WHOIS TELECONFERENCE

07 FEBRUARY at 9 :00 EST

Roll Call

"NonCom - YJ Park (MINC)" <yjpark@minc.org>
"gTLD - Sapiro, Miriam" <MSapiro@verisign.com>
"gTLD - Karen Elizaga" <karen@elizaga.name>
"ISP - Tony Harris" <harris@cabase.org.ar>
"BC - Marilyn Cade" <mcade@att.com>
" Secretary to M. Cade - Marie Juliano" <mjuliano@att.com>
”IP – Steve Metalitz – metalitz@iipa.com
"IP - Laurence Djolakian" <Laurence_Djolakian@mpaa.org>
"DNSO Sec - Glen de Saint Géry" <gcore@wanadoo.fr>
"Registrars - Philipp Grabensee" <philg@grabensee.com>
"Registrars - Tim Denton" <tmdenton@magma.ca>
"Registrars - Ken Stubbs" <kstubbs@dninet.net>
"GA chair - Thomas Roessler" <roessler@does-not-exist.org>
"GA - Abel Wisman" <abel@able-towers.com>
"GA - Kristy McKee" <k@widgital.com>

Tony announced that  he had sent out a mail shortly before the meeting with a new document.

Review of Agenda: 2 major work items:

1. Continue the discussion of the analysis

· Discuss the categories or baskets that should be used.

2. Discuss the revised draft outline for the report.

-     Areas in bold indicate the data for the  interim report proposed by the co-chairs.

3. Additional materials distributed:  

· Steve posted: Tabulation of DNSO WHOIS survey 11 June/august 2001 to those who hadn’t yet received that document. It is the analytic analysis for all but two questions.  

ACTION:  Marilyn will follow up with ICANN on those outstanding inputs.

· Thomas will post the original questionnaire to those who didn’t have it. The co-chairs asked that he post it to the list, so that it goes into the archives. 

· It was decided to confirm all the documentation that has to be rebuilt into the archives 

ACTION: Marilyn and Glen will review to identify what is missing and start process of rebuilding.

1. Discussion of Analysis/Baskets:

Three separate approaches were submitted: Laurence, Tony, and Oscar.  Since Oscar wasn’t on the call, the co-chairs asked that Laurence/Steve begin the discussion and take the TF through their work to date.

· Laurence/Steve - Discussion of their submission: 

For each question the specific items were put in “baskets”.  Some “anomalies” began to emerge.  Unique or individual concerns were identified as such.

Question 5 had no tabulation and the need for a lot of baskets is questionable.

Cross checking may be useful. Steve mentioned that Oscar’s responses specified some level of  “Technical reasons” and that this could possibly be a basket.

Thomas: Important to understand how  many people selected “other” in relation to total responses. said that checking how many people selected “other” is important’; for instance, if 150 out of 3000 chose other, then we need to reflect the percentage of “other” in the analysis/report.  Keep in perspective. 

· Discussion of Tony Harris’s submission:

Tony found these 4 types of  replies:

1. To obtain contact info on domain name owners 

2. To identify contacts for problem resolution 

3. To identify sources of spam ( map to e? )

4. To check expiration dates

Steve: Consider Oscar’s submission at same time. Group agreed. 

Laurence’s noted that their findings were similar to Tony’s and Oscar’s.

Thomas: Again, important to note how many provided narrative; what the percent is; and then look at the questions, with some priority, when a larger number provided narrative responses.  

Abel:  Still important to examine what is said in narrative.

Ken: Agreed with Thomas

Abel: Agreed

Karen: Agreed

Laurence: discussion of how narratives add value to understanding.

Marilyn/Kristy/Karen: Add paragraph of description?

Marilyn asked the group to stop and visualize the report as follows:

A. Pie Charts with the analysis of the Yes/No answers with a description

B. Narrative about Subjective: description of narrative, how many, etc.


WHERE THERE NEW CATEGORIES


WHAT IS SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT BETWEEN QUANTATIVE AND SUBJECTIVE [KEEPING IN MIND THE PERCENTAGES OF WHO WROTE NARRATIVE – STEVE AND THOMAS’ COMMENTS]

C. Suggestions or unique findings 

General Discussion about Marilyn’s suggestion of linking pie charts to baskets in meaningful way so that it make sense to the readers. 

Q.  Would baskets be an expansion on  pie charts ? Marilyn described her own process of first trying to map the narrative to the options given, but identifying what else is being said, that isn’t in the options given in the Yes/No answers.  That allows her to find anything new or unusual and to see if the narrative agrees with the Yes/no options. 

Abel: note that if an option not given, then narrative may still not capture it because respondent didn’t think of it themselves. 

