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@ IDN Implementation in the Next Round

® Root Zone Label Generation Rules (RZ-LGR)

® String Similarity Review

® Label Generation Rules (LGR) Tool Enhancement
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IDN Implementation in the Next Round
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IDN Related Policy for the New gTLD Program: Next Round

Final Report on the new gTLD Subsequent Procedures Policy Development Process (Sub Pro),
Topic 24: String Similarity, and Topic 25: IDNs, adopted by the ICANN Board in March 2023.

Phase 1 Final Report on the Internationalized Domain Names (IDN) Expedited Policy
Development Process (IDN EPDP Phase 1)

o ICANN Board adopted most recommendations based on the scorecard in June 2024.

o Some pending recommendations based on the scorecard were adopted in September 2024.

Phase 2 Final Report on the IDN EPDP (IDN EPDP Phase 2).

o Being considered by the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) Council.
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https://gnso.icann.org/sites/default/files/file/field-file-attach/final-report-newgtld-subsequent-procedures-pdp-02feb21-en.pdf
https://www.icann.org/en/board-activities-and-meetings/materials/approved-resolutions-regular-meeting-of-the-icann-board-16-03-2023-en
https://gnso.icann.org/sites/default/files/policy/2023/correspondence/epdp-idns2-leadership-team-et-al-to-gnso-council-et-al-08nov23-en.pdf
https://www.icann.org/en/board-activities-and-meetings/materials/approved-resolutions-regular-meeting-of-the-icann-board-08-06-2024-en
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/scorecard-idn-epdp-phase-1-recommendations-11jun24-en.pdf
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/scorecard-idn-epdp-phase-1-recommendations-07sep24-en.pdf
https://www.icann.org/en/board-activities-and-meetings/materials/approved-resolutions-regular-meeting-of-the-icann-board-07-09-2024-en
https://gnso.icann.org/sites/default/files/policy/2024/draft/gnso-idn-epdp-phase2-final-report-07oct24-en.pdf

Requirements for Top Level: Compliance with RZ-LGR

® Sub Pro Recommendation 25.2: Compliance with Root Zone Label Generation Rules (RZ-LGR)
must be required for the generation of TLDs and variants labels, including the determination of
whether the label is blocked or allocatable.

@ IDN EPDP Phase 1 Final Recommendation 1.1: The RZ-LGR must be the sole source to
calculate the variant labels and disposition values for all existing gTLDs.
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https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/root-zone-lgr-2015-06-21-en

Requirements for Top Level: Single Character TLDs

® Sub Pro Recommendation 25.4: Single character gTLDs may be allowed for limited
script/language combinations where a character is an ideograph (or ideogram) and do not
Introduce confusion risks that rise above commonplace similarities, consistent with SSAC and
Joint ccNSO-GNSO IDN Workgroup (JIG) reports.

@ |IDN EPDP Phase 1 Final Recommendation 3.17: At the time of the EPDP Team’s deliberations,
the only script that meets the criteria is the Han script, which is used in the Chinese, Japanese,
and Korean languages. Nevertheless, applications for single-character gTLDs that are
ideographs must not be accepted until relevant guidelines from the Chinese, Japanese, and
Korean Generation Panels (CJK GPs) are developed, finalized after Public Comment, and
implemented in the New gTLD Program...

o The statements from the CJK GPs was published for public comment.
o ICANN org also received comments on the second set of draft Applicant Guidebook sections
for public comment, including the section for IDNSs.

® Based on the feedback received, next steps are being discussed.

