
Audit Implementation Report of the
Wikimedia Foundation, Inc. in respect
of Wikipedia, for the period 2023-2024
Pursuant to DSA Article 37(6)

For convenience, a table of contents has been added as Appendix A, at the end of this
document.

SECTION A: General Information
1. Audited provider:

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

2. Address of the audited provider:

Wikimedia Foundation, Inc.
1 Montgomery Street
Suite 1600
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 23, 2024
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Reference to the audit report (for example an URL): As submitted by email to the
European Commission on August 26, 2024

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 AI 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
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SECTION B: Follow-up to the operational
recommendations concerning audited obligations
set out in Chapter III 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
“ICHS”: DSA-relevant Internal Complaint Handling System
“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 WMF
Terms of Use (“ToU”) into the official languages of the EU
Member States where WMF operates. Where the community
has helped with translation, WMF should mitigate the risk of
unauthorised changes and ensure consistency.

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 - already resolved, see 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

Language versions that were partially incomplete at the time of the audit are now 100%
complete.
Any translation performed by community members (as the primary translations) have been
quality-checked by professional translators.
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(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be
implemented

September 2024
(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites,

as applicable):
Bulgarian; Croatian; Czech; Greek; Finnish; Italian; Polish; Portuguese (EU); Romanian

(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 translations are complete, and have been either produced professionally or verified
professionally.

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 Establish a separate ToU for the EU,
free from references to non-EU legislation or mechanisms.
Provide greater information in that ToU about our Internal
Complaint Handling System, to complement other existing
sources of information that are already public.

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 reassess whether our TOU provides adequate information (directly, or readily
accessible from it) about appeals@, our Internal Complaint Handling System, in addition to
all other information already made public about it, including “just-in-time” notices that are
provided to relevant individuals, notably those affected by our Office Actions (i.e. our
moderation actions). This will be led by Legal Affairs, in consultation with Trust & Safety, the
Case Review Committee and other relevant stakeholders.

(b) Timing for implementation
Mid December 2024

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

Insofar as there is a recommendation to create an EU-specific TOU, we will not do this at
present. Creation and operation of a global service according to multiple different sets of
terms and conditions would have both up-front and ongoing costs, risks and complications,
both legal and operational, that would not be outweighed by hypothetical gains with respect
to DSA compliance - noting, in particular, that the auditor does not assess us as out of
compliance even under the status quo. Moreover, given the still endemic lack of legal
harmonization within the EU, there may not even be a way to sensibly create an EU-specific
TOU; regionalization efforts might have to go down to the national or even sub-national level,
which is not sensible, and not scalable given the number of global jurisdictions from which
Wikipedia can be used.

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
In our next ToU refresh, we will look at removing or modifying, to render more “international”,
any current references to US-specific laws, where appropriate. For example, we could seek
to ensure that we consistently refer to applicable copyright law in generic terms, rather than
placing as much emphasis on the US DMCA as we do today.

Recommendation B.3: WMF should provide clear explanations
or instructions on the machine-readability of the ToU in a plain
and easily accessible manner to enhance compliance with DSA
Article 14(5).

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):
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WMF notes the auditor has offered this recommendation despite concluding that “the ToU
can easily be crawled and read by machines, given its text-based and simplistic nature; the
ToU Page has a short, concise, bullet-pointed and crawlable “Summary” section placed right
before the ToU itself. The summary clearly addresses important points of the ToU and
dedicates a separate section to ways to contact WMF or volunteers. For the purposes of
machine readability, the summary is structured as a container separate from the ToU itself.”

Accordingly, we understand the auditor to be offering a mild recommendation to be deployed
if (hypothetically) any difficulties of machine readability were encountered by anyone in
future, even though none have been identified for now.

To address this hypothetical recommendation, WMF’s Legal Affairs, Trust & Safety and
product design teams will be asked to report to the Legal Affairs team, if they encounter any
public feedback indicating that users are encountering particular challenges with respect to
the machine readability of the ToU. If such problem cases are identified, WMF will draft
some guidance to help them overcome that challenge (for example, guidance to explain how
users can use their web browser’s Search function to interact with the ToU). If any such
hypothetical problem is attributable to a technical reason, then the relevant product design
team(s) will be tasked with deploying a suitable solution.

(b) Timing for implementation
Ongoing

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.4 Specify and/or reference the DSA article
that each section of the transparency report addresses

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 intend to reword and provide clarification responsive to this recommendation in future
Transparency Reports. For any portions of the Transparency Report that are provided in
response to DSA requirements, we will include further information specifying which article of
the DSA pertains. We hope in this way to provide ease of reference for readers who are
interested in our DSA compliance efforts, without sacrificing readability for those who are
more interested in overall practices or the requirements from other jurisdictions.

(b) Timing for implementation
These wording changes are underway now. Due to our reporting schedule, they will not be
available in our soon-to-be-published January-June 2024 report, which will be released at
the end of September. We expect these changes to be made beginning with our
July-December 2024 data, which will be published in late March 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
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Recommendation B.5: In its transparency reports, WMF should
specify whether a given notice was acted upon and why to the
table in which the notices are listed by member country, alleged
claim and number of notices; and the number of notices that
were acted upon out of the total notices submitted.

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 future Transparency Reports, we will endeavor to provide additional clarity regarding the
basis in law or policy that lead to content takedowns. Where possible, we will also plan to
include additional details on the substance at issue in content removals, such as in the
aforementioned Sweden notice. We note, however, that we may at times be unable to
provide this specificity, particularly for matters involving threats of violence or terrorism,
where law enforcement may caution us against providing specificity. This is particularly true
given the extremely small volume of such notices; this level of detail may be enough to allow
identification of particular edits or removals, especially on smaller languages of Wikipedia.
The Foundation’s Legal team will discuss the best way to balance these needs and develop
a policy for reporting this information in the Transparency Report.

