I. WHOIS Policy (content owners: James Bladel, Kathy Kleiman)

I.
History of Whois Policy and Thin/Thick Registries

Upon its creation in 1998, ICANN undertook the management of several gTLDs, including .COM, .ORG and .NET.  At the time, there was only one gTLD Registry, Network Solutions, for the top levels domains of .COM, .ORG and .NET, and it published a set of Whois data under a Whois technical protocol established by the Internet Engineering Task Force (and described in Section ____ earlier). 

In April 1999, ICANN introduced competition into the gTLD market by creating ICANN-accredited registrars. These registrars had the right to register domain in the gTLDs, provided they signed contracts with both ICANN and the Registries.  In 2000 when Verisign acquired Network Solutions and undertook the management of .COM, .ORG and .NET, competition was being to grow in the registrar marketplace, and many more registrars were becoming accredited by ICANN.  There were concerns that a competitive registrar environment could not flourish if the registry maintained a customer relationship with each and every registrant.

Accordingly, in 2000[need to verify exact date of contract], Verisign agreed to adopt a “thin” Whois model for its Whois data. If queried on its website for Whois data of a particular domain name, it held and shared only minimal data:

· Provided only limited data (no specific contact data of registrant);

· Referred searchers to the Registrar;

· Called a “Thin” Registry.
The number of registrars has now jumped to 944, in 2011, and registrations in the two largest gTLDs, .COM and .NET, remain “thin” with the customer data and contact information being held directly by the registrar. 

In 2003, ICANN allowed competition applications to be submitted for .ORG, which it spun off of Verisign. The Public Interest Registry (“PIR”) won the contract for .ORG, and one of the conditions of the contract was that it become a “thick” registry, namely:

· Provide full Whois contact information for all registrants;

· Provide access to Whois data in online form and automated “Port 43” access (described below); 

· Continue to all registrants to register domain names only through registrars.

Thus, with the advent of the .ORG “Thick” Registry, the full Whois data became findable in two locations: at the Registrar site and the Registry site. 

Although some variations have taken place since 2003, all subsequent gTLD Registries have become “Thick” Registries, including .INFO, .BIZ, .NAME, .MOBI and .TEL.  Further, ICANN's Applicant Guidebook for New gTLDs requires all future gTLDs Registries to adopt the "thick" model for Whois data. 

Sample Registry Whois printouts

A Sample Thin Registry Printout – from the Verisign Whois website

  Domain Name: IBM.COM

   Registrar: MELBOURNE IT, LTD. D/B/A INTERNET NAMES WORLDWIDE

   Whois Server: whois.melbourneit.com

   Referral URL: http://www.melbourneit.com

   Name Server: INTERNET-SERVER.ZURICH.IBM.COM

   Name Server: NS.ALMADEN.IBM.COM

   Name Server: NS.AUSTIN.IBM.COM

   Name Server: NS.WATSON.IBM.COM

   Status: clientTransferProhibited

   Updated Date: 31-aug-2011

   Creation Date: 19-mar-1986

   Expiration Date: 20-mar-2019

A Sample Thick Registry Printout – from the .INFO Website 

Domain ID:D54632-LRMS
Domain Name:IBM.INFO
Created On:07-Aug-2001 20:13:19 UTC
Last Updated On:04-Jul-2011 22:31:42 UTC
Expiration Date:07-Aug-2012 20:13:19 UTC
Trademark Name:IBM
Trademark Date:1957-01-29
Trademark Country:US
Trademark Number:640606
Sponsoring Registrar:Melbourne IT Ltd. (R141-LRMS)
Status:CLIENT TRANSFER PROHIBITED
Registrant ID:C124680788152659
Registrant Name:International Business Machines Corporation
Registrant Organization:International Business Machines Corporation
Registrant Street1:New Orchard Road
Registrant Street2:attn Grace Micewicz
Registrant Street3:North Castle Drive
Registrant City:Armonk
Registrant State/Province:NY
Registrant Postal Code:10504
Registrant Country:US
Registrant Phone:            +1.9147654227      
Registrant Phone Ext.:
Registrant FAX:+1.9147654370
Registrant FAX Ext.:
Registrant Email:dnsadm@us.ibm.com
Admin ID:A124680779471167
Admin Name:IBM DNS Admin
Admin Organization:IBM Corporation
Admin Street1:New Orchard Road
Admin Street2:
Admin Street3:
Admin City:Armonk
Admin State/Province:NY
Admin Postal Code:10504
Admin Country:US
Admin Phone:            +1.9147654227      
Admin Phone Ext.:
Admin FAX:+1.9147654370
Admin FAX Ext.:
Admin Email:dnsadm@us.ibm.com
Billing ID:C124680788152658
Billing Name:Melbourne IT DBS

