EN

ICANN85 Mumbai | CF - GNSO: Latin Script Diacritics PDP Working Group (1 of 2)
Saturday, March 7, 2026 - 10:30 to 12:00 IST

ANDREA GLANDON Hello and welcome to the Latin Script Diacritics PDP Working
Group Session 1 of 2. Please note that this session is being
recorded and is governed by the ICANN Expected Standards of
Behavior, the ICANN Community Anti-Harassment Policy, and the
ICANN Community Participant Code of Conduct concerning

statements of interest.

Please observe the following guidelines to participate in this
session, and | will post them in the chat shortly for your reference.
Only questions posted in the Zoom chat identified as a question
will be read aloud during this session as time permits and when
directed by the chair of this session. If you wish to speak, please
raise your hand in Zoom or otherwise as directed. When speaking,
please state your name for the record and speak clearly at a
moderate pace. And | will now hand it over to Saewon Lee. You

may begin.

SAEWON LEE Thank you for handing it over to me, Andrea, but I'm actually going

to hand it back over to Michael.

Note: The following is the output resulting from transcribing an audio file into a word/text document. Although
the transcription is largely accurate, in some cases may be incomplete or inaccurate due to inaudible passages
and grammatical corrections. It is posted as an aid to the original audio file but should not be treated as an
authoritative record.
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MICHAEL BAULAND Thanks, Saewon. And welcome everybody to our LD PDP meeting,

finally back again after a short break. | hope you all enjoyed the
break and glad to have you all back on the team. And yeah, with
that, next slide, please. As you know, we have just finished the
public comment, and this is what we'll be dealing with in this

meeting.

So we'll start with SOl updates, and then we will receive an
overview of the initial report for the public comments, and then
we'll start reviewing the receive public comments. And this will go
on for the second session, which is after lunch, and then we will
close with the next steps and AOB. Next slide, please. So in case

there are any updates, please let us know.

SEBASTIEN DUCOS Hi, this is Sebastien Ducos. I've changed my SOl in January as I've
joined a registrar Unstoppable Domains. My previous employer,
GoDaddy didn't particularly care about this PDP, so | was doing it
in my own capacity. My new employer doesn't really care about

this PDP, I'm doing it in my own capacity.

MICHAEL BAULAND Okay, thanks. Any other updates? Okay, then next slide, please.
And with that, I'll hand it over to Saewon to walk us through the

public comments. Thanks.
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SAEWON LEE Thank you, Michael. | hope everyone can hear me properly. I don't

see everyone in the room, but | do hear you very well. So, as
Michael said, hi everyone, long time no see. It's great to be back
with you all, though I'm not there with all of you in person. | hope
this background makes, it feels like I'm with you all. So, this is
Saewon Lee from ICANN Org staff for the record. 1'm just going to

turn to the next slide.

So, as you can see here, before we actually go into looking at each
public comment submission itself, | think it will be helpful for
everyone just to get provided with a high-level overview of how the
public comment took place and obviously how they came in and
how they were organized. So, if you see in this slide, staff provided
a guided submission form to the community requesting input
linked to each specific section, each specific recommendation or

output.

And then we ask them to categorize them into five categories. So,
asyou canseein this slide, you'll see in the middle there on the left,
there were two categories that were considered substantive, and
on the right, three categories that were considered non-
substantive. And you would've all seen this through the public
comment review tool as well that | shared with you through the
mailing list yesterday. And then you can also see it in the bottom

of this slide as well.

And if John or Steve, you can share it in the chat for us, that would

be very helpful. We won't be really going through the non-
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substantive comments with either no opinion or supporting the

recommendation as written. Unless there is a comment that just
needs the working group's attention, we won't really be going

through them.

So, this obviously means that our attention will mostly be going
through the substantive ones or those requiring any wording
change for working groups consideration. If you see actually at the
top, the input areas, again, we asked for the input on all 54
preliminary recommendations and implementation guidance. And
then as our work actually looked into existing work either for
guidance or any transferable solutions, we also asked the
community to comment on if our applicability was valid and if we

had missed anything through looking at existing work.

