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SECTION A: General Information

1. Audited provider:

Wikimedia Foundation, Inc., as provider of the service(s) known as “Wikipedia”,
https://www.wikipedia.or

2. Address of the audited provider:

Wikimedia Foundation, Inc.

1 Sansome Street

Suite 1895

San Francisco, California 94104
USA

NB: We ask that legal matters and correspondence be sent to:

Wikimedia Foundation

c/o CT Corporation System

330 North Brand Boulevard

Glendale, California 91203-2336, USA

3. Audit report on which this implementation report is based

Date of adoption of the audit report: August 27, 2025


https://www.wikipedia.org

Reference to the audit report (for example an URL): As submitted by email to the
European Commission on August 27, 2025, and to be published in future to
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Legal:Wikimedia_Foundation_EU_Compliance/
DSA Publication Archive

4. Information on the underlying audit and the involved parties (refer to
sections A and B of the audit report of reference):

The auditing organization was Holistic Al Ltd.. Further details regarding the auditing
organization are provided in section A of the audit report.

5. Does the audit implementation report refer to an audit report on
compliance with all the obligations and commitments pursuant to
Article 37(1) of Regulation (EU) 2022/2065 applicable to the audited
provider?

Yes/No (if ‘No’, indicate which obligations and commitments are
covered in the audit report of reference)

Yes

6. Where applicable, references to other audit reports resulting from audits
pursuant to Article 37 of Regulation (EU) 2022/2065 that the audited
provider is or will be subject to concerning the audited period:

None applicable


https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Legal:Wikimedia_Foundation_EU_Compliance/DSA_Publication_Archive
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Legal:Wikimedia_Foundation_EU_Compliance/DSA_Publication_Archive

SECTION B: Follow-up to the operational
recommendations concerning audited obligations
set out in Chapter Il of Regulation (EU) 2022/2065

NB: For conciseness/ease of reading, the Wikimedia Foundation has in certain cases
paraphrased the relevant recommendation. Please refer to the Audit Report for further
clarification.

Abbreviations used:
“CSAM’: Child Sexual Abuse Material
“DSA”: EU Digital Services Act
“O0CDS”: EU DSA Article 21 Out of Court Dispute Settlement procedure
“‘SRAM”: WMF'’s documentation of DSA-relevant Systemic Risk Assessment and
Mitigations
“ToU”: Terms of Use
“TR”: Transparency Report
“TVEC”: Terrorist and Violent Extremist Content
“UCoC”: The Universal Code of Conduct for the Wikimedia Projects
“WMF”: Wikimedia Foundation, Inc.

Recommendation B.1 Complete the translation of the latest
up-to-date version ToU into the official languages of the EU
Member States where WMF operates and revise the translation
competition percentages to reflect the current states

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:
1.1 Planned measure(s)
(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):
In order to implement last year’s audit recommendations, we made updates to the Terms of
Use. This then required over 25 different translations, not all of which were finalized by the
end of this audit period. We will finalize those TOU translations.

We will also institute a policy of annual spot checks of the visual indicator of translation
completion, to ensure that we are not misled into thinking a translation is complete, if in fact
it is not.

(b) Timing for implementation
Mid December 2025

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures



N/a
(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be
implemented
N/a
(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites,
as applicable):
N/a
(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the
audit report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance
or how the effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not
immediately observable:
N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable
(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation

N/a
(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance

N/a

Recommendation B.2 Provide clear explanations or
instructions on the machine-readability of the ToU in a plain and
easily accessible manner, going beyond mere machine
accessibility

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:
1.1 Planned measure(s)
(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):
N/a (see 1.2 below: measures have already been taken)
(b) Timing for implementation
N/a (see 1.2 below: measures have already been taken)

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
We have created a new page with explanations about how to interact with the machine
readable versions of the ToU, including how it can be used to display the text of the TOU
without intervening HTML elements, and how to retrieve specific clauses / sections of the
TOU.
(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be
implemented



September 2025
(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites,
as applicable):
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Legal:Wikimedia Foundation TOU Machine Readabili
ty_and_Interaction

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the
audit report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance
or how the effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not
immediately observable:

The situation as audited was already compliant, but implementing this recommendation is
both user-friendly and will help auditors readily confirm that compliance, going forwards.

