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 DEFINITIONS

	Character
	A character may be a letter, digit, hyphen or symbol.

For the purposes of discussing IDNs, a ”character” can best be seen as the basic graphic unit of a writing system, which is a script plus a set of rules determining how it is used for representing a specific language.  However, domain labels do not convey any intrinsic information about the language with which they are intended to be associated, although they do reveal the script on which they are based. This language dependency can unfortunately not be eliminated by restricting the definition to script because in several cases (see examples below) languages that share the same script differ in the way they regard its individual elements. The term character can therefore not be defined independently of the context in which it is used.

In phonetically based writing systems, a character is typically a letter or represents a syllable, and in ideographic systems (or alternatively, pictographic or logographic systems) a character may represent a concept or word.

The following examples are intended to illustrate that the definition of a character is at least two-fold, one being a linguistic base unit and the other is the associated code point.

U-label 酒 : Jiu; the Chinese word for 'alcoholic beverage'; Unicode code point is U+9152 (also referred to as: CJK UNIFIED IDEOGRAPH-9152); A-label is xn—jj4

U-label 北京 : the Chinese word for ‘Beijing’, Unicode codepoints are U+5300 U+4EAC; A-label is xn—1lq90i

U-label 東京 : Japanese word for ‘Tokyo’, the Unicode code points are U+6771 U+4EAC; A-label is xn—1lqs71d

U-label ایكوم; Farsi acronym for ICOM, Unicode code points are U+0627 U+06CC U+0643 U+0648 U+0645; A-label is xn—mgb0dgl27d.



	Symbols
	While the DNS supports all of the printable characters in the US-ASCII character table not all such characters are made available in domain names. Symbols, such as #, $, &, !, *, -, _, +, =, are not available for registration in domain names because the top-level domain registries decided (before internationalization) to adopt the hostname rule for registration of domain names. The hostname rule, defined in RFC 952 and updated in RFC 1123, specifies that only letters, digits and hyphens (a-z, 0-9, -) are valid characters in hostnames. 

	Tagged Names
	All labels with hyphens in both the third and fourth character positions (e.g., “bq—1k2n4h4b” or “xn—ndk061n”).

	A-Label
	ASCII-compatible (ACE) form of an IDNA-valid string. See http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-klensin-idnabis-issues-01.txt. An example is xn--1lq90i.

	U-Label
	An IDNA-valid string of Unicode-coded characters; the representation of the Internationalised Domain Name (IDN) in Unicode. See http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-klensin-idnabis-issues-01.txt. An example is 北京, the U-Label for the Chinese word “Beijing”.

	Single and Two Character Labels
	Prior to the release of IDNA, the characters available for inclusion in domain names consisted of a limited number of alphanumeric elements (a,...z; 0,...,9; "-"), and policies could easily be based on the number of characters any label contained. There is no similar generally applicable way to compare the length of, for example, an ideographic and an alphabetic string, or even a sequence of characters taken from the basic Latin alphabet with a decorated version of the same sequence.

In Czech, <ch> is a single letter (or character -- the concepts do not differ in this regard) whereas in English it is two. In Danish, <æ> is the 27th letter of the alphabet. It is a single character and does not decompose to <a e>. Depending on who you ask and their linguistic background, there are either 12 or 13 characters in the English word <encyclopædia>.  If written as <encyclopaedia>, all would agree on 13. Differentiation by considering semantic value does not help. In Turkish, there is a difference between a dotted <i> and a dotless <ı>. In English, there is no such distinction. Whether the dot is to be counted as a character in its own right or not will again depend on who you ask and what language they view the word as being written in.


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. This Report contains the recommendations and supporting information from the GNSO Reserved Names Working Group (RN-WG) regarding single and two character labels.

2. The subgroup members included:

Greg Shatan (IPC – Subgroup Chair)

Neal Blair (BC)

Marilyn Cade (BC)

Alistair Dixon (BC)

Avri Doria (Nom Com appointee)

Patrick Jones (ICANN Staff)

Jonathan Nevett (Registrars)

Mike Rodenbaugh (BC)

Victoria McEvedy (NCUC) (Resigned from RN-WG on 24 April 2004)

3. The original recommendations that formed the basis of this report were approved by the RN WG for inclusion in the 19 March 2007 RN-WG report. Following the ICANN meeting in Lisbon, Portugal, and throughout the 30-day extension period, the subgroup refined the recommendations and incorporated additional information. These recommendations represent the consensus of the subgroup.

4. A minority position has been inserted in the explanation for the following subcategory: two letters at the top level.

5. The table below contains the recommendations for single and two character labels (for letters, digits, symbols and IDNs).

	SoW number

(RN-WG 30-day extension SoW)
	Reserved Name Category
	Domain Name Level(s)
	Recommendation

	Recommendation task 2
	Symbols
	ALL
	We recommend that current practice be maintained, so that no symbols other than the ‘-’ [hyphen] be considered for use at any level, unless technology at some time permits the use of symbols.

	Recommendation task 3(a)
	Single and Two Character IDNs
	IDNA-valid strings at all levels 
	Single and two-character U-labels on the top level and second level of a domain name should not be restricted in general. At the top level, requested strings should be analyzed on a case by case basis in the new gTLD process depending on the script and language used in order to determine whether the string should be granted for allocation in the DNS. Single and two character labels at the second level and the third level if applicable should be available for registration, provided they are consistent with the IDN Guidelines.

Examples of IDNs include .酒, 東京.com, تونس

 HYPERLINK ""
.icom.museum.   

	Recommendation task 3(b) 
	Single Letters
	Top Level 
	We recommend reservation of single letters at the top level based on technical questions raised. If sufficient research at a later date demonstrates that the technical issues and concerns are addressed, the topic of releasing reservation status can be reconsidered. 

Examples of names that would not be allowed include .a, .z.


	Recommendation task 3(b) 
	Single Letters and Digits
	2nd Level 
	We recommend that single letters and digits be released at the second level in future gTLDs, and that those currently reserved in existing gTLDs should be released. This release should be contingent upon the development of an appropriate allocation framework. 
Examples include a.com, i.info.   

	Recommendation task 3(b)
	Single and Two Digits
	Top Level 
	We recommend digits be reserved at the top level, in order to avoid potential confusion with IP addresses within software applications. Examples include .3, .99.

	Recommendation task 3(b)
	Single  Letter, Single  Digit Combinations
	Top Level 
	Applications may be considered for single letter, single digit combinations at the top level in accordance with the terms set forth in the new gTLD process. Examples include .3F, .A1, .u7.

	Recommendation task 3
	Two Letters 
	Top Level 
	We recommend that the current practice of allowing two letter names at the top level, only for ccTLDs, remain at this time.

Examples include, .AU, .DE, .UK.

	Recommendation task 3(b) 
	Any combination of Two  Letters, Digits
	2nd Level 
	Registries may propose release provided that measures to avoid confusion with any corresponding country codes are implemented.
 Examples include ba.aero, ub.cat, 53.com, 3M.com, e8.org.


