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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This is the report on the findings of the international desk research activity, during which 
we have used web-based research, and a trawl of relevant published academic and 
market research, to pull together an assessment of the current state of domain name 
registration in the agreed list of 13 selected countries: Australia, China, Finland, France, 
Germany, India, Japan, Republic of Korea, Singapore, Sweden, Taiwan, the UK and the 
US.  The report is in two main parts: Part I, which synthesises our key findings across all 
the countries; and Part II, which examines each country in turn against a common 
analytical framework. 
 
From “best practice” to “international practices mapping” 
 
For a number of reasons explained in the introduction of the report, we have modified 
the original focus on the concept of ‘international best practices’ to that of ‘international 
practices mapping’.    It is not possible to assess in a prescriptive way the relevance of 
all possible organisational and governance settings /choices for ccTLD regimes, without 
considering each institution’s priorities and the wider context in which it is embedded.  
We have therefore interpreted the desk research findings developing several ‘positioning 
matrixes’, and then mapping the selected countries against them. By doing so, we 
highlight a number of possible choices to be considered in the option appraisal phase of 
the study and also some key dimensions that the OGCIO may want to study further for a 
few countries, for which the desk research may be integrated with more in depth analysis 
through interviews with stakeholders and experts. 
 
 
Strategic alternatives 
 
 
Among the 13 countries surveyed there are five cases in which the ccTLD registry is, 
though in different ways, part of the government (China, Finland, India, Korea, 
Singapore), two cases of for profit companies (Japan and US), while the remaining 
seven cases (Australia, Canada, France, Germany  Sweden, Taiwan, UK) can be 
clustered together within the ‘not for profit’ group, although under different forms.  
 
As for the relation between government and the ccTLD registry our findings show that in 
the majority of the surveyed countries (11 out of 14) the government retain some formal 
levers of potential control. Only in Germany, Sweden and the UK are there no formal 
relations between the registries and the government, although even such cases some 
informal potential mechanisms can be identified.  
 
One view often expressed in the global debates on Internet governance is that 
government control is associated with a stronger ccTLD focus on the preservation of the 
public interest.  Our research does not support that view.  In brief our research does not 
find a clear and unequivocal  correlation between, on the one hand the levers of control 
retained by the government, and on the other hand a clear preference over one of the 
two poles represented by the preservation of the public interest and the pursue of 
commercial goals.  Especially it does not support the view that registries with a closer 
relation to government pursue the public interest only, while those with only informal 
relation to the government pursue only commercialisation goals, overlooking the public 
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interest.   Similarly, it does not always follow that registries operating as for profit  or not 
for profit organisations, always place higher emphasis on commercialisation and market 
growth than government operated registries.  
 
In terms of more operational practices, the report considers in some detail, as an 
indication of the actual level of regulation/deregulation, the restrictions imposed on 
applicants, namely: 

 Location requirements 
 Limits on number of number of domains names per applicant 

 
Three clusters are identified using these two dimensions: 
 

 Fully deregulated cluster (no location requirements and no limits on number 
of domain names per applicant) including China, Germany, India, UK; 

 Heavily regulated cluster (imposing both location requirements and limits on 
number of domain names per applicant) including Japan, Korea, Singapore, 
Sweden, Taiwan; 

 An intermediate cluster (imposing location requirements but no limits on 
number of domain names per applicant), including Australia, Canada,  
Finland, France, US 

 
These three clusters (see figure below) show that there is no unequivocal pattern of 
relation between, level of government control on the one hand, and actual regulation on 
the other, thus confirming to same extent what had already emerged from the policy 
priorities matrixes. 
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The categorisation below describes these clusters in terms of three ‘ideal-typical models’ 
that synthesis, on the basis of an unstructured and qualitative assessment, the 
dimensions considered in our research: 
 
1) The “Independent Marketer”, matching the cases of Germany and UK, can be 
characterised as follows: 

 Only informal relations with the government 
 Rate commercialisation high among policy priorities… 
 …but does not overlook the generally defined public interest 
 Fully deregulated in terms of restriction on applicants 
 Fully transparent and fairly open  

 
2) The “Government Marketer”, matching the cases of China and India, can be 
characterised as follows: 

 Government operated 
 Rate high both the commercialisation the generally defined public interest 

high among policy priorities 
 Fully deregulated in terms of restriction on applicants 
 Not very open and transparent 

 
3) The “Intermediate Model”, matching perfectly only Australia and Canada and to 
some extent other profit (Japan) and not for profit registries (France, Sweden) can be 
characterised as follows: 

 Is a not for profit organisation endorsed by, and accountable to, a specific law 
 Rate high both the good governance and the generally defined public interest 

high among policy priorities… 
 …a bit less high commercialisation 
 Fully or partially regulated in terms of restriction on applicants 
 Fully transparent and open 

 
 
 
These three models highlight a number of possible choices to be considered in the 
option appraisal phase of the study and also some key dimensions that the OGCIO may 
want to study further for a few countries (one per model), for which the desk research 
may be integrated with more in depth analysis through interviews with stakeholders and 
experts. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Background 
 
The Office of the Government Chief Information Officer (OGCIO) of the Government of 
the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region Government aims to review the 
institutional framework and corporate governance for the administration of Internet 
domain names in Hong Kong in order to make recommendations with implementation 
proposals on how the existing framework and arrangements can be improved.  
 
Since the governance and administration arrangements for the .hk domain were put in 
place, there have been a number of developments which may impact on them. First of all, 
an increasing importance of national governments role, as the proportion of ccTLD 
domain name registrations have continued to grow reaching in 2005 about 40% of the 
total number of registered domains worldwide1. So the question of the role of national 
governments within the administration of national domain names has moved to the 
forefront. Second, changes to Internet governance at global level, with significant debate 
particularly on the role of ICANN. Third, an evolving though fragmented understanding of 
what constitutes good practice in ccTLD governance and administration. Fourth, new 
challenges raised by technological changes for national ccTLD governance regimes. 
 
These factors amount to a significant change from the environment in which the current 
Hong Kong domain name administration arrangements were established.   
 
Against the context of environmental change described above, the OGCIO has set the 
objectives for the study that are listed in Figure 1 below. 
 
Figure 1: Study Objectives 
 
(a) understand the interest and expectation of the relevant stakeholders and the Internet 
community in relation to the governance, management and administration of Internet domain 
names in Hong Kong 
 
(b) review the current state and development of the institutional framework and corporate 
governance for the management and administration of Internet domain names in Hong Kong, 
including a review of the working relationships between the HKIRC and the Government 
 
(c) identify the best practices of governing, managing and administering country-code top level 
domains (ccTLD) around the world 
 
(d) develop and propose an institutional framework for the governance, management and 
administration of Internet domain names in Hong Kong to the best advantage of the Hong Kong 
community having regard to the latest international and regional developments, including the 
emergence of new or sponsored top level domains, ENUM3, IPv64 
 
(e) make recommendations with implementation proposals on how the existing institutional 
framework and corporate governance arrangements can be improved and developed into the 
proposed institutional model. 
 

                                                      
1 Verisign data, 2005. 
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Figure 2 illustrates the methodology proposed by Gov3 to carry out the study and 
achieve the listed objective. 
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The present document is the report on the findings of the activities foreseen for phase 2 
of the study.  During this phase, we have used web-based research, and a trawl of 
relevant published academic and market research, to pull together an assessment of the 
current state of domain name registration in an agreed list of 14  selected countries: 
Australia, Canada, China, Finland, France, Germany, India, Japan, Republic of Korea,  
Singapore, Sweden, Taiwan, the UK and the US. 
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1.2 From “best practices” to “international practices mapping” 
 
A number of reasons convinced us to modify the original focus on the concept of 
‘international best practices’ to that of ‘international practices mapping’. These reasons 
are partly related to the OGCIO priorities and interests as they emerged during the kick-
off meeting of April 21 2006, and partly derive from the empirical research and the more 
general considerations that such research has stimulated. 
 
During the mentioned kick-off meeting the representatives of the OGCIO illustrated 
better their priorities and interest through a few important remarks. First, it emerged that 
the way a ccTLD registry manages its relationships with government and the policy 
priority of ‘preserving the public interest in the domain name system’ are of particular 
importance to the OGCIO. Second, and in close relations with the previous point, 
OGCIO made clear that, no matter which were the best practices to emerge from the 
international research, they could not be proposed as a future options for Hong Kong 
without taking into considerations its peculiar policy priorities, its special relationship with 
China, and other unique features of Hong Kong. Therefore, this input from the kick-off 
meeting already alerted us on the limits of proposing a top-down prescriptive 
identification of which can be taken as international best practices. 
 
Such input was reinforced as the desk research on countries and the analysis of relevant 
published academic, policy and market research reports progressed. 
 
First, the increasingly fragile and strained relationship between ICANN and the national 
governments (in the GAC) – with very important countries (the German DENIC or the UK 
NOMINET) deciding not to join the ccTLD representation body Country Code Names 
Supporting Organization (ccNSO) – means also that there is no single pool of knowledge 
where ccTLD organizations can brief themselves on possible role models for improving 
their respective governance and administration systems. Sure enough there have been 
some moves toward the identification of best practice role models, such as for instance 
the “Best Practice Guidelines for ccTLD Registries” published by CENTR in 2003, but 
such models are far from representing a widespread ‘paradigmatic consensus’. An 
example of this situation, further discussed in chapter 2, is precisely the disagreement 
emerged between CENTR and the ITU about the results of the reports carried out by 
Professor Geist and particularly on the issue of the role of government in the 
administration of ccTLD.  
 
Third, on the background of the lack of a widely accepted international benchmark for 
ccTLD administration, as the research on the selected countries progressed it became 
evident to us that the solutions adopted could not be read without reference to the 
peculiar policy context characterising each one of them. This means that considering the 
model adopted in one country as best practice would entail a logical leap of faith.  
 
We, therefore, concluded that it is not possible to assess in a prescriptive way the 
relevance of all possible organisational and governance settings /choices for ccTLD 
regimes, without considering each institution’s priorities and the wider institutional and 
policy context in which it is embedded.  
 
While some of the dimensions of ccTLD administration could be quantified, such 
quantification can hardly have a prescriptive value irrespective of specific institutional 
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goals and policy contexts. For instance,  “flexible requirements for registrars 
accreditation”, is good practice in the sense that by increasing the number of accredited 
registrars it should foster competition and results in lower prices and a large TLD size. 
Yet, it can be a bad practice if, by accrediting registrars with dubious technical and/or 
financial capabilities, it jeopardise the security and integrity of the system and the quality 
of service to users. This is a choice that depends on each institutions priority, and which 
we will illustrate in Chapter 3 by discussing a recent change made by Singapore in the 
accreditation procedures.  
 
A similar consideration can be made on the question of profit-oriented versus not-for-
profit ccTLD administration. There is not a logical way of deriving a prescriptive 
recommendation on the decision whether to install a for-profit or a not-for-profit model, 
without considering the country specific definition of how to fulfil the public service 
obligation best. In general the choice between various legal forms of running the 
registrar is shaped more by the national governance structure than by normative 
considerations on ccTLD management itself. The decision whether to perform the task 
“Domain Name Management” (which has without doubt public-interest characteristics 
about it) in a commercial or non-commercial way, through a public institution or through 
a private body operating within an appropriate regulatory environment, has more to do 
with the general policy approach a state government is following than with the question 
which choice is more likely to achieve the best results in terms of policy goals.  
 
 
In short, some of the dimensions to be considered for successive steps of the study 
(“option appraisal”, “strategic choice”, “implementation planning”) are to some extent 
input in the form of policy preferences of OGCIO rather than prescriptive 
recommendations coming top down as ‘objective’ results of the research on international 
practices.  
 
The finding of the international research are mapped in this report in such a way to 
provide a number of alternative positioning that can then inform the subsequent step of 
the study rather than as ‘one fit all’ prescribed solutions. 
 
1.3 Structure of the report 
 
The present report consists of three chapters and of an Annex to be considered as an 
integral part of the report. 
 
In light of the considerations developed above regarding the peculiar interests of OGCIO, 
Chapter 2 is specifically devoted to discuss the issue of the relationship between the 
ccTLD managing institutions and governments in the context of the debated good 
governance models. 
 
Chapter 3 will provide a synthetic descriptive overview of the finding of the desk 
research along the various dimensions of the assessment framework used to gather the 
relevant information for all the selected countries. 
 
Finally, in Chapter 4 we propose an interpretation of the desk research findings by way 
of developing several positioning matrixes against which the selected countries are 
mapped. By doing so we highlight a number of possible choices to be considered in the 
option appraisal phase of the study and also some key dimensions that the OGCIO may 
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want to study further for a few countries, for which the desk research may be integrated 
with more in depth analysis through interviews with stakeholders and experts. 
 
The bulk of the work carried out during the desk research activity, including more 
detailed information on the 13 selected countries, are reported in Part II of this report, 
which is presented separately.  
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2. GOVERNANCE AND GOVERNMENT  
 
2.1 Governance versus Government in general 
 
Governance is by now a very inclusive and elusive concept and a vast number of 
different definitions are put forward in both the academic and policy fields. 
 
The main ambivalence and ambiguity surrounding Governance derive from two different 
ways of conceiving and using the term: on the one hand as a neutral analytical concept 
as originally done by political scientists and public administration scholars starting from 
the 1980s, and on the other increasingly as a normative and desirable model of 
managing public as well as private domains, especially in the expression Good 
Governance. 
 
Analytically Governance is used to describe the alleged process of authority de-centring 
and fragmentation among public and private actors on multiple levels – national, sub-
national, local and international. In its basic notion thus the term refers to the structures 
and processes whereby a social organisation – from a corporate business to 
international institutions – steers itself. The structures and processes of steering can 
range from centralised control to self-regulation2. 
 
Governance is indeed a wider concept than government, and its increasing academic 
and policy relevance reflects to some extent the acknowledgement that the centralised 
control of the government is no longer sufficient to, and it is not the only possible source 
for, the solution and coordination of increasingly complex issues involving various 
intertwined interests and stakeholders. 
 