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable
(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.3: For Article 15(1)(d), WMF’s
transparency reports should present more detailed information
from the CRC, specifically about the cases upheld, reversed,
and time taken.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:
1.1 Planned measure(s)
(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):
N/a
(b) Timing for implementation
N/a

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/a
(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be
implemented
N/a
(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites,
as applicable):


https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Legal:Wikimedia_Foundation_TOU_Machine_Readability_and_Interaction
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Legal:Wikimedia_Foundation_TOU_Machine_Readability_and_Interaction

N/a
(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the
audit report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance
or how the effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not
immediately observable:
N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
The Wikimedia Foundation is prioritizing the implementation of the Commission’s
transparency reporting template and aims to have it in use by the end of February 2026. As
explained below, merely reporting on CRC-eligible cases would not be responsive to the
DSA; we will therefore endeavor to provide more information about appeals@ generally, to
the extent those cases are DSA-relevant, in future reports (beginning in February 2026) or in
other publicly-available Foundation resources. There is not a perfect overlap between
appeals@, CRC-eligible cases, and DSA-responsive items. Providing just CRC-specific data
may be misleading, as some items sent to appeals@ are not CRC-eligible (e.g., takedowns
done for legal reasons). As such, we will provide DSA-responsive information in our
Transparency Reports as explained above, while evaluating whether, how, and through what
venue to provide information about other CRC-eligible cases.

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
Discussed above

Recommendation B.4 Provide more information about
PhotoDNA'’s usage and safeguards, and for any other
automated content moderation tools in use by WMF. In
addition, since a number of the automated tools used by the
volunteer community are created and hosted by the Wikimedia
Foundation, it would be good practice for the Wikimedia
Foundation to (i) maintain records of the creation process for all
the tools that it helps to create and host, and (ii) test the metrics
for each such tool (like it does for Automoderator) to further
empower its communities in their content moderation practices.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:
1.1 Planned measure(s)
(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):



The Wikimedia Foundation endeavored to provide as much information in our recent
transparency reports as possible regarding the variety of moderation tools utilized on the
projects, whether by Foundation staff or by the community. Although many of these tools are
out of scope of DSA coverage, we believe this information helps to paint a more complete
picture of the way that Wikipedia works and thus how the Foundation’s DSA compliance
work fits into the broader overall approach to user-generated content of the Wikimedia
projects. In future we will shift the explanation of these tools out of the DSA-specific section
of the transparency report and into their own section about understanding the broader
Wikimedia community to further avoid confusion.

We included information about our utilization of Microsoft's PhotoDNA in the DSA-specific
and Child Safety Reports sections—more information about how the tool functions is
available on Microsoft's website [1] [2] [3]. We will consider in the February 2026 iteration of
the transparency report whether further reference to Microsoft's documentation of the tool or
how the Foundation makes use of the tool would be useful, with the countervailing concern
that we want to ensure public documentation does not provide instruction for how to bypass
the tool. However, as to Article 15(1)(e), please note that it is not possible to further specify
accuracy of PhotoDNA by language, as it is image-based.

Regarding the moderation tools created by Foundation staff, we will continue to maintain
records for all the tools that we helped to create and host. As outlined in our transparency
reports, some of the existing tools utilized by the community have public logs and groups of
volunteers that review reports of false positives (see e.g., ClueBotNG logs, how to report
false positives; Similar bots are language-specific; AbuseFilter Log, some details only
available to admins.) There is also a Foundation-created and community-authored resource
called ToolHub [1], which includes information on over 3,000 tools, including documentation
and training materials where available. Toolhub includes links to the technical information
(including any testing conducted), author, and history of each tool where they are available.
This catalogue provides valuable information to users regarding the use of and development
of these tools, as well as the names of the individuals who developed them, including
community members and Foundation staff. Moving forward, we will consider how best to test
metrics and publish results on more of these tools, including whether or not it is possible or
appropriate to create a “dashboard” similar to that for Automoderator.

(b) Timing for implementation
Early to mid-2026

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/A
(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be
implemented
N/A
(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites,
as applicable):
N/A
(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the
audit report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance


https://wikimediafoundation.org/who-we-are/transparency/2023-1/content/
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/photodna
https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/PhotoDNA/CloudService
https://news.microsoft.com/on-the-issues/2018/09/12/how-photodna-for-video-is-being-used-to-fight-online-child-exploitation/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special:Contributions/ClueBot_NG
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/User:ClueBot_NG/FalsePositives
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/User:ClueBot_NG/FalsePositives
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:Abuse_filter
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Special:AbuseLog
https://toolhub.wikimedia.org/
https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Toolhub

or how the effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not
immediately observable:
N/A

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/A

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable
(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation

N/A
(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance

N/A

Recommendation B.5: Provide guidance to users about
whether notices should be directed at WMF itself or the
community in different circumstances.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:
1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision

steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

We will trial new guidance with test audiences (internal, and external if appropriate) on how
to seek help in situations to which Article 16 may be applicable (reporting illegal content). If it
is well-received, it can complement other work we are already doing (e.g. the “Impressum
page” project).