We will also provide further clarity around the notices acted upon and the number pending
resolution out of the total submitted.

(b) Timing for implementation
These wording changes are underway now. Due to our reporting schedule, they will not be
available in our soon-to-be-published January-June 2024 report, which will be released at
the end of September. We expect these changes to be made beginning with our
July-December 2024 data, which will be published in late March 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
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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.6: In the Transparency Report, provide a
generalised overview of the training WMF provides to each staff
member.

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):

Mindful of the need to preserve confidentiality with respect to some internal tools and
techniques employed to protect users, the public, and Wikipedia content,we will develop a
public-facing overview of the training that WMF provides to staff members involved in
content moderation, and make it available in future Transparency Reports. To the extent that
some of the materials we provided for the audit will be made public with the audit report, we
may also link to those materials for reference where useful.

(b) Timing for implementation
These changes are underway now. Due to our reporting schedule, they will not be available
in our soon-to-be-published January-June 2024 report, which will be released at the end of
September. We expect these changes to be made beginning with our July-December 2024
data, which will be published in late March 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
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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.7: Make more explicit in Wikipedia’s
Transparency Reports, WMF’s detection methods for copyright
and whether it used automated content moderation tools for the
illegal content. For copyright violations, WMF should provide a
statement such as, “WMF becomes aware of copyright
violations primarily through users sending notices to its legal@
email inbox,” or a similar sentence. For each illegal violation, it
could add a statement such as “CSAM content was primarily
identified via the automated content moderation tool
PhotoDNA,” or a similar sentence. If automated content
moderation tools were not used to detect or identify copyright or
Child Sexual Abuse Material (CSAM) content, WMF should
also make that explicit in the report.”

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 provide the statements above, or substantially similar statements, in future
transparency reports. These may be included directly in the report, or in an appendix linked
from the relevant section(s) of the report, in order to balance thoroughness and readability.

(b) Timing for implementation
These changes are underway now. Due to our reporting schedule, they will not be available
in our soon-to-be-published January-June 2024 report, which will be released at the end of
September. We expect these changes to be made beginning with our July-December 2024
data, which will be published in late March 2025.

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
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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.8: Make explicit in Wikipedia’s
Transparency Reports the basis of the complaints submitted to
the internal complaints handling system, even if those
complaints were deemed to be out of scope

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 provide additional information about the complaints submitted to the internal
complaints handling system (ICHS) in future Transparency Reports. As the ICHS develops,
we will provide information to Transparency Report readers about what is in and out of scope
for that process, by explaining its scope and perhaps providing examples of out-of-scope
complaints. By doing so, we hope to inform readers about the process and its functioning,
without requiring them to filter through extraneous information about complaints that were
out of scope. We will continue to provide holistic data about the functioning of the ICHS.
Finally, of course, we will include any relevant details about ICHS cases that are in scope, in
compliance with our DSA requirements.
When relevant, we will publish information pertaining to the Case Review Committee’s
activities consistent with the commitments outlined above.

(b) Timing for implementation
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These changes are underway now. Due to our reporting schedule, they will not be available
in our soon-to-be-published January-June 2024 report, which will be released at the end of
September. We expect these changes to be made beginning with our July-December 2024
data, which will be published in late March 2025.

The ICHS will continue to evolve over the coming years, and we will periodically revisit the
language in the Transparency Report to ensure that we are providing the clearest
explanation of its status to the public.

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: Makes clearer in Wikipedia’s
Transparency Report the roles of WMF and the community as
they relate to the usage and maintenance of automated content
tools, and then list the indicators of accuracy, potential error
rates, and give detail on any safeguards applied to the
automated content moderation tools, or provide an appropriate
disclaimer.

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

We will include language in future Transparency Reports that clarifies the use of automated
content tools by the Foundation and by our editor communities. Where possible, we will
provide further details about accuracy and safeguards of the tools used by WMF; where we
are unable to do so, we will make this explicit. Furthermore, in the case of tools that are used
in content moderation, but not by WMF (i.e. they are used exclusively by volunteer editors),
we will disclaim this as well.

(b) Timing for implementation
These changes are underway now. Due to our reporting schedule, they will not be available
in our soon-to-be-published January-June 2024 report, which will be released at the end of
September. We expect these changes to be made beginning with our July-December 2024
data, which will be published in late March 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

13



Recommendation B.10: WMF should work with the different
language communities to ensure that those communities’ own
‘Contact Us’ pages have adequate disclaimers noting that the
sender’s email will (at least initially) be sent to the volunteers
from that language community (where applicable).

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):

WMF will run a project to explore whether and how there is an even better way (than current)
to explain to people how to get help, for example with questions, or to address content that
might be contrary to community or WMF policies.
Phase 1 consists of internal consultation and experimentation on designs and approaches.
Phase 2 (if appropriate) would likely consist of the creation of new template wording for
Contact Us/Helpdesk-type pages, and testing the roll-out of such wording on a set of
Wikipedia language versions before rolling it out more widely, following any revision steps
and retesting that may be needed. Test metrics/performance indicators, etc, will be
determined based on the approach to be tested.

Timing for implementation
Approximate anticipated timings:
End of January 2025 for Phase 1.
End of May 2025 for Phase 2.

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

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

Recommendation B.11: The current email system could change
to an in-take form with fields corresponding to the items set out
in DSA Article 16(1) if WMF encounters difficulty in its
communications to reporters in the future.