Thomas stated that the answers he looked at

· gave suggestions

· found categories  -   multiple choice

For each question with narratives the number of various submissions must be noted in regard to the total quantity of  narrative responses submitted. Very important to look at the number of responses and then find what error it introduces.

Steve noted that 4/5% choose other.  If “other” is larger than 10%  it should be taken into consideration.

The first question with narrative answers is question 4. 

Tony read question 4 

There were options from a to g

the “other” responses could classified as narrative, 

only 4% showed that

Ken and Abel had similar findings.

AGREEMENT:  The aim should be to prioritise.

It should be noted that “other” submission could change the meaning of the multiple choice answers, but that the percentage of respondents should be noted, and prioritisation should be to focus most on those with significant percentages of narratives. 

Marilyn suggested that when it comes to the narrative it should be determined whether they:

· fall into an existing category

· offer a new category

· offer suggestions/something new

Laurence said that some have added value and it should be captured how they add value.

Looking at her responses, some specific answers showed up such as “high school-finding email “ which indicates that an “unusual” category would be useful.

Several TF members questioned this, including Steve and Kristy and Thomas. 

Further Discussion of Yes/No Analysis:  

The pie chart analysis was discussed:

· each chunk of the pie would be described

· pie chart would be analytic yes/no analysis

· prevent confusion between yes/no and narrative

· this leaves the danger that there will be sections not captured and not included.
· some information will necessarily not be included – Agreed to but not determined what that might be yet. More to discuss on this as report develops. 

Abel: Question 6  

Narrative answers in this question should be mapped into categories allowing for a new category that specifically points out what is interesting.

It was agreed to map answers into available categories, but should be sensitive to new categories.  Note unusual findings and suggestions.

Tony:  If major basket titles are not stipulated, significant consensus may not be pointed out.

Can we agree on basket labels today?

Marilyn: If the narrative is being forced into existing categories, the added value may be missed out, so while she thought that the group agreed to map to existing categories, care should be taken not to “force” fit.  Of course, Yes/no answers should be linked to narrative, IF they fit. BUT, should capture in a new basket that which is stated in the narrative which is unique and new.

Laurence:  6% fell into “other” category.  Note that “spam as a category is mentioned  in answers.  There are other answers that don’t match the suggestions and here a third category could be added such as “suggestions”.

Marilyn summarised:  3 categories:

1. existing categories note in numbers

2. if it doesn’t match put into a category and create a label for that category

3.  capture anomalies, suggestions, themes that would be added value answers such as accuracy and spams

Alternatively, “themes” could also emerge. 

Tony:  Must read all scripts through then

· get everything identified

· second stage can be the mapping

· decide what to do with the answers

Tony and Laurence’s approach are very similar

Abel: Supports 3 possibilities and wants to map answers where possible

Thomas: From a pie chart :

20% answers A

43% answers B

27% answers C

5% no opinion

3% other

Dominant topics should be looked for.  Some information will be lost, pie charts capture information for reader,  then any addition focus should be on getting new ideas if they are significant in number. 

Miriam: agrees with Thomas, don’t use pie charts;  too much detail loses the focus.

Find several broad categories.

If other category is too big should look at again 

Pie charts can be misleading

The respondent category is important, must look at the person or organisation.

Important to link who respondent is to what they said. Predictable based on who respondent is.  Wants to push that concept. Has said it before; remains concerned that the data should be analysed within sub category of respondents. 

Thomas:  Very important to correct misunderstanding just occurred.  Miriam’s statement was not what he tried to say.   Pie Charts are useful; the focus should be on the whole, and extract that which creates a picture.  Focus on wood, not individual trees.  Little pieces not that significant. Might be interesting.  “gems
”  not in statistics.

Marilyn: capture “gems” in Section C?  Thomas agreed. 

Abel: Large numbers should have preference over smaller numbers. Support further “new” categories as needed in narrative. On Question 6, accuracy mentioned. Didn’t appear in options; would be new category.

Thomas, Steve agree that questions should be identified where all the information has to read.

Questions 4 and 6 are not such questions. Steve: important to focus on those with significant numbers of responses. Capture agreements.

Tim:  The right questions were asked and 90% of the value lies in the larger categories.

Tony: agree with Thomas and Steve

Miriam: Concerned about where the respondents come from: could be skewing based on who provided responses. 

Tony:  Reviewed percentages of respondents. 

· commerce and business 35%

· individuals 33.6%

· Non commercial organisations 6.9%

75% of the respondents are users.

Doesn’t seem to be a problem.  Not in agreement with Miriam. 

