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1.  前言

第31次網際網路名稱與號碼指配機構（Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers，ICANN）會議於97年2月9日至15日在印度新德里舉行，計有來自76個國家，超過720位與會者參與本次盛會。本次ICANN會議是由印度資訊科技部(Department of Information Technology)及印度國家網路交換中心(National Internet Exchange of India, INXI)共同主辦，希望藉由這次主辦機會，讓全球網路社群能更加了解印度網路及資訊科技的發展現況及挑戰，就如同印度資訊科技部長Jainder Singh於大會開幕中所述，IDNs、DNS安全與IPv6應用等是目前印度政府重視的幾項議題，這對於印度未來網路科技發展將有相當的重要性。
我國代表團係由交通部郵電司鄧司長添來擔任團長，成員包括交通部郵電司、國家通訊傳播委員會與台灣網路資訊中心（Taiwan Network Information Center，TWNIC）等，共計有7人（出席單位及成員名單如附件1）組團與會。交通部及國家通訊傳播委員會人員主要係參與政府諮詢委員會（Governmental Advisory Committee，GAC）會議，該會議於97年2月8日至14日間召開，計有美國、英國、法國、日本、韓國、荷蘭等38個會員國與3個觀察會員國與會，TWNIC人員則參與ICANN其他相關會議。

本次ICANN/GAC會議討論事項包括：與網際網路名稱與號碼指配機構理事會（ICANN Board）交流討論、與國碼名稱支援組織（Country Code Names Supporting Organization，ccNSO）評議會就國際化域名(Internationalized Domain Name，IDN)國碼議題召開聯合會議討論，及政府諮詢委員會工作小組及全體會議就國際化域名之標準化、國際化域名國碼型頂級域名(Internationalized Domain Name country-code Top Level Domains，IDN ccTLDs)之相關政策及技術發展、使用者WHOIS資料保障、IPv6發展及IPv4耗竭、網域名稱系統安全（Domain Name System Security，DNSSec）及對Joint Project Agreement (JPA)之意見等議題進行討論（政府諮詢委員會會議公報如附件2），並進行GAC二位副主席之選舉。

本報告首先說明ICANN組織最新現況，次就本次會議重要議題及內容進行說明，最後就會議內容研提相關建議。

2.  ICANN簡介

ICANN係一全球性、非營利、共識導向的國際性機構(International corporation)，1998年10月成立於美國加州，負責監督原由美國政府管理之部分網際網路技術管理功能(Internet technical management functions)、通訊協定參數及通訊埠(Protocol Parameters and Port)之協調、域名系統(DNS)之管理、IP
位址之分配暨指派及根伺服器系統(root server system)之管理，以維持全球網際網路運作之穩定性、可靠性及安全性為其主要宗旨。

2.1 ICANN組織架構

ICANN下設有理事會（Board of Directors）、3個支援組織（Supporting Organization；SO）、4個諮詢委員會（Advisory Committee；AC）及技術聯絡人小組（Technical Liaison Group；TLG）等，其組織架構圖如下：

[image: image1.wmf]理事會

政府諮詢委員會

（GAC）

一般會員諮詢委員

會(ALAC)

網路安全及穩定諮

詢委員會(SSAC)

根伺服器系統諮詢

委員會(RSSAC)

技術聯絡人小組

(TLG)

國碼名稱支援組織

(ccNSO)

同屬性名稱支援組

織(GNSO)

位址支援組織(ASO)

ICANN

職員

總裁兼執行長

申訴代表


ICANN組織架構圖

2.2 ICANN組成單位之功能
2.2.1 ICANN理事會

依2002年12月15日ICANN通過之新版組織章程，ICANN理事會係由15位具投票權之理事組成，其中8位理事由任命委員會選出，另由位址支援組織(ASO)、同屬性名稱支援組織(GNSO)、國碼名稱支援組織(ccNSO)各選出2位，總裁為當然理事。任期3年，每年改選部分理事。此外，6位不具投票權之聯絡人則分由根伺服器系統諮詢委員會(RSSAC)、網路安全及穩定諮詢委員會(SSAC)、政府諮詢委員會(GAC)、一般會員諮詢委員會(ALAC)、技術聯絡人小組(TLG)及網際網路工程任務小組(IETF)指派。理事會成員現有21位，分別為：

1. Peter Dengate Thrush, 理事會主席
2. Roberto Gaetano, 理事會副主席
3. Harald Tveit Alvestrand (November 2007 - October 2010)
4. Raimundo Beca (May 2004 - April 2010) 

5. Susan P. Crawford (December 2005 - November 2008)

6. Steve Crocker, 網路安全及穩定諮詢委員會聯絡人
7. Demi Getschko (December 2005 - May 2009)

8. Steve Goldstein (December 2006 - October 2009) 

9. Dennis Jennings (November 2007 - October 2010)

10. Janis Karklins, 政府諮詢委員會聯絡人
11. Thomas Narten, 網際網路工程任務小組聯絡人
12. Rajasekhar Ramaraj (December 2006 - October 2009)

13. Njeri Rionge (June 2003 - November 2008)

14. Rita Rodin (June 2006 - May 2008) 

15. Reinhard Scholl, 技術聯絡人小組
16. Wendy Seltzer,一般會員諮詢委員會聯絡人
17. Jean-Jacques Subrenat (November 2007 - October 2010) 

18. Bruce Tonkin (June 2007 - April 2010) 

19. Paul Twomey, ICANN總裁兼執行長 

20. David L. Wodelet (June 2006 - May 2009)
21. Suzanne Woolf, 根伺服器系統諮詢委員會聯絡人
2.2.2 ICANN支援組織
目前ICANN下設有3個支援組織，各支援組織（Supporting Organization）均有其特定之功能，為ICANN在各專責領域之主要政策建議來源及諮詢單位。謹簡介如下：

1. 位址支援組織(ASO)
ASO負責向ICANN提出有關IP位址運作、指配、及管理之政策性建言，其著重於識別單一Internet上各種電腦之IP位址系統，如128.9.128.127，係根據ICANN與各區域網際網路登記註冊管理機構(RIR)洽簽之MoU所設立之組織。目前按區域所設立之RIR，分別有負責北美洲區域之ARIN、歐洲區域之RIPE NCC、拉丁美洲區域之LACNIC、亞洲區域之APNIC及非洲區域之AFRNIC。一般RIR基本的位址分配政策係依區域需要及視未來一年內位址可能需求情形來分配位址區塊(Address Block)。

2. 國碼名稱支援組織(ccNSO)
ccNSO負責向ICANN提出有關ccTLD(諸如：.us，.uk，.it，.tw，.cn，.jp，.hk等)之政策性建言，ccNSO係由ccTLD管理者組成，下設評議會(Council)管理相關政策制定程序。該組織係於羅馬會議期間（93年3月1日）正式宣布成立。

3. 同屬性名稱支援組織(GNSO)
GNSO負責向ICANN提出有關同屬性頂級域名之政策性建言，係由gTLD登記註冊管理機構、智慧財產權團體、商業團體、學術機構及消費者團體所組成，下設評議會(Council)管理相關政策制定程序。

2.2.3 ICANN諮詢委員會

諮詢委員會為一正式諮詢體，由來自Internet社群(community)代表組成，負責向ICANN作政策性之建言，ICANN組織章程明定設立不同之諮詢委員會，諮詢委員會不代表ICANN行使職權，惟向ICANN理事會提出其研究報告及建言。目前ICANN理事會設有4諮詢委員會，簡介如下：

1. 政府諮詢委員會(GAC)
GAC為一由國家級政府、國際論壇承認之經濟體、多國政府組織及條約組織(treaty organizations)代表所組成之諮詢委員會，其功能為向ICANN理事會表達政府單位之關切事項，GAC以論壇方式討論政府之權益及關切議題(interests and concerns)，包含消費者權益；GAC不代表ICANN行使職權，惟向ICANN理事會提出其研究報告及建言。

