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Subgroup 1 - WHOIS1 Rec 1 Strategic Priority is tasked with investigating, analyzing, and drafting recommendations (if needed) to address the following Review objective:

Consistent with ICANN’s mission and Bylaws, Section 4.6(e)(iv), the Review Team will (a) evaluate the extent to which ICANN Org has implemented each prior Directory Service Review recommendation (noting differences if any between recommended and implemented steps), (b) assess to the degree practical the extent to which implementation of each recommendation was effective in addressing the issue identified by the prior RT or generated additional information useful to management and evolution of WHOIS (RDS), and (c) determine if any specific measurable steps should be recommended to enhance results achieved through the prior RT’s recommendations. This includes developing a framework to measure and assess the effectiveness of recommendations, and applying that approach to all areas of WHOIS originally assessed by the prior RT (as applicable).

The specific WHOIS1 Recommendation to be assessed by this subgroup appears below:
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To address this objective, the subgroup agreed to consider two over-arching questions:
Has ICANN.Org made WHOIS a strategic priority from a formal perspective, by putting into place the appropriate resources and procedures?
Has ICANN.Org made WHOIS a strategic priority from a substantive perspective?

In addition, the subgroup identified two check-in questions to guide its work:
Has ICANN Org issued public updates on progress against targets for all aspects of WHOIS? 
Based on findings of other subgroups, how have the updated complaints and other compliance procedures impacted the accuracy and functionality of the WHOIS? 

[bookmark: _Toc496113347]Summary of Relevant Research 
To conducts its research, all members of this subgroup reviewed the following background materials, posted on the subgroup's wiki page:

WHOIS Review Team (WHOIS1) Final Report (2012) and Action Plan
WHOIS Review Team (WHOIS1) Implementation Reports, including
Executive Summary of Implementation Report
Detailed implementation Report 
WHOIS1 Implementation Briefings on Recommendations 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 9, 15, 16: PPT, PDF
Answers to RDS-WHOIS2 Questions on Implementation Briefings
·  Documents cited in briefing on Recommendation 1 include
ICANN Five Year Strategic Plan
ICANN FY 2017 Operating Plan and Budget
ICANN FY 2018 Operating Plan and Budget
ICANN FY 2019 Operating Plan and Budget
2013 Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA), including RAA WHOIS requirements for Registrants
EWG on gTLD Registration Directory Services Final Report (2014)
WHOIS Information Portal and Consolidated WHOIS Lookup Tool
Roadmap of WHOIS/RDS Activities (as of June 2017)

In addition, this subgroup requested the following additional materials:
Information on incentivization measures for ICANN Org staff including CEO ([standard] contract clauses, internal guidance, memos, meeting minutes etc.)
Records of Board/CEO Committee on WHOIS including Terms of Reference/Charter, minutes of meetings, work plan, objectives and outputs
Any other written materials that can provide responses to the subgroup's questions (detailed below).

To explain how the WHOIS as a strategic priority has been integrated into the organizational objectives and the impact that this integration has had in practice (as compared to the approach before 2012) the subgroup posed the series of questions enumerated in Section 3. Note: Due to similarities and overlap between the subgroup's questions and implementation briefings already underway, the current plan is for SMEs to address those questions as part of the written implementation briefing. Upon receipt, the written briefing will be added to the list of materials above for review by all subgroup members, who will then determine if there is a need for follow-up call(s).

The subgroup also agreed to review the output from the other subgroups in assessing the degree to which WHOIS has been made a strategic priority within the organization.

Finally, the subgroup applied the RDS-WHOIS2 review team's agreed framework to measure and assess the effectiveness of recommendations,

[bookmark: _Toc496113348]Analysis & Findings
[Provide overview of Review Team Findings (including materials of reference).
For this subgroup, relevant review objectives include:
Topic 1 (a) identify the extent to which ICANN Org has implemented each prior Directory Service Review recommendation (noting differences if any between recommended and implemented steps), 
Topic 1 (b) assess to the degree practical the extent to which implementation of each recommendation was effective in addressing the issue identified by the prior RT or generated additional information useful to management and evolution of WHOIS (RDS)]

Reflection in ICANN steering documents:

