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RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Good morning, good afternoon, good evening everyone. 

Welcome to today’s call for the RDAP Working Group. Today is 27 

February, 2020. This is Rick Wilhelm, your host. Thanks everybody for 

joining today. We’ll get started by announcing some regrets from Jody, 

Roger, Sarah, Jothan, and Carla. So, some regrets. Sorry they can’t make 

it, but they did let me know via email, so thanks to them for that.  

We’ve got our agenda that I had sent out several hours ago as per our 

usual cadence and so everybody’s had a chance to look at that. We’ll take 

a minute to give anybody a chance to either do some agenda bashing or 

to propose any topics and get them out there that they want to add on 

to either the new business or the any other business. We’ll let anybody 

come to the mic now. Of course, you’ll have another chance later.  

Not seeing anything so we will go ahead into our implementation status. 

We will start off with the registry URLs. This file has been stable for 

actually over a month now, hasn’t been touched since January 23, still 

sitting at 826 URLs so we are clearly getting into normal, ordinary time 

operation. So that’s been stable there on the registry side. On the 

registrar side, we’ve seen movement of 13 as of the file that was dated 

2/20. Presumably that will move sometime today if it’s on a weekly 

update cycle and I just didn’t catch it when I looked at it. So, it went up 

by 13. That’s since the version on 2/06, the sixth of February. So, a little 

bit of movement there on the registrar’s side also.  

Anybody have any questions or comments or any other items related to 

implementation discussion that they’d like to bring up? Checking for 

hands, not seeing any. We will keep going. Okay.  
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On the RDAP source complexity item—posting this one here—in his 

regrets note, Jothan said that he doesn’t have any new information to 

share on this one. I believe that was a note that he sent to the entire list 

and so he’s not received any new scenarios from registrars to share. So, 

we’ll just keep that one out there in case something new, just to remind 

us. But right now, the still previous use of 302 redirects should be 

sufficient.  

Okay, so let’s move on to meeting planning. Much like many of the calls 

that have been going on over the past week or so, since our last meeting 

ICANN 67 has gone to pure virtual. We were, as you know, scheduled to 

be on Sunday morning at 10:30 local time as part of CPH TechOps. CPH 

TechOps cancelled their meeting basically because there’s a regular 

cadence that they have during the meeting—and I’m kind of 

paraphrasing here. So, since they’re not able to do something face-to-

face, they’re just going to rely on their regularly scheduled virtual 

meetings that they have during their normal times and the group didn’t 

feel that it was worth having people spend time on a Sunday for a virtual 

meeting, so they’re just going to rely on their regular cadence.  

And since our situation is roughly equivalent, at present I’ve cancelled our 

Sunday meeting. I’ve not requested a weekday meeting slot. As you note 

here in my comments, while we would’ve benefitted from a face-to-face 

time at ICANN 67, the benefit of virtual time for our working group during 

ICANN week does not appear to outweigh the cost of schedule conflicts 

or constraints as well as the possibility of pulling all of you on a weekend 

across time zones.  
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So, I wanted to have that out there just to take any discussions if we have 

any disagreement. If you agree with this notion of just cancelling our 

ICANN 67 week meeting to sort of deconflict everyone’s schedules, you 

can either note it in a chat or give it a “yes,” the proverbial thumbs up 

with your indicator there, or you can raise your hand and come to the mic 

and offer some comments if you have anything to share.  

I do see Marc Anderson is here. Marc, if I mischaracterized how CPH 

TechOps came to their thing, feel free to come to the mic and clarify, but 

I think I got that pretty well. So, I’m seeing some concurrence there 

among the group. I got a checkmark from Anderson, so I think we’ll take 

that. So, I think, Sue, we’ll stick with our no meeting during ICANN week 

and work on clearing that up. So, very good. Clearing the schedule for 

everybody. Very good. So, we will pick up our regular meeting schedule 

after ICANN 67.  

We will plan on having a face-to-face. Moving on to GDD Summit. We are 

planning an RDAP working group meeting then. As everybody knows 

from their blogs that they’re reading, GDD Summit is in the monitoring 

stage right now and so I know just as much as you do about that. It’s just 

being monitored right now, so that’s where we are on that.  

