

IDN Variant TLDs – Latin script Issues

{This is HTA's answers, expressed as starkly as I know how.}

1. Introduction

Purpose: to prevent the addition of mechanisms to the management of TLDs and SLDs wholly in the Latin script that would complicate or harm the management of the Internet.
2. Definitions

{Add here definitions you deem necessary, that are not already covered in the Definitions document published in the project wiki.}

2.1. Aliased name:

A domain name that has been aliased with one or more other names under the concept of Name Aliasing. Note that aliased names may also be delegated.

2.2. Blocked (Forbidden) name:

A string not allowed to be registered (i.e., allocated) to anyone in a registry.

2.3. Composite-character variants:

Abstract Characters that do not have a Code Point assigned, but can be represented by multiple Code Points.

2.4. Name aliasing:

Refers to the abstract concept of two or more domain names “behaving as one”. The concept might be implemented in multiple ways by Policy or Technical means. None of which have been agreed upon as completely successful. {This is by all means incomplete feel free to improve it.}

2.5. Reserved (Withheld) name:

A string set aside for a potential allocation to a particular registrant (or registry in the case of TLDs in the root). The name is not allocated, but could be if/when certain conditions are met.

2.6. Grapheme: <see a linguist's definition – there's a dictionary>

2.7. Grapheme cluster: A set of Unicode code points (in Latin script, a base character and one or more combining charcters) that needs to be considered as an unit for purposes of comparing e.g. the number of characters in a string.

2.8. Character: Badly defined term. In this report, best read as if it was a synonym for “grapheme cluster”.
3. Taxonomy of Variants

{Describe the character-level variants that appear in your script with examples. Add other character-level variant types that appear in your script.}

3.1. Abstract Characters with multiple code points (e.g., traditional and simplified Chinese characters)

3.1.1. None. Those that occur in Unicode are not allowed by IDNA2008.
3.2. Within-script character visual similarity

3.2.1. Huge numbers exist, especially among the character . How similar they are depends on the eye of the beholder (cedilla versus caron, for instance).
3.3. Position-dependent character variants (i.e., the position of a character in a string effects whether there is a variant or not; e.g., issues in Arabic)

3.3.1. None that matter.
3.4. Optional marks (e.g., Arabic vowel marks)

3.4.1. Within language communities, several occurences (characters lose their accents when uppercased in fr-FR, for instance). Uniform practices across the script community: None.
3.5. ZWJ/ZWNJ issues

3.5.1. ZWJ/ZWNJ are not used with Latin in any current language's practice, and should be completely banned in Latin-script labels.
3.6. Composite-character variants 

3.6.1. Most of the commonly used variants are mapped out of IDNA2008 by the application of the “stable under NFKC” rule. Most of the others have a normalization form (sorted combining marks) that is unique.

3.6.2. Exceptions are: <???>
3.7. Many to one mapping (e.g., in German ss and β)

3.7.1. There are no examples of equivalences of this form that are commonly accepted across the whole Latin-script using community.
4. Cross-script character visual similarity

{Describe cross-script visual similarity issues that appear in your script (if any), with examples.}

4.1. Visual similarity issues with <script> script

Cyrillic and Greek. Cherokee, if you want far-out examples.
4.2. Risk mitigation options (if any)

4.2.1. Don't mix Cyr/Gr/Latn in labels.
4.3. Whether cross-script visual similarity Variant Tables are needed for the root

4.3.1. Ill-defined question. Base answer: No. See above.
5. String-level issues

{The following are string-level topics that have been discussed within the case study teams. Describe any topics relevant to the variant discussion, including examples and issues.}

Overarching principle: At the ICANN level, the only rules that should apply are rules that reflect an uniform understanding that things “ought to be the same” across every language community within the script-using community. If there exists even a single language in which the equivalence of two strings is not obvious, it is inappropriate for ICANN to make rules saying that they are equivalent, or that someone can demand that they be declared equivalent. This makes all of the questions below either marginal or totally irrelevant.
5.1. Different spellings of the same concept/idea in the same script and same language (e.g., in English color and colour)

5.1.1. No general rule is possible, because the same strings may have different meanings in other languages. Meaning is also context dependent (in Spanish, one of the meanings for “color” is the poker hand called a “flush” in English).
5.1.2. Because no general rule is possible, no such equivalence rule should be permitted at the ICANN level.
5.2. Synonymous strings within a language community (e.g., in English car and automobile)

5.2.1. As above.
5.3. Homophonic strings within a language community

5.3.1. Given the many languages in which a word can be pronounced (“color” is  IPA: [kuˈlo] in Catalan, IPA: [ko̞ˈlo̞ɾ] in Spanish, IPA: /ˈkʌl.ə(ɹ)/ in English), arguments on the basis of homophony are local and must be rejected.
5.4. Strings representing the same concept/idea in the scripts of a multi-script language (e.g., Japanese, Serbian)

5.4.1. The concept of “concept” is not well defined. No general rule can be created that applies across the Latin-script community.
5.5. Translated strings

5.6. Transliterated strings

5.7. Different ways to identify geographic names within a language community (e.g., in English: New York City, NYC, City of New York, etc.)

