN: Got it. I think it’s helpful as information and like I described so thank you. 

Thanks for clarifying. Sorry about that.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thank you. That’s helpful. I think that Marc Blanchet did say 

that he was getting pretty decent luck when he would reach out to server 

operators before. And for those others that may recall Marc being here, 

the general word from the group was that if you find something wrong 

with any particular … People that were showing up here would say, “If 

you see something wrong with my server-side implementation, please do 

let us know and we’ll make our best efforts to fix it.”  

 That was sort of the general statement from people here but obviously, 

as either Mark Švančárek or Marc Blanchet are doing testing out and 

about, they’re running into more servers than we see represented here 

on this call. I’ll just speak for Verisign, right now. Mark, of course, if you 

see anything, certainly let us know and we’ll work to either clarify 

understanding or get it fixed and such.  
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MARK ŠVANČÁREK:  Thank you very much for the feedback. It sounds like all the things I was 

concerned about. Stepping on people’s toes or being random is just me 

overthinking it as usual. Thanks for the feedback, everyone. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. And then I would also offer, Mark, if you have somebody 

that’s hard to get a hold of, this group here is a great way to establish or 

to help expand your network. And also, putting in a plug for the ICANN 

GDD staff, they’re also a great way to get a pointer to either another 

registry or a registrar.  

 

MARK ŠVANČÁREK:  Thanks. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Okay. Moving on. Any other topics on that one? Any other 

comments on that one? Very good, okay. Let’s go to what is probably our 

main topic here for the discussion. This is the registrar RDAP URL source. 

We do have Russ and Karla on the call with us. And the item you can see 

is our consensus statement that we established in Montréal at ICANN66. 

And then a post-meeting summarized response from ICANN which the 

list has also seen. ICANN’s not planning to change its status quo regarding 

the relationship between the MoSAPI and the registrar IDs file.  

 And then since then, and these are primarily discussions in and around 

that took place around the IETF timeframe, trying to hone in exactly on, 

what is the problem to be solved? And then an idea that’s been kicked 

around is, what if … And this is my statement of it. This is not a statement 
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from Russ. But what if ICANN applies ICANN-equivalent validation rules 

before accepting data into the NSp? And you can see some of the possible 

impacts of that below.  

 I’ll open it up, here. Maybe a good place to start … Russ, would you want 

to make any opening comments here? And then we can do a mic-line 

depending on how the discussion goes?  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Sure. Thanks, Rick. I guess, in general, it comes back to the question the 

contracted parties usually ask ICANN when we talk about this stuff. It’s, 

“What is the problem to be solved?” and I'm still not totally clear. From 

my understanding, the registry’s obligation is to point to the registrar’s 

implementation. And the registry is not on the hook for the registrar 

having the right implementation of RDAP, just that they’re pointing to the 

appropriate registrar.  

 While we fully support … Yes, it’d be ideal that every URL is functioning 

as intended, it feels a little bit like we’re mixing up purposes, here. I guess 

I would start back with, “What is the problem to be solved?” and then we 

can also talk about … At ICANN, some of our challenge is between ICANN-

proper and IANA and how things have to be separated a bit. That hinders 

a bit of frictionless implementation.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. Very good. Thanks, Russ. Let me see if anybody wants to make 

some comments from the floor here. Jim Galvin, please go ahead. 
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JAMES GALVIN:  Thanks, Rick. I had a feeling you were just begging for somebody to say 

something, right? In thinking about this, Russ, I like the question, “What 

problem are we trying to solve?” and Rick and I, in particular, were having 

more discussion about this at the IETF a few weeks ago. I’ve been trying 

to walk through this whole process in my mind to understand, here, and 

see if we can’t get to precisely what the issue is.  

