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SUE SCHULER:    Great, thanks. Okay, Rick.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Thanks, Sue. Good morning, good afternoon, and good evening, 

everyone. Today is 30th January 2020 and this is the regularly scheduled 

meeting of the ICANN RDAP Working Group. I’m Rick Wilhelm from 

Verisign, your host for today.  

 So, we sent out the agenda a little bit earlier today, the usual agenda. 

We’ll take a second to see any hands and see if we have any requests 

for agenda bashing. And seeing none, we will go ahead and proceed 

with our agenda.  

 First, as usual, we’ve got our implementation status on the registry side. 

We did not have a material update to the registry URL count. It stays 

constant at 826. Perhaps that’s because the registry URL file, the 

bootstrap file, has not been updated since January 23rd. So that’s still a 

constant at 826. The registrar file, oops, I failed to update in the notes 

the registrar date on that one. Let me look and get that date. It was 

updated 1/23. I forgot to put that in my notes. It was … Yeah. As of 

1/26, it has 2257. That’s an update from 116. So that’s up by five over 

the past short week there.  

 Okay. So, any questions about implementation status there? Gradually 

creeping up across the board on the registrar side. Seeing none, we will 

go right ahead.  
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 Okay. On old business, on the registrar RDAP URL source, if you go to 

the bottom of that section, you can see in my italics, we don’t have any 

updates last week from Karla on the progress from ICANN IT on 

improving the NSp on the validation state. We’re going to move this one 

down to the acronym microwave.  

Karla, unless you stick your hand in the air, I assume that we have no 

update from ICANN IT this week, also. And the same with the item 

related to feedback from ICANN Compliance regarding their feedback 

on operational transitions.  

One of the things that Karla had mentioned previously is that the 

process regarding transitions is much smoother these days, so there’s 

general awareness and notification on transitions. So, therefore, if 

there’s issues related to RDAP availability during transitions, compliance 

should be more generally aware on that. So, we’re not expecting any 

feedback from compliance on the topic. But we’ll put this one down in 

the microwave. That way, most importantly, when we get feedback 

from ICANN IT regarding the validation capability being added to NSp, 

we’ll be able to hear that one. And thanks, Karla, for your comments in 

chat there.  

We’ve got Justin Mack with his hand up. Justin, please go ahead.  

 

JUSTIN MACK: Hi, Rick. Thank you. So, at the risk of feeding a fed horse here and 

making this even more complicated, I did have on idea on this that just 

popped in my head on the submission from registrars for validation, and 

it would of course take RDAP aware people that are receiving this RDAP 
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URL. But right now we can paste in one base URL and then that gets 

propagated out. But there is the difficulty of testing that URL with a real 

domain name. So I thought, well, hey, as a registrar, can you give the 

base URL plus slash domain and the domain name that’s registered to 

you, preferably as the registrant as also the registrar, so it will be within 

that registrar at the time of query. 

 Now the people that are validating that URL can essentially take that 

entire URL domain name, send it to an automated process to validate 

the response is correct and then trim off that slash domain and the 

domain name part of it to have just the base URL and then that would 

then propagate out to MoSAPI and the IANA file. 

 So, just a few quick thoughts on that. Doesn’t really need discussion 

unless people love it or hate it. But just wanted to throw that out there. 

Thank you.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Gotcha. Thank you very much, Justin. So, basically, to summarize, that 

the idea would be that the NSp would be either one of two things. 

Either the URL that the registrar is submitting would either—could be 

just add an extra field and allow the registrar to submit a domain name 

that could be tested. I think that’s kind of what Jim Gould is suggesting 

in the chat, although he’s got a slightly different [variant], not just 

adding the domain name to be tested but forming a fully formed URL to 

actually use in the testing. I think that’s sort of what Jim is suggesting 

there.  
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 Then, I think Justin, you are suggesting the actual base URL but then 

also append the extra goodies that would comprise a test URL. Then the 

thing that would go—the URL that would go into registrar [inaudible] 

file would be the trimmed version of that, whereas Jim is keeping the 

actual URL and the test URL separate. And I was suggesting a slightly 

different one where you would have the test URL and then adding the 

domain name as a separate field.  

