Dear GNSO Council colleagues,

Following the update to the GNSO Council provided by Heather Forrest in the May 2015 Council meeting, the purpose of this message is to seek informal feedback from the GNSO Council.  (please return any comments/track changes/annotations to lars.hoffmann@icann.org or gnso-secs@icann.org). 

The CWG is currently seeking informal feedback on (deadline: 15 June 2015): 

1) Options (and corresponding benefits and burdens) in relation to the future use of two-letter codes as TLDs.

2) The meaning of 'country and territory names', under the expanded gTLDs and possible subsequent rounds, and thus the scope of the CWG-UCTN's work; and

The broader issue of the CWG-UCTN's effectiveness in light of the contemporaneous, overlapping efforts of the GAC Working Group on geo names is on the Council Action list; discussion on this in our upcoming meeting in BA would be timely and useful. It would additionally be useful to know whether the CWG-UCTN update the GNSO Council more regularly and if so, what information is of particular interest. 

***************************************

1) Options (and corresponding benefits and burdens) in relation to the future use of two-letter codes as TLDs.
Please try to provide feedback with the table.

The CWG is working to identify all options, as well as the benefits and burdens of each, for policy covering future use of two-letter codes as TLDs, noting that so far this had been the exclusive governance realm of the ccTLD managers, but, argueably, its has been slowly creeping out of their control. It would be extremely helpful at this stage to have GNSO SG and C suggestions for insertion into the table below. (Explanatory note: Although the CWG-UCTN's charter does not explicitly direct the CWG to consider two-letter or three-letter country codes as TLDs, it has generally been understood by CWG members, based on the prior work of the ccNSO Study Group that pre-dates this CWG, that these codes are within scope of the CWG-UCTN's work. The ccNSO, which chartered the CWG along with the GNSO, is particularly concerned about the use of two-letter codes, which are currently reserved for use as ccTLDs.)

If possible, please fill in the table and return the document.
	Option
	Application
	Benefits
	Burdens/Risks

	1. All two-character strings reserved for use as ccTLD only, ineligible for use as gTLD
	ASCII
	
	

	2. (Version 2a: Two-character strings eligible for use as gTLD if not in conflict with ISO 3166-1.)

(Version 2b: Two-character strings eligible for use as gTLD if not in conflict with [ISO 3166-1 and/or other standard/list].)
	ASCII
	
	

	3. Unrestricted use of two-character strings if not in conflict with an existing ccTLD or any applicable string similarity rules.
	ASCII
	
	

	4.  Future two-character strings reserved for use as IDN ccTLD only, ineligible for use as gTLD
	IDN
	
	

	5. Unrestricted use of two-character strings if not in conflict with an existing TLD or any applicable string similarity rules or [other conflict conditions to be discussed, for example, visually similar to any one-character label (in any script) or visually similar to any possible two-character ASCII combination]
	IDN
	
	

	 Other?
	 
	 
	 


2) The meaning of 'country and territory names'
In order to carry out its work and stay within the scope of that work, the CWG-UCTN understands that it must interpret the term 'country and territory names'. Two interpretations have been suggested:

OPTION 1: Definition of 'country and territory names' as set out in Module 2 of the gTLD Applicant Guidebook

OPTION 2: The definition of 'country and territory names' utilised by the World Intellectual Property Organization, most recently in its study on Country Names (SCT/29/5 REV), being - 

“The expression ‘names of States’ is meant to cover the short name of the State or the name that is in common use, which may or may not be the official name, the formal name used in an official diplomatic context, the historical name, translation and transliteration of the name as well as use of the name in abbreviated form and as adjective”.
At this stage, informal input from within the GNSO on the following questions would help guide the CWG's next steps in formally seeking input from the broader ICANN community:

· Do either of these definitions (or other) adequately capture concerns?

· Do either of these definitions (or other) adequately address your expectations of this CWG's output?

· Are either of these definitions sufficiently helpful towards the aim of achieving coherent, workable, effective policy going forward? 

