Response consistency: Would ‘thick’ Whois provide benefits with regard to response consistency?
Yes: 
· IPC
· BC
· ALAC
· NPOC
· Verisign
· PIR/RySG (especial a benefit in relation to IDNs)
· RrSG (benefit for IDNs)

No: 
· NCUC (innovation and ingenuity may be lost, issues in relation to IDN data)

· A thick registry could dictate labeling and display requirements for Wois information for all of its TLDs and that would result in consistency across its TLDs but that would not create consistency across other TLDs offered by different registry operators. A consensus policy defining labeling and display of Whois information could create consistency across all gTLDs at both the registry and registrar levels (Verisign)

· This only refers to labeling and display of data elements. (PIR, RySG)

· The introduction of a uniform Whois content on the registrar side has in fact already been agreed upon in the 2011-2013 ICANN-Registrar RAA negotiations (RrSG)

· What might be lost in the pursuit of “response” consistency” may be innovation and ingenuity. (NCUC)

Stability: Would ‘thick’ Whois provide benefits from the perspective of stability?

Yes: 
· IPC
· BC
· ALAC
· PIR/RySG

· RrSG (but in that case the Registrar should not be obliged to escrow)
No: 
· NCUC (existing Registrar data and Registrar escrow requirements should provide that capability, personal data would be placed in multiple sites and much more easily targeted for abuse and theft)
· NPOC (increased costs of maintaining four data sets, increased exposure of PII)

· Verisign (not necessary to maintain four copies of data, possible inconsistencies between data)
Accessibility: is the provision of Whois information at the registry level under the ‘thick’ Whois model more effective and cost-efficient than a ‘thin model?

Yes:

· IPC (see for example NORC study)
· BC (registrars often don’t provide complete info via port 43)

· ALAC

· PIR/RySG

· RrSG (although question could become out of data shortly noting other work going on)

No:

· NCUC (No empirical data to support this, should Whois model change than having all data with the registry may pose issues, centralized Whois for .com would create an enormous target for misuse and abuse from an accessibility perspective). 

· NPOC (not clear how giving access at registry level could be more effective and cos-effective as maintain four sets of databases would add more costs, possibility for more inconsistencies, enhance access for illegitimate purposes)
· Verisign (additional costs, potential inconsistencies)
Cost implications: Do the expected cost-implications of requiring ‘thick’ Whois outweigh the expected benefits?

TBD – more info needed: 

· NCUC (input requested from Registries and Registrars)

· NPOC (previous transition of .org may provide further insights with regard to the costs, it should also be considered who bears theses costs, what could be the impact of the IETF work on a new protocol)

· Verisign (bulk of migration costs would be on the registrars, so their input is important)
No: 

· IPC (no cost impacts on registrants, positive cost implications for IP owners and other Whois users)

· BC (cost associated with not having access to complete Whois records is also significant)

· ALAC

· PIR / RySG (costs will be primarily from moving information and increasing necessary infrastructure, development costs should be minimal, users of the data will have less costs in ‘thick’ model)

· RrSG (‘thick’ model will be a one-off costs mitigated by the benefits to come after: no Whois port 43, no escrow, uniform data)

Synchronization / migration: what would be the impact on the registry and registrar if ‘thick’ Whois would be required

TBD – more info needed: 

· IPC (no information to provide at this stage)
· NCUC (input requested from Registries and Registrars)

· NPOC (a strategic analysis of transition scenarios to sort opinions could be performed)

· Verisign (lessons learned from previous think to thick registry migrations could be informative here)

· PIR / RySG (no direct information on these issues, expert group may be of use here)

No significant impact:

· BC (likely costs incurred as a result of migration, but emphasizes need for unrestricted and public access to this data)

· ALAC (there will be costs, but these are reasonable and justified)

Competition in registry services – Would there be more, less or no difference with regard to competition in registry services should ‘thick’ Whois be required?

More:

· IPC (all registries would be operating on a level playing field)

· BC (more equitable that all registries are required to provide ‘thick’ Whois)

· ALAC (level playing field)

Less:

· NCUC (competitive factor will be eliminated, registrants who wish their personal information to remain private would choose to registrar a domain name using a gTLD providing this option)

· NPOC (if all registries provide same standardized Whois services this wil place them on an equal foot – no completion, regarding this type of services)
No difference:

· PIR/RySG (does not see effects on competition, except that ‘thick’ model may impose additional costs on a registry as compared to a thin registry)

· RrSG (all registries know how to operate ‘thick’ Whois. There should be no impact)

No comment:

· Verisign

Existing Whois applications – what are the potential impacts on the providers of third-party Whois related applications if ‘thick’ Whois is required?

None:

· IPC

· PIR/RySG (not aware of effects and questions whether this is in the purview of the WG)
Positive:

· BC (access to ‘thick’ Whois should improve the services provided by third-party applications)

· ALAC (small transitional impact, but in the long term requires them to support a simpler data-gathering model)

· RrSG (change will impact Whois related applications to adapt the application, but the long-term benefits outweigh this impact)

Negative:

· NCUC (may lose ability to provide services, less incentive to provide innovative new services)

No comment:

· Verisign

NPOC?
Registrar Port 43 Whois requirements: Should requiring ‘thick’ Whois make the current port 43 requirement redundant?

Yes:

- RrSG (with ‘thick’ Whois, the need for Port 43 access on the registrar level is becoming null)

No:

· IPC (redundancy is a feature, not a bug. Registrars that sponsor registrations in existing thick Whois gTLDs are obligated to provide Port 43 access)

· BC (registrants are familiar with their registrars and may not be aware of or able to locate the registry’s website)

· ALAC (no need to change)

· PIR/RySG (port 43 access should be maintained in that event as a redundant path to information, in addition this will help cut Whois server costs for thick registries to the extent that queries are directed at the registrar systems)

No comment:

· NCUC

· NPOC

· Verisgin
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