 Maybe you’ll start with this question. What is the authoritative source of 

the URL for registries, for their RDAP service? There are two possibilities, 

I believe. There is the IANA registry or the base URL for registries. And of 

course, there is the MoSAPI interface. So let me ask that question to start 

and see where we get to. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Just one quick clarification there, Jim. I think I heard you say the “base 

URL for registries” but I believe you meant the base URL for registrars. Is 

that correct? 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  No, I actually did mean the registries. There are two separate things going 

on, here. Just to make sure we’re clear there’s the base URL for registrars 

which appears in the registrar ID registry. We added a column there, 

right? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Correct. 
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JAMES GALVIN:  And then there is the location of the registries’ RDAP service, the TLD’s 

RDAP service. I kind of want to walk through a worked example here so 

that we can how all the parts work. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Right. It’s my understanding that the registry URL does not appear in the 

NSp, that the only place that it lives is in the IANA file and it isn’t involved 

in the NSp. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  I believe that’s correct, Rick.  

 

JAMES GALVIN:  Okay. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  And I think that was based on the way you guys designed the RFCs and 

you specifically identified that it should be in IANA so it didn’t create 

double-entry. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Correct. Yes. I think it’s only single-entry for the registries. The way the 

registry exposes its RDAP base URL is via doing an update with IANA, 

which the registry does directly.  
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JAMES GALVIN:  Good, thanks. That exposes something interesting, in my mind, anyway. 

This may or not be any kind of problem but one of the things that comes 

up is IANA only updates that particular registry … There’s no particular 

SLA on making that happen as far as I know. Maybe that’s a good 

clarification. I realize, Russ, that that’s not really your issue so maybe 

that’s just a question to the group, here, if anyone wants to comment.  

 But I guess the reason why I asked that question – this is just the first 

issue to get past, here – is as registries when an RDAP server moves for 

whatever reason there is this question of timing. Under the presumption 

here that ICANN is going to be doing compliance testing and monitoring 

as to whether or not an RDAP server is present we get into this interesting 

situation of having to wait for IANA with no sense of certainty on when 

any change will occur.  

 If an RDAP server is moving … If it’s only moving within a company, then 

sure, you know? You just run it up twice. What happens if a TLD is 

transitioning from one service provider to another? That level of 

coordination is kind of problematic. I mean, if it’s cooperating entities all 

is good but that’s just not a promise any more than the IANA SLA is. Let 

me pause there and give anyone a chance to comment and jump in there. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. I think that … Russ, is that a new hand for you? 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Yeah, a new hand. I wonder if I can clarify that one. 
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RICK WILHELM:  Please, go ahead. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Jim, I don’t think that’s correct, actually. The way I understand it is for 

registries you’re a customer of IANA. This is something tasked to IANA 

and the standard SLAs apply. I’ll go pull up the e-mail when I pause, here. 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  That’s the two-day SLA that we talked about before? 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  No, no. Their standard customer SLA is applied just as if you were 

updating a name server of if you were updating other information you 

are required to store in IANA. Their standard SLAs will apply. It’s the 

things that’ll get republished in the CSC, Customer Standing Committee, 

reports and things like that.  

 The registries are a true customer of IANA and their standard SLAs apply. 

I don't think it’s correct for you to say that there are SLAs and you don't 

know when things are going to happen. It’s the usual interaction with 

IANA experience for registries, this is just one more thing you’re 

maintaining with them.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Jim … 
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RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Does anyone have a different understanding of that?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  We’ll look for hands, here. I’ll just comment briefly to fill some air. My 

understanding was that these were subject to … I think it was the so-

called “type 2 SLAs” or something like that. I don’t exactly remember the 

particular SLA that they are subject to but it’s my understanding that 

registry transactions [barring] this kind of IANA file are subject to some 

SLA.  

 Not seeing any additional hands I’ll throw in another comment. Gavin 

Brown did a presentation at the ROW, I think it was at the ROW, about 

transitioning between RDAP servers and talking about putting in 301 

redirects into the servers to help the registry side transition. There might 

be someone that’s able to, in the background, Google or use your other 

favorite search engine, to dig that presentation up. Gavin’s not here 

today, of course, but if anybody else recalls that presentation that could 

confirm my suspicion on that … 

 Now, this is about registry transition. Okay, so there’s Russ. He says, “The 

type 2 SLAs,” he’s confirming that into the chat. But I believe that Gavin 

did a presentation about how to handle the registry transition of RDAP 

servers at the ROW. Go ahead, Jim. I think that was Jim right there. 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  Yeah, it was. Thanks, Rick. I was going to say yes, you’re right, and Gavin 

did do quite an extended discussion and presentation about the various 

ways in which a registry transition could take place and the various ways 
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in which one could change the URL so that this transition could occur 

smoothly. There’s always the question of cooperating sides and 

uncooperative sides and all of that is true. 