 So, I think we’ve got a couple of different [variant]. I think these are all 

something for ICANN IT to consider. The general gist of this would be 

that to make it a little bit easier for the testing, the benefit of this 

approach, whatever implementation we use, whether we use the 

implementation approach that Justin suggested, the one which he typed 

there—thank you, Justin—into the approach or the one that Jim 

suggested or the one that I suggested. Either of these would actually 

make it possible for ICANN to do more reliable testing here because 

they would actually have a domain name that would be possible—that 

would be able to be reliably tested. That’s the general benefit.  

 So, that kind of makes sense to me and I think that at least Justin and 

Jim Gould and I are on the same page. Let me ask Karla, are you parsing 

this or do you want us to try and take this to the list and summarize it? 

 

KARLA HAKANSSON:  That’s okay. I just put it in the chat a minute or so ago that I would take 

it back to the team to review because we’re … I was just actually writing 

an email about the requirements for this. So, it’s not done yet. [It’s just 
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needing] approaches to take with this. So let me take it back and see 

what we can do with it. Thanks, all.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay, very good. Thank you. Very good. And Sue that’s a fabricated 

example URL. It won’t work. If instead of example., if he had used 

something like markmonitor … Well, I’m not sure what Mark Monitor’s 

RDAP URL is, but theoretically, he could [inaudible] the one for Mark 

Monitor in there and it would work. But that would require him doing a 

little bit of on-the-fly typing. Okay. That’s good. Any other discussion on 

this? I think, Justin, that’s a very interesting idea. The benefit of this, of 

course, that it would allow even more reliable URLs to get into the NSp 

would be the real benefit of this. So, that would be great. Anybody else 

have any other comments that they’d like to add on this, onto Justin’s 

suggestion?  

 Let me scroll here and make sure I’m not missing any hands. Very good. 

Not seeing any. Okay, very good. Let’s go to the next item, registrar 

RDAP source complexity. 

 This is an item that we had talked about. Jothan had an open item to go 

out and look for any other cases arise that wouldn’t be solved with a 

redirect. I’m not seeing Jothan on the call at present today and I don’t 

believe we had seen any traffic on the list. If there was traffic on the list 

that I missed, if someone could please raise that to our attention. But I 

think as of right now, the redirect approach that was originally 

suggested by Gavin and then reiterated by Justin is really the approach 

that we’re suggesting here in this situation. So, we’re just going to keep 
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this open in case Jothan comes back with some suggestions or some 

situations where it doesn’t work. Anybody have any other comments on 

this one? Seeing none. 

 Okay, meeting planning. ICANN 67, we’re penciled in in the morning. 

GDD Summit, we have our RDAP Working Group meeting as part of the 

tech track in the scheduled setup. And on ICANN 67, we are Sunday 

morning at 10:30 is I think our current time slot, if I recall. I should be 

having that typed in here to our meeting notes, just so I don’t keep 

having to remember it. Paper remembers so we can forget.  

 GDD Summit. That schedule has not been set but the note did go out 

and hit the stakeholder groups to invite everybody to that meeting this 

past week, so look in your email box for that. Sue, can you scroll us in 

the window a little bit? Very good.  

 And then for our regular working group, we’re booked weekly through 

Cancun but I think I’m going to propose that we skip next week, because 

as of right now, we don’t have a lot of pressing topics and I hate to meet 

just for the sake of meeting. Let me throw that out for discussion. If you 

agree with the notion of … You can raise your hand if you want to 

comment, or if you agree with the notion of skipping February 6th, 

please hit either the yes button in your window or you can comment 

like Roger did in the chat window.  

 So, I’ve got a checkmark from Dan, Jim Galvin, Jim Gould, Ed Lewis, 

Cathryn, Scott Hollenbeck. Okay, so that seems like consensus. So we’re 

going to go ahead and cancel next week. We’ll plan on going on 

February 13th, largely because we don’t want to skip probably too many 



RySG RDAP WG - Jan30                                        EN 

 

Page 7 of 17 

 

in a row and maybe by that time we’ll have something else going on, 

either with some update from the EPDP IRT and stuff like that. So we’ll 

go ahead and plan on skipping that next week, Sue.  

