Summary of IDN Discussion in Dubai

2nd April 2008

Among the participants were representatives of 10 ccTLDs; 

.ae, .eg, .jo, .kw, .ly, .om, .pk, .qa, .sa, .sd

There were also a number of government representatives (including Egypt, Iran and Iraq), representatives of the gNSO and ALAC communities and ICANN staff.

The discussion was Chaired by Manal Ismail and Young Eum Lee and facilitated buy Chris Disspain.

The document DRAFT Methodology for Fast-Track Approach was used as the basis for discussion and copies were provided to all participants (see http://public.icann.org/files/Dubai_MethodologyFastTrackProcess_2Apr08.pdf)
Guiding Principles

The 7 guiding principles were explained. There was no objection to any of the principles and general consensus that they covered all relevant areas. The following queries arose:

On Principle C: The Fast Track should only be available for a pressing demand in the territory:

Question: What is “pressing demand”?. 

Answer: The concept of the methodology is that pressing demand is demonstrated by the meeting off the fast track criteria ie. that the registry is technically ready, a string has been defined and certain IANA criteria are fulfilled.

On Principle E: The proposed string and delegation request should be non-contentious within the territory.

Question: Does this mean that both the proposed string and the proposed ccTLD manager/registry must be non-contentious?
Answer: Yes.
On Principle F: The Fast Track is experimental in nature.
Question: Does this imply that  there will be a roll-back if a technical flaw is noticed?
Answer:  The security and stability of the DNS are paramount. The delegation of IDNs is experimental and nobody knows what will happen when IDNs are deployed so, yes, it is possible that some sort of roll-back procedure will need to be agreed prior to delegation. Further, it is also important to note that the Fast Track itself is experimental also in respect to methodology used and that that the outcome of the fast track experience would feed into ccPDP. 

Methodology:

The 4 stage methodology and the definitions were then discussed step by step. There was consensus that the proposed 4 stage approach was acceptable. There was also consensus on the Official Language requirement and, after some discussion and clarification, on the use of a Technical and Linguistic Experts committee. The following queries and comments were made:
On Stage 1: Preparing for the Fast Track in Territory
Comment re 3. Identify String: It would be good if the IDNC group could come up with advice that territories should as a general rule use their short name for the string. Otherwise governments may try to use the full names – which would not be good for stability.

Question re 4. Select intended IDN ccTLD registry: What will happen if there is a conflict between the government and the existing ccTLD manager where, for example the government is proposing a new IDN ccTLD management?
Answer: Under the current IANA principles and guidelines conflict is dealt with in territory and IANA will not delegate or re-delegate until the conflict is resolved. This would, presumably apply to IDN ccTLDs also. Further, Principle E makes it clear that only non-contentious delegations can proceed through the fast track and where there was such a conflict, the delegation would be contentious. 
On Stage 2: Checking and Confirmation
Question re 2. Have string checked by ‘Technical Committee’ and confirmed by ‘Committee of Linguistic experts’ against criteria: What is the role of the 2 committees and how would they operate?
Answer: The Technical Committee’s role is to check the string to ensure that it meets the IDNA Protocol and guidelines.  The Linguistic Committee’s role is to confirm that the string meets the official language and meaningful criteria. 
It is envisaged that the Technical Committee will need to check every string proposed. However the Linguistic Committee’s role is much more limited since it would only need to confirm that the string meets the criteria in circumstances where the proposed string was not listed as the short name or formal name in the Technical Reference Manual for the Standardisation of Geographical Names (see http://unstats.un.org/unsd/geoinfo/ungegn%20tech%20ref%20manual_M87_combined.pdf).
It is also envisaged that the Linguistic Committee would call on linguistic experts in the particular language to confirm that the string meets the criteria. 
On Stage 3: Reporting
Question: Where testing is done would that require actual registrations? 
Answer: No. This refers to technical testing not registrations..
General Discussion

The floor was the opened for general discussion.. 

Agreement with ICANN: Paul Twomey indicated that ICANN would expect any IDN ccTLD manager to enter into an agreement with ICANN at the very least, specifically relating to IDN issues.
It was clarified that it was not the job of the Working Group to make recommendations to the board how to deal with this or recommend  such a legal arrangement.  However, the Working Group may decide to make a statement such as “Although delegation should be treated the same way as an ordinary ccTLD, there are specific IDN related issues that need to dealt with in an agreement”. 
The attendees were asked whether they felt that the principle of signing a piece of paper between the operators and ICANN was acceptable. 
There seemed to be a general acceptance of the principle. One of the participants said that it would actually be desirable to have such a document in place but it would need to be provided in a translated format.

It was asked whether the ccTLD would need to sign an Accountability Framework for the Ascii ccTLD before the IDN ccTLD will be delegated. It was clarified that this would not be required.

A comment was made that in a worst-case scenario, where a delegation needs to be withdrawn due to technical stability issues, some sort of agreement would be useful.
ICANN was requested to publish a document prior to the Paris meeting setting out the matters and issues that would need to be covered by an agreement with the IDN ccTLD manager. , 

Objection Procedure: Edmon Chung suggested that such a mechanism should be included along with the technical evaluation or linguistic confirmation procedure as it would increase the integrity of the process. 

Chris Disspain said that he felt that it would be very challenging having such a mechanism in place, as it was an outside objection mechanism, which would mean that another territory or a company or a registry could object to a string proposed by the territory even if that string met the criteria..

Manal Ismail added that if the government and the community agree that the chosen string denotes the name of the territory, and if necessary the linguistic committee confirms , there should be no further input needed.
IANA Guidelines: It was pointed out that IANA needs to update their guidelines for who is eligible to submit language tables to the IANA Repository. Currently, only existing registries can do so. The guidelines need to open up for language table submissions from registries-to-be as well.

