Minutes from WHOIS TF call 




Date:  5/30/02 

Prepared 6/2/02

Attending:

Karen

Kristy

Antonio

Steve

Phillip

Ram

Troy

Thomas

Ken

Laurence

Bret

Marilyn

Apologies: Sarah, Tim

Topics: 

Status on analysis and reassignments

Status on Q20

Update on drafting process assignments for final report on survey

Development of Recommendations for Next Steps for TF

Further data postings from members/outside sources to round out

  Discussions

Who will attend Bucharest?

REVISION OF ASSIGNMENTS ON ANALYSIS OF NARRATIVES:

The co-chairs had posted to the group on the status on fulfilling the agreed to analysis; and that several members of the TF had not yet completed their agreed to analysis. Working with 
Thomas and Kristy, the co-chairs had developed modified assignments to ensure that all TF members have familiarity with the data analysis; and that the smaller categories of the responses are fully analyzed to ensure integrity of the analysis.  

There was extensive discussion about whether TF members intended to complete there agreed to 

Assignments; whether a full analysis of all narratives was needed, and the implications for both the integrity of the analysis, and the ability of the TF members who had not “handled” the data to participate in the policy recommendations. Tony and Thomas also advised the group that there were about 1,000 

Responses which were *; this presented a problem in the data analysis; Tony undertook to “rebasket” these, and completed 2/3’s. Ram has volunteered to complete the remaining * using the baskets Tony developed.

Miriam Sapiro, Versign, completed most if not all of her assigned 150, but did them on paper, and they are somewhere in the Verisign offices. Ram and Karen have contacted Verisign to see if it is possible to retrieve her work and incorporate it usefully.  Note: this may not be achievable, given the time frames we face. They will pursue and keep the TF co-chairs informed. They have also advised the Constituency of the need to replace Miriam on the TF. The co-chairs note that constituencies can have up to three participants, but that they have only one “formal rep” and only one vote, so while it would be useful to have a third participant to share the work of the TF, the Constituency is fully represented by the two reps in place.

A few of the TF members disagreed with the co-chairs decision to require everyone to do at least 50 of their assignment.  One relevant discussion point related to why it was needed to complete all of the registrar, non commercial, and ISP responses, but not all of the business or individual. Marilyn responded that ideally, all would have been completed, but since they weren’t, an alternative was developed to address the integrity of the analysis. Thomas discussed the statistical aspects of very small response sizes, etc.   Ken reminded the group that we will be talking to “laymen” and will need to simply the description of statistical sampling, etc.  That was noted for further development in the presentation.

After rather extensive discussion, the Co-chairs made assignments as previously announced.  Kristy and Thomas are working together to update the instructions, update spread sheets, and Kristy is redistributing the assignments to those who have not yet completed any data analysis on the narratives.  Three of the TF members who have completed part of their assignments have agreed to undertake completing the smaller categories and those are also being 

Distributed by Kristy.

The co-chairs noted that the failure to complete the assignments and to inform the co-chairs has resulted in extensive reworking of schedules; additional demands on Kristy and Thomas, and created new challenges for completing the final draft report on the survey findings.  The TF members on the call agreed to a revised schedule of work in order to have the draft final report ready to post pre-Bucharest. 

Thomas posted the revised schedule of distribution of materials following the call. That is not repeated in the minutes but should be referenced as the authoritative document on distribution, etc.

QUESTION 20: Abel Wisman joined the call and updated the group on the status on Question 20. He indicated that he expected to provide the analysis in a day or two.   When asked if there were any unusual findings, he noted that there seemed to strong agreement, even among the commercial respondents to opt in for bulk access.

Discussion of the TF scope of work and the relationship of the survey to the work of the TF:  A discussion developed about the TF responsibility and recommendations.  Several members noted that it is apparent that some review of policy is needed; and others noted that many of the recommendations, which seem to be “leaping” out at the TF are within existing policy and can be accomplished within existing policy.

The co-chairs recommended consultation with ICANN staff when the recommendations are in draft form in the next week so that we can benefit from their perspective on what is within scope of existing policy.

GEMS: Thomas reminded The TF that we agreed to gather GEMS and document them.  He agreed to contact Dan Halloran and obtain a specific set of GEM submissions. Note: that has been completed and is posted to the list.  Everyone is encouraged to treat this as a source document in the preparation of their

findings and recommendations.

DISCUSSION OF PREPARATOIN OF REPORT:  

First, Thomas is not coming to Bucharest.  This presents a major challenge since the TF is really dependent on him for the discussion of the statistical approach.  Marilyn suggested that the TF arrange to have Thomas available by conference call for the two key presentations:  GA and Public Forum.
Secondly, due to preparation for final exams related to his educational program, he will also have limited time in the next several weeks.  The group needs to be judicious about what they can turn to him for.

Kristy will act as “editor” in compiling the final draft report, and each drafting team is responsible for submitting to her by the date noted [or advising Marilyn and Tony and Kristy of any needed extension], their draft section.  Kristy will plug in the tables, so the drafting groups merely need to worry about narrative, findings, and recommendations. and describing to Kristy where the various charts belong. 

See Thomas posting for schedules.

Additional Discussion: The group discussed several of the emerging findings. Marilyn asked Steve Metalitz to post his testimony at a recent U.S. Congressional Subcommittee hearing on data accuracy/WHOIS; he agreed to provide links to the full testimony, and Bret Fausett also provided an audio link to the full hearing.  Marilyn later contacted Sarah to ask that she post previous testimony from EPIC related to privacy/anonymity

The group briefly discussed the role of the registration agreements, and whether the reseller networks are in line with these requirements; noting that uniformity is needed. Kristy asked whether an applications solution is possible.   SnapNames apparently recommended a “corrections registry” in their testimony [see above reference to U.S. Congressional hearing], but some questioned this as an effective solution.

Others noted that competitors to registrants of other registrar services presently engage registrars in changing registrant information in order to prevent unauthorized transfers and to prevent data mining and marketing. 

All agreed that the ICANN advisory was a good step in the right direction but not sufficient. Again, there was agreement to consult ICANN staff on what they can do under existing policy. 

CcTLDs were discussed very briefly, with Tony and Marilyn both expressing concerns about the need for uniformity which was expressed, but the inability to impose that on the ccTLDs. Marilyn recommended that some further consultation was needed with the ccTLDs. Country specific rules were mentioned by Phillip as a reminder that ccTLDs do have national law to adhere to… 

Steve mentioned the WIPO best practices document and agreed to post it.  

The meeting adjourned with a review of time lines and work activities.  

Marilyn and Tony announced that there would be a TF meeting on Monday in Bucharest to review the presentation materials and the final report and walk through the various presentation opportunities and who would address specific points.

Note:  The TF also has to develop recommendations for next steps beyond the survey analysis. This will be presented in draft form due to lack of time for vetting with the community.  The expectation is that the comment period will extend for 4 weeks, through the Bucharest meeting, concluding about 3 weeks later.

REMINDER: PLEASE ADVISE MARIE JULIANO OF YOUR SCHEDULE FOR  ARRIVING IN BUCHAREST IF YOU ARE ATTENDING. 

Minutes provided by Marilyn Cade, co-chair.