In figure 3, which is exemplificative and lays no claim to draw the differences between 
government and governance exhaustively, we provide a sort of synthesis between the 
normative and analytical conception of Governance: 
 

1. Analytically the figures reflects our view that processes of de-centring and 
fragmentation are at work but are also far from having made central government 
authority irrelevant;  

2. Normatively, the figure suggests that the public actor should embrace a new 
guiding role as “primus inter pares” within this emerging trend and in this sense 
Governance can be seen as something different and more extensive than 
government. 

 
In the academic literature there are, however, approaches that see governance mainly 
as a self-regulating mechanism independent of government. The policy network 

                                                      
2 See, among others, Pierre, J. “Introduction: Understanding Governance” and “Conclusion: 
Governance Beyond State Strength”, In Pierre, J (ed.) Debating Governance. Authority, Steering, 
and Democracy, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2000; Rhodes, R. “The New Governance: 
Governing Without Government”, In Political Studies, Vol. 44, No.4, 1996, pp. 652-667; Rosenau, 
J., “Governance, Order and Change in World Politics”, In Rosenau, J. and E. Czempiel (eds.), 
Governance Without Government: Order and Change in World Politics, Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press, 1992; Rosenau, J., “Governance in a Globalizing World”, In Held, D., and 
McGrew, A., (eds.), The Global Transformations Reader, Cambridge, Polity Press, 2000, pp. 181-
190. 
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paradigm, for instance, goes as far as affirming that governance refers to self-organising, 
inter-organisational networks characterised by interdependence, resource exchange, 
rules of the game and significant autonomy from the state3. 
 

Figure 3 –  Governance versus Government 
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The normative corollary of such an approach is that Good Governance corresponds to 
self-regulation based on networks among players with a common interest in a given 
domain. Self-organised networks are seen as an optimal coordination mechanism for a 
number of reasons, including faster implementation, strong focus on outcomes, flexibility 
and adaptation to change. They are based on epistemic communities (community of 
experts and practitioners) cutting across organisational boundaries that develop with 
times a strong loyalty and commitment to the achievement of the network objectives.  
 
Yet in its purest form such a model of governance raises issues and problems: how 
representative is the network? Who participates? Who is the gate-keeper? Accountability 
may get blurred and opaque as there is not clear constitutional and statutory basis for 
their operation to be used to hold participant accountable. 
 
Our view is that, as illustrated in figure 4, there a number of possible coordination 
mechanisms on which governance can rest, each with its strengths and weaknesses. In 
any given domain, the governance settings can lean toward one of these mechanisms 
depending on the peculiarity of the domain, but can also emerge by an optimal mix 
based, for instance, on a synthesis between central government control and cooperation 
and involvement of non state players. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
3 Rhodes, R., 1997, Understanding Governance: Policy Networks, Governance, Reflexivity and 
Accountability. Buckingham: Open University Press. 
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Figure 4 –   Different coordination mechanisms4 
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2.2 Governance versus Government in the ccTLD best practice debate 
 
The issue of ccTLD management and governance falls under the wider topic of Internet 
Governance, which has recently raised to prominence at the international level and 
includes other issues besides that of the administration of the domain names system. 
 
A decade has passed since 1996, when John Perry Barlow in his “Declaration of 
Independence of Cyberspace” set some of the principles still informing the view of the 
Internet as a self-regulated community that, in his words, will create a civilization 
“ …more humane and fair than the world your governments have made before”. 
 
A lot of developments have taken place since that date, including an increasing attention 
by national governments to the management and governance of Internet resulting, 
among others, in an increasing number of laws, regulations, agreements and policy 
guidelines at both national and international level. 
 
Given the historical development of the Internet, however, the view that Internet 
Governance should rest on self-regulated networks is still strongly rooted. The alleged 

                                                      
4 The term ‘hysteresis’ used in the figure refers to the strong dependency of the property of a 
system on the previous history of the system itself (in other words the constraints of legacy 
solutions). 
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fact that the Internet phenomenal growth is the result of a spontaneous process 
independent of government regulation supports the view that the good governance of 
the Internet is decentralized self-regulation. 
 
On the other hand, the strained relations between the ICANN and national governments 
and the discussion around Internet Governance started within the World Summit on 
Information Society first in Geneva (WSIS 2003) and continued in Tunis (WSIS 2005) 
show that there is no global consensus on such decentralised self-regulatory approach 
and that for a number of different reasons many national governments aim to reassert 
their role on Internet governance in general and in the administration of the domain 
name system in particular. As stated in a report released by the UNDP Asia Pacific 
Development Information Programme the WSIS process remained incomplete without 
clear final outcomes5. The same report lists among the open issues the respective roles 
of ICANN, the ITU and the national governments, adding that: “Many developing 
countries, in particular, would like to see the role of States extended, while others remain 
wary of granting governments too much control”6. 
 
This situation is reflected in the middle ground position taken in the definition of Internet 
Governance adopted in the report of the Working Group on Internet Governance: 
 

Internet governance is the development and application by Governments, the 
private sector and civil society, in their respective roles, of shared principles, norms, 
rules, decision-making procedures, and programmes that shape the evolution and 
use of the Internet7. 

 
Such definition is open to different possible governance models and does not make a 
clear choice in any of the two opposing directions, that is self-regulation versus 
government control. 
 
The contentious nature of the role of government within the broadly defined governance 
of ccTLD, and the tendency of overlapping normative and analytical considerations, can 
be best exemplified by the results of the survey carried out by Professor Geist for the 
ITU8 and the reaction to it by CENTR, the Council of European National Top-level 
Domain Registries9. 
 

                                                      
5 A Kapur, Internet Governance: A Primer, Asia-Pacific Development Information Programme 
(http://www.apdip.net/publications/iespprimers/igovprimer.pdf ), p. 7. 
6 Ibid. 
7 Report of the Working Group on Internet Governance 
(http://www.wgig.org/docs/WGIGREPORT.pdf ), p. 4. 
8 M. Geist, Governments and Country-Code Top Level Domains: A Global Survey, December 
2003 (http://www.michaelgeist.ca/geistgovernmentcctlds.pdf ). In April 2003, Professor Michael 
Geist and the Telecommunications Standardization Bureau of the International 
Telecommunications Union launched a survey of all 189 ITU member states on the role of 
national governments within their domestic top-level domain. The survey featured questions on 
the current legal role of ccTLD administrators, ccTLD policies, and governmental involvement in 
national and international Internet governance issues. Fifty-six countries responded to the survey  
representing every global region as well as a broad cross-section of developed and 
developing countries. 
9 See www.centr.org for a general overview of CENTR. For the response to Professor Geist 
survey see: http://www.centr.org/docs/2004/01/geistsurvey-response.pdf . 
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Professor Geist’s report, while acknowledging that government involvement in the 
administration of the domain name system is contentious, concluded that: 
 

at least at the national level, governments are currently deeply involved in domain 
name administration. In fact, contrary to most expectations, virtually every 
government that responded to the survey either manages, retains direct control, or 
is contemplating formalizing its relationship with its national ccTLD. This is true 
even for governments, such as the United States, that generally adopt a free-
market approach to Internet matters10. 

 
The report identifies four ways in which a national governments can retain ultimate 
control on the administration of the domain name system: 

1. Through direct operation of the national ccTLD as part of a government ministry 
or agency; 

2. Through subsidiary company of a government ministry or agency that manage 
the ccTLD; 

3. Through legislation granting government final authority over ccTLD’s operations; 
4. Through operational contract with the ccTLD managing organisation in which the 

government asserts its ultimate authority over the ccTLD, but grants its approval 
to a non-governmental ccTLD manager. 

 
CENTR has responded very critically to the conclusions drawn from the study, for it 
interprets them as running counter to its best practice guidelines for the operation of 
country code Top Level Domain Name (ccTLD) registries 11 . These best practice 
guidelines clearly suggest a decentralised self-regulated model: 

1. Self-regulation; 
2. Bottom-up authority (the Internet consists of cooperative networks); 
3. Consensus (requirement for self-regulation); 
4. Transparency (requirement for self-regulation); 
5. Cooperation based on trust and fairness.  

 
CENTR’s critique of Geist’s report concentrates on the actual coverage of the survey, 
which would not grant the conclusion that the majority of government exert control over 
the ccTLD administration. Moreover, the critique sees the report unduly suggesting that 
government involvement is more important than the role played by the private sector and 
civil society.  
 
The first critique is to some extent fair – for example, the survey did not include two 
prominent cases of more decentralised and less regulated ccTLD models, Germany and 
the UK12. The second, however, seems to us as unduly mixing the analytical/empirical 
and normative dimensions. The Geist’s report simply illustrates the finding concerning 
the 56 countries that responded to the survey and provides a few matrixes against which 
countries are mapped. On the other hand, at least to our detached view, it does not 
make any normative claim as to the superiority of government regulation or as to the 
more important role of the government vis-à-vis the private sector and/or civil society.  
 
                                                      
10 M. Geist, Governments and Country-Code Top Level Domains: A Global Survey, op. cit., p.4. 
11 See: http://www.centr.org/docs/2004/01/geistsurvey-response.pdf . 
12 Actually in the quotations reported above Geist restrict his conclusions to the countries that 
responded to the survey and does not seem to over generalise his findings or to hint that the 
greater involvement of government is the correct choice.  
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The report identifies some policy priorities and how they are ranked by governments and 
then proceeds to map such ranking against different organisational types, without 
considering the actual practices. Therefore, such matrixes are not suggesting that, for 
instance, organisational settings entailing more government involvement are better able 
to preserve the public interest, but rather that they are more likely to rank the 
“preservation of the public interest”  higher as a priority compared, let say, to the TLD 
size and other market driven metrics. It does not follow, however, that they preserve the 
public interest better than more deregulated model. To make such claim one would have, 
first to give a definition of what the public interest is depending on each country context, 
and second to analyse in depth actual practices, rather than simple answers to a 
questionnaire. 
 
The same reasoning applies to the alleged fact that, more levers of government control 
to preserve the public interest automatically mean interfering with the Internet community 
and consequently tightening control in practice, thus hampering the actual development 
of the Internet. The existence of some levers of government control simply indicate that 
the government has the potential to intervene, but not necessarily that it uses such 
levers to encroach the free play of the market. In a mixed governance model, combining 
as mechanisms of coordination both government central authority and self regulated 
network and market relations, government levers of control can be used for incentive 
schemes and light-touch regulation. 
 
In light of the discussion developed so far, in the next paragraph we present the finding 
of our desk research on the issue of the relationship of the ccTLD registries with the 
government and of the latter forms potential levers of control over the former, without 
any prescriptive consideration and assessment.  
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2.3 Government role in ccTLD management: research findings  
 
Before presenting and commenting the results on the mechanisms of potential 
government controls over the ccTLD administration in the 13 countries surveyed, in 
figure 5 we list each of the relevant ccTLD managing institutions and their organisational 
type. 
 
The various possible organisational types currently operating at the global level can be 
summarised as follows: 
 

1. “.com” competitor for ccTLD such as for instance .tv (Tuvalu) where the country 
code can be used as a gTLDs (.tv for television business). In this case the ccTLD 
is operated for global use by an off-shore vendor on the basis of a contract with 
the national government; 

2. Not profit operation, under various legal forms; 
3. For profit operation; 
4. Part of government through a ministry/agency or through an organisation (private 

or not for profit) owned by a ministry/agency (Government Linked Organisation, 
GLO); 

5. Academic/public service operation (a university or university volunteers). 
 

Figure 5 –  ccTLD Registry Institutions and Organisational Type 
Countries cc ccTLD Registry Organisational Type URL 

Australia .au auDA Not for profit company www.auda.org.au
Canada .ca CIRA Not for profit company www.cira.ca 
China .cn CNNIC Part of government. www.cnnic.net.cn
Finland .fi FICORA  Part of government www.ficora.fi 
France .fr AFNIC Non-profit organisation www.nic.fr 
Germany .de DENIC Cooperative www.denic.de 
India .in .INRegistry 

(NIXI) 
Part of government www.registry.in 

Japan .jp JPRS Private company www.jprs.jp 
Korea .kr NIDA Part of government www.nic.or.kr 
Singapore .sg SIGNIC Part of government www.nic.net.sg 
Sweden .se NIC-SE Private not for profit 

foundation 
www.nic-se.se 

Taiwan .tw TWNIC Not for profit organisation www.twnic.net.tw
UK .uk Nominet UK Not for profit company 

(2000 ISPs members) 
www.nic.uk 

USA .us NeuStar Private Company www.nic.us 
 
Among the 14 countries surveyed there are five cases in which the ccTLD registry is part 
of the government (Finland, China, India, Korea, Singapore), two cases of for profit 
companies (Japan and US), while the remaining 7 can be clustered together within the 
‘not for profit’ group, although under different forms. There are no cases of “.com” 
competitors and of “academic/public service” operations. 
 
The finding summarised in figure 6 are aligned with those discussed in the cited Geist’s 
report. Without any claim on any best practice consideration and simply on the basis of 
official public documents retrieved through web search, we can conclude that 11 out of 
the 14 countries surveyed retain some formal levers of potential government control. 
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Figure 6 –  Forms of Government Control over ccTLD Registry  

Countries 

informal and/or 
through 

representation 
in board 

(1) 

contractual 
relationship

(2) 
Legislation 

(3) 

Direct govt 
operation or 
other forms 

of direct 
control 

(4) 
Australia     
Canada     
China     
Finland     
France     
Germany     
India     
Japan     
Korea     
Singapore     
Sweden     
Taiwan     
UK     
USA     

 
Germany and the UK are the two instances where there is no formal relations between 
the ccTLD registry and the government, although in both cases there is at least a 
possibility of informal influence.  
 