2. 網路安全及穩定諮詢委員會(SSAC)
SSAC係負責就網域名稱及位址指配系統之安全及完整性向ICANN理事會提出建言，包括安全架構之擬定、與網際網路技術社群及重要DNS管理者、業者之溝通協調、風險分析評估等。
3. 根伺服器諮詢委員會(RSSAC)
RSSAC係負責向ICANN理事會提出有關網域名稱根伺服器運作之建言，包含主機硬體容量、作業系統、名稱伺服器軟體版本、網路連結、硬體環境、安全問題及系統效率、可靠度等。

4. 一般會員諮詢委員會(ALAC)

ALAC代表網際網路個別使用者向ICANN提出建言。

3.  ICANN/GAC 第31次會議

3.1 會議時間、地點、行程及議程

1. 時間：2008年2月9日至15日。
2. 地點：印度新德里。

3. 行程：

	日期
	行程

	2 月 8日
	由桃園中正機場出發，直飛印度新德里，入宿Rockland Inn 旅館。

	2 月 9日
	報到；出席GAC Working Group on IDNs會議。

	2 月10日
	出席GAC Working Group IDNs in gTLD Space、 GAC 快速程序(Fast Track)討論會議。

	2 月 11日
	出席GAC/ccNSO 聯席會議討論IDNu議題、參加GAC open session 與 public forum及大會晚宴。

	2 月12日
	出席IDNC/ccNSO工作小組聯合會議、 GAC 有關WHOIS、JPA、new gTLD、DNSSec等討論會議、ICANN Board與GAC 交流會議。

	2月13日
	出席GAC IPv4/IPv6議題討論會議、研提GAC印度新德里公報會議。

	2月14日
	出席GNSO 評議會與ICANN public forum。

	2月15日
	由印度新德里國際機場，搭機返抵我國桃園機場。


4. 會議議程：如附件3。

3.2 主要討論議題

ICANN會議包括理事會議、公眾論壇、各支援組織及諮詢委員會會議，如:政府諮詢委員會等，本次會議重要內容如下：

3.2.1 政府諮詢委員會(GAC)會議

政府諮詢委員會(GAC)於2008年2月9日至14日假印度新德里市召開會議，出席成員包括38國會員及3名觀察員代表。

本次GAC會議主要討論議題包括：國際化域名（Internationalized Domain Name，IDN）、使用者WHOIS資料保障議題、IPv6 發展與IPv4耗竭議題、網域名稱系統安全 (Domain Name System Security，DNSSec) 議題、GAC對Joint Project Agreement(JPA)之意見、GAC工作程序(working methods)與GAC二位副主席之選舉等事項。相關內容如下：

3.2.1.1
國際化域名（IDN）議題

1.對ccNSO-GAC發行之文件 "selection of IDN ccTLDs associated with the ISO-3166-1 two letter codes"相關議題進行討論及回應，確認基本原則及未來須進一步探討之問題，GAC將就IDN與ISO 3166-1二者間的字元選擇相關議題再予討論，本文件將於下次巴黎會議中定稿。

2.就國際化域名工作小組(Internationalized Domain Name Committee，IDNC)所提之快速程序機制（Fast Track Mechanism）草案（詳如附件4）進行初步討論，建議先由訂定最低度指導原則（Minimum Guidelines）開始，同時亦應考量gTLD之供需平衡，並有限度引進IDN ccTLDs之報告初稿，此議題日後將再繼續討論。

3.同意GAC之"國碼頂級域之授權與管理準則與指導方針(Principles and Guidelines for the delegation and administration of country-code Top Level Domains)"之實質性公共政策條款，同樣適用於IDN ccTLDs之引進，特別是授權與重新授權。

4.相信任何ICANN政策需要限定最低需求範圍，以確保DNS的全球互通性。

5.強調只有政府或具地區公權力者能對ICANN就申請IDN ccTLD之合法性提供官方建議。並認為每一領域(territory)對IDN ccTLDs擁有相等之權利。

6.預期在多數情況下，政府或相關的公權力對單一語文只需要一個IDN ccTLD，但對某些使用不同語文、或某些語文是被廣泛使用的國家，其政府或相關的公權力可能需要一個以上的IDN ccTLD。

7.認為GAC之"新泛用型頂級域名原則（Principles regarding new gTLDs）"的實質規定，對於新IDN gTLDs的引進同樣適用。

8.認為ICANN應對IDN gTLDs之申請使用，與相關國家或領域之主管機關討論後再核配，以免損及其權益，並維持兩者間之平衡。

9.IDN初期使用量如過大，可能造成解析上之問題，建議考慮可由目前實驗中之11種文字先行開始。

10.有關GAC對於IDN ccTLD 之基本原則、建議與運作方式意見等事項詳如附件5。
3.2.1.2 與ccNSO評議會就於IDN Country Code 議題召開聯合會議

GAC與ccNSO評議會就IDN ccTLD發放政策、運作管理及技術需求標準議題召開聯合會議，會議中就不同國家間使用不同文字，可能對IDN ccTLD造成之問題進行討論，雙方均同意IDN初期使用量如過大，可能造成技術解析問題，同時並非每一國家均需IDN，故快速佈建與穩定安全考量應予平衡兼顧。

3.2.1.3
使用者WHOIS資料保障議題

1. 2007年10月洛杉磯會議發佈公報後，GAC即著手對WHOIS資料的使用與濫用之研究，並於本次新德里會議中針對有關WHOIS資料庫的獨立、中立、第三者的研究達成結論，將於短期內提交ICANN 理事會。

2. GAC對ICANN理事會提出WHOIS的執行程序與隱私權法律相牴觸，並提醒司法管轄權所造成的複雜性，理事會將在未來做出回應。

3. GAC認同GNSO評議會就WHOIS系統所提之數項研究決策，並將會就其中較重要之事項，於未來提出書面信件遞送ICANN理事會，同時美國代表亦於會中提出WHOIS所引起之犯罪，其可能性會高於垃圾郵件(spam)之看法，惟此部分並非為全體與會會員之共識。
3.2.1.4
IPv4資源之耗盡與IPv6之部署(IPv4 free pool depletion and the deployment of IPv6)

由於IPv4資源耗竭問題對開發中國家影響重大，GAC了解此議題之重要性，並贊同ICANN理事會所做之努力，GAC亦對IANA（Internet Assigned Numbers Authority）就尚未使用之IPv4區塊所作之工作進行考量，以讓整體移轉至IPv6過程較為平順，會議中亦就IPv6佈建、如何讓用戶感受到使用IPv6之益處等事項進行討論，以確保本項發展不會停滯。

IPv6 Root DNS伺服器已於2008年二月正式啟用，IPv6流量增加率較IPv4流量增加率高。IPv6的問題，在技術上是IPv4與IPv6轉換互連機制沒有完美的解決，在商業現實上是NAT做的太好、IPv4位址缺乏與不夠安全的經濟損害不夠明確、沒有很強的經濟的誘因去從事的IPv6基礎建設。
3.2.1.5 網域名稱系統安全 (DNSSec) 議題

GAC就spam對DNS之安全與穩定性之威脅進行討論，各國均同意此問題之重要性，同時DNSSec如需擬訂通用準則時，與各國國內法可能引起之衝突亦須妥為考量。澳大利亞代表並就本議題進行簡報（詳如附件6）且開始與各國交換相關意見，簡報中提到日本為反垃圾郵件採取阻擋 Port 25（Port 25 Blocking）註服務，對降低垃圾郵件成效良好。

註：阻擋Port 25（Port 25 Blocking）服務為一只允許ISP中有登記且使用靜態IP的郵件主機所要求的電子郵件傳遞服務，以減少垃圾郵件。日本為防止濫發者在不同之電信業者間遷移，於2005年10月公佈業者間互相交流濫發資料指導方針（guideline），2006年5月正式施行，在防堵垃圾郵件濫發者的執行上成效良好。
3.2.1.6
 GAC對Joint Project Agreement(JPA)之意見

GAC承認ICANN理事會向美國商務部所提之JPA期中意見調查，但認為本議題將於2009年9月始可能有正式結果，故暫不做任何正式動作，而於下次巴黎會議中再提出對JPA中期回顧結果之評估。