 Okay, so that answers my question as far as that’s concerned. I don't want 

to cut off the discussion if anybody wants to add anything else but I'm 

just trying to walk through things a little bit at a time, here, one step at a 

time, and make sure we’ve got all the parts documented.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yes. Now, as far as updates for registrar URLs, presumably those would 

be, most likely, within the same operator. There are going to be times, of 

course, when [EURids] transition from one “registrar family” to another, 

right? 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  Let me stick on the registry side for the moment if you don’t mind, Rick, 

before we jump to that side of things, and now ask a question about the 

registrar-based URLs. And again, just to expose the step here, and make 

sure that we’re all 100% in agreement on what’s going on. The registries, 

when you respond, there is a place in the RDAP response to include the 

reference to the registrar’s RDAP URL.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Correct. 
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JAMES GALVIN:  And so now the registries are dependent on that RDAP URL, its value, 

what it is, and its accuracy. And so an interesting question comes up as 

to what Compliance will do about the presence or non-presence of that 

value and, of course, of its accuracy to registries based on what registrars 

do. That’s my next question.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. Very good. Russ, please go ahead.  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Thanks. Again, Jim, as I said at the start … And I do appreciate this kind of 

careful walkthrough. I think it is helpful for me and hopefully for others. 

As I mentioned, registries are not on the hook for the accuracy or the 

performance of the registrar URLs. As you said, they’re responsible for 

providing the registrar URL and whether it’s working or not is not your 

responsibility as a registry.  

 This is where I'm struggling a bit, or where we’re struggling a bit. We told 

you where to find … The authoritative source absolutely is the registrar 

and every registry has a relationship with their registrars. But aside from 

that, as a matter of practice, and it makes sense that ICANN can help 

centralize this information so that registries can come to one place to find 

it, we have created the MoSAPI interface to enable that.  

 And we said, “That’s the one you can use, and that’s the one we can hold 

you accountable for using.” And then you guys came back and said, “No, 

we want to use the IANA one,” and we understand that there are benefits 

to that in some respects but there are also challenges to that 
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operationally, essentially. So I think from a compliance perspective we’d 

actually be holding you accountable to what’s in NSp, which is what’s in 

MoSAPI, and is real-time updated at the moment. 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  Thank you, Russ. I think that that’s fine as long as … I guess what we need 

to figure out, or what I’d like to see at least on the registry side, is some 

documentation about that somewhere because things get a little 

interesting, here, depending on how sticky or how much of a stickler, if 

you will, either party wants to be. And that’s the registry versus ICANN 

Compliance, right? I mean, we can certainly be responsible for including 

whatever URL is in the NSp.  

 Well, “What if there isn’t one there?” is kind of an issue. When ICANN 

Compliance is doing its monitoring, and it’s looking, and it’s checking 

responses, then presumably you’re going to get to doing some level of 

check on the quality of the response you get from a registry TLD. Or 

maybe you’re not. I don't know. I shouldn’t put responsibilities on you 

that you don’t want.  

 But it does also mean that both parties have to keep track of what is or is 

not in NSp at whatever point in time that this is happening just to be 

precise about it all. One can presume that we’ll be acting in good faith, 

and maybe we’ll let things go if they don’t match up perfectly. But when 

it comes to contracts I'm just laying out a question, here, and I'm 

wondering what the right way is to document the detail here so that 

we’re all comfortable and no one’s left being stuck with an issue and a 

bad mark, if you will. Does that make sense? 
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RICK WILHELM:  Yeah, let me just comment briefly, here. Russ, the notion that … I just 

wanted to bring this forward. The notion that ICANN is now saying that 

the IANA file is not the authoritative source is a change from the previous 

position, from where we’ve been, which is a bit concerning. Right? 

Because now we’ve shifted from that, which one is authoritative to 

ICANN explicitly stating that with the registrar file source is the MoSAPI? 

I don't know that that’s on firm footing.  