While the German government does not have any relationship with DENIC (the national 
ccTLD administrator), on questions regarding registration policy DENIC's decision-
making bodies are assisted by a Legal Advisory Council, which is comprised of 
representatives of trade associations, academics and legal specialists as well as 
observers from the German Federal Ministry of Economics and Labour and the German 
Federal Ministry of Justice.  
 
In the UK Nominet has no formal relationship with the UK government, but works 
closely with the DTI (Department of Trade and Industry) and other government 
departments and  8 members of its Policy Advisory Board (PAB), are appointed from key 
stakeholders, including the Department of Trade and Industry, the Cabinet Office, and 
the Information Commissioner.  
 
Also in the case of Sweden, the national registry, Foundation for Internet 
Infrastructure (FII), a not-for-profit organisation, has no formal relations, with the 
national government. The issue of relationships between national government and FII 
Foundation was examined by a governmental committee in 1998. The report was 
published in April 2000 and recommended that, although the domain name system 
functioned "excellently", the ccTLD should sign an agreement with the government 
according to the GAC principles. The report was released for public consultation in 2000 
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and received strong opposition. The issue does not seemed to have had any concrete 
consequence in terms of the governance arrangements. So this is a case showing that 
the government did try to establish some form of control but did not succeed.  
 
In Canada, the .ca ccTLD is administered by CIRA, a not-for-profit company that in 1998 
took the place of the University of British Columbia, that had previously administered 
Internet domains on a volunteer basis. The Government of Canada recognized CIRA as 
the administrator of the dot-ca Internet domain in March 1999. In May 2000, CIRA, UBC 
and the Government of Canada signed an Umbrella Agreement to facilitate the transfer 
of .ca from UBC to CIRA.  Moreover, a representative of government is an ex-officio non-
voting member of the Board of Directors.  
 
China, Finland, Korea, India and Singapore are the 5 cases in which the ccTLD 
registry is, though in different forms, part of the government and where thus the potential 
levers of government control are, at least at face value, stronger.  
 
In China the China Internet Network Information Centre (CNNIC), a not for profit 
subsidiary of the government, implements the general policies and regulations 
established by the Ministry of Information Industry which retain  MII has, in fact, a 
number of  responsibilities such as for instance: 

 Formulating the regulations and policies concerning the administration of 
Internet domain names, 

 Establishing the system for County (or Regional) Code Top Level Domain 
under .cn and Chinese domain names 

 Supervising and administering the domain name registration service, 
 Being in charge of the international coordination regarding domain name 

issues 
 
In Finland the ccTLD is operated by the Finnish Communications Regulatory 
Authority (FICORA), a general administrative authority linked to the Ministry of 
Transport and Communications. FICORA tasks include not only the administration of the 
domain names system, but more in general issues concerning electronic 
communications and information society services. FICORA specific duty is to safeguard 
the functionality and efficiency of the communications markets in order to ensure that 
consumers have access to competitive and technically advanced communications 
services that are both of good quality and affordable.. 
 
The Singapore Network Information Centre (SGNIC), is the  wholly-owned subsidiary 
of Infocomm Development Authority of Singapore (IDA), a statutory board of the 
Singapore Government operating under the control of Singapore Ministry of Information, 
Communications and the Arts (MITA). SIGNIC and IDA are located in the same building 
and the relations of control by IDA on SIGNIC are embedded the property relations and 
in the fact that IDA top management sit in SIGNIC’s Board. 
 
In Korea the ccTLD is administered by the National Internet Development Agency 
(NIDA), established in July 2004 as subsidiary to the Ministry of Information and 
Communication. NIDA operates the ccTLD through the Korean Network Information 
Centre. 
 



 

 
20

In India the INRegistry organisation  has been created by NIXI, the National Internet 
eXchange of India. Earlier the management of ccTLD was the duty of The National 
Centre for Software Technology (NCST) and its Centre for Development of Advanced 
Computing (C-DAC). At the end of 2004 a legislative decree of the Department of 
Information Technology (part of the Ministry of Communications and Information 
Technology) passed  the responsibility to NIXI and granted InRegistry with the legal 
status and authority over domain names registration.  NIXI is a Not-for-Profit with the 
objective of facilitating improved Internet services in the country and, through INRegistry, 
with the responsibility for maintaining the .in ccTLD and ensuring its operational stability, 
reliability, and security. In doing so NIXI duty is to implement the various elements of the 
new policy set out by the Government of India and its Ministry of Communications and 
Information Technology, Department of Information Technology. The Department. of 
Information Technology ( Ministry of Communications and Information Technology) has 
provided funding to NIXI for its first year of operation (2005), and is fully represented in 
NIXI Board of Directors, which comprises also academicians and Internet industry 
representatives. 
 
In Japan and the US the two for profit companies operating the ccTLD have both formal 
relationship with the government, embedded in contract and/or endorsement. 
 
In Japan the JPRS (Japan Registry Service) is a private company incorporated in 2000. 
Previously, however, the administration of .jp domain names was a task assigned to 
JPNIC (Japan Network Information Centre), that operated under a formal approval by 
Science and Technology Agency, Ministry of Education, Science, Sport and Culture, the 
Ministry of International Trade and Industry and Ministry of Posts and 
Telecommunications. After the re-delegation process, JPRS and JPNIC agreed on a 
Memorandum that was transmitted to the Japanese government, that formally approved 
the constitution of JPRS as a private company. Therefore, although private and for profit, 
JPRS operates on the basis of a clearly formalised relationship with the government. 
 
In the US the national ccTLD registry is managed by NeuStar, a private company that 
operates under delegation of the US Department of Commerce, after the signature in 
October 2001 of a four-year contract, with two one-year extension options, with the 
Department of Commerce. The contract sets the terms of NeuStar activities. According 
to its terms, NeuStar will provide technical management of .us ccTLD and enhanced 
services for .us consumers. 
 
Australia is the best example of how government’s potential levers of control are 
embedded into legislation. In December 2000, the Australian government formally 
endorsed auDA as the appropriate body to administer the .au domain space 
(Government Endorsement Act). The Government, however, holds reserve powers in 
relation to domain names administration  under the Telecommunications Act of 1997.  
The government's endorsement of auDA as the appropriate entity to hold the delegation 
of authority for administration of the “.au” ccTLD is subject at all times to auDA operating 
within the provisions of its company constitution and to the fulfilment by auDA of the 
several conditions. In particular, given that the Internet naming system is defined in the 
supporting legislation as  public resource to be administered in the public or common 
interest, auDA recognises that the management and administration of the au ccTLD are 
subject to the ultimate authority of the Government of Australia. 
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In France the AFNIC (Association Française pour le Nommage Internet en 
Coopération) was created in 1998 by the INRIA (the French National Institute for 
Research in Computer Science and Control) and the French Government, represented 
by the Ministries of Telecommunications, Industry and Research. INRIA and the 
Ministries of Telecommunications, Industry and Research are AFNIC founding members, 
and are represented in the association’s Board of Directors. We classified France as a 
case of control through legislation since in 2005 the French government has started to 
work at a new law establishing clear formal relationships with AFNIC. 
 
Finally, Taiwan represents a difficult case to classify only on the basis of publicly 
available information as to what form of potential control, if any, the government of 
Taiwan retains over the Taiwan Network Information Centre (TWNIC). Ever since 
December of 1999 TWNIC operates the ccTLD as a non profit organisation. In the official 
website TWNIC describes itself as the neutral and non-profit organization that takes 
charge of the domain name registration and IP address allocation in Taiwan. Looking at 
how it was established, it emerges that from  June 1996 till December 1999 TWNIC 
operated  under the Computer Society of the ROC (CSROC), then in 1999 was 
transformed into a not for profit organisation by the Directorate-General of 
Telecommunication (DGT) Ministry of Transportation and Communication, which 
provided also initial finding for its operation. As stated, available information do not allow 
to determine what forms of relationship exist today between the government and TWNIC, 
but given its history is reasonable to assume that some control mechanisms are in place. 
 
We can thus conclude that 11 out of the 14 countries surveyed have formally reserved 
for themselves some potential levers of control over the administration of domains name 
system. This is a simple observation and not a claim that retaining levers of government 
control is a best practice. It is a reasonable choice and in this respect it is worth pointing 
out that in June 2005, the United States Department of Commerce National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) released the “US Statement 
of Principles on the Internet’s Domain Name and Addressing System” which stated 
“Governments have legitimate interest in the management of their country code top level 
domains (ccTLD)”13. 
 
It is worth stressing once more that this assessment is made by taking at face value 
what emerges from official documents and statutes and in principle it cannot be excluded 
that in practice a government relying only on informal mechanisms and/or on contractual 
relations do actually exert more control on the running of the domain name systems than 
governments directly operating the ccTLD registry. In order to determine the extent to 
which these potential levers of control are actually exerted a field research entailing 
interviews with experts and Internet industry representatives is needed. As will be shown 
later, the finding of our desk research enable us, however, to assess whether some 
restrictions on the free functioning of the ccTLD market are applied (e.g. location 
requirements, restrictions of number of domain per applicants, etc) and to map such 
restriction against the various forms of government control in place. 

                                                      
13 http://www.ntia.doc.gov/ntiahome/domainname/USDNSprinciples_06302005.htm  
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3. SYNTHETIC OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH FINDINGS 
 
In this chapter we will present in a synthetic fashion the main findings of the desk 
research using summary tables extracted from the country templates reported in full in 
Part II. Since the interested reader can find all the details there, and since the main 
interpretative considerations are developed in next chapter, the summary tables will be 
integrated only by very short illustrative comments and exemplifications. The structure of 
the chapter follow that of the country templates used during the desk research, which is 
summarised in the Figure below: 
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The research methodology used was desk research, involving a review of web site 
material and secondary sources.  First, we examined the websites of the 14 ccTLD 
registries covered by our research (see Figure 5 above). We considered all the website 
sections able to provide useful information, including press releases, FAQ, Board and/or 
Meetings minutes, etc.   We also supplemented this information with a review of data 
and information related to national ccTLD registries from, in particular: 
 

 ITU; 
 OECD; 
 National Ministries concerned (in general, national Ministries for 

Telecommunications); 
 National agencies interested in the subject (as, for example, national 

agencies for Telecommunications or IT infrastructure),  
 
We used the information from such sources a) to fill in spaces in country templates left 
empty after the first research on registries websites, and b) to check the availability of 
gathered data and to assess the reliability of our analysis.   Even after this process, most 
countries had significant gaps in terms of the information we had set out to find.  We 
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have used this finding as part of the research, developing a ranking of the 14 countries 
in terms of the transparency of their public information provision (see Figure 19 in 
Section 3.4 below). 
 
 
 
3.1 Organisational structure 
 
Two crucial dimensions of the organisational structure block, namely the organisational 
types and the relationship of the ccTLD registry with the government, have already been 
dealt with in the previous paragraph 2.3. Below we briefly describe the remaining 
dimensions. 
 
Figure 8 show that in terms of the sources of finance the various ccTLD registries tend to 
converge in terms of accreditation/license fees and per domain registration fees, 
regardless of organisational forms. Membership fees are available as a source of finance 
for not for profit organisation allowing institutional membership (Australia, France, 
Germany, Sweden, UK). On the other hand a few of the government operated registries 
rely on some government funding (Finland, Singapore) or have relied on government 
support at the initial stage (India, Korea, Taiwan). 
 

Figure 8 –  ccTLD Registry Sources of Finances 

Countries Membership 
Fees 

Accreditation / 
License Fees 

Per domain 
registration 

fees 
Government 

funding 

Australia     
Canada     
China     
Finland     
France     (on a voluntary 

basis) 
Germany     
India     
Japan     
Korea     
Singapore     
Sweden     
Taiwan     
UK     
USA     

 
All of the registries are located in the country of which they administer the ccTLD. 
 
The question of institutional membership and membership requirements does not lend 
itself to be summarised in a structured table and below we briefly list some illustrative 
examples.  
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All national registries allowing institutional membership are not-for-profit organisations 
(auDA, CIRA, AFNIC, Nominet, II, DENIC is a cooperative). The acquisition of member 
status is usually sub-ordered to the payment of an entrance fee (and of annual 
membership fee) and to the compliance with technical requirements regarding the 
technological infrastructure and procedures to be used in domain name registration. 
Moreover, in all those cases nationality is not a pre-requisite to apply for membership. 
Differences among the examined organisations emerge when considering which type of 
subject and/or organisation is allowed to apply for membership. In the cases of Australia, 
Canada, France, UK individuals, companies, associations can apply, while in Germany 
only Internet Service Providers (ISPs) can become registry’s members, and in Sweden 
only commercial enterprises. Statutory charts of auDA and AFNIC operate a distinction 
among different classes of members, depending on if they are individuals, companies, 
associations, etc. The French case is peculiar as registrars and legal entities can choose 
between two membership options, that vary for entity and rights they entitle. The more 
expensive option gives, in addition to other common benefits, the right to become 
member of consultative committees (registrars and users consultative committees, 
respectively), to take part in elections for representatives in the Board of Directors and to 
take part in elections of the Board of Governors. 
 
3.2 Policy priorities 
 
In figure 9 we present an assessment, based on a normative scale, of the relative 
importance of several policy priorities, developed through the analysis of  policy 
documents, statutes, mission statement, other information available online 
(announcements, press release, etc), as well as of actual practices. 
 

Figure 9 –  Relative importance of priorities of ccTLD management 
Countries Public Interest 

Preservation 
ccTLD good 
governance 

Users’         
values Commercial  

Australia 3 4 3 2 
Canada 4 3 2 3 
China 4 2 1 4 
Finland 3 4 1 2 
France 3 4 1 3 
Germany 2 4 3 4 
India 3 2 2 4 
Japan 3 4 2 2 
Korea 1 4 3 3 
Singapore 4 2 2 3 
Sweden 3 4 2 4 
Taiwan 3 4 2 2 
UK 2 4 3 4 
USA 4 3 3 3 
Scale: 

o 0= not mentioned 
o 1= low 
o 2= medium 
o 3= medium-high; 
o 4= high 
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In compiling this scale we have used some subjective judgement in grouping several 
parameters under the above headings. In order to assess the importance attributed to 
the preservation of the public interest we considered statements generally remarking 
such priority, but also those concerning security, integrity of the system, and protection 
of intellectual property. The good governance priority has been assessed by looking at 
formal declaration concerning stakeholders involvement, accountability and transparency, 
but also at how such statement are reflected in practice. The users’ value priority is 
assessed in terms of  the ease of registration and the low cost of registration. Finally the 
commercialisation priority includes parameters such as TLD size and/or financial 
efficiency of the ccTLD registry management. 
 