Minority Statement

Mike Rodenbaugh on two letters at the top level: 

I recommend that two letter ASCII gTLDs be allowed.  A standardized approach should be used which ensures consultation with appropriate parties, including the ccNSO and ISO 3166 Maintenance Agency, and where security and stability issues are identified, SSAC.  While there may be political reasons, there appears no strong policy reason to withhold every possible two-letter TLD from use, on the assumption that some of them may be desired by countries that may be created in the future.  The GAC principle assumes there will be ‘user confusion’ if two letter codes are allowed other than for ccTLDs, but this is not substantiated -- and there are many ccTLDs that are visually very similar to other ccTLDs (including .ch and .cn which are two of the larger ccTLDs).  In addition, this concern would diminish if countries were able to use their own name as a TLD, including in its IDN form, or in an IDN two letter ccTLD.

Supporting Information

Background

Recommendations are provided for each of the following eight subcategories: 

· Symbols

· Single and two-character IDNs

· Single letters at the top level

· Single letters and digits at the second level

· Digits at the top level

· Single letter, single digit combinations at the top level

· Two letters at the top level

· Any combination of two letters and digits at the second level

This report will examine the above subcategories, recognizing that the technical and policy issues may differ across each of the subcategories.  The purpose of this report is to examine whether there are any technical, policy or practical concerns about releasing these names. Domain names are defined in RFC 1034 (published in November 1987 and recognized as an Internet Standard, ftp://ftp.rfc-editor.org/in-notes/rfc1034.txt).

The initial treatment of using a ‘reservation’ developed with Jon Postel and involved both single and two character strings.  Some discussion about reserved names can be traced back to specific RFCs, while the ‘reservation category’ has also evolved via gTLD registry agreements.  The reserved names list was created during the proof-of-concept round of new gTLDs in 2001.  The reserved names list was a topic of discussion during the ICANN Meeting in Melbourne, Australia in March 2001.  An information page on the registry agreement appendices was first posted in February 2001 (http://www.icann.org/melbourne/new-tld-agreements-topic.htm).  Subsequently, the category of Geographical and Geopolitical names was added to some of the Reserved Names appendices.

In all gTLD registry agreements as of 1 May 2007, single-character labels are reserved at the second-level and two-character labels are initially reserved.
 

It appears that the original purpose for reserving the single characters was driven by technical concerns.  Two letter reservations appear to have been based on concerns about confusion with two letter country codes.

The work of the Single and Dual Character Reserved Names Subgroup (now Single and Two Character Labels Subgroup) was originally included as Appendix E in the GNSO Reserved Names Working Group Report dated 19 March 2007, http://gnso.icann.org/drafts/rn-wg-fr19mar07.pdf. This update incorporates inputs received during the ICANN meeting in Lisbon, Portugal, references the GAC Principles on New gTLDs, http://gac.icann.org/web/home/gTLD_principles.pdf, the GNSO IDN Working Group Outcomes Report, http://gnso.icann.org/drafts/idn-wg-fr-22mar07.htm, and inputs received during the 30 day extension of the Reserved Names Working Group.

RECOMMENDATION ONE: SYMBOLS

We recommend that current practice be maintained, so that no symbols other than the ‘-’ [hyphen] be considered for use at any level, unless technology at some time permits the use of symbols.

Rationale
The hostname convention defined in RFC 952
 (later modified by RFC 1123) states that domain names must consist of the letters a-z; the numbers 0-9, and the hyphen-dash (-).   "." has a special status: it is permitted by the DNS but used as a "separator" for labels.  Only letters, digits and hyphens are permitted at present in the DNS, to the left of the TLD.

Consultation with experts    

Discussions with technology experts indicate that there would not be support for making any changes to allow the release of symbols in one or two character domain names, at any level.

RECOMMENDATION TWO: SINGLE AND TWO CHARACTER IDNs

Single and two-character U-labels on the top level and second level of a domain name should not be restricted in general. At the top level, requested strings should be analyzed on a case by case basis in the new gTLD process depending on the script and language used in order to determine whether the string should be available for allocation in the DNS. This is notwithstanding the rule that the ISO-3166 list will continue to be reserved and as such all two character ASCII strings (i.e., LDH-labels) will remain reserved at the top level and second level of a domain name, although registries may propose release of two character strings at the second level provided that measures to avoid confusion with any corresponding country codes are implemented. Single and two character labels at the second level should be available for registration, provided they are consistent with the IDN Guidelines.

Rationale

In a resolution approved by the ICANN Board on 25 September 2000, the Board recognized “it is important that the Internet evolve to be more accessible to those who do not use the ASCII character set” but stressed that “the internationalization of the Internet’s domain name system must be accomplished through standards that are open, non-proprietary, and fully compatible with the Internet's existing end-to-end model and that preserve globally unique naming in a universally resolvable public name space.”

Once ICANN opens the process for new TLD applications, it is expected that many of those applications may be for IDNs. In some scripts, such as Chinese, Japanese and Korean, single and two characters frequently translate into words, concepts or phrases.  Because of this, it is not advisable to maintain the existing reservation against single and two-character U-Label strings for IDNs. Applications should be reviewed on a script by script basis.

As examples, single and two character IDNs currently exist as second and third level domain names in both ccTLDs and gTLDs. 

http://中国.icom.museum directs visitors to http://china.icom.museum/. 

http://한국.icom.museum directs visitors to http://www.icomkorea.org/board/index2.php. 

The GAC Communique released in Lisbon, Portugal acknowledged the joint GAC-ccNSO-GNSO IDN Working Group, and noted a draft issue paper on the selection of IDN ccTLDs associated with the ISO-3166 list. The GAC is continuing to work with the ccNSO on this issue, because in many languages and scripts country names cannot be abbreviated, and it may be difficult to assign internationalized versions of the ISO-3166 list. The GAC is continuing to develop guidance on IDN TLDs that will be incorporated into the new gTLD process.

While not specifically written for IDNs, the GAC Principles regarding New gTLDs released in Lisbon contain a number of recommendations relevant to single and two character IDNs:

1.3 A gTLD is a top level domain which is not based on the ISO 3166 two-letter country code list. For the purposes and scope of this document, new gTLDs are defined as any gTLDs added to the Top Level Domain space after the date of the adoption of these principles by the GAC.

2.4 In the interests of consumer confidence and security, new gTLDs should not be confusingly similar to existing gTLDs. To avoid confusion with country-code Top Level Domains no two letter gTLDs should be introduced. 

The GAC Principles do not address single and two character labels in IDNs.

The GNSO IDN Working Group (IDN WG) Report (http://gnso.icann.org/drafts/idn-wg-fr-22mar07.htm) provides some guidance on single and two character IDNs. The IDN WG found broad agreement in: 

4.1.3, Language Community Input for Evaluation of New gTLD Strings

4.1.5, Limit Variant Confusion and Collision

4.1.6, Limit Confusingly Similar Strings

The IDN WG found support in:


4.2.9, Support for a country’s rights to define/reserve IDN strings for the country name


4.2.22, Support for regarding “confusingly similar” as “visually confusingly similar” or “typographically confusingly similar”


4.2.23, Support for IDN considerations for extension of reserved names list, possibly by introducing the notion of “reserved concepts” (for example; the concept of “example” as expressed in other languages/scripts)

The IDN WG and GAC Principles recognize that there may be issues of user confusion related to the introduction of IDNs at the top level. ICANN should be concerned about the potential for user confusion in scripts that share similarities, such as confusion between single and two character labels in Cyrillic, Greek and Latin scripts, or confusion between Chinese, Japanese and Korean scripts that share characters, or Farsi and Arabic, etc.