幾名GAC會員國代表將提交他們自己對調查的意見。
3.2.1.7
 政府諮詢委員會工作程序(working methods)討論
GAC就改進工作效率考量，提出工作程序討論，內容包括了會員國或秘書處在議題提交討論前，應於會議前二週先行提送不超過二頁之簡短文件供各會員國參考，主席可於會議間要求一會員（”friend of the Chair”）協助會議，GAC除與ICANN理事會交流外，鑒於與ICANN其他組織交流較少，將會採取對每一組織指派二名聯絡人，同時允許其他組織指派觀察員參與GAC會議（詳如附件6）。

GAC也對秘書處改善其網頁之動作，以增進其作業效率表達感謝。
3.2.1.8
 選舉GAC二位副主席

來自巴西之Everton Lucero 與法國之Bertrand de la Chapella分別當選為GAC副主席。
3.2.1.9
 GAC 2008年工作計畫及其他事項

GAC很重視ICANN理事會與GAC聯合工作小組之工作成果，它增強了與理事會的合作。GAC感謝此工作小組不辭辛勞的努力與貢獻。

下次GAC會議將於2008年6月22日至6月27日於法國巴黎與ICANN會議同時舉行。
3.2.2 國碼名稱支援組織（ccNSO）會議

IDN仍是本次ccNSO最主要的討論議題，特別是fast-track的程序，期望能於近期開放IDN ccTLD申請。政府諮詢委員會(GAC)與ccNSO聯席會議，就IDNC工作小組所研擬之報告初稿商議相關原則。IDNC工作小组的工作範圍是制定出一些可行的方式，以開放一定數量的 IDN ccTLD，但這個方式將不會取代經由ICANN政策制定程序(ccPDP)所研議出的最終政策決定。目前就該工作小組所提之報告初稿將二種機制提出討論，包括IDN ccTLD字串的選擇及IDN ccTLD管理單位的選擇，細節像是語言文字、字串的選擇標準、評估與反對機制的考量等等都是需要各界提供近一步意見，相關文件可參閱http://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/draft
-initial-report-idnc-wg-01feb08.pdf。不過就本次會議總體觀察而言，部分與會發言者還是將fast-track與ccPDP混為一談，造成在定義上一再釐清與解釋，或者是部分國家或地區將fast-track視為唯一機會，使得在部分議題上無法獲得共識，像是每個地區或領域(territory)申請IDN ccTLD數量限制上，便表達有窒礙難行之意，如印度與斯里蘭卡，這二個國家都擁有二個以上的官方語言，印度甚至有廿二種官方語言及十一種文字，他們期待能於fast-track中全部納入，這與目前各每個地區最多申請一個IDN ccTLD的想法有相當大落差。

ccNSO其他議題討論像是未來二年的ccNSO工作計畫，幾個重要改革內容將於下次巴黎會議時開始執行。IANA近況，IANA工作小組將提出一檢查表，讓ccTLD管理者可以去考量何時該實施DNSSEC，相關內容可參閱http://delhi.icann.org/files/20080212
-guillard-ccnsoianawg-update.pdf。而參與工作小組(Participation Working Group)則是簡述目前正再進行一項調查，希望藉分析結果能得知所有ccNSO會員或非會員參與ccNSO上的意見及問題，以便提出相關解決方案，以增進會員利益，促進會員參與，相關簡報可參閱http://delhi.icann.org/files/ICANN-ccNSOParticipation
WorkingGroupUpdateDelhi2008.pdf。
3.2.3 ICANN董事會

本次ICANN董事會決議幾項重要內容包括通過ICANN Accountability and Transparency Frameworks、進行下一階段GNSO改善計畫、ICANN財務支出方案及任用稽核單位、確認ALAC所提關於ICANN章程中關於RALO之修訂提案，以及ICANN將計劃建置IPv6相容之基礎建設等。

本次會議中ICANN執行長Paul Twomey就ICANN整體政策發展計畫、財務概況、New ccTLD、New gTLD、IPv4/IPv6、IDN、IANA運作等議題，進行相關報告，摘要如下：

1. ICANN理事會在2007年12月通過該組織2008至2011年之政策計畫。

2. 本次會議中GNSO、ccNSO及GAC將會就WHOIS、域名測試、New gTLD、ICANN區域劃分、IDN快速程序、GNSO改善、JPA、IPv4/IPv6、DNSSEC、網路治理（Internet governance）等議題進行討論。

4.  檢討與建議

4.1GAC會議雖已對“Selection of IDN ccTLDs associated with the ISO 3166-1 two letter codes”文件所提出的諸多議題，逐一產生共識，但與GNSO間的歧異似乎仍在。我國除應持續參與該議題在GAC及ccNSO之發展，也同時要關注GNSO對IDN議題可能產生的重大影響。

4.2為確保我國網際網路社群之權益和未來發展之契機，我方應該把握每一次會議機會，充分參與討論，同時可仿效本次會議德國之作業方式，於會議進行期間將書面資料分送各與會會員參考，以表達我國意見並可突顯我方積極參與之意圖。

4.3 IPv6雖已被視為解決未來網址不足的主要途徑，但不論在ICANN大會、GAC會議或其他議場中之討論，仍有持保留態度或質疑的聲音。我國投注在IPV6發展之成果已然可觀，但仍應關注國內ISP業者、學者及其他各界不同的看法或意見，以免發展方向有所偏廢。

4.4目前ccNSO IDNC工作小組已完成意見收集，將於近期完成初期報告初稿，未來需持續關注其發展狀況。

4.5 DNSSEC是目前最受關注之議題，也是實質的安全防護，建議TWNIC應朝此方向研議DNSSEC執行方案及時程，相關內容可參閱IANA將提出之檢查表。

4.6 隨著ICANN的運作日趨穩定，以及聯合國介入網際網路治理的想法至今依然不斷拋出，ICANN目前運作雖然暫時趨於穩定，但是其與聯合國所主導的IGF之間，將有何種互動關係，依然值得密切觀察。
5.  附件

1. 我國參與GAC 2008年新德里會議人員名單

2. GAC 2008年新德里會議公報

3. GAC 2008年新德里會議議程

4. IDNC所提之快速程序機制（Fast Track Mechanism）草案
5. GAC對於IDN ccTLD 之基本原則、建議與運作方式意見
6. GAC工作程序改進意見書
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Governmental Advisory Committee 
GAC Communiqué – New Delhi 
February 2008 
I. INTRODUCTION 
The Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) of the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) met in New Delhi, during February 9-13, 2008. 
38 members and 3 observers participated in the meeting. 

The Governmental Advisory Committee expressed warm thanks to the Government of India for hosting the meeting in New Delhi. 
II. IDNs 
In New Delhi, GAC members had a discussion on answers to the ccNSO-GAC issues paper: selection of IDN ccTLDs associated with the ISO 3166-1 two letter codes. GAC continues to work on the document with view to finalizing it during its meeting in Paris. 
GAC members also discussed the Draft Initial Report of the IDNC Working Group: "The Introduction of a Limited Number of IDN ccTLDs Under A Fast Track Mechanism". 
During these discussions, the GAC agreed that: 
• The substantive public policy provisions set out by the GAC in the "Principles and Guidelines for the delegation and administration of country-code Top Level Domains" are equally relevant to the introduction of IDN ccTLDs, in particular the principle of delegation and re-delegation. 
• The GAC believes that any ICANN policy needs to restrict its scope to the minimum required to ensure the global interoperability of the Domain Name System (DNS). 
• Given the different form that IDN ccTLDs will take and the absence of an equivalent of the ISO 3166-1 list used for ASCII ccTLDs, the GAC notes the experience of relevant international organizations, for instance the United Nations Conference on the Standardization of Geographical Names, ITU and UNESCO. The GAC underlines, however, that only Government or relevant public authority of the territory (as listed in the ISO 3166-1 list) concerned can provide authoritative advice to ICANN on the legitimacy of any application for an IDN ccTLD. Specifically, this requires that ICANN consult the Government or relevant public authority on receipt of any such application and ascertain either that the proposal has the support of the Government or relevant public authority or that the Government or public authority raises no objections to the application. In the event that such confirmation is not obtainable, ICANN should desist from the introduction of the proposed ccTLD until such confirmation is obtained. 
• The GAC anticipates in most cases that the Government or relevant public authority will decide that one IDN ccTLD per script will be sufficient, but it is also mindful that in some countries different scripts are in use and, in some cases, the same script is used in a number of widely used languages. In these cases the Government or relevant public authority may determine that more than one IDN ccTLD is necessary. For these reasons, a strict one-per-country limit imposed by ICANN in any fast-track phase would be inappropriate. 