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 keep this hypothetical recommendation under review, until such time (if any) that it
becomes relevant. We note that the auditor approves of our current practice (allowing
people to report content by emailing legal@, with freedom of format when doing so); the
auditor offered this recommendation only to address a hypothetical future scenario in which
our current approach ceases to be appropriate.

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

N/a

Recommendation B. 12: Perform additional research on the
prototype Incident Reporting System for its suitability as a
targeted complement to WMF’s existing DSA notice & action
mechanism. If/when it is deployed, ensure it provides clarity
whether WMF or the community of volunteers will receive a
notice/question/request.

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):

WMF will continue its research and development concerning the potential Incident Reporting
System. Extensive detail about the project, its three-phased approach (with milestones and
test planning), latest updates, can be tracked here:
https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Incident_Reporting_System and on Phabricator:
https://phabricator.wikimedia.org/project/view/4038/
Near-term next steps are to run user testing of a “minimum viable product”, by the end of
2024, that helps users (i) report an emergency to WMF’s relevant Trust & Safety team (akin
to emailing emergency@wikimedia.org ), or (ii) get further help, including from appropriate
community sources, with non-emergency problems. The relevant project management
tracker is https://phabricator.wikimedia.org/T371684 .
We note the auditor’s related remarks about community vs. WMF moderation clarity, and
plan to address this primarily through measures taken to respond to the auditor’s related
recommendations, elsewhere in this document, notably about Contact Us pages.

(b) Timing for implementation
Testing by end of 2024; please consult Phabricator links for updates on the implementation
timeline for testing and next steps.

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

As of September 2024, Legal Affairs was providing further legal review of draft designs of a
Minimum Viable Product with a view to ensuring a positive contribution to DSA compliance
as well as wider legal and practical considerations.
The findings of a first phase of user testing and associated research (published in July 2024)
are under consideration and will guide next steps.

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

Ongoing, as of September 2024
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(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites,
as applicable):

The July 2024 research results were written up here:
https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Incident_Reporting_System/Minimum_Viable_Product_User_
Testing_Summary

(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:

This constitutes the sorts of research and development that we understand our auditor to be
recommending

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: reformat the Systemic Risk and
Assessment Mitigation document (“SRAM”) to better
demonstrate how and to what extent the factors referred to
Article 34(2) influenced each risk identified in the SRAM.

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 articulate in the description of each risk how it relates to Wikipedia’s
operations and features in accordance with those specified in Article 34(2). The Foundation
will also evaluate how the SRAM can be reformatted to make these linkages more clearly
understood, while preserving the ability to make a large amount of complex information
easily accessible and navigable. Learnings from other VLOPs and VLOSEs and
recommendations by civil society stakeholders will be taken into consideration to the degree
that they become available.

(b) Timing for implementation
The Foundation will seek to implement these refinements prior to the submission of the
upcoming (third) 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
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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

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

N/a

Recommendation B.14: In WMF’s Systemic Risk Assessment
submissions, provide more information on how the likelihood
and impact of each identified risk are calculated.

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 the auditor noted, the Foundation’s systemic risk assessment was informed by a growing
body of human rights due diligence that includes both qualitative and quantitative analysis.
As described below, we have already adjusted our systemic risk assessment table and
accompanying cover note, in response to this recommendation. The Foundation notes,
however, that meaningful quantitative data relating to the risks identified in the systemic risk
assessment is often scarce or difficult to obtain and, therefore, qualitative analysis will
remain an important component of risk assessment. The Foundation will continue to carry
out human rights due diligence and will seek to increase the amount of quantitative data that
is visible in our reporting of these efforts, to include the updating of the DSA systemic risk
assessment, to the degree possible in the coming years.

(b) Timing for implementation
Human rights due diligence remains an ongoing, indefinite effort across the Foundation, as
reflected in its Human Rights Policy.

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
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(a) Description of the measures
Concretely, the Foundation included in the systemic risk assessment table the likelihood and
impact ratings for each risk and included the criteria composing the rights risk assessment
framework in the narrative cover note accompanying the systemic risk assessment.

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

This measure was implemented prior to the submission of the second systemic risk
assessment in August 2024.

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

With these ratings and criteria now included in the systemic risk assessment, readers of this
documentation will be able to see how exactly the Foundation evaluated the likelihood and
impact of each risk to determine the salience of each risk.

(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:

These measures - including in the systemic risk assessment the likelihood and impact
ratings for each risk and the criteria composing the rights risk assessment framework used
to determine those ratings - now provide readers of this material with the information
necessary to understand how Wikimedia evaluated the components of each risk and,
therefore, how the salience of each risk was determined.

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: Either conduct a separate risk analysis
for the purposes of Article 34 for the next audit term or provide
more information on the comprehensiveness, completeness,
and accuracy of the previous non-DSA specific risk framework,
on which the SRAM is built.

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):

19



As previously stated, the Foundation will continue to carry out human rights due diligence,
which reflects an ongoing and indefinite effort across the Foundation as reflected in its
Human Rights Policy. Indeed, each subsequent human rights due diligence exercise
complements and builds upon all previous exercises. This ongoing approach to human rights
risk identification facilitates the comprehensiveness, completeness, and accuracy of the
Foundation’s global risk assessment framework, which forms the basis for this DSA systemic
risk assessment. The Foundation will specifically work to identify new and emerging
challenges that have the potential to impact human rights in novel ways. The Foundation will
also evaluate the feasibility of refreshing previous human rights due diligence exercises,
such as the enterprise-level human rights impact assessment which informed the current risk
assessment framework, in coming years to assure that Wikipedia’s risk landscape continues
to be evaluated holistically and that the current human rights risk assessment framework
remains suitable to identify, evaluate, and mitigate emerging risks.