Previous ICANN Board resolutions on IDNs also provide guidance to the Reserved Names Working Group on single and two character labels in IDNs. On 27 March 2003, the ICANN Board endorsed the IDN Implementation approach in the Guidelines for the Implementation of Internationalized Domain Names (http://www.icann.org/minutes/minutes-27mar03.htm). On 18 February 2004, the Board adopted a resolution to permit VeriSign and Public Interest Registry to begin testbed registration of IDNs in the .COM, .NET and .ORG gTLDs. 

On 8 December 2006, the ICANN Board issued a detailed resolution on IDNs (http://www.icann.org/minutes/minutes-08dec06.htm). The Board requested “the ccNSO and the GAC, through a joint collaborative effort, in consultation as needed with the relevant technical community, to produce an issues paper relating to the selection of IDN ccTLDs associated with the ISO 3166-1 two-letter codes.”

Additional examples of existing registrations of single and two character IDNs at the second level include:

U-label: 円.biz

A-label: xn--w6q.biz

Translation: Japanese Yen

Pronunciation (Romanji): en

Script: Han

U-label: 龙.biz

A-label: xn--yi7a.biz

Translation: Dragon

Pronunciation (Mandarin): long2

Script: Han

U-label: 信息.biz

A-label: xn--vuq861b.biz

Translation: information

Pronunciation (Mandarin): xin4 xi2

Script: Han

U-label: ラブ.biz

A-label: xn--tdkub.biz

Translation: "love" transliterated into Japanese Pronunciation (Romanji): rabu

Script: Katakana

U-label: すし.biz

A-label: xn--68jd.biz

Translation: sushi

Pronunciation: sushi

Script: Hiragana

U-label: 寿司.biz

A-label: xn--sprr0q.biz

Translation: sushi

Pronunciation: sushi

Script: Han

[Examples provided by William Tan at NeuStar, http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-sl-wg/msg00019.html.] 

On 28 March 2007, during the ICANN meeting in Lisbon, Portugal, the GAC-ccNSO-GNSO joint working group on IDNs held a workshop focusing on policy issues related to the introduction of IDNs at the top level (http://www.icann.org/meetings/lisbon/agenda-idn-wg-28mar07.htm). A transcript from the workshop is available at http://www.icann.org/meetings/lisbon/transcript-idn-wg-28mar07.htm. This session generated good discussion on issues related to implementation of IDNs, including single and two character labels in IDNs.

On 16 April 2007, the GAC and GNSO had a telephone conference to discuss IDN issues within the context of the GAC Principles on New gTLDs.
 As part of this discussion, GAC members were asked about single and two character IDNs. Cary Karp asked a question “about scripts where the concept of letter is irrelevant, such as two Chinese ideograms.” Bill Dee, the EU representative on the GAC, stated “I think that is something we need to cover when we come with our IDN Principles, but we need to discuss it within the GAC first. So this is really useful that you have raised this. You have started a train of thought that we are going to have to pursue, obviously.”

Based on the 16 April 2007 conference call, the GAC is likely to provide further guidance to ICANN on single and two character labels in IDNs as part of the GAC Principles on IDNs.  The GAC may benefit from the consideration of single and two character labels by the Reserved Names Working Group.

Consultations with experts

A number of consultations have occurred with IDN experts, linguistic experts, and members of the Subgroup, the full RN Working Group and with members of the GNSO IDN Working Group. The full RN Working Group had a conference call with Cary Karp and Ram Mohan on 1 March 2007. Several discussions occurred on IDN implications for Reserved Names during the ICANN meeting in Lisbon, Portugal. The GAC and GNSO discussed IDN issues as part of the discussion of the GAC Principles regarding New gTLDs on 16 April 2007. 

Extensive consultation has occurred with Cary Karp and Tina Dam in the consideration of single and two character labels in IDNs. 

Consultations on definition of character

Consultations occurred with Michael Everson, Tina Dam, Cary Karp, and Chuck Gomes. Cary Karp and Tina Dam provided extensive analysis of the draft definition and examples.

According to a 26 April 2006 email from Cary Karp, “Digits are also characters, but the status of what an anglophone would regard as diacritical marks, is far less clear in other contexts where what is sometimes term[ed] ‘decoration’ is added to ‘base’ characters. Graphic symbols such as punctuation marks may also be termed characters, and the status of other graphic devices such as dingbats and smiley faces can also be argued.”

RECOMMENDATION THREE: SINGLE LETTERS AT THE TOP LEVEL

We recommend reservation of single letters at the top level, based on technical questions raised. If sufficient research at a later date demonstrates that the technical issues and concerns are addressed, the topic of releasing reservation status can be reconsidered. Examples of names that would not be allowed include .a, .z.
Rationale

Single letter gTLDs have never been released by ICANN.  In 2000, ICANN received an application for .i.  This application was not approved (see http://www.icann.org/tlds/i1/).  

RFC 1035 (see http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc1035.txt) states that domain names “must start with a letter, end with a letter or digit, and have as interior characters only letters, digits, and hyphen. There are also some restrictions on the length.  Labels must be 63 characters or less.”
 RFC 1035 was updated by RFC 1123 (ftp://ftp.rfc-editor.org/in-notes/pdfrfc/rfc1123.txt.pdf), so that domain names may start with either a letter or a digit.

There may be potential user confusion from mistaking certain single letters and digits (i.e., .l versus .1, .m versus .n, .q versus .g) due to visual similarity. 

Some businesses own trademarks in single letters, such as Overstock, Nissan Motors, T-Mobile and Yahoo!  [Examples are provided merely for illustration and discussion.]  Such trademark owners may be interested in registering a corresponding gTLD.

According to research conducted by IANA, out of 9540 possible combinations of single-character LDH names at the second level (containing 26 letters, 10 numbers, but not symbols, across 265 TLDs), 1225 delegations of single-character LDH names exist in the zone.  63 TLDs have at least one single-character LDH delegation (see http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-rn-wg/msg00039.html). 

During the discussions, consideration was given to releasing single letters at the top level. The Sub Group considered that that single letter and digit domains are widely in use at the second level in country codes and as IDNs, and  initially thought it would be feasible to examine how to release and allocate single letter top level names. Members of the Sub Group were aware from RFC reviews and other sources that there could  be technical concerns and potential ‘resolution’ issues regarding the use of single letter and digit domains at the second level in a single letter TLD (e.g., 1.a or a.a), and undertook outreach to two technical experts to learn more about the technical issues. 

The release and allocation of single letters at the second level has been subject of some discussion during the PDPs regarding contractual terms for TLD registries; this is addressed as a separate recommendation.

Consultation with experts

In addition to reviewing relevant RFCs, an interactive consultation was held on 23 April 2007 by the Subgroup with two technical experts, Steve Bellovin and Mark McFadden
. Both experts discussed the concern with interaction with letters at both the top and the second level as a problem. The transcript for that discussion can be found in the subgroup archive
.  