IIIII


https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/sac-052-en.pdf
https://ccnso.icann.org/sites/default/files/filefield_22667/jig-final-report-singlecharacter-idns-08mar11-en.pdf
https://www.icann.org/en/public-comment/proceeding/seeking-input-on-han-script-single-character-idn-generic-top-level-domains-27-06-2024
https://www.icann.org/en/public-comment/proceeding/second-proceeding-for-proposed-language-for-draft-sections-of-the-next-round-applicant-guidebook-10-09-2024

Requirements for Top Level: Variant Management

® Sub Pro Recommendation 25.5: IDN gTLDs identified as variant TLDs of already existing or
applied for gTLDs will be allowed only if labels are allocated to the same entity and, when
delegated, only if they have the same back-end registry service provider.
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Requirements for Second and Top Level: Variant Management

® Sub Pro Recommendation 25.6: A given second-level label under any allocated variant TLD must
only be allocated to the same entity/registrant, or else withheld for possible allocation only to that
entity (e.g., s1 under {t1, t1v1, ...}, e.g., s1.t1 and s1.t1v1).

Registrants
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Requirements for Second and Top Level: Variant Management

® Sub Pro Recommendation 25.7: For second-level variant labels that arise from a registration
based on a second-level IDN table, all allocatable variant labels in the set must only be allocated
to the same entity or withheld for possible allocation only to that entity (e.g., all allocatable
second-level labels {s1, s1v1, ...} under all allocated variant TLD labels {t1, t1v1, ...}).

Registrants
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Requirements for Second and Top Level: Variant Management

® Sub Pro Recommendation 25.8: Second-level labels derived from Recommendation 25.6 or
Recommendation 25.7 are not required to act, behave, or be perceived as identical.

Registrants
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Some Relevant Application Guidebook Modules

® Following draft modules were published for public comment review.

O String Similarity Review (Topic 24: String Similarity Evaluations)
O Internationalized Domain Names (Topic 25: IDNS)
O Root Zone Label Generation Rules (Topic 25: IDNS)

® ICANN org is reviewing community inputs and addressing them.

_@i .|11
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https://www.icann.org/en/public-comment/proceeding/second-proceeding-for-proposed-language-for-draft-sections-of-the-next-round-applicant-guidebook-10-09-2024

Root Zone Label Generation Rules (RZ-LGR)

Q@ | 12
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RZ-LGR Version 5 (Current Version)

® RZ-LGR version 5 published May 2022 include 26 scripts: Arabic, Armenian, Bangla, Chinese
(Han), Cyrillic, Devanagari, Ethiopic, Georgian, Greek, Gujarati, Gurmukhi, Hebrew, Japanese
(Hiragana, Katakana, and Kanji [Han]), Kannada, Khmer, Korean (Hangul and Hanja [Han]),
Lao, Latin, Malayalam, Myanmar, Oriya, Sinhala, Tamil, Telugu, and Thai.
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Upcoming Update RZ-LGR Version 6

® Thaana script Generation Panel (GP) formed September 2024.
® Script information:

o 1S5S0 15924 Code: Thaa, ISO 15924 Key N°: 170, ISO 15924 English Name: Thaana, Latin
transliteration of native script name: Thaana, Native name of the script: ¢,

o Geography: South Asian group of 22 atolls, located south-west of India.
o Thaana has 25 consonants and 11 vowels. Their inclusion in RZ-LGR is being discussed by the GP.
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U+078x o~ | » » »* @ | ¥ v a | 2 2 2 P e | 2 s @ &

UtO79X | »— | ¢ | & (@& | 4 | & £ £ 2| 7| P | A 2

U+07Ax P P 2 4 F f - = > >3 F €c = e

U+07Bx ° ®

consonants vowels — extended consonants (excluded)
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https://www.icann.org/en/announcements/details/thaana-script-community-forms-root-zone-label-generation-rules-generation-panel-30-09-2024-en

Thaana RZ-LGR Timeline

® RZ-LGR will be developed based on the LGR Procedure and the information available in the
Reference LGR for the Second-Level

® The Thaana Script RZ-LGR is planned to publish for public comment in Q1 2025

Oct-Dec
2024

Integration
. e e Thaana script
ThaanaGP  Finalizethe  (Tentative) Publish Integrate into the RZ-
was formed draft of F2F public Thaana Thaana into LGR version 6
Thaana consultation script RZ- the RZ-LGR
script RZ- in Maldives LGR public  and publish
LGR comment for public
comment
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String Similarity Review
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Overview

