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SUE SCHULER:    Thanks. Okay, Rick.  

 

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

and good evening, everyone. This is Rick Wilhelm from Verisign. 

Welcome to our regularly scheduled meeting of the RDAP Working 

Group. Today is 12 December 2019 and we will kick off our meeting 

here today. We’ve got a pretty good quorum on hand, so thanks 

everybody for joining. Let me see. I got regrets today from Dan Wright 

from Pair.com, so I wanted to offer that. We’ll do our usual agenda 

bashing as we get going here. I sent out the meeting notes, our agenda 

topics, a couple of hours ago. Hopefully, everyone had a chance to read 

those.  

 Sue, just as the call was getting going gave us a topic to add on for any 

other business related to preliminary Cancun planning. So we’ll add that 

to the any other business. Anybody have any other topics that they care 

to add for the any other business portion of our call? Please put your 

hand in the air if you have anything.  

 Very good. Seeing none, we will go ahead and tuck in. Very quickly, run 

through implementation status. We’ve got the registries URL file 826. 

That file was not updated as of this week, so that number is unchanged 

from the last time we met. And the registrar file has 2166, up ten since 

the last time we got together.  
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 I will note that when I got the regrets from Dan Wright, he did offer that 

his URL from his registrar had been provided sometime previously back 

in November and it hadn’t shown up in the registrar file. I suggested to 

him that he should contact ICANN support on that. So, I don’t know if 

that’s a widespread situation or not but Dan offered that and I 

suggested he contact ICANN support. So at least Pair.com with their—I 

can’t exactly remember what their … Oh, their [gird] is 99. He said their 

URL was up and running but it didn’t appear in the registrar [inaudible] 

file. So they put it in the portal. He’s going to check on that. Just one 

item of note there. 

 So, over to anybody have any other topics related to implementation 

status or their URLs or anything like that that they would like to bring 

up?  

 Very good. Okay. Let’s go ahead and move into our topic of old business 

related to the registrar RDAP URLs. We had a good discussion last week 

and I see that Russ and Karla are on the call. Thanks to Russ and Karla 

for joining us again this week to continue that discussion.  

 I pasted some comments that I had pulled out of the transcript. You can 

see there pasted into the old business section here. I wanted to kind of 

reopen our discussion on this topic. 

 A couple of things there that I noted. Russ indicated the registries not 

on the hook are for the accuracy of the performance of the registrar 

URLs. Mentioned that if it’s going to be the case that the NSp or the 

MoSAPI are going to be [inaudible] source, then require up time 

requirements, SLAs on the NSp and MoSAPI to help fulfill that 
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requirement and capability reliably. Russ indicating that adding 

validation to the NSp for the URLs is likely not a simple undertaking 

from a technical perspective. And given the situation regarding registrar 

URLs, there is a discussion about possibly updating RFC 74 or 84 to 

handle registrar RDAP URLs. 

 So, with that as background, and hopefully refreshing individuals RAM 

buffers on the topic, maybe we can open up the discussion and see if 

anybody has thought about this previously. We didn’t have a lot of 

discussion on the list related to it. Quoc did offer a good summary of the 

topic on the list but I will note that it is, by my watch, about 3:00 in the 

morning where Quoc is down in Australia, so he’s probably blissfully 

sleeping and not able to contribute right now. 

 So, anybody care to kind of kick off our discussion here?  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Hey, Rick. This Russ. I’m on the phone, so I can’t raise my hand. 

Apologies. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Sure. You can go ahead and go in the queue. We’ll take your hand as 

first and then go ahead and kick us off, Russ. Thank you. 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Okay. So, it was a good discussion last week. And following that 

discussion, we did some talking internally and we have gone in and put 

in a request for that requirement to add the validation to NSp that IANA 
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is using. Like I said last week, it’s probably on the order of months, not 

days or weeks, but we can expect that functionality to be delivered, so 

we ought to—just to set expectation there, we’re exploring it. There’s a 

good suggestion. We checked and, theoretically, it’s feasible so we’re 

going to give updates. We’ll [inaudible] updates as we get [inaudible] in 

the process. I wouldn’t think IT has picked it up yet [inaudible]. But just 

wanted to provide and update that we listened [inaudible] the 

recommendation and are seeing what we can do around that. 