RFC 1535 points out that there can be search order issues where an application attempts to resolve a domain name string.

On May 8, a follow up email was received from Steven Bellovin and is provided  below, describing in more detail the technical issues associated with letters at the top level. 

Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2007 9:51 PM

“I read just the portions you cited.

Mostly ok, but...

1.5:

This is wrong:

     However, due to technical concerns, we recommend that single

      character (LDH) names be reserved at the second level in any

      single letter TLD.
Single-letter TLDs are bad if there are single-letter second level names

anywhere, and vice-versa.  The problem is not restricted to direct

descendants.  For example, suppose that .a and .foo are TLDs.  If I'm

on host xyzzy.foo and ask for 'a', do I get a. -- the TLD? -- or a.foo?

This is the problem described in RFC 1535. (Yes, it can happen with

longer names; it was a real incident that inspired that RFC.)

The same concerns apply to this text:

       However, there may be technical concerns regarding the use of

      single letter and digit domains at the second level in a single

      letter TLD (e.g., 1.a or a.a).  Allocation of single letters at

      both the top level and second level in combination may [will??]

      cause certain older DNS software applications to incorrectly

      resolve.    

and

      If single letter TLDs are unreserved, single letters at the

      second level would need to be reserved in these domains.

and

      Single letters at the second level would need to be reserved in

      single letter TLDs until this problem has been eliminated.”

[email snipped. Revant section provided under recommendation 5].

References

RFC 1535

23 April 2007 RN WG – Subgroup Teleconference with Technical Experts (http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-sl-wg/msg00006.html).  

GAC Principle 1.4:  referencing ICANN core values/bylaw: “preserving operational stability, reliability, security and global interoperability of the Internet.” 

GAC Principle 2.6: “It is important that the selection process for new gTLDs ensures the security, reliability, global interoperability and stability of the Domain Name System (DNS) and promotes competition, consumer choice, geographical and service provider diversity”. 

RECOMMENDATION FOUR: SINGLE LETTERS AND DIGITS AT THE SECOND LEVEL

We recommend that single letters and digits be released at the second level in future gTLDs, and that those currently reserved in existing gTLDs should be released. This release should be contingent upon the development of an appropriate allocation framework.


Rationale

Currently, all 16 gTLD registry agreements (.aero, asia, .biz, .cat, .com, .coop, .info, .jobs, .mobi, .museum, .name, .net, .org, .pro, .tel and .travel) provide for the reservation of single-character names at the second level.  ICANN’s gTLD registry agreements contain the following provision on single-character names.  See Appendix 6 of the .TEL Registry Agreement, http://www.icann.org/tlds/agreements/tel/appendix-6-07apr06.htm (“the following names shall be reserved at the second-level:…  All single-character labels.”).  

Letters, numbers and the hyphen symbol are allowed within second level names in both top level and country code TLDs.  Single letters and numbers also are allowed as IDNs -- as single-character Unicode renderings of ASCII compatible (ACE) forms of IDNA valid strings.

Before the current reserved name policy was imposed in 1993, Jon Postel took steps to register all available single character letters and numbers at the second level, purportedly to reserve them for future extensibility of the Internet (see 20 May 1994 email from Jon Postel, http://ops.ietf.org/lists/namedroppers/namedroppers.199x/msg01156.html). All but six (q.com, x.com, z.com, i.net, q.net, and x.org) of the possible 144 single letters or numbers at the second-level in .COM, .EDU, .NET and .ORG were registered and remain reserved by IANA. Those six registrations have been grandfathered, and several have been used for various purposes and/or transferred amongst different registrants.  Under current policy, these names would be placed on reserve if the registrations were allowed to expire. 

Since the initial registration of single-letter names by IANA, IANA has uniformly turned down all offers by third parties to purchase the right to register these names, and has advised these parties that the names are reserved for infrastructure purposes to help ensure stable operation of the Internet.

An email of 27 May 2000 to the then DNSO-GA list provides further background on single-letter names (see http://www.dnso.org/clubpublic/ga/Arc04/msg00442.html). 

According to research conducted by IANA, out of 9540 possible combinations of single-character ASCII names (containing 26 letters, 10 numbers, but not symbols, across 265 TLDs), 1225 delegations of single-character LDH names exist in the zone.  63 TLDs have at least one single-character LDH delegation (see http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-rn-wg/msg00039.html). 

We understand that some businesses may own trademarks in single letters, such as Overstock, Nissan Motors, T-Mobile and Yahoo! [Examples have been provided merely for illustration and discussion.]  These trademark owners, if they have not already registered their single-character trademarks as domain names, may be interested in doing so across a number of TLDs.

There may be potential user confusion from mistaking certain single letters and digits at the top level due to visual similarity (i.e., 1.com versus l.com, m.com versus n.com, q.com versus g.com).

Given that single letter and number second level domains are widely used in country codes and as IDNs, and six letters are used in the existing legacy generic top level domains at the second level, it seems feasible to examine how to release and allocate single letter and number second level names.  The release and allocation of single letters has been subject of some discussion during the PDPs regarding contractual terms for TLD registries.

Consultation with experts

Single letters and numbers are widely delegated at the second level, in 63 TLDs and as IDN (U-label) versions.  Therefore, we presume there is no technical reason why remaining letters, at least, should remain reserved.  

While it appears that single letters and digits at the second level can be released, further examination of allocation options is needed.

In relation to the special case of single letter second level names in single letter TLDs, consultation with technical experts identified the problem that RFC 1535 discusses as likely to be experienced with combinations of single letters at the top and second level.  (RFC1535 discusses security problems posed by some resolvers that attempt to resolve a partial name by processing a search list of partial domains to be added to portions of the specified host name until a DNS record is found.)  .
RECOMMENDATION FIVE: DIGITS AT THE TOP LEVEL

We recommend continuation of the reserved status for digits at the top level, in order to avoid potential confusion with IP addresses, within software applications. Examples include .3, .99. Note: see later recommendation which proposes to continue to allow allocation of digits at the second and third levels, including single digits.  
Rationale 

Allocation of numbers at both the top level and second level in combination may cause DNS software applications to incorrectly deem a URL composed only of numbers as an IP address. 

In addition to the DNS software issue, there are also legacy software applications that will interpret if certain numbers, such as “00”, are omitted, and, if they are, insert numbers into a string, thus causing misdirection. 

Consultation with experts 

Single numbers have been denied in previous gTLD rounds. Discussions among the full RN WG have identified the concern about conflict with IP addresses, when numbers appear at both the second and top levels. 

In addition to reviewing relevant RFCs, an interactive consultation was held on 23 April 2007 by the Subgroup with two technical experts, Steve Bellovin and Mark McFadden. Both experts discussed the concern with interaction with numbers at both the top and the second level as a problem. The transcript for that discussion can be found in the subgroup archive.  

On May 8 and 9, two emails were received from Steven Bellovin and relevant sections are provided  below, describing in more detail the technical issues associated with digits.

Sent: Tuesday, May 08, 2007 9:51 PM

“I read just the portions you cited.

Mostly ok, but...

Section of email produced in 1.4 is not reproduced here. .

