General Principles
1. The main provisions of the GAC ccTLDs principles: "Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains" apply also for IDN ccTLDs. The current principles are intended to supplement the aforementioned principles insofar as non-ASCII ccTLDs are concerned. 
2. The introduction and operation of IDN ccTLDs should not undermine the security and stability of the DNS. To this end, all actors, including TLD operators, ICANN and the relevant government should work together to ensure that the highest standards of TLD operation are achieved, taking account of best practices and internationally accepted technical standards where they exist.
3. All countries and distinct economies, including those in the ISO 3166-1
 list, have equal rights to creating IDN ccTLDs that reflect their languages and scripts. 
4. Ultimate public policy authority over the IDN ccTLD(s) of a country or distinct economy rests with the government or relevant public authority. How this authority is exercised, is determined by applicable law. [Section 4.1.1 of GAC ccTLDs principles.]

5. On receipt of an IDN ccTLD application, ICANN should ensure that either the proposal has the support of the Government or relevant public authority or that the Government or relevant public authority raises no objections to the application.  In the event that such confirmation is not obtainable, ICANN should desist from the introduction of the proposed IDN ccTLD until such confirmation is obtained. 
6. The number of IDN strings per territory should reflect the cultural and linguistic characteristics of the community concerned. A limit on the number of IDN strings per territory may only be considered if there are reasons to believe that some form of limitation on the overall size of the root zone file is necessary to preserve the stability of the DNS.  If a limit is to be introduced, this should be done in agreement with the government or relevant public authority of the territory concerned, and adequate justification for such a limit should be made clear beforehand in order for territories to establish their priorities properly
.  

7. It is anticipated in most cases that the Government or relevant public authority will decide that one IDN ccTLD per script will be sufficient, but it is also mindful that within some countries and distinct economies different scripts are in use and, in some cases, the same script is used in a number of widely used languages.  In these cases the Government or relevant public authority may determine that more than one IDN ccTLD is necessary.

IDN ccTLDs Strings

8. It is anticipated that an IDN ccTLD string should normally:

· be shortest meaningful representation of the name of the territory 
· not be restricted to a fixed length, its maximum length being set by the prevailing technical standards with stability, security, integrity and usability in mind
9. Given the different form that IDN ccTLDs will take and the absence of an equivalent of the ISO 3166-1 list used for ASCII ccTLDs, the experience of relevant international organizations
 should be taken into account. 
10. Only the Government or the relevant public authority of the country or distinct economy concerned, representing all relevant stakeholders within its jurisdiction, can provide authoritative advice to ICANN on the legitimacy of any application for an IDN ccTLD. 

11. An IDN ccTLD string that refers to a specific country or distinct economy, even if unapplied for, should be reserved for it.
IDN ccTLDs Scripts
12. Nobody has property rights over a script.  Some scripts are commonly used to write more than one language and should be available to be used for IDN ccTLD purposes in each of those languages.

13. It is recommended that each language community develop one language table for its script.  Language tables, after elaboration, should be deposited with IANA and posted for public use by any registry with no restriction in any sense.  

14. The adopted version of Unicode should be complete, including all scripts, and constantly upgraded with newer versions to help include maximum character sets of any language and ensure a strong and dynamic variant table to handle security issues.

Stakeholders 

15. Relevant actors for international coordination include:

· Concerned governments

· Relevant international organizations within their respective mandates

· Standardization bodies

· Language experts

· Language communities and local users

· ICANN SOs/ACs
· ISOC (chapters)

· IETF

· Unicode consortium

16. All relevant actors should participate in a public and inclusive consultation process, at the international level, and work towards evolving a consensus for IDN ccTLDs formulation from the point of view of technical and operational stability, security as well as addressing public-policy issues.

Introduction and Delegation of IDN ccTLDs 
17. Procedure for delegation of an IDN ccTLD should be similar to the ASCII ccTLD delegation and should equally follow GAC ccTLDs principles: "Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains". 
18. A mandated list / reference table of strings representing the IDN ccTLDs of countries and distinct economies, as listed in the ISO 3166-1, would facilitate management and would insure predictability of the IDN ccTLD system. 
19. The introduction of IDN ccTLDs should not await completion of the ongoing Policy Development Process.  Elements of a subsequent PDP should be applied in agreement with the operator and the relevant government or public authority. 
20. Competing or confusingly similar requests should be dealt with on a case by case basis and resolved in consultation with all concerned stakeholders.

