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	#
	Comment


	Who / Where
	WG Response

Do you agree with response?

	Preliminary Recommendation (Prelim-Rec) #1: The Working Group could recommend that it is not desirable to make transformation of contact information mandatory. Any parties requiring transformation are free to do it ad hoc outside the Domain Name Relay Daemon.

	1. 
	KeySystems supports the RrSG statement. In addition, they suggest that there should be no requirement to translate or transliterate contact information to single common script. The burden of accession and understanding contact information is best placed on the side of the beneficiary of such data, i.e. the data requestor
	Key Systems
	Need to verify the language and assure that our remit is really only the issues of whether registration data should be transformed – anything else is beyond our charter.

”Acquiring” is a better word than “accession”.

	2. 
	Supportive of this recommendation. Translation/Transliterating into English is ‘nuts’ and offensive.
	Michele Neylon
	No action necessary; already addressed in Initial Report.

	3. 
	Strongly support this recommendation.

Introducing a mandatory requirement to transform WHOIS data into one or more commonly used languages would not support the goal of linguistic diversity, but would introduce costs, complexity and risk which outweigh the perceived benefits.
	RrSG

	No action necessary; already addressed in Initial Report.

	4. 
	IPC opposes this recommendation and strongly supports mandatory translation and/or transliteration of contact information in all generic top level domains.

Having registration data in an unlimited number of scripts is troublesome.
	IPC
	In fact the number of scripts is not unlimited; it is limited by the number of scripts being used in registrations.



	5. 
	ARI actively supports recommendation #1
	Donna Austin (ARI Registry Services)
	No action necessary.

	6. 
	Strongly oppose this recommendation

Mandatory transformation to globally accessible and searchable languages is necessary to the continued development of a secure and trusted internet
	BC
	Data in their original form – if/when machine-readable – are easier and more consistently searchable. Transformation is limited to registration data submitted by registrants, so verifying accuracy of registration data is paramount; not transformation of the same.

The argument here to oppose the recommendation is necessary to the continued development of a secure and trusted Internet for a specific sub-set of Internet users using Whois lookup services and who are familiar with the language/script in which contact data will be transformed. Other registrants and contracted parties will be disparately burdened.

It is important to bear in mind that the scope of transformation that is considered by this PDP is limited to registration data as submitted by registrants.

	7. 
	Transformation does not have to be mandatory; there should be a provision for [contact information] to be maintained in two forms: a mandatory ‘canonical’ form in the original language, and an optional ‘transformed’ form after transformation – the latter should be a close approximation to the original that can be parsed, understood and used by other communities.
	ALAC
	If there were two different forms there could be an issue of discrepancies between the two data sets.

Optional transformation must be subject to a common standard established by the stakeholders and not merely left to registrants in order to avoid discrepancies.

This is recommended for consideration by another PDP.

	8. 
	Registrars should provide Registrants with the option of entering both forms while creating new entries or editing exiting ones
	ALAC
	The contact data in the local language/script would be authoritative and verified (possibly validated). Providing an option for a second non-authoritative data set is not necessarily useful.

	9. 
	Support the recommendation against mandatory transformation of contact information – as anything else would disproportionally burden small players and underserved regions
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator)
	No action necessary.

	10. 
	Does not support this recommendation.
	FICPI
	

	11. 
	NCSG endorses this recommendation.
	NCSG
	

	Prelim-Rec #2: The Working Group could recommend that any new Registration Directory Service (RDS) databases contemplated by ICANN should be capable of receiving input in the form of non-Latin script contact information. However, all data fields of such a new database should be tagged in ASCII to allow easy identification of what the different data entries represent and what language/script has been used by the registered name holder.

	12. 
	Tagging contact data to identify the script or language should be optional.
	Key Systems
	No action necessary 

	13. 
	Registrants should be able to enter contact data in their own language and to do so will enhance the overall accuracy of the distributed WHOIS database.
	RrSG / RySG
	Agreement with this point



	14. 
	As long as transformation is mandatory the IPC has no objection. If transformation is not mandatory data information should be displayed as selectable text and not as an image.
	IPC
	The Working Group agrees with the second sentence of this statement.



	15. 
	ARI actively supports recommendation #2.
	Donna Austin (ARI Registry Services)
	No action necessary.

	16. 
	BC supports this recommendation.
	BC
	No action necessary.

	17. 
	Data fields should be in searchable text not images.
	BC
	The Working Group agrees and this will be emphasized again in the Final Report.