 Okay, any new business? Any walk-on topics that anybody would like to 

bring up? I’m not seeing any. Let’s take a trip to the microwave. Mark 

Svancarek, Mark SV, please go ahead.  

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  Hi. I have sort of a walk-on topic. I don’t know if it’s appropriate to raise 

here but it’s also related to the EPDP acronym.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sure.  

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  So, I don’t know if anybody is following this—and I will write this up 

sometime this week and send it in so it can be discussed more 

thoroughly. The SSAD, which is the Standardized System for Access and 

Disclosure of registration data, envisages sort of a gateway or portal or 

a clearinghouse of requests. We use all these terms. I think we’re 

settling on gateway.  

 The idea is that all people who have requests send them to a centralized 

place. It determines the authoritative answer and then sends the 

request off to that data holder. Then it checks all the other stuff, like are 

you accredited? Are your credentials good? Have you asserted a lawful 

basis? So, it makes sure that all the requests that actually go to a 
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contracted party are good requests, makes sure that somebody is not 

asking for something that you don’t have, which I guess happens a lot 

today in WHOIS. Things like that.  

 Then the request is evaluated by the data controller, which in this case 

would be a contracted party. Then the answer will be sent back out 

again.  

 So, right now we’re really focusing on legal and business levels of 

responsibility. So, the responsibility of the data holder is to evaluate the 

request, determine whether it is lawful and proportional, etc., and then 

disclose the data if it’s appropriate.  

 But the mechanism for returning it is not discussed yet and right now 

it’s sort of on track to be thought of as an implementation detail. I don’t 

think it should be an implementation detail for two reasons. Well, it is in 

a sense. But one, depending on how it’s done could have policy 

implications, but also I think that there could be protocol implications, 

too. The group admits that none of us are experts in this.  

 So, I’ll draw up a picture and explain what I’m talking about. But there is 

this concept that perhaps the contracted party would return the answer 

directly to the requestor which means that the requestor opened up a 

session with the gateway over RDAP, then the gateway did something—

I don’t know, proxied it—to the contracted party. Then the contracted 

party is returning this answer directly to the requestor. I don’t see how 

that works, exactly. Hopefully, my confusion is understood by this group 

if you can mentally picture this. 
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 So, that’s a topic that I think we’ll need to talk about pretty quickly, 

because as I said, whether something goes through a gateway or goes 

around a gateway, we have to a legal analysis about who’s acting as a 

controller and things like that. And that does have policy implications. 

But also, in terms of implementation, I wouldn’t want to throw this over 

to the implementation team and have them discover that there’s really 

some bizarre implication of these decisions.  

 So, I just wanted to throw that out there as a walk-on topic. I think it’ll 

probably become an ongoing topic in the future. It seems like it’s a cool 

engineering problem that we need to solve. So, that’s that.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  All right. Thanks very much, Mark. I see a few comments there in the 

chat. Got Dan Wright, we’d need some kind of redirect potentially with 

some kind of token authorization. Do you know—and we’ll see if any 

other hands come up that want to comment on this. But is it 

contemplated, Mark, how much of this is synchronous and how much of 

this is asynchronous? It sounds like there’s a fair bit of asynchrony 

involved if there’s going to be approval cycles going [inaudible].  

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  Yeah. That’s correct. We assume that it’s … And of course this breaks 

almost all my use cases, frankly, so I have to do a lot of redesign over on 

my side to make this actually work. But yeah, the assumption is that 

very few of these requests—at least in v1—very few of these requests 

can be automated. So, there will be some sort of asynchrony and the 

asynchrony would be hours or days, most likely.  
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RICK WILHELM:  Yeah.  

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  So, we will need to determine how is this going to work. Do you simply 

send an “in progress” message back and then you start a new session or 

do you hold the session open or what do you do? And then how is that 

complicated by the fact that the return path might not be through the 

same gateway?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. That’s interesting. And we see Sarah says, “I’m honestly not sure 

that the initial request for data would be done by RDAP either.” It 

almost sounded there, Mark, that one of the things you commented 

sounded like it would be almost like a request to a website or a portal, 

that it wouldn’t be … That the native request wouldn’t be an RDAP but it 

would be going to log into a portal and make one’s request or 

something like that.  