21. Policies for dealing with multiple applications, objections to applications or disputes that are currently applied for US-ASCII ccTLDs should be equally applied to IDN ccTLDs. [as per the GAC ccTLD principles mentioned in paragraph 1 above]
22. The decision regarding whether an existing ASCII ccTLD manager should also be the operator of a corresponding IDN ccTLD is a national matter to be decided by the local Internet community, including the government or public authority.  In cases of dispute, ICANN should seek authoritative advice from the government or relevant local authority.

23. There should be some form of transparent communication as appropriate between ICANN and any IDN ccTLD registry to define their respective roles and responsibilities.  [Section 10.2 of GAC ccTLD principles].
ISSUES PAPER 
Selection of IDN ccTLDs associated with  
the ISO 3166-1 two letter codes

1. General issues regarding IDN ccTLDs 

Which ‘territories’ are eligible for an IDN ccTLD?

The existence of IDNs as ccTLDs assumes a direct relationship between an IDN TLD string and a ‘territory’ as in ASCII ccTLDs. 
a) Should this relationship be maintained? 
· Yes, a relationship should be maintained to a specific geographical territory.

b) If so, should the ‘territories’ which are potentially eligible for IDN ccTLDs be exactly the same as the ‘territories’ that are listed in the ISO-3166-1 list? 
· All territories eligible for ccTLDs should be eligible for IDN ccTLDs.  

· The process of identifying territories eligible for IDN ccTLDs should be the same as the process used for identifying territories eligible for ASCII ccTLDs. 

· Any changes to the current process used for ASCII ccTLDs should be equally applied to the IDN ccTLDs process.
c) If not, should another list be used or should another mechanism be developed?

d) Should anything be done about ccTLDs already being used as gTLDs?
· Ultimate public policy authority over a relevant ccTLD rests with the relevant government or public authority; how this authority is exercised and how the registry is operated is determined by applicable law of that country, nation, union or sovereign territory.
Should an IDN ccTLD string be “meaningful”? 
An ASCII ccTLD string ‘represents’ the name of a ‘territory’ based on its entry into the ISO 3166-1 list.
a) Is there an obligation to make the IDN ccTLD string 'meaningful' in its representation of the name of a ‘territory’? For example, whereas .uk is 'meaningful' because it is a commonly used abbreviation for United Kingdom, .au is not 'meaningful' because the commonly used abbreviations for Australia are Oz or Aus.
· Yes, an IDN ccTLD string should be a meaningful representation of the name of the territory concerned. 

b) If so, how is “meaningful” determined and by whom?  
· Relevant public authorities within a territory should be the reference in how meaningful is an IDN ccTLD string, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within this territory.

How many IDN ccTLDs per script per ‘territory’? 
Apart from some exceptions, there is one single ASCII ccTLD per listed ‘territory’. 
a) Should there similarly be only a single IDN ccTLD for a given script for each ‘territory’ or can there be multiple IDN ccTLD strings? For example, should there be only one equivalent of .cn in Chinese script for China or .ru in Cyrillic for Russia? 
· All territories have equal rights to creating IDN ccTLDs.

· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should be the reference in identifying the number of scripts and the number of IDN strings needed by the territory, representing in this the viewpoint of the Internet community within that territory.
b) Could there be several IDN strings for a ‘territory’ in a script? If so, who would determine the number and what are the criteria?  
· [Further discussion needed here.]
· Yes, exceptionally on very special cases and not as a general rule.

· No, but there may be cases which deserve to be treated on an exceptional basis. Such cases will need to be considered separately, on a case-by-case basis, and should not create any precedent to the general rule. 

[the right to have one.  How may IDN ccTLDs a territory is entitled to have]
[Reserved lists]
c) If an IDN ccTLD string is not applied for, for whatever reason, should an IDN ccTLD string that could be associated with a particular ‘territory’ be reserved or protected in some way?