	18. 
	All ICANN databases, forms, and documents should provide for capturing, displaying, storing and maintaining both of the forms.
	ALAC
	Very wide-ranging comment – but potentially only related to the two forms they propose earlier. See response no.7.

	19. 
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator) supports this recommendation.
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator)
	No action necessary.

	20. 
	NCSG endorses this recommendation.
	NCSG
	No action necessary.

	21. 
	The recommendation be amended to read: ‘The WG could recommend that any new Registration Directory Service (RDS) WHOIS database, now and in the future, …. 
	NCSG
	Make sure that we think that our work is limited to registration data – not all Whois. But the WG agrees that our work should not depend on the EWG outcome.

	Prelim-Rec #3: The Working Group could recommend that registered name holders enter their contact information data in the language or script appropriate for the language that the registrar operates in.

	22. 
	Key System does not support this Preliminary Recommendation as most registrars operate internationally. The language the registrar operates under may therefore not be appropriate to serve customers elsewhere. This recommendation would hinder competition between registrars and hinder free transferability of domains. If ‘operate under’ were changed to ‘supported by’ Key Systems would support this Recommendation.

Registrants should be able to fill in the registration data in their language or script, provided such script is supported by the sponsoring registrar.
	Key Systems
	Agree with the suggestion to change “operates under” to “supported by”.

Action: Wording should be changed to ‘supported by’.



	23. 
	IPC supports this if transformation is mandatory. Otherwise transformation should happen if the submitted data is not in Latin characters of a UN language
	
	Agree with the suggestion that transformation, if any, should happen only if the submitted data are not in Latin characters.

	24. 
	BC supports this recommendation provided the transformation to ASCII is mandatory – we suggest that the language of the Registrar’s Term of Service be used to determine the appropriate language
	
	This is recommended for consideration by another PDP.

	25. 
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator) recommends further community discussion to understand better how the PDP’s effort and the effort of other WHOIS related will fit together
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator)
	The Working Group agrees – this will be addressed in the Final Report. This is recommended for consideration by another PDP.

	26. 
	NCSG endorses this recommendation 
	NCSG
	

	Prelim-Rec #4: The Working Group could recommend that the registrar and registry assure that the data fields are consistent, that the entered contact information data are verified (in accordance with the Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA)) and that the data fields are correctly tagged to facilitate transformation if it is ever needed.

	27. 
	This should be strictly optional as neither registrars nor registrants can be expected to know the tag to every given data set. 
	Key Systems
	A requirement for marking data fields is out of scope for this PDP. This is recommended for consideration by another PDP.

	28. 
	The IPC suggests this recommendation to be amended to read: ‘The WG recommends that the registrar and registry assure that the data fields are consistent, that the entered contact information data are verified (in accordance with the RAA) and that the data fields are correctly tagged to facilitate the mandatory transformation.’
	IPC
	WG agrees that whether transformation is mandatory or not, the data need to be marked in some way, possibly tagged, to be clear which script is used. There may be more than one language in the data.

This is recommended for consideration by another PDP.

	29. 
	BC supports mandatory transformation but otherwise supports the recommendations that the registrar and registry assure that the fields are consistent, the data is verified, and that data fields are correctly tagged to facilitate transformation.
	BC
	See response to no. 28.

	30. 
	NCSG endorses this recommendation 
	NCSG
	No action necessary.

	Prelim-Rec #5: The Working Group could recommend that if registrars wish to perform transformation of contact information, these data should be presented as additional fields (in addition to the local script provided by the registrant), to allow for maximum accuracy.

	31. 
	Key Systems agrees with this Recommendation 
	Key Systems
	No action necessary.

	32. 
	WHOIS data should be treated similar to the postal addressing system, where transformation is strictly optional. Ultimately it is the responsibility of the sender to ensure that the recipient can be reached if a different script is used than the one used locally
	RrSG
	This is recommended for consideration by another PDP.
The working group emphasizes that the registrant/registrar is responsible to be contactable by submitting correct data.

	33. 
	The IPC suggests that this recommendation be amended to read: ‘The WG recommends registrars’ mandatory transformation of contact information shall be presented as additional fields (in addition to the local script provided by the registrant), to allow for maximum accuracy.
	IPC
	That there should be two sets of fields for any transformation is recommended for consideration by another PDP. As regards accuracy, see no.13 above.