Billing Organization:Melbourne IT DBS Inc.
Billing Street1:487 East Middlefield Rd
Billing Street2:
Billing Street3:
Billing City:Mountain View
Billing State/Province:CA
Billing Postal Code:94043
Billing Country:US
Billing Phone:            +1.8669073267      
Billing Phone Ext.:
Billing FAX:+1.6506182574
Billing FAX Ext.:
Billing Email:billing@melbourneitdbs.com
Tech ID:A124680779471168
Tech Name:IBM DNS Technical
Tech Organization:IBM Corporation
Tech Street1:New Orchard Road
Tech Street2:
Tech Street3:
Tech City:Armonk
Tech State/Province:NY
Tech Postal Code:10504
Tech Country:US
Tech Phone:            +1.9192544441      
Tech Phone Ext.:
Tech FAX:+1.9147654370
Tech FAX Ext.:
Tech Email:ipreg@us.ibm.com
Name Server:NS.WATSON.IBM.COM
Name Server:NS.ALMADEN.IBM.COM 

II. 
Background of Whois Policy and Registrars
ICANN began accreditation of registrars in 1999, and this continues today. Over 944 registrars have become ICANN-accredited by completing an ICANN application and, whenupon approved, signed a contract with ICANN called the Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA).

The RAA is not an individually negotiated contract and, at any given time, there is a standard contract registrars will be asked to sign. The RAA agreements tend to change and evolve according to the needs of the ICANN Community.  Currently there are two RAA in force: 2001 and 2009.  As registrar contracts expire and are renewed, all registrars will sign on to the 2009 agreement, and many of the largest registrars have already voluntarily done so already. 

Both RAA agreements, 2001 and 2009, agreements require registrars to make available Whois data on their website for online searchers, and by “Port 43” automated access. For a registrant which is one of its own customers, a registrar Whois printout includes contact data:

A Sample Whois Registrar Printout for YAHOO.COM – from the MarkMonitor website at www.markmonitor.com 


Registrant:

        Domain Administrator

        Yahoo! Inc.

        701 First Avenue

         Sunnyvale CA 94089

        US

        domainadmin@yahoo-inc.com +1.4083493300 Fax: +1.4083493301

    Domain Name: yahoo.com

        Registrar Name: Markmonitor.com

        Registrar Whois: whois.markmonitor.com

        Registrar Homepage: http://www.markmonitor.com

    Administrative Contact:

        Domain Administrator

        Yahoo! Inc.

        701 First Avenue

         Sunnyvale CA 94089

        US

        domainadmin@yahoo-inc.com +1.4083493300 Fax: +1.4083493301

    Technical Contact, Zone Contact:

        Domain Administrator

        Yahoo! Inc.

        701 First Avenue

         Sunnyvale CA 94089

        US

        domainadmin@yahoo-inc.com +1.4083493300 Fax: +1.4083493301

    Created on..............: 1995-01-18.

    Expires on..............: 2012-01-18.

    Record last updated on..: 2011-10-16.

    Domain servers in listed order:

    ns2.yahoo.com

    ns4.yahoo.com

    ns5.yahoo.com

    ns1.yahoo.com

    ns3.yahoo.com
III. 
Quick Timeline 

Description of Diagram: One Long Timeline Arrow Across the page (===>) and the following dates marked beneath it:

1998, ICANN created; 1999 ICANN-accredits first competitive registrars (4);2000 Verisign purchases Network Solutions and agrees to allow registrars to hold their own customer Whois Data (Verisign becomes a Thin Registry); 2001 RAA created and signed; 2003 .ORG becomes a Thick Registry; 2009 New RAA created and signed; 2011 New gTLD Applicant Guidebook created mandating that all New gTLD registrie will be Thick Registries
IV. 
Goals of this Chapter:

The Affirmation of Commitments tasks the Review Team to ensure that ICANN is “enforcing its existing policy with respect to WHOIS, subject to applicable laws.”1  Thus, as a starting point, the Review Team must set out what it believes the existing Whois policy to be. 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the existing policy to:

-
See where it can be found;

-
Review its policy provisions, particularly for the requirements of ACCESS TO 

and ACCURACY OF Whois data; and

-
Evaluate successes and shortcomings in ways ICANN Whois policy is set out, e.g., are the requirements clearly defined? Are they consistent?  