As far as our regular working group meetings, we’re already cancelled for 

next week. That was supposed to be ICANN travel week. Based on what 

we’ve got going in our workload, which right now isn’t that aggressive, 

I’m going to propose that we start the week of March 19th. Normally the 

week after ICANN, we don’t do regular meetings because everybody’s 

travelling and we just had a meeting the week before, but I think that 

given the fact that this week we’re actually going to be taking ICANN 
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week off and the schedule is going to be a little bit different, I think we 

should just go ahead and book for March 19th and put that on the 

calendar, and then put our meetings in place on a weekly basis through 

GDD. That would give us the 19th, 26th, 2, 9, 16, April 23 and 30, and then 

we’ll sort of see what happens with both our workload and the planning 

for GDD and then we can adjust based as need be based on what our 

workload is.  

Maybe by that time we’ll also have some output in a couple of weeks out 

of the IRT. We’ll know a little bit more. So, my proposal is have Sue put 

on the calendar March 19th and then keep going. And Sue notes that by 

March 19th, we will be back to daylight savings time. And so, then I think 

that what that means if we keep the meeting on UTC, that moves it to 

12:00 PM Eastern, and if we keep the meeting stable on UTC … I want to 

do what other groups are doing.  

So, let’s first talk about the schedule, then we’ll talk about the timeslot. 

Why don’t we do that? So, let’s work on getting some either checkmarks 

or discussions around restarting on the 19th, and then just booking our 

meetings out through GDD. Everybody okay with that? Or please come 

to the mic and comment if you’d like to discuss. Seeing checkmarks from 

Catherine and Dietmar and … It’s the green button right next to yes or no. 

Dietmar withdrew his checkmark. And now it’s back. Very good. Okay 

Scott Hollenbeck found his checkmark, very good. Okay. We’re going to 

take that as consensus because no one is coming to the mic. Okay, very 

good.  

Now let’s talk about timeslot. Daylight saving’s time in the US and Europe 

has both kicked in by the time that ICANN 67 is over, so in this March 19th 
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timeslot. What are the other working groups—are they sticking with their 

UTC or are they shifting by an hour? Does anybody know?  

 

CATHERINE MERDINGER:  I know that when we fell back, I think most of them stayed at the same 

UTC time.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. Very good. Marc Anderson, please go ahead.  

 

MARC ANDERSON:  I was going to say the same thing as Catherine. I think last time people 

stayed at UTC. And just a reminder the EPDP group meets right before 

this slot, 14:00 to 16:00 UTC and on the last time zone shift they remained 

on UTC time.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. So that means we will also … I think we will take our direction and 

stick on UTC time. Alex concurs they stick with UTC. So that means, Sue, 

that we will stick with UTC and so we will move to high noon Eastern 

daylight time then.  

 

SUE SCHULER:  Okay. Great. Thank you.  
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RICK WILHELM:  And so, I think that we should go with the flow, as the saying is. I see no 

reason to buck that trend. That sounds good? Okay. So that’s good and 

we very deftly worked that out. Thank you, Catherine. Thank you, Marc 

and Alex. Very good. So, we’ll go ahead. And Sue I think you’ve got clear 

guidance, you kind of know what to do there. You good?  

 

SUE SCHULER:  Yep. Good to go.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  All right. Very good. Thumbs up. Thank you, Sue.  

Okay, next item that we’ve got here. I just reposted this one. It didn’t get 

much traction or discussion last time on Quoc’s note about user journeys. 

It didn’t get any discussion but I wanted to leave it here on the agenda in 

case someone had contemplated something since then that they wanted 

to bring up on the topic. Unsurprisingly, we don’t have Quoc as the time 

zone is not facilitative for Quoc in Australia, where in Melbourne it’s I 

believe 3:15 in the morning by my watch, no matter what daylight savings 

says. But anybody have any comments about this one? Very good. We’ll 

leave it, sit there, maybe we’ll spur some discussions. Okay.  

We’re going to head into … We’ll pick up new business down in AOB. So, 

let’s take a trip over to the microwave and we will start off with the IRT. 

Which of our distinctive and distinguished volunteers from the IRT would 

care to give us an update?  



RySG RDAP WG-Feb27                                                   EN 

 

Page 7 of 13 

 

In classic tradition, everyone takes a step back. Alex, would you care to … 

You can’t see it, Alex, but you’re being nominated on the –oh you can see 

it. Alex is getting his headset working here.  

 

ALEX DEACON:  Can you guys hear me?   

 

RICK WILHELM:  We can hear you. Thank you, Alex. Please go ahead.  

 

ALEX DEACON:  Well, without getting into too much detail, I think we’ve started to make 

some progress on the calls, but since we’ve managed to organize our 

meetings in a way where agenda items are better known beforehand and 

we’re able to work through them efficiently one the call, especially the 

last one, so hopefully that continues to happen. 