	34. 
	BC supports mandatory transformation but otherwise supports the recommendation that the transformed data be presented in additional fields.
	BC
	See response no. 33.



	35. 
	NCSG endorses this recommendation.
	NCSG
	No action necessary.

	Prelim-Rec #6: The Working Group could recommend that the field names of the Domain Name Relay Daemon be translated into as many languages as possible.

	36. 
	The IPC has no objection to this recommendation; however also see our introductory comments, and comments regarding Recommendation #1 [note from staff: these comment are collated in this document under ‘questions/comments below].

The IPC points out that since the WG’s charter is to determine ‘who should bear the burden’ of transformation, it stands to reason that the WG should specify a recommendation of ‘who should bear the burden’ of translating these fields, once clarified what they are.
	IPC
	The WG’s charter says, as a secondary question, “Who should decide who should bear the burden [of] translating contact information to a single common language or transliterating contact information to a single common script”. In other words, the responsibility for deciding who should bear the burden of transformation does not lie with this working group. 



	37. 
	The BC does not object to this recommendation but we would point out that translation of field names into ‘as many languages as possible’ is a vague operational standard and will impose additional costs on the entities displaying field names for user entries.
	BC
	That the Whois replacement system would allow for the easy addition of field names in additional languages is recommended for consideration by another PDP.
Data should be identifiable by a non-expert; how this should be done is a matter for another PDP and implementation.

	38. 
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator) recommends further community discussion to understand better how the PDP’s effort and the effort of other WHOIS related will fit together
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator)
	See response no. 25.


	39. 
	NCSG endorses this recommendation 
	NCSG
	See response no. 37.

	Prelim-Rec #7: Based on recommendations #1-#6, the question of who should bear the burden of translating or transliterating contact information to a single common script is moot. 

	40. 
	The main burden should lie on the parties collecting and maintaining the information (i.e. registrar, registry, reseller)
	IPC
	The WG is of the opinion that the burden could also include ‘liability’ not just ‘cost’ – WG also points out that the remit of the group is to determine who decides who bears the burden (should the WG recommend mandatory transformation).

Would these costs be proportional to operational profits?

	41. 
	The burden should lie with the beneficiary, i.e. the requestor of information.
	KeySystems
	See response no. 40.



	42. 
	The BC supports mandatory transformation and does therefore not consider the issue moot. We believe the cost should be treated as part of the regular cost of doing business for the parties collecting and maintaining the information, registries, registrars and re-sellers.
	BC
	The WG questions whether the “regular cost of doing business” would be proportional to operational income/profits, especially in light of its opinion that the overall burden could also include ‘liability’, not just ‘cost’ and if transformation were recommended to be mandatory.

This PDP should determine who decides who should carry the burden, but not decide to place it on contracted parties collecting and maintaining the information, or any other stakeholder.

	43. 
	NCSG endorses this recommendation.
	NCSG
	No action necessary.

	44. 
	Transforming all records despite the fact that only a fraction thereof will ever be requested by a requestor would result in a significant cost-benefit imbalance.
	Key Systems
	See responses no. 40 & 42.

	45. 
	Costs should be born by registries/registrars/resellers.
	FICPI
	See comment no. 40.

	Arguments and Questions brought to the WG

	46. 
	Contact-ability of registrants is always guaranteed by the presence of the email address data.
	Key Systems
	That copying and pasting of machine readable data is recommended for consideration by another PDP. 
One issue is that holders don’t always respond to communications (and not just for language reasons), although they have a contractual obligation to provide and update correct contact data.

	47. 
	All requestors who do not share the common script or language (if this was mandated) will have to perform translation/transliteration; therefore, transforming into one script/language that is not the one of the requestor seems inappropriate.
	Key Systems
	Argument already reflected in Initial Report.

	48. 
	Translating proper nouns is impractical if not impossible 
	Michele Neylon
	Comment already considered and reflected in Initial Report on p.13.
See also response no. 50.

	49. 
	Report would benefit from addressing the question of ‘cost-benefit’ evaluation of transforming contact data such as:

· Mandatory transformation would require additional data fields that would need to be added to each registry database and supported by every accredited registrar – especially problematic in underserved regions

· Proportion of domain name subject to a law enforcement query or brand protection intervention is extremely low, approximately 0.1%; UDRP intervention is even lower.