3.3 Governance processes 
 
While the goals of transparency and accountability are mentioned by most countries in 
the various official documents screened, actual practice does not always reflect such 
declarations. A by-product of our research is indeed an assessment of transparency on 
internal governance processes (Board’s role and selection, nomination procedures, 
selection and duties of senior management, internal audit mechanisms)  measured by 
the amount of information available online on such processes (see figure 10).  

Figure 10 –  Level of Transparency on Internal Governance Processes14 
Countries Low Medium High 
Australia    
Canada    
China    
Finland    
France    
Germany    
India    
Japan    
Korea    
Singapore    
Sweden    
Taiwan    
UK    
USA    

 
It emerges quite starkly how the amount of information available online on the mentioned 
dimensions is very low for countries where the ccTLD is part of government, while is 
higher for a number of not for profit registries (Australia, France, Germany, UK). 
 

Figure 11 –  ccTLD Registry Adoption of ICANN Accountability Framework 
Countries ICANN Accountability Framework Adopted? 
Australia Under discussion 
Canada No 
China No 

                                                      
14 Measured by amount of information available online on such processes. 
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Finland No 
 France No 
Germany No 
India No 
Japan No 
Korea No 
Singapore No 
Sweden No 
Taiwan No 
UK No 
USA No 

 
It is very telling the fact that the ICANN Accountability Framework is under discussion 
only in Australia and so far has not be adopted by any of the other 13 surveyed 
organisations. 
 
More in general principles of accountability can be found in several countries either in 
the main policy document or scattered across the various official documents. In 
Singapore, instance, SIGNIC master policy document, titled “Registration Policies, 
Procedures, and Guidelines” 15  contains some basic accountability principles. In the 
same manner, national registries in many countries, including Australia, Canada, France, 
Germany, UK, have put in place accountability and auditing procedures, in compliance 
with national legislative provisions for not-for-profit organisations and private companies. 
 

Figure 12 –  Dispute Resolution Mechanism Status 

Countries 

Domain Name 
Dispute 

Resolution 
policy 

developed and 
published?: 

Compliant with 
ICANN UDRP?

Compliant with  
WIPO 

guidelines? 

Australia Yes Yes Yes 
Canada Yes No Yes 
China Yes Yes Yes 
Finland No No No 
France Yes Yes Yes 
Germany Yes No No 
India Yes Yes Yes 
Japan Yes No No 
Korea Yes Yes Yes 
Singapore Yes Yes Yes 
Sweden Yes No No 
Taiwan Yes No No 
UK Yes No No 
USA Yes No No 

 
All countries have a dispute resolution policy in place, but only in five cases this policy is 
compliant with the ICANN URDP. It is noteworthy that the two biggest ccTLD registries 
such as DENIK (Germany) and Nominet (UK) have opted not to comply with ICANN 
UDRP.  On the other hand, it also emerge how China, Korea and Singapore all adopted 
a policy compliant with ICANN UDRP. 
                                                      
15 http://www.nic.net.sg/pdf/rppg.pdf . 
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Finally figure 13 provides an assessment of the level of stakeholder involvement, 
naturally based only on the information about formal mechanisms officially reported by 
each ccTLD registries.  As in the case of the level of transparency of internal governance 
processes, the level of stakeholders involvement tends to be lower for countries where 
the ccTLD is part of government than in not for profit cases such as Australia, Germany 
and the UK. 

Figure 13 – Stakeholders’ Involvement 
Countries Civil Society and Users  Involvement Industry Involvement 

Australia 3 3 
Canada 2 3 
China 1 1 
Finland 1 1 
France 3 3 
Germany 1 3 
India 1 1 
Japan 3 3 
Korea 3 3 
Singapore 1 1 
Sweden 1 1 
Taiwan 1 1 
UK 2 3 
USA 1 3 
Scale: 1= low;  2= medium; 3= medium-high; 4= high 

 
 
 
3.4 Operational practices 
 
Only FICORA in Finland directly registers domain names, whereas in the majority of 
cases registration of domain names can be done only through accredited registrars. In 
three cases (Germany, Japan and UK) users can choose to register direct with the 
registry organisation, but are also free to choose from a wide number of competitive 
registrars.   
 

Figure 14 – Registration Procedure 

Countries 
Direct 

registration by 
ccTLD registry

Registration 
only through 
accredited 
registrars 

Mixed (both 
registry and 
registrars) 

Australia    
Canada    
China    
Finland    
France    

Germany 
   

(recommended 
through registrars) 

India    

Japan    
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(recommended 
through registrars) 

Korea    
Singapore    
Sweden    
Taiwan    

UK   
 

(recommended 
through registrars) 

USA    

 
In all of the countries surveyed, except Finland, there is  a registry-registrar system 
(often supported by an inter-operable technological platform to facilitate this), which 
introduces a wholesale and retail market for domain names; allowing the registry to 
focus on providing service to a small group of experienced providers, who in turn provide 
end-user service to domain name holders. Under this model a Registry charges 
registrars, besides annual accreditation/license fees,  a per domain fee and then 
registrars re-sell the domain freely setting the prices. Naturally where registrations can 
be carried out by both the registry and the accredited registrars different pricing to final 
users is possible. 
 
Country code registrars do not need to be accredited through ICANN but have to be 
accredited through each country code registry for the ccTLD extensions under which 
they wish to sell names. There are different levels of registrar accreditation. Figure 14 
provides a qualitative assessment of the various registrars accreditation scheme in place 
in the countries surveyed in terms of the level of requirements needed to be accredited. 
Some registries ask a prospective registrar to pay a fee and sign a contract, in order to 
become an accredited registrar, while others request some technical and economic 
requirements and even a specific code of conduct.  
 
The decision about the level of accreditation requirements to be imposed faces a trade 
off between promoting competition in the domain names market (likely to increase as the 
number of accredited registrars increases) on the one hand, and preserving the integrity 
and security of the system (by accrediting only organisation with proven economic and 
technical capabilities) on the other hand. 
 

Figure 15 –  Accreditation Requirements for Registrars16 
Countries (1) low -------- high (4) 

Australia 3 
Canada 2 
China 4 
Finland not applicable 
France 2 
Germany 4 
India 2 
Japan No info available 
Korea 3 

                                                      
16 Qualitative assessment considering various parameters such as: imposition of norms of 
conduct, length of application processes, application fees, financial guarantee requirements, 
technical prerequisite and tests, interoperability requirements, etc. 
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Singapore 4 
Sweden 2 
Taiwan No info available 
UK 2 
USA 3 

 
In this respect it is worth briefly illustrating a change introduced by the Singapore 
registry SIGNIC in its accreditation policy in the Fall of  2005, as it is a good example of 
a light touch regulation trying to strike a right balance with respect to the mentioned 
trade-off. With the aim of facilitating market competitiveness and lowering market entry 
barriers for the domain name registration market in October of 2005 SIGNIC introduced 
a reduction of 25% in the price it charges for domain names to registrars plus a bundled 
offer (for every 3rd level '.sg' domain name registered, registrars can receive a 
complimentary matching 2nd level domain name).  The reduction of domain name prices 
offered registrars cost-savings which they could then extend to their customers. At the 
same time, however, SIGNIC introduced also a more robust accreditation scheme to 
make the accreditation framework flexible enough to lower market entry barriers yet 
secure enough to ensure that only credible companies are accredited. While earlier 
companies could be accredited, even if they did not show very strong credentials, as 
long as they provided SIGNIC with a S$ 70,000 performance bond, after the change to 
be accredited as a registrar they will need to have at least six months of experience in 
domain name registrations (i.e. as a domain name re-seller or a domain name registrar 
of other registries) and two years of audited statements showing a minimum working 
capital of S$50,000. Secondly, SGNIC stepped up its performance measures by 
requiring that registrars maintain a total of at least 500 new registrations per year to 
remain accredited and, In line with this more rigorous checks, the application fee and 
annual accreditation fee have been increased from S$500 to S$1,000 and from S$1,000 
to S$1,500 respectively. 
 
The number of accredited registrars relatively to the total size of the registered ccTLDs 
varies widely both within our sample of countries (see figure 16)  and beyond it. In Italy, 
for instance, there are 3,000 accredited registrars and 1,071,000 registered “.it” domain, 
that is on average each accredited registrar manages 357 domain names. In contrast in 
Australia with about 550,000 registered “.au” domain names,  there are only 22 
accredited registrars each of which on average thus manages 25,000 ccTLDs. 
 

Figure 16 – Accredited registrars relatively to ccTLD size 

Countries 
Total # of 
ccTLDs    
(2005) 

# of accredited 
registrars 

Average #of 
ccTLDs per 
accredited 
registrar 

Australia 551,291 22 25,058 
Canada 715,894 90 7,954 
China 622,534 46 13,533 
Finland 104,073 Not applicable Not applicable 
France 376,339 902 417 
Germany 8,840,396 241 36,682 
India 131,646 39 3,376 
Japan 734,520 6 122,420 
Korea 612,644 13 47,126 
Singapore 52,525 7 7,503 
Sweden 346,419 326 1,063 
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Taiwan 275,788 10 27,579 
UK 4,226,097 2000 2,113 
USA 862,090 94 9,171 
Possible Scale for ccTLD registrars concentration: 

o 1 (small) = Less than 1500 ccTLDs per registrar 
o 2 (medium) = 2500<ccTLDs per registrar< 10,000 
o 3 (medium-high) = 10,000<ccTLDs per registrar< 40,000 
o   4 (High) = more than 40,000 ccTLDs  per registrar 

 
Dividing the number of registered ccTLDs by the number of accredited registrars, as 
done in the last column of Figure 16, provides a proxy indication of the level of 
concentration in the accredited registrars market. In a highly concentrated market the 
number of accredited registrars is small relatively to the size of the ccTLD, meaning that 
each registrar on average manages a large number of ccTLDs, while the contrary 
applies to a more dispersed and less concentrated market.  The data reported in the 
figure above show France, Sweden and the UK as less concentrated cases, while 
Japan and Korea as the more concentrated ones. 
 
All of the 14 registries surveyed adopt a “first come first serve” registration model and all 
except three (Singapore, Sweden, Taiwan) allow for online automatic registration of 
domain names.    
 
 
An important dimension to characterise a ccTLD management model is the degree of 
restrictions on applicants, that can be of mainly of two types and are summarised in 
Figure 17 below (figure 18 further illustrates the location requirements). 
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Figure 17 – Restrictions on Applicants: Overview 

Countries 
Residence and/or 
nationality and/or 

presence 
requirements? 

Restriction on 
number of 

domain names 
per applicant? 

Australia Yes No 
Canada Yes No 
China No No 
Finland Yes No 
France Yes No 
Germany Yes No 
India No No 

Japan Yes Yes  
(only for 2LDs) 

Korea Yes Yes 
Singapore Yes Yes 
Sweden Yes Yes 

Taiwan Yes 
Yes  

(maximum 20 
domains) 

UK No No 
USA Yes No 

 
Figure 18 – “Localisation” Requirements 
Countries Restriction 

(Yes/no) Description 

Australia Yes Domain name licenses may only be allocated to an applicant who is Australian, 
registered or incorporated in Australia  

Canada Yes Individuals, companies and institutions must have linkages with Canada: i.e., 
Canadian citizens, permanent residents or their legal representatives, 
corporations under the laws of Canada or any province or territory of Canada, 
Canadian trademark holders, educational institutions, associations, partnerships, 
unions, political parties, libraries and archives/museums. 

China No  
Finland Yes Registrants must be judicial persons and properly registered in Finland or private 

persons resident in Finland. 
France Yes Entities officially registered in France; French citizens and legal resident 
Germany Yes At least administrative contact  with residence in Germany needed 
India No  
Japan Yes Second level JP domains, such as “.co.jp” have various presence requirements.  
Korea Yes Registrants must have an office or domiciles in the Republic of Korea.  
Singapore Yes Second level JP domains, such as “.co.jp” have various presence requirements. 
Sweden Yes NIC-SE only registers domain names for organisations and individuals with 

permanent business or operation within Sweden. 
Taiwan Yes Local presence is required only for individuals, as foreign companies can register
UK No  
USA Yes One of the following eligibility requirements must be met: 

1) A natural person i) who is a citizen or permanent resident of the United States 
of America or any of its possessions or territories or ii) whose primary place of 
domicile is in the United States of America or any of its possessions, or  
2) Any entity or organisation i) that is incorporated within one of the fifty (50) U.S. 
states, the District of Columbia, or any of the United States possessions or 
territories or ii) organised or otherwise constituted under the laws of a state of the 
United States of America, the District of Columbia, or any of its possessions or 
territories, or  
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3) An entity or organisation (including federal, state, or local government of the 
United States, or a political subdivision thereof) that has a bona fide presence in 
the United States. 

 
 
There are three cases where no restrictions are applied, that is  China, India, and UK, to 
which we could add Germany where the location restriction is very soft (it is required for 
non German organisation that at least the administrative contact of the applicants 
resides in Germany). While the UK and Germany have been for some time  clear 
examples of less regulated domain names systems, China and India have only recently 
lifted the restrictions on applicants with the clear goal of boosting their ccTLD market. 
 
Figure 19 provides the assessment of the level of transparency of the registration policy 
measured by the amount of information available online. In all countries this level is at 
least of a satisfactory level. 
 