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  That’s to be determined, right? I have seen that Neustar, for instance, 

has got an RDAP service up that requires log on. Certainly, any of these 

implementations could be considered.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Right. Okay.  
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MARK SVANCAREK:  So, to Sarah’s point, it’s an implementation question, but it’s an 

implementation question that has policy implications and we can’t just 

chuck it over to IRT and expect it to get sorted out because we need to 

give them some pretty strong guidance I think or this will really not be a 

solvable problem in any sort of meaningful way.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. I think that notion of even if it is saying, “Look, this is where it’s in 

the land of web portals and this is where RDAP kicks in,” that would be 

good guidance to help, just to keep it from floating around in the land of 

ether, right?  

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  Right. So, the diagrams that are being shown by staff right now in our 

meetings were derived from the TSG reports. So, for instance, [go 

ahead] and review those. So, that would be our starting point, just to 

check with any of those assumptions remain valid or viable with this 

new policy direction because that’s sort of the default understanding 

right now and I’m not sure it maps correctly anymore.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Right. Okay. It sounds like that will be an important thing to discuss. I 

see Jim Galvin has his hand up. Jim, you want to come to the mic?  
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JIM GALVIN:  Thanks, Rick. Jim Galvin, Afilias, for the record. I’ll read out what I was 

saying in the chatroom, just to make it more visible here for the record.  

 I want to expand on something that Mark said, which I think is 

important and to call out for us here. And I think it’s recognized by most 

people, perhaps not all sadly, the implementation—the dramatic 

implementation opportunities here—that will be driven and influenced 

by whatever policy is chosen. And this is important.  

 If we’re looking for a particular solution, if we’re looking for a solution in 

the near term versus the long term, the point to emphasize here is 

there is a necessity to ensure that policy and technology are working 

together to get the right answer here. That’s always been my fear in this 

EPDP stuff. I’ve always felt it. Technology is not really the problem. We 

can always find a solution and build something. But if your goal is to 

build something that’s effective and useful and actually productive in 

the near term, it’s important to work together.  

 This usual waterfall idea of lay out the requirements and throw it over 

the fence is not going to work in this scenario. We’re all feeling the pain 

of that now and I just wanted to build on that and emphasize it and 

thank Mark for mentioning it. Sarah got a plus one there in the 

chatroom for my comment about saying this in a much more succinct 

way in the chatroom.  

But that’s my big concern in all of this is RDAP is supposed to be the 

solution and yet we have no idea how it’s really going to work under the 

kind of framework that we’re building yet. And that scares me. Thanks, 
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Mark, and look forward to [inaudible] analysis discussions and I hope 

that we can find a way to do this better together. Thanks.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thank you, Jim. I think there’s a lot of support for that kind 

of a concept there. Good thinking. Good comments. Anybody else care 

to comment on this? I think this would be a good one for us to kick 

around in an email thread and maybe by the time the 6th comes around, 

we’ve got enough solid stuff that we could further have a good 

discussion. This would be a good one for us to chew on on the email 

server, and then subsequently discuss vigorously on the meeting on the 

13th. Very good. Thanks, Mark.  

 Any other update from the IRT that we can provide today? I’m not sure 

if the IRT met, given the fun going on in EPDP.  

 

SARAH WYLD: Hey, Rick. I can jump in.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sure. Please do, Sarah.  

 

SARAH WYLD: Just regarding meetings, no, we didn’t meet this week. It’s pushed to 

next week because of the meetings, but nothing relevant comes to mind 

for me. Thank you.  
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RICK WILHELM:  All right. Thank you very much, Sarah. Then, EPDP Phase 2. Any of the 

survivors want to chat a little bit about that? Apparently not. I think 

Mark covered the relevant stuff already. Yeah. They met for several 

days. Anything else that you want to add, Mark? 

