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SUE SCHULER:  Great, thanks. Okay, Rick.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thanks, Sue. And it just flipped for three minutes after. Good 

morning, good afternoon, and good evening everyone. Today is 23rd 

January of 2020. This is the regularly scheduled RDAP Working Group 

meeting. I’m Rick Wilhelm hosting the meeting today. We’ve got the 

usual suspects on the line. The EPDP Working Group will be filtering in 

shortly I presume. We have regrets from Sarah and Catherine today 

who has stated they have conflicts, so we won’t be seeing them, 

unfortunately, but we will press on regardless.  

 So, I sent out the typical agenda earlier today a few hours ago. 

Hopefully, you all had a chance to read it. We’ll give an opportunity for 

agenda bashing, and then we will, of course, have any other business at 

the end if anybody has any walk-on topics that they’d like to bring up. 

Any agenda bashing that anyone would like to bring up at this time?  

 Seeing none, we will charge right into implementation status. URL 

submissions up by two for the registries this week to 826 from last 

week’s 827. Ad some decent movement on the registrar side: 2252, up 

by 11 from last week’s 2241. The most recent update on that file was 

from 1/16 which happened to be just a day after our meeting, but still 

we had 11 URLs updated. And I captured in the notes the commentary 

that Karla provided last week, which was helpful, that talked about 

some of the issues with some registrar URLs. We have Dan on the call 

this week and I noticed that his URL made it into the file this week. So, 
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I’m sure that Dan’s excited about that. We got a smiley face from Dan in 

the chat noting that. Any questions or concerns or comments around 

the implementation status and URLs?  

 Very good. Seeing none. Quick roll through our old business. Registrar 

RDAP URL source. Last week, we checked in with Karla and there wasn’t 

any update from ICANN IT regarding possible estimates on improving 

the validation capability of the NSp for RDAP-based URLs. I do see that 

Karla is here. Karla says into the chat, “No update on this one.” So that 

was quick. Any other questions from anybody on this one? Not seeing 

any. 

 Moving on to the bootstrap RFC. I captured in here our consensus last 

week where we’re going to table the modifications to 7484 to 

accommodate the URLs, possible registrar URLs. So we’re just sitting 

that to the side for last time. So, if anybody has any comments on this 

topic, we can certainly entertain those. But for right now, we’re going to 

sit that one aside, giving people a chance to come to the mic on the 

topic of deferring any action on the bootstrap RFC 7484. 

 Seeing none, we will go on to registrar RDAP source complexity. And 

this is regarding to … We have Jothan saying agreeing on the deferring 

of the—sorry, Justin, agreeing to defer any RFC action. I will also note 

that previously Jothan … Man, between Justin and Jothan, I’ve got a 

case of the J’s. Jothan had commented in the chat that on the issue 

around the portal issues, he emailed out to the Registrar Stakeholder 

Group around the portal dates issue last meeting and doesn’t have any 

response on that, so we’re just holding on that one.  
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 Now, flipping over to the RDAP source complexity. This is an item that 

Jothan had brought up and we had discussed last week and right now 

our consensus is to talk about redirects as the solution for this. Right 

now, Jothan notes in the chat that we don’t have any requests for 

multiple entries from registrars that have arisen as of yet, so we’re 

standing by. Jothan has requested feelers out to various people, 

presumably, but we don’t have any at this time. Anybody care to add 

any comments in or around that one?  

 Seeing none, we are rolling onward. I will note that the EPDP folks have 

not shown up yet. I’ve got a backchannel message from Marc Anderson 

who said that the EPDP is running “way over” so we’ll see if we even see 

… Based on our pace here, we may actually lap them today. 

 So, moving along to meeting planning, running at a pace that even 

Roger would be proud of. Just a quick review. ICANN 67, regular 

outreach session. No public session.  

GDD Summit. There was a meeting of the CPH TechOps group and we 

confirmed that we’re going to be having RDAP Working Group meting as 

part of the tech track. One of the tings that I commented on there in the 

planning session was that we were originally penciled in for 90 minutes 

and I offered that, at this point, unless something big comes up, we 

could probably get by with an hour. We will of course be pivoting some 

of our discussion for maybe some topics that are more face-to-face 

oriented and we could good use of our time there, but I would have a 

harder time seeing how we would get up to an hour even with good 

face-to-face topics. So, anybody have any questions or comments 

around that? Because if we do want to think about other topics that 
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may come up—and obviously we’ve got time and flexibility here 

regarding that … 

Actually, wait a second. Sue, help me out. That 90 minutes, was that at 

GDD Summit or was that at ICANN 67? I’m a little bit blurry.  

 

SUE SCHULER:    Yeah. No, that was at ICANN 67. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. That was at ICANN 67. Got it. Thank you for helping me out there. 