 

Figure 19 – Level of Transparency of Registration Policy17 
Countries Low Medium Medium-high High 
Australia     
Canada     
China     
Finland     
France     
Germany     
India     
Japan     
Korea     
Singapore     
Sweden     
Taiwan     
UK     
USA     

 
 
Finally on operational practices, in all of the 13 cases surveyed a “Whois policy” is in 
place and implemented, linked to the registration procedure and foresees instruments to 
protect data and privacy and to counter spam 
 
 
 

                                                      
17 Measured by amount of information available online on application, procedures, etc. 
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3.5 Forward orientation 
 
Figure 20 below summarises the forward orientation of the ccTLD management in the 13 
countries surveyed in terms of the readiness in three important domains, namely ENUM. 
IDN, and IPv6. 
 

Figure 20 – Forward Orientation 

 
ENUM 

Readiness 
 

IDN      
Readiness 

 

Ipv6      
readiness 

 
Australia 2 2 2 
Canada 4 2 2 
China 4 4 2 
Finland 1 4 1 
France 4 1 4 
Germany 4 4 1 
India Info not found 

yet 
Info not found 

yet 
Info not found 

yet 
Japan 1 4 1 
Korea 4 4 4 
Singapore 4 4 4 
Sweden 4 1 1 
Taiwan 1 4 4 
UK 2 2 2 
USA 1 1 1 
Scale: 

o 1= no focus on the issue 
o 2= some mention of the issue 
o 3= policy/strategy in place; 
o 4= Implementation/ pilot/ R&D activities 

 
The majority of the countries have devoted some attention to all of the three issues and, 
as could be expected, the readiness of Asian countries concerning  Internationalised 
Domain Names (IDN) supporting non-ASCII characters in domain names, can help to 
make it possible to use one’s own language scripts to type in domain addresses is very 
high. 
 
IDN, however, is a priority not only for Asian countries but also by other countries for 
different strategic reasons. Moreover, large gTLDs registrars such as  Afilias or VeriSign 
are actively involved in the IDN debates and standards. The estimated proportion of 
English speakers, from one source, is below one-third of the Internet populations. 
Chinese language speakers represent the second largest group of Internet users at 13%. 
Japanese represent 8.5% and Koreans 3.3%. Along with the Russians and several 
others, significantly over a quarter of the Internet's Chinese, Indians, Arabics, Greeks, 
Hebrew, Thai, Japanese users do not use the Roman alphabet. The current IDN 
standard for domain names containing letters with diacritics or characters from non-Latin 
scripts such as Arabic or Chinese has been implemented by several registries so far, 
including ccTLD registries in China, Japan, Korea, Taiwan, and Germany, and by the 
gTLDs registries for .net, .org, and .info. 
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In Taiwan, IDNs account for nearly 50% of registrations18.On the other hand, Germany 
implemented IDNs but there was not much in the way of demand. In the German-
speaking countries, IDNs now have a market share of 3-4%. According to CENTR, 
48.6% of its member registries allow IDN registrations today19. 

                                                      
18 http://www.centr.org/domainwire/domainwire-4-w.pdf  
19 CENTR, A-level survey, 2005, http://www.centr.org/domainwire/domainwire-3.pdf , p12  
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4. INTERNATIONAL PRACTICES MAPPING   
 
A number of reasons illustrated in the introduction (see par. 1.2) convinced us to modify 
the original focus on the concept of ‘international best practices’ to that of ‘international 
practices mapping’. In this final chapter we therefore propose an interpretation of the 
desk research findings by way of developing several positioning matrixes against which 
the selected countries are mapped. By doing so we highlight a number of possible 
choices to be considered in the option appraisal phase of the study and also some key 
dimensions that the OGCIO may want to study further for a few countries, for which the 
desk research may be integrated with more in depth analysis through interviews with 
stakeholders and experts. 
 
4.1 Policy priorities, organisational type, and government control matrixes 
 
The first matrix in figure 21 below plots the public interest (horizontal axis) and 
commercialisation (vertical axis) policy priorities against the organisational type 
(rendered by the different colour used for the different countries). In the figure we 
included the “.tv” examples as pure type “.com competitor” benchmark whose main and 
only priority is commercialisation.  
 
Figure 21 – Policy priorities: public interest, commercialisation by organisational 
Type 
 
The preservation of the public interest and the commercialisation of ccTLDs as 
policy priorities are not necessarily in stark contrast and their relative importance is 
not correlated univocally with the ccTLD registries organisational forms
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Our desk research does not support the dichotomy contrasting, on the one hand for 
profit and not for profit de-regulated systems declaring the commercialisation of the 



 

 
36

ccTLD as much more important than the public interest, with on the other government 
operated registry focusing on the latter over the former. 
 
Germany and UK, two well known more de-regulated cases with only informal relations 
to the government, consider commercialisation of ccTLDs an important priority but 
accord a fair level of importance also to the preservation of the public interest. 
 
China and India, represent two interesting cases in which public interest and 
commercialisation are both rated high, and both countries have recently liberalised the 
ccTLD management, though the government retains direct potential control levers over 
ccTLD registries. 
 
 
The following matrix provides a different perspective by plotting the public interest priority 
against the scale of the potential levers of government control illustrated in figure 5 of 
paragraph 2.3 (1= informal; 2= contractual; 3= legislation; 4= direct operation). 
 
Figure 22 – Policy priorities: public interest by level of government control 
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This view shows clearly that four out of five of the ccTLD registries operated by the 
government (China, Finland, India, Singapore), thus retaining the highest potential of 
government control, all rate high the public interest as a priority, with Korea being the 
exception. Next in terms of government potential control come the five countries where 
such control is embedded into legislation (Australia, France, Japan, Sweden, Taiwan), 
all of which rate the public interest at a medium-high value. The US emerges as an 
isolated case, while Germany and the UK, where the relations with the government are 
only informal, rate the public interest at a medium level. Canada seems to represent an 



 

 
37

exception, as the level of government control is informal, while the preservation of public 
interest is rated high, as also stated in the Umbrella Agreement signed by the 
government. This different perspective then seems to suggest a stronger correlation 
between priorities and organisational types (assuming that in the case of government 
operated registry organisational type and level of government control coincides), an 
impression that is partially offset by looking at the following matrix. 
 
Figure 23 – Policy priorities: commercialisation by level of government control 
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A clear cluster emerges of government-operated registries in which the priority of 
commercialisation is rated high (China, India)  or medium-high (Korea, Singapore). 
Even Finland, probably the purest case of government operated and regulated ccTLD 
management, does consider the commercial dimension at least of a medium importance. 
 
In brief our research does not indicate a clear correlation between, on the one hand the 
levers of control retained by the government, and on the other hand a clear preference 
over one of the two poles represented by the preservation of the public interest and the 
pursue of commercial goals.  
 
Especially it does not support the view that registries with a closer relation to government 
pursue the public interest only, while those with only informal relation to the government 
pursue only commercialisation goals, overlooking the public interest. The matrix above 
also identifies a cluster of 4 registries operating as for profit (Japan) or not for profit 
organisations (Australia, France, Taiwan) , in which government control is embedded in 
legislation and in which the commercialisation goal is rated lower than in some of the 
government operated registries. This might actually suggest that, despite the close 
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government relation or perhaps thanks to it, registries that are part of the government  
are potentially in a better position to pursue the commercialisation of the ccTLDs. 
 
In the next matrix, holding firm the “government control” dimension, the good 
governance priority is inserted (figure 247).  
 
Figure 24 – Policy priorities: good governance by level of government control 
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In terms of good governance, a cluster of government operated registries where such 
priority seems to be less important emerges and includes China, India, and Singapore. 
On the other hand, for all not for profit and for profit registries the good governance 
receive an high score (Australia, France, Germany, Japan, Sweden, Taiwan UK 
report a score of 4 , with the exception of the US and Canada reporting a score of 3). 
Among the government operated registries, however, Finland and Korea stand out as 
cases where good governance is rate high. These two cases do not support an 
unequivocal correlation between forms of government control and importance given to 
good governance as a declared policy priority. On the other hand, it is also evident that 
such priority score very  high for all registries operated under for profit and not for profit 
organisational forms and especially for those that operate on the basis of ad hoc 
legislation. 
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4.2 Governance matrixes 
 
In terms of the governance section of the country templates, two dimensions can be 
rendered in a matrix: the level of transparency on internal governance processes 
(measured by the amount of publicly available information) and the level of stakeholders’ 
involvement. 
 
Figure 25 – Transparency on governance processes by level of government 
control 

All government operated registries (China, Finland, India, Korea, Singapore)  plus 
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It is evident that the five government operated registries (China, Finland, India, Korea, 
Singapore)  score low in terms of transparency of internal governance processes 
together with Taiwan. On the contrary not for profit and for profit registries score very 
high on five cases (Australia, Canada, France, Germany, UK) and at a medium level in 
three cases (Japan, Sweden and US). A very similar picture emerges in terms of 
stakeholder involvement (see figure 29). 
 
The other dimensions considered under the governance section of the country template 
do not show any clear correlation or peculiarity that enable an interpretation going 
beyond the illustrative comments already presented in paragraph 3.3. 
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Figure 26 – Stakeholders’ involvement by level of government control 
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4.3 Operational practices matrixes 
 
Among the operational practices one dimension that can be plotted in a matrix and 
provides some interesting insights, complementing the discussion on policy priorities and 
further helping the characterisation of the different ccTLD management systems, is that 
concerning the level of restrictions existing on applicants.  
 
Figure 27 – Restrictions on applicants 
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By plotting the contents of figure 18 reported in paragraph 3.4 regarding whether or not 
location requirements exist and whether or not there is a limit to the number of domain 
names per applicant, we can identify three meaningful cluster. A fully  De-regulated 
Cluster including China, Germany India, UK. At the opposite pole we find a Regulated 
Cluster including Japan, Korea, Singapore, Sweden, Taiwan. The arrow in the middle 
of the figure suggests that as we move toward the de-regulated pole freedom of choice 
increases as does the potential for conflict, with the opposite occurring heading toward 
the regulated pole. The other five cases fall into an intermediate position where 
restriction are applied only to location requirements. 
 
If we use these three clusters to construct a “level of deregulation” qualitative scale 
(where the deregulated cluster score high, the intermediate score medium, and the 
regulated score low), we can plot it against the level of government control (see figure 
28). 
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Figure 28 – Deregulation by level of government control 

Government 
Control

H
ig

h

Organisational Type

♦ = For Profit

♦ = Non profit

♦ = Part of government

Countries codes
au = Australia
ca = Canada
cn = China
fi   = Finland
fr  = France
de = Germany
in  = India
jp = Japan
kr = Korea
sg = Singapore
se  = Sweden
tw  = Taiwan
uk  = United Kingdom
us = United States

HighLow

D
er

eg
ul

at
io

n
Lo

w

♦ sg

♦ fi

♦ de♦ uk

♦ us

♦ jp
0

1 2 3 4

1
2

3
4

♦ kr

♦ se

♦ au ♦ fr

♦tw

♦ cn♦ in

No unequivocal pattern of correlation emerges between, level of government control on 
the one hand, and level of deregulation on the other 

♦ ca

H
ig

h

Organisational Type

♦ = For Profit

♦ = Non profit

♦ = Part of government

Countries codes
au = Australia
ca = Canada
cn = China
fi   = Finland
fr  = France
de = Germany
in  = India
jp = Japan
kr = Korea
sg = Singapore
se  = Sweden
tw  = Taiwan
uk  = United Kingdom
us = United States

HighLow

D
er

eg
ul

at
io

n
Lo

w

♦ sg

♦ fi

♦ de♦ uk

♦ us

♦ jp
0

1 2 3 4

1
2

3
4

♦ kr

♦ se

♦ au ♦ fr

♦tw

♦ cn♦ in

No unequivocal pattern of correlation emerges between, level of government control on 
the one hand, and level of deregulation on the other 

♦ ca

 
 
This matrix does not support an unequivocal pattern of relation between, level of 
government control on the one hand, and actual regulation on the other, thus confirming 
to same extent what had already emerged from the policy priorities matrixes. 
 
Among the four deregulated cases, two are registries having only informal relations with 
the government (Germany, UK), and two are government operated organisations 
(China, India). The five cases of registries where potential government control is 
embedded into legislation are split into a regulated cluster (Japan, Sweden Taiwan) and 
an intermediate one (Australia, France), whose condition is similar to the case of 
Canada, where the relationship with government is only informal. In this cases one 
actually could draw the conclusion that, when a registry is operated not by the 
government but under a potential control defined by the law, some level of regulation 
exists in order for the registries to reassure the government. On the contrary having the 
government label might allow more deregulation as the cases of China and India seem 
to suggest. On the other hand, however, the other three government operated registries 
show high (Korea and Singapore) or at least some level of regulation (Finland).  
 
A second dimension, considered in figure 29, is that of the accreditation requirements for 
registrars. This is complemented by figure 30, where the level of requirements  for 
registrars is plotted against a measure of domain names market concentration, namely 
the average number of domain names administered by each registrar. The number of 
accredited registrars relatively to the ccTLD size is an indication of how a market is 
concentrated (fewer registrars and higher number of average domain names 
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administered by each registrars) or dispersed and, in principle, more competitive, (more  
registrars and lower number of average domain names administered by each registrars). 
 
Figure 29 – Registrars accreditation requirements by level of government control 
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Figure 30 – Accreditation requirements by registrars concentration 
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Neither of the two matrixes uncover a very clear and structured pattern, but rather a 
number of different choices, that can be better understood by a deeper analysis of each 
peculiar context and its legacy in the development of the domain names system, and no 
unequivocal relations between the level of requirements imposed to registrars and the 
degree of concentration. It is possible, however, to find some correlation among the level 
of government control, the severity of accreditation requirements and the level of 
concentration in the domain name market. In the first matrix, in fact, countries with higher 
levels of government control register also high scores (corresponding to stricter rules) 
concerning the evaluation of accreditation requirements (as in the cases of China, 
Singapore, Korea). The second matrix shows a significant correlation between the level 
of concentration in the domain names market and the firmness of accreditation 
requirements for registrars (as it happens in the cases of China, Germany, Korea). This 
phenomenon can be explained by considering the fact that, as a general provision, more 
control can produce stricter regulations (in this case, firmer accreditation requirements). 
This, in turn, can cause growing difficulties for new subjects (especially small companies) 
to enter the market, leading existing subjects greater market shares (i.e., greater 
concentration). 
 
