WHOIS CALL

APRIL 4, 2002

Attendees :

"BC - Marilyn Cade" <mcade@att.com>

"ISP - Tony Harris" <harris@cabase.org.ar>
"gTLD - Sapiro, Miriam" <MSapiro@verisign.com>
"Registrars - Philipp Grabensee" <philg@grabensee.com>
”Non commercial – Sarah Andrews andrews@epic.org (replacing YJ Park)

"GA chair - Thomas Roessler" <roessler@does-not-exist.org>
"GA additional - Abel Wisman" <abel@able-towers.com>
"GA additional - Kristy McKee" <k@widgital.com>

"BC Secretary to M. Cade - Marie Juliano" <mjuliano@att.com>
"DNSO Sec - Glen de Saint Géry" <gcore@wanadoo.fr>

Welcome to all participants to the call; introduction of  Sarah Andrews, Non Commercial constituency representative replacing YJ Park.

Agenda items to be discussed:


1. Discuss the next steps of the review of the data process.

2. How the narrative response would be analysed.

3. Discuss the outline of listening sessions / as previously suggested, so Marilyn can do some drafting of suggestions.

4. Discuss when drafting can begin for conclusions by each section.

5. Plan next call 

Based on a submission from a TF member, an editorial change in the last set of minutes will be made by Glen in consultation with Marilyn and Tony. 

The  Editorial Team was invited to explain the process suggested for analysis of the narrative responses. Marilyn invited Thomas to manage the overview by the Editorial Team: 

Thomas asked Kristy to start with the areas where she was “lead”. 


Kristy McKee walked the members through the baskets for evaluation of free- form questions for several questions.  Note: Some of the baskets suggested summary answers which don't actually match the questions which had been asked.  This is due to the fact that, quite frequently, respondents used free-form fields to give general statements, and failed to give answers to the questions.

Kristy looked at 303 responses/all answers to questions 7 & 8 and condensed them into  smaller statements. The brackets indicate the additions made during discussion

Question 7

Kristy McKee

"If appropriate, please describe the harm or inconvenience caused by the inaccurate data"

· Inability to contact (right party on following issues=

spammers

cybersquatters

infringers

denial of service

domain theft

faulty charges

incorrect DNS

· slow updates

· unable to register expired domains

· missed licensing opportunities

· (missed domain name purchasing opportunities (expiration data))

"How do you think an improvement can best be achieved?"

· validate data (periodically)

· send reminders

· standardize data format

· enforce punishment of data-miners/spammers

· add complaint system

· add abuse contact

· punish registrant for inaccurate data

· punish registrar for inaccurate data

· educate registrants

· protect contact info

· protect personal info

· access WHOIS by digital certificate holders only

· create expired domain policy

· punish ISP for permitting Spammers

· enforce timely updates by registries

· enforce quality of service / working web site
Question 8.1

risty Mckee

Many respondents did not like the answers provided, so added additional areas. 

"If you answered 'Inadequate,' what other data elements would you like to see included to promote public confidence in Internet activities?"

· Web site status (active/inactive)

· accuracy requirement for all data fields

· show e-mail only

· privacy

· all telnet WHOIS commands

· registrant current address

· identity of primary net feed

· log files for data changes (includes history of earlier registrants)

· date of most recent update

· registrant e-mail address

· abuse contact e-mail address

· purpose of domain (at one time registrants were required to fill in this field)

· certificates

· Spam inhibiting system

· registrar contact information

· (availability for sale)

"If you answered 'Unnecessary,' what other data elements would you like to see suppressed from public disclosure?"

· All telephone/fax #s, and postal addresses

· All telephone and fax numbers

· All postal information

· Billing Contact information

· postal for AC & BC

· postal of registrant

· All Except technical contact information

· all except TC and AC information

· Public access to WHOIS data

· permit anonymity

· protect individual information

· protect email

It should be noted that this question (although supposed to be answered in free-form) partially overlaps with question 9, where respondents can assign levels such as "essential", "desirable", or "valueless" to individual data elements currently contained in the WHOIS database.

Discussion:  

Tony - discussed Q7 - validate data - add periodically as an option. 

Q8.1 - add domain name history


Tony Harris: noted that there should be a requirement to get full and accurate data.
However, in some ccTLDs, such as Chile, contact data is only available as some kind of second-level enquiry-- so that it is not easily available. 


Thomas Roessler: said that individual personal data should be removed from public view.  [Thomas, can you verify that is what you intended?]

Thomas Roessler took up from Q. 10

Question 10
"Should other enhancements to search ability [...] be provided?  If 'Yes,' how should the cost associated with such enhancements be paid for?"

Note: The baskets proposed are mainly the ones used for the preliminary report, with some additions.

· no answer

· registrar or registry

· registrant

· searcher

· donation

· governmental funding

· ICANN

· ….

· there is no or only minimal cost

· let the free software community take care of this

· advertising

He added the last three categories since the Ghana report which address the users and try to recover costs.

Question 12

Thomas Roessler

"Do you think that the data elements used in .com, .net, and .org should be available uniformly in country code top-level domains? Why or why not?"

303 people answered this.  Many gave detailed answers that applied to problems with ccTLDs and gTLDs.

· Yes, same reason as with gTLDs
(Should also be used when any reasons are given which apply to ccTLDs and gTLDs likewise, e.g., intellectual property enforcement; deter abuse; technical troubleshooting; ... - Should we be more specific about these?)

· Yes, uniformity makes scripting/use easier

· Yes, want uniformity of data (without further reason)
This is not helpful information but should be included for statistics.

