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Purpose of this submission
This submission is a technical critique of the Initial Report. It takes no position on whether integration of gTLDs with alternative naming systems should be permitted, and it does not argue that the mechanism the report describes is unsafe. It argues that the report has answered a narrower question than it appears to, and that several of the requirements it proposes do not follow from the security property it establishes. The central observation is structural. Under the report's own scoping conditions, the exclusivity guarantee that the framework exists to protect is enforceable by a single party using facilities that party already controls. The externally-imposed requirements — protocol extensions, registry-published data, IANA registrations, changes across the registrar channel — therefore do not produce the security property. They distribute the implementation cost of a service whose commercial benefit accrues to the operator that requested it. The report does not analyse this, because it places cost and competition outside its scope, and the analysis is consequently incomplete in a way that matters to the evaluation ICANN is being asked to perform.
Finding 1 — Under the report's own scoping, exclusivity is an internal invariant
§2 sets four conditions for the analysis, of which the second is that "[t]he operator of the service, and only that operator, operates the alternative naming system(s) (even if that operator then delegates some of its operational capabilities to others)." §4.2 reinforces this: "[i]f the registry operator does not control the use of the name in the alternative naming system, then the name is not a candidate for integration under the string+controller model." The consequence is that every naming system in scope is under the control of one party. The core requirement of §4.3 — that allocation of a name in any naming system must allocate or withhold the same name in all others, and only to the same controller — is therefore an invariant across data stores that a single operator owns or has contracted for. Enforcing it is a transaction, not a consensus problem. This creates an unacknowledged tension with §6. That section constructs a Unified Source of Truth for a system whose components may be "under the control of different parties," and observes that proving the USoT is genuinely unified grows harder as more naming systems participate. That is a serious problem in the general case. It is not the case §2 admits. Delegation under contract is not independence, and the report does not explain why an adversarial-distributed-systems treatment is required for an arrangement it has already scoped to a single controlling entity. The Final Report should state plainly whether §6's distributed treatment describes a case the framework actually permits. If it does not, the requirements derived from it need re-justification. If it does, §2's second condition should be amended to say so, because the two sections currently describe different systems.
Finding 2 — The externally-imposed mechanisms provide neither enforcement nor verification
Given Finding 1, the EPP and RDAP extensions required by §5 are not what makes exclusivity hold. The operator holds it regardless. The natural justification is that they make the state observable to others. That justification does not survive examination either. Every channel the report specifies is answered by the same party whose behaviour is in question. A registrar issuing an EPP check and a dispute provider issuing an RDAP query both receive the registry's own assertion about its own internal state, in two different formats. Publishing a claim in a standardised encoding is not independent verification of that claim. The asymmetry with existing practice is instructive. DNS-side state does not depend on registry assertion: the zone is publicly queryable from any vantage point, DNSSEC-signed, and subject to zone file access provisions. Nobody takes a registry's word for what resolves. The report establishes no equivalent for the alternative naming system. It requires that RDAP extensions be specified, published and registered with IANA so that the new data can be queried — but it never requires that the alternative naming system itself be independently readable. A registry could integrate an entirely opaque, privately-operated alt-naming system, satisfy every stated requirement, and leave its own RDAP service as the sole window onto the coupling it is asserting. Where the alternative naming system is publicly readable — a public ledger, for instance — genuine third-party verification becomes possible, because two independent public sources can be compared without asking the operator anything. That is a material distinction between candidate systems, and the report does not draw it. The Final Report should either require independent public readability of the integrated alternative naming system, or state explicitly that integrated state is registry-attested and not independently verifiable, so that evaluators and relying parties are not misled about what the mechanisms deliver.
Finding 3 — Cost incidence: the requirements fall on parties that receive no corresponding benefit
This finding follows from the first two and is the principal reason for this submission. The report proposes obligations that reach well beyond the applicant. §5 requires EPP extensions to the Domain Name Mapping or a new object mapping; RDAP extensions that "MUST be published and MUST be registered" with IANA; and, implicitly, that registrars be able to transact against them. §8.1 requires an availability check "in each naming system" at registration time — a check registrars must originate and interpret. §8.5 and §8.6 require deactivation and suspension semantics that reach into registrar-side abuse and compliance workflows. §8.7 and §8.8 alter registrant change and inter-registrar transfer, the latter already among the more failure-prone operations in the system. Each of these lands on registrars, registry service providers, escrow and monitoring providers, dispute resolution providers, and brand protection and abuse-handling functions. None of those parties requested the service. None of them earns from the alternative namespace. The revenue from the integrated names accrues to the registry operator that applied for the registry service. The report's stated reason for not examining this is that cost is out of scope. §5 acknowledges that registering names "some of which might not be intended ever to be candidates for entry into any global DNS zone" may have "cost implications for the prospective registry operator that are beyond the scope of this report" — and considers only the applicant's costs, not the channel's. §11 places "[p]olicy and competition matters in general" outside the study.