VI.
Key Components of WHOIS Policy

For the purposes of the Whois Review Team assessment, there are two key areas of Whois policy that are important, namely, ACCESS to the WHOIS service, including method of use and availability of the Whois data, and ACCURACY of the WHOIS data.  For the most part, current contractual obligations for Whois are a manifestation of one or both of these components.  

Footnote: There are a few additional provisions regarding escrow (storage of the data for availability should a registry or registrar be unable to perform its functions), but they will be touched on only lightly in this chapter. 

A. 
ACCESS For Registries

As discussed above, thick and thin registries have differing obligations regarding making Whois data available. In particular, Thick Registries must provide WHOIS data to searchers via realtime web access, and bulk automated access via server Port 43.

The Port 43 server enables automated access by software tools to the Whois data. Under certain circumstances, registrars must provide third-party bulk access to Whois data. Other obligations require registries to ensure that the data is not misused. 

Each Registry, to date, has negotiated a separate contract with ICANN. All of these contracts are posted on the ICANN website at www.icann.org/en/registries/agreements.htm.


All registries have a section labeled “Whois Specifications,” and they are largely similar. For the thick registries of .INFO, .BIZ, .ORG, etc., the contracts require that: 

“Registry Operator’s Whois service is the authoritative Whois service for all second-level Internet domain names registered in the.INFO top-level domain and for all hosts registered using these names. This service shall be available to anyone. It shall be available via port 43 access and via links at the Registry Operator’s web site....

Registry Operator’s Whois service will be updated on a near real-time basis...

The Whois servers shall provide results in ASCII for standard and IDN .info domains.

INFO Agreement Appendix 5 


As the growing internationalization of the domain name space takes place, and an increasing number of non-ASCII scripts come online, the underlying data of a Whois registration may be in a different language and character set. The IDN requirement sets out that: The Registry Whois server must provide results for both ASCII domain names and Internationalized Domain Name (IDN), although the latter may be expressed in an ASCII representation.

Limitations for ACCESS of Registry Whois data:

Through the bottom-up, policy-making process, the GNSO created a few restrictions to access of Whois data, which was originally unlimited. Specifically, the GNSO Council voted that Registries and Registrars not be permitted to allow Whois data to be used for mass-marketing or other high volume automated systems. This policy recommendation was adopted by the ICANN Board in 2004, and accordingly, all Thick Registries now have, as part of their Whois obligations a requirement for detection and limitation of abusive usage of the Whois:

“Provisions for the detection of abusive usage of Registry Operator’s Whois system (e.g., excessive numbers of queries from one source), and corresponding protective measures, have been implemented, and Registry Operator may implement further countermeasures against abuse as necessary.” INFO Agreement, Appendix 5, Section 1.

Specific Restriction on ACCESS to Registry Whois data based on nature of the gTLD:

Two registries have requested, and received, changes to the ICANN Whois data access system, specifically .TEL and .NAME.  [additional details to follow]

b)  
ACCESS for Registrars

Registrars, within the ICANN context, are the parties who have the right to sell domain names directly to the general public. Specifically, 

1.11 "Registrar Services" means services provided by a registrar in connection with a TLD as to which it has an agreement with the TLD's Registry Operator, and includes contracting with Registered Name Holders, collecting registration data about the Registered Name Holders, and submitting registration information for entry in the Registry Database. 

Both 2001 and 2009 Registrars Accreditation Agreements.
Registrars have an obligation to collect registrant Whois data, and to make it available both on a webpage and via the automated “Port 43” service. The language of the two RAA versions is identical:
At its expense, Registrar shall provide an interactive web page and a port 43 Whois service providing free public query-based access to up-to-date (i.e., updated at least daily) data concerning all active Registered Names sponsored by Registrar for each TLD in which it is accredited. The data accessible shall consist of elements that are designated from time to time according to an ICANN adopted specification or policy. Until ICANN otherwise specifies by means of an ICANN adopted specification or policy, this data shall consist of the following elements as contained in Registrar's database: 

2001 and 2009 RAA, both Section 3.3.1 
Both set out the same requirements for data elements of the Registrar's database:
3.3.1.1 The name of the Registered Nam
3.3.1.2 The names of the primary nameserver and secondary nameserver(s) for the Registered Name;

3.3.1.3 The identity of Registrar (which may be provided through Registrar's website);

3.3.1.4 The original creation date of the registration;

3.3.1.5 The expiration date of the registration;

3.3.1.6 The name and postal address of the Registered Name Holder;

3.3.1.7 The name, postal address, e-mail address, voice telephone number, and (where available) fax number of the technical contact for the Registered Name; and

3.3.1.8 The name, postal address, e-mail address, voice telephone number, and (where available) fax number of the administrative contact for the Registered Name.”