(b) Timing for implementation
February 2026

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/A
(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be
implemented
N/A
(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites,
as applicable):
N/A
(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the
audit report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance
or how the effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not
immediately observable:
N/A



1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/A

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable
(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation

N/A
(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance

N/A

Recommendation B.6: Explicitly include information about
out-of-court dispute settlement or judicial redress in Statements
of Reasons issued to EU users, in addition to information about
WMF'’s internal complaints handling mechanism.

(NB: this recommendation also appears in the audit report’s section regarding Article 21; to
avoid redundancy or confusion, that is not being treated as a separate recommendation, and
is instead also being addressed here).

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:
1.1 Planned measure(s)
(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):
N/a

(b) Timing for implementation
N/a

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/A
(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be
implemented
N/A
(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites,
as applicable):
N/A
(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the
audit report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance
or how the effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not
immediately observable:
N/A

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls



N/A

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
Wikipedia is not restricted to EU audiences and there is no guarantee that a SoR recipient
will or will not be in the EU. It is equally likely, or indeed more likely, that they will not be in
the EU, but they could be vulnerable or be reliant on tools (e.g. machine translation, Al
summarisers, etc) to understand written English. A “layered” approach, letting relevant
audiences know where to find relevant information, is therefore our preferred strategy. The
Foundation’s templates therefore direct users to read
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/l egal:Wikimedia_Foundation_E mplian ffi
Action_appeals if they are in the EU. This is our preferred approach to meeting the DSA
Article 17 “clear and specific” / “user-friendly” communication obligation to EU-based users,
whilst also maintaining reasonable clarity and specificity for all other likely audiences.

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
See above.

Recommendation B.7: Establish a practice enabling logging or
documentation when dealing with notices seemingly related to
a case against them before an out-of-court dispute settlement
body, or improve existing task tracking systems in a manner
that would provide sufficient visibility and documentation that
could be used to demonstrate compliance with Article 21(2).

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:
1.1 Planned measure(s)
(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):
N/a (the logging practice in question already exists; see alternative measures below).

(b) Timing for implementation
N/a

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/A
(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be
implemented
N/A
(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites,
as applicable):
N/A
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https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Legal:Wikimedia_Foundation_EU_Compliance#Office_Action_appeals
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Legal:Wikimedia_Foundation_EU_Compliance#Office_Action_appeals

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the
audit report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance
or how the effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not
immediately observable:

N/A

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/A

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
As noted above, this recommendation is already met in practice, and is instead a practical
question relating to conduct of the audit.

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
We believe that it is as-yet unconfirmed that Article 21 was relevant to the unusual situation
triggering this recommendation (in which a member of the public claimed to have initiated a
DSA OOCDS procedure (a.k.a Article 21 procedure), but we do not appear to have ever
been contacted by the OOCDS body in question, and the reporter then failed to confirm or
clarify the situation, when asked).

Insofar as the recommendation is that WMF use/improve its logging and tracking for such
cases, we confirm that we used industry standard tooling to track the matter over multiple
months (and ensure it was progressed and monitored). However, we also note that due to a
possible misunderstanding of the assurances expected by the auditor, WMF did not show
the auditor a copy of our task tracking approach; WMF instead disclosed all correspondence
relating to the matter in question, and provided narrative explanations and attestations about
our approach to it - and we mistakenly believed this would be sufficient in the circumstances.

Since tracking is in place already, our planned corrective measure, for cases like these
(should they ever reoccur), will be to ensure we:

- clearly explain to the auditor how we approached the case including, where
appropriate, demonstrating our diligent internal tracking of such cases - rather than
relying on full transparency about the emails we sent to the complainant, etc; and

- more frequently verify with the auditor that what we are providing is sufficient for their
purposes.

Recommendation B.8: Adopt written procedures, policies, or
guidelines outlining the practical steps for identifying and
handling notices from trusted flaggers.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:
1.1 Planned measure(s)
(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

11



We will ensure the practical guidance already provided to legal@ case handlers concerning
the handling of Trusted Flagger reports is documented..

(b) Timing for implementation
October 2025

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/A
(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be
implemented
N/A
(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites,
as applicable):
N/A
(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the
audit report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance
or how the effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not
immediately observable:
N/A
1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/A

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable
(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation

N/A
(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance

N/A

Recommendation B.9: Devise a logging and reporting
mechanism that would enable WMF to submit SORs under
DSA Art 24(5) to the EU’s database.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

N/a (see section 2 below, re. alternative measures)

(b) Timing for implementation
N/a

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures

12



N/a

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):

