SubPro ODP: Policy Question Set 3 - Topic 24: String Similarity

1. Affirmation 24.1: The Working Group affirms Recommendation 2 from the 2007 policy,
which states “Strings must not be confusingly similar to an existing top-level domain or a
Reserved Name.”

Question: Recommendation 2 from 2007 does not allow for exceptions to the ‘confusingly
similar’ requirement. In light of the outputs of Topic 24, the ODP will assume 24.1 is an
affirmation with modification because the working group is adding new elements to the
standard of confusing similarity. Does the Council agree with this assumption?

2. Affirmation 24.2 states: Subject to the recommendations below, the Working Group
affirms the standard used in the String Similarity Review from the 2012 round to
determine whether an applied-for string is “similar” to any existing TLD, any other
applied-for strings, Reserved Names, and in the case of 2-character IDNs, any single
character or any 2- character ASCII string. According to Section 2.2.1 of the 2012
Applicant Guidebook, “similar” means “strings so similar that they create a probability of
user confusion if more than one of the strings is delegated into the root zone.” In the
2012 round, the String Similarity Panel was tasked with identifying “visual string
similarities that would create a probability of user confusion.”The Working Group affirms
the visual standard for determining similarity with the updates included in the
recommendations below.

Question: Recommendation 24.3 introduces the concept of singular and plural to string
similarity, meaning “mouse” and “mice” would now be considered confusingly similar. Therefore,
does the Council agree with the ODP’s assumption that Affirmation of 24.2 is an affirmation
with modification, meaning that the standard for determining string similarly is visual and,
in light of Recommendation 24.3, also grammatical for subsequent rounds of new
gTLDs?

3. Recommendation 24.3 states “Applications will not automatically be placed in the same
contention set because they appear visually to be a single and plural of one another but
have different intended uses.”

Question: Does the Council agree with the ODP Team that based on this recommendation, all
applications must provide an intended-use RVC? This will allow during subsequent rounds
that the intended use of an applied-for string can be compared to the intended use of an existing
string to determine whether it passes the string similarity review.



4. Recommendation 24.3 states “Applications will not automatically be placed in the same
contention set because they appear visually to be a single and plural of one another but
have different intended uses. *

Question: Does the Council agree that based on the wording of 24.3, the intended-use test is
only applicable to the possible delegation of singulars/plurals not other visual or
grammatical similarities? Meaning that applied for strings .example and .examples might both
be delegated if they provide an RVC that indicates different intended use. However, .example
(english) and .exemple (french), if determined to be visually similar, will never both be
delegated.

5. Recommendation 24.3 states “The Working Group recommends using a dictionary to
determine the singular and plural version of the string for the specific language.”

Question: Does the Council agree that for each round dictionaries should be updated to the
most recently published version and it is only that version that is authoritative for the
purposes of accessing string similarity?

6. Recommendation 24.3 speaks only about singular/plural versions of the same word in
the same language, not of other grammatical variations of the same word such as
gender or conjugation.

Question: Does the Council agree with the ODP assumption that only singular/plural
versions can both be delegated if the intended use is different, not any other grammatical
forms?

If the Council agrees, the ODP team believes the following example of .hand below will be
applicable for subsequent rounds:

.hand and .hands

e |F .hand and .hands are both applied-for strings in English THEN they both can be
delegated if their intended use is different because they are singular/plural versions of
one another.

e |F .hand and .hands are both applied for strings in German THEN they would be placed
in a contention set ONLY IF they deemed to be visually confusingly similar, and one may
be delegated subject to the outcome of the contention set resolution.

e |F .hand and .hande are both applied for strings in German THEN they can be delegated
if their intended use is different because they are singular/plural of one another.

e |F .hand is an applied for English string and .hands is an applied for German string then
they would be placed in a contention set ONLY IF they deemed to be visually confusingly
similar, and one may be delegated subject to the outcome of the contention set
resolution.



Question: In light of this, does the Council agree that this will likely require each application
to indicate which languages/scripts they intend to use via an RVC and that those
languages must always be offered for the life of the TLD? And to allow for future intended
use determination, these RVCs will have to be submitted by all strings not just those in
contention sets so that applications in future rounds can be assessed against existing RVCs.