Taken with Finding 1, the position is this: a requirement set that is not load-bearing for the security property is nonetheless imposed on parties external to the operator, and the report does not ask what those requirements cost or who pays them. That is not a neutral omission. A registry can enforce exclusivity inside its own systems today at negligible marginal cost. What it cannot do alone is make an integrated name transactable through the accredited registrar channel — and that is precisely the part the report proposes to standardise at industry expense. The Final Report should include an incidence analysis: for each proposed requirement, which party implements it, which party benefits, and whether the requirement is necessary to the security property or only to the commercial viability of the service. Requirements in the latter category should be identified as such.
Finding 4 — The RSEP competition limb is unaddressed by construction
§1 correctly identifies that integration constitutes a registry service under the Registry Services Evaluation Policy, and that ICANN must evaluate a proposed service "for potential security, stability, or competition concerns." The report addresses security and stability. It expressly declines competition (§11). ICANN org is therefore being handed technical advice on an evaluation with three limbs, one of which the advising group has ruled out of its own scope, in circumstances where — per Finding 3 — the competition-relevant effects are a direct consequence of the technical requirements proposed. Three such effects are visible in the report's own text and none is analysed:
Channel incidence. §9.2 contemplates an alt-naming-system-primary mode in which change control flows
through systems other than the registry's SRS. Any registration path that does not traverse the accredited registrar channel, while still consuming availability in the coupled DNS namespace, transfers transactions out of that channel while leaving its compliance obligations in place.
Pricing asymmetry. Availability is the intersection across all integrated systems (§8.1, §4.3). The lowest-priced integrated namespace therefore sets the cost of denying a name in the highest-priced one.
Enrollment of pre-existing namespaces. §8.3's corollary — that an alternative naming system brought into a
gTLD must have its existing names enrolled and "at least withheld from the global DNS" — determines the availability of a portion of a gTLD's namespace by reference to registrations made outside ICANN's framework, under allocation rules ICANN has not reviewed. The Final Report should either address these effects or refer them explicitly to the appropriate ICANN process, rather than leaving an evaluation limb unserved.
Finding 5 — Cost of denial is decoupled from cost of possession
In the global DNS, withholding a string from the market costs its market price, renewed annually. Under coupling, a registration in any integrated system withholds the string in every other. Where integrated systems are priced differently, denial in the more expensive namespace can be procured at the price of the cheaper one, and the denying party never acquires the DNS name at all. The report contains no discussion of pricing relationships between integrated systems, and no mechanism that would make a sweep of the cheaper namespace detectable or reversible. §4.3's integration-prohibited option and §10.1's advice that a public suffix maintain or disable integration lower in the tree are zone-level switches, not defences within an integrated zone.
This is structurally the problem ICANN encountered with IDN variant blocking, where allocation of one label removes others from availability, and where the resolution was allocation policy rather than a technical control. The report inherits the Integrated Issues Report's name-state vocabulary (§3.1) without inheriting that lesson.
Finding 6 — Coupled names have no reclamation path
§8.4 provides that on expiry of the DNS registration, "[i]f the alt-name is to be maintained, then the DNS-name remains withheld and the alt-name remains active." Release requires a decision that the alt-name is no longer to be maintained. Where an integrated alternative naming system has no renewal cycle — several deployed alt-namespaces sell names as one-time purchases — no periodic event exists at which that decision is taken. Where the controller has additionally lost the means of control, no party exists to take it. The name then occupies a withheld state indefinitely: unresolvable in the DNS, unavailable for registration, generating no revenue and identifying no contactable controller. Expiry is the reclamation mechanism of the DNS. Coupling a gTLD to a system without an expiry cycle removes it for the coupled portion of the namespace, and the report does not address what replaces it. The Final Report should require that any integrated alternative naming system provide a defined path by which a coupled name returns to allocatable state.