So, there was a section where we asked for that as well. And also
we asked for these actually related to those charter questions with
no outputs that we asked for any input. And then specifically we
asked for input on the glossary, the stress test, and any other Latin
diacritic gTLD issues that we may have missed, the GPI, the Global
Public Interest and Human Rights Impact assessment, and any

other comments in general.

So with this, you'll see in this slide that we have summarized for you
in a snapshot. You can also see this in the public comment review
tool as well, and you'll see that in the public comment review tool,

by the way, it's in tab three or sheet three, and here you'll see that
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we receive 16 submissions and you can see the list of commenters

on the right box, the yellow box.

And then we received comments for all 54 preliminary
recommendations and implementation guidance. Whether they
were substantive or non-substantive, they all received comments.
And then out of them, 29 were considered substantive. Other
sections also that received comments and that require the
attention of the working group as you can see in the bottom, are on
EPDP IDNs outputs that were considered not transferred over to

our PDP, the Glossary, and Human Rights Impact assessment.

If I'm going too fast, please let me know. If you see in this page,
you'll see that we've organized the list of topics or the preliminary
recommendations that received a substantial amount of
comments, or let's say substantive comments. And this is where
the working group will be particularly paying attention to for the
next few weeks or months. I'm hoping it will not come to months,

but anyways.

And then as you can see at the top, I've marked in red
recommendations one and 39, and it was on the scope and the
requirements or the definition that the working group had set out
for this PDP where we will definitely need to review in detail and
take action if necessary to address those substantive concerns. |
don't see any questions in the chat, but please do let us know,
John, as | really cannot see the room, and unless | missed any

hands, please do let us know. But until now, do we have any
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questions? And if not, | will hand the floor back over to Michael just

in case you want to say something before we go on to the next

agenda item.

MICHAEL BAULAND No, thanks. You can continue, and | see no raised hands in the
room. Yeah.

SAEWON LEE Okay, great. I'll go on to the next slide. So, now we will actually be

going into reviewing each public comment received through the
initial report public comment period. This also we provided for you
in the public comment review tool. You'll see in tab two, sheet two.
So, | do want to mention here that as we go through -- okay, before

I go on, | think Mark has his hands up.

MARK DATYSGELD Please finish, Saewon. I'll go right after.

SAEWON LEE Okay. So, just before I actually go into this slide itself, | do want to
mention today that during ICANNS85 sessions, because obviously
we don't want to go through the spreadsheets for too long, we've
provided reviewing of the public comment submissions through
these slides. But moving forward during the calls, we will actually
be going through the tool itself reviewing each public comment

submission. | did want to mention that.
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And this page itselfis us trying to emphasize as a disclaimer so that

the working group can remember the key principles as we review
the public comment submissions. So, thisisn't just for LD PDP, it's
for all the PDPs. We just want to ensure that the working group
remembers the goal of the public comment review is not to revisit
any agreements or rehash everything again or even resetting
everything again, unlessitis really crucialinformation that we need

to consider for this work.

So, | just want to make sure that we are allin line. And so, | do want
to read the disclaimer here and please keep the key principles here
in mind. So, if Mark, you're okay, I'll read the disclaimer first and
then I'll hand the floor back over to you. Okay, great. First, if
suggested edits are minor and editorial in nature, focus on whether
you can live with them, either the comments or even just what we
have. If suggested edits are substantive, focus on what new

information or insights have been provided by the commenter.

If concerns, information, or perspectives have already been
considered in the development of the recommendations, consider
how the report can strengthen them through the rationale by
showing how these have been addressed and why the working
group took the approach that it did. Though our PDP is an open
model, members should represent the view of their appointing
organization where applicable and may be called on to provide the

official position of their appointing organization.
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Again, this is the important part now is actually the time to make
sure that we are aligned as we prepare for the final report. The goal
is to make recommendations that achieve consensus support, and
if there isn't consensus to change the policy, the existing policy
remains in place. Before taking any questions, | do want to hand

the floor over to Mark.