® Based on the Sub Pro Affirmation 24.1 affirms that “Strings must not be confusingly similar to an
existing top-level domain or a Reserved Name” and Affirmation 24.2 affirms the visual standard for

determining similarity

® Based onthe IDN EPDP Phase 1
O Final Recommendation 4.1 identifies the scope of string comparisons (details in the next
slide).
O Final Recommendation 4.2 states that decision by the String Similarity Review Panel.
O Final Recommendation 4.3 states that the scope of omission by String Similarity Review Panel
based on guidelines.

|17

uuuuu


https://gnso.icann.org/sites/default/files/file/field-file-attach/final-report-newgtld-subsequent-procedures-pdp-02feb21-en.pdf
https://gnso.icann.org/sites/default/files/policy/2023/correspondence/epdp-idns2-leadership-team-et-al-to-gnso-council-et-al-08nov23-en.pdf

Overview

@ |IDN EPDP Phase 1 Final Recommendation 4.1: an applied-for primary gTLD string (no matter
whether it is an ASCII string or an IDN string) and all of its allocatable variant label(s) must be
compared against the scope shown in the table.

The applied-for gTLD string

Primary All allocatable | All blocked

Categories for Comparison: gTLD string variant variant
string(s) string(s)
e Existing gTLD Primary String Yes Yes Yes*

e The gTLD string
applied-for in the
previous round(s) still in
the process

Existing ccTLD All allocatable Yes Yes Yes*
Requested IDN ccTLD variant string(s)
Other Applied-for gTLD
Reserved Name

Blocked Name
Any two-Character All blocked variant Yes* Yes*
ASCII string(s)

® & & @& @ @
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Overview

@ |nitial guidelines for conducting a String Similarity Review published for public comment.

® Due to the enhanced scope of String Similarity Review to cover variant strings, a two-stage
process is being considered.

(O Data-driven pre-screening.
« Similarity data collection from script experts
« String Similarity Review Tool
O Manual review conducted by an expert panel, using the input from the pre-screening.

_@i .|19
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https://itp.cdn.icann.org/en/files/internationalized-domain-names-idn/string-similarity-review-guidelines-19-march-2024-19-03-2024-en.pdf
https://www.icann.org/en/public-comment/proceeding/string-similarity-review-guidelines-07-02-2024

Similarity Data Collection

® Overview
O RZ-LGR Version 5 covers 26 scripts
O All repertoires of all scripts need to get analysed
(O Delegate tasks for each script to experts

® Scope of Work
O ASCII, compare to ASCII characters, small and capital (a-z, A-Z)
O In-Script, compare all elements to each other
(O Cross-Script, compare to elements in repertoire of other scripts within the same family

O Miscellaneous, Capitalised elements within script, Conjuncts or compounded characters,

Simple shapes (e.g. circles “0”, lines “I’, curves “c”, “s”, “N"), Underlined versions

Eéi .|2o
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Similarity Categorization

® Categories

Identical or Near Identical (homograph) and already defined variant
Highly Confusable (strongly similar, or near homograph)

Similar

Distantly Similar (weakly similar)

Distinct (not similar)

a M wbdN P
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Similarity Categorization

Category 1: Identical or Near Identical + Variants

® Variants;

All existing (already defined) variants automatically belong to this Category,
independent of their visual appearance

® ldentical:
Cases of identical characters

> Most should already have been defined variants
> Uppercase forms, e.g., e (0065) vs. € (03B5), E (0045) vs. E (0395)

® Near Identical:
Easy to confuse even side-by-side

> Underlining, e.g., e (0065) vs. e (1EB9), e vs. e (using Verdana Font)

| 22
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Similarity Categorization

Category 2: Highly Confusable

® Confused by a large majority of attentive users, when not looking at cases side-by-side
> e (0O0OE8) vs é (00E9) — example.coupe vs. example.coupé
> ¢ (1027) vs. @ (0D47)
> ¥(0998) vs. 7 (09AF)