In terms of the impacts of this working group on the work of the IRT, there 

will be some obviously. We’ll have to call that out I think at the 

appropriate time. I think there’s still quite a lot of work to be done, issues 

to be resolved and I think even more language [inaudible] to get the so-

called OneDoc, if that’s the case put together where all of our [inaudible] 

language lives. There’s still quite a lot of recommendations [inaudible] 

phase one had language [inaudible].  

In terms of timing, I still think … I’m not too sure what time we’re working 

for, maybe Marc can [inaudible], but the team decided to delay. We’re 

going to go past the February 29 date, and not too sure wat the plan is in 
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terms of getting this out for public comment. Perhaps it’s sometime this 

summer. [inaudible]. Thanks.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  All right. Very good, Alex. Thanks. Some of that was kind of fading in and 

out. So, I’m not sure if there’s any questions there, but it sounds like 

basically some of the gist I got was some good progress but the report is 

being delayed, so we’re going to standby on that stuff. Very good. Thank 

you very much. Anybody have any questions there? All right, very good. 

Moving on to EPDP Phase 2. Anybody want to grab … Let’s see, Marc 

Anderson. Please go ahead, Marc.  

 

MARC ANDERSON:  Thanks Rick, happy to take that one and thanks Alex for letting us 

volunteer you there for IRT. With the EPDP Phase 1, I’m sure everybody’s 

aware, but the Phase 2 initial report is out for public comment. There’s a 

handy link in Zoom for you. Comments close in 25 days. Looking ahead, 

the goal that staff and Janis have laid out is to conclude the final report 

and submit it to GNSO Council by 11 June. That’s the goal we currently 

have. Obviously, having ICANN 67 go virtual is causing us to shuffle our 

schedule a little bit and we have a lot of work to do in a short amount of 

time, but that is nonetheless our goal we’re trying to achieve.  

 One interesting thing to note. The working group is currently considering 

our called priority two items. Any items that the working group agrees to 

as a result of these discussions will end up in an initial report addendum 

that will also go out for public comment. The target date for that is 20 

March. All very nice and interesting.  
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What probably we care most about in this group is what that means for 

RDAP. And there I’ll just say that I’m a little concerned that the initial 

report is very light in how the phase two recommendations will be 

operationalized. How is it envisioned that RDAP will be used? How’s the 

flow of information between the central SSAD system, the requester and 

the disclosure of data supposed to occur? Very light on what I call the 

operationalizing details.  

And so, that makes it sort of hard for me to give a useful update on what 

that means to this group. It’s something I’ve raised and hopefully it’s 

something we’ll be able to pick up in our meeting discussions. If we don’t, 

what I think that does mean from a practical standpoint is that these 

decisions will ultimately be left to the implementation phase. Right now, 

I think an awful lot is left to implementation, which is certainly concerning 

to me. And as we’re seeing in the phase one IRT, implementation can take 

a while, especially if the recommendations are not as clear as we would 

like them to be. So that’s one of my concerns here. So, I’ll leave it there. 

I see Mark has his hand up so he can clean up anything I missed or forgot.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thank you, Marc Anderson. Mark Svancarek, please go ahead.  

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  Thank you, Marc Anderson. That was really good. I always like following 

you instead of going first because then you always find the things that I 

forgot. I want to amplify some of the things that Marc A said, namely that 

we lost a lot of meeting opportunities with the move to a remote meeting 

and we were already under extreme time pressure, so this is causing 
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everyone to become very, very concerned about how we’re going to have 

a good quality product at the end of our deadline if we’ve lost some 

meetings and if we’ve lost face-to-face opportunities, which is where a 

lot of things really get moved forward. So, you know, stay tuned for that.  

Another thing is that there is a draft report  out. I encourage everyone to 

either review it and give feedback or work within your constituencies to 

make sure your feedback is heard.  

Marc mentioned that we have a bunch of priority two stuff that we’re 

working on. There’s also a couple of things that are sketched out in the 

draft report that are going to be of interest to this group I think and those 

would be SLAs and automation. So, there is an SLA proposal on the table 

that needs some feedback. That doesn’t directly go to an RDAP team, but 

it’s connected to it. It’s adjacent to it. So, it may be of interest.  