2001 and 2009 RAA, both Sections 3.3.1.1-3.3.1.8 
Both note that the requirements of a specific Top Level Domain Registry may differ, and that the Registrar will respond accordingly:

The appendix to this Agreement for a particular TLD may state substitute language for Subsections 3.3.1.1 through 3.3.1.8 as applicable to that TLD; in that event the substitute language shall replace and supersede Subsections 3.3.1.1 through 3.3.1.8 stated above for all purposes under this Agreement but only with respect to that particular TLD.

2001 and 2009 RAA, both closing language of 3.3.1 
Both include a requirement that Registrars must provide “third-party bulk access” to the Whois Data:  

Registrar shall make a complete electronic copy of the data available at least one time per week for download by third parties who have entered into a bulk access agreement with Registrar. 

Registrar may charge an annual fee, not to exceed US$10,000, for such bulk access to the data.

2001 and 2009 RAA, both closing language of 3.3.6

Limitations

In both RAA contracts, Registrars agree to restrict  third parties from selling or redistributing Registrar's Whois data:

“Unless and until ICANN establishes a different policy according to Section 4, Registrar shall permit use of data it provides in response to queries for any lawful purposes except to: (a) allow, enable, or otherwise support the transmission by e-mail, telephone, or facsimile of mass, unsolicited, commercial advertising or solicitations to entities other than the data recipient's own existing customers; or (b) enable high volume, automated, electronic processes that send queries or data to the systems of any Registry Operator or ICANN-Accredited registrar, except as reasonably necessary to register domain names or modify existing registrations.” 2001 RAA, Section 3.3.5. [emphasis added]

2001 and 2009 RAA, both Section 3.3.5


Further, other limitations may be added by the Registrar: 

Registrar's access agreement may require the third party to agree not to sell or redistribute the data except insofar as it has been incorporated by the third party into a value-added product or service that does not permit the extraction of a substantial portion of the bulk data from the value-added product or service for use by other parties.  

2001 and 2009 RAA, both Section 3.3.6.5 




Subject to ICANN Consensus Policies

Both agreements note that the Registrar must abide by future ICANN Consensus Policies as they may apply to Whois data:

Registrar shall abide by any ICANN specification or policy established as a Consensus Policy according to Section 4 that requires registrars to cooperatively implement a distributed capability that provides query-based Whois search functionality across all registrars. If the Whois service implemented by registrars does not in a reasonable time provide reasonably robust, reliable, and convenient access to accurate and up-to-date data, the Registrar shall abide by any ICANN specification or policy established as a Consensus Policy according to Section 4 requiring Registrar, if reasonably determined by ICANN to be necessary (considering such possibilities as remedial action by specific registrars), to supply data from Registrar's database to facilitate the development of a centralized Whois database for the purpose of providing comprehensive Registrar Whois search capability.

Both 2001 and 2009 RAA, Section 3.3.4

[NOTE TO REVIEW TEAM MEMBERS: THIS IS THE END OF THE NEWLY-REVISED SECTION OF THIS REPORT.  IT INCORPORATES REQUESTS OF THE TEAM FOR ADDING HISTORY, TIMELINE, MORE DISCUSSION AND DIFFERENTIATION OF THICK AND THIN WHOIS, SCREENSHOTS OF THICK AND THIN REGISTRY WHOIS AS WELL AS REGISTRAR WHOIS DATA.  

IF YOU LIKE THIS APPROACH, WE WILL CONTINUE AND REVISE THE “ACCURACY” SECTION ACCORDINGLY.  

COMMENTS WELCOME!

JAMES AND KATHY

Component: ACCURACY

ICANN requires its accredited Registrars to maintain specific data (RAA Sec. 3.4.1), to retain this data for three (3) years (RAA Sec. 3.4.2) and to make it available to ICANN for inspection (RAA Sec. 3.4.3).  The Registrar must periodically submit the data to a third-party Data Escrow service (RAA Sec. 3.6).

Additionally, ICANN establishes that the Registrant of the domain name is ultimately responsible for WHOIS data accuracy (RAA Sec. 3.7.7.1) and that providing or failure to correct inaccurate or unreliable information can mean the loss of the domain name registration (RAA Sec. 3.7.7.2).   

