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IDNA2008 \
Designed to be Uni@
Version-inde ﬁ%@

* Special “backward atibi provision in
case Unicode mak ' Qatible change

that affects ID!\@p i\y
* WG expected t ion would never, or

almost-n N
@@ §




Unicode 6&&\%

Code tables now comp xt being
polished

Three incompatible c propertles
that alter valldl@x rs for IDNA
These reaIIy re ns —the prior

classifica rong.
The § Imost certainly not in DNS
us

y But we can never prove that.




IETF Choice about@
e Two characters move @SA WED to
PVALID f P
st

— Almost certamly ok to
change

e One charac @n PVALID to
DISALLOW

— Very ba j@nuple
— I \ ce, this'one is safe

e categorles




Choice 1: Do n&%@

— Character DISALLOWED in%ode -conforming
implementations, PV @ ic 2-
conforming ones %%ﬁ

@a ly affected

orrect classifications




Choice 2: I\/Iodif&t@
Preserve old behavior, k {%har ter valid
Adds clutter and op @ c@@ f special
cases we hoped to Qse @Q

)

Likely to upset S‘w hom we
promised stability’once they went to

@\
IDNA200 @ \
Misali t accurate classifications
draft-faltstrom-5892bis



How to Dec&@
 This is actually the onl@que@n

* The answer may @ h difference
this time @ <\¢

e Butthe §g be important



The Nasty Sum&l@
roto

* |tis now clear that any IETF ol that

— Needs to compare U 'i @
— Needs to match Uni@@user
expectations ; @
 Will need to @ﬁ'ﬂ\%i@ﬁype of change
— The prob@ t@ heoretical
* The “ @@%}Hity Considerations”
sec@) future protocol specs?