1.6:

Numbers at the top and second level *will* cause problems.  Here's some

text from RFC 3493 -- not an IETF standard, but I think it is a Posix

standard, and it is present on all modern Unix systems, i.e.., it's not

just legacy software.

   If the nodename argument is not null, it can be a descriptive name or

   can be an address string.  If the specified address family is

   AF_INET, AF_INET6, or AF_UNSPEC, valid descriptive names include host

   names. If the specified address family is AF_INET or AF_UNSPEC,

   address strings using Internet standard dot notation as specified in 

   inet_addr() are valid.

This RFC doesn't define the behavior of inet_addr(), but Solaris and

Linux specify that it accepts ddd.ddd.  I think (but haven't verified)

that Posix requires that.”

Sent: Wednesday, May 9, 2007 

“I confirmed that Unix standards *require* that ddd.ddd be interpreted as described; see

http://www.opengroup.org/onlinepubs/000095399/functions/getaddrinfo.html

and

http://www.opengroup.org/onlinepubs/000095399/functions/inet_addr.html

To be quite explicit: any program that uses IEEE standard 1003.1 *will*

be confused by ddd.ddd.” end of email.

References related to digits at the top level

RFC 1535

GAC Principle 1.4:  referencing ICANN core values/bylaw: “preserving operational stability, reliability, security and global interoperability of the Internet.”
GAC Principle 2.6: “It is important that the selection process for new gTLDs ensures the security, reliability, global interoperability and stability of the Domain Name System (DNS) and promotes competition, consumer choice, geographical and service provider diversity”. 


























































RECOMMENDATION SEVEN: TWO LETTERS AT THE TOP LEVEL

We recommend that the current practice of allowing two letter names at the top level, only for ccTLDs, remain at this time. The subgroup was encouraged by the ccNSO not to consider removing the restriction on two-letter names at the top level.  IANA has based its allocation of two-letter names at the top level on the ISO 3166 list.  There is a risk of collisions between any interim allocations, and ISO 3166 assignments which may be desired in the future.

Minority Statement by Mike Rodenbaugh

I recommend that two letter ASCII gTLDs be allowed.  A standardized approach should be used which ensures consultation with appropriate parties, including the ccNSO and ISO 3166 Maintenance Agency, and where security and stability issues are identified, SSAC.  While there may be political reasons, there appears no strong policy reason to withhold every possible two-letter TLD from use, on the assumption that some of them may be desired by countries that may be created in the future.  The GAC principle assumes there will be ‘user confusion’ if two letter codes are allowed other than for ccTLDs, but this is not substantiated -- and there are many ccTLDs that are visually very similar to other ccTLDs (including .ch and .cn which are two of the larger TLDs).  In addition, this concern would diminish if countries were able to use their own name as a TLD, including in its IDN form, or in an IDN two letter ccTLD.

Rationale
To date, two-character TLDs have been released only as two letter ccTLDs.  No combinations of letters and numbers, and no two-number strings have been allocated at the top level.  The subgroup conducted expert outreach to examine any implications of release of such combination or two-digit TLDs.

An early RFC issued in October 1984 (RFC 920) defined country codes as the “The English two letter code (alpha-2) identifying a country according the ISO Standard for ‘Codes for the Representation of Names of Countries’.  This RFC was issued before ccTLDs had been established (see ftp://ftp.rfc-editor.org/in-notes/rfc920.txt, page 7). 

RFC 1032, issued in November 1987, states that “countries that wish to be registered as top-level domains are required to name themselves after the two-letter country code listed in the international standard ISO-3166.”  

Two character/letter strings at the top level are now identified with the ISO 3166 list, which has a two letter code associated with all of the over 200 countries and recognized economies.  Country code or ccTLDs correspond directly to the two character letters on the ISO 3166 list.  The ISO 3166Maintenance Agency governs the list of country codes.  Further information on the ISO 3166 list is available at http://www.iso.org/iso/en/prods-services/iso3166ma/index.html.  According to RFC 1591, “IANA is not in the business of deciding what is and is not a country” (http://www.rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc1591.txt).  “The selection of the ISO 3166 list as a basis for country code top-level domain names was made with the knowledge that ISO has a procedure for determining which entities should be and should not be on that list.”

Further, RFC 1591 defines a country code as “a domain in the top level of the global domain name system assigned according to a two-letter code based on the ISO 3166-1 standard ‘Codes for the Representation of Names of Countries and Their Subdivisions.”

In the 2000 round, ICANN received an application for .GO.  This string was not allocated on the ISO 3166 list to a country.  This application was rejected.

The GAC Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country-Code Top Level Domains (5 April 2005) contains a statement on ccTLDs:

4.1.2. Every country or distinct economy with a government or public authority recognised in accordance with article 3.8 above should be able to ask for its appropriate country code to be represented as a ccTLD in the DNS and to designate the Registry for the ccTLD concerned. 

A 27 February 2007 email from IANA Technical Liaison Kim Davies provides context to support the reservation of two-letter strings at the top level for use as future ccTLDs (see http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-rn-wg/msg00163.html).   

A 4 March 2007 email from ccNSO Council Chair Chris Disspain states in part:  

“gTLDs in ASCII – there is, if I understand it correctly, a current prohibition on issuing new gTLDs with 2 characters. I imagine the vast majority of the ccTLD community would be in favour of this prohibition being retained. Apart from anything else, reservation of 2 characters at the top level is the only way of ensuring that a new ccTLD code will be available for new territories.”

There may be potential user confusion from mistyping combinations of letters and numbers (e.g., .c0 versus .co, .t0 versus .to, .1I versus .li, m0 versus .mo), with two-number strings (.00 versus .oo, .11 versus .ll, .l0 versus .1o), and with two-letter strings (ll versus li, .vy versus .yv, .pq vs. .pg).

The GAC Principles regarding New gTLDs, released on 28 March 2007, state:

1.3 A gTLD is a top level domain which is not based on the ISO 3166 two-letter country-code list.

2.4 In the interests of consumer confidence and security, new gTLDs should not be confusingly similar to existing TLDs. To avoid confusion with country-code Top Level Domains no two letter gTLDs should be introduced.

Consultation with experts

Two letter strings at the top level have only been allowed for country codes as defined by the ISO 3166 list. Chris Disspain, Chair of the ccNSO, believes the vast majority of the ccTLD community would be in favour of this practice being retained.  Kim Davies, IANA Technical Liaison believes the current practice should be continued, as a policy matter, due to potential need for some two-letter strings by future countries.  
RECOMMENDATION EIGHT: ANY COMBINATION OF TWO LETTERS, DIGITS AT THE SECOND LEVEL

We recommend that registries may propose release of two letter and/or digit strings at the second level, provided that measures to avoid confusion with any corresponding country codes are implemented.  A standardized approach should be used which ensures consultation with appropriate parties, including the ccNSO and ISO-3166 Maintenance Agency, and where security and stability issues are identified, RSTEP. 