MARK DATYSGELD Thank you very much. This is Mark Datysgeld, vice chair. It's a
pleasure to reconvene with everyone in this great group and
welcome back. So, I would just like to start with a fun conversation
about PDPs. So, | would like to think that we all carry the very fair,
open PDP. | would like to say all of us group members, we took in
input from a lot of different sources. We talked to many, many
people as you know, over the course of this PDP and gathered a lot

of input.

And that's how we reached our consensus, which was not even that
rough, right? We managed to get our consensus pretty well
constrained, and | think that's a win. | think we achieved what s a
good victory? As you might have seen, we got a lot of public
comments, some of them more substantive, others touching upon
things that we discussed that we will go back to them and give
them the correct consideration that we need to give them,

especially related to the scope of our work.

We know we had this conversation many times about what is the

diacritic, what isn't, the composition. We have been there, we'll
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come back, not to rehash discussion, but to reassert our positions
and understand where we are with that. And you might have
noticed that there is a very significant comment from ICANN Org.
Very, very, very significant. It contains many pages. And within the
scope of the work of the GNSO, ICANN Org had a seat at the table

during the entire proceeding of the PDP.

They were the first, they were invited, they had members of ICANN
Org here, esteem members, people we respect a lot actually. So,
ICANN Org had equal opportunity to participate in every step of the
way. And in that sense, ICANN Org in the context of this feedback
is just another person entity giving feedback to the PDP. Their
feedback is as valuable, as important as any constituency, any
individual person, and we will address all of them in the same way,

because that is how this process works.

They provided input, we'll go over it with the same fairness as all of
it, but we will not attempt to put undue importance in this. We'll
put the perfect amount of importance. Because at the end of the
day, we need to align between us, the GNSO Council, and the
Board, and that's how we'll get this implemented. That's how this

would why ICANN Board feedback is very important.

At the end of the day, what we need to get right is to fill every public
comment and address them respectfully and with technical
accuracy and get this in a way that' works for the council and works
for the Board. And gladly, we had a champion in the shape of

Prudence. Maybe you haven't heard that much on the microphone,
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but she was a champion for us in the council. She did everything
for this group to work. Unfortunately, she's not liaising exactly
anymore, but she's with us, which I'm super happy about. So,

thank you again, Prudence.

I've said this in particular, but also now in the open, but we actually
got a giftin the figure of Christian Dawson. So, for those who don't
know this guy, he was doing universal acceptance and IDN before |
was doing this like 10 years ago. When | started on this, he was
already in this game. There are some veterans here in the room.
Yes, looking at you Sir, who have been around for a long time, and

Christian is one of the champions.

So, we get him to liaise with the council now. And again, we have a
very strong hand working in the Genal council, so let's keep our
focus, our priority. We have a good liaison, we have a good team,
everybody did good work, and | would just like to put this
emphasis. It's not because we got a gigantic nine-page comment
from ICANN Org, that this changes anything meaningfully. We'll

treat it with the respect and importance that it needs. Thank you.

SAEWON LEE Thank you, Mark. Michael, would you like to add anything?

MICHAEL BAULAND No, thanks. But | see Edmon's hand is up.
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EDMON CHUNG Edmon here. So | guess building on what Mark was saying, | think
the ICANN staff input might be slightly different though because it
touches on both the core issues. And also, we might want the,
sorry, | forgot who the board liaison to us is. Oh, anyway, so | think
some of those discussions might need to front runin a little bit with
the Board because Ultimately, if the GNSO is all good with it, it goes

to the Board, but obviously, | don't thinkit's a secret.

