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	1. In future, should all three-character top-level domains be reserved as ccTLDs only and be ineligible for use as gTLDs? What would be the advantage or disadvantage of such a policy?
	2. In future, should all three-character top-level domains be eligible for use as gTLDs as long as they are not in conflict with the existing alpha-3 codes from the ISO 3166-1 list; i.e. the three-character version of the same ISO list that is the basis for current ccTLD allocation? What would be the advantage or disadvantage of such a policy?
	3. In future, should three-character strings be eligible for use as gTLDs if they are not in conflict with existing alpha-3 codes form the ISO 3166-1 list and they have received documentation of support or non-objection from the relevant government or public authority? What would be the advantage or disadvantage of such a policy?
	4. In future, should there be unrestricted use of three-character strings as gTLDs if they are not conflicting with any applicable string similarity rules? What would be the advantage or disadvantage of such a policy?

	Registry Stakeholder Group
	No. There is no basis under international law for all 3-character codes to be reserved for use only as ccTLDs and ineligible as gTLDs. Countries and country-code operators have no valid claim to sovereignty or ownership rights over 3-character codes. 
Whilst the RFC-1591 Domain Name System Structure and Delegation of March 1994 is considered by some to provide a basis and historical justification for the continued reservation of 2-character codes for use as ccTLDs, it provides no such basis for reserving 3-character codes. 
Furthermore, we understand that it has been suggested by some that to allow 3-character codes to be used as gTLDs gives rise to a risk of confusion with the ccTLDs. This argument is unsupportable. There is no precedent for 3-character codes to be reserved as ccTLDs and ineligible for use as gTLDs. Quite the reverse, in fact. 
 The RFC-1591 identified seven 3-letter gTLDs, and thus from at least as early as 1984 users of the internet have learned to recognise 3-character codes as such, and not as ccTLDs. Since that time, and particularly now as a result of the first round of new gTLDs, there are numerous examples of 3-character strings which have already been allocated as gTLDs. These include those legacy gTLDs including .com, .net, .org, and new gTLDs, including .app, .bbc, .bio, .cab, .cfd, .fox, .nyc, .rio. Whilst the numbers of three-character strings already allocated are too numerous to list in full, it can be seen from this small snapshot that they include a range of gTLD types: brands, cities, open restricted, and open generic registries. If confusion were to occur, it would be by reserving 3-character codes for use as ccTLDs, when the public recognise these strings as being gTLDs, and ccTLDs as being 2-letter codes.
	We refer to our response to question 1. All 3-character codes should be eligible for use as gTLDs, regardless of whether they are listed as alpha-3 codes from the ISO 3166-1 list. It should be noted that “COM” is included on that list and thus there is precedent for such 3-letter codes to be allocated as gTLDs. It would only be acceptable to reserve alpha-3 codes where the use of these codes is restricted as a matter of international law. This is not the case: the ISO 3166 list is simply a standard and has no basis in international intellectual property or otherwise as establishing or confirming ownership rights or in prohibiting use.
	No. See responses for questions 1 and 2. Governments and public bodies have no sovereignty over these terms and should not be seeking to have control or veto over their use.
	Yes, we consider that this would be the most appropriate approach for the future, except in cases where international law, or some other agreed-upon restriction (such as that on the use of “www”) dictates otherwise. This would have the advantages of removing a restriction which lacks any basis in international law and making such strings available for registration by any applicant in a new gTLD round.

	GAC – Afghanistan 
	It only creates confusion between users for ccTLDs and gTLDs.
ccTLD is driven by local law where the gTLD is driven by thr global law, this itself is a big confusion for users. If in the future there were any plan then it would be feasible to have 3 letters strings only for use in ccTLDs.
A good example in our case is AFG which is the abbreviation for Afghanistan but there are various companies like American Financial Group in USA, Australian Financial Group in Australia, Al Futtaim Group in UAE, Advent Film Group that use the same abbreviation for their brand names, this would create serious issues between the government and private sector.
Advantage is that there will be more sells for gTLDs and some brands might get their 3 letters TLD.
Disadvantage is that it creates confusion for users
	No, the use of 3 characters strings as gTLDs must receive no objection letter from the governments and other public authorities first.
Advantage is: they will have open hand to register any string for their brads no matter it is in conflict with the ccTLD.
Disadvantage is that governments and other public authorities will have no knowledge of the strings being registered for their businesses.