 Then, the second part of my comment was that Jim Galvin was also 

advocating. Even if MoSAPI is going to be the place where ICANN 

expects registries to pick up the URLs from a compliance perspective, 

then what is the expected frequency that that occurs or how tightly 

should registries be synched to MoSAPI? And I think that’s a really good 

discussion. We should have that. And like I said, I think the group was 

advocating for us to have that discussion here, not in the contract 

negotiations. [That’s fine]. So that would be a discussion we welcome 

whenever you guys are ready. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. Very good. Thank you very much, Russ. Anybody have any follow-

up questions for Russ on either of those two things? Jim Galvin has his 

hand up. Jim, please go ahead.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Thanks, Rick. And thanks, Russ, for the validation issue. It’s good to get 

that done. I just think that quality of data is important in general, so all 

of that is a good thing.  
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 Last week we were walking through quite carefully the process here 

about the use of MoSAPI and how it intersects with updates to URLs and 

what that means to circumstances.  

 We have [inaudible] discussion. Let me just jump right to I think there 

are two questions in my mind here about this that we need to think 

about what it means and what the resolution is going to be from an 

operational point of view.  

 One is that to the extent that … There’s a window of … I’ll call it a 

window of vulnerability maybe is a reasonable word to use in two 

situations. What happens when a URL needs to change and what is the 

intersection of that window between when a submission has been 

made for the change and the change has been picked up by those who 

need to use it and compliance has to see the change and compliance is 

checking to see whether or not a service is visible or not? 

 So, that’s the issue. And there’s two windows only because the registrar 

base URL is in a different place than the registry URL and I hope that 

that characterizes the question here. What do we do about that? 

Registries in particular and registrars, presumably at some point here, 

are going to be obligated to service availability and without SLAs, 

without solid SLAs, in the entire sequence of steps, at each step along 

the way, there just seems to be some ambiguity or looseness—it really 

doesn’t matter—about when those changes are visible and when they 

can be used and you’ve got two sets of parties that use them, and so 

there’s a window during which they could be out of synch. Compliance 

could be out of synch with what a registry and/or a registrar is using.  
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 My question here is how do we manage the fact that they’re out of 

synch and how do we understand that from an operational sense and 

agree here to what that can look like? And then obviously you’ll 

understand that we’ll have to take that discussion back into how do we 

document that in a contract amendment so that all parties are happy?  

 Have I tried to capture carefully what’s going on in my mind? Does that 

make sense? Thank you.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thanks, Jim. Russ, do you want to try and address that?  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. I think I understand, Jim. I was trying to, as you were saying it, 

work out in my mind. Does that vulnerability exist because there’s two 

different places, the NSp versus IANA? Or is it just because, no matter 

what, there’s going to be [inaudible]? But I think understand that 

because there’s a source for compliance to look, which would be NSp 

and a source for registries to look which would be MoSAPI, that’s the 

gap you’re talking about.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Well, even if both the registry and compliance use the NSp for getting at 

the URL, there is the issue of the URL being submitted, waiting for it to 

be reflected in NSp, and then waiting for each of the parties, both 

compliance and the registries, to pick up the new URL and take 

advantage of it. That’s where the windows are in all of that. And how do 

we manage that? How do we make that so that that’s not an event? It’s 
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not any kind of breach event, to use an overly negative term about it? 

But you understand what I mean?  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yeah. To an extreme, we can go back to—if you don’t want ICANN in the 

middle of it—registrars are just responsible for providing that 

information to registries. But I don’t think that’s beneficial to everyone. 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Okay. Correct. I agree with that. Let’s focus on the registry side of it. Let 

me not speak on behalf of registrars. Let me focus on the registry 

question, then, for a minute. And there are two issues, which I think one 

of which you’ve kind of addressed, so let me say that one first and then 

maybe we can discharge it easily.  

 The registries are required in their responses to include a reference to 

the registrar URL. You have actually said that the registries will not be 

responsible for the validity of that URL just as long as we’re using one.  

 It’s important to codify that in a nice way is the way that I’ll phrase it. If 

you’re not actually going to check the response, you’re only going to 

check whether the value is there or not. Well, that’s fine. If you’re not 

going to check with it’s the right value or if compliance is going to check 

if that value is the right value, then we run into this issue of the same 

kind of window of when is the new value been submitted and at what 

frequency do we pick it up and at what frequency does ICANN 

compliance pick it up? And then we could be out of synch. That 

becomes the issue there, from a compliance point of view.  
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 But maybe, if you’re not going to be checking the actual value, the only 

question then is whether or not a value is there, and now we run into an 

issue of whether or not there’s an entry in the registry for it—in the 

IANA registry for it—because we’re already having problems collecting 

all the base URLs.  