ICANN has included the Whois in its 2016-2020 Strategic Plan as part of its objective 2.1 to  foster and coordinate a healthy, secure, stable, and resilient identifier ecosystem. As one of the key outcomes/success factors, it lists "Globally accepted, reliable, secure, and trusted services to facilitate access to, and update of, identifier registration data." The strategic plan also recognises an associated strategic risk, namely that of "Failure of the identifier registration data services to gain acceptance by, or meet the needs of, the users of the identifier ecosystem."<SUBGROUP TO DRAFT TEXT FOR THIS SECTION, BASED ON ABOVE GUIDANCE> ICANN furthermore sets the objective of acting as a steward of the public interest (5.1), of which the Whois is an important aspect but is not mentioned specifically here. The associated risk that the "ICANN community does not reach consensus on best practices related to the public interest" is also listed.

In ICANN's most recent FY 2017 Operating Plan and Budget, the WHOIS Core Function/Service and Improvements portfolio is budgeted with a relatively low resource of 0.6 FTE and is listed under "Proactively Plan for Changes in the Use of Unique Identifiers and Develop Technology Roadmaps to Help Guide ICANN Activities" rather than under the relevant strategic sub-objective 2.1 Foster and Coordinate a Healthy, Secure, Stable, and Resilient Identifier Ecosystem.

[bookmark: _GoBack]ICANN's proposed 2019 update to its five-year plan lists a number of planned and past activities related to Whois, such as the publication of accuracy reports and support for the RDS PDP and Review Team.[footnoteRef:1] It does not reference assessment of the impact of compliance efforts on the quality of RDS. [1:  https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/proposed-opplan-2016-2020-fy19-19jan18-en.pdf, p. 18 and following.] 


ICANN's previous Operating Plans and Budgets did not include specific key performance indicators or measures for success in achieving strategic objective 2.1. To pick an example, the FY 2016 Operating Plan and Budget[footnoteRef:2], like the 2017 one, ists the Whois portfolio under strategic objective 2.2 and includes a Technical Reputation Index tracking number of documents published, number of training sessions and other activities related to the CTO team's work on building technical capacity. While this is no doubt useful in tracking the success of technical competence building efforts, it does not seem to be able to reflect any achievements related to Whois. [2:  https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/adopted-opplan-budget-fy16-25jun15-en.pdf, p. 40] 


ICANN's Staff Remuneration Practices document does not address specific incentives for staff, and accordingly also does not cover relevant incentives related to the Whois as recommended by the WHOIS RT.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/remuneration-practices-fy18-01jul17-en.pdf] 


Reflection in other relevant documents:

A detailed WHOIS policy has been set out in the 2013 Registrar Accreditation Agreement and in particular in its WHOIS specification.[footnoteRef:4] This WHOIS policy sets out specific details such as the data fields to be provided, formats and access ports. [possible cross-reference to single WHOIS policy subgroup work]. [4:  https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/approved-with-specs-2013-09-17-en#whois] 


The subgroup has submitted the following set of questions to ICANN Org:
· Has ICANN Org made WHOIS a strategic priority from a formal perspective, by putting into place the appropriate resources and procedures?
How has WHOIS been implemented in staff incentivization including for the CEO? Are there specific clauses in staff contracts, including the CEO’s, that link compensation to WHOIS implementation or management outcomes? Were KPIs adduced/developed? Were these part of the at-risk compensation portion or the general compensation? What percentage of the overall compensation, at-risk or otherwise, could be connected to WHOIS matters? 
How has WHOIS been integrated into the organizational objectives? Did the ICANN 5-year Operating Plan contain any specific references to WHOIS and what year were they incorporated in that Plan? If it was and is no longer included in the ICANN operational plan, what year did it roll away? Were metrics developed that are connected to any WHOIS activity or outcomes?  Are there specific measurable outcomes connected to contracted parties for WHOIS outcomes?
What aspects of the WHOIS are serving as incentive[s] or part of the organizational objectives? Is[are] this[these] aspect[s] amenable to measurement? And if so, what were the measurement criteria adopted?  Can the outcomes be shared?
Has the Board created a committee including the CEO that is responsible for the WHOIS and for key actions?  If yes, has the committee met?  And are the activities of the committee recorded and archived? Are the documents available for viewing or sharing?
How has the CEO complied with the instruction from the Board to oversee improvements to the contractual conditions relating to gTLD WHOIS data in the gTLD Registry and Registrar agreements? What concrete actions has he taken himself, or staff at his direction, to facilitate improvements to the conditions (e.g. meetings, outreach, suggestions for improvement, facilitation of community dialogue aimed at improvements)? Are there any documents (meeting minutes, internal or external memos, etc.) that can demonstrate these actions?
How has the CEO complied with the instruction from the Board to create appropriate reporting of these improvements and to implement staff incentivisation? Are there standard clauses in relevant employee contracts reflecting such incentivisation, and how is the incentivisation structured? Have any other measures been taken to incentivize staff to implement the strategic priority recommendation? How often does staff report to the CEO or the Board on WHOIS improvements and what form does that take? Are there any documents (internal reporting, meeting minutes, memos etc.) that can demonstrate compliance?