 

MARK SVANCAREK:  Really the only other thing to add is that we remain on our previous 

schedule. We’re closing in on a report in the next couple of weeks that 

could be sent out for public comment. And for the life of me, I cannot 

remember what the date is when we think we’re sending that out for 

public comment. I know we only talked about it yesterday, but I blotted 

it out. Whatever it was last time, it still is. So, sorry about that. Coming 

soon.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Mission accomplished. Well done. All right. IETF REGEXT. Jim, can you 

give a few sound bytes? 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yes. Thanks, Rick. Two things. There are two RDAP documents in 

REGEXT that are now in working group last call. I assume that everyone 

on this particular working group is on that mailing list because you care 

so much about RDAP changes and enhancements and that kind of thing. 

And we would very much appreciate—this is your opportunity to have 

your little bit of engagement, even if you’re neutral on a particular 

proposal. This is your opportunity to please be on the mailing list and 

please indicate your support for moving the document forward. And of 
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course there will be some future document adoptions if you want to see 

work continue to move forward. This is kind of the minimum level of 

engagement we’re looking for for more people.  

So, please, everyone, indicate your support for the two RDAP 

documents. We’ve got the sorting and [paging] and partial response 

documents. And even if they don’t affect you and you’re neutral, you 

should at least say that you’re supportive of them going forward 

because the process does like to see that there are no objections more 

than anything. Thanks much.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thank you very much, Jim. All right. Anything else on IETF 

REGEXT? I think, Jim that we’re still on track for REGEST interim meeting 

at ICANN 67. Is that correct?  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yeah. It’s on the agenda. It is one of the line items in the TechOps 

agenda for ICANN 67. And as far as being on track is concerned, yeah, 

there’s some administrative stuff to be done on the IETF side to declare 

a joint meeting, but it’ll be a joint REGEXT-TechOps meeting for at least 

a couple hour slot in there on the TechOps agenda. Folks can watch for 

that. We’ll call it out here when it’s all settled and we know what it is, so 

that folks can certainly participate remotely. ICANN is pretty good about 

that at their meetings with remote participation. Thanks.  
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RICK WILHELM:  Sounds good. Thank you very much. On the RDAP RA/RAA amendment, 

I can provide an update there. We had a meeting with ICANN staff on 

Tuesday. Today is Thursday, so a couple of days ago. Overall, we’re still 

in the relatively early stages, talking about overall terms. The scope on 

the RDAP amendment remains confined to RDAP which is of course 

good. There’s no changes in that.  

 We’ve been having overall pretty good progress. One of the things that 

we came to some general agreement on this past week was that the 

process for updating RDAP profile is going to be limited to situations 

that are involving changes to consensus policy, which sounds kind of 

self-evident but it’s a logical limitation. And then also, of course, 

anything that is involved in any other contract negotiations. But the 

general mechanism for it is going to be anything involving consensus 

policy which makes sense.  

 Then we also talked about some of the contractual definitions and 

talked about how those are going to be … Any changes of those are 

probably going to be targeted around specific specifications and 

appendices rather than being global.  

 Those are the main things. So, we’re going to be meeting within the 

Contracted Party House next Tuesday and then with ICANN again the 

week after that. So, as we head on having a target of trying to get some 

draft language in place before Cancun. So, that’s a quick update on that. 

In general, steady, albeit slow progress on that. But sort of going 

according to plan right now. Anybody have any questions on that?  
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 Seeing none, we’ll go on. Next item in the microwave is the thing I’ve 

placed there as a placeholder for the next time we get together. The 

ICANN feedback item. But we’ve already covered that for this one. 

 Next is any other business. Seeing if there’s any other topics that 

anybody would like to bring up that haven’t already gotten covered.  

 Not seeing any. All right. Then, in that case, just to recap, we had some 

good discussion here about the base URL and possible changes to—

tweaks—to the requirements on the NSp validation. We had a good 

discussion brought up by Mark SV about the SSAD model and how that 

might be involving some suggestions or comments from the RDAP 

Working Group about how that might actually work. And we’re going to 

be cancelling next week’s meeting, February 6th. So we’ll next be 

meeting on February 13th.  

 So, I think with that as wrap up, I think, Sue, you can take us out of here.  

 

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