Comments on Chairs Draft Interim Paper for Policy on Introduction of IDN ccTLDs from UNINETT Norid AS

We refer to the ”Chairs Draft Interim Paper for Policy on Introduction of IDN ccTLDs”, published 2nd March 2010, asking for comments from the community. Below you will find input from UNINETT Norid AS (Norid), mainly to C) Overarching principles and D) String Selection Process. 

Before stating concrete input to the paper, we would like to flag some more general concerns:

Norid has, just like the ccNSO and the GAC, repeatedly expressed concerns about the use of country and territory names in the gTLD space. In our view, the two processes, the new gTLD process and the ccTLD IDN process, are closely connected as it comes to country and territory names listed in the ISO 3166-1 standard. 

The GAC gTLD Principles state in paragraph 2.2:

“ICANN should avoid country, territory or place names, and country, territory or regional language or people descriptions, unless in agreement with the relevant governments or public authorities.”

Latest, in the GAC Nairobi Communiqué:

“The GAC restates the advice contained in the Chair’s letter of 18 August 2009 which states: "Strings that are a meaningful representation or abbreviation of a country name or territory name should not be allowed in the gTLD space". The GAC interprets para 2.2 of the GAC gTLD principles that strings which are a meaningful representation or abbreviation of a country or territory name should be handled through the forthcoming ccTLD PDP , and other geographical strings could be allowed in the gTLD space if in agreement with the relevant government or public authority.”

During the gTLD process Norid – and the ccNSO – has stated that meaningful representations of country and territory names in any language and script, including ASCII, should be excluded from the gTLD space, at least until the IDN ccTLD PDP was concluded. The expectation was that the IDN ccTLD PDP would discuss the status of all these names.

ICANNs Chair, Peter Dengate Thrush has acknowledged that the current constraints on the introduction of new country and territroy name ccTLDs in Latin script could be temporary, and that IDN ccTLDs might include these names. In his letter to the GAC Chair Janis Karklins 22nd September 2009 he wrote: ”Meaningful representations of country and territory names in non-Latin scripts will be available under the IDN Fast Track process, but country and territory names in Latin scripts are available in the gTLD program only, until the ccTLD policy development is complete”.  (Underlined by us.)

In our view this open up for including ASCII scripts in the IDN ccTLD process. While an IDN ccTLD is usually defined as a TLD that includes non-ASCII characters, we strongly believe that the IDN ccTLD PDP needs to also consider the country and territory names that consists of only basic Latin based characters (like e.g. Norge (Norway in Norwegian) or Australia) in order to fulfill the expections outlined above. 

If this is not done, the consequence will be that ASCII country and territory names and meaningful representations thereof will end up as gTLDs, while non-ASCII country and territory names and meaningful representations of those will be ccTLDs. This makes no sense. 

In our opinion the underlying principle is that all scripts and languages should be treated equally, whether they are Latin-based or not. If country and territory names in Latin-based languages are being excluded from the PDP discussion, this will, in our opinion, have serious consequences. Fast Track was intended to deal with other languages to catch up with Latin-based languages – to neutralize the discrimination these languages have had as long as only ASCII has been possible in the TLD. But the long term solution should ensure that all country and territory names will be treated the same way and follow the same delegation process even if this is going to take place at a later stage.

Otherwise we might end up, as stated above, with IDN ccTLDs treated as ccTLDs and ASCII-based country names treated as gTLDs.

Including ASCII-based country and territory names in the IDN ccTLD PDP will have many positive implications in terms of addressing some of the ccTLDs and GAC concerns presented in the new gTLD process. This could lead to speeding up the introducion of new gTLDs and most importantly ensure consistant and non-discriminatory treatment for all country names.