The existing gTLD registry agreements provide for a method of potential release of two-character LDH names at the second level. In addition, two character LDH strings at the second level may be released through the process for new registry services, which process involves analysis of any technical or security concerns and provides opportunity for public input. Technical issues related to the release of two-letter and/or number strings have been addressed by the RSTEP Report on GNR’s proposed registry service.  The GAC has previously noted the WIPO II Report statement that “If ISO 3166 alpha-2 country code elements are to be registered as domain names in the gTLDs, it is recommended that this be done in a manner that minimizes the potential for confusion with the ccTLDs.”
Rationale

In 2001, in considering a proposal from .AERO for the limited release of two-letter airline codes, a GAC Communique (http://www.icann.org/committees/gac/communique-09sep01.htm) noted that the WIPO II report addressed this category of names and recommended that “If ISO 3166 alpha-2 country code elements are to be registered as domain names in the gTLDs, it is recommended that this be done in a manner that minimizes the potential for confusion with the ccTLDs.”  This recommendation has been incorporated into the reserved names appendix of 14 of ICANN’s current, gTLD registry agreements.

The WIPO II Report is available at http://www.wipo.int/amc/en/processes/process2/report/html/report.html and included in this report under Section 5(k).

Fourteen out of sixteen of the present gTLD registry agreements (.aero, asia, .cat, .com, .coop, .info, .jobs, .mobi, .museum, .name, .net, .pro, .tel and .travel) provide for the reservation of two-character names at the second level, via the following provision.  (See, e.g., Appendix 6 of the .TEL Registry Agreement, http://www.icann.org/tlds/agreements/tel/appendix-6-07apr06.htm.)  

Except to the extent that ICANN otherwise expressly authorizes in writing, the Registry Operator shall reserve names formed with the following labels from initial (i.e. other than renewal) registration within the TLD: … All two-character labels shall be initially reserved.  The reservation of a two-character label string shall be released to the extent that the Registry Operator reaches agreement with the government and country-code manager, or the ISO 3166 maintenance agency, whichever appropriate.  The Registry Operator may also propose release of these reservations based on its implementation of measures to avoid confusion with the corresponding country codes. 

Two of the sixteen present gTLD strings, .BIZ and .ORG registry agreements say only “Registry Operator shall reserve names formed with the following labels from initial (i.e. other than renewal) registration within the TLD: … All two-character labels shall be initially reserved.”  See http://www.icann.org/tlds/agreements/biz/appendix-06-08dec06.htm and http://www.icann.org/tlds/agreements/org/appendix-06-08dec06.htm).

There may be potential user confusion between the combination of letters and numbers (e.g., c0.com versus co.com; t0.com versus to.com; 1I.com versus li.com, m0.com versus mo.com), with two-number strings (00.com versus oo.com, 11.com versus ll.com), and with two-letter strings (ll.com versus li.com, vy.com versus yv.com).

At the second level, two-character names have been registered, re–sold directly or via auction, and/or transferred by a wide variety of parties for many years. The GNR RSTEP report noted that there have been 18 UDRP cases involving two-character names at the second level.

Some businesses use two letter identifiers or two-character abbreviations, such as FT for Financial Times, GM for General Motors, DT for Deutsche Telecom, BT for British Telecom, HP for Hewlett-Packard, or have corporate names of characters and number, such as 3M. [Examples are provided merely for illustration and discussion.] These trademark owners, if they have not already registered their two-character trademarks as domain names, may be interested in doing so across a number of TLDs.

In the past, ICANN has approved the release of certain two-character names from the reserved names lists through one-on-one communication with the requesting registry operator. There are no public information sources on the release of these names, but in the past ICANN has agreed to the release of e8.org, a2.coop, nz.coop and uk.coop. NZ.coop and UK.coop were released with the approval of the UK and NZ government representatives and ccTLD managers. A2.coop and e8.org were released without objection from the ISO 3166-Maintenance Agency.  On 25 May 2004, the ICANN Board approved the limited release of two-character airline codes in .AERO (http://www.icann.org/minutes/resolutions-25may04.htm). On 16 January 2007, the ICANN Board approved the limited use of two-character names in .NAME (http://www.icann.org/minutes/prelim-report-16jan07.htm) (see summary of relevant information sources below for further information on the GNR proposal). 

On 21 February 2007, Fundacío puntCAT proposed release of three two-character names from the .CAT Sponsorship Agreement (UB.cat, UV.cat and UA.cat). Only UA.cat corresponds to a country code TLD (Ukraine). ICANN approved this release on 7 March 2007, subject to certain conditions.

On 13 March 2007, EmployMedia proposed release of two-character names from the .JOBS Sponsorship Agreement. On 28 March 2007, ICANN approved this release, subject to certain conditions.

The existing registry agreement provisions provide a mechanism for the release of two-character names at the second level, as set forth above. In addition, registries may submit a proposal for the release of two-character names through the process for new registry services (also known as the “Funnel”), which was approved as a GNSO Consensus Policy on 8 November 2005 (http://www.icann.org/minutes/resolutions-08nov05.htm) and implemented 25 July 2006 (http://www.icann.org/announcements/rsep-advisory-25jul06.htm and http://www.icann.org/registries/rsep/rsep.html). 

Consultation with experts

Second level strings with two letters and/or digits have been widely used for a long time.  Therefore we presume there is no technical reason why remaining strings should remain reserved.  There may be other policy or political reasons to maintain the present reservation process, unless registries follow the previously given GAC advice and propose release of two-character names using methods to avoid confusion with any corresponding country codes. 

In 2001 the GAC addressed potential release of two-character names at the second level as part of its consideration of a request from .AERO for the limited release of two-letter airline codes.  This issue has been addressed in 14 registry agreements as set forth above.  Two-digit or letter-digit combinations, and two-letter combinations that are not likely to correspond to country codes, should be possible at the second level.
SUMMARY OF RELEVANT INFORMATION SOURCES

1. ICANN Staff’s Status Report on Single-Level Domains, dated 12 September 2005. 

2. Recent data from Kim Davies at IANA, showing single-letters delegated in 63 TLDs (http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-rn-wg/msg00039.html), and from Patrick Jones, showing almost 3000 single- and dual-character domains for sale at Sedo: 7 February 2007 email from Patrick Jones on Sedo auction (http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-rn-wg/msg00041.html and http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-rn-wg/msg00042.html). .

3. Correspondence: 

· 29 April 2007 email from William Tan to Patrick Jones, http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-sl-wg/msg00019.html. 

· 8 March 2007 email from Roberto Gaetano to GA list on single-letter names (http://gnso.icann.org/mailing-lists/archives/ga/msg06100.html). 

· 8 March 2007 email from Patrick Jones to RN WG on TRAFFIC auction of two-character names (http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-rn-wg/msg00275.html) 

· 20 January 2007 email from John Klensin on single-letter names to GNSO Council (http://gnso.icann.org/mailing-lists/archives/council/msg03166.html) 

· 20 January 2007 email from Patrick Jones to Liz Williams for GNSO Council on GNR proposal and Funnel process (http://gnso.icann.org/mailing-lists/archives/council/msg03165.html)   

· 18 January 2007 email from John Klensin on single-letter names to GNSO Council list (http://gnso.icann.org/mailing-lists/archives/council/msg03164.html)  

· Policy Recommendation from Overstock.com, May 2006 (insert hyperlink)

· Letter from Overstock.com, 28 November 2006 (http://www.icann.org/correspondence/warren-to-board-28nov06.pdf). 
· Letter from Yahoo to ICANN, 12 December 2005 (http://www.icann.org/correspondence/filo-to-icann-12dec05.pdf). 
· Letter from Lisa Martens to John Jeffrey, 12 December 2005 (http://www.icann.org/correspondence/martens-to-jeffrey-12dec05.pdf). 