The GAC appreciated opportunity to share its initial comments on the report with stakeholders during the IDN workshop and considers that cross-constituency consultations on the subject should be continued. GAC will continue to contribute to the work of the IDNC Working Group. 
In respect to IDN gTLDs: 
• The GAC feels that the substantive provisions of the GAC "Principles regarding new gTLDs" are equally relevant for the introduction of new IDN gTLDs. 
• In particular that ICANN should avoid country, territory or place names, and country, territory or regional language or people descriptions, unless in agreement with the Governments or relevant public authorities. 
• The GAC also considers that in the event that there is any doubt regarding the status of a particular application (for example whether it constitutes an IDN ccTLD or an IDN gTLD), ICANN should consult with the Government or relevant public authority of the territory concerned to determine whether there may be any potential infringement of their sovereign rights regarding their country or territory name. 

III. WHOIS issues 
As a follow-up to the GAC Communiqué issued in Los Angeles in October 2007, which stressed the GAC’s support for a study of the uses and abuses of WHOIS data, and in line with GAC WHOIS principles the GAC considered recommendations for the terms of reference for such studies. 
The GAC reached consensus on this issue and will forward explicit proposals to the ICANN Board shortly after the conclusion of the New Delhi meeting for the initiation of an independent, neutral, third party study of WHOIS databases. 
The GAC strongly believes that a multi-step data collection effort on all relevant issues is necessary to establish the factual evidence base for further discussions on the necessity and scope and impact of possible modifications to policies regarding WHOIS data. 
During its meeting with the Board the GAC raised the issue of the decision of the Board to implement the procedure for handling WHOIS conflicts with privacy laws, and noted the complexity posed by competing jurisdictions. The Board offered to reply to the GAC at some future date. 
IV. Domain name tasting 
The GAC received a very useful briefing from ICANN staff on domain name tasting and will continue to monitor this issue. 

V. IPv4 free pool depletion and the deployment of IPv6 
The GAC recognizes the urgent need for better awareness about IPv4 free pool depletion and the eployment of IPv6, welcomes the NRO’s efforts in this regard and encourages it to continue heir efforts. dt 
The GAC noted the NRO’s request that Governments assist in the process of awareness raising in their own countries.
VI. Institutional issues – JPA mid-term review 
The GAC acknowledges ICANN Board’s response to the United States Government notice of inquiry regarding the joint project agreement midterm review. Several GAC representatives indicated their intention to submit their own comments on the notice of inquiry. 
The ten responsibilities identified in the 2006 document, “Affirmation of Responsibilities for ICANN’s Private Sector Management,” are fundamental ongoing objectives that ICANN must continue to meet in its management of the DNS. 
The GAC considers that the Paris meeting will provide the opportunity to assess the results of the midterm review of the Joint Project Agreement. 
VII. Elections 
Mr. Everton Lucero from Brazil and Mr. Bertrand de la Chapelle from France were elected Vice Chairs of the GAC for 2008. 
********

The GAC warmly thanks all those among the ICANN community who have contributed to the dialogue with GAC in New Delhi. 
The next GAC meeting will be during the period of the ICANN meeting in Paris, France, 22nd -25th June 2008. 
___________________ 

New Delhi, 13th February 2008 
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ICANN新德里會議議程
  10 February 

· ccNSO Council Workshop

· GNSO Council Working Session

· At-Large Advisory Committee "OneDay" (1st Session) 

· GAC Working Group on IDNs - Discussion of Fast Track Modalities

· ICANN Board / GAC Joint Working Group 

· GAC Working Group on IDNs - Discussion of Fast Track Modalities 

11 February 

· APRALO General Assembly for 2008, 1st Session

· ccTLD Technical Meeting

· Welcome Ceremony

· IDNC WG Meeting

· ICANN Public Forum - President's Report & Comments

· Workshop: Public Discussion of JPA

· Workshop: DNSSEC 

· Workshop: Update on Internet Governance

· IDN Workshop: Progress on the Fast-Track Process for Intro. of a Limited Number of IDN ccTLDs

· ccNSO IANA Working Group

· ccNSO Participation Working Group Meeting

12 February 

· gTLD Registries Constituency Meeting

· At-Large Regional Secretariats

· Registrars Constituency Meeting

· Non-Commercial Business Users Constituency (NCUC)

· GAC Plenary 

· ccNSO Members Meeting

· Cross Constituency Meeting

· At-Large Advisory Committee Meeting with designated Board Members

· IT Success Story of India

· APRALO General Assembly for 2008, 2nd Session

· Internet Service and Connectivity Providers Constituency Meeting

· Commercial and Business Users Constituency Meeting

· GAC Interaction with ccNSO 

· Intellectual Property Interests Constituency Meeting

· GAC Meeting with the ICANN Board 

13 February 

· Open GNSO Council Meeting

· GAC Program Committee Meeting

· GAC Plenary 
· ccNSO Members Meeting

· IDN Workshop: IDNs in Indian Languages and Scripts

· Workshop: What Happens When a Registrar Ceases Business Operation

· GAC Drafting of Communique 

· Workshop: IPv6 Update

· SSAC Open Meeting

· Workshop: Translation Policy

· ccNSO Council Meeting

· Workshop: Operating Plan

· Workshop: Discussion on ICANN Travel Expense Support Funding

· Workshop: ICANN Nominating Committee (NomCom)

14 February 

· ICANN Public Forum

· APRALO Ceremonial Signing

· The Evolving gTLD Environment: Challenges and Opportunities

· At-Large Advisory Committee Meeting, 2nd Session

· GNSO Council Discussion of Input from Meetings

15 February

· Meeting of the ICANN Board

· Outreach to Indian community

Draft Initial Report on introduction IDN ccTLD under fast track for comment by IDNC WG. 

Comments from the WG need to be received by 28 January 2008.
1. Introduction

Under the charter, the purpose of the IDNC WG is to develop and report on feasible methods, if any, that would enable the introduction, in a timely manner and in a manner that ensures the continued security and stability of the Internet, of a limited number of non-contentious IDN ccTLDs, associated with the ISO 3166-1 two-letter codes (both the official code list of ISO 3166-1 and the list of reserved ISO 3166-1 code elements), while the overall policy is being developed. 

The scope of the IDNC WG is limited to developing feasible methods (for the introduction of a limited number of IDN ccTLDs) that do not pre-empt the policy outcomes of the IDN ccPDP in respect to which an Issue Report is currently being prepared.

In preparing the ccPDP Issue Report, the Issue Manager will identify policies, procedures, and/or by-laws that need to be reviewed and, if necessary revised, in connection with the development and implementation of any IDN ccTLD policy.

In preparing the ccPDP Issue Report the Issue Manager will take into account the joint ccNSO GAC Issues Paper, input from other ICANN supporting organisations and advisory committees, the technical limitations and requirements including the IDNA Guidelines, and any other matters that the Issue Manager considers to be of relevance.
2. Scope of this Initial Report

Under the IDNC WG charter, in considering feasible methods the IDNC WG must take into account and be guided by:

· The overarching requirement to preserve the security and stability of the DNS;

· Compliance with the IDNA protocols;

· Input and advice from the technical community in respect to the implementation of IDNs;

· Current practices for the delegation of ccTLDs. 