Finding 7 — §4.6 is ambiguous between denial and reassignment, and the ambiguity is
consequential §4.6 requires that the operator "be able to provide all relevant control guarantees over any alt-name corresponding to an integrated DNS-name such that the alt-name cannot drift from the DNS-name in terms of string or controller," and, where exclusive control is absent, that it "demonstrate the ability to deny all other possible controls" over such alt-names. A denial power (the operator can prevent a name resolving or moving) and a reassignment power (the operator can transfer a name to a different controller) are materially different, and the text supports either reading. The distinction determines: whether an alternative naming system offering irrevocable, cryptographically-held ownership can be integrated at all, or is excluded by construction; whether a controller who has lost their key can be restored, or only frozen; what an applicant must actually demonstrate to an evaluator. If reassignment is required, the framework excludes the entire category of naming systems whose defining property is that control cannot be overridden. That is a substantive outcome reached by a group that placed policy outside its scope, and it should be stated deliberately rather than arrived at by implication. The Final Report should specify which power is required.
Finding 8 — Integration cannot survive the operator, and turn-down is asymmetric
§7.1 concedes that integration "appears to fall outside the category of 'critical registry functions,'" and therefore "cannot survive EBERO operation." §7 accordingly recommends a mandatory turn-down plan. A turn-down plan can dismantle the DNS side. It cannot dismantle the alternative naming system, whose names continue to exist and resolve for their own clients with no remaining relationship to the DNS. Turn-down therefore produces precisely the string-controller divergence the framework exists to prevent, at the moment of operator failure. A successor operator inherits strings encumbered by live, uncoupled alt-names held by third parties, and has two options: re-allocate the DNS names, creating the divergent-control condition §6.3 identifies as a source of confusion and fraud; or withhold them indefinitely, per Finding 6. The report also lists, among the open questions in §10, "[w]hat potential is there for a legal authority to break the object+controller integration," and does not answer it. Insolvency is the ordinary case: an alternative namespace is an asset of the failed operator's estate and may be sold to a party outside ICANN's contractual reach. The invariant on which the entire security argument rests can therefore be severed by a court with no technical failure occurring. The Final Report should require, as a condition of integration, that the alternative naming system be capable of being wound down or transferred to a successor operator, and should address the insolvency case directly rather than listing it.
Finding 9 — Control is demonstrated once, to an evaluator, and never again
§4.6 frames the control requirement as a demonstration made by an applicant: the operator "might provide the details of every interface" for introducing changes, and demonstrate "that the operator is the sole entity able" to use or authorise them. This is a point-in-time assertion to an RSEP evaluator. Nothing in the report requires continuous, externally-observable evidence that the coupling still holds in production. An operator that satisfies §4.6 during review and drifts subsequently fails no detectable test. Given
Finding 2 — that the specified query interfaces are answered by the operator itself — there is no mechanism by
which drift would come to light other than the operator reporting it. A well-established precedent exists for exactly this problem. Certificate Transparency was adopted because issuer self-attestation was insufficient, and the remedy was signed, append-only, publicly auditable logs permitting third parties to verify inclusion and consistency without trusting the issuer. The Final Report should require an equivalent: a signed, append-only, publicly auditable commitment to enrollment and allocation state across the integrated systems, so that divergence is detectable by relying parties rather than merely assertable by the operator.
Questions the Final Report should answer
Does §6's distributed model describe an arrangement permitted by §2's scoping conditions? If not, why are
requirements derived from it retained?
Which of the proposed requirements are necessary to the security property, and which are necessary only to
make the service transactable through the registrar channel?
What is the estimated implementation cost to registrars, registry service providers and dispute resolution
providers, and what analysis supports imposing it?
Does §4.6 require a denial power or a reassignment power?
Are alternative naming systems offering irrevocable ownership integrable under this framework? If not, is
that intended?
Must an integrated alternative naming system be independently publicly readable?
By what mechanism does a coupled name return to allocatable state where the alternative naming system has
no expiry cycle?
What becomes of alt-names on turn-down, EBERO invocation, or operator insolvency?
What continuous evidence must an operator produce that the string+controller property still holds after
approval?
Summary
The report establishes, credibly, that same-string-same-controller integration can be operated without harm to the DNS given adequate controls. That conclusion is not disputed here. What the report does not establish is that the requirements it proposes are the requirements that conclusion implies. Under its own scoping, the exclusivity property is enforceable by one party inside systems that party controls. The mechanisms proposed for the wider industry do not create that property and do not independently verify it; they make the resulting service transactable, and they distribute its implementation cost across parties that neither requested the service nor share in its revenue. The report does not examine that distribution, having placed cost and competition outside its scope, while advising on an evaluation for which competition is a named criterion. The remaining findings — reclamation, wind-down, insolvency, the denial/reassignment ambiguity, and the absence of continuous verifiability — are open questions that would each require an answer before any application could be evaluated against this framework in practice.
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