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1. Background
(a) gTLDs 
Under existing policy, single-letter domain names (SLDNs) in .com, .net, .org, .biz, .info, .name, .pro, .aero, .coop, and .museum may not be registered. Most SLDNs were reserved in 1993. Since then, the IANA has turned down all requests by third parties to register these names, and has advised that the names are reserved for infrastructure purposes. 
At the time the SLDNs in .com, .net and .org were originally reserved, 6 SLDNs had already been registered by other entities. IANA reserved all the then unregistered SLDNs in .com, .net, and .org and registered them to the IANA. This was done to support the future extensibility of the domain name space. 
	Most of the SLDNs reserved in 1993 are currently use:
· q.com is used by the telecoms firm Qwest
· x.com is used by Paypal
· z.com is used by Nissan USA
· i.net is used by a registrar 
· x.org by a software foundation
· q.net does not currently appear to be in use.


Since 1993, ICANN/IANA has continued to receive expressions of interest in registering the reserved SLDNs. The response has been to decline all offers and advise interested parties that the names are reserved for infrastructure purposes. For example, in July 2000, ICANN advised that;
“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.”

Extensibility 
SLDNs were reserved to preserve a potential future means to allow the domain name space to grow. This step was taken at a time when the maximum capacity of the DNS to accommodate large numbers of second level registrations was anticipated to be lower than the current number of registrations. The ability to register third-level names – using the single letters – was retained so that the domain name space could be further extended if it became necessary. The single letters could have been used as second-level names that facilitated the registration of a greater number of third level names.
An example of how this might have worked is:
Example.a.com
Example.b.com
In 1993, the DNS supported XX million domain names.  Today, that figure is YY million domain names.  Domain name growth has been accommodated by allowing 2nd and 3rd level domain names, by the creation of new TLDs and by the ability of the network to accommodate very large numbers of second level registrations. While the total possible number of domain names is still unknown, the need to take pre-emptive measures to allow future extensibility no longer appears to be of significant concern.  
(b) ccTLDs
In the ccTLD space, there is some variety in approaches to SLDNs. An initial survey of the 248 ccTLDs was taken to get a rough idea of how ccTLDs treat SLDNs.1 The survey was conducted manually, testing at least one and no more than four SLDNs in each ccTLD. The findings are as follows:
· 42 ccTLDs resolve at least one SLDN. This figure includes several cc's that resolve to a page saying SLDNs are not available for use. 
· The remaining 204 do not appear to resolve SLDNs. 
If the technical issues identified in 1993 are shown to no longer apply – and no further technical issues are raised – the consideration of de-restricting SLDNs could be approached through the ICANN policy processes. Interested individuals or organizations that wish to register SLDNs have been encouraged to participate in ICANN’s policy work.
2. Current ICANN work on SLDNs
ICANN has been approached in the past several months by organisations interested in the use of SLDNs. Staff have done initial analysis and consideration of relevant issues to explore what issues might need to be involved. 
Technical issues

Potential security and stability issues for the DNS of SLDNs still need to be examined. 

· Do the original technical reasons for reserving SLDNs from registration still apply? 
· Are there other technical issues that should be considered when assessing whether to change the existing situation? 
·  To what, if any, extent would de-restricting SLDNs implicate the work of the IETF?
Initial consideration of the related question of de-restricting the use of symbols such as ‘*’, and ‘&” appears to suggest that this would be a task of far greater technical complexity, and may implicate the work of the IETF.  RFC 1912 states:

Quote RFC 1912
The use of non-Unicode characters would appear to require software or protocol changes by entities other than ICANN.  (check this vs. Unicode, and in 1912)
ICANN is currently exploring the following questions:
· What are the technical implications of de-restricting the use of symbols, e.g. '&'?
· What legal implications might de-restriction of SLDNs – or the allocation method used - have for ICANN as an organisation and for other stakeholders? 
· What approaches exist for developing an equitable allocation method?
· Does a de-restriction policy be developed further ICANN’s four 
strategic objectives?