The fast track approach requires two specific mechanisms which are addressed in this report: 

1. A mechanism for the selection of the IDN ccTLD string (section 3 below); and

2. A mechanism to designate an IDN ccTLD manager (section 4 below).

The purpose of this report is to inform and report to the community on the topics and issues as identified by the IDNC WG that need to be considered in developing each of the two mechanisms, and to seek input and comments on them. 

This report and the comments received will be used to structure and propose potential mechanisms in the next phase of the fast track (see section 5, Schedule Interim Report).  

As stated above the outcome of the fast track cannot pre-empt the outcome of the ccPDP. All of the issues/topics raised in respect to the fast track mechanisms are also being raised under the ccPDP thus the solutions reached for the purposes of the fast track have, of necessity, to be as limited as possible. 

3. Mechanism for the selection of an IDN ccTLD string in the fast track
The first task is to develop a selection mechanism for IDN ccTLD strings bearing in mind the limitations and guidelines canvassed in section 2 above. The IDNC WG suggests the following elements are part of such a mechanism: 

A. Script Selection:

(i) Is it necessary to limit the number of scripts for which a territory can have an IDN ccTLD under the fast track? If so what is the limit?

(ii) Is it necessary for the language represented by the IDN script to have a particular status with the Territory? If so what is the status?

B. String Selection:

(i) Apart from the overarching requirements to meet the IDNA protocols and any other IDN technical requirements, are there any criteria for a string to be acceptable under the fast track (for example that the string must be a meaningful representation of the name of the Territory or an abbreviation of the name of the Territory in the relevant script)?

(ii) Does a selected string need to be evaluated against the requirements and criteria and if so by whom? 

C. String Proposal:

(i) Who are the actors from the Territory who need to be involved in making a proposal for a string under the fast track?

(ii) How is the involvement of those actors demonstrated?

D. Objection procedure:

(i) Once a string has been selected in accordance with the requirements and any criteria, should objections be allowed?

(ii) If so, who can object and on what grounds?

(iii) If an objection is lodged, what is the impact?  

4. Mechanism to designate an IDN ccTLD manager. 

The second task is to develop a mechanism for designating the manager for an IDN ccTLD, bearing in mind the limitations and guidelines canvassed in section 2 above. The IDNC WG suggests the following elements are part of such a mechanism:  

A. Who can be the IDN ccTLD manager:

(i) Apart from the overarching requirements to meet the IDNA protocols and any other IDN technical requirements, are there other IDN specific criteria that an IDN ccTLD manager needs to meet? 

(ii) Does the IDN ccTLD manager need to be evaluated against the requirements and criteria and if so by whom? 

(iii) Does the IDN ccTLD manager need to demonstrate a track record of managing a TLD?

(iv) Does the IDN ccTLD manager need to demonstrate experience with running IDNs in the particular script?

B. Operation of the IDN ccTLD:

(i) Given the overarching requirement to adhere to the IDNA protocols and other technical requirements on an ongoing basis how can ongoing adherence be ensured?

(ii) Are elements of the registration policies of the IDN ccTLD manager relevant in relation to compliance with the overarching IDNA protocols and other technical requirements? If so how can ongoing adherence to the required policies be ensured?

5. Schedule and action list Fast Track

Included is the schedule and work plan for drafting and publishing the Initial, Interim, and Final Report. For reference the IDNC WG Time table - part of the IDNC WG charter - is copied. 

Purpose of Initial, Interim and Final Reports

· The Initial Report will solidify the topics for the fast track approach and their relation to the country code Policy Development Process.

· The Interim Report will propose potential mechanisms. 

· The Final Report is where the IDNC WG's actual recommendations are made.

	Schedule Initial, Interim and Final Report



	Initial Report



	
	What 
	Who
	Comment
	Start date
	End date

	1
	First Draft Initial Report
	Chairs & Staff
	
	
	16 January 2008

	2
	Comment First draft
	IDNC WG
	CURRENT PHASE
	16 January 2008
	28 January 2008

	3
	Consolidate Comments report
	Chairs & Staff
	Step 3 and 4 are run in parallel. 
	28 January 2008
	1 February 2008

	4
	Revised draft Initial Report 
	Chairs & Staff 
	Reflect comments made IDNC WG on First draft Initial Report
	28 January 2008
	1 February 2008

	5
	Publish + Public Comment Initial Report
	IDNC WG +

Community
	This in includes the workshops, constituency discussions at ICANN New Delhi meeting
	4 February 2008
	26 February 2008

	6
	Consolidate Comment revised draft Initial Report
	Chairs & Staff
	Step 6 and 7 in parallel. 
	27 February 2008
	29 February 2008

	7
	Draft Final Initial Report
	Chairs & Staff
	Reflect comments IDNC WG and community on revised draft Initial Report
	27 February 2008
	29 February 2008

	8
	Approval Initial Report
	IDNC WG
	Dissenting opinions, if any, IDNC WG members are noted
	29 February 2008
	7 March 2008

	9
	Publish Final Initial Report
	Chairs IDNC WG
	
	8 March 2008
	

	Interim Report



	10
	First draft Interim Report
	Chairs & Staff
	Runs in parallel with steps 6 and 7. Based on assumptions scope of mechanisms is definitive (Initial Report)
	
	29 February 2008

	11
	Comment First draft Interim Report
	IDNC WG
	IDNC WG comments period.
	29 February

2008
	20 March 2008

	12
	Consolidate Comment First draft Interim Report
	Chairs & Staff
	Step 12 and 13 are run in parallel
	21 March 2008
	27 March 2008

	13
	Revised draft Interim Report
	Chairs & Staff
	
	21 March 2008
	27 March 2008

	14
	Publish + Public Comment Interim Report
	IDNC WG + community
	This includes the special ICANN meeting in Dubai. Outcome discussion will be considered as input.
	28 March 2008
	25 April 2008

	15
	Consolidate Comment Revised draft
	Chairs & Staff
	Step 15 and 16 are run in parallel
	28 April 2008
	7 May 2008

	16
	Draft Final Interim Report
	Chairs & Staff
	Reflects comments IDNC WG and community on revised draft Initial Report
	28 April 2008
	7 May 2008

	17
	Approval Interim Report
	IDNC WG
	Dissenting opinions, if any, IDNC WG members are noted
	7 May 2008
	14 May 2008

	18
	Publish Interim Report
	Chairs IDNC WG
	
	
	16 May 2008

	Final Report (IDNC WG Recommendations)



	19
	Draft Recommendation 

IDNC WG

(Final Report)
	Chairs & Staff 
	End result Interim Report should be reflected in Final Report.
	
	14 May 2008

	20
	Comment Draft Final Report
	IDNC WG
	IDNC WG comments period
	14 May 2008
	28 May 2008

	21
	Consolidate Comments Draft Final Report
	Chairs & Staff
	Step 20 and 21 are run in parallel
	28 May 2008
	4 June 2008

	22
	Redraft Final Report
	Chairs & Staff
	Reflect comments IDNC WG on draft final Report
	28 May 2008
	4 June 2008

	23
	Approval Recommendations
	IDNC WG
	Dissenting opinions, if any, IDNC WG members are noted
	4 June 2008
	11 June 2008 

	24
	Record views IDNC WG on Report
	Chairs & Staff 
	Record views
	
	12 June 2008

	25
	Publish Final Report
	Chairs IDNC WG
	The Chairs to publish Final Report in time for the Paris ICANN meeting
	13 June 2008
	

	26
	Support Final Report
	ALAC, ccNSO, GAC, & 

GNSO

(see Charter)
	Discussion of Final Report by relevant stakeholders and expressions of support. Chair GAC and ccNSO inform Chairs IDNC WG of support ( requirement under charter)
	22 June 2008
	25 June 2008

	27
	Incorporate views relevant stakeholders in IDNC WG Recommendation
	Chairs + staff
	Requirement under charter
	25 June 2008
	26 June 2008

	28
	Board Submission

Final Report
	Chairs IDNC WG
	Chairs of IDNC WG to announce submission of Recommendation IDNC WG to the Board + Submission to the Board.
	26 June 2008
	