 So let me not try to complicate that too much. That was supposed to be 

the easy case. Does that make sense?  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Let’s sort out one item.  So, what I was trying to describe—and 

apologies if I used loose words and I’m not a compliance guy. The 

registry is not responsible for the quality of the registrar’s RDAP 

response. I think we want the registry to be on the hook for providing 

the correct URL and we need to define what correct means and I think 

that’s the conversation you’re talking about, Jim. From a contractual 

perspective, what does correct mean to a registry? And I think it has to 

do with frequency. Or how do we define the windows of time in which 

there’s play, I guess, or vulnerability in describing it.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Okay. That makes sense. Then it really just boils down to what happens 

if there’s no entry for a registrar base URL? So the registry … I didn’t say 

that right. Let me start again. 

 What happens if there’s no entry for a registrar base URL? And so when 

the registry offers a response, the registrar’s base URL is not present 

and presumably compliance will be okay with that because they’ll now 
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that there’s no official value in the registry. But in any case, there’s still 

that window of maybe there’s a value there but it wasn’t there when 

the registry picked it up, so they need a little window of  time to pick 

that up, so that it’s then in the response. Am I making sense?  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: You are. So, one, if the registrar is not provided a URL, yes, the registrar 

is the one out of compliance—not the registry. I would hope that both 

the registry and ICANN would be pursuing that registrar for violating 

their respective [inaudible]. I would hope that registries also would be 

expecting registrars to deliver that information to them to make it 

available in the correct places.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  True. But the window here is that— 

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: And then we have a window issue. Yes, agreed. We have a window 

issue. We just have to define it, right? I think from ICANN’s perspective, 

we don’t expect real-time monitoring of the MoSAPI file. And I think 

[Francisco] has even been on the record and, ”Please do not query 

MoSAPI every time there is an RDAP query to get that data.” I think 

that’s not efficient use of resources, although it would be the most 

accurate technically. But I don’t think that’s the expectation of 

registries.  So, happy to have the dialogue of what [inaudible] the 

window is.  
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JIM GALVIN:  Yes. Thank you. That is the question is to document and have a policy in 

place about what that window looks like, what it means, and how 

compliance is going to manage that and what they’re going to do. So, 

the circumstances under which what qualifies an alert needs to be 

documented with an understanding of the existence of that window. So 

that’s what we’re looking for on that side. Fair enough? 

 

RUSS WEINSTIEN: Yeah. But first let’s talk about what the right technical frequency is and 

that sort of thing and how to define that right. Then let’s factor in the 

compliance piece. How should they behave or that sort of thing? 

Because, authoritatively speaking, [inaudible] give hints and guidance 

and stuff like that but I need to circle back with them. But that will 

manifest itself in the contract language [exactly] but let’s get the 

principles and the definition, so to speak, down in this group. Does that 

make sense, Jim? 

 

JIM GALVIN:  It does. Thank you. Let me suggest we … So, yes, I want to have that 

discussion here about what all of that means. I’m glad that we now 

understand the question that’s on the table. Let me get the other 

question on the table and let’s make sure we have agreement on that 

question, too, and then turn this back to Rick here. It’s really his 

meeting. Then let’s figure out how to walk through those two 

discussions. Is that okay?  
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: Perfect.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. Go ahead.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  Okay. So, a similar situation arises with registries that want to move an 

RDAP service. This might happen because a registry wants to move a 

service, or maybe a registry is changing service providers. So, there’s 

going to be an interaction that has to happen so that the registry’s base 

URL can be updated in the NSp and the circumstances under which that 

can occur and then becomes visible. So, there’s a similar window there. 

Have I said enough to make that understood?  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yes. Except registries only update in IANA. They do not come to NSp. 

The update process for a base URL for a registry, to my understanding, 

is not too dissimilar from any other technical update you make with 

IANA. And you do that when you do backend changes like you’re 

describing, Jim. So, hopefully that’s a process well understood and 

thought through and you’ll have to think through it in the context of 

RDAP. But I would hope that there’s kind of proven ground here.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. You’re correct, Russ. It’s a regular IANA update. The NSp is not 

involved for registries. 
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JIM GALVIN:  However, there is the issue of the IANA SLAs on the update of the base 

registry.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Correct. 