The staff will also brief the Board on it. If we just in terms of the
GNSO side believes is a good policy. Ithink it's better for us to front
run this with the board because some of them are really policy
decisions that the Board eventually need to take. So, in part of this

process, we should try to engage the board a little bit more.

MARK DATYSGELD If I may follow up on former board member Edmun Chung, who
would know this, Edmun, we count with your guidance and counsel
on this to help us get this through. You understand the board
procedures and it would be great to keep having input on that. So,
yes, for sure. And please help us get this to where we need to get,
we don't want to stall the PDP, orit's been so successful so far. So,

let's keep winning.

MICHAEL BAULAND Okay, thanks. Any other comments, question? Then | will hand it

back to Saewon. Thanks.
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SAEWON LEE Thank you, Michael. All the important points. Again, all good
points to consider as we review through each comment
submission. Yes, Alan Barrett is and continues to be our Board
liaison. So, for today's two sessions, and we will have to see how
fast or slow we go, the leadership team and staff have decided that
for many reasons we'll go through the let's say easy breezy ones or

non-substantive ones first, try to get them out to the way.

And then seeing how we go, move over to the tool if necessary and
start going through the comments in order. Obviously, we will
need to take some time on preliminary recommendation one and
39 and we'll just have to see how we go today. Then I guess we'll
get started. So, slides 10 and the next page, 11. As we start from

the non-substantive comment, they are from ICANN Org.

So, if you see in this slide here and the next slide, the next two
slides, we have three groupings of comments that's about the
consistency concept. So, basically the comment is that as our PDP
mapped our outputs to those of EPDP IDNs and mirrored the
language when we developed our recommendations, they're
asking the working group to keep the style of writing consistent or
clarify those parts when not consistent or be more precise when

things have, let's say, deferred from the original language.

So, if we go into the first one here, the first one is actually pretty
simple. This is just requesting consistency in the drafting where all
those consistent recommendations mirroring EPDP IDNs content

just keeps the same phrase consistent with.
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And | must apologize, actually this is on my part because | wanted
to change from some recommendations to some
recommendations where some of them | used consistent with,
some of them | used in line with or in accordance with. And
basically, they were asking that we just keep them all the same if
we are using consistent with, just to keep everything consistent
with so that there's no confusion when it gets to implementation

stage.

So, this is actually linked to preliminary recommendations six,
implementation guidance eight, preliminary recommendation 47,
48, and 52. I'm not going to read them here just because as | said,
this is pretty simple and to do with the drafting style, and there's
not really anything to consider other than the fact that it needs to
stay aligned -- the consistent with should, that they're asking that

it applies to all these five outputs here.

So, unless the working group disagrees with this consistency we'll
try to keep the same language. And | see in the chat, Bill adds
another way of saying without objection. Again, we can decide
what we want to keep for those consistent recommendations.

Basically, the request is that we keep them all the same.

I am going to go through all three first before | hand it back over to
Michael for discussions and agreement. Oh, okay. Sorry. Bill's
actually not objecting to this. But anyways, I'm going to go through
all three first, Michael, if that's okay, and then hand it back over to

you.
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MICHAEL BAULAND Yes.

SAEWON LEE So, the second one in this slide is on the left first. Actually, let's do
theright first because this is more simple than the left one. So, the
right one, the yellow box, again, this is pretty simple as well in the
fact that the comment recognizes preliminary recommendations
35 and 36, that they're quite different from the original EPDP IDNs

recommendations.

So rather than currently where we have left out consistent with,
adding a term like different from, or something else that clarity
exactly that it's a different recommendation from the EPDP IDNs
one, and trying to kind of clarify exactly what point is different from

EPDP IDNSs.

So, Org did state in its comment that they do acknowledge or
recognize that we have added a footnote or put it in the rationale
where it deferred from, but basically, they're saying that it would
be more helpful if the differences are prominent in the
recommendation language. The last one, the third one, again,
related to the consistency notion in the left green box, is a bit more

complex.