	As long as it is not in conflict with existing alpha 3 codes from ISO 3166-1 list, they are good to proceed.
The only advantage is that there will be consultation and no objection letter needed from the government that gives the government and other public authority to closely review the string
Disadvantage would be the same (Confusion for users)

	No, the use of 3 characters strings as gTLDs must receive no objection letter from the governments and other public authorities first.
Advantage is: they will have open hand to register any string for their brads no matter it is in conflict with the ccTLD.
Disadvantage is that governments and other public authorities will have no knowledge of the strings being registered for their businesses.


	GAC – Norway 
	The question is not asked correctly. We don’t think 3-letter country codes should be used at all (unless for some instances of IDN ccTLDs and gTLDs. See answers below on Q5). They should not be reserved for ccTLDs neither should they be used for gTLDs. The reason for this is the 3-letter country code represent the same country or territory as the 2-letter country code. Therefore, using these 3-letter codes at allcould create end user confusion. Using the 3-letter country codes for ccTLDs could be a confusion for the end user since the 3-letter country codes has so strong association to the country and could therefore by the end user be mixed up with the existing ccTLD.

	No. Certain 3-letter codes have already been used for gTLDs and there are actually some instances of them being on the 3-letter country code list. To use more 3-letter codes for new gTLDs will increase the risk for end user confusion, so our suggestion is to not use any new three letter code at all for new neither ccTLDs nor gTLDs.

	No, the 3-letter codes should not be used at all. Again, end user confusion.

	No. As stated before. We do not think it is a good idea to use more 3-letter codes for any new top level domains.