 

JIM GALVIN:  And synchronizing that with the actual transition of the registry.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Correct.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  And in fact synchronizing that with the actual transition of the service.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Correct.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  If it’s within the registry. And that’s the piece that we need to walk 

through and understand and have documented in a way that we’re all 

acting in good faith and it’s fine, while we wait for everything to become 

synchronized.  
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RICK WILHELM:  Correct. And this is the spot where I think that Gavin’s presentation 

from registry workshop will be helpful in helping to get everyone on the 

same page. I think that his presentation was very helpful there. That 

URL got posted into the chat last week I don’t have that URL handy but I 

recall that that presentation about RDAP transition was very helpful.  

 

JIM GALVIN:  So, that’s true, and Gavin’s presentation conveniently walked through … 

It’s easy if it’s just moving intra registry than generally you can manage 

to coordinate things in a way that you can make it all … It’s completely 

under control at the registry. So all of that is a good thing. 

 The problem with an inter registry transfer is there’s always the 

question of whether the registries are—the service providers are 

cooperating or not. And if you assume an uncooperative situation, then 

there is absolutely opportunity for being out of synch. We just have to 

account for that in all of this and that’s what we’re looking for here. 

Does all this make sense, Russ?  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: It does but I’m not too clear on why it’s different than any other service. 

These transitions happens kind of pretty frequently from what I can see. 

I think I’m in the approval process for these things at ICANN and I see 

them happy weekly, if not more frequently than that. So, yeah, please 

enlighten me.  
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JIM GALVIN:  So, the issue is what is under whose control and when? So, it might be 

that the answer here is as simple as IANA needs to understand that as 

part of this kind of transition, just as they deal with other registry 

transitions, like changing name server records and doing that in a 

coordinated way, they need to be on board with doing this on a time 

and at a time in order to make it be synchronized.  

 The difference with, say, DNS when you want to transfer DNS when you 

want to transfer DNS is I can have two sets of name servers and I can 

have them all out there, so it’s completely under the control of the 

registries that are moving. So they can manage all of this and they can 

give it a slow roll and they can just let IANA operate at whatever speed 

IANA operates because I can add new name servers, and then later on I 

can take them out when it’s convenient for me and the system actually 

works. This system has a single URL and that’s the way it works and 

that’s the way it’s built and it’s put around which means you need to 

synchronize. 

 You need to understand these things. Everybody has to understand the 

place that everybody is in the transfer process, unless you’ve got an SLA 

of some sort so you can actually state what it is. You just have to 

account for the presence of a window. Does that make sense?  

 

RICK WILHELM:  I think, though, that, Jim, I think that Gavin’s presentation solved for this 

by 301 redirects to allow for flexibility to make that work.  
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JIM GALVIN:  But that assumes a cooperative incumbent service provider and we 

have to solve for the uncooperative incumbent or losing provider if you 

want to phrase it that way.  

 So, the thing here is either you have to be mandated as a losing 

provider to maintain service as a requirement in the contracts or you 

simply have to allow for the process to allow for being out of 

synchronization because you know the parties aren’t going to be 

cooperative.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  So, I don’t know … We can talk about this but I don’t know that we need 

to solve for uncooperative … When it’s transitioning between service 

providers, I don’t know that we need to solve for uncooperative 

contract … That it’s our responsibility to solve for uncooperative thing, 

service providers, because that’s … If an operator is transitioning … If a 

registry operator is transitioning between service providers and they 

can’t get one of their providers to cooperate, that’s sort of on them. So, 

I don’t necessarily know that it’s the responsibility of the standard to 

solve for that. 

 For one thing, RDAP does not nearly have the criticality of impact to 

users that we do here. So I think that … Well, I don’t know that we need 

to do that, at least where we are here at this point in the discussion. 

 

JIM GALVIN:  So that may be. I see the point that you’re getting at, Rick, and that’s 

fair. What I worry about is what generates an alert.  
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RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. So, I think that … Let me try and—because I would like to try and 

get us into some other stuff. Let me suggest this. Russ … And let me, 

Jim, if this kind of satisfies you. I think that Jim’s general concern here 

that he’s been talking about is right now there’s a fair bit of ambiguity, 

and understandably so. We don’t really know what is going to trigger 

alerts from compliance and how tightly ICANN is going to be looking at 

compliance, how tightly ICANN compliance is going to be triggering 

alerts in situations where there are URL transitions with either registrars 

or registries transitioning RDAP URLs either internally with their own 

operations changing or externally with transitioning service providers.  

 And as we get deeper into this, both the technical implementation and 

the contractual stuff, it would be helpful for the contracted parties to 

get some sort of a statement from ICANN that maybe what they … 

Possibly, this is a suggestion. That a contracted party could go to ICANN 

compliance and say, “Hey, look, we’re going to be going into a transition 

window with our RDAP service, so if you see something, here’s what 

we’re doing. So, if you see something regarding these two URLs, we 

could have a bit of a brown period here, so don’t be surprised about it. 

