Steve Crocker’s Comments and Objections re the draft report
 RDRS Standing Committee Recommendations and Considerations to the GNSO Council

15 August 2025

I. Instructions from SC leadership team

The RDRS SC leadership team has proposed a consensus designation for every recommendation that the SC has finalized. These consensus designations are contained in the attached document entitled, “RDRS SC Consensus Call - Leadership Proposed Consensus Designations.”
 
This Consensus Call process opens today, 11 August and closes on 15 August at 23:59 UTC. In accordance with the GNSO Working Group Guidelines [gnso.icann.org], SC members are required to indicate via reply to this message whether they accept, or do not accept, the leadership team’s proposed consensus designations. If no objection is raised by any member, the consensus designation is considered accepted by that SC member. If you do not respond before 15 August at 23:59 UTC, the leadership team will take this as acceptance of the consensus designations. If any objection is raised for any specific recommendation, the leadership team is expected to reevaluate the consensus designation of such recommendation and publish an updated designation to be reviewed by the working group.
 
In the event there is no disagreement by the SC with the proposed consensus designations, Support Staff will incorporate the designations into the RDRS SC Report to GNSO Council.
 
As set out in the RDRS SC Charter, only Members appointed by their representative groups are expected to participate in the Consensus Call process. Participants and observers will not be able to participate.

II. Summary of Steve Crocker’s position on the Recommendations

The following are the leadership team’s Proposed Consensus Designations

	Rec 
	Recommendation
	Leadership Team’s Proposed Designation
	Steve Crocker’s Position

	1
	Continue the RDRS beyond the pilot period
	Full Consensus
	Agree

	2
	Allow for authentication of interested requestor groups, beginning with law enforcement
	Full Consensus
	Agree

	3
	Implement Key System Enhancements so as to sustain and evolve RDRS post-pilot while more policy work is underway. (API, UX Redesign, optional ccTLD particiapation)
	Full Consensus
	Agree

	4
	Consider further policy work in the following areas: Privacy/Proxy Data, Inclusion of RDRS links in the RDAP responses.
	Full Consensus
	Agree

	5
	Consideration regarding next steps on EPDP Phase 2/SSAD Policy Recommendations.
	Full Consensus
	Disagree

	6
	Maintain the current Standing Committee with narrowed Scope.
	Full Consensus
	Agree


 

III. Notes on each recommendation

Rec 1: Rationale says, “The pilot has proven useful as a stopgap…”. It should say, “The pilot has proven somewhat useful…”  Some requestors have stopped using it, and some registrars have withdrawn.  These are not positive signs, and this rationale should present a picture that is rosier than the facts support. 

Rec 5:

A. The wording in the first paragraph is confusing:

· “The SC recognizes the emphasis the EPDP Phase 2 Team placed on the recommendations being consider by both the GNSO Council and ICANN Board as a single, interdependent package.”

· Accordingly, the SC recommends that the Board should consider the 18 recommendations together as one package.

· The SC further recommends that when the GNSO Council and ICANN Board engage in a dialogue, the Council should recommend that the ICANN board reject the SSAD recommendations (as a package) and send them back to the GNSO Council for further action and Supplemental Recommendations.

I think what you’re trying to say is the third sentence, i.e., send the entire package back to the GNSO Council.  This would also be consistent with the last sentence in the next paragraph.

All the rest seems to be justifying why we’re not making a separate recommendation for each of the 18 EPDP Phase 2 recommendations.  Except we’re doing exactly that in the 18-1/2 pages.

B. General comment about Recommendation 5

The 18 EPDP Phase 2 recommendations have a very strong implied assumption that ICANN should design, build, deploy and operate a centralized request and response system.  I think this is a fundamental mistake.  There is no need for a centralized system.  What’s needed is a distributed system that serves the entire Internet community, i.e., the numbers community, the ccTLD community, and the gTLD community.  ICANN, via the GNSO, should be responsible for the policies that apply to the gTLD community. It should cooperate with the rest of the community to develop a system that serves all segments, with a very clean and clear distinction between mechanism and policy.  Further, even for the gTLD community, ICANN should not operate a centralized system.  Doing so creates a bottleneck and an unnecessary ongoing expense.

IV. Comments on selected EPDP Phase 2 Recommendations

Rec 4: Acknowledgment of receipt and relay of the disclosure request

Why are the registries involved?  Some registries are thin; others are thick.  There’s no point in notifying a thin registry.

Rec 5: Response Requirements

The Rationale refers to the Central Gateway Manager.  There’s no need for a Central Gateway Manager.  The putative motivation for a central manager is uniformity in submitting requests, but that sort of uniformity is best accomplished with proper documentation and standards.  We have fifty years of positive experience and billions of users using millions of separate computers, all without central gateways.

Rec 6: Priority Levels

This treatment of priority levels conflates two distinct issues.  Normally, the use of the word “priority” addresses which of several things to do when the system is overloaded.  However, Expedited and Urgent Requests are also mentioned.  Although not stated clearly, there is an implication that these requested will be handled more quickly than normal requests, even when the system is not overloaded.  To provide that sort of service, simply prioritizing which request to attend to before others is not enough.  There needs to be special mechanisms and processes in addition to the regular processing.

Rec 7: Requestor Purpose

Agreed.

Rec 8: Contracted Party Authorization

“Registrars are expected to review request individually…”. This requirement has been interpreted to mean a human must take time to read and approve or disapprove each request.  Such a requirement imposes enormous inefficiency in the entire system.  “Same day – more likely week in this case -- in a nanosecond world”

Rec 9: Automation of SSAD Processing

“The pilot indicated that human review is still needed for each review, and that introducing automation would add significant cost and complexity.”  I think both halves of this sentence are FALSE.

Rec 15: Logging:

Logs support multiple purposes, e.g. debugging operational problems, auditing conformance with performance metrics, verifying specific requests and responses, and providing data for studying usage and utility.  These distinctions are pointed out in the Rationale and need to be considered.  Each has its own implications regarding storage requirements, tools for analysis, privacy protection, retention rules, and adherence to a variety of laws and regulations.

Rec 16: Audits

Yes.  Audit all aspects.
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