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Conference Call: Registrars and Whois task Force Representatives

Tuesday, September 24, 2002

Marilyn Cade: Four themes of our work after the whois survey was analyzed: Accuracy, consistency of data elements, searchability, accessibility of the data, 

Bob Connelly: opinion posted this morning. Inquired about registrars’ ability to put up a contact who is a lawyer or a representative. 

Cade: There was little awareness of the availability of the service in the survey. It is perfectly legal.

Ross Rader: Inquired about Cade’s comments about quantity of traffic that is junk email. 

Cade: Small ISPs report that 25% of their email traffic is junk email.

Most of the concerns I have heard expressed the accuracy of the data. The TF has extended this concern to consistency, searchability and accessibility.

Rader: The data with which they are concerned is the accuracy of data, which the police they want to have fixed, not accuracy over all. People are interested in what they are interested in; we do not need accuracy over all (?). It may be more important to have it corrected rapidly than to record it properly in the first place.

Does the TF have a claim about the method to make data accurate in the first place? 

Steve Metallitz: There are ways which are better than others.

Thomas Roessler: If you want to do anything proactive, you must do so across all data elements and names.

Rader: If there is no way to ensure correct data collection in the first place, it might be better to make the system correct errors faster than to collect them accurately.

Cade: In the use of data to conduct registrations, and in the billing and transfers, MC wishes to know about the views of registrars about the data that they need?

Bruce Beckwith: I am pretty comfortable with what the positions are. No specific questions about the issues of the TF

Donna McGehee (Bulk Register); Accuracy is very important. Correction is all manual. Takes time and money. Bulk access is important to us.

Roessler: Uniformity has two aspects: formats of information-taking: one purely technical, and the other almost purely policy (what elements are recorded?)

Abel Wisman: Desire of respondents to have uniformity across TLDs.

Donna McGehee (Bulk Register): Not every store needs to have the milk in the same place.

Roessler: Yet they are available universally in liters.

Tim Ruiz (GoDaddy): We generate two formats, one required by ICANN and the second that we send back in response to what we consider data mining. My questions: accuracy of the data. We would feel that proactive measures to make data accurate would not be affordable or useful. Enforcing exiting contractual provisions of the RAA would be sufficient. Privacy of data is a concern: more restrictive provisions about how data is used would alleviate concerns for privacy. As to lea, proactive measures will not be effective. The honest will be punished for honest mistakes. Uniformity of data elements: that could be alleviated if concerns for data mining and  bulk access were considered. The variability of  data formats try to decrease spam and data mining. In general we would propose that in one form or another port 43 goes away, and that open port access is only available on the basis of need or payment. Port 43 is bulk access for free.

Web-based whois would continue to be supported. It is sufficient for what the general public needs. It is less likely to be scripted.

Cade: The TF would welcome from any of you your contributions. It would be preferable to be able to include them in our interim and final reports as contributions.

Beckwith: Has the TF force considered proxy information? The information will always be valid but not useful to lea and the IP community.

Ruiz: They are the registrar of record for those names. Domains by Proxy is a legitimate service that conforms to the contracts. Those seeking information will take longer but the information is guaranteed to be accurate.

Wisman: Removing port 43. Could one not mask most of the data and still make port 43 available?

Wesson: We could do this but cannot do so under ICANN contemporary rules.

Cade: We would be interested in how contacts could be established with registrars?

Ruiz: We could supply that.

Werner Staub: It is easy to say we should be standardized but it will require a great deal of work.

Wesson: My one comment seems to be that the IP community has the same requirement that marketers do? Why should we create such services for IP and leave marketers out of the process.

Metallitz: I do not accept the premise of your comment. Explain.

Wesson: recites needs of marketers and IP. I do not see a dialogue about this (sameness of need).

Metallitz: IP owners generally do not need the bulk access that marketers require. The results of our survey show that everyone was interested in a greater degree of searchability 

Wesson: Were people asked about how this should be paid for? Were fees involved?

Metallitz: the plurality of responses was that subscriber fees should pay for it.

Cade: Distinguish research from mass marketing. We viewed the concerns we were getting in the survey as “bad” access. We did not get concerns about pure market research; one that did not result on a follow-on contact.