Then there’s automation. There is a collection of caveats and 

assumptions and use cases that were submitted as a document—I think 

they were linked as a footnote or something. So that document is 

available online. You may want to read that as well and I would say the 

two interesting ways to think about that document are if you assume the 

hybrid model, which I think is a good assumption, then the decider of all 

disclosures is not the gateway, but actually each contracted party’s 

compliance department.  

So, when we’re talking about automation, we are of course talking about 

having an automated gateway that routes requests, but what we’re really 

talking about is the automation that occurs at the contracted party to 
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create faster review processes to ensure that lawful disclosures are made 

quickly and consistently.  

And I think the questions that come up are two-fold. One of them is: are 

these proposed use cases lawful?” And the other one is: what should be 

created as policy as an obligation for a contracted party to implement?” 

So, the first one, since I wrote the draft document, I’m very confident that 

all or most of the use cases can be implemented in a lawful fashion, 

although we are debating that. The second question about what should 

be required to be implemented by a contracted party, I think that’s going 

to be a very tough one for us to get consensus on because there are a lot 

of opinions there. And there’s more of course, but I think I’ll leave it at 

that. Thank you.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thank you, Mark. Appreciate that. Okay. Any questions for 

either of the two Marks? Very good.  

Moving on to IETF REGEXT. Let me see if … I don’t see Jim Galvin here. I 

think that just a couple of things on IETF REGEXT that I know of. I think 

there’s some general progress on the updates that Scott Hollenbeck has 

been submitting to the RDAP RFCs and I also think that the interim 

meeting that Jim Galvin had planned for the REGEXT group is not 

happening concurrent with ICANN because of the way that TechOps is 

happening. But then of course there is a REGEXT meeting that’s going to 

be happening at the IETF and according to my calendar, that is happening 

… Let me see if I can get this straight. I think it’s the 27th at 7:00 AM. 

Eastern time. 10:00 AM in Pacific time in Vancouver. I think I got that 
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right. We’ll see if Scott Hollenbeck is able to correct me. I got a checkmark 

from Scott Hollenbeck, which means I was right about that. S, for those 

of you who want to participate either in-person or remotely for the IETF 

REGEXT meeting in Vancouver, that’s the timeslot on that. Sorry I can’t 

convert that to UTC on the fly. That will be daylight savings time by that 

time in North America. Okay. Very good. Anything else Scott on IETF 

REGEXT that you think is worth mentioning? “Nothing else,” says Scott. 

Master of his Zoom interface. Well done.  

On the RA/RAA amendment, just a brief update there. Most of you here 

are part of the contracted party house. You’ll be hearing from your 

various stakeholder group—within your Registrar Stakeholder Group and 

the Registry Stakeholder Group. You’re going to be seeing a term sheet 

style document coming to you probably in about a week. That’s working 

its way through the small group that are negotiating with ICANN right 

now.  

We’ve got a number of terms that we’ve come to pretty good agreement 

on that we think are likely to be getting concurrence on, some that we’re 

still negotiating with ICANN, so we’re getting those memorialized in a 

very simple and digestible, rather short term sheet style document. For 

the RA amendment and the RAA amendment each, they’re both about 

two-and-a-half pages, so it’s relatively light reading. It’s not written in 

legalistic language, so when you see that in your various stakeholder 

groups, you’ll be able to consume that pretty easily. The SLAs are still, as 

you’re familiar with, along with the reporting requirements. 

 We have not made progress yet on one of the key items which is WHOIS 

sunset, so that’s still hanging out there. So that’s kind of an update from 
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the RA/RAA amendment. I’ll be happy to take any questions on that from 

anybody. Scrolling here, not seeing any. Okay.  

And on the ICANN feedback on the NSp and compliance, when Karla sent 

me the note with her regrets, she said that she didn’t have any news 

there on those to share, so no updates from Karla on those.  

So, that brings us to one of our favorite parts: Any other business, AOB. 

Anybody have anything they’d care to table or bring up, bring to the 

group as a discussion point? Not seeing anything. Oka,y very good.  

I think that brings us to a close for the day. So, I thank everybody for 

participating. I was hearing my email beep in my ear while we were 

working on this so I think Sue has already started to send out a couple of 

invites. Our next meeting for this group will be on Thursday, the 19th at 

15:00 UTC. By that time, North America and Europe will be on daylight 

savings time. Your mileage may vary. So that will be at noon for those of 

you in the eastern time zone and then of course everybody do your own 

conversions. So, with that, thanks everybody for your participation and 

Sue you can take us out.  

 

SUE SCHULER:  Thank you, sir. Michelle we can end the recording.  
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