(b) Timing for implementation
Human rights due diligence remains an ongoing, indefinite effort across the Foundation, as
reflected in its Human Rights Policy. The Foundation will also evaluate over the next several
months the feasibility of refreshing previous human rights due diligence exercises in the
coming years, such as contracting external subject matter experts to review and update the
enterprise-level human rights impact assessment that informed the current risk assessment
framework. Given the time it takes to budget financial resources for such an exercise and for
an external firm to carry out such work, it would not be feasible for the Foundation to receive
the final report for such an assessment and to incorporate its findings into the immediate
next systemic risk assessment or audit process. Such findings would, however, be
incorporated at the earliest opportunity.

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

To provide a relevant example, the Wikimedia Foundation completed a human rights impact
assessment on artificial intelligence and machine learning as they relate to Wikimedia
projects. The findings of this exercise brought to light new analysis regarding risks to
Wikipedia’s free knowledge model, which was incorporated into the second systemic risks
assessment by enhancing the previously identified and still-relevant AI risks identified in the
first systemic risk assessment.

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

The Foundation enhanced its second systemic risk assessment one week prior to its
submission (in August 2024), upon receiving this recommendation.

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

The Foundation’s latest human rights due diligence exercises inform subsequent systemic
risk assessments.

(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:

Incorporating the findings of the most recent human rights due diligence exercises, which
complement and build upon all previous exercises, facilitates the comprehensiveness,
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completeness, and accuracy of the Foundation’s global risk assessment framework and,
therefore, this DSA systemic risk assessment.

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.16: Revisit whether more geo-specific
detail can be incorporated in any assessments of 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):

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

Because Wikipedia is divided by linguistic communities rather than by any national borders,
systemic risks related to Wikipedia can rarely be attributed to a specific country or region.
Risks can, however, impact linguistic communities represented on Wikipedia according to
their unique characteristics, including their number of active editors and readers. The
Foundation, therefore, provided additional analysis in its second systemic risk assessment
regarding how minority linguistic communities may be disproportionately impacted by
specific risks. Three risks now note that language versions of Wikipedia representing
minority linguistic communities, which typically have fewer active editors than those
representing larger linguistic communities, may be more vulnerable to risks relating to the
propagation of disinformation due to the inherent challenges of having fewer people
contributing to, editing, and patrolling pages. To this point, the systemic risks assessment
cited a report in which this phenomenon was evaluated on Croatian Wikipedia in 2021. This
represents a unique situation in which the contributors to/audience of a single language
version of Wikipedia are relatively heavily concentrated in a single country. The same would
not be applicable for French Wikipedia, for example, which is supported by a significant
proportion of French-speaking volunteers beyond France, including those residing in other
EU countries, Francophone Africa, and beyond.
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(b) Time when the measure(s) were implemented or are planned to be
implemented

This measure was implemented prior to the submission of the second systemic risk
assessment in August 2024.

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

The risks facing minority linguistic communities on Wikipedia are now specifically reflected in
the Foundation’s systemic risk assessment.

(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:

This measure directly addresses the recommendation of the auditor to acknowledge the
unique risks faced by linguistic minorities in the EU and cites a known example of when such
risks materialised in an EU member state. However, because Wikipedia is divided by
linguistic communities rather than by any national considerations, systemic risks related to
Wikipedia can rarely be attributed to a specific country or region.

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.17: Ensure that all systemic risks are
named/described with sufficient precision

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 continue to evaluate carefully how it names and characterises each risk
presented in subsequent systemic risk assessments. Each risk presented in this document is
carefully evaluated by a number of internal stakeholders with relevant subject matter
expertise to ensure that each risk is articulated carefully and completely. Feedback from civil
society upon publication of the SRAM will enable the Foundation to receive and take into
account the perspectives and analysis of civil society groups, which will further strengthen its
ability to articulate risks holistically.

(b) Timing for implementation
The Foundation will carefully evaluate the nomenclature and characterization of systemic
risks indefinitely moving forward.

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
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(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.18: Consider establishing academic
partnerships for other types of disinformation risk, not just
electoral/civic process-impact disinformation (e.g.: historical,
scientific)

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 concurs with this recommendation and will include the establishment of
such academic partnerships as a mitigation to all disinformation-related risks in the next
submission of mitigations.

The Foundation identified such academic partnerships as a priority in its 2024-2025 annual
plan. Specifically, this plan commits the organisation to, “Strengthening relationships with
external researchers who study online disinformation, thereby informing on-wiki
disinformation tracking, improving access to a broader range of fact-checking resources, and
improving access to external research about disinformation trends as they emerge on other
platforms.”
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The specific commitment of the Foundation to partner with researchers in order to inform
on-wiki disinformation tracking, improve access to a broader range of fact-checking
resources, and improve access to external research about disinformation trends as they
emerge on other platforms demonstrates that it understands that these partnerships serve to
mitigate the risks of disinformation on Wikipedia very broadly, rather than in the narrow
instance of civic and electoral processes. Indeed, the Foundation’s open API enables a
broad array of researchers to engage in this work, whether partnering officially with the
Foundation or not.

(b) Timing for implementation
This recommendation will be implemented ahead of the Foundation’s next submission of
tailored mitigations. The related work described above is underway and will continue at least
until 30 June 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.19: List community support actions as
mitigations for the full spectrum of disinformation-related
systemic risks in WMF’s SRAM, not just scientific/conspiracy
theory-related disinformation.

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

The Foundation concurs with this recommendation and will include the provision of “support
to communities in organising edit-a-thons and other events to invite more volunteers to add
and improve content” as a mitigation to all disinformation-related risks in the next submission
of mitigations.