Wesson: No one objects to academic research, but very little of it is done.  I have found entities using this information to be ISPs and webhosters seeking to exploit the fact that the person has a domain name to sell additional services. I have not seen this issue discussed or raised on the various conversations.

Roessler: If we implement search services, it is potentially available to marketers.

Rader: If an improved bulk whois policy generates a more reasonable data set, the two requirements can be more closely related. Searchability will be improved when the policy is more appropriate. We can be forced into a contract without the ability to control how the data is handled.

If you are looking for consistency across TLDs, it would be my recommendation that they work from the bottom up; start with the registrants. I am concerned we do not generate a problem of unmanageable size.

Cade: The bulk whois requirement does not give you the ability to decline to sell it.

Rader: Our only recourse is to break the contract. If they ask again, we are obliged to sell them, despite our knowledge of their past behaviour. It is really $10,000 per offence.

Beckwith. As a company with 30plus contracts out there, we would be pleased to see them go away. The bulk of registrars will not provide the data with the elements prescribed in the RAA. For example, with one registrar we need to send 10,000 explicit requests to get 10,000 responses. We do support port 43 and web-based access, but with more rationality to prevent data mining.

About the only thing you can do with bulk-access data, you can only use it for mail and email.

Ruiz: The primary purpose of the bulk whois is to foster competition. As there are more than 100 registrars today, its purpose has come and gone.

Rader: We are still far short of our goal of completely competitive market.

Roessler: Users right to get further data should be limited if he abuses the bulk access?

Rader:  Yes.

Roessler: What would you think of dividing bulk access according to a limited set of users or set of purposes? Few would be entitled to get the full access. 

Rader: The more customized we are, the greater the expense.

Ruiz: Agrees with Rader.

Cade: To what extent do the registrars foresee the ability to contribute to the availability of standards-based approaches? And the adoption of standards that would address whois related questions? Long way away? Mentions CRISP.

Wesson: Standards-based approaches have taken years to develop and be adopted.

Rader: On EPP: The registrars had a motive to back a uniform protocol interface, ICANN had, and so did registries. 

Wesson: Would not changing the contracts provide the motivation?

Rader: Possibly

Cade: Does CRISP provide the functionality that would better address ability to limit searchability?

Wesson: CRISP requirements document addresses every issue you are talking about. Even IP requirements, which is unique for an IETF process.

Ruiz: Some of the things we have talked about here could serve as a motivation of registrars to settle on standards. The use of labels in our formats might get us an interim solution.

Cade: costs that will come with differentiated access – we have not talked about how Whois gets funded.

Wesson: Funding is always a concern to registrars.

Cade: Most people responded to the survey saying that funding should be built into the registration fee.  Will there not be extra expenses for registrars if we impose more elaborate requirements?

Rader: If we are required to build an elaborate search tool, it would be inappropriate to undertake such an expense without compensation. If we could have a subscription- based service for special users, we might be able to offer a better more tailored service.

Cade: Some register in ccTLDs. Would the goal of consistency with ccTLDs be considered favourably?

Rader: We could work on the basis of a statement of best practice. It would be inappropriate for gTLD registrars to push a practice on each country. 

Wesson: Inquires about cctlds

Cade: [Response missing- TMD]

Connelly: I will send written comments to the list.

Roessler: Has there been a discussion in the registrars’ constituency about the requirements of privacy regimes and the bulk whois? 

Rader: The point is that, each gTLD registrar signed up to the policy as it exists today, which may or may not violate certain privacy laws. So they need to be conscious of their obligations to the RAA, which are as valid as the privacy laws of their countries. So if they have to move headquarters to comply, so be it. If we are to have new policy, it should be reached in accordance with maximum consensus about what our interests are, and this will require registrars’ input and involvement.

Wesson: We’re off topic.

Cade: Thank you very much for your participation. I have found this helpful and we will need more input from you on both the interim report and the final. The work of this TF is to advise on policy and on what further work needs to be done, not necessarily what this TF should do but what needs to be done in general. 

We want the draft final report to be ready for Shanghai, where there would be an hour’s discussion of it. After the report is considered in Shanghai, we would want to take it to a vote in the Names Council and finish by mid-December.
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