In addition to the above comments we would like to convey more specific comments to the Draft Interim Paper:

Comments to Principle c) in Chapter C) Overarching Principles

The definition of an IDN ccTLD is here suggested as: ”IDN ccTLDs are thos ccTLDs where the script used does not contain the 26 letters listed in the US-ASCII character set either in their basic forms or with combining marks. Thus in the context of this PDP IDN ccTLDs are only considered in ”non-Latin scripts” being any script that does not contain the 26 letters listed in the US-ASCII character set (a-z), either in their basic forms or with combining marks”.

As stated in our general comments above we strongly disagree on the above definition. 

If ASCII is excluded from the IDN ccTLDs the result will be that countries having a non-ASCII script will have the option to register multiple ccTLDs, which all will be subject to the subsidiarity principle. This definition will enable registration of both non-ASCII in different scripts dependent of the country,  and  the ASCII ccTLD already registered. As examples we can mention countries like China and Russia. 

This will be considered as discriminatory and in contradiction with the principle of equal treatment of all for those countries having ASCII as their script. If ICANN had agreed on the repeated input from the ccNSO and the GAC and several registries to remove country and territory names from the gTLD space, this discrimination could have been rectified. If those TLDs – both in ASCII and non-ASCII could be treated in the same way as ”ordinary ccTLDs”, we would have a system that treated all countries alike – independent of how many scripts the country has.

If insisting on excluding ASCII from this process, some countries will have sovereign right over several ccTLDs, with the advantages of establishing the policy for the TLD under the subsidiarity principle, while others – thos countries with only ASCII as script – will have their ISO-code only. All other representation of their country or territory will have to be a gTLD dominated by ICANN policy.

In our opinion this will contribute to user confusion and discrimination.

An example:

.no ( ccTLD under Norwegian law and Norwegian decided policy

. nor ( gTLD uner Californian law and ICANN dicided policy

.cn (in ASCII) ( ccTLD under Chinese law and Chinese decided policy

.cn (as written in non-ASCII) ( ccTLD under Chinese law and Chinese decided policy

Since the (non ASCII) is set in brackets in the Draft Interim Paper, we suppose this is up for discussion. Our advice is that you think the consequences through before the decision is taken.

Comments to litre b) in Chapter D) String Selection Process

Here it seems like ASCII/non-ASCII is not up for discussion, as it states that the criteria to identify the script and language are:

· The script in which the language is represented has to be non-Latin

· The language must be an ”official” language.

We have already, in our comments to principle c), commented on the ASCII/non-ASCII discussion, so we will leave that here – only encourage you to think this over again.

As for the criteria that it has to be an ”official” language, we totally disagree. In these times, where people from the world move around on our globe, the official languages of a country may change – or at least not be an expression for the needs of a population in a country.

The reason why this was a criteria in the Fast Track process, was that the process should be fast – and limited – and satisfying only the most urgent needs. Therefor  it was a sensible limitation at the time. But the process we are discussing now, is the final system. Then the arguments why it should not be limited to official languages must be heard and considered seriously.

Many countries these days have a substantial member of inhabitants speaking another language than the official language of that country. An example from my own country, Norway. We have a large population of people speaking and using urdu in Norway, but it is not an official language for the territory – at least not yet. If this population should wish to register .no in urdu, I cannot see any sensible reason why this should not be allowed. What is the alternative? If it is not an official language it will be a gTLD? Or will it be accepted that Pakistan registered .no in urdu?

Therefore our recommendation is that it should not be limited to the official language of the country.

Comments on litra c) no. 1 in Chapter D) String Selection Process

The 2-letter criteria that so far has been one of the characteristics for ccTLDs, will be left through the IDN process. If the name of the territory, as stated in letter a) under litra c) is accepted as a ccTLD in non-ASCII, why not in ASCII?

It does not make sense any longer to have the number of letters as the main criteria for what is a gTLD and what is a ccTLD. Therefore, the main element must be – from where does  the TLD derive its policy? As long as it is from the local internet community, including government or public authority, subject to the subsidiarity principle, it should be a countryTLD.
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