· No, take into account national specifics of ccTLDs

· No, enable competition between TLDs

· No, uniformity makes scripting/abuse easier
Uniformity can be seen as a two edged sword


· Respondent did not understand the question, or replied to a different question.

Question 13

Thomas Roessler

"Do you support the concept of uniformity of WHOIS data format and services?  What, in your view, is the best way to achieve uniformity both in format and search capability across WHOIS services?"

· Centralize database

· technical standardization + enforcement 

· technical standardization (includes "distributed protocol")

· use same software everywhere (should this be "technical standardization", too?)  or should this be a special basket

· make uniform search a paid-for service, and let the market take care of the problem.

This should be linked to bulk access.


· Respondent did not understand the question, or replied to a different question.

It was decided to leave the method of enforcement to contracts.

Question 14

Thomas Roessler

"Do you support the concept of centralized public access to WHOIS [...] If appropriate, what, in your view, is the best way to achieve the level of centralized public access that you support?"

Some basket answers don’t correspond to the question

· Centralize database

· Technical standardization

· Do it in the client; or: Use distributed database system as with DNS

· Do it in a centralized portal/proxy

· Respondent did not understand the question, or replied to a different question.

Discussion:  Thomas: “clients”  who look up WHOIS… meaning desktop clients?

Marilyn Cade:  Not clear.  Do all “clients” that look up WHOIS have the same options?


Kristy/Abel: No. Looking at the WHOIS database is dependant on the type of server,  only web interface.
 
Marilyn Cade:
Does that capture uninitiated as well as technically knowledgeable people?

Abel Wisman: Not really.  Explained limitation for Microsoft. Kristy concurred. Editorial team agreed would adapt software approach  to accommodate. 

Question 20:  Abel will be analysing all Q.20 responses.  Introduced his analysis saying that there was a lot that could be linked.  He tried to do the narratives to the 3000 in one go.
A good part of the analysis is to look at previous questions and make links. Initial perspective: 
Privacy seems to count most.  Q 20 - 13% answered out of 3027

Short analysis of how he is approaching follows: 

20a. What, in your view, is the most important personal privacy interest
applicable to the WHOIS database?

Link possible to: Q5-e/f Q-6/Q-7/Q-9/Q-16[comparison]/Q-19

20b. What, in your view, is the most important consumer protection interest
applicable to the WHOIS database?

Link possible to: see above

20c. What, in your view, is the most important law enforcement interest
applicable to the WHOIS database?

Link possible to: Q-4/Q-5/Q-6/Q-7/Q-9/Q-19

20d. What, in your view, is the most important interest with respect to
protection of minors applicable to the WHOIS database?

Protection point of view – it was a hard question to fill in , there were many unintelligible answers and it was unclear what to do with it.  Whoever can make soup of this is welcome.
{Marilyn is offering to read these questions. She is co-chair of a group: GetNetWise, which focuses on this issue. }


20e. What, in your view, is the most important network operational interest
applicable to the WHOIS database?


 Ask ISPs if there are any gems not captured in previous questions.  For this reason questions are linked.

See usage questions

20f. What, in your view, is the most important competitive or economic
interest applicable to the WHOIS database?

Discussion about Bulk access:  Marketing/resale are different from bulk access. 

Most respondents did not understand it. 

This forms part of the work yet to be thought about.

What was added by the survey should be considered before recommendations are made.


General discussion: 


Tony Harris:

Commented that going through  200 responses,  part of the 3000 and not part of the statistical 300 there were certain additions that could be made. he had made suggestions during the call and these comments were captured and incorporated. 

Marilyn and Tony: The group has previously noted that they wished to analyse the narratives. The editorial team has devised an approach, and will publish it. This is a commitment which is important but which needs to be gotten out of the way so that policy analysis can be undertaken.  Analysis seems to be creating a barrier to understanding the next work stages. That is a critical issue. 

ASSIGNMENTS: The group agreed that the narratives would be read and “basketed” based on the criteria developed by the editorial team, with the input/modifications of today’s call.  Thomas, Abel, Kristy will develop instructions, packages of 150 responses, and Marilyn and Tony will make assignments of these segments. Instructions will be provided by Thomas/Abel/Kristy. This will allow the TF to analyse most of the narrative responses. Question 20 is viewed as essential to analyse since it  doesn’t have analytic response associated ; therefore a unique approach is developed for Q.20, with Abel undertaking Q.20. 


Agreed: 

Final set of baskets by April 17

Gems/insights must be explained.  Create a sheet to gather them, include this on a special sheet, mark the gems with a special character and include the number of responses

Marilyn and Tony noted that Paul Kane has agreed to have a discussion with the group at some point regarding history and thinking behind questions/survey. 

Further brief discussion of “listening “ sessions:

Marilyn noted that she has not yet documented the approach for these sessions, but that she and Tony consider them critical. The group had agreed that it was important to have some basis of agreed analysis in place to have meaningful listening sessions. Marilyn noted that the GAC remains very interested in WHOIS and that she/Tony will be contacting them regarding a briefing. Further, the TF should have a discussion with ICANN staff and law enforcement as well as privacy representatives.  The group was concerned about concluding further work before undertaking outreach/listening sessions.

Marilyn noted that she and Tony believed that the TF needed more statistical information about how used WHOIS, what the kinds of registrations were, etc.  They were willing to send notices to the registry/registrar constituencies requesting statistical information but would prefer to work through the reps to the TF.  There was no comment.  Marilyn noted that she and Tony would make a formal request. 

She also noted that the GAC outreach and ICANN staff outreach would be done by Tony and Marilyn. 

The teleconference ended at  12:45 EST

Next Call April 17

