For SSAC consideration
Subject: Delegation of single-character IDN TLDs

Please accept this informal note and comment as exactly that. The points raised here can be discussed in more detail if requested by SSAC members. The note is informal because of the sense of urgency conveyed by the members of the JIG Working Group that their report be considered as soon as possible for implementation as a policy. Therefore, it was desired to get the issues into discussion quickly – a more formal presentation of them can follow. 

The May 2007 Reserved Names Working Group report to the GNSO stated that “single and two-character U-labels on the top level and second level of a domain name should not be restricted in general... requested strings should be analyzed

on a case-by-case basis in the new gTLD process depending on the script and language...” (See, http://gnso.icann.org/issues/new-gtlds/final-report-rn-wg-23may07.htm). Later, in December 2009 the IDN Working Group stated, “[t]he team does not recommend the banning of one-character gTLDs… The team recommends that further ramifications of this issue be addressed by policy bodies such as

the ccNSO and GNSO… there are significant economic considerations associated with the introduction of one-character TLDs.” (See, http://www.icann.org/en/topics/new-gtlds/idnimplementation-working-team-report-final-03dec09-en.pdf.)

.

Building on that work, the Joint ccNSO-GNSO IDN Working Group (JIG) recommended that single-character IDNs be delegated. (See, 

http://gnso.icann.org/drafts/jig-final-report-30mar11-en.pdf.)
As understood, the recommendations, summarized in very short form, are:

· Delegate single-character, top-level IDNs that are not similar to:

· ASCII letters or two-letter names, or
· ASCII numbers

· The JIG recommendations should be applied to gTLDs and IDN Fast Track ccTLDs

· For gTLDs, contention due to similarity should be resolved using proposed new gTLD processes, i.e., community priority and auction.
ICANN Recommendation: Considering the report as a stand-alone document, some implementation questions have arisen. Clarification of those issues (described below) could be achieved through:

· formation of a community-ICANN staff implementation team (similar to the team that implemented the Inter-registrar Transfer Policy), and

· consideration by SSAC of some of the issues raised in the report.

Rationale for recommendation:

Some of the issues raise by that report that seem to require additional implementation advice are:

1. The report states: “[Single-character] IDN TLD strings should be analyzed on a case-by-case basis in the new gTLD process depending on the script and language.”

Is the analysis the same as that outlined in the Guidebook for string similarity, DNS stability, and geographical names or should there be additional analysis?  

2. Similarly, the report states: “A suitable process for consultation, including with relevant language communities, is needed when considering new [single-character] IDN gTLD strings.”

Should the consultation process occur on a case-by-case basis for each single-character delegation request after it is posted, or should there be consultations to create the rules for delegation in that community before applications for single-character IDNs are accepted?

3. Paraphrasing, the report states: Aspects of confusability may be taken into consideration, such as likelihood of user slip due to keyboard layouts.

How should likelihood of keyboard slip be determined? (1) The report seems to state that this might be the subject of consultation with the language community. (2) However, the report states in the appendix that the concern with confusion due to typographical errors is misplaced – that there is less of a chance of such error with a single-letter name that with a multiple-character name.
4. The report also states that aspects of confusability may be taken into consideration, such as where a single character has more than one meaning
Is the implication of the report that single-character names with dual meaning should be excluded? How should this advice be taken into consideration?

5. The introduction to the appendix indicates that the issues in the appendix are still open for consideration: “certain issues may lend itself to policy implementations that could be applied across both IDN ccTLDs and IDN gTLDs, … issues 1, 5 and 6 seem to lend itself to policy implementation.“

For example issue 1 in the appendix states, “It may be possible to specify that only ideographical scripts are acceptable for Single Character IDN TLDs.”

How should this issue be settled? Should the delegation of single-character IDNs await resolution of this and other policy issues raised in the appendix? Or should delegations proceed while these issues are discussed at a later time?

Additional reading and consideration of the report might raise additional issues.