N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation

The external logging and transparency referred to by the auditor (of what Office Actions
WMF has taken, and of the conduct or content of the user(s) that the Office Action relates to)
is a very longstanding practice that acts as a key accountability safeguard and community
empowerment measure. The internal Trust & Safety/Legal recordkeeping that this
recommendation could also be understood as be referring to (since it is part of the reason
why the information to be submitted to the database is personal data) is also critical, since
(inter alia) it allows WMF to handle appeals, conduct quality control, review past actions to
ensure consistency of current practice and/or determine whether changes are required, etc.
Ending WMF'’s practice of documenting and providing transparency regarding its Office
Actions is not only disproportionate and harmful, but it could actively create DSA audit issues
in other areas and impair the mitigation of systemic risks for DSA Art. 35 purposes. We do
not believe that DSA Article 24 should be interpreted as requiring a VLOP to take
disproportionate and harmful actions in order to circumvent the DSA Article 24 prohibition on
submitting personal data to the European Commission’s database.

We also note that shortly after the auditor issued this recommendation, the European Court
of Justice handed down its ruling in the case we said we were anticipating, which provides a
new/refined understanding of when de-identified data should be considered “personal data”,
especially in data sharing scenarios: Case C-413/23 P EDPS vs SRB (analyzed by a legal
commentator here

figje ). As we had |nd|cated in our audit responses, we believe this provides crucial
information and presents the right moment for us to re-evaluate (and if appropriate,
re-engage with the European Commission) on this issue.

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance

We will assess the very new EDPS vs SRB ruling, consider its relevance to our current
understanding of DSA Art. 24, and re-engage - if still deemed appropriate - with the
European Commission on this topic. Our current impression is that action by the European

13


https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/court-justice-ruling-edps-v-srbeus-case-c41323-p-data-oliver-fiqje
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Commission (e.g. reducing the detail it requires in its database submissions, or allowing
platforms to take other anonymizing measures such as randomization/noise injection,
generalization, etc) will be necessary in order for the Article 24 prohibition on submitting
personal data to no longer be an impediment to our making submissions to that database.

Recommendation B.10: Explain how and to what extent the
factors referred to Article 34(2) influenced each risk identified in
WMF’s SRAM documentation.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

N/a

(b) Timing for implementation
N/a

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures

For the benefit of readers and auditability, the Foundation has added a new column to its
SRAM register for the year 3 submission in which we further demonstrate that our risk
assessment considered how and to what extent relevant factors referred to in Article 34
paragraph (2) influenced each risk. This will complement information we already provided
about this in the risk description itself, and the methodology/cover note explanations about
our procedure.

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
This measure was implemented following the receipt of the audit report and prior to the
submission of the year 3 SRAM, which was submitted to the European Commission in
September 2025. The content in the new column will be updated annually as appropriate
henceforth.

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):
The updated SRA(M) documentation will be published online in the coming months, here:

https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Legal:Wikimedia_Foundation_ EU_Compliance/DSA_P
ublication Archive

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:
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https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Legal:Wikimedia_Foundation_EU_Compliance/DSA_Publication_Archive
https://foundation.wikimedia.org/wiki/Legal:Wikimedia_Foundation_EU_Compliance/DSA_Publication_Archive

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls

N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.11: Include an explanation for the
digit-based notation used to demonstrate the likelihood and
impact in the DSA Risk Register.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

N/a

(b) Timing for implementation
N/a

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

(a) Description of the measures

The Foundation has added a new column to its SRAM register for the year 3 submission in
which we explain the rationale for the numeric scoring of the likelihood and impact of each
risk listed in the SRAM. These explanations, combined with the likelihood and impact scores
indicated in the SRAM as well as the methodology tab provided as part of that document and
the full Human Rights Risk Assessment Framework provided in the covernote, now allow for
readers to fully understand how the salience of each risk was determined. Where
appropriate, the Foundation also provided additional information relevant to these scores in
this new column.

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
This measure was implemented following the receipt of the audit report and prior to the
submission of the year 3 SRAM, which was submitted to the European Commission in
September 2025. The content in the new column will be updated annually as appropriate
henceforth.
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(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):
N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.12: Implement a more structured and
comprehensive framework through which regional and linguistic
aspects are taken into account while conducting the systemic
risk assessment. Provides more information on these, and
Member State-specific assessments, if available.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

At present, the Foundation is in the early stages of procurement for an updated
enterprise-level HRIA. While this assessment will analyze human rights risks at a global
level, the Foundation will instruct the firm conducting the exercise to explicitly flag any
aspects or dimensions to the risks they analyze that may be unique to EU countries or
languages with respect to Wikipedia. The Foundation will also seek out information from
internal stakeholders and external experts, including academics, that could inform further
analysis on these aspects and dimensions in subsequent systemic risk assessments. For
example, with respect to internal stakeholders, the Foundation will aim to pilot a new
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formalized approach of asking relevant colleagues to report on relevant
regional/linguistic-specific aspects of their work (e.g. whether disinformation specialists have
seen evidence of particular linguistic/regional issues) periodically throughout the course of
the reporting year.