And this is when we’re going into maintenance.” Almost like giving 

compliance a bit of a maintenance notice about “here’s what’s going 

on.” So, something like that to get some … Almost like a maintenance 

notice to compliance regarding the situation regarding URLs that are 

registered with IANA or with the NSp. Something like that.  

 Does that kind of make sense as a concept? And I think that’s sort of … 

I’m trying, Jim, to condense what you’ve been talking about.  
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RUSS WEINSTEIN: Rick, it does. I think, to a large extent, we have a lot of these 

mechanisms already established for the existing services. So, we have 

the MoSAPI tool and the MoSAPI tool is available to all the registries and 

they’re able to indicate maintenance windows, to my knowledge, 

through that MoSAPI tool and they have to do it at least 24 hours in 

advance. But I think they’re able to indicate maintenance windows for 

maintenance purposes. I don’t know how descriptive you can be. I am 

not a user of that system.  

 Then, additionally, when it’s extra registry transition—so, a change in 

backend providers—ICANN requires and the contact requires you 

submit formal paperwork in advance and part of that paperwork is a 

transition plan that describes how you’re going to [inaudible] continuity 

of the services and that will be part of the review and approval process 

of those transitions.  

 I think, from ICANN’s perspective, similar to the way you were speaking, 

Rick, our expectation is whatever the SLAs we agree upon, we agree 

upon those and those are the ones we enforce and that non-

cooperative situations are not … I don’t want to say not tolerated but 

you get a demerit point, essentially, if something goes wrong during a 

non-cooperative transition, I think.  

 So, from our perspective, it’s important I think also that if we do see a 

problem, if we do see a service performance problem, we notify you 

through compliance so that it’s documented and then you get it fixed. 

Even if that response is, yes, we’re transitioning it, this should be done 
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in 20 minutes or three times in an hour or we’re waiting on IANA—

what’s going on? So that there’s those open lines of communication. So, 

I wouldn’t look at compliance first notices as crises. They’re a 

communication tool just like the ones you’re describing.  

 Then the last point is, in terms of how frequently compliance was going 

to be monitoring all this stuff, we are building RDAP monitoring 

capability for our SLA monitoring platform, so it will be similar to what 

you experience with DNS and WHOIS from that perspective. And I think 

we’re also building what we’re calling this technical compliance 

monitoring that’s more around … They’re non-performance but they’re 

qualitative [inaudible] answers that we get.  

 And I think that’s further down the road for RDAP and not an initial 

contract is my guess from a timing perspective. And there will be a lot 

more detail that comes out around that. But essentially, to recap, I think 

we have mechanisms built into the existing tools to allow contracted 

parties to indicate to ICANN when they’re making transitions. They can 

give a head’s up to compliance and say if you’re out of [inaudible] with 

whatever the [inaudible] we agree to, I think you would still probably 

get some communication from the compliance department trying to 

ensure that you’re aware of it and you have a plan to fix it and give us 

confidence that it will be fixed within a reasonable period.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Right, because presumably if you get a notice and you’re in the middle 

of some sort of a transition, the response would be, “Yeah, it’s working 

now.” Is that right?  
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RUSS WEINSTIEN: Ideally, yeah.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah, like you caught us during a … You happen to look at the day or a 

little bit of period of time when we were between things, and so, yes, 

it’s remediated.  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Right. And remember, I think the SLAs for the RDDS service—and I’m 

blanking on … And we carry them over I think [from] the RDAP service 

and [inaudible] these discussions a year ago. For availability, we’re on 

the order of hours [per week]. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. Right. Okay. Gotcha. Jim, did that summarize the bulk of your 

concerns there? 

 

JIM GALVIN:  Yes, Rick, thank you. We’ve moved this now out of being a technical 

discussion and that makes sense to me and I’m good with that. I don’t 

know what the proper forum is at the moment but at some point here, I 

really want to get all of this nailed down and documented in some way.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yep.  
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JIM GALVIN:  Maybe Russ has a suggestion for a forum for that and that takes care of 

that discussion from my point of view. Thanks, Rick.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Right. Okay. Very good. Thank you. And I want to spend a little bit more 

time but one other topic that we talked about last week a little bit is this 

last bullet here on the topic some discussion about possibly updating 

the bootstrap RFC. I wanted to see if there was anybody that wanted to 

bring up anything related to that topic because this would be another 

alternative related to the NSp. Marc Blanchet is here. Marc has his hand 

up. Marc, would you want to discuss this? Please come to the mic.  