So far in all the matrixes used we did not consider any measure of system efficiency and 
performance, and plot it against other parameters. It must be stressed that the online 
secondary sources screened in the course of the desk research did not provide many of 
such measures that could be comparable across the 14 countries. In this respect we 
signal that a more in depth analysis is needed to have measures of efficiency that are 
relevant for each of the peculiar country context. One common, though not totally 
satisfactory, measure of the efficiency of the system as a whole could be the ccTLD size. 
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Figure 31 below reports for each of the surveyed country such figures and normalise by 
it dividing it  by the number of Internet users. 
 

Figure 31:   ccTLD size and Internet users 

Countries 
Total # of 
ccTLDs    
(2005) 

Internet Users 
(2005) 

ccTLDs per 
1000 Internet 

Users 
Australia 551,291 14,189,544 38.9 
Canada 715,894 21,900,000 32.69 
China 622,534 111,000,000 5.6 
Finland 104,073 3,286,000 31.7 
France 376,339 26,214,173 14.4 
Germany 8,840,396 48,721,997 181.4 
India 131,646 50,600,000 2.6 
Japan 734,520 86,050,000 0.9 
Korea 612,644 33,900,000 18.1 
Singapore 52,525 2,421,000 21.7 
Sweden 346,419 6,800,000 50.9 
Taiwan 275,788 13,800,000 20.0 
UK 4,226,097 37,800,000 111.8 
USA 862,090 205,326,680 0.4 
Possible Scale for ccTLD size relatively to Internet users: 

o 1 (small) = Less than 10 ccTLDs per 1000 Internet users 
o 2 (medium) = 10<ccTLDs per 1000 Internet users< 30 
o 3 (medium-high) = 30<ccTLDs per 1000 Internet users< 50 
o 4 (large) = more than 100 ccTLDs per 1000 Internet users 

 
The number of ccTLDs per 1000 Internet users classified according to the scale reported 
in figure 31, is plotted against the scale of deregulation used earlier (see figures 27 and 
28) in next matrix (figure 32). 
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Figure 32 – Deregulation by size of ccTLD (per 000 Internet users) 
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The picture emerging in this last matrix is not entirely conclusive as to a possible direct 
relationship between de-regulation (in terms of restrictions on applicants) and ccTLDs 
size. 
 
First, one could derive from the matrix the conclusion that the ccTLDs size depends on 
several other variables and particularly on the legacy of how the Internet developed in 
each country and not only on the level of the regulation. It seems evident to us, for 
instance, that the very small size of ccTLD in the US has a lot to do with the fact that 
companies and individuals in this country started to use the gTLDs earlier and in large 
numbers and continue to do so as part of this legacy, and not so much for the level of 
regulation existing for the “.us” domain. The same is probably true for Japan as well.  
 
On the other hand there is no doubt that the largest ccTLD size by far is registered in the 
two more de-regulated cases of Germany and UK.  The very low ccTLD size for the 
other two de-regulated cases of China and India could be explained by the fact that the 
deregulation has been introduced only recently. As a matter of fact the ccTLDs growth 
rate in 2005 in these two countries has been worldwide the second for China (144,2%) 
and the fourth for India (102,5%)20. 
 
If we look, however, at the medium-high and medium size clusters the relation with the 
level of deregulation is less clear. The four countries (Australia, Canada, Finland, 
Sweden) in the medium-high cluster are all regulated to some extent, whereas in the 

                                                      
20 ZookNic, 2006. 
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medium cluster regulated countries such as Singapore have a higher relative size 
compared to a less regulated country such as France. 
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5.  CONCLUSIVE CONSIDERATIONS 
 
As anticipated in the introduction, in this report we have presented a map of international 
practices raising no claim on the prescriptive identification of best practiced to be 
proposed as models for Hong Kong.  The current lively international debate shows that 
no best practice consensual “paradigm” has yet emerged. In the absence of a robust 
and widely accepted international benchmark, the solutions identified in each of the 14 
surveyed cases cannot not be read without reference to the peculiar policy context 
characterising each one of them. This means that considering the model adopted in one 
country as best practice would entail a logical leap of faith. We, therefore, concluded that 
it is not possible to assess in a prescriptive way the relevance of all possible 
organisational and governance settings /choices for ccTLD regimes, without considering 
each institution’s priorities and the wider context in which it is embedded.  
 
Figure 33 – Three ideal-typical models 
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For these reasons, by way of concluding this report, we extrapolate from all the evidence 
illustrated and from the various matrixes three possible ccTLDs ideal-type models with 
the cases that to some degree fit them.  By doing so we highlight a number of possible 
choices to be considered in the option appraisal phase of the study and also some key 
dimensions that the OGCIO may want to study further for a few countries (one per 
model), for which the desk research may be integrated with more in depth analysis 
through interviews with stakeholders and experts. 
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These three ideal-typical models are presented in this final matrix that synthesises, on 
the basis of an unstructured and qualitative assessment, most of the dimensions 
considered so far. 
 
The “Independent Marketer”, matching the cases of Germany and UK, can be 
characterised as follows: 

 Only informal relations with the government 
 Rate commercialisation high among policy priorities… 
 …but does not overlook the generally defined public interest 
 Fully deregulated in terms of restriction on applicants 
 Fully transparent and fairly open  

 
The “Government Marketer”, matching the cases of China and India, can be 
characterised as follows: 

 Government operated 
 Rate high both the commercialisation the generally defined public interest 

high among policy priorities 
 Fully deregulated in terms of restriction on applicants 
 Not very open and transparent 

 
The “Intermediate Model”, matching perfectly only Australia and to some extent other 
profit (Japan) and not for profit registries (Canada, France, Sweden) can be 
characterised as follows: 

 Is a not for profit organisation endorsed by, and accountable to, a specific law 
 Rate high both the good governance and the generally defined public interest 

high among policy priorities… 
 …a bit less high commercialisation 
 Fully or partially regulated in terms of restriction on applicants 
 Fully transparent and open 
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AUSTRALIA 

Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: e.g. a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

AUDA is the “policy authority and industry self-regulatory body for the .au domain space, it is a 
non-profit organization with limited liability. 

• Sources of finance: e.g.  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

Organisation’s income comes from fees (registrars fees, registry licence fees, domain names 
fees) and from annual membership fees. 

• Legal foundation: e.g.  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

AUDA operates under the Corporation legislations. 

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government (*) 

In December 2000, the Australian Government formally endorsed auDA as the appropriate 
body to administer the .au domain space. The Government holds reserve powers in relation to 
domain names under the Telecommunications Act 1997.  
• The Government Endorsement Act gives auDA the formal recognition of being the 

appropriate body to administer the .au domain space. The Commonwealth's endorsement 
of auDA as the appropriate entity to hold the delegation of authority for administration of the 
au ccTLD is subject at all times to auDA operating within the provisions of its company 
constitution and to the fulfilment by auDA of the following conditions: 

• Given that the Internet naming system is a public resource in the sense that its functions 
must be administered in the public or common interest, auDA recognises that the 
management and administration of the au ccTLD are subject to the ultimate 

• authority of the Commonwealth of Australia; 
• auDA agrees to abide by ICANN developed policies, and to ensure the payment of its 

contribution to ICANN's cost of operation; 
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AUSTRALIA 

• If there is a reassignment of the delegation of authority for administration of the au ccTLD 
from auDA to another party, auDA agrees to cooperate and comply with the requirements 
of the Commonwealth and/or ICANN in order to effect the transfer and redelegation of 
authority for the au ccTLD. 

No government representatives takes art in auDA governing bodies. 
In October 2001, ICANN recognised auDA as the suitable operator for .au under a 
Sponsorship Agreement 

• Location: e.g. in the country the ccTLD 
refers to? Abroad? 

AUDA is situated in Carlton (Victoria State). 

• Membership requirements: e.g. are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

AUDA Constitution states the existence of three types of members: Supply Class Member (to 
which Any Legal Person that is a Registry Operator, an auDA accredited Registrar, or a 
reseller appointed by an auDA accredited Registrar, in the .au name space, may apply); 
Demand Class Member (to which  Any Legal Person that does not qualify for Supply Class 
membership may apply); Representative Association Class Member (to which any Association 
having at least 100 members, or representing at least 30 organisations, may apply). Each 
Member is required to pay an entrance fee (when applying for Membership), and an annual 
Membership fee. 

• Mission Statement: e.g. is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

AUDA’s Constitution lists the organisation’s operating principles to be used to achieve its main 
purposes: 
• ensuring the continued operational stability of the domain name system in Australia;  
• establishing mechanisms to ensure it is responsive and accountable to the supply and 

demand sides of the Australian Internet Community;  
• promoting competition in the provision of domain name services;  
• the promotion of fair trading;  
• the promotion of consumer protection;  
• adopting open and transparent procedures which are inclusive of all parties having an 

interest in use of the domain name system in Australia;  
• ensuring its operations produce timely outputs which are relevant to the needs of the 

Australian Internet Community. 
Governance processes  
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AUSTRALIA 

For example:  

• Board’s Role and Selection: e.g. who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

The organisation is governed by a thirteen members board of directors, of whom 11 are to be 
elected by members (in three classes) and two are co-opted. Elections are on a staggered 
basis, to prevent 'capture' by particular interests. Directors are elected as individuals rather 
than as representatives of an organization.  
The Board is charged of the management of business and affairs of auDA, and it has the 
power to appoint the CEO. The Board may change, revoke or vary any or all of the powers 
delegated to the CEO. Directors are under the Corporations Law. 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: e.g. which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

The CEO is nominated (and revoked) by the Directors, that establish also his/her terms, 
conditions and remuneration.  
The CEO is responsible for the control and management of the business and day to day 
operations of auDA. 

• Membership in coordinating board: e.g. is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

auDA’s CEO is member of ccNSO (country code Names Supporting Organisation), and of 
APTLD (Asia-Pacific Top-Level Domain Association). 

• Policy aims: e.g. does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

The organisation’s Constitution states that the principal purposes of auDA are: 
• to be the administrator of, and the Australian self regulatory policy body for the .au ccTLD 

and its associated Second Level Domains;  
• to maintain and promote the operational stability and utility of the .au ccTLD;  
• to ensure a cost effective administration of the .au ccTLD and its sub-domains;  
• to develop and establish a policy framework for the development and administration of 

the .au ccTLD including:  
o rules governing the operations of second level domain registries;  
o the creation of second level domains;  
o rules governing the accreditation of registrars and registry operators; (Amended by 

Special Resolution, 23 September 2002.)  
o rules governing the registration of names within second level domains and access to 

second level domain registries;  
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o ensuring that registrars have equal access to second level registry services.  
o to manage the operation of critical technical functions including:  
o the primary and secondary .au name servers; 
o zone files for second level domains; and  
o a searchable data base containing information on registrations within the .au ccTLD. 

• to liaise with national and international bodies on issues relating to the development and 
administration of domain name systems.  

• to establish appropriate complaints handling and dispute resolution processes to provide 
for conciliation or redress of grievances on matters associated with the administration of 
the .au ccTLD.  

• Accountability Framework: e.g. Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

The ways for adoption and implementation of ICANN Accountability Framework are currently 
under discussion. 

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: e.g. has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 
compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

The auDRP is an adaptation of the Uniform Dispute Resolution Policy (UDRP) administered 
by the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) with respect to the 
global Top Level Domains (gTLDs)..  
The Dispute Settlement Policy is published on auDA website at  
http://www.auda.org.au/policies/auda-2002-22/  (a pdf version is also available). 
Under Federal Government policy, the Australian domain name industry is self-regulatory. 
This means that, in the first instance, the industry itself is responsible for determining 
appropriate responses to problems that arise within the industry.  
In accordance with this self-regulatory approach, auDA is an office of last resort with regard to 
making a complaint about a registrar or reseller. Before auDA will investigate a complaint, 
users must have first attempted to resolve the complaint with the registrar or reseller involved. 
Under the Code of Practice, all registrars and resellers must have adequate complaints-
handling policies and procedures in place.  
auDA's jurisdiction to handle complaints about registrars and resellers is limited to matters 
relating to the allocation and management of a domain name in the .au domain space. This 
includes complaints about:  
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• the registration of a domain name;  
• the renewal of a domain name;  
• the delegation/redelegation of a domain name;  
• the transfer of a domain name to another registrar;  
• the transfer of a domain name licence to another registrant; and  
• possible breaches of the Registrar Agreement, the Code of Practice, or any auDA 

Published Policy.  
auDA will acknowledge receipt of users’ complaints and indicate the timeframe they can 
expect a response. On receipt of complaint, auDA will request a response from the registrar or 
reseller involved. auDA will investigate complaint based on the facts provided by both sides. 
auDA may seek further information from either side to assist with its investigation.  
After conducting a full investigation, auDA will notify users in writing (usually by email) of the 
outcome of their complaint. You should be aware that auDA may determine that although you 
may have suffered inconvenience or disappointment, the registrar or reseller involved is not at 
fault.  
Depending on the complaint’s circumstances, auDA may take one or more of the following 
actions:  
• request the registrar or reseller to issue you with a full explanation and apology;  
• request the registrar or reseller to remedy their error and/or refund any payment for 

services not received;  
• request the registrar or reseller to amend the practice or procedure that led to your 

complaint;  
• notify the registrar or reseller that they are in breach of the Registrar Agreement, the 

Code of Practice or an auDA Published Policy, and request them to immediately remedy 
the breach; or  

• refer your complaint to the relevant government authority.  
Each administrative proceeding (or complaint) under the auDRP is conducted by an 
independent, auDA approved provider of dispute resolution services. As of 1 August 2002, the 
approved providers are:  
• Leading Edge Alternative Dispute Resolvers (LEADR)  
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• The Chartered Institute of Arbitrators - Australian Branch (CIArb)  
• The Institute of Arbitrators and Mediators Australia (IAMA)  
• World Intellectual Property Organisation (WIPO)  
Registrars are not required to participate in the proceeding, nor do they bear any liability for 
the outcome of the proceeding. Nevertheless, registrars are required to cooperate with the 
auDRP provider to ensure the efficiency and effectiveness of the proceeding. 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: e.g. 
have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

Civil Society and users’ groups are allowed to become Members of the organisations.  
auDA manages an Internet mailing list for dissemination of official auDA announcements and 
media releases.  
auDA promotes public consultations, encouraging users’ comments on Internet relevant 
issues.   