Registrars agree to promptly investigate any reports of inaccurate or incomplete WHOIS data (RAA Sec. 3.7.8), submitted via ICANN’s WHOIS Data Problem Reporting System (WDPRS) or to the Registrar Directly.  

Finally, Registrars are required to remind Registrants to view and (if necessary) update their WHOIS data at least annually, via the WHOIS Data Reminder Policy (WDRP)5 and promptly submit contact updates to the Thick Registries (RAA Sec. 3.3.2).  

Similarly, Registry Agreement require that “Registry Operator's Whois service will be updated on a near real-time basis” to pass on any changes they receive to the community as quickly as possible.

Component: AVAILABILITY

1) Consensus Policies

In addition to the “static contracts,” such as the Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA)2, gTLD Contracted Parties are also obligated to comply with “Consensus Policies,” created by the GNSO pursuant to the bottom-up, policy-making process of  the GNSO (called the “Policy Development Process” and adopted by the ICANN Board after notice, comment, discussion and a Council vote. The policy process is set out in the ICANN Bylaws (Annex A defines the GNSO process).   [keep]3

There have been three (four?) Consensus Procedures adopted by the GNSO to date:

Registrar Data Escrow Program, referenced above as RAA 2009 Section ?

Whois Data Reminder Policy (effective 31 October 2003) reminds registrants of their obligation, and gives them an opportunity to update their Whois data elements as needed, e.g., a changed phone number or address.

Restored Names Accuracy Policy that applies when names have been deleted on the basis of 
submission of false contact data or non-response to registrar inquiries, also intended to improve 
Whois accuracy (effective date 12 November 2004)” [provided by Liz Gasster

In compliance with these Consensus Policy, as required by ICANN Bylaws, ICANN has made changes and revisions to the RAA and Registry Agreement, many adopted as entities join and renew with ICANN. 

2) Compliance

Upon adoption of a Policy obligation, either through the original Contract or a new Consensus Policy, responsibility for enforcement then falls to ICANN Compliance.  Depending upon the nature of the obligation, Compliance will create an ongoing programmatic monitoring scheme, or conduct periodic audits of Contracted Party data or practices.  In some cases, Compliance may initiate an investigation in response to complaints by another Contracted Party or from the public.

3) Policy Gaps


[image: image1]
(Fixed the missing labels on the diagram)

An analysis of these overlapping principles yields two potential Gap Classes:

α Gap:  A material difference between ICANN contractual requirements and its enforcement activities.

β Gap:  A material difference between ICANN’s commitment in the AoC and its commitments in the Registrar and Registry contracts, as well as consensus policies.

α Gap

Looking at the material difference between ICANN contractual requirements and consensus policies, and ICANN's enforcement activities is an important evaluation area of the Whois Review Team.

[Lots of area for work and recommendations here; I think we are working on this area on Monday in MDR for all who come early.]

β Gap 

Evaluating key difference between ICANN’s commitment in the AoC and its commitments in the Registrar and Registry contracts, as well as consensus policies, if any, is also an area in which the Whois Review Team has spent some time (as have those who commented to us).

[still room for some analysis here... ]

It should be emphasized that the AoC is not a Policy document, and does not define WHOIS Policy.  Rather, ICANN implements WHOIS policy in gTLDs via its contracts with Registries and Registrars, and Consensus Policies.  Only when these obligations are accepted in to the contracts can ICANN Compliance enforce them. 

[I flipped alpha and beta above, but not yet below]

Plus a theoretical4 Gap class:

γ Gap:  A conflict between the AoC and ICANN Contracts.

If they are found to exist, Gap Class (β) ICANN Staff (esp. the Compliance team) can take action to address them.  This could entail a new or modified Compliance program that targets the Gap, with the aim of aligning enforcement activities with the obligations of contracted parties.

Gaps Class (α), however, can only be addressed via the Policy Development Process (PDP) as defined in Annexes A (GNSO) and B (ccNSO) of the ICANN Bylaws.  ICANN Compliance does not have the ability to enforce the Affirmation of Commitments, because it is not an expression of WHOIS Policy.  


Finally, Gap Class (γ) presents a particular challenge.  It indicates an area where the language of the Affirmation of Commitments conflicts (or is perceived to conflict) with language of a Policy obligation.  It is possible that at least one such Gap Class (γ) currently exists, specifically with regard to the AoC’s claim of “unrestricted and public” WHOIS access, while ICANN’s contracts allow for some restrictions and terms of data use.