· Has ICANN Org made WHOIS a strategic priority from a substantive perspective?
Has ICANN Org taken any other actions reflecting the strategic priority given to the WHOIS, beyond those specifically recommended by the WHOIS RT in its final report?  If yes, which actions has it taken? Are there any written traces of these actions?
How was this priority reflected in the transition from the AoC to the Bylaws?
What defects in WHOIS contractual obligations were identified?
How have WHOIS obligations in contracts improved including in the 2013 Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA) and the base new gTLD Registry Agreement?
Is there evidence to show that the definition as a strategic priority has had a positive impact on the WHOIS in view of the objectives that it serves?
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[What observed fact-based issue is the recommendation intending to solve? What is the “problem statement”?  
For this subgroup, relevant steps from review objectives include:
Topic 1 (c) determine if any specific measurable steps should be recommended to enhance results achieved through the prior RT’s recommendations] 

<SUBGROUP TO DRAFT TEXT FOR THIS SECTION, BASED ON ABOVE GUIDANCE>
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[To be completed for each recommendation - if any - suggested by the subgroup]
 
<SUBGROUP TO DRAFT TEXT FOR THIS SECTION, BASED ON GUIDANCE BELOW>

Recommendation: xxx

Findings: [what are the findings that support the recommendation]

Rationale:
[What is Intent of recommendation and envisioned outcome?
How did the finding lead to this recommendation?  
How significant would impact be if recommendation not addressed?
Is it aligned with ICANN’s Strategic Plan and Mission? 
Is it in compliance with scope Review Team set?]

Impact of Recommendation: [What are the impacted areas, e.g. security, transparency, legitimacy, efficiency, diversity etc. Which group/audience will be impacted by this recommendation]

Feasibility of Recommendation: [Document feasibility of recommendation]

Implementation:
[Who are responsible parties that need to be involved in implementation? Community/ICANN org/combination)
What is the target for a successful implementation? 
Is related work already underway and how will that dovetail with recommendation?
What is the envisioned implementation timeline? Within 6 months/12 months/more than 12 months]

Priority: [If only 5 recommendations could be implemented due to community bandwidth and other resource constraints, would this recommendation be one of the top 5? Why or why not?]

Level of Consensus
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[Recommendation 1 - Strategic Priority.

Itis recommended that WHOTS, in il ts aspects, should be a strategic priority for ICANN
the organization. It should form the basis of saff incentivization and published
organizational objectives.

To support WHOIS as a strategic prioriy, the ICANN board should create a committee.
thatincludes the CEO. The committee should b responsible for advancing the strategic
priorities required to ensure the following:

+ Implementation of this report’s recommendations;
+ Fulfilment of dat accuracy objectives overtime;

« Follow up on relevant reports (e.¢. NORC data accuracy stucy);

+ Reporting on progress on all aspects of WHOIS (policy development, compliance,

‘and advances in the protocol / liaison with SSAC and IETF);

+ Monitoring effectiveness of senior staf performance and the extent to which the
ICANN Compliance function is effective in delivering WHOIS outcomes, and
taking appropriate action to remedy any g2ps (see Recommendation 4 for more.
discussion of compliance).

‘Advancement of the WHOIS strategic priority objectives should be a major factor in staff
incentivization programs for ICANN staff participating in the committee, including the
CEO. Regular (atleast annual) updates on progress against targets should be given to the
Community within ICANN's regular reporting channels, and should cover all aspects of
WHOIS including protocol, policy development, studies and their follow up.