(b) Timing for implementation
This recommendation will be implemented ahead of the Foundation’s next submission of
tailored mitigations.

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: Continue to support Universal Code of
Conduct rollout with practical, documented measures to assist
its enforcement.

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):
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As noted by the auditor, the Universal Code of Conduct (UCoC) is now in force and serves
as a regular, consistent instrument for the community to self-moderate conduct issues on
Wikipedia, having incorporated it into their own processes and policies. WMF is also now
using UCoC as the basis for many of its own Office Actions. WMF is continuing to support
the development of a supporting ecosystem around the UCoC, notably the deployment and
operationalization of the Enforcement Guidelines, and the formation of a community
Committee (the U4C) - recently elected by community vote, and due to start operations soon
- that can handle UCoC violation and enforcement cases that are not appropriately handled
by existing local governance processes, thereby ensuring recourse and the creation of
precedent that will ensure consistency in those community processes. WMF is also
developing a project to work with communities to increase UCoC awareness and adherence.
This project will involve several actions such as training, capacity building and providing
resources to enhance community self-governance and policy enforcement processes.
Training materials are already available, in use, and being updated as the overall ecosystem
(e.g., U4C) evolves:
https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Universal_Code_of_Conduct/Training/Module_1%3A_Orient
ation_%28UCoC_-_General%29

WMF will monitor community discussions and reports (into WMF) regarding the community’s
practical experience of the UCoC roll-out (including its enforcement). WMF will continue
fostering the ecosystem as detailed above, and applying UCoC in its own Office Action
processes. WMF also can offer to compile a holistic overview (including of the enforcement
pathways) ahead of its next audit, should this be a topic on which the auditor wishes to do a
deeper dive.

(b) Timing for implementation
U4C is now quorate and has established its Charter; it is therefore due to begin operating,
but it has not declared a timeline for its next steps, and - being a community body - a
timeline cannot be imposed by WMF. WMF is already applying UCoC within its own
processes. The UCoC awareness and adherence project is in early stages and does not
have a set timeline at present; it is currently in the consultation phase with three pilot
communities, to understand their specific needs and develop tailored support to each
one of them. Based on those learnings, next steps and timings can be developed.

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.21: Provide a more detailed account of
how the evolutions in incident reporting and self-governance
will address the risk of harassment on the platform.

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 accept this recommendation, and will treat this as a universally-applicable
recommendation for all specific mitigations (current, and future) that address the “volunteer
harassment” risk. For instance, Recommendation B.20 asks WMF to provide more detail
about enforcement of the Universal Code of Conduct; in addressing that Recommendation,
we will also be addressing this Recommendation B.21’s desire for more details about
anti-harassment mitigations generally. Recommendation B.12, meanwhile, suggests
continuing WMF’s efforts to test and study a new Incident Reporting System, which is a
specific mitigation for the harassment -related systemic risk. Rather than set out each of
those again here, together with timings etc, we instead refer readers to those other
recommendations.

(b) Timing for implementation
See above (refer to more specific recommendations with which this overlaps)

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:
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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: Provide more detailed accounts
concerning the identification and removal of EU-relevant
Terrorist/Violent Extremist Content (TVEC) uploaded to
Wikipedia, if any; ensure that the relevant information (e.g.
data) that can help us assess that risk is maintained/made
more visible for the sake of compliance with DSA SRAM
obligations.

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 recommended, WMF can provide a more detailed account of how TVEC (if any) is
tackled on Wikipedia, including useful supporting data, so as to provide even greater
confidence that this risk (considered only medium, relative to others) is adequately mitigated
(and if not, to help inform our exploration of additional mitigations).

(b) Timing for implementation
Data gathering is underway and will continue.
By producing the auditor’s requested narrative/analysis in the lead-up to our next audit, it
can then also inform our next Systemic Risk Assessment, which is scheduled to be
conducted at a similar time (i.e. by July-August 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
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(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.23: Fix inconsistent “Complete/Near
completion” descriptions for one of the mitigations in WMF’s
SRAM.

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 (recommendation already implemented, see 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

WMF has ensured that the completion status for this mitigation has already been updated in
its draft SRAM for 2024-2025, ensuring its accuracy once it is finalized.

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

September 2024
(c) Result (include references to external resources, for example links to websites,

as applicable):
Will be visible in our 2024-2025 SRAM once it is finalized

(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:

Corrects the discrepancy noted by the auditor.
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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.24: Further evaluate how the measures
identified in the SRAM will affect the identified systemic risk,
“over-reliance on moderation tech”, and provide qualitative and
quantitative information and insights as to how these measures
shall be implemented 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):

As noted above and as explained in the narrative cover letter submitted with the
Foundation’s second systemic risk assessment, the risk related to the over-reliance on
moderation tech has been sunsetted as a risk of particular salience and focus. The
Foundation, however, will remain attentive to the potential impacts of moderation tech on
Wikipedia, including the continual evaluation of mitigations that have addressed the risk. The
Foundation will seek more quantitative information and insights into the implementation of
these measures in practice.

(b) Timing for implementation
The implementation of this recommendation will remain ongoing for the foreseeable future in
order to be reflected in all subsequent SRAM exercises.

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
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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.25: Further develop WMF’s SRAM
documentation in accordance with both formal and substantial
requirements of Article 35 and enhance our explanations of the
mitigation measures’ potential implementation and effects

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 recommended by the auditor, WMF commits to re-evaluate the DSA Risk Register and
corresponding mitigations sections (SRAM).