_@i .|23
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Similarity Categorization

Category 3: Similar

® Confused by a simple majority of attentive users, when not looking at cases side-by-side
> (0072 0303) vs. 7 (0159)
> v (1223) vs. w (057A)
> 31 (091E) vs. (0924 094D 0930)

® Fallback Replacements (mainly Latin)
> € (OOES8) vs. e (0065)

_@i .|24
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Similarity Categorization

Category 4: Distantly Similar

® Confused by a minority of attentive users, when not looking at cases side-by-side; or similar, but
not really confusable

® Experts are not actively looking for all of these cases, but note them on corner cases
> 1 (00EC) vs.1(03CA)
> [(0453) vs. r (0491)
> T (0918 094D 0918) vs. €Y (0918 094D 0927)

_@i .|25

uuuuu



Similarity Categorization

Category 5: Distinct

® These will be the vast majority of all pairs. There is no need to look at them.
> a (0061) vs. T (0918 094D 0918)

_@i .|26
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Status

® Expertis working on initial data 8 Scripts
® Expert submitted data; internal review in progress 16 Scripts
® Data ready 2 Scripts

&.@ .|27
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String Similarity Review Tool

@ Input
O List of existing TLDs, Reserved Names, and Blocked Names
O List of applied-for strings
O Similarity data collection

® Process

O Based on the similarity data collection, calculate if any applied-for strings, existing TLDs,
Reserved Names, and Blocked Names, are same or similar to each other or their variant
labels.

@ Output
O Report of the potential contention set for String Similarity Review Panel

_@i .|28
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Timeline of String Similarity Review Data and Tool

Finalize and
Integrate into the
process or tool

of NxR
° W.ork with e Similarity data @ Share status e Test and finalize the
scriptexperts to  pyplic comment  update at String Similarity
collect data ICANN 82 Review System
e Develop the
Tool
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Label Generation Rules (LGR) Tool Enhancement
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Background

@ The online LGR Tool is available in three modes

O Basic mode: for validating label(s) against a reference LGR or a script Root Zone LGR

O Review IDN Table mode: for reviewing an IDN Table with reference LGR, a script Root
Zone LGR, or a customized uploaded LGR

o Advance mode: for script expert to develop, modify and test an LGR

® Online deployment at: https://Igrtool.icann.org/ accessible for all users with an ICANN account

® The Label Generation Rules Tool is an open source application. Source code on github: Igr-
core, Igr-django, munidata, picu.

® User guides are available at htips://www.icann.org/resources/pages/lgr-toolset-2015-06-21-en

@ .|31
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https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/second-level-lgr-2015-06-21-en
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/root-zone-lgr-2015-06-21-en
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/second-level-lgr-2015-06-21-en
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/root-zone-lgr-2015-06-21-en
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/root-zone-lgr-2015-06-21-en
https://lgrtool.icann.org/
https://github.com/icann/lgr-core
https://github.com/icann/lgr-core
https://github.com/icann/lgr-django
https://github.com/icann/munidata
https://github.com/icann/picu
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/lgr-toolset-2015-06-21-en

LGR Tool Enhancement

® Following functions will be added to support the New gTLD Program: Next Round

o Verify a primary label
« Does the ASCII version (ASCII Label or a-label) of the string complies with protocol
requirements?
* |s the string as per IDNA2008?
* Is the string as per RZ-LGR?
« Does the ASCII version of the string comply with the label length requirement? (2< string < 64)
« If u-label is in Han script, does it meet length requirement.
« If u-label is not in Han script, does it meet length requirement.
« Does the label collide with any existing TLD variant sets?
« Does the label collide with any Reserved Names
« Does the label collide with any variant of a Reserved Names
« Does the label collide with any Blocked Names variant set?

o Verify a variant label
« Perform the checks as listed above
« Is the string an allocatable variant label of the primary label as per RZ-LGR?

;@ .|32
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Thank You

Q&A
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