Unfortunately, I came to that realization before it needed to be 

corrected. So, that was at ICANN 67 we were penciled in for 90 minutes 

and I thought that we were going to be, given our current workload, 

done with this in probably about an hour, even with some face-to-face 

discussion.  

 So, if anybody has any comments in or around that, they’re certainly 

free to comment on that. Anybody have any thoughts? Of course, at 

ICANN 67, we will be looking for anybody if they want to make any 

special presentations of something like that, we certainly welcome and 

entertain those. We have flexibility because this is part of the CPH 

TechOps agenda at ICANN, so we have the ability to flex in there. But if 

we’re going to be running less right now, we’re planning at around an 

hour. Anybody have any other thoughts? Not seeing any. All right. Very 

good. That means considerable agreement. And we are booked weekly. 

 We’re going to see how our workload looks. At this point, I’m probably 

inclined to keep these meetings on a calendar and just have us rocket 
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through them as opposed to having people have them fall off of their 

calendar. But we can certainly take that into discussion on this topic.  

 Let’s see here. Let’s go in any other business or walk-ons. Anybody have 

anything they’d like to bring up? Not at the moment. 

 EPDP IRT and Phase 2. I don’t know if we have anybody from the EPDP 

or IRT Phase 2, so we may have to defer those updates until next week, 

unless there’s somebody here that can touch on those, because I think 

all of our other folks that usually do those are unavailable. Anybody 

have any involvement with either the IRT or Phase 2 that they can 

provide an update? But I think that we might be … Oh, Roger is here. 

Roger, please go ahead.  

 

ROGER CARNEY: Thanks, Rick. Just real quick on the IRT. Not a whole lot. I would say that 

staff is still looking for March 1st to basically complete IRT. I think 

basically get that done and out to the public, hopefully by March 1st. I 

don’t know if we’ll hit that or not but that’s the goal. 

 The big topic right now is the timeline, how long for implementation. I 

think maybe we’ve talked about this before on this call. We’re pushing 

for 18 months and staff is pushing for detailed project plans, at least 

more detailed than anybody really wants to give. So, there’s a little 

discussion, I should say, going on between staff and the IRT about how 

detailed we need to get with the implementation concerns. Again, we’re 

pushing for 18 months and we gave them a list of, I don’t even know, 20 

items that need to be addressed in the implementation. So, they’re still 
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pushing back on trying to get, I guess, a detailed timeline. So, I think 

that’s the big things right now for the IRT. Thanks.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  All right. Very good. Thank you, Roger. That’s very helpful. Anybody 

have any questions for Roger? Okay, very good. And, of course, Roger, if 

there’s anything on the timeline that would benefit from discussion 

within the RDAP Working Group, certainly, as you know, you’re 

welcome to bring it here for that discussion, obviously.  

 Let’s pivot over to IETF REGEXT. Let me see. I do see Jim Galvin is here. 

Jim, would you be able to give us a REGEXT update? 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yes, thanks. Jim Galvin with Afilias for the record. I think for RDAP 

Working Group there’s not much to say at the moment. The two 

documents … And as I that, of course I’m coming up with things to say. 

We have the sorting and searching—not searching, the sorting and 

paging in yellow in which I’m forgetting at the moment which had been 

pushed along. So, those documents are going through a publication 

cycle now. Searching will be a continued work item. And then we’re just 

waiting for other hints of work items from this group, RDAP updates or 

anything else that might be important. And of course the OpenID 

credential management stuff. That’s what I wanted to say. So, thanks.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  All right, very good. And Roger typed in there a partial response I think 

is the— 
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JIM GALVIN:  Yeah, sorry. Partial response and sorting and paging. Thank you, Roger.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Okay. Good stuff. On the RA/RAA amendment, work is 

continuing. There was a meeting that was held within the CPH this week 

and that’s in preparation for next week’s meeting with ICANN staff. The 

group is going over both the RA and RAA terms and working on those 

things, getting positions in place and a number of those things, 

especially related to some things around definitions and discussing 

transition and things like that. So, the progress is sort of steady but not 

especially speedy. We do have a weekly meeting cadence set up on 

that, but right now, we don’t have any particular progress to note. Jim 

Galvin and I are working on some [inaudible] and definitional things that 

we’re going to be sending back to the CPH having to do with the profile, 

so we’re going to be collaborating on that. But that’s about all that we 

have to report right now on the topic. Any questions or comments on 

that one? Not seeing any.  

 I do see some members of the EPDP starting to show up. I see Mark SV. I 

don’t see Marc Anderson yet. But since we’re sort of here, Mark SV are 

you able to give an update on EPDP Phase 2? Roger did an IRT update.  

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  Yeah. I can go ahead.  
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RICK WILHELM:  Thanks.  