	Intellectual Property Constituency
	Three-character top-level domains should be eligible for use as gTLDs and should not be reserved as potential ccTLDs. The IPC acknowledges the work of the CWG-UCTN to date and notes its findings in relation to RFC1591 and the historical, standardized practice relating to the use in the DNS of ISO 3166 alpha-2 2-letter codes arising from the adoption of that standard in the design of the DNS. There is no such practice in the DNS in relation to 3-letter codes. Further, ISO 3166-1 alpha-3 codes are three-letter country codes defined in ISO 3166-1, part of the ISO 3166 standard published by the International Organization for Standardization (ISO), to represent countries, dependent territories, and special areas of geographical interest based upon the alpha-2 codes (there is a third set of codes, which is numeric and hence offers no visual association). As such, the countries and geographic interests represented thereby are wholly represented in ISO 3166 alpha-2. In other words, reservation of 3 letter codes would be completely duplicative, redundant and serve no apparent purpose. Further, no perceived advantage or necessity has been identified by the technical or country code community for such an expansion, and the IPC has been unable to identify any advantage of such a policy. 
 In contrast, there are extremely significant disadvantages to such a policy. The gTLD space has historically been built on three-character codes, such as .com, .net, and .org, and there is a high degree of consumer comfort and technical comfort with three-character gTLDs. This can be seen in the new gTLDs as well; for example, there were several applications for .web and .app, and a significant number of other applications new gTLDs adopted the traditional three-letter format. Such an expansion would (i) remove all three-letter words and acronyms from consideration as gTLDs (as well as all other three-character combinations), (ii) be impractical and effectively extinguish rights in existing 3-letter gTLDs, and (iii) would significantly impinge upon well-established, internationally-recognized private rights without justification, and (iv) remove other opportunities for appropriate and important gTLDs (e.g., .CAT).
More specifically, placing restrictions on 3-character strings effectively results in the exclusion of over 17,000 potential new gTLDs from the DNS, many of which are commonly used words or famous or well-known trademarks. This is inconsistent with many of these countries'/states' own trademark laws and is a significant impediment to the ability of rights holders worldwide to participate in the DNS and engage in e-commerce.
The IPC is opposed to the reservation of all 3-character TLDs as potential ccTLDs.
	All three-character top-level domains should be eligible for use as gTLDs regardless of whether they are “in conflict with” the existing alpha-3 codes from the ISO 3166-1 list. As explained in its response to Question 1, there is no existing, standardized practice in the DNS of using 3-letter codes to represent countries and territories. In fact, there is no such practice at all. The purpose of protecting countries and geographic interests is completely achieved by the reservation of the two letter codes contained in ISO 3166 alpha-2. There would be a vast increase in blocked names and words by increasing the prohibition from two letters to three, the IPC is greatly concerned over the impact that such a policy would have on the robust growth of the gTLD space, property rights, free speech and openness. No compelling and legally or technically justified reason for such an exclusionary policy has been articulated.
	There should be no “support/non-objection” process for governments and public authorities. As the IPC has highlighted in its previous comments in relation to geographic domain name policy, there is no basis in international law for a support or non-objection requirement. Such a requirement is de facto a veto. This introduces significant uncertainty for applicants, in direct contrast to the goals of top-level expansion. Such a process also implies that governments and public authorities have a legal or sovereign right to “their” ISO 3166-1 alpha-3 code. We know of no basis for such an assertion. To the extent that parties have legally recognized rights in 3-character strings, they should submit to binding arbitration in an internationally recognized forum in which objective and reasonable standards apply. The IPC does not support restricting the eligibility of 3-character TLDs on the basis of the ISO 3166-1 alpha-3 standard.
	There should be unrestricted use of three-character strings as gTLDs if they are not conflicting with any applicable string similarity rules. The IPC supports unrestricted use of 3-character strings as gTLDs if they are not conflicting with applicable string similarity rules. It should be noted that string similarity rules have applied to strings of any length, so it is unclear why this question is being asked. We would assume that three-character applications would be subject to all of the same rules as any other string (and not to any “special” rules). 


	.pl Registry Operator
	No, they should not, however all 3-character names listed in ISO tables are to be maintained in line with ISO rules and policy. This question is general one and somewhat misleading;  my understanding of this project is that we are not in position to break down the ISO eligibility rules and create our own on Internet with regard the 3-character names.  
	Yes, they should, however we have to have in mind that the 3 – character names listed in ISO tables ( not only limited to ISO 3166-1) relate to the names of currencies, the names of languages, etc. The eligibility  should be maintained in line with ISO established policy.  In general there is no need to design  a policy which may limit Internet development.               
	It would be reasonable to answer shortly by saying  yes, they should.  I think, that would wise to keep in mind that many governments in fact are not in position to predict the future of its states; please refer for instance to the example of former Yugoslavia or Africa where we can see many new countries  “born” in Africa, etc. What would be the value of the mentioned permission? For  how long will it be valid?  With that rule in mind, for sure, someone in the future would  have to decide what is at higher value by weighting an commercial interest vs. the interest of a new nation for instance?  Do we really consider, that our legitimate is sufficient? and could  prevail the one by UN? As already mentioned, the “ delegation  ( free) for assignment by ISO” 3-character names shall be handled by ISO.  In addition, we can see that, there are many 3 –character names which most probably will be never used by ISO; and I do believe that ISO knows that and keeps the list. I think, that these 3-character names should be allowed in naming of the top level domains.  
	In order to be consistent with the rules and policies we have already got  I would vote for the unrestricted use, however the definition of the meaning of “ unrestricted” in this context has to be set first.   Having in mind the understanding of intention presented above, I found this question  as general one.