(b) Timing for implementation

While the Foundation is in the early stages of procurement for an updated enterprise-level
HRIA, the process should be concluded in the first quarter of calendar year 2026. A
preliminary, internal report will be received in enough time to incorporate any such findings
into the year 4 systemic risk assessment. The Foundation will also seek out information from
internal stakeholders and external experts on an ongoing basis.

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/a

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):

N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.13: Implement a more structured and
comprehensive assessment approach, taking the technical and
scientific insights into account while conducting a systemic risk
assessment
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1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

The Foundation will work to document the process it undertakes to carry out its systemic risk
assessment, which is a DSA-specific exercise to align with DSA-specific requirements that is
a product of multiple ongoing risk-focused exercises taking place within the organization.
This documentation will articulate the overall process, similar to the process we explain in
our systemic risk assessment cover note, as well as the reports, data, studies, and other
sources that were consulted in this process; individual experts that were consulted
throughout the process, to include both internal and external stakeholders; and any
stakeholder engagement exercises with EU-based affiliate organizations and volunteers that
may have contributed to or validated the findings. The Foundation will aim to document any
regional/linguistic-specific aspects of risks with these internal and community-based
stakeholder groups (e.g. whether Foundation disinformation specialists or affiliate
organizations in the EU have seen evidence of particular linguistic/regional issues in the
relevant period). Updates regarding these risks will be shared with the Foundation’s senior
leadership team on a quarterly basis as a part of the Foundation’s broader enterprise risk
update. Additionally, a written update will be provided to senior leaders at the beginning of
the Foundation’s annual planning process, which will include the most recent version of the
DSA risk register as an attachment. The cumulative output of this process will then serve to
ensure that the senior leadership team is fully informed about systemic risks and mitigations
and will also inform subsequent annual planning processes that drive the Foundation’s
annual strategy.

(b) Timing for implementation
This documentation will occur over the course of the next 12 months, concurrent to the
Foundation’s work to conduct the year 4 systemic risk assessment.

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/a

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):
N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a
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1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.14: Identify SRAM supporting
documentation and implement an appropriate preservation
mechanism.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

As noted in response to recommendation B.13, the Foundation will work to document the
process it undertakes to carry out its systemic risk assessment, which will include identifying
the main reports, data, studies, and other sources that were consulted in this process;
individual experts that were consulted throughout the process, to include both internal and
external stakeholders; and stakeholder engagement exercises with EU-based affiliate
organizations and volunteers that may have contributed to or validated the findings. The
Foundation maintains that documentation that is located or hosted on Foundation-operated
systems - such as OfficeWiki, MetaWiki, or Phabricator - meet the legal requirement for
being preserved. However, any external documents or sources will be preserved in an
internal folder for a period of three years, and the name and location of main sources will be
recorded.

(b) Timing for implementation

This documentation will occur over the course of the next 12 months, concurrent to the
Foundation’s work to conduct the year 4 systemic risk assessment. Efforts to document the
reports, data, studies, and other sources that were consulted in this annual systemic process
will be ongoing henceforth.

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures

N/a

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
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N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as

applicable):
N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit

report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.15: Conduct a separate risk analysis for
the purposes of Article 34 for the next audit term that is
DSA-specific, up-to-date, and not predominantly based on
existing assessments based on more specific subject matter.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

N/a

(b) Timing for implementation
N/a

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/a
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(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):
N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation

The Foundations disagrees that it is necessary, proportionate, or viable to conduct a wholly
separate risk assessment for the next audit term that is specific to the DSA. Such an
exercise would disregard the crucial interconnection between the DSA SRA and the growing
body of risk-focused work and human rights due diligence that is global in nature and lies
outside of the DSA-prescribed cycle and scope. Indeed, this work takes a broad view of risk
and has identified risks that would be systemic under the DSA, as well as risks that would
not fall within this scope- such as government surveillance and censorship. This work is
critical to understanding comprehensively all risks facing the Wikimedia Foundation, our
platforms, and our communities, which are interconnected and interdependent, regardless of
borders and cycles.