So this actually suggests that the term consistent with not be
labeled. If they differ from EPDP IDNs, even in the slightest sense,

even if it's very minor or even if very minor. And this, as | said, is a
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bit more complex because we would actually have to go through
each recommendation or implementation guidance for this to see

exactly where it deferred and how we want to keep it.

There are a bit more requests from ICANN Org per some of the
outputs. So, we will go through one by one. But before we do,
related to the other two, let's say relatively simple ones, | do want

to stop here first and let Michael have the floor for discussions.

MICHAEL BAULAND Thanks, Saewon, for the summary. So, any comments, ideas
regarding these comments so far? | see and hear none. My
question would be really what does consistent mean? s it
necessarily exactly the same? My personal point of view consistent
is if the intention and meaning is the same even if there are small
differences which are required to make it the same, but I'm not a

linguist. Edmon.

EDMON CHUNG Yeah, Edmon here. I guess I'd kind of like to ask maybe ICANN team
what does it mean? If the working group provides some examples,
would that clarify the issue better. What is the actual ask, to
change? Because it doesn't look to me that this is a substantive
change, which how it's kind of categorized as well. So, would

adding examples simply do the job or what are we looking at
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MICHAEL BAULAND Thanks. Saewon.

SAEWON LEE To answer Edmon's point first, thank you, Michael. We can actually
lookinto them, but I am actually regretful to say that Ariel Yang, the
GDS liaison for our working group is not present today sadly.

Hopefully for the next one she will be present to explain further.

But basically, for the first one, it really is just to do with this first
one, as | mentioned. Basically, for the five outputs you can see that
are linked to this comment, it's just basically updating anything
that doesn't say consistent with, but maybe say in accordance with
orin line with to change them all back to consistent with, or maybe
change them all to, in accordance with, but basically keeping them
all the same. So this one I think s, as | said, pretty straightforward.

Related to this yellow box.

So, | think it might be easier to just go to, for example
recommendation 35 and 36. You'll see here, as you can see, even
though it referred to the language in EPDP IDNs, our rules changed
or deferred largely from what was set out in EPDP IDNs. And so,
basically, here the Orgis asking that we add either different from or
some kind of a language that states that this is different and
actually pointing out which part is different even within the

recommendation language.

So, | think that explains the yellow box related to, and | think

Sarmad is here to say more. But related to the other green box
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here, as | mentioned, we do actually need to go through each
recommendation to see which part has changed which part has
evolved to determine how the working group would like to go
about those. But before Satish, is it okay if we ask Sarmad to add a

bit more context if he has any?

MICHAEL BAULAND Yes, Sarmad, Satish agrees.

SARMAD HUSSAIN Thank you, and good morning, everyone. This is Sarmad. So, just
to add that when we are doing implementation analysis of these
recommendations and for implementation, it is helpful to
understand that if the recommendation is same as, or if you want
to call consistent as the one in IDN EPDP, we can easily go and look
at the analysis which we had done for the recommendation in the

ID and EPDP PDP and inherit some of that analysis.

For example, as is, if it is the same. If it is different, of course it
requires anindependent analysis. And thenifitis|guesswith some
overlap, but with some difference, it would mean that though we
could look at how the same recommendation was analyzed in IDN
EPDP. But that may also require some additional analysis, though
obviously on the ICANN part, we could do that without, | guess,

making this terminology consistent.

But if the working group makes it more precise, that's helpful for us

as well. So, it's just a suggestion. As we said, it's non-substantive,
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so really obviously up to the working recruit side, but that is some

of the motivation behind it. Thank you.

MICHAEL BAULAND Okay, thanks, Sarmad. Yeah, | think the inconsistency one and
three are quite clear and we might take a look at those

inconsistencies too. Satish.