· Registrations are localized and transliteration would be superfluous

Transformation/translation would not be proportionate to the expected benefit
	RrSG/RySG
	Many members agreed – some disagreed with these statements.



	50. 
	Will there be rules or standards governing translation of non-ASCII characters so that it can be done programmatically? Will a common system be used or are we all just relying on free services like Google Translate?
	RrSG/RySG
	Google Translate is only effective for certain languages not for all – proper nouns are also a substantial reason why it is difficult to rely on existing automated transformation tools.
It may be possible to use the EEE-PPAT database (ECOOM-EUROSTAT-EPO PATSTAT Person Augmented Table) in order to harmonize names and even Company names.

Any standard that is mandated by a policy may create liability on a registrant who unknowingly does not adhere to it. Furthermore, in many cases, it may be appropriate to disregard the standard, particularly when transformation of proper nouns is the issue.

These are suggestions only useful in the event of a recommendation for mandatory transformation and do not affect the decision to transform mandatorily or not.

	51. 
	If translation cannot be automated and human judgment is required, who is responsible for doing it?
	RrSG/RySG
	The remit of this working group is who should decide who should bear the burden.

	52. 
	If the registrant is responsible for providing translated data, what if they do not know what it should be?
	RrSG/RySG
	Agreed that this is a problem – also related to the issue of ‘ownership’ – who owns the data and has the authority to agree to/confirm transformations.

	53. 
	What if a third-party disputes the accuracy of a transliteration?
	RrSG/RySG
	This also relates to ‘ownership’; see response no. 52 above, also response no. 40 & 42.

	54. 
	Is the registrant’s consent required before a transliteration is published in the WHOIS and can they withhold consent?
	RrSG/RySG
	If a transliteration standard is followed, it is unlikely that discrepancies would be large enough for this issue to arise.

This is recommended for consideration by another PDP.

	55. 
	What if a registrant wants to change an “approved” transliteration?
	RrSG/RySG
	This is recommended for consideration by another PDP. If transliteration standards are consistently implemented, any such changes should be minimal.

In the case of many languages, there will not be an approved transliteration for the foreseeable future.

	56. 
	Is a WHOIS verification required every time one of these transliterated fields are updated?
	RrSG/RySG
	No; the working group suggests that the original form is authoritative and the one to be verified.

This is recommended for consideration by another PDP.

	57. 
	Where does the requirement for data transformation end? Could Chinese law enforcement agents require a contracted party to translate/transliterate existing English contact details into Mandarin? Or, what if the original registration was in a third language/script, for example Russian Cyrillic? Would that translation skip English and go directly to Chinese?  What is the service provider supported neither of these languages? 
	RrSG/RySG
	This argument was already presented in the Initial Report.



	58. 
	Compliance should consider budgetary impact of the human resources needed to review translated WHOIS data
	RrSG/RySG
	Agreed. Costs could be substantial if the whole database (except for ASCII entries) were to be transformed.

	59. 
	Only 5% of the world are native English speakers; transforming into US ASCII would not benefit searchers that are not familiar with Latin script.
	RrSG/RySG
	Similar argument made in Initial Report.



	60. 
	Next billion internet users will not be familiar with Latin script – making.
	RrSG/RySG
	See response no. 59.

	61. 
	Transformation will not make searchability easier as transformation of the same name/word might result in separate transformation processes.
	RrSG/RySG
	Many agreed and it relates to the problem of consistent (as well as accurate) transformation, especially when consistency of transformation of the same registrant’s data is required across different registrars.

	62. 
	Flight of bad actors is weak argument as there are very few bad actors (but many domain names) as people tend to host locally and thus transformation will be of very limited use since ‘least translatable’ would assume that the searcher and the registrant speak different languages/use different scripts.
	RrSG/RySG
	The low number of bad actors is the current situation; theoretically it could change.



	63. 
	#1 and #6 refers to Domain Name Relay Daemon – define or discard.
	IPC
	WG will use the term ‘Whois contact information’.