	.hk Registry Operator
	Yes, all country and territory 3-character TLDs should be reserved as ccTLDs only and be ineligible for use as gTLDs. Otherwise, confusion and wrong perception will be caused to Internet users as to whether the 3-character TLD or the 2-character ccTLD is the true official representation of the country/territory. Also, the basic difference between ccTLD and gTLD is that a ccTLD represents country/territory and gTLDs are for generic terms with no geographic connotation.
	Apart from the 3-character codes on the ISO 3166-1 list, there may be codes or strings which are 3-character or longer which are commonly accepted/used for specific countries or territories but not on the ISO list. These should be ineligible for use as gTLDs too. Otherwise gross misunderstanding and confusion will be caused on which ones of these are the ones truly representing the country/territory.   
	This is ok. But all ccTLDs should be consulted rather than only those which are thought to be relevant.
	This is not sufficient. See answers to Q1, 2, 3 above.

	Partridge and Garcia PC
	Three-character top level domains should be eligible for use as gTLDs by any qualified party, and should not be reserved as potential ccTLDs.  The countries and geographic interests represented in the ISO 3166-1 alpha-3 codes are wholly represented by the ISO 3166 alpha-2 codes that they are based upon.  Therefore, reservation of 3 letter codes would be completely redundant and serve no apparent purpose.

Since the gTLD space has historically been built on three-character codes, such as .com, .net, and .org, there is a high degree of consumer comfort favoring new three-character gTLDs.  A reservation of all new three-character top-level domains would:
a) Disallow all three-letter words, acronyms, and combinations from consideration as new gTLDs (see chart in response to question 2, below, for examples), severely hampering businesses right to enter into the technological space;
b) Be impractical and effectively extinguish rights in existing 3-letter gTLDs; and
c) Would significantly impinge upon well-established, internationally-recognized private rights without justification.

Any effort to eliminate any future use of three-character top-level domains should be rejected.  This option is a solution in search of a problem which does not exist.
	No, for the reasons listed above.

	Yes, for the reasons listed above.
	For the following reasons, Partridge & Garcia disagree with the points raised by Norway with regard to three-letter characters. 

Norway’s only reasoning for the reservation of the 3-letter country codes from use as gTLDs is that doing so would create end user confusion.  However, Norway does not provide any evidence that this confusion exists, or would exist in the future.  There is no evidence of end user confusion existing between countries and similar current 3-letter gTLDs.  For example, end users are not confused that .COM represents Comoros, that .BIZ represents Belize, or that .NET represents the Netherlands.  These countries’—and all other countries with ISO 3166 alpha-2 codes—interests are currently completely protected by their 2-letter country codes (.CO, .BZ, and .NL, respectively).

ICANN’s gTLD Applicant Guidebook reasons how it would be unlikely for there to be confusion between a 3-character string and a 3-letter country code, due to the high “probable” standard for String confusion to exist:  

String confusion exists where a string so nearly resembles another that it is likely to deceive or cause confusion.  For a likelihood of confusion to exist, it must be probably, not merely possible that confusion will arise in the mind of the average, reasonable Internet user.  Mere association, in the sense that the string brings another to mine, is insufficient to find a likelihood of confusion.

Guidebook, Section 3.5.1. 

Contrary to Norway’s claim, it is not probable that all new three-letter gTLDs, or potential ccTLDs, will cause end user confusion.  Furthermore, there is already a well-established, internationally-recognized forum that exists that is able to determine whether a gTLD application is likely to cause string confusion: ICANN String Confusion Dispute Panel.  This body, rather than a blanket reservation of all three-letter country codes for gTLD use, is the best mechanism to examine potential user confusion on a case-by-case basis. 

A blanket ban on new three-character gTLDs is not a favorable policy due to the convenience of three-character gTLDs for Internet users and lack of proof that new codes will cause confusion.  Presently, there are over 130 three-character gTLDs.  These codes are easy for Internet users to remember and type.  There is no proof that adding new three-character gTLDs will create end user confusion.

