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Quick Outline

● Current Syntax
● The Problem
● Possible Syntax Changes
● Changing IETF Generic URI Rules: How unrealistic is it?
● Pragmatism: Going to need to support legacy syntax
● Next Steps
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<scheme> :// <authority> / <path>

Generic URI Authority Structure
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at:// <account> / <schema-type> / <record-key> 

AT URI Authority: Account vs Network Location

Persistent Account ID. Controlled by end user,
resolves to current host (indirection layer)
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at://did:plc:44ybard66vv44zksje25o7dz/site.standard.document/3mph4hzvbdc2v

at://did:web:example.com/site.standard.document/3mph4hzvbdc2v



Nice URI Syntax Properties

● Idiomatic prefix (at://)
● No escaping or encoding needed
● Persistent account identifiers (DIDs) verbatim

The current syntax has all of these properties.

And is deployed in billions of records, many deployed services, many 
implementations.



The Problem

● RFC 3986 (URI Generic Syntax) does not allow multiple colon characters in 
the authority section when :// is used

● RFC 7595 (IANA URI Registry inclusion) calls this out specifically
● This is causing issues with at:// use as generic URI (eg, in HTML metadata)
● Sorry about this!



Change Prefix

● Idiomatic prefix (at://)
● No escaping or encoding needed
● Persistent account identifiers (DIDs) verbatim

at:///did:plc:44ybard66vv44zksje25o7dz/…

at:did:plc:44ybard66vv44zksje25o7dz/…



Percent Encode

● Idiomatic prefix (at://)
● No escaping or encoding needed
● Persistent account identifiers (DIDs) verbatim

at://did%3Aplc%3A44ybard66vv44zksje25o7dz/…



Transform DIDs to hostnames

● Idiomatic prefix (at://)
● No escaping or encoding needed
● Persistent account identifiers (DIDs) verbatim

at://44ybard66vv44zksje25o7dz.plc.did/…
at://com.example.web.did/…

at://did-plc-44ybard66vv44zksje25o7dz/…
at://did-web-example.com/…



Changing Generic URI Rules

● For example, keep the current character set limitations in place, but do not 
require the authority section to be as structured (user / reg-name / port)

● Or DID-specific carve out

● URIs are a pretty stable and mature part of Internet standards
● Uncountably many generic URI parsing implementations in the world



Don't Call Them URIs

● Another option



Pragmatism

Implementations will need to support existing AT URI syntax indefinitely for "legacy 
support"...

Would folks just keep using legacy format? For display? In ATP records?

Just don't call them "URIs"?



Next Steps

● Write up "as deployed" AT URI syntax rules as I-D
● Get feedback from URI review list

○ More specific proposal about changes to generic URI syntax
● Revisit at IETF 127 (San Francisco)



Thanks everybody!

Participants on the mailing list, contributors to 
the ATP network, BoF supporters, IETF and 

venue staffQuestions for the room (and list)

● Other options / approaches?
● Broader ecosystem interest in URI 

flexibility?
● Appropriate next steps?