For now, we believe that our present approach strikes a reasonably optimal outcome given
the relevant objectives and constraints; however, we also acknowledge that the approach is
novel, and was created in the absence of guidance or industry consensus about best
practice. Our objective, beyond mere compliance, is to ensure we have an approach that is:

● practical,
● easy to understand (including by the wide range of audiences for that document,

including - most importantly for us - the public),
● thorough (notably, it is built on major undertakings, such as the 2020

Foundation-level Human Rights Impact Assessment, the 2023 Child Rights Impact
Assessment, and others),

● easy to build on (for future years), and
● informative.

However, we are a U.S. nonprofit with over a dozen major Projects (of which Wikipedia is
just one), each of which is accessible across hundreds of jurisdictions, in the public interest.
We must avoid reinventing the wheel, for instance by creating unnecessarily duplicative (and
rapidly outdated) documentation of things such as project plans, for each of those
jurisdictions.
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Instead, we want so far as possible to play to our unique strengths to achieve an optimal
outcome. We note in particular that the auditor would like to see greater precision regarding
“how measures will be implemented.” We will continue to seek the optimal balance between:

- Being precise explicitly in the SRAM documentation itself (at the risk of this rapidly
becoming stale, compared - for example - to a “live” link to a project tracking
platform; and even though this might be too detailed for other important groups of
readers of this document, such as everyday Wikipedia users), versus

- Continuing to leverage our exceptional transparency, by linking directly to further
sources of information (such as Phabricator project tracking pages, MediaWiki
project detail pages, our Annual Plan, the Impact Assessments we conduct, etc).

In any event, for each audit we commit to fully assisting our DSA auditors in gaining all the
precision they reasonably require as to our evaluation and mitigation of DSA-relevant
systemic risks.

(b) Timing for implementation
Reevaluation starts immediately, and will be ongoing through 2024 and beyond, to take into
account evolving best practices as they develop. The key personnel involved in the annual
SRAM exercise will in particular convene:
(i) a reasonable period of time after the 2023-24 SRAM is made public (e.g., in February
2025), to review any feedback received from its public readers, and to compare the SRAMs
made available by other VLOPSEs, and
(ii) a reasonable period of time ahead of the next SRAM completion deadlines (e.g., in late
April 2025), to review any emerging best practices or guidance available at that time.
This will be repeated in future years, with such modifications as may be appropriate.

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

Recommendation B.26: include a mapping of mitigation
measures to the measures required under DSA Article 35(1) in
the SRAM/Risk Register 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

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

Our interpretation of DSA Article 35(1) is that WMF is required to put in place reasonable,
proportionate and effective mitigation measures, tailored to the specific systemic risks
identified pursuant to Article 34, with particular consideration to the impacts of such
measures on fundamental rights; these must then be listed in the reports we provide to
auditors, regulators and the public under Article 42(4)(b). Article 35(1) also provides a
non-exhaustive list of possible types of mitigation; this is introduced as “such measures may
include, where applicable”. In other words, that list is there to provide examples of things
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that could be done, rather than a mandatory checklist. WMF does not believe compliance
requires the mapping that is recommended.

WMF accepts that this might be helpful to specific audiences (such as the auditor, or
regulators) who wish to ensure that WMF has indeed considered all those examples
(amongst others, potentially), when deciding on what measures to put in place.

However, WMF also notes that the DSA specifically envisages the general public being a
key consumer of WMF’s SRAM documentation - since WMF is required to make it public.
Legibility and conciseness are therefore key objectives, as is operational efficiency. We
consider that these would be unjustifiably impacted.

Although we will continue to consider this recommendation in the scope of the broader
re-evaluation we have committed to, as discussed earlier, we are not planning to implement
it at the present time.

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
If auditors and regulators are, in the future, concerned that we may not have considered the
list of example mitigations set out in Article 35(1), we commit to providing them with the
necessary reassurances, for example by providing examples of adopted/planned mitigations
that do correspond to the generic examples set out in that Article, or explaining why other
examples may have been considered but not considered appropriate.

Recommendation B.27: Monitor the developments surrounding
the 2022 Strengthened Code of Practice on Disinformation and
other potential codes of conduct to be issued in accordance
with DSA as well as participate, if applicable

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):

Relevant staff within the Legal department will monitor developments surrounding the 2022
Strengthened Code of Practice on Disinformation and other potential codes of conduct to be
issued in accordance with DSA as well as participate, if applicable. For now, we see the
2022 Code as part of an evolving body of good practice that informs our approach to a
global challenge, and that it therefore merits close monitoring, and ongoing exchanges with
its formal adherents.

(b) Timing for implementation
Ongoing

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

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

N/a

Recommendation B.28: Implement contractual or policy
provisions to help further demonstrate compliance with the
requirements in Article 41(2), particularly regarding the
independence of the Head of Compliance.

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):

WMF will undertake an internal examination of the functioning of our current DSA
compliance team, to explore whether contractual, policy, or other solutions may be
appropriate to make the independence of the Head of Compliance even clearer, including for
the auditor. Following an initial evaluation, we will identify and implement the solution that
best fits our unique structure. At this time, our likely approach will be to revisit how we
document WMF policy establishing the contours of the Head of Compliance role and the
nature of their relationship to the management body, including their independence and the
necessity of such body’s approval for their removal from the role.

(b) Timing for implementation
We will evaluate the issue and potential solutions, and aim to implement our chosen strategy
in calendar year 2025.

1.2 Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based
(a) Description of the measures
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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.29: Improve documentation of
management actions, policies, and strategies implemented, to
make it easier to assure compliance with Article 41 and
facilitate the execution of the audit.