A significant reason that potential three-letter gTLD codes should not be denied because they are the same as existing alpha-3 codes from the ISO 3166-1 list is it would prevent many private and public entities from entering into the technological space and asserting their intellectual property rights.  There is no persuasive reason why this basic legal right should be hampered.  The existing alpha-3 country codes would be in conflict with many companies and organizations that should have the right to be eligible for gTLDs.  These codes serve as acronyms for large organizations, airport codes, names of companies, and words in the English language, as exemplified in the chart above. (there are undoubtedly numerous other acronyms based on non-English terms as well).  It would exclude many companies and organizations from applying for gTLDs as a business strategy.  

The entities applying for a gTLD are not akin to a cybersquatters seeking to make a quick dollar off of consumer confusion.  The new applicant’s will not be frivolously occupying domain name space on the internet.  Applying for a gTLD is a very robust, expensive process.  Before application, a conscious organizational decision must be made, in advancement of a legitimate interest.  Therefore, there should not be a blanket restriction on the use of three-letter domain names that identical to three-letter country codes.


	GAC Finland
	It would be extremely confusing, if all three-character top-level domains would be reserved as ccTLDs at this point. Many three-character gTLDs already exists (.com, .net, .xyz, .top, .win etc.). Can't and shouldn't be changed anymore.
	This would be an equal and simple solution for all (both ccTLDs and gTLDs). It requires that ISO 3166-1 list must be "up-to-date" all the time.
	This could theoretically work, but needs more clarification and it's hard to make it work in practice. Would be difficult to categorize, what is "relevant documentation" from relevant government or what is "relevant public authority". Difficult to categorize, which three-character strings would/might violate rights of governments or public authorities. Which bodies would make decisions in ICANN? There has already been this type of problems (.africa case).

	This is the current situation. Easy, open and equal solution. "Let the market decide." Brand owners need to able to use their names as gTLDs.

	GAC Switzerland[footnoteRef:1] [1:  ] 

	Switzerland proposes to tackle the issue of the future use of three-character codes as TLD according to the following methodology: initially, it is essential to clearly delimit the three-character codes concerned by means of a protection mechanism. It would then be advisable to define the protection mechanism itself and, finally, to rule on the method of use of protected and non-protected codes.

1. Clear delimitation of the set of three-character codes which it would be useful to protect - Reference lists
The three-letter codes submitted to any protection mechanism must be clearly determined. The use of official international lists seems to be a good solution. Other solutions based, among other things, on "string similarity rules" must be avoided as they would generate too many uncertainties and result in overly complex processes.

In Switzerland's opinion, the ISO 3166-1 alpha-3 list represents a good starting point, but governments/public authorities should also be able to consider or invoke other lists in order to protect an abbreviation linked to their country.
 
As a minimum, in addition to the ISO 3166-1 alpha-3 list, the following lists should be integrated: 
- ITU (International Telecommunication Union - link);
- IOC (International Olympic Committee - link).
 
Other lists could also be considered, but do not have priority: 
 - ISO 4217 (currency codes - link);
 - IATA codes (cities, airport locations...). 
 
2. Protection mechanism
Governments/public authorities should be free to choose to protect all or some of the codes which are included in the reference lists and for which they are competent. It should be possible to do this using a simple notification system (opt-in) without governments/public authorities having to justify their choice or their decision.
 
3, Use of three-character codes
In principle it is possible to reserve the three-character codes protected by the mechanism defined above as ccTLD. Unprotected codes would be available as gTLD and ICANN would be able to deal with them freely. 

In our opinion it would also be essential to consider in the same way the three-character IDN codes (for example Cyrillic three-letter codes according to GOST 7.67 or ISO 3166-88 standard - link) as well as entirely numeric three-character codes (e.g. according to ITU-T E.212 or ISO 3166-1 numeric), in so far as entirely numeric labels are considered for the next rounds of gTLD.

The position outlined above does not conform to any of the scenarios proposed in the CWG-UCTN questionnaire, but is positioned somewhere between scenarios 2 and 3.
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