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  You’re welcome. So, we have a face-to-face next week and the main 

thing that we’re working on is … Well, I mean, the main thing that we’re 

working on is always trying to get a report out as soon as possible, so 

that we can get it into public comment.  

 The way that we’re focusing on this now has been a progression. We 

went from our last face-to-face meeting trying to develop a very 

centralized model with a centralized gateway or clearinghouse at the 

front end that accepts all the requests, acknowledges receipt of 

requests, tickets them, logs them, etc., like that. And then there would 

be a centralized authorization hub as well that would review legal bases 

and codes of conduct and stuff like that, and then determine whether or 

not a response could be made without requiring intervention of 

contracted parties.  

 We still don’t have legal certainty that this actually helps the contracted 

parties from a liability perspective. There’s reasons to think that it 

would but we have not yet gotten feedback. So, instead now, we’ve 

pivoted a little bit to something that’s being called the hybrid model 

which is where the gateway or clearinghouse remains in place with all 

that functionality, logging and ticketing and like that but where the 

authorization would happen at a contracted party. So, the ticketing 

agent would steer those to the right place.  

 Then, in the last couple of days, based on feedback to that hybrid 

model, staff has generated a further evolution of this which they’re 
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calling the chameleon model and that is the model that we’ll be 

discussing in LA next week.  

Without going into too much detail, the chameleon model is one that is 

substantially similar to the contracted party model but it adds in a 

starting point for discussing SLAs, a starting point for discussing how 

future automation would play in a system like this. I think it’s still 

missing some important things that I’m interested in such as if a 

contracted party wants to enter into a joint controller agreement at a 

future time, I’d like to make sure that the policy accommodates that 

without having to have another PDP. Things like that. 

So, it’s pretty promising. Still a lot of contentious discussion, I think. 

Yeah. The note from [inaudible] I’m seeing here, I would call it the soup 

or salad model myself as opposed to the chameleon model but that’s 

just the way it goes. And now I’ve lost my train of thought, I’m sorry. 

So, we’re having a face-to-face next week and there will be lots and lots 

to report for next week’s IRT. Thanks.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  All right. Very good. Well, it sounds certainly interesting and I’m certain 

lively. That sounds good. I guess the— 

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  I remember now. There was the one last comment. So, one of the more 

controversial suggestions in the staff document is something called a 

steering committee. We really don’t want to get ourselves into a 

situation where we’re building a fairly complex and modular system. 
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None of the components are particularly complicated. It’s when you try 

to integrate all the components together is where complexity tends to 

arise.  

 And the idea that there might be some ongoing steering committee that 

can make certain proposals or changes to the system without having to 

have another PDP, that seems like a really cool idea. I don’t know how it 

fits in the existing GNSO structure and we are going back and forth on is 

there actually a way that you could create such a thing that isn’t judged 

to be creating policy outside of a PDP? Because we know that that 

doesn’t work.  

 So, that steering committee concept or IRT ongoing committee or 

something like that, that was a particularly interesting yet controversial 

topic. I hope we don’t waste too much time on it next week, but it is 

worth discussing next week. So, that was the last thing. Thanks.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. Thanks very much, Mark. I haven’t read anything on the steering 

committee either, but just hearing you describe it, it sounds like there 

could be a spot where that could be almost like it’s making policy. So, 

that could be a problem. 

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  Yeah. That is the real concern. Is that even allowed? I don’t think it is. 

So, how do you accomplish that function without breaking all the rules?  
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RICK WILHELM:  Right. Yeah. It would be interesting to see why it’s even needed but 

that’s probably a different kettle of fish. I guess that’s why you guys are 

meeting. So, good on you as it says. Okay. Very good. Any other 

questions for Mark SV? Very good.  

 Seeing none, let’s go briefly to any other business. Anybody have any 

walk-ons that they’d like to bring up?  

All right. Seeing none, I’m going to … I think we can give everybody 

some time back, and depending on where you are, you can eat a little 

bit early or do something even more productive than this. So, Sue, you 

can take us out. 

 

SUE SCHULER:  Yeah. Just to answer Jothan’s question in the chat, yes, we are going to 

keep next week’s meeting, right?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. We’ll keep it. We’ll keep quick tempo like this. We’ll just keep 

them on the calendar, and then that way we’ve got them if something 

comes up, because we are still pending some updates from ICANN, both 

related to policy and also related to … I’m sorry, related to compliance 

which we didn’t have any updates from Karla. And also related to the 

issues on the NSp and updates from ICANN IT. So, we’re going to keep 

the meeting next week and stay tuned for more updates.  

 

SUE SCHULER:  Okay. Perfect. Thanks, Rick. Okay, Michelle, we can end the recording.  
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