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The WHOIS Review Team (RT) undertook the following:
1. Agenda adopted
2. ICANN San Francisco Meeting: Preliminary Report and Transcripts
The Review Team resolved to adopt the meeting notes with two caveats:
· ISPC should be added to the outreach list; (LD)
· Sub point 4: The Review Team identified a number of issues, which were of interest and would form a basis for the work going forward. (PN)
The meeting notes may be viewed on the wiki at: https://community.icann.org/display/whoisreview/Silicon+Valley+Meeting
3. Action Plan

The Review Team discussed their progress in light of the action plan adopted in London in January 2011 and reiterated their intention to issue the report outline for public comment in May.

4. Discussion on report outline

The WHOIS RT analyzed and reviewed the draft report outline circulated by the Chair and provided comments.
The following amendments were suggested:

· Introductory statement on the WHOIS review background and history;
· Use cases;
· Methodology section that would state how the task was approached and the information was gathered;
· Case studies (anecdotal experience; (LD) and (SK) to start listing concrete examples to be posted on a wiki page monitored by (LD);
· Recommendations;
· Appendix: index of public comments received and responses provided.
The report outline will be published for public comment in order to provide the ICANN community with an overview of the foreseen shape of the report and the grounds the Review Teams wishes to cover.
(ET) has been tasked to integrate the amendments and to circulate a second version to the list with a view to discussing and adopting the document during the conference call scheduled for the following week.

5. Issues Paper

(PN) presented the “Issues Paper” proposal which he had circulated earlier to the Team, which led to a fruitful exchange of views. An alternative to a questionnaire on Consumer Trust would be the creation of focus groups that would trigger discussions much more easily thanks to their explorative nature (in comparison to questionnaires).
(LG), (SK) and (BS) were tasked to frame a preliminary RFP on focus groups (on Consumer Trust primarily).
6. Sub Teams’ Progress

The Review Team resolved to postpone this discussion to the next conference call.
7. ICANN Meeting in Singapore – June 2011
The Team reviewed (SL)’s suggestion to schedule two full days of face-to-face meeting and concluded that this would depend on the agenda foreseen for this meeting.

Members also discussed (PN)’s proposal to meet with law enforcement experts. (ET) reported that (SL) had offered to coordinate an interaction if applicable. 

The Review Team agreed to revert to this discussion during the next conference call.

8. Any Other Business

(SK) explained that the Intellectual Property Constituency had expressed its wish to hold an interaction with the WHOIS RT in San Francisco at the INTA Summit. The Team agreed to take this discussion offline.

The Review Team agreed to schedule the next call at a more reasonable time for European Members.
