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1. Introduction

The purpose of this meno is to focus di scussion on the particul ar
problenms with the exhaustion of the top | evel domain space in the
Internet and the possible conflicts that can occur when nmultiple
organi sations are vying for the same nane. No proposed solutions in

Vaughan I nf or mat i onal [ Page 1]



RFC 2240 Domai n Nanme Al | ocati on Novenber 1997

this docunent are intended as standards for the Internet. Rather, it
is hoped that a general consensus will enmerge as to the appropriate
solution to such problens, |eading eventually to the adoption of

st andar ds.

2. Overview of the domain space

Presently the donmain space is organised as a heirarchical tree-
structured nanmespace with several top |evel domains (TLDs), and sub-
domai ns beneath them The initial TLDs allocated and rationale are
docunented in [1].

The TLDs are functionally split up into 'generic’ top-level domains
(gTLDs) and two-letter |SO 3166 country domains for every country in
whi ch Internet connectivity is provided. The allocation of sub-
domai ns under these TLDs is entirely up to the registry for that TLD
The registry may decide to allocate further levels of structure or
nmerely allocate domains in a 'flat’ nanner

Exanpl e:
F--- - + F--- -+ F--- -+
| COM | | UK | | FR |
L + +----+ +----+
| (. (.
e + g oo + - +
| VAUGHAN | | AC| | CO| | UNIV-AVIGNON | | AXA
f S + Fommm -+ S +  4----- +
| | | | |
Hom - - + Fomm e e o + - - + L + Hom - - +
| UNIX | | NEWPORT | | CITYDESK | | SCL | | MAIL
Fooem - + e I R + oo + Fooem - +
| |
F--- -+ F--- - +
| NS | | FTP |
+----+ L +
1. Flat gTLD 2. Heirarchical country 3. Flat country

In the exanple we see that the gTLDs are inherently flat, as

organi sations are allocated domain nanes directly under the TLD

Wth the country donai ns however, the donain allocation policy can
vary widely fromcountry to country, and it does. Some may choose to
i mpl ement a functional sub-structure mirroring the gTLDs, some may
choose to inplenment a geographical sub-structure, and sone may choose
to have no sub-structure at all
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In the first case the organisation is clearly a conmercial one, as it
is allocatged under the "COM' TLD. However, there is no information
as to the country the organisation is based in. In the third case,
we know that the organisation is based in France (FR), but wi thout
studyi ng the actual organisation nane we do not know what type of
organisation it is. |In the second case, we know the country that
bot h organisations are based in (UK), and by follow ng the heirarchy,
we can deduce that the first is an academic organisation (AC), and
the second is comercial (CO.

VWhile the systemis flexible in not enforcing a strict heirarchy, it
can | ead to exhaustion of domain nanes in the generic space and | ead
to conflicts between organi sati ons who may both have a legitimate
claimto have a particul ar nane.

3. Possi bl e sol uti ons to nane exhausti on

Wth such a flexible system there are many ways of preventing the
nane space bei ng exhausted. A solution proposed by [2] is to create
nore gTLDs to allow organisations with the same nane to be registered
uni quely under different TLDs (FIRM STORE, WVEB, ARTS, REC, | NFO and
NOV). However this has several disadvantages as di scussed bel ow

a) It creates confusion in users nind as to what TLD refers to a
particul ar organi sation. For exanple, MCDONALDS. COM nmaybe the fast
food corporation and MCDONALDS. FI RM nmaybe a firm of |awers, but
how i s the user supposed to know which is which?

b) To prevent the above confusion, big corporations will sinply
reserve all the different variations of the nanme, ie. | BM COM
IBM FIRM | BM STORE etc. Thus we haven't sol ved the nane
exhaustion or conflict problens, in fact we have nmade it worse.

c) Names of legitimate trade mark hol ders or other legally held nanes
can still be acquired by anybody, |leading to potential conflicts.

4. Proposed creation of new SLDs

Wth the aforenentioned problems in mind, it is not a good idea to
create new gTLDs which nmerely overlap the existing ones. As the
domai n nane systemis heirarchical it would seema good idea to
expand on the existing structure rather than creating severa
duplicate structures.
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4.1 The world is not flat so why should donai ns be?