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):

Each month, the Senior Leadership Team (SLT) of WMF has a dedicated meeting focused
on discussing risk management, where they have received updates on our progress
regarding DSA compliance, the completion of the SRAM, and indeed the audit itself.
Members of this team, including the General Counsel, Vice President of Global Advocacy,
and senior engineers and managers in our Product and Technology Department, were
closely involved with our overall DSA compliance work, the SRAM, and the audit. The inputs
provided at the monthly risk meetings feed into our annual planning process, the elements of
which include an assessment of risks faced by the organization. The mitigations of those
risks are then incorporated into our plans for the next year. Those processes, and other
convenings, briefings and measures (including, for example, an Elections Working Group),
also cover risk management in more general (non-DSA specific) terms.
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We can indeed make the involvement and guidance of senior leadership more visible, and
will determine the best way to capture and document their involvement for provision during
the next audit. This may take a number of forms—for example, tracking attendance at
meetings and participation in discussions, or separately tracking written feedback in order to
provide it to the auditor. We will determine the best mechanisms for doing so efficiently and
will implement this well in time for the next audit, beginning with our next SLT monthly
meeting.

(b) Timing for implementation
Starting with our SLT meeting in October, we will more closely track senior leadership
involvement and advice on matters relating to DSA Article 41(5-7).

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.30: Examine the existence of systemic
management risks in the systemic risk assessment under
Article 34 and, if such a risk is not identified, provide
information of such examination.

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

WMF believes that good management is important to compliance with all the laws it is
subject to.

As WMF understands the DSA, management issues would not themselves (i.e. per se) be a
systemic risk, for DSA purposes. Rather, management issues could be a contributing factor
for the systemic risks we already consider as part of the SRAM exercise. Indeed, DSA
Article 35(1)(f) includes, as an example mitigation for all systemic risks, “reinforcing the
internal processes, resources, testing, documentation, or supervision of any of their activities
in particular as regards detection of systemic risk”. Many other DSA provisions are also
aimed, directly or indirectly, at ensuring good management. For example, relevant
management practices are expected to be considered on an ongoing basis by the
Compliance Function (see DSA Articles 35(3)(d) and (e)).

Accordingly, we see management as a “meta” issue - a potential contributor to systemic risks
(as well as the risk of WMF not complying with a range of DSA obligations), rather than an
Article 34 systemic risk in and of itself. To keep the SRAM exercise focused, digestible and
in-scope, we therefore will not include management risk as a standalone “systemic risk”.

(b) Alternative measure(s) taken to achieve compliance
WMF will continue to comply with all DSA requirements to which good management is
relevant, subject to all the relevant controls which its own policies and/or applicable laws
require (for example, guidance and supervision by the Compliance Function, as foreseen by
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DSA Article 41(3)). As recommended elsewhere by the auditor, WMF will also continue to
examine how best to provide the auditor and other interested parties with reasonable
assurances of the same.

Recommendation B.31: Make explicit in the Transparency
Report what, if any, human resources are used towards content
moderation activities

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 future Transparency Reports, we intend to include further information about the number of
WMF staff (and, if viable, a good faith estimate of the percentage of their time) allocated to
content moderation-related activities. We will also include further details about the language
resources available for such activities.

(b) Timing for implementation

These changes are underway now. Due to our reporting schedule, they will not be available
in our soon-to-be-published January-June 2024 report, which will be released at the end of
September. We expect these changes to be made beginning with our July-December 2024
data, which will be published in late March 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
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N/a

Recommendation B.32: In the Transparency Report, make
explicit what, if any, training and support WMF provides to its
staff on linguistic capacity. It should ideally list the translation
tools that are used when WMF staff cannot rely on each other
or volunteers to investigate a matter in a certain language.
Furthermore, Holistic AI recommends that WMF justify why it
has stated in its transparency report that English, French, and
Polish are the “most relevant” languages for EU purposes.

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 future Transparency Reports, the Wikimedia Foundation will provide additional information
about the language resources available for staff-led content moderation activity. See also our
response to the previous operational recommendation.

We will revise the specific statement referred to by the auditor, in order to provide more
specific and fact-based analysis in line with Article 42(b), rather than subjective assessments
(like “most relevant”).

(b) Timing for implementation
These changes are underway now. Due to our reporting schedule, they will not be available
in our soon-to-be-published January-June 2024 report, which will be released at the end of
September. We expect these changes to be made beginning with our July-December 2024
data, which will be published in late March 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
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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.34: Explicitly note in the Transparency
Report that the Userbase Statistics also fulfil the requirements
under DSA Article 42(3), not only the requirement in Article
24(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):

We will include explicit language to clarify that the Userbase Statistics are intended to fulfil
the requirements of both Article 24(2) and Article 42(3).

(b) Timing for implementation
These wording changes are underway now. Due to our reporting schedule, they will not be
available in our soon-to-be-published January-June 2024 report, which will be released at
the end of September. We expect these changes to be made beginning with our
July-December 2024 data, which will be published in late March 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
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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