IDNC WG Time table

	Activity
	Date*
	Closure*
	Minimal Duration

	Publish Initial Report
	 25 January 2008
	NA
	NA

	Public Comment on Initial Report
	 25 January 2008
	15 February 2008
	21 days

	Publish Interim Report
	9 April
	
	NA

	Public Comment on Interim Report
	9 April
	7 May 2008
	28 days

	Publish Final Report
	4 June 2008
	
	NA

	GAC and ccNSO Support Final Report
	4 June 2008
	25 June 2008
	21 days

	Board Proposal**
	26 June 2008
	
	NA


References

ICANN Board resolution 2 November 2007:  

http://www.icann.org/minutes/resolutions-02nov07.htm#_Toc55609363
Charter IDNC Working Group:

http://www.ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/idnc-charter.htm
ICANN IDNA Guidelines:

http://www.icann.org/announcements/announcement-2-11may07.htm
Other documents which may be of relvance and not referenced in Charter IDNC Working Group  

RFC 4290 Suggested Practices for Registration of Internationalized Domain Names (IDN). J. Klensin. December 2005. (Format: TXT=71115 bytes) (Status: INFORMATIONAL)

http://www.rfc-archive.org/getrfc.php?rfc=4290
RFC 4690 Review and Recommendations for Internationalized Domain Names (IDNs). J. Klensin, P. Faltstrom, C. Karp, IAB. September 2006. (Format: TXT=100929 bytes) (Status: INFORMATIONAL)

http://www.rfc-archive.org/getrfc.php?rfc=4690
"Internationalizing Domain Names for Applications (IDNA): Issues and  Rationale", John Klensin, 18-Nov-07, <draft-klensin-idnabis- issues-05.txt>

http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-klensin-idnabis-issues-05.txt
"Internationalizing Domain Names in Applications (IDNA): Protocol",  John Klensin, 18-Nov-07, <draft-klensin-idnabis-protocol-02.txt>

http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-klensin-idnabis-protocol-02.txt
"An IDNA problem in right-to-left scripts", Harald Alvestrand, Cary  Karp, 12-Jul-07, <draft-alvestrand-idna-bidi-01.txt>

http://ietfreport.isoc.org/idref/draft-alvestrand-idna-bidi/
"The Unicode Codepoints and IDN", Patrik Faltstrom, 18-Nov-07, <draft- faltstrom-idnabis-tables-03.txt>:

http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-faltstrom-idnabis-tables-03.txt
Joint ccNSO GAC Issues Paper  http://icann.org/announcements/announcement-2-09jul07.htm
General Principles …

· All territories have equal rights to creating IDN ccTLDs.  

· A relationship should be maintained to a specific geographical territory.

· Respective government of a territory should be the sole authority to ask for a territory's IDN ccTLD.

· Ultimate public policy authority over a relevant ccTLD rests with the relevant government or public authority; how this authority is exercised, is determined by applicable law of that country, nation, union or sovereign territory.

· A limit on the number of IDN strings per territory may be considered only if there is technical evidence that such a limit is needed.  If a limit is to be introduced, reason and criteria for this should be made clear beforehand in order for territories to properly sort their priorities.  

· Relevant public authorities within a territory should be the reference in:

· defining the territory's appropriate label to represent the territory's new IDN ccTLD string as well as selecting the set of characters to represent that label,

· how meaningful is an IDN ccTLD string,

· the number of IDN strings needed, 

· the territory's language priorities and the number of scripts needed, even if not officially used,

· developing the criteria and policies for determining the designation of a territory's IDN ccTLD,

representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within this territory.

IDN ccTLDs String …

· An IDN ccTLD string:

· should be shortest meaningful string 

· should be relating to territory name

· should not be restricted to a fixed length, its maximum length should be set by technical standards with stability, security and integrity in mind

· Security issues would be better answered by SSAC.  Reference is made here to SSAC study to identify DNS security issues associated with the potential deployment of IDN TLDs.  

· An internationally recognized standardization organization should be involved in developing reference tables.  However such reference tables should not substitute strings requested by territories.

· An IDN ccTLD string of a specific territory, if unapplied for, should be reserved for this territory.

IDN ccTLDs String …

· No body has special rights over a certain script.  Scripts are commonly used by more than one language and should be used freely to represent each of those languages.

· Language tables should be defined by recognized language groups.  In absence of recognized language groups, internationally recognized standardization organizations should be the reference in developing language tables.

· It is recommended that each language community comes up with one language table for its script.  Language tables, after defined, should be posted for public use by any registry with no restriction in any sense.  

· Adopted version of Unicode should be complete, including all scripts, and constantly upgraded with newer versions to help include maximum character sets of any language and ensure a strong and dynamic variant table to handle security issues.

Stakeholders …

· Relevant actors for international coordination include:

· Concerned governments

· Language experts

· Language communities and local users

· ICANN constituencies: ccNSO

· GAC

· ICANN President's Advisory Committee on IDNs

· ISOC (chapters)

· IETF

· Unicode consortium

· Relevant international organizations within their respective mandates

· Standardization bodies

· All relevant actors are entitled to voice their opinions within a public and inclusive consultation process, at the international level, and work towards evolving a consensus for IDN ccTLDs formulation from the point of view of technical and operational stability, security as well as addressing public-policy issues.

Introduction of IDN ccTLDs ...

· Procedure for delegation of an IDN ccTLD should be similar to the ASCII ccTLD delegation and should equally follow GAC ccTLDs principles: "Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains".

· There should be a mandated list that is compiled and agreed upon beforehand then given to ICANN for use.  It is recommended that ICANN not be in charge of compiling the list.

· Precedence should be given to ccTLDs as ready for implementation.  It is recommended to have an interim approach to address existing needs while developing an overall approach.

· Confusingly similar strings should be kept in a reserved list.  Competing or confusingly similar requests should be dealt with on a case by case basis and resolved in consultation with all concerned stakeholders.

· Policies for dealing with multiple applications, objections to applications or disputes that are currently applied for US-ASCII ccTLDs should equally applied to IDN ccTLDs.

Delegation of IDN ccTLDs ...

· GAC ccTLDs principles: "Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains" apply.

· It is recommended to apply existing ccTLD delegation policies to the delegation of IDN ccTLDs.  

· Local Internet and language community and the Government are the main stakeholders of IDN ccTLD delegation.

· Government consent is essential in the delegation process (GAC principles).

· Incumbent ccTLD operator should be involved throughout the process. 

· The right of any ASCII ccTLD manager over a corresponding IDN ccTLD is a national matter where decision should to be made locally.

· There should be some acceptance to roles and responsibilities taking place between ICANN and IDN operator.  Light weight agreements tailored to accommodate different circumstances may further encourage ccTLD operator.  It's recommended to look into existing ASCII ccTLDs models.

Operation of IDN ccTLDs ...

· Reference is made to ICANN technical committee to address whether or not the operation and management of an IDN ccTLD is different to that of an existing US-ASCII ccTLD.

· Cross boarder cooperation is encouraged in this regard to exchange best practices and consider whether there are specific global technical requirements, in addition to the general IDN standards, needed for the operation of an IDN ccTLD.

· Development of such requirements is a national decision depending on local circumstances.  No one solution fits all.

[Points that need further discussion] … 
· Could there be several IDN strings for a ‘territory’ in a script? If so, who would determine the number and what are the criteria? [Each territory has the right to have one IDN string / script.  The question is, is a territory entitled to have more than one string / script?]

· [Reserved lists]

·  Can anyone get acceptance of a script under the IDNA protocol or are there restrictions? For example, can a gTLD registry get the Kanji script accepted under the IDNA protocol? Should that use be vetted/approved by Japan? If yes, would the same requirement apply if a script is used in more then one ‘territory’
· Introduction of IDN ccTLDs

ISSUES PAPER 
Selection of IDN ccTLDs associated with  
the ISO 3166-1 two letter codes

1. General issues regarding IDN ccTLDs 

Which ‘territories’ are eligible for an IDN ccTLD?