	64. 
	IPC finds it counterproductive to evaluate the feasibility of data translation and transliteration together, in part because this combination gives rise to the argument that ‘automated systems would not be able to know when to translate and when to transliterate’ – in the vast majority of cases transliteration is most important to fulfill its function of enhancing transparency and accountability in the DNS; Bangkok is noted as an exception.
	IPC
	Some argued that transparency is not enhanced (or not sufficiently enhanced) by transforming into ASCII (see also response no. 6 and 65). Similar argument made in Initial Report.

Bangkok is not the only exception and the fact that foreign language equivalents of “road” and “street” would ideally be translated is also an issue.

	65. 
	Mandatory transformation of all contact information would allow for a more transparent, accessible and arguably more easily searchable database.
	IPC
	No action necessary already addressed in Initial Report and will be re-emphasized in Final Report. 



	66. 
	Currently WHOIS is in US-ASCII for vast majority of gTLDs, making WHOIS a useful global resource by enabling the greatest number of registration data users to read the data. The alternative, having data in an unlimited number of scripts, is troubling.
	IPC
	See response no. 37.



	67. 
	A global WHOIS search, providing access to data in as uniform a fashion as possible is necessary for the data registration service to achieve its goal of providing transparency and accountability for the DNS.
	IPC
	Some agreed with this; others felt that data in several original languages may be uniform if they are verified and accessible.



	68. 
	The more global the impact, the more important it is for data to be accessible in globally searchable languages. Example: EU Trademarks registered in 12 languages; International Trademark Registrations (covering 92 territories) use three languages (English, French, Spanish).
	IPC
	Some voiced their concern that Whois contact data are not the same as trademarks and thus cannot be compared. Some pointed out that this is still an interesting example that merits further reflections.



	69. 
	Given the global nature and use of the WHOIS – it is important to have WHOIS data transformed into the most common languages/scripts.
	IPC
	Seems to suggest a very large – potentially un-attainable – need to transform into a number of different languages/scripts. Potential conflicts over ‘most common’?

	70. 
	Internationally readable WHOIS would benefit the following purposes of various users:

· Enable due diligence searches by various business internet users (such as brand holders and agents)

· Enable to determine all domain names registered by a specific entity, for example, as a part of a legal search to identify all domain names registered to a recently merged company; or an internal search to identify domain names registered by subsidiaries.

· Enable brand owners to contact registrant who is using a domain name that is being investigated for IP infringement (especially in international disputes)

· Facilitate identification of and response to fraudulent use of legitimate data (e.g. address) for domain names belonging to another registrant by using Reverse Query on identity-valid data

· Enable IP owners to conduct historical research about a domain name registration (WhoWas) during IP infringement research

Enable individual internet users, including consumers, to confirm that any given web site connected to a specific domain name is held by a real company and not a fictitious one that masks its identity by using a unique script or languages.
	IPC
	Searches in original language more likely to result in consistent/reliable results. For the last point, see response no. 62.

A lack of mandatory transformation does not disable (as opposed to “enable”) contactability. It only tasks the Whois lookup user with the burden of transformation.



	71. 
	IPC agrees with the arguments listed in Initial Report supporting mandatory transformation.
	IPC
	No action necessary.

	72. 
	IPC appreciates that concerns about mandatory transformation are related to costs but they believe that there are ways to provide solutions without increasing costs for registrants and/or end users.
	IPC
	The costs are likely to be high if accurate and consistent data are required. Such data are unlikely to be provided by free transformation tools or voluntary services involving many people’s different transformations.

Burden involving issues of compliance and liability are also relevant here, not just costs.

Increasing costs on contracted parties (i.e. not only registrants and end users) is also an issue. This will likely also be reflected in the costs burdened on registrants, and create other problems on start-up registrars in developing nations.

	73. 
	One solution could be for ICANN to designate each country’s GAC to coordinate locally to standardize the conversion from local language to English for each country.
	IPC
	The GAC (or another central body) is encouraged to coordinate voluntary conversion. However, it is beyond the scope of this WG to recommend bindingly that the GAC or another organization perform such a task mandatorily.

	74. 
	Another solution could be to require:

· WHOIS information to be in the language of the registrar and
Mandatory transformation if it is not in Latin characters or one of the six UN languages.
	IPC
	See response no.22.

	75. 
	Another options (based on EWG) is to require the script used for registration data to either be that of the TLD itself or else US-ASCII – this approach would reduce (though not eliminate) the need for translation or transliteration, as all pertinent data would already be in US-ASCII – expect that of IDN gTLDs.
	IPC
	See response no.22.