 

MARCH BLANCHET: Thanks, Rick. As the author of the [inaudible] RFC, I would be really 

interested in knowing what you wanted to do, moreover especially 

because there are currently discussion in the IETF working group as 

other people here are aware that we wanted to push the RFCs to the 

Internet standards, which means there’s a cycle currently being done in 

[dating] the documents for that level.  

 My point here is that if there is any changes or suggestions or 

something, that’s exactly the right time. Later will be not as good as 

now. Let’s say it that way. 
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RICK WILHELM:  Okay. Gotcha. Very good. Thank you very much, Marc. And yes there is 

some discussion about possibly respinning the standards. So, the topic 

here was about adding … The topic here would have been about a 

mechanism to add registrars to the bootstrap file, presumably. So, I 

guess that would be … We looked [inaudible] a proposal on basically 

how to do that, because right now, of course the bootstrap file is keyed 

by the TLD name and so we’d need to figure out, if we’re going to add 

registrars to that, what we would we key them by.  

 One possible thing is just to go ahead and key them off of their 

ICANN/IANA gird and just go ahead and do that and basically solve the 

problem that’s in front of us. We considered that possibility before. One 

of the reasons that we didn’t go ahead with that was that we got a little 

bit skittish about the possibility of not solving the problem of other keys 

about other registrars that we might want to put in. Now, if we looked 

at that, we could say, well, we will solve that problem when we come to 

it and to only worry about solving the problem at hand. I think the 

software engineers talk about YAGNI (you ain’t going to need it) 

sometimes. So, we could just respin that particular RFC to only 74/84 

and only solve the problem at hand and not worry about any other 

problems. So, that’s one possibility that I know we talked about.  

 Anybody have any comments on this one or any thoughts? Marc 

Blanchet has his hand up again. Oh, Marc’s hand went down but we do 

have Justin’s hand up. Justin, please go ahead.  
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JUSTIN MACK: Thank you. So, I guess it kind of comes down to what ICANN requires of 

registries to pull the registrar’s URL. There’s two sources today. They 

can collect this from MoSAPI or they can use the IANA file as it exists 

today.  

 So, if we added yet one more location, even if we determine that was 

the only authoritative source and there was a JSON descriptor similar to 

the registry bootstrap file but just for registrars, we still have essentially 

the same problem where registrars give their information---so I guess 

they would give their information directly to IANA in this case and 

bypass ICANN and then registries  can pull it from that spot. But to me 

there’s still the time lag of adding a URL and fetching it and changing a 

URL from A to B.  

 So, I don’t know if this really buys us anything to go through the whole 

RFC process. Feels like the current situation. Regardless of what source 

you’re pulling it from, as long as we can agree on some of those 

[inaudible] timing issues shouldn’t be a problem. Thank you. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Justin, thank you very much. I think I’ll just comment a little 

bit, then we’ll go to Marc Blanchet. I think the timing on the IANA SLAs 

for the registry ones are quite deterministic and there is a defined type 

two SLA around that. In my experience, those IANA SLAs are pretty 

rigorous and those exist and are followed. Right now, with the SLA on 

the NSp there’s not one as it relates to coming through the NSp and into 

IANA. So that would be the primary difference, I think.  
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 So, it would remove a level of indeterminism on that transaction there. 

So, I would still have an IANA SLA but it would remove the ambiguity 

around going via the NSp and getting it to IANA. That’s probably the 

biggest one there. At least right now there’s not an SLA on the going 

through the NSp part.  

 So, let’s go to Marc Blanchet now. Marc, please go ahead. 

 

MARC BLANCHET: Thanks, Rick. Playing devil’s advocate on the subject as we already have 

public registry which has the URL of the registrars that a registry is not 

JSON but we could even ask IANA to actually provide a JSON version of 

it. That’s a no-brainer if people really want the JSON side of it.  

 But in fact, as Justin was saying—I was going to say the same thing—

which is we will have yet another file with almost the same data. So I’m 

not sure that idea is good for the purpose of gTLDs. However, I see very 

good value if we do something for the non-gTLDs, if then we could have 

the same mechanism of registrars publishing their—for ccTLDs. Then 

where in this case they don’t have any mechanism through this, but I 

guess that working group is not the right place to discuss ccTLDs. So I 

see more value actually for the other side of the TLDs than here because 

right now I see may not be the perfect situation but I see it kind of 

works in terms of getting the data in the current registry.  
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RICK WILHELM:  Very good. Thank you very much, Marc. Anybody else? We got a plus-

one from Scott on that for Marc. Anybody have any other comments 

related to this one?  