The existence of IDNs as ccTLDs assumes a direct relationship between an IDN TLD string and a ‘territory’ as in ASCII ccTLDs. 

a) Should this relationship be maintained? 

· Yes, a relationship should be maintained to a specific geographical territory.

b) If so, should the ‘territories’ which are potentially eligible for IDN ccTLDs be exactly the same as the ‘territories’ that are listed in the ISO-3166-1 list? 

· All territories eligible for ccTLDs should be eligible for IDN ccTLDs.  

· The process of identifying territories eligible for IDN ccTLDs should be the same as the process used for identifying territories eligible for ASCII ccTLDs. 

· Any changes to the current process used for ASCII ccTLDs should be equally applied to the IDN ccTLDs process.

c) If not, should another list be used or should another mechanism be developed?

d) Should anything be done about ccTLDs already being used as gTLDs?

· Ultimate public policy authority over a relevant ccTLD rests with the relevant government or public authority; how this authority is exercised is determined by applicable law of that country, nation, union or sovereign territory.

Should an IDN ccTLD string be “meaningful”? 
An ASCII ccTLD string ‘represents’ the name of a ‘territory’ based on its entry into the ISO 3166-1 list.

a) Is there an obligation to make the IDN ccTLD string 'meaningful' in its representation of the name of a ‘territory’? For example, whereas .uk is 'meaningful' because it is a commonly used abbreviation for United Kingdom, .au is not 'meaningful' because the commonly used abbreviations for Australia are Oz or Aus.
· Yes, an IDN ccTLD string should be shortest meaningful string relating to territory name. 

b) If so, how is “meaningful” determined and by whom?  

· Relevant public authorities within a territory should be the reference in how meaningful is an IDN ccTLD string, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within this territory.

How many IDN ccTLDs per script per ‘territory’? 
Apart from some exceptions, there is one single ASCII ccTLD per listed ‘territory’. 

a) Should there similarly be only a single IDN ccTLD for a given script for each ‘territory’ or can there be multiple IDN ccTLD strings? For example, should there be only one equivalent of .cn in Chinese script for China or .ru in Cyrillic for Russia? 

· All territories have equal rights to creating IDN ccTLDs.

· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should be the reference in identifying the number of scripts and the number of IDN strings needed by the territory, representing in this the viewpoint of the Internet community within that territory.

b) Could there be several IDN strings for a ‘territory’ in a script? If so, who would determine the number and what are the criteria?  

· [Further discussion needed here.]
· Yes, exceptionally on very special cases and not as a general rule.

· No, but there may be cases which deserve to be treated on an exceptional basis. Such cases will need to be considered separately, on a case-by-case basis, and should not create any precedent to the general rule. 

[the right to have one.  How may IDN ccTLDs a territory is entitled to have]

[Reserved lists]
c) If an IDN ccTLD string is not applied for, for whatever reason, should an IDN ccTLD string that could be associated with a particular ‘territory’ be reserved or protected in some way?

· An IDN ccTLD string of a specific territory, if unapplied for, should be reserved for this territory.

How many scripts per ‘territory’? 
a) Can a ‘territory’ apply for more than one IDN ccTLD string in different scripts if more than one script is used to represent languages spoken in that location? For example in Japan more than one script is used to represent the Japanese language.  In other words, should there be a limit on the number of scripts each territory can apply for?

· All territories have equal rights to creating IDN ccTLDs.

· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should be the reference in identifying the number of scripts and the number of strings needed by the territory, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within that territory. 

b) In what circumstances would it be appropriate to seek to introduce a limit on the number of scripts a ‘territory’ may choose to introduce for a ccTLD or any TLD with a national connection?

· A limit may be considered only if there is technical evidence that such a limit is needed.  

· If a limit is to be introduced, this should be made clear beforehand in order for territories to properly sort their priorities. 

[reason, criteria]

c) Can a ‘territory’ apply for an IDN ccTLD string even if the script is not used in a language with any ‘official status’ in that ‘territory’? For example, if the Kanji script is accepted under the IDNA protocol, can Australia apply for a representation of Australia in that script even though neither the script nor any language deriving from it has any 'official' status in Australia? 

· Yes, there is no reason behind such a limitation.  

· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should be the reference in identifying the number of scripts, even if not officially used, and the number of strings needed by the territory, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within that territory.

d) If ‘official status’ is required who will define it and who will determine it in each case?

· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should be the reference in defining the territory's language priorities, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within that territory.

Number of characters in the string? 
Currently, ccTLD strings are limited to 2 US-ASCII characters and gTLDs to 3 or more. It is understood that abbreviations can be problematic for internationalized TLDs as abbreviations used in US-ASCII are not used on a global basis in all scripts. The underlying nature of IDN makes the actual string inserted in the DNS always longer than two characters when expressed in Unicode (due to the IDNA requirement to prefix internationalized labels with ‘xn—‘). However, it is how the string appears in its non US-ASCII character set that is important. In this context: 

a) Should all IDN ccTLD strings be of a fixed length, for example by retaining the two-character limitation that applies to ASCII ccTLD labels, or can they be of variable length? If a variable string length is introduced for IDN ccTLDs, should it also be introduced for ASCII ccTLDs? 

· It is not suitable to apply fixed-length limitation on all IDN ccTLD strings as this would highly affect the meaningfulness of IDN ccTLDs.

· There is need to allow for variable-length IDN ccTLD.  Maximum length of a string should be set by technical standards with stability, security and integrity in mind.

· IDN ccTLDs appropriately representing territories in local languages may spill to 4-5 characters.  Existing punycode barrier needs also to be re-examined.

· It is not advisable to re-visit the 2-character limitation of the current stable and operational ASCII ccTLD system.

b) Does moving outside the current 2 symbol limitation create any security, stability or integrity issues?

· This question would be better answered by SSAC.

· Reference is made here to SSAC study to identify DNS security issues associated with the potential deployment of IDN TLDs.  

c) Who determines the appropriate label used to represent a new IDN ccTLD string, and how are the set of characters used to represent this label selected?

· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should be the reference in defining the territory's appropriate label to represent the territory's new IDN ccTLD string as well as the reference in selecting the set of characters to represent that label, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within that territory.

· Internationally recognized standardization organization should be involved in developing a reference table.

· Reference tables developed by international organizations should not substitute strings requested by territories.

· International organizations should be made aware of the process urgency.

Are there any ‘rights’ attached to a given script? 
In purely technical terms, a script is a collection of symbols. However, each of those collections of symbols when put together in particular ways produce the ‘languages’ of groups of people sometimes defined by borders, although very often not. These groups are often referred to as language communities.

a) Should such groups (or their governments) have special rights regarding those scripts? For example, should the Korean language community be entitled to restrict the use of the Hangul script?  If special rights exist what is the procedure to exert these rights and resolve conflicts?

· No body has special rights over a certain script. 

· Scripts are commonly used by more than one language and should be used freely to represent each of those languages.

· Language tables should be defined by recognized language groups whenever such groups exist. 

· In absence of recognized language groups, internationally recognized standardization organization should be the reference in developing language tables.

· Language tables, after defined, should be posted for public use by any registry.  

· The use of those language tables should not be restricted in any sense.

b) Can anyone get acceptance of a script under the IDNA protocol or are there restrictions? For example, can a gTLD registry get the Kanji script accepted under the IDNA protocol? Should that use be vetted/approved by Japan? If yes, would the same requirement apply if a script is used in more then one ‘territory’
· [Further discussion needed here.]
c) Should it be possible to adopt two or more ‘versions’ of a script with only minor differences for use under the IDNA protocol and are there issues or concerns should this occur? 

· It is recommended that each language community comes up with one language table for its script.

· Adopted version of Unicode should be complete and includes all scripts. 

· Adopted version of Unicode should be constantly upgraded with newer versions to help include maximum character sets of any language and ensure a strong and dynamic variant table to handle all security issues.