 I think that’s a change from where the decision has been. I don't know 

exactly where that came from because that’s a shift from it being also 

provided by the MoSAPI. Is that something that we need to discuss and 

dig into? Because I think we’ve got documentation about this. As a matter 

of fact, it actually appears in the implementation guide that says that the 

base URL in 1.12.1 of the RDAP services must be registered and the IANA 

Bootstrap services were available.  

 If it’s not, it says it must be registered with IANA using the registrar IANA 

key as the ID. While the document didn’t mention the registrar IDs file 

explicitly the general direction was that we were going to register IDs file. 

If that’s going to be problematic for ICANN I think it’s worth reopening 

the discussion about how this problem is actually solved and perhaps 

even updating and revising the Bootstrap RFC to possibly use that as a 

solution.  

 That wasn’t done originally because it was considered a fair bit of work 

and would’ve required an update to an RFC which the group didn’t want 

to get into. But given where the MoSAPI is – and we could have a longer 
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discussion about the MoSAPI’s readiness for being an operational link in 

the chain – I think it’s worth a discussion about whether or not we should 

just update their core Bootstrap RFC.  

 Let me stop there and let some other folks talk because I think this is 

moving backward from where we were. I was here at the ... This is 

actually a rearward-facing movement from what’s on the screen, which 

would allow for a coexistence approach, which would be different, I think. 

Russ, I'm not sure if that’s a new hand or an old hand but I do know that 

your hand, your “ICANN,” was lit up before Scott’s. If you’d like to, Russ, 

you can come to the mic. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Thanks, Rick. I think you’re on to something here. I don’t know that ICANN 

agrees that this is a change. I think you’re right. The registry URLs in IANA 

are coded into those RFCs, as you mentioned, and that’s the system we 

set up. I think we did not do that with the registrar URLs for whatever 

reason and that’s why we’re in the crux of this and that’s why IANA’s not 

in a position to support registrars directly and why we have this sloppy 

chain of communication between registrar, ICANN, and IANA.  

 And in this post-transition world of IANA, the PTI world, there’s more 

bureaucracy and separation. We don’t have true system integration for 

IANA for a good reason now, to adhere to the community wishes. Not 

that we really had it before but it makes it harder to pursue. I think what 

the solution we developed was was we still want registries to have access 

to their URLs for registrars as expediently as possible, and that’s why we 

set up MoSAPI to do that.  



RySG RDAP WG-Dec05                                           EN 

 

Page 23 of 34 

 

 It was a tool we already had available to all registries. GTLD registries, 

that is. And we could sync it so that it was updated in real-time, or near-

real-time, and you could, as registries, key off that and do it, whether you 

want to do it twice a day, daily, whatever.  

 That’s a reasonable explanation to then … If you for some reason get out 

of sync and Compliance questions you about it, you can go back and say, 

“No, we keyed off this. We maybe were off by four hours or eight hours 

or whatever but we showed that we keyed off this and at the time of the 

query we were keying off the right URL for the registrar as we understood 

it.” I think that’s why we set that up, because we knew that there was 

more time in the chain to go from registrar to the IANA list even without 

this validation component. Just getting it from registrar to ICANN to IANA 

and published was all going to be manual.  

 But if you want to revisit the RFC I think ICANN and IANA are happy to 

support whatever comes out of that. If you put it in the Bootstrap URL or 

the Bootstrap Service RFC, then IANA has the authority to go and serve 

registrars directly, where they don’t right now. But I'm a little over my 

skis on that so I would need to caution that with, “I have to go check on 

the IANA folks on, ‘is that the way it truly functions?’” and stuff. But that’s 

my rough understanding.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thank you, Russ. Scott, please go ahead. 
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SCOTT HOLLENBECK:  Thanks, Rick. Coincidentally, the IETF met in Singapore, what, two weeks 

ago? And one of the topics of discussion that came up during the working 

group session was focused on an opportunity to move the RDAP RFCs 

along the IETF’s standards track. A number of them really have been 

found to have only editorial or clarification types of edits required.  

 We did talk about the possibility of taking on the task of updating those 

RFCs to deal with those types of edits. The Bootstrap RFC may actually 

have a more substantial need for editing to address this particular 

operational problem. But that being the case there’s absolutely nothing 

wrong with the idea of doing what we need to do to fix this problem and 

then re-spinning that particular RFC as a proposed standard again.  