 All right. Before we go into the microwave, let’s do a quick stop on the 

Cancun planning. I want to make sure we get a little bit of discussion 

there on that one and then we’ll go into GDD Summit planning.  

 So, if ICANN 67 Cancun, we will I think certainly plan an RDAP Working 

Group meeting as we have been. How do people feel about the need for 

a public session for Q&A? I think what we’ll do is we can use your green 

check or a red check if you’ve got a strong feeling about yes or no on an 

ICANN public session. We got basically a red check I think from Sarah 

there in the chat. So, you can register your opinion, please, about 

whether you think one would be useful or helpful or needed. Yes or 

number, thumbs up or thumbs down, on a public session. This would be 

in addition to our regular working group. So, last time we did our panel 

style one that we’ve done in the past couple. So, if you could offer some 

opinions in here in the chat, nobody is coming forward as of yet. We’ve 

got a no from Jody. We’ve got basically a no from Sarah I think.  

 I’ll offer myself that I thought we did a very good job ourselves of 

presenting a great session last time but we didn’t have a lot of 

engagement from the audience and I don’t know that there’s been 

much development. And based on the timeline that I can see coming 

out of the IRT, I don’t know that we’re going to have a lot to really talk 

about.  
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 So, right now, I’m leaning towards a no on a public session, so let me 

offer that up as an opening bid and see if there’s a reason that we 

would be talked out of that. Anybody have any other thoughts?  Odd 

phone thing going on there. Does anybody disagree with that for a 

second session or anybody want to offer up any perspectives on this? 

Right now I just don’t know that the IRT is far enough along to cause us 

to have the fodder for a second session discussion. While this URL topic 

that we’ve been talking about is interesting to us, I don’t think that the 

broader public really cares. Justin is just [inaudible].  

 

SUE SCHULER:   Russ, that feedback is coming from your line. 

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. So, I think, Sue, that we’re just looking at a working group session 

for right now. Go ahead, Sue.  Can’t hear you, Sue, you’re muted. Still 

muted, Sue. Sue is still muted.  

 

UNIDENTIFIED FEMALE:  I’m going to check her line here in a moment. We’re having problems 

unmuting her line.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay, gotcha. Okay. So, we’ll wait for Sue to come back. So, for right 

now, we’ll go with just our regular working group session at some point 

during the week. And I’m not sure what’s going on with TechOps. Marc 

has his hand in the air. Marc, please go ahead.  
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MARC ANDERSON: I think I agree with the sentiment there’s really not enough new or 

interesting to make it worth having another panel. It does seem like 

we’ve hit the point of diminishing returns.  

 Second part, though. I thought that in Montreal, having the RDAP 

meeting during the Sunday TechOps Day, if you will, I personally like 

that approach. I thought there’s a lot of overlap between the groups. I 

thought it was good just having that as sort of a breakout session or 

subsection of TechOps. So, I like that. I’d like to put my vote in for that 

but also interested in hearing what other people say. I guess Sarah and 

Roger is giving me a plus one for that.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Very good. All right. Thank you very much, Marc. I would offer also that I 

would agree that I thought that worked well, and if we do have time 

during the TechOps Day, I think that was good. I think it’s a good way to 

pull both people into TechOps and also into the RDAP Working Group. I 

think there is good overlap there. So, if it works out for TechOps, 

depending on how the schedule works, I would certainly be in favor of 

that. Do we have any other comments along those lines about 

combining the sessions? Russ is back and has crazy feedback again. 

Anybody else? 

 We’ll call that consensus I think. Very good. Sue, do we have any 

comments from you? You’re still on mute but if you want … Marc has 

his hand up again. New hand, Marc?  
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MARC ANDERSON: I was just wondering if Russ was trying to get in the queue. I know he’s 

not in Zoom, so that might be him trying to get in the queue.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Is that Russ’s way of trying to get in the queue?  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: Yes, I was, but I’m in the car so I have bad feedback.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  That’s okay. Go right ahead. Come on in, Russ.  

