
The Accuracy Scoping Team confirms that they understand the accuracy of registration data to refer to whether registration data is true, correct, and free from error, or to the degree of correctness when measured against a specified standard. The CURRENT accuracy requirements and enforcements against which the accuracy of registration data is assessed are set out below. This understanding does not preclude in any way possible changes to these requirements and enforcement in the future based on the work of the scoping team and/or subsequent efforts.   	Comment by Manju Chen: NCSG suggest modification: The Accuracy Scoping Team confirms that they understand accuracy is generally refer to whether something is true, correct, and free from error, and the accuracy of registration data to refer to the degree of correctness when measured against a specified standard.	Comment by Roger Carney: The CPH supports the NCSG suggested modification, with a possible typo fix: from "...accuracy is generally..." to "...accuracy to generally..."	Comment by Ryan Carroll: The GAC proposes deleting this passage and instead focusing on the current accuracy requirements. Alternatively, if the group feels the need to maintain a general reference to accuracy/to a standard/purpose, we would propose replacing this with the following “Data should be accurate for the purpose for which they are processed”.	Comment by Microsoft Office User: Staff support team proposal: remove this sentence but capture the sentiment in another part of the write up of assignment #1 & #2

Accuracy uUnder the current requirements, as spelled out in the Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA) as well as Consensus Policies, domain name registration data should be accurate, reliable and up-to-date. Accuracy requirements is are understood as entailing, but not limited to, syntactic accuracy of the registration data elements provided by the Registered Name Holder or Account Holder as well as the operational accuracy of either the registrant telephone number or the email address.	Comment by Roger Carney: This language is in the RAA, so the CPH is not opposed to it, but also does not believe it adds anything.	Comment by Roger Carney: The CPH is completely against this, our requirements are strictly limited to what is spelled out in our contracts and no one, including Compliance, has shown any additional requirements.	Comment by Melina Stroungi: Just to clarify that this wording came directly from ICANN compliance input. We don't understand the objection, since we are only describing the current state of play, as confirmed also by ICANN.	Comment by Microsoft Office User: Leadership proposal: Note that the “not limited to” in the ICANN org response relates to what is provided below in the “in addition” paragraph, as such, leadership does not think it is necessary here to include the words ‘but not limited to’.  	Comment by Alan Greenberg: The CURRENT policy (prior to EPDP Phase 1 going live) includes multiple email addresses and telephone numbers.

Phase 1 called for the IRT to be complete, the formal policy published, and the time for Ry/Rr implementation to be complete by 29 February 2020. Two years after this, the IRT is still running, so it is unclear when the final target will be met.	Comment by Sarah Wyld: could solve this by adding the word "registrant" before "telephone"	Comment by Microsoft Office User: Staff support team proposal: Added ‘registrant’ before ‘telephone’ as suggested by Sarah to address Alan’s concern. 

To be determined to be syntactically accurate, the contact must satisfy all requirements for validity (see Whois Accuracy Program Specification Sections 1b-d). For example, for email addresses all characters must be permissible, the “@” symbol is required, and there must be characters before the “@” symbol.

To be determined to be operably accurate, the contact must be operable as defined in tThe Whois Accuracy Program Specification Section f describes a requirement that must be performed by registrars to verify an email or phone number is operable. The RAA currently requires validation of syntactical accuracy and verification of operational accuracy including an affirmative response from the Registered Name Holder for either email or phone.	Comment by Brian Gutterman: Comment from ICANN Compliance for consideration - Section 1(f) describes a requirement that must be performed by registrars to verify an email or phone number is operable, and does not seem to in itself define “operably accurate”. Whether the email or phone number is operable is not dependent on whether an affirmative response is received via the manner described in the Specification.	Comment by Microsoft Office User: Staff support team proposal: Suggested modification intended to address ICANN Compliance’s input

In addition, upon notice of an alleged inaccuracy or if the Registrar learns of inaccurate contact information, the Registrar must take reasonable steps to investigate that claimed inaccuracy and correct inaccuracy. Additional verification procedures apply if the registrar has any information suggesting that contact information is incorrect. If a Registered Name Holder willfully provides inaccurate or unreliable registration data information, the registrar will take additional action to terminate, suspend or place a registration on hold.  For example, if the Registered Name Holder provided Registration Data that passes format validation, but is patently inaccurate (such as Registrant Name: Mickey Mouse; Registrant Postal Address: 1234 Main Street, Disneyland, CA 00000, USA; Registrant Email: mickeymouse@example.com).	Comment by Roger Carney: The CPH believes this suggested additional text should be rejected, it adds nothing here and is just one hypothetical edge case.	Comment by Melina Stroungi: The way we understand this assignment is that we have to describe what is the current contractual and enforcement reality so that we have the full picture as a starting basis; this includes also what happens in case of complaints, even if these are edge cases (we don't know if they are indeed, but we take your word for it).	Comment by Sarah Wyld: The CPH continues to believe that the example can be confusing and that it detracts from the rest of the paragraph; removing it would not alter any requirements.	Comment by Microsoft Office User: Staff support team proposal: the group previously agreed not to include examples in the context of Registry Agreements that contain accuracy requirements. Suggest to apply the same principle here. 

Whilst there are no explicit provisions in the Base Registry Agreement that refer to the accuracy of registrant data, some specifications to the Registry Agreement relating to eligibility requirements and auditing obligations in certain gTLDs may inform the topic of registration data accuracy.




 
 