· An IDN ccTLD string of a specific territory, if unapplied for, should be reserved for this territory.
· Applicants for gTLDs using a string that corresponds to the name of a territory, country or distinct economy should be required to obtain the agreement [or indication of non-objection] of the government or relevant public authority concerned. In such cases, the name can be removed from any reserved list to facilitate the introduction of the TLD. 
How many scripts per ‘territory’? 
a) Can a ‘territory’ apply for more than one IDN ccTLD string in different scripts if more than one script is used to represent languages spoken in that location? For example in Japan more than one script is used to represent the Japanese language.  In other words, should there be a limit on the number of scripts each territory can apply for?
· All territories have equal rights to creating IDN ccTLDs.

· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should be the reference in identifying the number of scripts and the number of strings needed by the territory, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within that territory. 

· For these reasons, it would be inappropriate to introduce a universal limit.

b) In what circumstances would it be appropriate to seek to introduce a limit on the number of scripts a ‘territory’ may choose to introduce for a ccTLD or any TLD with a national connection?

· A limit may be considered only if there is evidence that such a limit is needed because an explicit threat to the stability of the DNS has been identified.  
· If a limit is to be introduced, this should be made clear beforehand in order for territories to properly sort their priorities. 

[reason, criteria]
c) Can a ‘territory’ apply for an IDN ccTLD string even if the script is not used in a language with any ‘official status’ in that ‘territory’? For example, if the Kanji script is accepted under the IDNA protocol, can Australia apply for a representation of Australia in that script even though neither the script nor any language deriving from it has any 'official' status in Australia? 
· Yes, a sovereign territory may decide there are good public policy reasons to introduce a ccTLD in a script which has no official status. In such cases, the application should cite the rationale for seeking the introduction of such a TLD.  
· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should be the reference in identifying the number of scripts, even if not officially used, and the number of strings needed by the territory, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within that territory.
d) If ‘official status’ is required who will define it and who will determine it in each case?
· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should be the reference in defining the territory's language priorities, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within that territory.

Number of characters in the string? 
Currently, ccTLD strings are limited to 2 US-ASCII characters and gTLDs to 3 or more. It is understood that abbreviations can be problematic for internationalized TLDs as abbreviations used in US-ASCII are not used on a global basis in all scripts. The underlying nature of IDN makes the actual string inserted in the DNS always longer than two characters when expressed in Unicode (due to the IDNA requirement to prefix internationalized labels with ‘xn—‘). However, it is how the string appears in its non US-ASCII character set that is important. In this context: 

a) Should all IDN ccTLD strings be of a fixed length, for example by retaining the two-character limitation that applies to ASCII ccTLD labels, or can they be of variable length? If a variable string length is introduced for IDN ccTLDs, should it also be introduced for ASCII ccTLDs? 
· The current ASCII-based approach reflects the characteristics of the English language. In other languages and scripts, a meaningful country or territory name can be presented in only one character. In other cases, it is more appropriate and meaningful to use more than two characters. The decision should rest with the local Internet community, including the government. 

· It is not suitable to apply fixed-length limitation on all IDN ccTLD strings as this would highly affect the meaningfulness of IDN ccTLDs.

· There is need to allow for variable-length IDN ccTLD.  Maximum length of a string should be set by technical standards with stability, security and integrity in mind.

· IDN ccTLDs appropriately representing territories in local languages may spill to 4-5 characters.  Existing punycode barrier needs also to be re-examined.
· It is not advisable to re-visit the 2-character limitation of the current stable and operational ASCII ccTLD system.

b) Does moving outside the current 2 symbol limitation create any security, stability or integrity issues?
· This question would be better answered by SSAC.

· Reference is made here to SSAC study to identify DNS security issues associated with the potential deployment of IDN TLDs.  

c) Who determines the appropriate label used to represent a new IDN ccTLD string, and how are the set of characters used to represent this label selected?

· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should be the reference in defining the territory's appropriate label to represent the territory's new IDN ccTLD string as well as the reference in selecting the set of characters to represent that label, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within that territory.
· Internationally recognized standardization organizations should be encouraged to develop an appropriate reference table or tables to facilitate a common understanding of the strings to be used.
· That said, reference tables developed by international organizations cannot provide definitive limitations on the strings to be applied for by territories.