• Industry Involvement: e.g. have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 

Industry organisations and associations can become auDA Members. 

Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 
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• Registration Procedure: e.g. the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

Registration procedures are managed by accredited registrars: 

• SmartyHost Pty Ltd  
• Domain Central Pty Ltd  
• Enetica Pty Ltd  
• Primus Telecommunications Pty Ltd trading as Planet Domain  
• Domain Directors Pty Ltd  
• Domain Candy Pty Ltd  
• NetRegistry Pty Ltd  
• Melbourne IT Ltd  
• Explorer Domains Pty Ltd  
• Wobygong Pty Ltd  
• Sublime IP Pty Ltd trading as GoDomains  
• Distribute.IT Pty Ltd trading as Click'n Go!  
• Aust Domains International Pty Ltd  
• Anchor Systems Pty Ltd  
• Connect West Pty Ltd  
• Australian Style Pty Ltd trading as Bottle Domains  
• Domain Name Registrar (Australia) Pty Ltd trading as Domain Registration Services  
• Westnet Pty Ltd  
• Namescout Corporation  
• Discount Domain Name Services Pty Ltd  
• IntaServe Pty Ltd  
• TPP Domains Pty Ltd trading as TPP Internet; 

• Accreditation requirements: e.g. is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 

The pre-requisite for lodging an accreditation application with auDA is to have had at least 6 
months continuous experience as appointed reseller (non-accredited companies that handle 
domain name licence applications and renewals) of auDA accredited registrars. 
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nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

Moreover, applicants must be Australian. It is an auDA requirement that overseas-based 
companies must be registered with the Australian Taxation Office (ATO) for goods and 
services tax (GST). 
In order to obtain accreditation, applicants must: 
• demonstrate knowledge of the Domain Name System and auDA’s Published Policies, 

including the Domain Name Eligibility and Allocation Policy Rules for All Open 2LDs;  
• have the capability to electronically interact with the registry operator(s), in accordance 

with the Registrar Agreement and in compliance with applicable Published Policies; 
• have the capability to provide services to registrants in accordance with the Registrar 

Agreement, the Code of Practice and in compliance with the applicable Published 
Policies.  

After the verification of accuracy and completeness of information provided in the application 
form, applicants are given a provisional accreditation, valid for 12 months. At this point, 
applicants can access Registry system for testing purposes. 
In order to obtain full accreditation, applicants have to pass 3 tests: 
• The interface test (set and assessed by the Registry Operator) designed to test 

applicants’ general DNS knowledge and their technical proficiency at dealing with the 
registry system 

• The policy test (set and assessed by auDA) designed to test if applicants correctly apply 
policy compliance checks to domain name applications.  

• The regulatory test (set and assessed by auDA) designed to test applicants’ ability to 
comply with obligations under the Registrar Agreement, the Code of Practice and other 
auDA Published Policies. As part of this test, auDA will conduct an audit of applicants 
web site and at least one site inspection of their premises. 

• Registry model: e.g. Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (e.g. 
First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

Domain name licences are allocated on a “first come, first served” basis. It is not possible to 
pre-register or otherwise reserve a domain name. Provided that the registrant meets the 
relevant policy rules, the registrar may process the registration and issue a domain name 
licence to the registrant. Registrars must check that the requested domain name is not on 
auDA's reserved list. 
All accredited registrars have an Internet-based registration procedure. 
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• Transparency of Registration Policy: e.g. 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 
defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

According to auDA’s policies, only open 2LDs can be required (i.e., those 2LDs that are 
basically open to all users, subject to some eligibility criteria).  
Eligibility and registration policies, procedures and requirements are published on the auDA 
website, on the Registry Operator website and on registrars websites. 
auDA, Registry Operator and registrants publish on their websites contact references (email 
address, phone number, fax number, post address). 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: e.g. does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), and resilience (RFC1591)?  

According to the Registry Operator policy, registrars must demonstrate a good knowledge of: 
• the DNS system (RFC1034, RFC1035, RFC1101, RFC2181, RFC2182 and RFC3007); 
• the use of Name Servers;  
• what a glue record means;  
• the Registry - Registrar model;  
• WhoIs protocol (see RFC-954) and its intended use. 

• Requirements for the Registrants: e.g.  Is 
a clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 
registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

Domain name licences may only be allocated to a registrant who is Australian, as defined 
under the eligibility and allocation rules for each 2LD.  
auDA policy provides eligibility requirements on composition of domain names, that must:  
• be at least 2 characters long;  
• contain only letters (a-z), numbers (0-9) and hyphens (-), or a combination of these;  
• start and end with a number or a letter, not a hyphen; and  
• not contain hyphens in the third and fourth position (e.g.. ab--cd.com.au).  
The following are legal entities and may be entered in the registrant field of the registry 
database:  
• a registered company (proprietary or public);  
• an individual;  
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• an incorporated association; 
• a statutory body.  
Allocation criteria and procedures are published on auDA Website. The Allocation criteria 
require the registrant to give a reason why the requested domain name can be allocated to 
them. The reasons available in each 2LD are:  
• exact match of the registrant's name; or  
• abbreviation or acronym of registrant's name; or  
• close and substantial connection to the registrant.  
There are no limits on the number of domain applications. 

• Interoperability: e.g. does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (e.g. 
IETF, W3C)? 

Registrars are required to comply with Registry Operator’s standard requirements in order to 
pass the interface test and obtain the full accreditation. Registrars must pass a technical 
abilities test in AusRegistry's OT&E environment. Technical tests regard both Registrars 
Admin Interface and EPP protocol. In particular, the Registry also offers a standard EPP 
version 6 compliant SSL base server. To ensure a smooth connection process to this service. 
AusRegistry provides a range of toolkits available in C++, Perl, and Java versions. The Java 
toolkit will run on both Windows and *nix platforms. The C++ and Perl is currently only 
supported on *nix platforms. Registrars are also free to develop their own custom interfaces to 
the Registry using the EPP protocol directly. These interfaces need to be fully EPP version 6, 
and SSL compliant (see IETF drafts referenced above) to function correctly with the Registry. 

• WhoIs policy: e.g. Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

Data about each domain name registration is collected from the registrant by the registrar, and 
submitted to the registry in accordance with the procedural requirements of the registry. The 
Registry Operator provides a public WHOIS service for all 2LDs under its control, which 
displays a subset of the full registry data for each domain name (known as the "WHOIS data"). 
Under the Registrar Agreement, and in accordance with Australian privacy legislation, 
registrars must inform registrants of the fact that some of their personal information will be 
disclosed on the WHOIS service. Under the domain name licence agreement, registrants 
grant to the registry the right to disclose information for the purposes of maintaining the 
WHOIS service.  
In order to maintain the integrity of the WHOIS database, registrants are required to notify 
their registrar of any changes to WHOIS data for their domain name(s) and the registrar must 
update the WHOIS database on receipt of new information from the registrant. In order to 
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comply with Australian privacy legislation, the street address, telephone and facsimile 
numbers of registrants will not be disclosed. In the interests of protecting the privacy of 
registrants, the following activities are strictly prohibited:  
• use of WHOIS data to allow, enable or otherwise support the transmission of unsolicited 

communications to any person, by any means;  
• use of WHOIS data to support an automated electronic query process; and  
• bulk access to WHOIS data (ie. where a user is able to access WHOIS data other than 

by sending individual queries to the database).  
In order to prevent the abuses, auDA will impose restrictions on the number of queries that a 
user can send to WHOIS. The level of restriction will be clearly displayed on the WHOIS web 
site. auDA may vary the restriction at any time.  
auDA will closely monitor the use of the WHOIS service, and hold a public review of this policy 
12 months after implementation. 

• Security Policy:  e.g., is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, e.g. compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 
and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 
procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

 

No available information. 

• Qualitative measures of efficiency, e.g.: 
provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end users) 

 

No info available 

• Quantitative measure of efficiency: No info available. 
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total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: e.g. is there a strategy 
plan to accommodate for ENUM 
development and integration? Has this plan 
been developed in cooperation with 
international bodies? (ITU) 

No available information (current international debate is reported in the “News” section, but 
auDA does not have any policy measure). 

• IDN readiness: e.g. is there a 
standardisation and implementation plan for 
IDN? (e.g. has the IETF IDN standard been 
taken up?) Is there already a regional coding 
standard for the representation of the local 
scripts ijn place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese 
and Tamil characters in the IDN System 
environment) 

No available information (current international debate is reported in the “News” section, but 
auDA does not have any policy measure). 

• Ipv6 readiness: e.g. is a masterplan in place 
and have tasks been allocated with respect 
to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

No available information (current international debate is reported in the “News” section, but 
auDA does not have any policy measure). 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

No available information (current international debate is reported in the “News” section, but 
auDA does not have any policy measure). 
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Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: e.g. a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic 
entity; operated by an individual 

CIRA (Canadian Internet Registration Authority) is a not-for-profit company Canadian 
corporation that is responsible for operating the .ca Internet ccTLD. 
CIRA was incorporated in 1998 with the mandate to set policy for and operate the .ca domain. 
Since 1988, dot-ca domain names have been registered on a volunteer basis by the registrar 
at the University of British Columbia. With the recent usage and rapid commercialization of the 
Internet, the Internet community agreed that the original rules and mode of operation had to 
be changed. In 1997, at the Canadian annual Internet conference in Halifax, Nova Scotia, the 
Canadian Internet community, with a view to liberalize registration procedures and 
substantially improve turnaround times, decided to undertake reform of the .ca Registry. The 
Canadian Domain Names Consultative Committee (CDNCC, composed by representatives 
from the .ca Committee, the Canadian Internet Society, the Canadian Association of Internet 
Service Providers and the Government of Canada) was created and it was recommended that 
a not-for-profit, private sector corporation be incorporated to run the dot-ca registry. This 
occurred in December 1998, when the Canadian Internet Registration Authority (CIRA) was 
incorporated.  

• Sources of finance: e.g.  registration 
fees,  membership fees, government 
contributions, voluntarily run TLD 

Organisation’s income come from registration fees, certification fees and application 
fees.  
On July 1, 2005 CIRA implemented a base price reduction of $1.50, bringing the annual base 
fee to $8.50 (the fee paid by CIRA Certified Registrars to CIRA to register a domain name), 
the fourth consecutive price reduction since it assumed management of the registry in 
December 2000. CIRA’s pricing strategy for .ca registrations is tied to its organizational 
objectives and  understanding of the market for domain names. In start-up mode, the focus 
was on covering costs, reducing prices and staying highly competitive to establish a customer 
base. Feedback from registrars indicates that system reliability, streamlining registration 
processes, and marketing the .ca domain are becoming more of a focus for them. Therefore, 
as the organization moves to the next level, more emphasis will be placed on these type of 
activities and needs of stakeholders. 
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• Legal foundation: e.g.  legislation 
directly affecting ccTLD? commission or 
body in place to examine ccTLD 
management or legislation? formalized 
ccTLD-government relationship? ccTLD 
decisions independent of government? 

CIRA operates under the Canadian Corporation legislation. 

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government (*) 

The Government of Canada recognized CIRA as the administrator of the .ca Internet 
domain in March 1999. 
In May 2000, CIRA, UBC and the Government of Canada signed an Umbrella 
Agreement to facilitate the transfer of dot-ca from UBC to CIRA. The Agreement 
stated that, “the .ca domain space should be developed as a key public resource for 
social and economic development for all Canadians.”  
Moreover, a representative of government is a non-voting member of the Board of 
Directors. 

• Location: e.g. in the country the ccTLD 
refers to? Abroad? 

CIRA is located in Toronto, Ontario (Canada). 

• Membership requirements: e.g. are 
there particular requirements for 
membership eligibility (for example, 
nationality, legal status, fees, etc.) 

All people who have registered .ca domain names are CIRA members, unless they 
have chosen not to be or have resigned from membership.  

• Mission Statement: e.g. is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution 
operates available? (for example self-
regulation, bottom-up authority, 
consensus, transparency, etc.)  

 

According to CIRA Strategic Plan for the period 2005-2008, CIRA is responsible for 
operating the .ca ccTLD as a public key resource for all Canadians in an innovative, 
open and efficient manner. CIRA may carry out other Internet related registration 
activities for the Canadian community in a similar manner.  

Governance processes  

Page 17 of 181 



 

Canada 

For example:  

• Board’s Role and Selection: e.g. who 
is involved in the selection process? Is 
the choice periodically revised) Which 
are its main powers? 

CIRA is governed by a volunteer Board of Directors comprised of 14 members who 
set policy and establish strategies in support of Canada’s Internet community and 
users. Three Directors are appointed to represent Internet users, commercial Internet 
interests, and CIRA Certified Registrars. Nine Directors are elected by CIRA 
membersholders of .ca names. CIRAs President and a representative of the 
Government of Canada also sit on the CIRA Board as ex-officio non-voting Directors. 
Board elections are held annually through CIRAs website where CIRA members can 
vote online. The voting process is monitored closely by two independent parties not 
directly affiliated with CIRA (the Election Returning Officer and CIRA’s Auditors). 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: e.g. 
which stakeholders are involved in the 
selection process? Is the choice 
periodically revised? Which are his/her 
main powers? 

No information available. 