SATISH BABU Thanks, Michael. Satish for the record. So, | don't have any
objectionsin to any of these three cases, but | would like to flag this
issue which is that the relation between the PDP and IDNs and the
LD PDP is somewhat unusual in the sense there is a lot of
dependency on the PDP and IDNs. Now, when you say consistent

with, it is actually deepening that dependence.

It's almost saying that the EPDP is coming through into LD PDP
directly, and that raises the problem, | mean, a concern that is such
a dependence healthy. What would happen if late down the line,
something happens to some of the recommendations of the PDP,
how will we be affected? So, the dependency is somewhat unusual,
and | think we should look into it. Otherwise, on the surface of it,

this is fine. Thank you.

MICHAEL BAULAND Thanks, Satish. Valuable points. That's a good question. | think it
makes sense to be consistent and to try to stay consistent. So, if

there were changes, perhaps, we should do according changes
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because in the end, for all parties involved, registries, registrars,
registrants, it makes it all much easier if we don't do it differently,
but we do it the same way, the technical implementation and the
policy and all that. So, for that, we try to be as consistent as
possible, but there are some cases that require differences because

we just don't deal with variants. James.

JAMES KUNLE Yeah, thank you very much Chair. So, I'm going to be brief because
I'm happy that everybody's towing the same line. And for me, |
think based on the nature of the work we're trying to do, we need
to be cautious of being consistent. It is very important at this
juncture. We should try as much as possible to be precise in
everything, so to say. So, I'm not going to dwell so much on that
since everybody has already agreed on that. So, | think that is the

right way to go, and thank you for giving me the floor.

MICHAEL BAULAND Okay, thanks. Any other questions, comments? Then | can hand it

back to Saewon.

SAEWON LEE Thank you, Michael. So | think what we can do is, and this will be
what will happen moving forward, so basically the public comment
submissions that we have reviewed through the deliberations will
be obviously updated through the review tool on the working

groups discussions and responses. And then a draft will be or let's
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say the updated draft will be shared with the working group either
through the mailing list or through the next meeting for

confirmation.

And so, what we'll do for this grouping of the inconsistency, | think
for the first one, the working group agrees to update it to all
consistent with. The third one, we will try and see how we can
update it based on the suggestion made from ICANN Org. And then
now we will go through the linked outputs to the second
inconsistency issue. As | said, it's a bit more complex in the sense
that there's a bit more context provided for those
recommendations that we have labeled as consistent with, but is

not seen as consistent with.

So | think we have to go through them one by one to determine
what the working group believes is best on how to label them. So,
that's what we'll do now. Sorry. So, going back to the tool. Nope.
So, | hope you can all see this at one go. The review tool has also
been shared with those members through the chat, so please do
access it through there. But basically, starting with preliminary
recommendation seven, we are not going to go through all this, the
comments here, but only related to the consistency notion just to
get a bit more background on how we want to or context us to how

we want to update it.

So basically, as you can see here in column D, you'll see the
suggestion from ICANN Org about updating the consistent orin line

or in accordance with where if you see in the current
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recommendation, the working group states that our
recommendation is in line with final recommendation 3.5 of the
EPDP IDNs phase one final report. However, if you see in the
substantive comment here, I'm going to highlight it for you and

maybe also put itin the chat for you. Okay. It doesn't.

Anyways, so if you see this highlighted portion also in the tool,
basically the Org does have an issue with us stating that we are
staying consistent with the original EPDP IDNs recommendation
because we have actually omitted certain parts of the EPDP IDNs
language. And here the certain part is apparently according to the
Org's comment, quite crucial in how it deferred from the original
EPDP IDNs language. And the part that is seen as, so while ICANN
Org does recognize that our concept or LD PDP's concept is not
related to or linked as the primary and variant strings, they do think
that the LD PDP outputs essentially need to determine the

relationship as how it was done in EPDP IDNs.