· International organizations should be made aware of the process urgency.

Are there any ‘rights’ attached to a given script? 
In purely technical terms, a script is a collection of symbols. However, each of those collections of symbols when put together in particular ways produce the ‘languages’ of groups of people sometimes defined by borders, although very often not. These groups are often referred to as language communities.

a) Should such groups (or their governments) have special rights regarding those scripts? For example, should the Korean language community be entitled to restrict the use of the Hangul script?  If special rights exist what is the procedure to exert these rights and resolve conflicts?
· Nobody has special rights over a certain script. 

· Many scripts are commonly used by more than one language and should be used freely to represent each of those languages.

· Language tables should be defined by recognized language groups whenever such groups exist. 
· In absence of recognized language groups, internationally recognized standardization organization should be the reference in developing language tables.

· Language tables, after defined, should be posted for public use by any registry.  
· The use of those language tables should not be restricted in any sense.

b) Can anyone get acceptance of a script under the IDNA protocol or are there restrictions? For example, can a gTLD registry get the Kanji script accepted under the IDNA protocol? Should that use be vetted/approved by Japan? If yes, would the same requirement apply if a script is used in more then one ‘territory’
· [Further discussion needed here.]
c) Should it be possible to adopt two or more ‘versions’ of a script with only minor differences for use under the IDNA protocol and are there issues or concerns should this occur? 
· It is recommended that each language community comes up with one language table for its script.

· Adopted version of Unicode should be complete and includes all scripts. 

· Adopted version of Unicode should be constantly upgraded with newer versions to help include maximum character sets of any language and ensure a strong and dynamic variant table to handle all security issues.

· The SSAC should be invited to provide advice on these issues from a security and stability perspective.

2. Introduction of IDN ccTLDs 
Should a list of IDN ccTLD strings be mandated? 
In the US-ASCII case, ccTLD strings are currently primarily based on the ISO 3166-1 Alpha 2 list. If a similar mechanism were adopted for IDN ccTLDs, this could mean that every ISO 3166 entry would have an equivalent IDN ccTLD string(s) to represent it.
[Further discussion needed here.]
a) Is such a list necessary? [replies to questions a) to g) are aggregated below]
b) Who would develop such a list?

c) Should such a list be mandated? 

d) If yes, by whom?

e) Who would develop the criteria and relevant policies for identifying IDN ccTLDs?  

f) Under what policy or authority would the list be created? 

g) If additional criteria and or policies are required, who is responsible for formulating that policy? 

· Consideration should be given to existing relevant public authorities who are not members of the ISO. This would make a "mandated" list inappropriate in some cases.

· Reference is made to GAC ccTLD principles: "Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains".

· There should be a mandated list agreed upon beforehand.

· This list should be compiled by an International authority then given to ICANN for use.

· It is recommended that ICANN not be in charge of compiling the list.

What precedence should be given to ccTLDs in the IDN implementation process?

· Precedence should be given to ccTLDs that are advanced in their national processes and can be considered ready for implementation.
· It is recommended to have an interim approach to address existing needs while developing an overall approach.

Who selects the IDN ccTLD string in the absence of a mandated list? 
If IDN ccTLD strings are not going to come from a mandated list then, how does an IDN ccTLD string become designated as the string for a particular ‘territory’? 

a) What are the criteria and policies to determine who can submit a request for the designation* of an IDN ccTLD? 

· Procedure should be similar to the ASCII ccTLD delegation.  
· Respective government of a territory should be the sole authority to ask for a territory's IDN ccTLD.

· Delegation of an IDN ccTLD should follow GAC ccTLDs principles: "Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains".

b) Who will develop the criteria and policies for determining the designation* of an IDN ccTLD?

· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should develop the criteria and policies for determining the designation of a territory's IDN ccTLD, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within that territory.
c) How will such issues as competing requests (both domestic and international) be dealt with?
· Competing or confusingly similar requests should be dealt with on a case by case basis in consultation with all concerned stakeholders.

d) What will happen if 2 ‘territories’ are eligible for the same or confusingly similar strings for IDN ccTLD?