· Letter from Overstock.com, 11 November 2005 (http://www.icann.org/correspondence/byrne-to-twomey-11nov05.pdf). 

· Letter from K Computing, 30 June 2005 (http://www.icann.org/correspondence/dankwardt-to-pritz-30jun05.htm). 

4. GNR proposal re two-character names, and supporting docs, 2006.

· GNR Proposal: http://www.icann.org/registries/rsep/GNR_Proposal.pdf 
· Submitted Applications page on GNR proposal (http://www.icann.org/registries/rsep/submitted_app.html#2006004).  

· 20 October 2006 ICANN letter to RSTEP (http://www.icann.org/registries/rsep/icann-to-rstep20oct06.pdf) 
· RSTEP Report on GNR Two-character name proposal (http://www.icann.org/registries/rsep/RSTEP-GNR-proposal-review-team-report.pdf).   

· 16 January 2007 ICANN Board Resolution approving GNR service (http://www.icann.org/minutes/prelim-report-16jan07.htm).  

5. “Rainbow document” from Chuck Gomes re existing gTLD contract conditions re Reserved Names – see Appendix K in the original RN-WG report at http://gnso.icann.org/drafts/rn-wg-fr19mar07.pdf.
6. Additional historical information on two-character names:

· 25 May 2004 Board resolution approving release of two-character strings in .AERO: http://www.icann.org/minutes/resolutions-25may04.htm.  

· 9 Sept 2001 GAC Communique: http://www.icann.org/committees/gac/communique-09sep01.htm. 
· 30 Aug 2001 Letter from ISO 3166/MA to Louis Touton & Paul Twomey: http://www.icann.org/tlds/wischhoefer-to-touton-30aug01.htm. 
 7. Correspondence from Kim Davies to Tim Denton, dated 7 January 2007:  

“The single-letter/number domains in .com, .net, .org, .edu, .biz, .info, .name, .pro, .aero, .coop, and .museum are reserved by the IANA.


   Accordingly, these names are not for "sale" or subject to transfer under established policy. A few of the single-letter names were registered before this reservation was made.


The IANA obtained the registration for most single-character names under
.com in 1993 to implement a policy designed to enhance the extensibility of the domain-name space.


Since then, these names have been continuously under registration by the IANA. The IANA has received many inquiries from people seeking to register these names. As required by the existing policy, the IANA advises those inquiring that these names are already registered to the IANA and reserved for infrastructure purposes to help ensure stable operation of the Internet. The IANA has uniformly turned down all offers by third parties to purchase the right to register these names.


Four of the single-character names under .com were registered by other parties before the IANA entered its registration of these names. The registrations of these names have been (and are) grandfathered for the time being. Recently some of these registrations have been transferred from one third party to another. Those transfers are consistent with the grandfathering policy.


Having assumed the responsibility for operating the IANA, and for overall technical management of the Internet, ICANN is following the same policies for the operation of the IANA as were followed by Dr. Postel and his colleagues at the Information Sciences Institute. ICANN's charter and bylaws, together with its obligations under its various agreements with the United States Government, establish consensus-based procedures for modification of existing policies, fostering participation by affected parties. Until the policy is changed by the established procedures, ICANN is required to continue its registration of the single-letter .com domain names for the benefit of the Internet community.”



There is also an Information page at http://res-dom.iana.org/. 
8. Email correspondence from Kim Davies, IANA Technical Liaison, to Patrick Jones, posted on RN WG list 27 February 2007: http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-rn-wg/msg00163.html. 
RFC 1591, sect 2 reads:

    "In the Domain Name System (DNS) naming of computers there is a hierarchy of names.  The root of system is unnamed.  There are a set of what are called "top-level domain names" (TLDs).  These are the generic TLDs (EDU, COM, NET, ORG, GOV, MIL, and INT), and the two letter country codes from ISO-3166."

As any possible two-letter combination is eligible to be allocated or reserved in the ISO 3166-1 alpha-2 standard in the future, the working group is strongly encouraged not to consider using these possibilities for other applications. There is a risk of collisions between such allocations, and future ISO-3166 assignments, and in such cases would mean ICANN is unable to grant a ccTLD to a valid country.

IANA has, since the introduction of the DNS, relied upon the determinations within the ISO-3166 standard to identify what constitutes a country, and what is the appropriate two-letter code for that country. This shields the organisation from making value judgements that would be very political, and instead lets and independent third party decide (the ISO 3166 Maintenance Agency, which is guided by the United Nations Statistics Office). On this matter, RFC 1591 is clear:


"The IANA is not in the business of deciding what is and what is not a country.”

The selection of the ISO 3166 list as a basis for country code top-level domain names was made with the knowledge that ISO has a procedure for determining which entities should be and should not be on that list."

The ISO-3166 standard is not static, and evolves with changes to countries and their territories. Most importantly, new codes are added for new regions and countries. Just this year "AX", "ME" and "RS" have been new additions. One can assume there will be more changes in the future that we can not predict.


If a conflict is introduced between a newly created ccTLD code, and an allocated gTLD, IANA's neutrality would be compromised.  It would either need to deprive a country of a country-code top-level domain, or it would need to stop adhering to the ISO 3166 standard which would be problematic.  It would represent a key divergence from one of the most central tenets of ccTLD policy. 

9.
email from Chris Disspain to Patrick Jones, dated March 4, 2007]

I am copying this to the ccNSO members and council lists. Those who wish to comment, will you please send your comments to Gabi (gabriella.schittek@icann.org) who will collate them and forward to Patrick.

I am unclear as to whether the draft report is intended to deal only with reserved names/characters in ASCII and so I’d like to make the following general points in respect to reserved names/characters at the top level. I believe this issue splits into 2 categories:

gTLDs in ASCII – there is, if I understand it correctly, a current prohibition on issuing new gTLDs with 2 characters. I imagine the vast majority of the ccTLD community would be in favour of this prohibition being retained. Apart from anything else, reservation of 2 characters at the top level is the only way of ensuring that a new ccTLD code will be available for new territories.

IDNs – here is where the problems start. I won’t go into details here of the myriad challenges of .idn but the issue of reserved names serves to illustrate my serious concerns about the gNSO’s decision to couple new gTLD policy with IDN policy. What is a relatively simple issue for new ASCII gTLDs (see paragraph above) becomes a minefield in respect to .idn. This is because there are currently no rules and no precedents. 

So, for example, we could say that all 2 character names at the top level are reserved for ccTLD registrations in both ASCII and IDN characters but that assumes that new .idn ccTLDs will be limited to 2 characters and that is an assumption which cannot be made at this stage. It might end up being the case but we can’t assume it now. 

Further, the ccTLD community cannot sensibly create ccTLD .idn policy on an issue by issue basis. Reserved names is but one issue of many and whilst we can sensibly comment on it in regard to ASCII names we cannot in regard to IDNs. 