 

RUSS WEINSTEIN: So, all I was going to add was that from an IRT perspective, what I’m 

hearing is target for public comment the first of March which is the 

week before Cancun. I think it would probably be good for ICANN and 

this group to talk more about the role in this group and the evolution of 

the profile. And that doesn’t have to be a today conversation. Maybe 

that can be next week or next couple of weeks conversation. We started 

talking about profile maintenance in other conversations. It’s probably a 

worthwhile discussion.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Okay. That’s a good point, Russ. Thank you very much for that. I think 

that might be a topic but maybe we would see how a session related to 
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the initial report or to the public comment period came up because 

there might be … If there’s a public session on that document, then 

maybe we have people from the working group participating that as 

opposed to a specialized session just related to RDAP. So, I’m not sure if 

it would warrant its own RDAP session in the context of public 

comment. Maybe that [inaudible].  

 

RUSS WEINTEIN: Totally [inaudible]. I just wanted to put that out there for the group’s 

understanding.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yeah. That’s a very good point. Okay. Very good. Thank you very much. 

Any other topics related to the schedule, Sue?  

 

SUE SCHULER:  No. I think Marc brought up what I was actually going to ask, too, is if it 

had worked well within the TechOps. I had lost my Internet connection. 

Sorry. But it sounded like, as I was coming back on, that was a yes.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  Yes. That was a yes. Correct.  

 

SUE SCHULER:  Okay, great. Thanks.  
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RICK WILHELM:  All right. Very good. Thank you very much. Let’s see. We’ve got about 

five minutes left. I don’t think we have anything on the IETF REGEXT. 

Either somebody from EPDP—do you want to give a two-minute update 

on EPDP IRT [inaudible] Phase 2? Can somebody go there real quick?   

 Actually, no, let’s table that. What about GDD Summit planning? Let me 

talk about that real quick. I think there was a Summit planning 

discussion the other day and there was some talk of having an RDAP 

Working Group meeting tabled there. So I wanted to get that on 

everybody’s radar. So, if you’re going to be coming to GDD Summit, 

we’ll be planning on having an RDAP Working Group session there. So 

stay tuned for that. Any concerns or objections over that?  We will be 

probably doing remote participation assuming that that’s working. And 

the next meeting for GDD Summit planning is on the 18th. Any other 

comments related to that one? Seeing none. Marc supports that. Thank 

you very much, Marc.  

 Very quickly, any quick comments on the EPDP IRT or Phase 2? Marc 

Anderson, please go ahead.  

 

MARC ANDERSON: Thanks, Rick. On the IRT, Russ noted that that Dennis Chang, ICANN’s 

staff lead on this, is targeting March 1st for having the draft language 

ready for public comment. So he’s made it clear that that’s his goal and 

what he’s striving for so we can circle that date on the calendar, at least. 

 One of the discussions that has been going on a lot is around how long it 

would take to implement the phase one recommendations. So, I know 

we’re running out of time here but that’s something that we might want 



RySG RDAP WG-Dec12                                            EN 

 

Page 30 of 31 

 

to pick up on a subsequent call as a follow-up topic. I know Sarah has 

done an awful lot of work in this area and could maybe help us out on a 

future call.  

 I’ll switch from the IRT to EPDP Phase 2. On that one, I’ll note the 

original schedule had the phase two work going to public comment in 

December and we’re not able to keep that timeline. So the new timeline 

we’re looking at would have us going to public comment early February 

following our face-to-face meeting at the end of January in LA. So, for 

those of you who are following along, I think probably the big updates 

there are just on the timing topics. I know we’re almost out of time, so 

I’ll just draw a line under it there.  

 

RICK WILHELM:  All right. Very good. Thank you very much, Marc. You got a plus one 

there from Sarah. Sarah has been doing some good work on the timing 

issues related to the IRT.  

 All right. So, we’ve got our meeting calendar set up there. You can see it 

at the bottom. We’ll have our last meeting of the year next week on the 

19th. So I hope you can all show up for that and we’ll try and have some 

further discussion here and try and get some concreteness around this 

topic of the URL. Russ and Karla, if you’re available, we’d love to have 

you join. I’d like to try and tie a bow on it. If it’s possible for you to have 

some discussions with the compliance folks to get their thoughts on this 

to the extent that they are able to provide any comments, that would 

be helpful because I would like to try and bring this to a coalescence and 

kind of tie this off, if we will. And also, maybe we can find some stuff in 
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the profile that we need to identify some changes that could get made 

when we do the next round of updates on it, that would be good, if we 

need to do some clarifications. 

 So, I think with that, we’ll wrap things up today, Sue. Thanks, 

everybody, for their participation. Great discussion today. We will see 

you all next week.  

 

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

 

 

 

 

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION] 


