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Follow-up to Transition Discussions in Dublin 



Text Text 

#ICANN51 

WG Deliberations on the value of Thick Whois 

•  Improved response consistency 
•  Improved stability (increased availability in case of business/technical failure) 
•  Improved access to Whois data (Registry vs. Registrars accessibility) 
•  No specific data protection issues (in addition to already known issues) 
•  Privacy issues are much larger than the policy issue of migrating to thick Whois 
•  No overly burdensome cost impacts on providers of Whois data 
•  No detrimental effect of transition from thin to thick on data synchronization 
•  No detrimental effect on authoritativeness (specific policy not necessary) 
•  More level playing field for competition between registry providers 
•  No substantive detrimental effect on existing Whois application 
•  More copies of escrowed data in the event of a failure 
•  Irrelevance of Port 43 Whois requirement for registrar addressed in RAA 2013 
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RDAP Operational Profile shared wtih contracted parties for input 

Implementation of RDAP by Registries and Registrars 

Draft Policy Language 

CL&D EPP Extension Development 

CL&D High Impact Impl. 

CL&D Low Impact Implementation 

Thick WHOIS Consitent  
Labeling & Display 

RDAP 

Transition from thin to thick  
for .COM, .NET & .JOBS 

Design of implementation plan (with experts from affected parties) 

Implementation of transition by affected parties 

Public Comments 
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Legal Notices 

Policy Effective 
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Public Comments 