	76. 
	IPC points out that the Initial Report makes no reference to the fact that current ICANN stance that ‘Registries and Registrars are encouraged to only use US-ASCII encoding and character repertoire for WHOIS port 43 output’.
	IPC
	This should be addressed in the Final Report.



	77. 
	ICANN issued an advisory stating that WHOIS must be in ASCII (September 2014) – how did the WG consider this statement and if not, why not?
	IPC
	This was addressed by the WG in its meetings and should be mentioned in the Final Report.



	78. 
	Without mandatory transformation, bad actors will flight to least translatable languages.
	BC
	Verification needs to occur regardless of script used in registering contact information.



	79. 
	Absent a requirement some would choose not to voluntarily provide data in the globally accessible format, given those seeking to hide their identity the opportunity to exploit the system.
	BC
	See response no.6. ‘Globally accessible format’ depends on where you are based and what your script/language knowledge is. Machine readability is important in this context.

	80. 
	Transformation and validation of contact information should be taken up through collaborative efforts of Registrars and the larger ICANN community. In order to minimize costs, such transformation should be done using a combination of automated tools, crowd-sourced community efforts where possible, and encouraging Registrants to enhance their own credibility by providing information in English as well.
	ALAC
	See response no. 72.

	81. 
	The detriments listed in the Initial Report – especially potential additional burdens on underserved regions – far outweigh any potential benefits.
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator)
	Most WG members agree.



	82. 
	How does the work of this WG fit into the wider efforts related to WHOIS.
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator)
	This needs to be added in Final Report.



	83. 
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator) aims to bring an end-to-end Arabic experience to the domain name space – thus is would be very disappointing if WHOIS remains the only component of the domain name registration process that continues to require knowledge of English/ASCII.
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator)
	Most WG members agree.



	84. 
	With 380m Arabic speakers it is unacceptable that registrants from ‘non-ASCII’ regions are mandated to transform their contact information – it would also pose an entry barrier to non-English speakers.
	dotShabaka (Registry Operator)
	Most WG members agree.



	85. 
	Strongly supports the arguments put forward in favour of mandatory transformation in the Initial Report.
	FICPI
	No action necessary.

	86. 
	While arguments supporting mandatory transformation are based on legal and ‘easy-to-search-for’ arguments, the arguments opposing only focus on costs and the difficulty with regard to the large number of users with contact information in non-ASCII scripts 
	FICPI
	This comment is discussed on p.72 of the current issue of the Final Report. Feasibility and consistency are also important issues.



	87. 
	The increasing internationalization of the Internet, beside creating new business opportunities for domain name holders, induces responsibilities for registrants, registries and registrars to maintain reliable and internationally readable WHOIS information.
	FICPI
	Original data are reliable. As long as they are machine-readable search and other functions may be performed.



	88. 
	Registration of domain names should be provided in different scripts and languages.
	NCSG
	Most WG members agree.



	89. 
	NCSG does not believe that transformation is desirable nor truly feasible.
	NCSG
	Most WG members agree.



	90. 
	Requiring domain name holders not proficient in English/ASCII to submit data in a script they are not familiar with could potentially lead to contractual breaches beyond registrants’ control.
	NCSG
	Most WG members agree.



	91. 
	Cost of transformation is potentially hugely disproportionate to the need for providing mandatory transformation.
	NCSG
	Most WG members agree.



	92. 
	Mandatory transformation would see a shift in costs away from those requiring it [transformation] to those who do not [registrars/registrants] – with potential negative impact on underserved regions.
	NCSG
	Most WG members agree. It is up to the provider of the data to make sure that they are understandable, but comprehensibility should not be equated with ASCII.

	93. 
	Registrars in under-served regions would suffer a far greater cost than those operating in regions with Latin-based scripts / registrants familiar with Latin script – again disadvantage for regions currently underserved by ICANN/DNS industry.
	NCSG
	Most WG members agree. The Working Group noted that ICANN has a responsibility to support these regions.



	94. 
	Registrar are potentially unable to validate information data.
	NCSG
	Most WG members agree.

	95. 
	Searching in the original script will be far more reliable than searching in transformed data – since consistency will almost be impossible to achieve.
	NCSG
	Most WG members agree.




� RySG supports all comments submitted by the RrSG
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