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance

The Foundation already conducts a DSA-specific risk assessment exercise that builds upon
the aforementioned global work. As an alternative to this recommendation, the Foundation
has already sought to clarify in its year 3 systemic risk assessment cover note the approach
we take to identify, analyze, and contextualise risk. Responses to other recommendations in
this report will help to clarify the DSA-specific nature of this work. To this end, the Foundation
will conduct an updated enterprise-level human rights impact assessment in its 2025-2026
fiscal year that will seek to understand how previously identified risks have evolved and
which, if any, new risks have emerged at a global level. The Foundation will instruct the firm
conducting the exercise to explicitly flag any aspects or dimensions to the risks they analyze
that may be unique to EU countries or languages with respect to Wikipedia.
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Recommendation B.16: Complete and publish the mitigation
assessment for 2024 - 2025 or implement alternative
mechanisms through which mitigation measures for the risks
identified in the DSA Risk Register can be traced and audited

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

The Foundation will publish the 2024 - 2025 mitigation plan by 28 November 2025.
Additional information will be added to improve auditability of these measures.

(b) Timing for implementation
The Foundation will publish the 2024 - 2025 mitigation plan by 28 November 2025.

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/a

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):
N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls

In the coming year, the Foundation will work to synchronize the submission and subsequent
publication of the DSA risk register and mitigation plan to simplify the process of updating,
submission, and publication of these documents. Beyond this synchronization, the
Foundation will document how this DSA-specific risk mitigation process fits in with broader
planning and risk mitigation processes within the organization.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a
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(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.17: Publish the Foundation’s Al/ML human
rights impact assessment and take necessary steps to
implement and monitor the recommendations contained therein
that are determined to be feasible and appropriate.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

The Foundation is actively working to publish the AI/ML human rights impact assessment in
question and plans to do so in September 2025. Our work relating to how mitigations are
deployed and monitored is covered in response to other recommendations, i.e. not
addressed in this section.

(b) Timing for implementation
The Foundation plans to publish the AI/ML human rights impact assessment in September
2025.

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

(a) Description of the measures

Since the end of the period on which the audit report is based, the Foundation has been
undertaking a significant amount of work to prepare for the publication of this report,
including translation of the executive summary into Arabic, Chinese, French, and Spanish;
drafting and translating foreword to give context to the report; drafting a blog post to
announce its publication; and planning around volunteer and staff engagement on the report.

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):
N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a
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1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.18: Include a mapping of mitigation
measures to the measures required under Article 35(1) in the
SRAM / DSA Risk Register

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

The Foundation will map each mitigation measure to the measures referenced in DSA Atrticle
35 (1). The Foundation will also explore ways to enhance its documentation and explanation
of the mitigation measures listed in the SRAM.

(b) Timing for implementation
The Foundation will carry out these measures over the course of the next year as it reviews
risks, mitigations, and prepares the year four SRAM.

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/a

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):
N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a
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1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.19: Support WMF’s approach to the
preparation of its systemic risk assessment and mitigation
(SRAM) with tools and mechanisms that could enable the
future auditability of the mitigation measures as well as their
appropriateness to the systemic risks identified as per Article
34, such as having a non-fragmented and specific tracking
system for mitigation measures instead of tracking them in
separate Asana cards or a progress dashboard demonstrating
the level of implementation for each mitigation measure along
with its connection to the systemic risks.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

The Foundation will work to identify a proportionate and viable process to track its mitigation
measures. Such a process could include creating an additional tab in the SRAM to contain
items such as a description of the mitigation, the measures of DSA Article 35(1) to which it
corresponds, references to any relevant published materials or annual plan objectives, links
to key project management documentation, etc. Linking mitigations to relevant annual plan
objectives could improve future auditability of these measures. As described above, the
Foundation will document how this DSA-specific risk mitigation process fits in with broader
planning and risk mitigation processes within the organization.

(b) Timing for implementation

The Foundation will evaluate what such a process could look like and implement it ahead of
the subsequent SRAM exercise.
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1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
N/a

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):
N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.20: Provide a more detailed account of
how improvements in incident reporting and self-governance
would be implemented and how it would address the risk of
harassment in practice

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)
(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

Personnel working on the Incident Reporting System will produce a briefing for the Head of
Compliance explaining how the UCoC (and other self-governance initiatives if applicable)
and the IRS are intended to address the risk of harassment in practice. This will both create
the “more detailed account” recommended here, and also contributes to addressing
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Recommendation B.23 below.

(b) Timing for implementation
February 2026

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

(a) Description of the measures

N/a

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):

N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.21: Maintain a compliance function that is
operationally distinct and separated from other duties, and
document this

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

We will further document our approach to Article 41 including the measures in place to
ensure the Head of Compliance and associated staffing have the powers and safeguards in
place. This will demonstrate why the approach in question aligns with a proportionate
reading of DSA Article 41 as it applies to Wikipedia and the Foundation, a non-profit with
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limited resources and a global mission. It will integrate with the work to address
Recommendation B.22 below.