· Confusingly similar strings should be kept in a reserved list and be resolved with consultation of all concerned stakeholders.

· Having a mandated list agreed beforehand would help avoid such conflicts.

What coordination should exist between the different actors? 
The deployment of IDN ccTLDs will require coordination among various actors, within territories and ICANN constituencies.  Irrespective of the methodology employed, some coordination questions must be addressed, such as: 

a) Who are the appropriate actors? 

· Relevant actors for international coordination include:

· Concerned governments

· Language experts

· Language communities and local users

· ICANN 
· SOs/ACs
· 
· ISOC (chapters)

· IETF

· Unicode consortium

· Relevant international organizations within their respective mandates
· Standardization bodies

b) What are their roles? 
· All relevant actors are entitled to voice their opinions within a public & inclusive consultation process, at the international level, and work towards evolving a consensus for IDN ccTLDs formulation from the point of view of technical and operational stability, security as well as addressing public-policy issues.

c) Do the GAC ccTLD principles need to be revised in the light of the introduction of IDN ccTLDs?
· GAC principles for the delegation and administration of ccTLDs, "Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains", should equally apply to IDN ccTLDs.
· Principles will be re-examined, in light of progress achieved, to check whether changes are needed.  
3. Delegation of IDN ccTLDs 
Do existing ccTLD delegation policies apply to the delegation of IDN ccTLDs?  If not: 

· It is recommended to apply existing ccTLD delegation policies to the delegation of IDN ccTLDs.

a) Who can apply to have the IDN ccTLD delegated or to be the delegate for that ccTLD? [replies to questions a) & b) are aggregated below]
b) Who decides on the delegation and in particular: 

· Are there specific reasons for deviating from the standard practice/guidelines that a zone should only be delegated with the support of the local internet community, which includes the government?

· Is consent/involvement/knowledge of government required? 

· Is consent/involvement/knowledge of incumbent ccTLD manager required? 

· Is there any presumptive right of the ASCII ccTLD manager over a corresponding IDN ccTLD? 
· Not all possible IDN ccTLDs need to be delegated.

· Local Internet and language community and the Government are the main stakeholders of IDN ccTLD delegation.

· Government consent is essential in the delegation process (GAC principles).

· Incumbent ccTLD operator should be involved throughout the process. 

· The right of any ASCII ccTLD manager over a corresponding IDN ccTLD is a national matter where decision should to be made locally.

c) Who will formulate the policy for these processes? 
· This is a national decision that has to be resolved locally.

· Formal request for delegation is then submitted to ICANN.

· GAC principles for ccTLD delegation apply.

d) Do existing US-ASCII ccTLD delegation policies for dealing with multiple applications, objections to applications or disputes apply to the same issues in the delegation of IDN ccTLDs?  If not who will formulate the policies for these issues?

· We do not believe any additional process is needed.

e) Taking into account all experiences ICANN has acquired - should there be an agreement between ICANN and the IDN ccTLD operator on the operation of the IDN ccTLD string?
· There should be some acceptance to roles and responsibilities taking place between ICANN and IDN operator.

· Light weight agreements tailored to accommodate different circumstances may further encourage ccTLD operator.

· It's recommended to look into existing ASCII ccTLDs models.

· Reference is made to guidelines stated in GAC ccTLD delegation principles (section 10).
4. Operation of IDN ccTLDs 
Is the operation and management of an IDN ccTLD different to that of an existing US-ASCII ccTLD such that there are specific global technical requirements, in addition to the general IDN standards, needed for the operation of an IDN ccTLD?  If so, how are those requirements developed and who would develop them?
· Reference should be made to ICANN technical committee.

· Cross boarder cooperation is encouraged in this regard to exchange best practices.

· National decision depending on local circumstances.  No one solution fits all.

� Example, UN Conference on the Standardization of Geographic Names, UNESCO and ITU





�Unless they are on the list then they don’t. This wording could be taken as implying that countries not on the list are entitled. So Scotland for example would be. The wording needs clarification IMO. 


�This is entirely within the scope of the current IDN PDP. If the GAC wishes to pre-empt the PDP then so be it but it is hardly an example of working within the ICANN system. 