I'm sorry that I don't have the EPDP IDNs language with me here. If
maybe John, you could share the EPDP IDNs language in the chat
for us, that would be helpful. But basically, we are missing a
component that was actually included in EPDP IDNs final
recommendation 3.5, and that part is where EPD, sorry, where
ICANN Org is mentioning that we have deferred from the original

language.

And so, asking us to not include in line with, but stating either

different from and where or how we have deferred and or if we
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think that it's something that we can go back to and be consistent
with the EPDP IDNs language to also consider that for future
considerations. | will try to share the EPDP IDNs language with you
here so that we can point that out to you. But while we do that, |

am going to hand the floor back over to Michael for any discussions.

MICHAEL BAULAN Thanks, Saewon. Any questions, comments so far? 1 think if |
remember correctly, while we're waiting here, the things we
changed here are only that we changed those that were referring to
variants because we don't have variants here. And the intention of
our recommendation was to actually require all those reasons that
are required from the variant applicants that provide consistent or
similar reasons in our case too. Yeah, | see this now, but it's too

small on my screen.

SAEWON LEE Yes, so basically the part that was emitted, and | shared it with you
on the chat as well, so the omitted element is related to 3.5.2
explaining how the primary and variant labels are considered the
same, and obviously that doesn't apply to LD PDP and that's why it

was omitted.

But basically, Org is saying that even though we have omitted the
requirement for applicants explaining how the applied-for labels
within the set are considered the same, that this key criterion used

in the evaluation of variant string applications should be
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something that LD PDP again looks into how we want to approach

this requirement, and or if we do decide that it's not a necessary
component for us, at least in the language mentioning different

from and why it is different. Michael.

MICHAEL BAULAND Yeah, thanks. Reading this again, I'm just thinking of whether it
even makes sense to re-include this and to also require applicants
for diacritics to provide reasoning why they think that those strings

are the same. Mark.

MARK DATYSGELD Mark Datysgeld. Explain to me like I'm a toddler why this matters.

Like why would this matter in any way shape or form?

MICHAEL BAULAND Just for our case or generally?
MARK DATYSGELD Why does this matter? Like, why the need to justify this?
MICHAEL BAULAND | think the for the variant case, the reasoning was that you should

not just activate an arbitrary number of variants. So, the number
of variants should be limited and you should also be able to show
that those two labels are actually considered the same by the user

group, not just activate variants because they are defined as web
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variants, but the actual words used should have the same meaning.
I don't know whether Anil or Amadeu was first. 1'd go with Amadeo.

Sorry, Anil.

AMADEU ABRIL No. Sorry. Amadeu Abril from CORE, for the record. What we are
doing here is an exception process to a decision-making procedure
that tries to prevent user confusion. If you want the exception to
the user confusion principle, | think it's reasonable that you justify
why you want to handle those TLDs jointly. | don't think that this is

anything that's too much as a requirement.

MICHAEL BAULAND Yeah, sound sensible. Anil.

ANIL JAIN Thank you. Anil, for the record. The question here is that the
recommendations from this PDP and EPDP should be consistent.
Thatis well understood. But my take on this is that in case this PDP
has used some other language, which is not the same language
which is used in EPDP. However, the both recommendations are

consistent with each other.

I think we should go ahead with that. This s first take. And second,
of course, we had a detailed discussions in this PDP that we don't

deal with the variant and variants, they are not relevant here. So, |
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personally feel that we should stand with that stand itself and we

should go ahead with the reply of these comments. Thank you.

MICHAEL BAULAND Thanks, Anil. Bill, please.

BILL JOURIS This is Bill Jouris for the record. If we're going to put language in
that says, pardon me, that says the applicant needs to show that
things are used interchangeably or whatever, | think we need to
have some explanation of what constitutes showing that

adequately.

Is it just the applicant says people use it interchangeably and we
take their word forit? Or do we need to have some documentation?
Or what is our criteria here? If we're going to require somebody to
do something, I think we need to be clear on what exactly it is we're

requiring them to do. Thank you.