Wth the expansion of the Internet to a truly global nedium the
notion that there can only be one conmercial entity, one orgnisation
and one network provider etc. with the sane nane seens inpossible.
This is the situation that the present systemfinds itself in. There
is a constantly spiralling nunber of disputes over who 'owns’ or
deserves’ a certain nane, with an increasing nunber ending in
unnecessary and costly legal action. This is not sonething that the
provi ders of a domain nanme service should concern thensel ves with,

but yet with the present system this seens inevitable.

4.2 The case for |egal nanes

This proposal allows for country domain names that are related to
legally registered names in the country that they are based by
creating a functional heirarchy beneath the country TLD

This proposal does not seek to do away with gTLDs, but rather that a
| egal name shoul d be sought first and then, if desired, a generic
nane coul d be used alongside it. The organi sation would then, in case
of any disputes, have a |l egally-held nanme whi ch no other organisation
could have any claimto.

Thi s proposal has several advantages:

a) The process of deciding what nanes bel ong to which organisation
is no longer a function of the domain nane registry, but of the
conmpany registration authority in the given country. This nmeans
that disputes over nanes cannot arise as all nanmes are uni que
within the context of the legal conpany title.

b) As all nanes are unique, there should be no exhaustion
(deliberately or otherw se) of 'desirable’ nanmes by other
concerns, as all the owners of |egally-held conpany nanmes will
automatically have the right to the rel evant donai n nane.

4.3 Allocation of |legal SLDs

The second | evel domain identifiers should be created fromthe
exi sting conpany indentifiers within the given country. For exanple:

LTD. UK for limted conpanies in the UK
PLC. UK  for public conpanies in the UK
INC.US for incorpated bodies in the US
CORP.US for corporations in the US
GVBH. DE for German conpani es
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The registries for the appropriate top-level country donmain shoul d
create and nmanage the sub-domains based on the laws for allocating
conmpany names in that particular country. Specifically, ALL spaces
shoul d be converted to hyphens '-’' and other punctuation either

di sregarded or al so converted into hyphens.

For hol ders of international tradenarks and other internationa
nanes, the gTLD "INT" can be used in place of the country identifier
For exanpl e:

TMINT } for international trademarks
REG. | NT }

4.4 Al ocation of m scell aneous SLDs

In countries that do not have existing sub-structure it is strongly
recommended that along with the creation of |egal SLDs descri bed
here, that other SLDs be created for comercial entities,

organi sations, and academic entities to reduce renmining conflicts
fromorgani sations that are not |egally-registered conpanies.

For exanpl e:

Fom e e e oo oo +

| 1'SO 3166 country

o e a oo +

| |

F--- - +  4----- +  4----- + F--- - +  4----- +
| AC | | CcO | | OR | | LTD| | INC
| EDU| | COM| | ORG | o - S +
+--m - - +  4----- +  4----- +

4.5 ldentifiers in non-ASCl | | anguages

The representation of any dormain elenent is limted to the ASC
character set of al phabetic characters, digits and the hyphen, as
described in [3]. The representation of nanes in | anguages that use
ot her character sets is linmted by that definition or any future
updat e.

5. Security Considerations
This meno raises no issues relating to network security. However
when del egating the subdonains, the registries nmust ensure that the

application contains sufficient evidence of the legal rights to a
gi ven nane.
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8. Full Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C) The Internet Society (1997). Al Rights Reserved.

Thi s docunent and translations of it nmay be copied and furnished to
others, and derivative works that comment on or otherwi se explain it
or assist in its inplenentation may be prepared, copied, published
and distributed, in whole or in part, w thout restriction of any

ki nd, provided that the above copyright notice and this paragraph are
i ncluded on all such copies and derivative works. However, this
docunent itself may not be nodified in any way, such as by renoving
the copyright notice or references to the Internet Society or other
I nternet organi zati ons, except as needed for the purpose of
devel opi ng Internet standards in which case the procedures for
copyrights defined in the Internet Standards process nust be
followed, or as required to translate it into | anguages other than
Engl i sh.

The linited perm ssions granted above are perpetual and will not be
revoked by the Internet Society or its successors or assigns.

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein is provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY AND THE | NTERNET ENG NEERI NG
TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M5 ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS OR | MPLI ED, | NCLUDI NG
BUT NOT LIM TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF THE | NFORMATI ON
HEREI N W LL NOT | NFRI NGE ANY RI GHTS OR ANY | MPLI ED WARRANTI ES OF
MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A PARTI CULAR PURPCSE.
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