(b) Timing for implementation
February 2026

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

(a) Description of the measures

N/a

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):

N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

Recommendation B.22: implement legally binding and
structural protections for the Head of the Compliance Function
so that it cannot be removed without prior approval of the
management body

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

N/a (see section 2 below for explanation and alternative measures)
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(b) Timing for implementation
N/a

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

(a) Description of the measures

N/a

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):

N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation

Itis a direct legal requirement of DSA Art. 42(1) that the Head of Compliance “shall not be
removed without prior approval of the management body of [the Wikimedia Foundation]”.
There is no further work needed to ensure that this is a legally binding requirement
(according to the Van Gend en Loos doctrine of EU law). We will note this requirement in our
documentation of the Compliance function’s operation, as explained above in response to
recommendation B.21.

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance

Insofar as the audit must ensure that WMF has complied with this DSA provision during this
period (i.e. that our Head of Compliance was not removed without prior approval of the
management body), we will implement a policy of annually (i) confirming to the auditor that
the Head of Compliance was not removed at all during the audit period, or (ii) (as the case
may be) demonstrating to the auditor that prior approval of the management body was
received prior to the Head of Compliance’s removal during the audit period in question. We
will ensure this commitment is noted in the documentation we produce for the purposes of
recommendation B.21
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Recommendation B.23: Create an auditable process for
ensuring the Head of Compliance reviews the Article 34/35
risks and mitigation strategies.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

As part of our response to Recommendation B.21, we will further document the structure
and operation of the compliance function, the role of the Head of Compliance and associated
staffing, and will describe the process and timing for review of the Article 34/35 risks and
mitigations.

(b) Timing for implementation
February 2026

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

(a) Description of the measures

N/a

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
N/a

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):

N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately
observable:

N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a
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Recommendation B.24: Provide further information about
moderation tools (with data per language/geography where
available) and about the qualifications/expertise and support of
WMF staff involved in moderation workflows.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation:

1.1 Planned measure(s)
(a) Description of the measure(s) (indicate the objectives, any milestones, revision
steps and, where applicable, performance indicators):

The Wikimedia Foundation will revisit our previous efforts to provide further information
regarding the training and assistance provided to pertinent staff, primarily in the Trust &
Safety team. We continue to carefully balance our DSA compliance obligations with the need
to protect a small team of staff who are working on matters of high sensitivity, as well as the
need to ensure that information about our internal training cannot be weaponized against the
Wikimedia projects by bad actors. We will publish additional information about internal
training to the extent it is possible to do so while still protecting our staff and projects.

Regarding Article 42(2)(c), we will revisit our indicators of accuracy to determine if and how it
is possible to provide further detail about accuracy on a per-language basis.

(b) Timing for implementation

We will evaluate options for providing more information on staff training over the next few
months, with the goal of providing further information (if possible) no later than the
January-June 2026 Transparency Report, to be published by 31 August 2026.

Similarly, we will revisit indicators of accuracy to determine which ones can be addressed in
more detail. The timeline on addressing this recommendation will depend on the extent to
which original research is necessary. If existing research can be used, or if we determine
that no further information can realistically be provided (e.g. for PhotoDNA, it is not possible
to further specify accuracy by language, as it is image-based), we may be able to address
this recommendation as soon as the July-December 2025 Transparency Report, published
by 28 February 2026. If further research is needed, this will likely take longer.

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

(a) Description of the measures

The Transparency Report team is in the process of finalizing the January-June 2025
Transparency Report. This report is on schedule and will continue to satisfy all requirements
met by past reports. Due to the timing of this audit, report, and implementation, we will be
unable to address the latest round of recommendations in this immediately forthcoming
report. These 24-25 audit recommendations will be addressed per our response above and
our responses for Article 15.

(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be implemented
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The January-June 2025 report will likely be published by 30 September 2025, and in no case
later than our formal deadline in October. The Transparency Report team is aware of the
latest recommendations from this audit and has begun preliminary plans to address them in
upcoming reports.

(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites, as
applicable):

N/a

(d) Explanation of how the measure(s) implement the recommendation from the audit
report effectively and why the resulting situation constitutes compliance or how the
effects of the measures will lead to compliance where this is not immediately

observable:
N/a

1.3 Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for
compliance and internal controls
N/a

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

(a) Justification for not implementing the recommendation
N/a

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
N/a

SECTION C (where applicable): Follow-up to the
operational recommendations concerning audits
commitments undertaken by the audited provider
pursuant to the codes of conduct referred to in
Articles 45 and 46 of Regulation (EU) 2022/2065
and the crisis protocols referred to in Article 48 of
Regulation (EU) 2022/2065

N/a
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SECTION D: Any other information the audited
provider wishes to convey

N/a
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Appendix A - Index / table of contents