MICHAEL BAULAND Thanks, Bill. And | see Sarmad's head. Yeah, | see also his head in
the icon, but  meant his hand. And | think he can respond to that

question. Thanks.

SARMAD HUSSAIN Thank you, Michael. So, again, as you mentioned, the motivation
in the IDN EPDP for this recommendation was that the general, |

guess, aim is to minimize the number of variants which are actually
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delegated. And the motivation really should come from clear need
rather than just a desire. And this follows from some advice coming

in from SSAC as well.

So, the IDN EPDP working group actually had put in these criteria
to elicit details from the applicant on why the string, variant TLD
stringis needed. And thereis supposed to be anindependent panel
which evaluates each of the four questions in the IDN EPDP phase

two recommendation.

And the applicant has to pass through each of those four questions
for that variant to be moved ahead and to be delegated. In this
case, and then each of those questions obviously are asking about
a separate dimension of, | guess, the utility of that string or the
need for that variant TLD string as determined by IDN EPDP

Working Group.

In this particular case, | guess there are three instead of four, it's
missing one, so there are actually two different questions here.
First of all, whether this is the same criteria as the one in IDN EPDP.
And | guess in that sense, it is missing one criterion. So, it is not

exactly equal, even though it may be consistent, but not the same.

And the second question, of course, is a separate question on
whether that particular condition should be considered by the
working group and added back or dropping that condition is still, |

guess, okay. So, just a bit more explanation. Thank you.
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MICHAEL BAULAND Yes, thanks so much for that explanation. That makes sense.

Tapani, please.

TAPANI TARVAINEN Yeah, just a brief note that the Latin diacritic differences in domains
would definitely not be simply different spellings of the same word.
As a trivial example, my favorite example here is the .chair, which
could be spelled differently in, say, Swedish and Icelandic, and | can
imagine a company serving these different markets without simply
choosing the different diacritics gives a different language version

of the same or something like that.

And of course, there are also cases where it brings a completely
different word, a completely different meaning as well. So, we
should not consider diacritic versions or different diacritic versions
as simply like they are variants of the same word because they

often are not.

MICHAEL BAULAND Yeah. So, | think our case is similar to variants in that sense that
variants are defined in the LGR, they are very technical concept, but
whether two labels or words being variants of each other actually
have the same meaning might depend on the word itself or on the
language, and it's similar with diacritics there can be labels which
are diacritics of each other which have the same meaning, if it's a
company or whatever, or if it's a fallback representation like cafe

and café with an accent, you might argue that for international
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market you leave out the accent, but for the correctly spelled
French market you want it in, so you can argue those are the same,
but at the same time you could have labels which are diacritics
which do not have the same meaning and are usually not
understood the same way. So, in that sense, | think it makes sense

to bringin the missing clause from the variants in our work. Satish.

SATISH BABU Thanks, Michael. Satish for the record. So, here, the major tension
seems to be that variants are technically defined by the root zone
LGR, whereas for the LD PDP, these strings are applicant requested.
So, that seems to be the major tension. But for me, thatis not really
a big point of separation because finally, what is the roots zone

LGR? Itis a community-defined code point relationship.

It is not as if it is a kind of technical standard. It has been defined
by communities. So, in that sense, and for the LD PDP, these are
also, when you say applicant requested, actually there's a big
community behind them. Itis notoneindividual or one party which
is requesting this. So, in both cases, it's the community that is
defining this, although in different ways. In one sense, it is

technically defined.

So, the root zone LGR is a technical document, kind of a technical
standard. Whereas for us, there's no such standard. It is a
community which is putting up a request. So, these are not really
far apart, and | think we can consider this to be approximately the

same. Itis because the root zone LGR mechanism did not permit
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the existence of the diacritics that this exceptional route had to be
taken, and we knew right from the beginning it is an exceptional

root, it is not surprising, it is nothing new really. Thank you.

MICHAEL BAULAND Thanks, S