Also did we want to keep the other table in the references?  :

Items to include in later draft: 

The downside of the "thin" model, as seen with some failed registrars, is that Registrar WHOIS systems may contain invalid or out of date data.  Although this could easily happen under both "thin" and "thick" models, it presents a challenge when dealing with a distributed registrar WHOIS system, versus a centralized registry WHOIS system.
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�We agreed that these would be presented not as formal definitions, or the final word on these words/terms, but more as a “glossary of terms” to assist the reader in understanding how we are using them for the purposes of our analysis and report.


See above – need a different title, and perhaps a pre-amble that says:





In this Review, we use the term Law Enforcement as follows:…


I would also include the suggestions provided in Q2 of the law enforcement survey.





Some general themes emerging (for me), are:





The current definition is too wide, and includes just about anyone – I thought there were good suggestions about including concepts of “competence” and “law enforcement powers”.  





The current definition is very privacy orientated, and I think CAUCE and ECTA+M raise a reasonable point.





The problem raised by some of the LE respondents is that there is some good work being done by private sector people, and members of our RT have raised similar issues.  To my mind, the appropriate way forward is to note this, but not to strain the definition of law enforcement by including anyone who is doing any enforcement (even of private law rights).  The appropriate way to acknowledge this large and legitimate user base is (1) here, by way of comment and (2) in our stakeholder analysis.





So, I think the subteam should re-craft the law enf. Definition to include the concepts of competence, law enforcement powers and how we’re going to acknowledge and respect private sector entities who rely on whois. 








My take on the comments is that this (of all the definitions) was felt to miss the mark the most.  It’s too narrowly focused on privacy, and guidance refered to confused people.





The definition subteam considered the point raised by RSG and IPC about UN declarations not being legally binding, and formed the view that the concepts contained in them inform privacy laws globally.  Therefore, this was an appropriate shorthand to use.





So, I think the subteam should re-craft the definition to include other relevant laws.  The text of this section should explain why we refer to the UN guidelines (if indeed we still want to). 


I think they were saying …fill this role “over time”, ie during the life of the record, different parties edit it, etc.


This bit needs review.  We may (after reporting that we consulted and got feedback on these terms) conclude that we’ve borne these in mind when developing the lifecycle, and also note the categorisations made by SSAC to reflect the diverse roles of stakeholders who contribute to the production and maintenance of WHOIS records.


Clearly, this section will change considerably once we have the feedback from User Insight.   I imagine that it will discuss:





What is meant by consumer trust, and how we struggled to understand the term.


Recite the appointment of User Insight to conduct research, main findings, and refer to the full study in an appendix.





I’m not quite sure how the content here relates to the heading “Consumer Study”.  It may be better placed higher up when we discuss what the WHOIS is.


2 years? 


I don’t like having Escrow here.  It is more about preserving Accuracy, rather than Access, no?  We can discuss.





Escrow isn’t a consensus policy, it was always in the RAA as a placeholder. ICANN just “activated” it.





James pointed out in the session that there were labels missing from the diagram (alpha, beta, gamma)





We also discussed that the discussion around the diagram should point out that the AoC sets out various principles, that the consensus policies are what registries and registrars sign up to  and compliance is the policing effort.


This could go here, or it might be better under our methodology section.


I’ve put this here for now, but we may move this to another section.


Consider moving this section above to the methodology, or an appendix


These figures are what I recall from our London meeting.  James, please would you double-check these?


Redo chart (or ask ICANN for renewed chart – the years are backwards)


Seems to have been prepared by ICANN staff.  The footer says “ICANN’s WHOIS Accuracy and Availability Program”.


This section could go first, as it sets the out the situation re: data accuracy and privacy proxies.


This might be because of work in progress, because I think I was able to find it quite easily last time.  Review this.
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We also discussed that the discussion around the diagram should point out that the AoC sets out various principles, that the consensus policies are what registries and registrars sign up to  and compliance is the policing effort.


This could go here, or it might be better under our methodology section.


I’ve put this here for now, but we may move this to another section.


Consider moving this section above to the methodology, or an appendix


These figures are what I recall from our London meeting.  James, please would you double-check these?


Redo chart (or ask ICANN for renewed chart – the years are backwards)


Seems to have been prepared by ICANN staff.  The footer says “ICANN’s WHOIS Accuracy and Availability Program”.


This section could go first, as it sets the out the situation re: data accuracy and privacy proxies.


This might be because of work in progress, because I think I was able to find it quite easily last time.  Review this.
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