 The thing that we’d need to think about is that the Bootstrap file for a 

registry is focused on TLD as the key. That doesn’t work for registrars. We 

would need to see what kind of a key is appropriate and figure out a way 

to integrate that with the TLD key used for registries. But if we can solve 

that problem we have a way of doing this. And as I said, the timing is right, 

as well. Thank you.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good, Scott. Thank you very much. Helpful comment. Jim Galvin, 

please go ahead. 

 

JAMES GALVIN:  Yeah. Thanks, Rick. Let’s see. Yeah, thanks, Scott, for your comment 

suggestion. There’s an opportunity here to make changes and 
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clarifications as needed. It’s good for us to note that and that’s part of 

the reason for wanting to press on this in detail, here. 

 I want to try to make two concrete statements/questions to maybe bring 

us to a place … I don't know, to continue discussion or whatever. I think 

the first thing that comes to my mind is acknowledging, Russ, that IANA’s 

different than ICANN, and I am trying to keep that separation in mind, 

here. So I'm just focusing here on the registry part of this discussion and 

the need for the registrar URL. 

 The first thing that I would offer is if … What I hear from ICANN, from you, 

but ICANN … Sort of the “royal ICANN,” here, and Compliance, whatever 

… Is that the registries will not be held accountable for the quality of the 

URL. But of course, if the URL is present we are certainly obligated to 

include it. If we happen not to include it then the presumption is that 

there wasn’t one in the NSp, you would know that, and so all of that 

would be okay.  

 What that tells me, though … And so an interesting question in all of this 

is, I think that means that the NSp itself has to have an SLA because we 

have to know that we have access to that data so that we can be properly 

compliant, if you will, since our contracts will require us to be.  

 I think that’s an important consideration here but it does bring me to the 

next question which is kind of related. Maybe the concrete suggestion 

here … Because I realize that you probably don’t really want an SLA on 

the NSp but you’re also realizing that we’re supposed to grab the 

registrar’s base URLs at some frequency for ourselves, not in real-time. 
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Maybe we grab them once a day or whatever from the NSp, or whatever 

it is we choose to do.  

 I mean, heck, we could even grab the IANA file from time to time on some 

regular basis. And what that means is there’s a window there during 

which we could be out of sync with what is correct but that’s only because 

it’s whatever our update frequency is on those registrar URLs. I think 

what’s important here that needs to be documented and known for 

registries from a compliance point of view is, what is that allowed 

window? How out of sync are we allowed to be in a response if 

Compliance is going to be monitoring that and checking that we’re 

providing the right value?  

 And if we’ve got the wrong value then somebody has to be checking that, 

“Oh, it’s only wrong because it’s within this 12-hour window,” whatever 

the obligation is. And, “That’s the previous value. They just haven’t 

updated yet, and it’s all okay.” Or, “We’re going to have to go through an 

interaction with Compliance to get that settled,” which then obligates, I 

think … Well, let me pause there instead of making it complicated. But 

am I making clear what my question and concern is, here? Is that 

understandable? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Jim. Let me try and restate that one of the things I think that 

you’re getting at – and feel free to come back and clarify this for the group 

– is that if it’s going to be the case that NSp and MoSAPI are going to be 

within the authoritative source then that would require uptime 

requirements, SLAs, etc., on the NSp and the MoSAPI, in order to have 
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them fulfill that capability reliably because there are equivalent uptime 

SLAs from IANA. And additionally, it would require clarification on the 

frequency at which the registry was supposed to grab the URLs and query 

the MoSAPI, for example. I'm trying to boil that down and so if I’ve missed 

… Please clarify further.  

 

JAMES GALVIN:  No, I understood what you were saying. I'm very happy with that 

restatement. Let’s just make sure everyone’s on that page. I'm interested 

in Russ’ comment about it all. We’re just thinking here, not trying to make 

trouble. Just trying to work through the details so that I can get it 

documented right.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay, thank you. Anybody have any comments about this one? Nobody 

at present. Russ says, “I'm with you guys and understanding.” Russ, 

please go ahead. 