Miriam: Responses came from 2 large categories.  Be vigilant that the analysis is not skewed. Lose perspective if don’t link analysis to who responded.  Important not to lose views of sectors. 

Abel:  Is there anyway that the data can be split out in what data comes from who?

Miriam:  There is a break out by yes/no in each sector, but it is not broken down by narrative.

Tony: The data is question by question and there is a great deal of narrative bunched together which makes difficult reading.  200 out of the 3000 is a better approach.

Marilyn: The industry breakdowns have good statistics which can be used. Also,  note that the 3000 all identify who the respondent is. She is capturing. Believes it more important to look for trends which cut across sectors as well.  Other than noting the sector analysis, not yet clear need to do sectoral analysis. Need to hear from others in TF about this. May be premature to decide.

Question by email  --  PLEASE RESPOND TO MARILYN IF YOU DON’T HAVE THE SECTOR BY SECTOR BREAKOUTS. MARIE WILL SEND THEM INDIVIDUALLY. 

Ken:  Nice to get an idea where the usage volume of WHOIS is coming from.

People that use WHOIS for IP issues 65% or 70% in terms of volume.

The relevance of their input might be skewed otherwise

Could it be requested that people who presently manage WHOIS could provide this?

It is these users that should be listened to.

Miriam: This information is not traced by the Registrars or the Registries.

Marilyn: Agree with Miriam, BUT, how about a request – current—to the Registrars and Registries about “hits” in terms of volume? And some historical analysis to show growth?  They can’t provide who the contact comes from, but they can do volumes. Verisign can also provide what the rough estimate is of what kinds of registrations dominate: commercial, non commercial, individual, etc. 

Does group think this useful? 

Response: Yes… 

ACTION ITEM: Tony and Marilyn to write to the Registrar and Registry constituencies with a request from the TC.  

Miriam: Suggests tying responses to respondent category as a preliminary way of analysing for the 3000 categories identified.  In this way the objective may be achieved and one can see whether different groups had the same concerns.

Use the 3000 to look at 4 or 5 categories that have been agreed upon in the draft report and see if there is consensus , suggest the anomalies.

This could also be done by taking the different categories such as Government, ISP etc. to look at the trends that emerge.  Could do both at the same time.

· some look at the 3000

· some look at the categories

Should not be mutually exclusive, and can’t overlook categories.

Marilyn:  Not clear that the TF concurs with that suggestion. 

In summary:

- Agree to the analysis approach which will result in the report.

- Continue to focus on the 300 for an interim report by the time of the Ghana meetings. 

· Publish this report as a status report… will not be for comment, but for informational purposes…so that it can be updated shortly after Ghana and then published… [time line still to be developed for full report]

· Develop 3 main groups  [as noted above]

· Prioritise/focus on large responses.

· Question 20 has not been dealt with [yet to be discussed in detail]. 

· Categories for Report in Analysis Section:

·            Pie charts with statistical analysis of Yes/Nos of all 3000 – Section A

·            Explain that will provide snapshot based on the 300, create “new baskets “ to explain anything different from the categories provided in Yes/No answers

·           Describe these in Section B.

·            capture anomalies and suggestions in Section C.

 Next step at next call: 

Further discussion of “baskets” and try to reach agreement on basket language/categories. 

Miriam

Wants to agree on agreed list of baskets – at end of call. 

Marilyn: Any volunteers? Apparently not. Appears that agreement of the group is that we are not there yet.

Group agreement:

 1. Continue along the categories identified by Laurence and Tony.

2. Put information in “New categories” and identify these new categories such as:

· spam

· accuracy

4. Prioritise which are the most important.

5. Each look at questions and look at prioritisation. Use approach Tony suggested of looking at quantitative responses; prioritise according to those that had highest number of narratives, then follow process. 

2. Report Discussion:

Marilyn overviewed the draft she and Tony had circulated and noted that Miriam had suggested some changes, as well as a couple of other folks.  She noted that she and Tony had made some preliminary assignments and wanted to hear back from folks on their concurrence and asked that all be flexible on what they worked on to meet the larger needs of the TF.

Work Assignment

1. Draft outline for report  -- Distributed for comment to the group.

2. Modify to add a section – Marilyn noted that although there is yet no agreement from the group to do sectoral analysis, she will add a section which will allow sectoral comments and the group can determine on the next call whether they can support this additional work in some way.

3. Monday’s call will include a walk through of the draft report outline; Marilyn and Tony are making assignments and ask for the commitment and flexibility of the group in helping to draft, etc. 

4. Discussion of feasibility of having a report in time for the Ghana meetings/with consideration of options..

Meeting adjourned by Tony Harris, thanking all for participation. 

DRAFT Minutes Submitted by Glen and Marilyn 