2. Introduction of IDN ccTLDs 
Should a list of IDN ccTLD strings be mandated? 
In the US-ASCII case, ccTLD strings are currently primarily based on the ISO 3166-1 Alpha 2 list. If a similar mechanism were adopted for IDN ccTLDs, this could mean that every ISO 3166 entry would have an equivalent IDN ccTLD string(s) to represent it.

[Further discussion needed here.]
a) Is such a list necessary? [replies to questions a) to g) are aggregated below]
b) Who would develop such a list?

c) Should such a list be mandated? 

d) If yes, by whom?

e) Who would develop the criteria and relevant policies for identifying IDN ccTLDs?  

f) Under what policy or authority would the list be created? 

g) If additional criteria and or policies are required, who is responsible for formulating that policy? 

· Reference is made to GAC ccTLD principles: "Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains".

· There should be a mandated list agreed upon beforehand.

· This list should be compiled by an International authority then given to ICANN for use.

· It is recommended that ICANN not be in charge of compiling the list.

What precedence should be given to ccTLDs in the IDN implementation process?

· Precedence should be given to ccTLDs as ready for implementation.

· It is recommended to have an interim approach to address existing needs while developing an overall approach.

Who selects the IDN ccTLD string in the absence of a mandated list? 
If IDN ccTLD strings are not going to come from a mandated list then, how does an IDN ccTLD string become designated as the string for a particular ‘territory’? 

a) What are the criteria and policies to determine who can submit a request for the designation* of an IDN ccTLD? 

· Procedure should be similar to the ASCII ccTLD delegation.  

· Respective government of a territory should be the sole authority to ask for a territory's IDN ccTLD.

· Delegation of an IDN ccTLD should follow GAC ccTLDs principles: "Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains".

b) Who will develop the criteria and policies for determining the designation* of an IDN ccTLD?

· Relevant public authorities, within a territory, should develop the criteria and policies for determining the designation of a territory's IDN ccTLD, representing in this the viewpoint of relevant stakeholders within that territory.
c) How will such issues as competing requests (both domestic and international) be dealt with?

 Competing or confusingly similar requests should be dealt with on a case by case basis in consultation with all concerned stakeholders.

d) What will happen if 2 ‘territories’ are eligible for the same or confusingly similar strings for IDN ccTLD?

· Confusingly similar strings should be kept in a reserved list and be resolved with consultation of all concerned stakeholders.

· Having a mandated list agreed beforehand would help avoid such conflicts.

What coordination should exist between the different actors? 
The deployment of IDN ccTLDs will require coordination among various actors, within territories and ICANN constituencies.  Irrespective of the methodology employed, some coordination questions must be addressed, such as: 

a) Who are the appropriate actors? 

· Relevant actors for international coordination include:

· Concerned governments

· Language experts

· Language communities and local users

· ICANN constituencies: ccNSO

· GAC

· ICANN President's Advisory Committee on IDNs

· ISOC (chapters)

· IETF

· Unicode consortium

· Relevant international organizations within their respective mandates

· Standardization bodies

b) What are their roles? 

· All relevant actors are entitled to voice their opinions within a public & inclusive consultation process, at the international level, and work towards evolving a consensus for IDN ccTLDs formulation from the point of view of technical and operational stability, security as well as addressing public-policy issues.

c) Do the GAC ccTLD principles need to be revised in the light of the introduction of IDN ccTLDs?

· GAC principles for the delegation and administration of ccTLDs, "Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains", should equally apply to IDN ccTLDs.

· Principles will be re-examined, in light of progress achieved, to check whether changes are needed.  

3. Delegation of IDN ccTLDs 
Do existing ccTLD delegation policies apply to the delegation of IDN ccTLDs?  If not: 

· It is recommended to apply existing ccTLD delegation policies to the delegation of IDN ccTLDs.

a) Who can apply to have the IDN ccTLD delegated or to be the delegate for that ccTLD? [replies to questions a) & b) are aggregated below]
b) Who decides on the delegation and in particular: 

· Are there specific reasons for deviating from the standard practice/guidelines that a zone should only be delegated with the support of the local internet community, which includes the government?

· Is consent/involvement/knowledge of government required? 

· Is consent/involvement/knowledge of incumbent ccTLD manager required? 

· Is there any presumptive right of the ASCII ccTLD manager over a corresponding IDN ccTLD? 

· Not all possible IDN ccTLDs need to be delegated.

· Local Internet and language community and the Government are the main stakeholders of IDN ccTLD delegation.

· Government consent is essential in the delegation process (GAC principles).

· Incumbent ccTLD operator should be involved throughout the process. 

· The right of any ASCII ccTLD manager over a corresponding IDN ccTLD is a national matter where decision should to be made locally.

c) Who will formulate the policy for these processes? 
· This is a national decision that has to be resolved locally.

· Formal request for delegation is then submitted to ICANN.

· GAC principles for ccTLD delegation apply.

d) Do existing US-ASCII ccTLD delegation policies for dealing with multiple applications, objections to applications or disputes apply to the same issues in the delegation of IDN ccTLDs?  If not who will formulate the policies for these issues?

· We do not believe any additional process is needed.

e) Taking into account all experiences ICANN has acquired - should there be an agreement between ICANN and the IDN ccTLD operator on the operation of the IDN ccTLD string?

· There should be some acceptance to roles and responsibilities taking place between ICANN and IDN operator.

· Light weight agreements tailored to accommodate different circumstances may further encourage ccTLD operator.

· It's recommended to look into existing ASCII ccTLDs models.

· Reference is made to guidelines stated in GAC ccTLD delegation principles (section 10).

4. Operation of IDN ccTLDs 
Is the operation and management of an IDN ccTLD different to that of an existing US-ASCII ccTLD such that there are specific global technical requirements, in addition to the general IDN standards, needed for the operation of an IDN ccTLD?  If so, how are those requirements developed and who would develop them?

· Reference should be made to ICANN technical committee.

· Cross boarder cooperation is encouraged in this regard to exchange best practices.

· National decision depending on local circumstances.  No one solution fits all.

Working methods
1) Agenda and Items

A) Based on GAC annual work program and new items which can be adopted after discussions within GAC or with ICANN board depending on the relevance for public policy and GAC members’ interest.

· For each item GAC, GAC member or secretariat should prepare a short note (maximum of 2 pages) including:  issue, timetable, options and expected deliverables. Each note, amended to take account of the GAC's decision, should then be available on-line for future GAC participants.  

· A briefing pack containing the agenda and the briefing notes should be available at least two week prior to GAC meetings

B) Approbation of proposals for new agenda items at plenary, included in the agenda for the next GAC meetings, according to the work plan for that particular item. GAC also could better plan items to balance number of items by meetings and try to address not more that 3 issues per meeting.

C) The Chairman could also be asked to nominate a "friend of the Chair" to help him conduct each particular item. 

2) Communications with ICANN Board

The GAC is an advisory body. Formally, it advises the Board (not the other constituencies). There are two instances when the GAC produces advice: when the Board asks for advice and when the GAC, on its own initiative, thinks advice is necessary.  

GAC need to have formal communications with the ICANN Board (notifications from the Board, communiqué, others). 

3) Communications with ICANN other constituencies 

Other constituencies are often difficult for GAC members to follow or understand. This makes it difficult for GAC members to determine what, if any, advice is appropriate.  

· 1st option : try and alleviate some of these problems is for the GAC to ask for properly documented (i.e. written) requests for advice from the Board, and to set up a reliable mechanism to acknowledge such requests and log them in an appropriate way to improve transparency for both GAC members and other ICANN stakeholders. 

· 2nd :  have 2 GAC liaisons per constituency 

· 3rd : allow each constituency to have an observer to GAC plenary meeting

All these options could be combined.
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� IP為網際網路通信協定(Internet Protocol)之意，使得電腦網路間得以透過各式實體鏈路(physical links)而快速地互相通信。IP位址為一以數字表示之位址，使得Internet上之電腦位址得以確定，Internet上電腦間之資訊傳輸及連結即藉此IP位址達成，一般大眾係藉用DNS以人性化名稱(human-friendly names)來辨識主機位址。
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