Executive Summary 

Section A of this document contains comments related to an interim and an overall approach to IDN ccTLDs associated with the ISO 3166-1 two-letter codes in the context of the introduction of IDN gTLDs. Section B provides input to the list of issues and questions identified by the ccNSO and the GAC that need to be addressed in order to move forward with IDN ccTLDs associated with the ISO 3166-1 two-letter codes in a manner that ensures the continued security and stability of the Internet. 

Here are what we believe to be the most important points from the GNSO responses that are discussed in greater detail in Parts A and B below: 

1. IDN-labeled TLDs (whether considered gTLDs or TLDs associated with countries or territories) should be introduced as soon as practicable after technical requirements and tests are successfully completed.
2. The apportionment of the name space between gTLDs and ccTLDs should be determined prior to allocation of any IDN TLDs and this should be done jointly by the GNSO and ccNSO with the involvement of other impacted stakeholders.  If it is not possible to develop a complete policy for allocation of IDN TLDs in the short term, then an interim policy should be developed that provides sufficient guidance to allow new IDN gTLDs and fast track IDN ccTLDs to be introduced in a timely manner.
 
3. The introduction of IDN-labeled gTLDs or ccTLDs should not be delayed because of lack of readiness of one category, but if they are not introduced at the same time, steps should be taken to ensure neither category is advantaged or disadvantaged due to actions by either supporting organization.  In other words: i) the introduction of IDN gTLDs should not be delayed because of delays in finalizing ccNSO policy or vice versa; ii) the ability to fast track IDNs by either SO should be available to the other SO. 
4. If IDN-labeled TLDs associated with one SO are ready for introduction before IDN-labeled TLDs for the other SO, procedures should be developed to avoid possible conflicts.

5. We support efforts to determine the feasibility of an interim solution whereby a limited number of territories designated in the ISO 3166-1 list that have special needs would be granted IDN labels in the near term provided that no IDN TLDs associated with countries or territories are introduced earlier than IDN gTLDs without the GNSO's concurrence.
6. Mapping of IDN ccTLDs to the ISO 3166-1 list must be maintained.
7. 
8. Any added IDN label for a territory designated in the ISO 3166-1 list should be for the sole purpose of benefiting the language community (or communities) and territory designated by the new label.

9. IDN ccTLD strings should be meaningful to the local community and should represent, in scripts of the corresponding territory’s choice, a meaningful representation of the territory’s name or abbreviation of the territory’s name in the selected script.

10. There should be one IDN ccTLD string per ISO 3166-1 entry per relevant script.

11. 
12. Confusingly similar strings must be avoided.

13. Measures must be taken to limit confusion and collisions due to variants.

14. Consideration must be given to the risks for homoglyphic spoofing.

15. We support the notion that variable string length is the appropriate approach for IDN labels representing territories designated in the ISO 3166-1 list but do not support extending LDH ccTLDs to include variable length LDH ccTLD labels.
16. 
17. Where script mixing occurs or is necessary across multiple levels, registries must implement clear procedures to prevent spoofing and visual confusion for users.

18. Operators of top-level domain registries for IDN TLDs representing territories designated by the ISO 3166-1 list should be required to follow the ICANN IDN Guidelines in the same way as gTLD registries that offer IDNs.
19. The situation of IDN ccTLDs becoming de facto “IDN gTLDs”, as has happened with some ASCII ccTLDs historically, should be avoided.  If there are any exceptional cases where this is not possible, any such IDN ccTLDs must be governed by a contract that contains similar conditions to those contained in gTLD contracts.
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�Note that this is a totally new statement that Chuck inserted.  We have not agreed to it nor is it in the main body of the document.  My goal here is to throw a bone to the ccNSO by acknowledging the complexity they face in finalizing IDN TLD policy, including allocation of names into the name space, and also suggesting a middle ground where their concerns and ours can be met so as to not delay implementation of new gTLDs or fast track IDN ccTLDs. If they firmly believe that a complete allocation policy cannot be completed for a long period of time, then let's at least develop an interim policy that allows us to define criteria for which names go into the g space and which ones go into the cc space.  For example, if we define IDN ccTLDs for now to be names meeting all of the following conditions: 1) Mapping of IDN ccTLDs to the ISO 3166-1 list must be maintained; 2) Any added IDN label for a territory designated in the ISO 3166-1 list should be for the sole purpose of benefiting the language community (or communities) designated by the new label; 3)IDN ccTLD strings should be meaningful to the local community and should represent, in scripts of the corresponding territory’s choice, a meaningful representation of the territory’s name or abbreviation of the territory’s name in the selected script.  IDN gTLDs for the interim then could not be any names that satisfy the IDN ccTLD criteria so we would temporarily reserve those names until the ccNSO finishes its work.