· Is this type only applicable for ccTLDs?

· Is this type only applicable for government-backed applications?

All strings for which one interpretation is a geographic name need to be considered under the rules for geographic names. This has no relevance to whether or not they are considered equivalent to each other; no uniformity, no rules.
6. Types of Variant TLDs a <script> script user would expect

6.1. General comment

A TLD variant should only be considered if there is uniform practice across the Latin-script using community that such an equivalence is expected. So far, not a single Latin-script TLD has instituted any such equivalence rule, so finding the common subset of those rules is easy: The intersection of multiple empty sets is the empty set.
6.2. Blocked variants

{List here the type of variants (described above) that users would expect to be blocked and why}

6.3. Reserved variants

{List here the type of variants (described above) that users would expect to be reserved and why}

6.4. Allocated variants

{List here the type of variants (described above) that users would expect to be allocated and why}

6.5. Delegated variants

{List here the type of variants (described above) that users would expect to be delegated and why}

6.6. Aliased variants

{List here the type of variants (described above) that users would expect to be aliased and why}

6.7. Variants not considered relevant

{List here the type of variants (described above) that users would NOT expect to work and why}

6.8. Considerations for a delegated variant TLD later un-delegated

6.9. Considerations for a blocked, reserved, or allocated variant TLD later being delegated

7. Evaluation of TLD Applications with variants

7.1. The need for Variant Tables (or similar tool) for the root

7.1.1. None. A list of permitted characters is, however, needed.
7.2. Whether IDN variants at TLD level should be based on language or script

7.2.1. Irrelevant, given that there are none.
7.3. Whether the Variant Tables specified in RFC 4290 work for the <script> script

7.3.1. Yes, as far as a single-column table, listing only permitted characters, is considered a valid RFC 4290 table.
7.4. Considerations for a process to define the root Variant Tables

7.4.1. Create 2 tables:
Cary's all-inclusive table
A table that is the union of all published allowed-character lists from all Latin-script registries
Study the difference sets codepoint-by-codepoint.
7.5. Considerations for a process to update a root Variant Table (if any)


7.5.1. Have new characters need to be sponsored by an existing TLD registry by allowing SLD registrations containing that character. Otherwise, Just Say No. Documentation of practice may be needed.
7.6. What to evaluate (e.g., technical, or financial elements) in an IDN gTLD application with variants

7.7. String Similarity Review

7.7.1. String similarity goes well beyond the variant issue. String similarity is looking for strings that can be considered confusing or similar in one language or pair of languages; considerations for variant processing only apply for strings that are deemed identical in all languages.
7.8. DNS Stability Review

8. Impact of Variants on Registry/Registrar Operations

{Note a similar section under name aliasing below. In this section describe impacts related to variants without name aliasing, i.e., having variants blocked, reserved, allocated, but not aliased.}

None.
8.1. DNS

8.2. DNSSEC

8.3. EPP

8.4. Registration Data Directory Services (usually WHOIS)

8.5. Data Escrow

8.6. Trademark Clearing House

8.7. Contractual Provisions Requirements

9. Effects of Variants on Dispute Resolution Processes

9.1. None.
9.2. UDRP

9.3. URS

9.4. Trademark PDDRP

9.5. Whether a new process to challenge variants of a TLD is needed

10. Name Aliasing

10.1. None.
10.2. User Expectations

10.2.1. End-user (e.g., Internet user doing web browsing, sending/receiving an email, etc.)

10.2.2. Registrant registering a name under a TLD with variants

10.2.3. Sysadmin configuring services (Web, email, FTP, SSH, Jabber, etc.) for a registrant

10.3. Effects of name aliasing on Registry/Registrar Operations

{Note a similar section under variants in general. In this section describe any additional impacts related to name aliasing.}

10.3.1. DNS

10.3.2. DNSSEC

10.3.3. EPP

10.3.4. Registration Data Directory Services (traditionally WHOIS)

10.3.5. Data Escrow

10.3.6. Trademark Clearing House

10.4. Issues to be considered in potential name aliasing approaches

{Describe issues related to the following (and any other you may know of) potential name aliasing approaches:

· At DNS level (e.g., DNAME, a new RR type)

· At application level

· At a higher level, above DNS (adding a new level of indirection)

· Parallel provisioning

In the categories shown below and any other you may want to add.}

Irrelevant.
10.4.1. Contract provision requirements for registries

10.4.2. Compliance enforcing issues

10.4.3. Scalability considerations

10.4.4. Protocol Implications

· Security protocols that depend on a single name (e.g., DNSSEC, TLS/SSL)

· On Protocols dependent on DNS (supposing a DNS solution)

10.4.5. Considerations on Applications that implement the protocols affected

11. Conclusions

{Discuss the balance between potential benefits and risks of implementing variant TLDs (and name aliasing, if applicable) in your script.}

DO NOT DO VARIANTS FOR LATIN SCRIPT.
12. Case Study Team

{Describe the working methodology used by the team in performing the analysis, considering the issues, and developing the report. List the participants involved in the work.}