SECTION A: General Information
ECTION B: Follow-up to th rational recommendation ncernin ite ligation

set out in Chapter Il of Regulation (EU) 2022/2065
Recommendation B.1 Complete the translation of the latest up-to-date version ToU into
the official languages of the EU Member States where WMF operates and revise the
translation competition percentages to reflect the current states
Recommendation B.2 Provide clear explanations or instructions on the
machine-readability of the ToU in a plain and easily accessible manner, going beyond
mere machine accessibility
Recommendation B.3: For Article 15(1)(d), WMF'’s transparency reports should present
more detailed information from the CRC, specifically about the cases upheld, reversed.
and time taken.
Recommendation B.4 Provide more information about PhotoDNA’'s usage and

safeguards, and for any other automated content moderation tools in use by WMF. In
ddltlon, since a number of the automated tools used by the volunteer commumty are

Wlklmedla Foundatlon to (i) malntaln recordsof the creatlon QI’OCGSS for all the tools that

it helps to create and host, and (ii) test the metrics for each such tool (like it does for
Automoderator) to further empower its communities in their content moderation
practices.

Recommendation B.5: Provide quidance to users about whether notices should be
directed at WMF itself or the community in different circumstances.

Recommendation B.6: Explicitly include information about out-of-court dispute settlement
or judicial redress in Statements of Reasons issued to EU users, in addition to
information t WMF'’s internal complaints handling mechanism.

Recommendation B.7: Establish a practice enabling logging or documentation when
dealing with notices seemingly related to a case against them before an out-of-court
dispute settlement body. or improve existing task tracking systems in a manner that

would provide sufficient visibility and documentation that could be used to demonstrate
compliance with Article 21(2).

Recommendation B.8: Adopt written procedures, policies, or guidelines outlining the
practical steps for identifying and handling notices from trusted flaggers.
R mmendation B.9: Devi | ing and r. ing mechanism that would enabl

WMEF to submit SORs under DSA Art 24(5) to the EU’s database.

Recommendation B.10: Explain how and to what extent the factors referred to Article

34(2) influenced each risk identified in WMF’s SRAM documentation.

Recommendation B.11: Include an explanation for the digit-based notation used to
demonstrate the likelihood and impact in the DSA Risk Register.

R mmendation B.12: Implement a more structur n mprehensive framework

through which reqgional and linguistic aspects are taken into account while conducting the
systemic risk assessment. Provides more information on these, and Member

tate- ifi ments. if available.

Recommendation B.13: Implement a more structured and comprehensive assessment
approach, taking the technical and scientific insights into account while conducting a
systemic risk assessment

Recommendation B.14: Identify SRAM supporting documentation and implement an
appropriate preservation mechanism.

Recommendation B.15: Conduct a separate risk analysis for the purposes of Article 34
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for the next audit term that is DSA-specific, up-to-date, and not predominantly based on
existing assessments based on more specific subject matter.

Recommendation B.16: Complete and publish the mitigation assessment for 2024 - 2025

or implement alternative mechanisms through which mitigation measures for the risks
identified in the DSA Risk Register can be traced and audited

Recommendation B.17: Publish the Foundation’s Al/ML human rights impact

assessment and take necessary steps to implement and monitor the recommendations
contained therein that are determined to be feasible and appropriate.

Recommendation B.18: Include a mapping of mitigation measures to the measures
required under Article 35(1) in the SRAM / DSA Risk Reqister
Recommendation B.19: Support WMF’s approach to the preparation of its systemic risk
assessment and mitigation (SRAM) with tools and mechanisms that could enable the
future auditability of the mitigation measures as well as their appropriateness to the
temic risks identifi r Article 34 h havin non-fragmen n ifi
tracking system for mitigation measures instead of tracking them in separate Asana
cards or a progress dashboard demonstrating the level of implementation for each
mitigation measure along with its connection to the systemic risks.
Recommendation B.20: Provide a more detailed account of how improvements in
incident reporting and self-governance would be implemented and how it would address
the risk of harassment in practice

Recommendation B.21: Maintain a compliance function that is operationally distinct and
separated from other duties, and document this

R mmendation B.22: implement | lly binding and structural protections for th
Head of the Compliance Function so that it cannot be removed without prior approval of
the management body
Recommendation B.23: Create an auditable process for ensuring the Head of
Compliance reviews the Article 34/35 risks and mitigation strategies.
Recommendation B.24: Provide further information about moderation tools (with data per
language/geography where available) and about the qualifications/expertise and support
of WMF staff involved in moderation workflows.

ECTION wher li le): Follow-up to th rational recommendation ncernin

audits commitments undertaken by the audited provider pursuant to the codes of conduct

referred to in Articles 45 and 46 of Regulation (EU) 2022/2065 and the crisis protocols
referr in Article 48 of Requlation (EU) 2022/2

SECTION D: Any other information the audited provider wishes to convey
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