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Yeah, I think this is a fair line of discussion and I understand where you’re 

going with it. I guess in terms of heading towards solving, are there 

equivalent linkages between registries and registrars that ICANN expects 

to be in sync and that we act as the conduit? 
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RICK WILHELM:  That’s a good question and I think that, Russ, where you’re headed with 

that is something along the lines of, “Maybe we could use that as a 

model,” is what I'm picking up after the dot, dot, dot, there.  

 

RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Exactly. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Off the top of my head, I don’t know of any and if anyone does have any 

that they’re familiar with, please come to the mic. My recollection is that 

when we were attempting to solve this problem we did brainstorm quite 

extensively around this. But right now we don’t have an equivalent that 

we would be looking at for solving the model. I think that was one of the 

reasons that we ended up at initially attempting to go with an IANA-based 

solution.  

 If one goes back into the archives there’s extensive discussion that we 

had involving Marc Blanchet, who was, I believe, the original author of 

the Bootstrap RFC, where he talked about making edits. We considered 

looking at this and we tried to do it but the problem that we came up 

with was that we were concerned that any solution that we applied to 

the IANA Bootstrap Registry that did not go into and solve the problem 

for all registrars … Let me see. Jim says he’s lost audio. Did anybody else 

lose audio?  

 

JAMES GALVIN:  It’s back. 



RySG RDAP WG-Dec05                                           EN 

 

Page 29 of 34 

 

 

RICK WILHELM:  He’s back. Okay, good. Maybe he needs to find … Mark, you need to send 

him a link to wherever you got those new headphones and Mark 

Švančárek can help him out. I think that we punted on that, as the 

expression goes, because making a fix to the IANA file in the Bootstrap 

Registry was too big of a lift. And then this was one of the fallback 

solutions that we came to. I'm not sure where it came from but the first 

suggestion was to use the registrar IDs file and it was only later that the 

MoSAPI came into play. MoSAPI was not the original vehicle there.  

 That notwithstanding, it seems that we would have a couple of different 

things. One, we could work on improving the so-called “status quo.” And 

then I had some text in the meeting note which is still sitting on the screen 

about that ICANN would do something that roughly equivalent to the 

IANA checks before accepting the data, which I think is more checking 

than gets done now, which would get rid of the problem of letting 

incorrect data appear in the MoSAPI and in the NSp. And then another 

option, which is not written on the page anywhere, is that we revisit the 

idea of updating the Bootstrap URL, perhaps now with a little bit more 

motivation in that. We could also go back to that.  

 Anybody have any thoughts that they’d like to add in? I'm conscious of 

the time and I would like to do a little bit of the microwave to just give us 

a little bit of timing of exposure, there. In my window, I’ve got Russ first 

and Jim second. Russ, please go ahead. 
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RUSSELL WEINSTEIN:  Thanks. Again, this has been a really helpful conversation. A couple of 

things come to mind. If we’re going to go with the status quo I guess my 

perspective, or ICANN’s perspective, is if MoSAPI remains the place we 

expect registries to find URLs or the registrars themselves, I think those 

are two viable options. And to Jim’s point, we want to bake-in some sort 

of SLA. We have the other discussion going on regarding the contract and 

maybe that’s the appropriate venue to define those things if that’s the 

route we want to go.  

 And then just looking at the suggestion below … Rick, I think that’s from 

you. I’ll just caution that any system changes we have to do we’re talking 

on the order of many months, not days/weeks/a few months’ time. I’ll 

just give you the reality of ICANN right now. While I understand, “Oh, I’ll 

just add the validation that IANA’s doing to NSp,” I wish it was that simple 

but it’s going to take us a while to get there if at all because I don't know 

that that tool is set up in that way. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. I understand that and appreciate that. Let’s see. Jim, go 

ahead, please.  

 

JAMES GALVIN:  Yeah. Thanks, Rick. Very quickly. I think there is a way out of this, which I 

kind of already suggested earlier, so maybe we should just continue this 

discussion next week as far as this particular item is concerned in 

deference to your time constraint, there, Rick.  
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 I also wanted to add that we still have the question that you started to 

ask, Rick, which was now there’s the question of what the registrars’ base 

URL update process is and what all of that means. I don’t have a vested 

interest in that but we’ve already highlighted that there are issues there.  