If the report on single and dual characters is intended to cover only ASCII (and if that is the case then it needs to say so clearly) then I imagine that you will be able to get input from the cc community within a reasonable time. However, if it is also intended to cover IDNs the ccNSO will, I suspect, be unable to respond at this stage and the matter will need to be placed in the ‘further time and research’ category that you have outlined below. 

Finally, I believe that this situation is not isolated and my response above is likely to arise time and time again with respect to IDNs where there are cc and g crossover issues.

10. 
GAC Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country-Code Top Level Domains (5 April 2005)

4.1.2. Every country or distinct economy with a government or public authority recognised in accordance with article 3.8 above should be able to ask for its appropriate country code to be represented as a ccTLD in the DNS and to designate the Registry for the ccTLD concerned. 

11.
WIPO II Report (Second WIPO Internet Domain Name Process, published 3 September 2001), http://www.wipo.int/amc/en/processes/process2/report/html/report.html. 

19. The ccTLDs are those top-level domains which bear two letter codes essentially derived from the International Organization for Standardization’s (ISO) Standard 3166.


ISO 3166 Country Code Elements 

254.   The origin of the codes reflecting country top-level domains is the International Organization for Standardization (ISO).  ISO, which was established in 1947 as a non-governmental organization, is a worldwide federation of national standards bodies from 137 countries.  Its mission is to promote the development of standardization and related activities in the world with a view to facilitating the international exchange of goods and services, and to developing cooperation in the spheres of intellectual, scientific, technological and economic activity.[244]  One of ISO’s most famous standards is Part 1 of ISO 3166 concerning codes for the representation of names of countries and their subdivisions.  Part 1 of ISO 3166 contains two letter country codes (alpha-2 codes; for example, au for Australia) and three letter country codes (alpha-3 codes, for example, aus for Australia).  It is on the basis of the alpha-2 codes that the country code top-level domains (ccTLDs) were created by the Internet Authority for Assigned Names and Numbers (IANA) during the late eighties and early nineties.[245]  Since the creation of the ccTLDs, registrations in the country domains have flourished, as the use of the Internet has spread throughout the world.  It is expected that the importance of the ccTLDs will continue to grow in the future.

255.   A phenomenon concerning ccTLDs that merits attention is the registration at the second level in the gTLDs of the country code elements (for example, uk.com).  Often these domain names are registered by persons or entities in order to make them available to the public for the registration of names at the third level (for example, company.uk.com).[246]  The implications of such practices are discussed below.

ISO 3166 Country Code Elements
268.   The Interim Report recommended the exclusion of the ISO 3166 alpha-2 country code elements from registration as domain names in the new gTLDs, in the absence of an agreement to the contrary from the relevant competent authorities.  Furthermore, the Interim Report recommended that persons or entities who have registered such codes at the second level in the existing gTLDs and who accept registrations of names under them should take measures to render the UDRP applicable to such lower level registrations.

269.   Several commentators favored the exclusion mechanism proposed in the Interim Report for the ISO 3166 alpha-2 country code elements,[278] while others opposed it.[279]  Some of the entities offering the possibility of registrations under the codes in the existing gTLDs have expressed a willingness to adopt the UDRP or a similar procedure, as recommended in the Interim Report.[280]  Few administrators of ccTLDs submitted comments on the Interim Report’s recommendations in this area.  Trademark owners have expressed concerns that the exclusion mechanism proposed in the Interim Report would prevent the legitimate registration of two-letter trademarks or acronyms of trademarks.[281]

ISO 3166 Alpha-2 Country Code Elements
290.   The Interim Report formulated two recommendations in relation to ISO 3166 country code elements.  First, it proposed that these codes be excluded from registration in the new gTLDs, unless the relevant authorities grant permission for their registration.  Secondly, it recommended that persons or entities who have registered such codes at the second level in the existing gTLDs and who accept registrations of names under them take measures to ensure that the UDRP applies to such lower level registrations. 

291.   In connection with the first recommendation, we note that the current version of Appendix K to the Registry Agreements between ICANN and the sponsors and operators of the new gTLDs states that [a]ll two-character labels shall be initially reserved.  The reservation of a two-character label string shall be released to the extent that the Registry Operator reaches agreement with the government and country-code manager, or the ISO 3166 maintenance agency, whichever appropriate.  The Registry Operator may also propose release of these reservations based on its implementation of measures to avoid confusion with the corresponding country codes.[292]

Exclusions for ISO 3166 Country Code Elements.  A number of factors, highlighted in the comments and reactions received on the Interim Report, have lead us to re-consider our recommendation that the ISO 3166 alpha-2 country code elements should be excluded from registration as domain names in the gTLDs.  These factors are as follows:

(i)     While, on the Internet, the ISO 3166 codes have been associated in particular with country code top-level domains, in the physical world they find broad application and use throughout a wide variety of industries.  This is consistent with the nature and purpose of the standard, which itself states that [it] provides universally applicable coded representations of names of countries and that [it] is intended for use in any application requiring the expression of current country names in coded form. (Emphasis added)[293]  We observe that some of the industries which traditionally have used the ISO 3166 codes to structure themselves in the physical world are migrating some aspects of their operations to the online world, and that this trend may intensify in the future.  As they move to the Internet, these industries may wish to rely on the same codes to replicate their structures in the networked environment, including the DNS.  Excluding the registration of the ISO 3166 codes as domain names may, under certain circumstances, unfairly hamper those industries in their on-line activities, by establishing an overly exclusive linkage between the codes in question and the country domains.
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292.   In light of the above considerations, we no longer subscribe to the view that the ISO 3166 country code elements should be excluded from registration in the new gTLDs under all circumstances.  Nonetheless, we remain concerned that, depending on the manner in which these codes are registered and used in the DNS, confusion may be created with the ccTLDs.  That being the case, we believe that the proper focus should be on the avoidance of confusion with regard to those codes, rather than on an absolute prohibition of their registration and use.

293.   If ISO 3166 alpha-2 country code elements are to be registered as domain names in the gTLDs, it is recommended that this be done in a manner that minimizes the potential for confusion with the ccTLDs.
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� The subgroup was encouraged by the ccNSO not to consider removing the restriction on two-letter names at the top level.  IANA has based its allocation of two-letter names at the top level on the ISO 3166 list.  There is a risk of collisions between any interim allocations, and ISO 3166 assignments which may be desired in the future.


� The existing gTLD registry agreements provide for a method of potential release of two-character LDH names at the second level. In addition, two character LDH strings at the second level may be released through the process for new registry services, which process involves analysis of any technical or security concerns and provides opportunity for public input. Technical issues related to the release of two-letter and/or number strings have been addressed by the RSTEP Report on GNR’s proposed registry service.  The GAC has previously noted the WIPO II Report statement that “If ISO 3166 alpha-2 country code elements are to be registered as domain names in the gTLDs, it is recommended that this be done in a manner that minimises the potential for confusion with the ccTLDs.”
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� GAC Principles on New gTLDs (28 March 2007), � HYPERLINK "http://gac.icann.org/web/communiques/gac27com.pdf" ��http://gac.icann.org/web/communiques/gac27com.pdf�.  
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� Please note that RFC 1123 (October 1989) updated the host name convention relaxing the restriction on the first character to allow either a letter or digit.
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