
2021-11-18 IDNs EPDP - Meeting #13
The call for the  will take place onIDNs EPDP team   Thursday, 18 November 2021 at 13:30 UTC for 90 minutes.

For other places see: https://tinyurl.com/ekdp76rh

1.  
2.  
3.  

PROPOSED AGENDA

Roll Call & SOI Updates
Welcome & Chair Updates
Continued Deliberations on Topic A: Consistent Definition and Technical Utilization of RZ-LGR (Topic A working document: live version 

 in Google Docs, archived versions in MS Word on  )[docs.google.com] wiki
a.Charter question A3: recap takeaways from discussion so far and consider whether any additional implementation guidance is 
needed
b.Update on data gathering for charter questions A1 and A2
c.Discussion of charter questions A1 and A2 (time permitting)

       4. AOB

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS

EPDP on IDNs - Challenge Mechanisms_18 Nov 2021.pdf

GNSO IDN EPDP Data-12nov21.xlsx

RECORDINGS

Audio Recording

Zoom Recording

Chat Transcript 

GNSO transcripts are located on the GNSO Calendar

PARTICIPATION

Attendance

Notes/ Action Items

Action Items:

 

Action Item #1: Drawing on the high-level agreements, leadership team to draft response to charter question A3 and corresponding 
recommendations for review by the EPDP.

 

Notes – IDNs EPDP Call – 18 November 2021

Welcome & Chair Updates

The working group is currently running somewhat behind the anticipated schedule. There will be further discussion about whether 
adjustments will be needed to the call schedule to make up time or whether the work plan needs to be adjusted.

Continued Deliberations on Topic A

 

Charter question A3
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https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/docs.google.com/document/d/1I9dSd7alSvz9ZFo0SRxEJdbvTXuYKxfZpxcKVhig96o/edit__;!!PtGJab4!vcnQGtbcRGHPTVPWJVwRt1LeYQVMwQNE0jAcVsDqSXYh8affMxtKqjp1Vj6Km67q7QobafSzRA$
https://community.icann.org/display/epdpidn/Working+Documents
https://community.icann.org/download/attachments/180028295/EPDP%20on%20IDNs%20-%20Challenge%20Mechanisms_18%20Nov%202021.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1637184794000&api=v2
https://community.icann.org/download/attachments/180028295/GNSO%20IDN%20EPDP%20Data-12nov21.xlsx?version=1&modificationDate=1637684497000&api=v2
https://icann.zoom.us/rec/play/c3XtmDXbnmwLxxYOv7XlJrbpSLbqskIJAgJ7mKNHjrcA3z0X0qy9lym7Ax6ijdSIhbEKO_1NO5Ce0G6p.lQTpTs884WhRH987
https://icann.zoom.us/rec/play/rEzxdwItoblIxlln2B1x77xFCSnhMeDxt1Ml4lnu_gMWCuM_L2sK3uZJhF7RQcwYxXz8HxOnw-2Rotu_.iFbK783_gkeZCN3K
https://icann.zoom.us/rec/sdownload/hko-zTvcdn0eS3AECkIysSLQI9yAJIkvWxMBf6CnUCdEgRnmSE3rLESoImfCPMvHdPuluo93ZnQ3_7be.dQrtZMTB9t-xoiOQ
https://gnso.icann.org/en/group-activities/calendar
https://community.icann.org/download/attachments/180028295/Attendance-IDNs%20EPDP-18Nov2021.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1637248341000&api=v2


First, seek to agree on high-level points, and then the leadership team will draft a response to the charter question. Leadership will 
share this text on the mailing list and provide members with two weeks to review and provide feedback before we move on.
High-level points for A3: 1. An applicant can challenge an evaluation determined by the DNS Stability Panel that the applied-for TLD 
label, whose script is supported by the RZ-LGR, is “invalid” ligibility for filing such a challenge is limited to the applicant’s belief that  2. E
the DNS Stability Panel has incorrectly assessed the label as “invalid”. The evaluation challenge processes and criteria applicable to  3. 
the DNS Stability Review recommended in the SubPro Final Report should be used for such a challenge.

Comment: On the second point, should it also include cases where the applicant believes that the algorithm has been applied 
incorrectly (the application system is believed to be wrong)?
Response: Ultimately it will be the panel that will make the assessment. It may be helpful to add some clarification that the 
panel will be validating the outcome of the algorithmic check.
Support for the high-level points, although some additional detail is needed about the role of the panel.