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

Recommendation B.1 Complete the translation of the WMF Terms of Use (“ToU”) into
the official languages of the EU Member States where WMF operates. Where the
community has helped with translation, WMF should mitigate the risk of unauthorised
changes and ensure consistency.
Recommendation B.2 Establish a separate ToU for the EU, free from references to
non-EU legislation or mechanisms. Provide greater information in that ToU about our
Internal Complaint Handling System, to complement other existing sources of information
that are already public.
Recommendation B.3: WMF should provide clear explanations or instructions on the
machine-readability of the ToU in a plain and easily accessible manner to enhance
compliance with DSA Article 14(5).
Recommendation B.4 Specify and/or reference the DSA article that each section of the
transparency report addresses
Recommendation B.5: In its transparency reports, WMF should specify whether a given
notice was acted upon and why to the table in which the notices are listed by member
country, alleged claim and number of notices; and the number of notices that were acted
upon out of the total notices submitted.
Recommendation B.6: In the Transparency Report, provide a generalised overview of
the training WMF provides to each staff member.
Recommendation B.7: Make more explicit in Wikipedia’s Transparency Reports, WMF’s
detection methods for copyright and whether it used automated content moderation tools
for the illegal content. For copyright violations, WMF should provide a statement such as,
“WMF becomes aware of copyright violations primarily through users sending notices to
its legal@ email inbox,” or a similar sentence. For each illegal violation, it could add a
statement such as “CSAM content was primarily identified via the automated content
moderation tool PhotoDNA,” or a similar sentence. If automated content moderation tools
were not used to detect or identify copyright or Child Sexual Abuse Material (CSAM)
content, WMF should also make that explicit in the report.”
Recommendation B.8: Make explicit in Wikipedia’s Transparency Reports the basis of
the complaints submitted to the internal complaints handling system, even if those
complaints were deemed to be out of scope
Recommendation B.9: Makes clearer in Wikipedia’s Transparency Report the roles of
WMF and the community as they relate to the usage and maintenance of automated
content tools, and then list the indicators of accuracy, potential error rates, and give detail
on any safeguards applied to the automated content moderation tools, or provide an
appropriate disclaimer.
Recommendation B.10: WMF should work with the different language communities to
ensure that those communities’ own ‘Contact Us’ pages have adequate disclaimers
noting that the sender’s email will (at least initially) be sent to the volunteers from that
language community (where applicable).
Recommendation B.11: The current email system could change to an in-take form with
fields corresponding to the items set out in DSA Article 16(1) if WMF encounters difficulty
in its communications to reporters in the future.
Recommendation B. 12: Perform additional research on the prototype Incident Reporting
System for its suitability as a targeted complement to WMF’s existing DSA notice &
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action mechanism. If/when it is deployed, ensure it provides clarity whether WMF or the
community of volunteers will receive a notice/question/request.
Recommendation B.13: reformat the Systemic Risk and Assessment Mitigation
document (“SRAM”) to better demonstrate how and to what extent the factors referred to
Article 34(2) influenced each risk identified in the SRAM.
Recommendation B.14: In WMF’s Systemic Risk Assessment submissions, provide more
information on how the likelihood and impact of each identified risk are calculated.
Recommendation B.15: Either conduct a separate risk analysis for the purposes of
Article 34 for the next audit term or provide more information on the comprehensiveness,
completeness, and accuracy of the previous non-DSA specific risk framework, on which
the SRAM is built.
Recommendation B.16: Revisit whether more geo-specific detail can be incorporated in
any assessments of systemic risks.
Recommendation B.17: Ensure that all systemic risks are named/described with
sufficient precision
Recommendation B.18: Consider establishing academic partnerships for other types of
disinformation risk, not just electoral/civic process-impact disinformation (e.g.: historical,
scientific)
Recommendation B.19: List community support actions as mitigations for the full
spectrum of disinformation-related systemic risks in WMF’s SRAM, not just
scientific/conspiracy theory-related disinformation.
Recommendation B.20: Continue to support Universal Code of Conduct rollout with
practical, documented measures to assist its enforcement.
Recommendation B.21: Provide a more detailed account of how the evolutions in
incident reporting and self-governance will address the risk of harassment on the
platform.
Recommendation B.22: Provide more detailed accounts concerning the identification and
removal of EU-relevant Terrorist/Violent Extremist Content (TVEC) uploaded to
Wikipedia, if any; ensure that the relevant information (e.g. data) that can help us assess
that risk is maintained/made more visible for the sake of compliance with DSA SRAM
obligations.
Recommendation B.23: Fix inconsistent “Complete/Near completion” descriptions for one
of the mitigations in WMF’s SRAM.
Recommendation B.24: Further evaluate how the measures identified in the SRAM will
affect the identified systemic risk, “over-reliance on moderation tech”, and provide
qualitative and quantitative information and insights as to how these measures shall be
implemented in practice
Recommendation B.25: Further develop WMF’s SRAM documentation in accordance
with both formal and substantial requirements of Article 35 and enhance our explanations
of the mitigation measures’ potential implementation and effects
Recommendation B.26: include a mapping of mitigation measures to the measures
required under DSA Article 35(1) in the SRAM/Risk Register documentation.
Recommendation B.27: Monitor the developments surrounding the 2022 Strengthened
Code of Practice on Disinformation and other potential codes of conduct to be issued in
accordance with DSA as well as participate, if applicable
Recommendation B.28: Implement contractual or policy provisions to help further
demonstrate compliance with the requirements in Article 41(2), particularly regarding the
independence of the Head of Compliance.
Recommendation B.29: Improve documentation of management actions, policies, and
strategies implemented, to make it easier to assure compliance with Article 41 and
facilitate the execution of the audit.
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Recommendation B.30: Examine the existence of systemic management risks in the
systemic risk assessment under Article 34 and, if such a risk is not identified, provide
information of such examination.
Recommendation B.31: Make explicit in the Transparency Report what, if any, human
resources are used towards content moderation activities
Recommendation B.32: In the Transparency Report, make explicit what, if any, training
and support WMF provides to its staff on linguistic capacity. It should ideally list the
translation tools that are used when WMF staff cannot rely on each other or volunteers to
investigate a matter in a certain language. Furthermore, Holistic AI recommends that
WMF justify why it has stated in its transparency report that English, French, and Polish
are the “most relevant” languages for EU purposes.
Recommendation B.34: Explicitly note in the Transparency Report that the Userbase
Statistics also fulfil the requirements under DSA Article 42(3), not only the requirement in
Article 24(2).

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