 And it occurs to me we ought to walk through that a little bit, too, and 

understand it. I think that’s separate and distinct from this registry issue 

that we can continue next week. But in any case, let’s not lose these two 

questions and pick them up next time. Thanks. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thank you very much. Russ, old hand, new hand? Old hand. 

Okay, very good. Let’s do a quick run through the microwave. I think that 

I saw … Let me call on Marc to give a very crisp … Marc Anderson. We’ve 

got Marks all over the place. Marc Anderson, to give a quick update on 

both the ePDP IRT and ePDP Phase 2.  

 

MARC ANDERSON: Hey, Rick. All right. I’ll start with the IRT because we haven't done this in 

a while. I guess I’ll start the IRT update by saying that prior to ICANN66 

staff produced what they called a “one document,” which is just 

essentially their first draft of what the ePDP Phase 1 recommendations 

would look like in policy. This is good progress, I think, and it has given 

the IRT a lot of work to do as far as reviewing that one document draft 

and looking to turn that into actual policy.  

 As far as timing I think everybody knows the initial timeline of February 

29th, 2020, is not going to be met. We’re still working on what a new, 
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realistic timeline would be but Dennis Chang let us know yesterday on 

the call that he is targeting March 1st as the date he would like to see that 

policy go to public comment. And so that’s the goal he’s given to the IRT 

and what we’re currently shooting for. I think that’s probably the quick 

soundbite, there. 

 Switching to the ePDP Phase 2 updates. I’ll just say real quick, there, that 

in the ePDP Phase 2 we initially had a goal or a timeline of going to public 

comment with an initial report on December 4th. Yes, that’s yesterday. 

We did not make that and so we are currently targeting, probably, early 

February following a face-to-face meeting we have in L.A. in the end of 

January as our new target for being able to go to public comment.  

 Janis and staff tried really hard to get us there but we’re still missing some 

decisions on foundational issues and hoping for input or feedback from 

the European Data Protection Board to help inform our deliberations. 

With that, everyone agrees it’s best not to stick with the December 4th 

date and we’re now targeting February following the L.A. face-to-face. 

Cognizant of time, I’ll just draw a line in it, there, as the high-level update. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thank you very much. In the interest of time and trying to 

keep everybody on schedule we will hold off on the regex and RA and 

RAA amendment. From what I’ve seen on the list there hasn’t been that 

much going on in either of those two that merits a big update. I will also 

notice, regarding scheduling, the new transfer scoping team has double-

booked against our time. This is every other week. That’s the reason that 
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Sarah couldn’t make it. Sue, is that a discussion that you could take up 

with whoever is handling the transfer team? 

 

SUE SCHULER:  Do you know who that is? 

 

RICK WILHELM:  I don’t. Does anybody else know who is handling the transfer team at 

ICANN staff? Caitlin, Roger says. 

 

SUE SCHULER:  Okay, I will. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. That would be good. Schedule-wise, you can see there, we’re 

currently booked for next week. We’ll have, no doubt, a vigorous 

discussion. And then Jim says, “One comment about the amendment. 

Russ said that perhaps the SLA discussion should happen there, just a 

moment ago. I'm going to make sure we keep the SLA discussion here.” 

Yeah, I think that right now it’s not necessarily an SLA discussion. It’s 

about the mechanics of how the profile is working. I think that I would 

agree with that, Jim, that the mechanics of how the profile … This is within 

the profile so we should keep it here.  

 Then we’ve got meetings next week. And then, obviously, I'm going to 

make the non-controversial suggestion that we do not meet on 12/26 in 
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1/2. And then I’d further suggest that we have Sue book us 1/9 and 

weekly through 2/27.  

 GDD Summit. We’ll have to pick that one up next week. Any last walk-ons 

or any objections to any of that which I rattled out at extraordinary speed 

as though this were a pharmaceutical commercial? Nothing except a 

giggle from Sue. Sue, I will draw a line under it there and turn it over to 

you.  

 

SUE SCHULER:  Thanks, Rick. Okay, Michelle, we can stop the recording. Bye, all.  

 

 

 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