Review of applicable recommendations and implementation guidance from SubPro (see slide deck beginning on slide 6). For 
discussion: 1. Are any or all of the additional SubPro recommendation and implementation guidance applicable? 2. Should any 
additional implementation guidance be developed?
The only IG item not included in the slides is 32.6, which only applies to appeals (not challenges) and is therefore is not applicable to 
the scenarios being discussed in this EPDP.
Comment: This group needs to have a good reason to not accept any of the SubPro recs. The SubPro WG reached consensus on 
their recommendations.
Response: It is still important to review the SubPro outputs to determine if they are applicable to the scenarios we are discussing. To 
the extent that we believe that they are not, we need to understand the implications and provide a rationale. This is a due diligence 
step and not intended to manipulate the recommendations from SubPro.
Question: Did SubPro consider cases where an algorithm was part of the evaluation?
Response: SubPro’s discussion focused on the outcomes of the evaluation and not specifically how the evaluations are done. In the 
end, there is going to be a DNS Stability Panel that validates the results of the algorithmic check. The tools used by the panel is not 
necessarily a relevant factor.
General support expressed for the framework provided by SubPro. It is up to this EPDP to determine the thresholds for which a 
challenge can be triggered, but the general framework seems to work.
Question: does there need to potentially be additional implementation guidance with respect to the human element of the evaluation?
Response: We had envisioned that there would be a manual check of the algorithm’s ouput in all cases. Does this address the 
concern?
Members confirmed that this addresses the concern, as long as it is explained in the EPDP recommendations/response to charter 
questions.
Reminder: We do not need to adopt SubPro recommendations, we can just include in the charter question that the working group 
confirms that the SubPro outputs are fit for purpose.

 

Update on data gathering for charter questions 1 and A2A

Data collection task: Use the latest version of the RZ-LGR determine the variant labels of the 2012 New gTLD Round and determine 
whether the list of calculated variants match those that were identified by the applicant.

For New gTLD applications, there are two cases where there is a difference between self-identified variants and those 
calculated by the RZ-LGR, one likely related to a spelling variation and the other potentially a typo. There is also one ccTLD 
case.

For potential further discussion: the definition of “variant” is the one from the RZ-LGR. Outside RZ-LGR a “variant” could be defined as 
something different e.g. spelling variant.
The purpose of this exercise was to confirm that there is no significant difference between the variants calculated by the RZ-LGR and 
those self-identified variants from the 2012 round to confirm with the output of the RZ-LGR is consistent with the community’s 
expectations.
Based on this data, it appears that if we decide that RZ-LGR is the sole source for existing gTLD labels, it won’t have a major impact 
on existing gTLD operators.
Comment: It was not possible in the 2012 round to self-identify variants in an application for an ASCII TLD. Do we have to consider 
cases where applicant applied for an ASCII TLD and would have wanted to apply for a variant but were not allowed to do so? 
Example: . Quebec and .Québec.
Response: This might be an opportunity for .Quebec for submitting a public comment on the Initial Report if they want specific use 
cases taken into account.
Response: From one perspective, if .Québec is not a variant of .Quebec for the purposes of this group,  .Quebec can apply for .
Québec as a separate application in the next round.
It would be an interesting exercise but the purpose of the data collection in this case was to inform whether the two sets of variants 
coincide in order to determine how this should work for applicants who apply for variants in the future.
There is no standard of variants outside of the RZ-LGR. There might be other instances where, since there was no definition, the 
applicant came up with their own variant, for example a spelling difference.
Comment: RZ-LGR is good to use for the existing applied for TLDs. The few cases where self-identified variants are not in the RZ-
LGR, they are alternative spellings and should therefore not be considered variant.
If the RZ-LGR is used for existing gTLDs going forward, some of the self-identified variants would be blocked. Does this impact the WG’
s thinking?
Preliminarily, WG members provided feedback that this data should not impact the WG’s conclusion. The WG can return to this on the 
next call if it requires further discussion.

 

Charter question A2



There are only a couple of cases in the data where self-identified variants are inconsistent with the list of variants generated by the RZ-
LRG. It doesn’t seem that they have been used. Is this correct?
The key here is the legal standing. Former applicants were informed that they would not have legal standing so they would not have 
claims to the self-identified variants. Those strings were for information purposes. That is the fundamental basis for us making our 
decision. In drafting the charter questions, it was brought to the group’s attention that these strings were used in some manner, for 
example in string similarity reviews. Therefore, this group may want to consider whether there is additional implementation guidance 
that needs to be applied for future processes. One possible assumption: For future processes, the RZ-LGR is used as the sole source, 
and that determines which variants you have a right to. This is for the working group to consider.
Comment: Data appears to support that no further considerations are needed by this group.
Question: Do we need to investigate if any of these variants that deviate were used in certain processes, such as string contention 
resolution, in the 2012 round?
Comment: This may not be necessary to investigate further. One of the principles of SubPro is that to the extent that new rules are put 
in place in the New gTLD Program, those rules apply to the specific round and are not retroactively applied. Therefore, it might not be 
important how these strings were used in the past.
Agreement that if it is time consuming, the additional data collection may not be necessary.
Comment: To the extent that existing applicants from 2012 round want variants allocated to them going forward, new rules will apply.
If there is a 2012 applicant for an IDN label and they requested variants at that time, there is a question about whether that application 
is still in the 2012 round or whether it ends up in a future round for the variants. This is something that may become clear as we work 
through the other questions.
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