• Membership in coordinating board: 
e.g. is the Manager member of 
international coordination bodies (for 
example, ccNSO, etc.)? 

CIRA is member of ICANN, CENTR and GNSO.  

• Policy aims: e.g. does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims 
and priorities? How have they been 
decided? Is  there a mechanism in place 
for assessing performances with respect 
to the agreed aims and priorities?  

There are five strategic themes and objectives with supporting actions to begin 
pursuing in 2005. 
1. Registry Operations: Conduct registry operations in an effective and professional 
manner; focus on performance, reliability, accessibility, scalability and ease of use.  
• Create a comprehensive development roadmap for technical operations.  
• Simplify the registration process.  
• Eliminate single points of failure (technology, people, process).  
• Set and monitor appropriate performance targets and standards of reliability. 
2. Communications: Foster an environment of effective and open communications. Maintain 
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and promote a strong national profile and participate in relevant international activities.  
• Develop and implement a policy development process.  
• Establish a formal marketing strategy and resource requirements.  
• Develop and implement communications strategies, targeted to interested parties, and 

assess the impact and results of each program.  
• Monitor developments in the international community; determine appropriate levels of 

involvement, determine a position to be taken by CIRA on issues of Internet governance, 
and identify specific activities/programs and resource requirements.  

• Review website and revise to new standards. 
3. Innovation: Foster a culture of innovation.  
• Research and analyse changes and trends in the industry.  
• Continually bring forward relevant innovations to the Board for review.  
• Adopt relevant innovative products, services and processes. 
4. Efficiency and Effectiveness: Establish an organizational structure and programs that 
support CIRA’s mission and strategies. Ensure fair and sound practices are embedded across 
the organization, its operating groups and committees, including appropriate balance of 
representation on the Board of Directors.  
• Set clear, measurable objectives and monitor performance results.  
• Review and improve management and administrative processes.  
• Establish corporate risk management policy.  
• Review Board of Directors representation.  
• Analyse Board framework and effectiveness.  
• Investigate ISO 9001: 2000 certification.  
• Seek, monitor and report on communication activities—inquiries, complaints, concerns.  
• Conduct CDRP review.  
• Support Human Resource programs and initiatives, and employee development. 
5. Social Responsibility: Manage the dot-ca domain space as a key Canadian public 
resource.  
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• Determine if CIRA should allocate resources outside of its operational scope and 
responsibilities.  

• Ensure privacy and security of information.  
• Ensure continuity and reliability of registry services for all Canadians. 

• Accountability Framework: e.g. Has 
the ICANN Accountability Framework 
been adopted and implemented? Are 
other measures of this type been 
implemented?  

CIRA has not adopted the ICANN Accountability Framework.  
However, an audit of CIRA financial position was conducted (it ended in December 
2005) under the responsibility of the organisation’s management. The audit was 
conducted in accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing standards. 
Those standards require that we plan and perform an audit to obtain reasonable 
assurance whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement. An 
audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and 
disclosures in the financial statements. An audit also includes assessing the 
accounting principles used and significant estimates made by management, as well 
as evaluating the overall financial statement presentation. The results of the audit 
assessed that the financial position of the organisation, its operations and cash flows 
complied with Canadian generally accepted accounting principles.  

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: e.g. 
has a Domain Name Dispute Resolution 
policy been developed and published? Is 
this policy compliant with internationally 
recognised policies, such as ICANN 
URDP or WIPO? 

CIRA Dispute Resolution Policy (CDRP) is published on CIRA website 
(http://www.cira.ca/official-doc/CDRP_Policy_2003-12-04_en_final.doc)  
The purpose of this CIRA Dispute Resolution Policy is to provide a forum in which 
cases of bad faith registration of domain names registered in the .ca ccTLD in name 
registry operated by CIRA can be dealt with relatively inexpensively and quickly.  
The Policy sets forth the terms and conditions for resolution by arbitration of a dispute 
between a person (the “Registrant”) who has obtained the registration of a domain 
name in the Registry (the “Registration”) and any other person (other than CIRA or a 
CIRA certified registrar (a “Registrar”) acting in its capacity as Registrar) concerning 
the registration of the domain name.  
The person initiating a Proceeding (the “Complainant”) must, at the time of submitting 
a complaint (the “Complaint”), satisfy the Canadian Presence Requirements for 
Registrants. All Proceedings will be administered by a dispute resolution service 
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provider approved by CIRA (the “Provider”). CIRA has appointed two Canadian law 
firms to administer the CDRP (the list is provided in CIRA website: 
http://www.cira.ca/en/cat_dpr_providers.html) CIRA will not participate in any way in any 
Proceeding other than as expressly provided in the Policy and the Resolution Rules. 
A Registrant must submit to a Proceeding if a Complainant asserts in a Complaint 
submitted in compliance with the Policy and the Resolution Rules that: 
• the Registrant’s .ca domain name is Confusingly Similar to a Mark in which the 

Complainant had Rights prior to the date of registration of the domain name and 
continues to have such Rights;  

• the Registrant has no legitimate interest in the domain name as described in paragraph 
3.6; and 

• the Registrant has registered the domain name in bad faith as described in paragraph 
3.7. 

For the purposes of this Policy, the date of registration of a domain name is the date 
on which the domain name was first registered in the Registry or the predecessor 
registry operated by the University of British Columbia. 
To succeed in the Proceeding, the Complainant must prove, on a balance of 
probabilities, that: 
• the Registrant’s dot-ca domain name is Confusingly Similar to a Mark in which the 

Complainant had Rights prior to the date of registration of the domain name and 
continues to have such Rights; and 

• the Registrant has registered the domain name in bad faith as described in paragraph 
3.7;  

and the Complainant must provide some evidence that:  
• the Registrant has no legitimate interest in the domain name as described in paragraph 

3.6. 
Even if the Complainant proves (a) and (b) and provides some evidence of (c), the 
Registrant will succeed in the Proceeding if the Registrant proves, on a balance of 
probabilities, that the Registrant has a legitimate interest in the domain name as 
described in paragraph 3.6. 
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The panel appointed to decide the Proceeding (the “Panel”) will consider all the 
evidence presented in the Proceeding and will render its decision in accordance with 
the Policy and the Resolution Rules.  The Panel may amend a decision pursuant to 
the Resolution Rules.  The Panel shall be wholly responsible for the accuracy of the 
decision, the corrigendum, and any references therein.  CIRA is not responsible for 
the decision and, if applicable, the corrigendum, and CIRA will not make any 
amendments to the decision.  
If the Panel decides in favour of the Complainant, the Panel will decide whether the 
Registration should be cancelled or transferred to the Complainant or in the case 
where the Complainant does not satisfy the CPR in respect of the domain name that 
is subject of the Proceeding, a nominee of the Complainant that satisfies the CPR in 
respect of the domain name that is subject of the Proceeding (the “Nominee”).  
The Provider shall notify the Complainant, the Registrant, the Registrant's Registrar 
and CIRA of the Panel's decision or, if applicable, the corrigendum pursuant to the 
Rules. CIRA will, in accordance with the Rules, publish each decision in a Proceeding 
in full on CIRA's website.  
If a Panel decides in a Proceeding by way of its decision that a Registration is to be 
canceled or transferred, and CIRA is satisfied that the Complainant, or Nominee, then 
satisfies the CPR in respect of the domain name that is subject of the Proceeding, 
CIRA will implement the decision as soon as practicable but no sooner than 60 days 
after the date on which CIRA is notified by the Provider that the Complainant, the 
Registrant, the Registrant’s Registrar have been notified by the Provider of the 
Panel’s decision. If the Panel decides that the Registration should be transferred, 
CIRA is not required to effect the transfer until the Complainant or Nominee, enters 
into a Registrant Agreement with CIRA.  
If the Registrant is successful, and the Registrant proves, on a balance of 
probabilities, that the Complaint was commenced by the Complainant for the purpose 
of attempting, unfairly and without colour of right, to cancel or obtain a transfer of any 
Registration which is the subject of the Proceeding, then the Panel may order the 
Complainant to pay to the Provider in trust for the Registrant an amount of up to 
$5000 to defray the costs incurred by the Registrant in preparing for, and filing 
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material in the Proceeding. The Complainant will be ineligible to file another 
Complaint in respect of any Registration with any Provider until the amount owing is 
paid in full to the Provider. 
The use of CRDP is subject to the payment of fees. The exact cost of resolving a 
domain name dispute through this process will be between $1,750 and $6,400 
(depending on the number of panellists and domain names involved). 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: 
e.g. have civil Society and user groups 
been involved in the policy formulation 
process?  Is there a clear understanding 
who the relevant user groups and civil 
society representatives are? Are there 
regular updates and feedback rounds in 
order to collect these groups’ opinions 
and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage 
by specific groups (e.g. local community 
groups, certain age groups)? 

Users are members and can take part in the elections of nine members of the Board 
of Directors (they have both right to vote and to candidate themselves). 

• Industry Involvement: e.g. have 
industry groups been involved in the 
policy formulation process? Is there a 
clear understanding who the relevant 
industry representatives are? Are there 
regular updates and feedback rounds in 
order to collect these groups’ opinions 
and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage 
by specific groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 

CIRE registrars and representatives of commercial Internet interests can take part in 
the election of nine members of the Board of Directors (they have both right to vote 
and to candidate themselves). 
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Operational Practices and Performances  

For example: 

 

• Registration Procedure: e.g. the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

Registration procedures are managed through accredited registrars (whose list is 
provided in CIRA’s website).  

• Accreditation requirements: e.g. is a 
clear accreditation policy put in place? 
Which are the main requirements (for 
example, nationality, legal status, 
transparency of domains registration 
process, etc.)?   

Each person meeting the Canadian Presence Requirements for Registrants can be 
certified as a registrar: i.e., an individual, a corporation, a partnership, a trust, an 
unincorporated organization, association or club, the government of a country or any 
political subdivision thereof, or any agency or department of any such government, 
any of the individuals or entities listed in the Canadian Presence Requirements for 
Registrants (as defined in the applicable Registry PRP: Canadian citizens, permanent 
residents or their legal representatives, corporations under the laws of Canada or any 
province or territory of Canada, Canadian trademark holders, educational institutions, 
associations, partnerships, unions, political parties, libraries and archives/museums 
can register domain names) and the executors, administrators or other legal 
representatives of an individual in any of such capacities.  
Applicants must also paying fees; providing services as per the minimum service 
requirements; signing a Registrar Agreement (provided by CIRA’s website: 
http://www.cira.ca/en/documents/2005/q3/RegistrantAgreement-1.6.doc),  knowing the 
Registration Rules (http://www.cira.ca/en/documents/2006/q1/tbr/TBR-PRP.doc) and the 
domain system in general; and abiding by the Technical Rules and Specifications for 
Registrars. (http://www.cira.ca/en/documents/2005/q4/GeneralRegistrationRules.doc)  
In order to become a certified registrar, CIRA foresees a three-steps procedure:  
• Applicants must read all the relevant documents, including the Procedures, policies and 

certification requirements for registrars. 
• Applicants must complete the online Expression of Interest form. CIRA will then send 
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them a package they are required to complete. 
• Once applicants have met the necessary requirements, and paid the fees, applications 

should take 2-3 weeks to be processed.  

• Registry model: e.g. Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names 
(e.g. First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is 
immediate online registration possible?  
Which are available the registration 
procedures (email-based, mail-in, fax, 
face-to-face, etc.)? Is an email-based 
registration process in place?  

Domain names licences are allocated on a “first come, first served” basis.  
Almost all accredited registrars have an Internet-based registration procedure. 

• Transparency of Registration Policy: 
e.g. are the Registry policies and 
procedures equitable and fair to all 
eligible Registrants that request domain 
names?  Has it been defined which 
parties are eligible to register domain 
names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria 
which are transparent and non-
discriminatory? Are these criteria 
documented and publicly available? Are 
decisions on registrations being fully and 
immediately published? Are contact 
details for open questions available? 

According to CIRA’s policies, only open 2LDs can be required (i.e., those 2LDs that 
are basically open to all users, subject to some eligibility criteria. A list of reserved 
domain names is published on CIRA’s website 
http://www.cira.ca/en/documents/2005/q4/GeneralRegistrationRules.doc ).  
Eligibility and registration policies, procedures and requirements are published on the 
CIRA website, on the Registry Operator website and on registrars websites. 
CIRA and accredited registrants publish on their websites contact references (email 
address, phone number, fax number, post address). 

• Range of Services/Quality of 
Registration Policy: e.g. does the range 
of services on offer comply with 
international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being 

No available information 
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completed with the necessary technical 
competence (RFC 2181), and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

• Requirements for the Registrants: e.g.  
Is a clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements 
for registrants (for example, nationality, 
different rulings for different registrants, 
limits in number of registrations, etc.)? 

In order to apply for .ca domain names, applicants must comply with Canadian 
Presence Requirements. Such Requirements allow applications from individuals, 
companies and institutions having linkages with Canada: i.e., Canadian citizens, 
permanent residents or their legal representatives, corporations under the laws of 
Canada or any province or territory of Canada, Canadian trademark holders, 
educational institutions, associations, partnerships, unions, political parties, libraries 
and archives/museums can register domain names. 
There are rules of composition for acceptable domain names. No characters other 
than a combination of the following characters may be included in a Domain Name 
Registration: 
• Letters a through z (no accents of any kind will be accepted). Note that Domain Names 

are not case sensitive. This means there will be no distinction made between upper case 
letters and lower case letters (A = a); (amended 2003-06-05) 

• The numbers 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and/or 9; and 
• The hyphen character (although it cannot be used to start or end a Domain Name). 

(amended 2003-06-05) 
Moreover, Domain names must be not less than 2 and not greater than 50 characters 
long. 
There are no limits in the number of domain applications.  

• Interoperability: e.g. does the registrar 
have a policy on interoperability and 
standards? Does this policy follow the 
international procedures of the internet 
community (e.g. IETF, W3C)? 

Technical rules, procedures and manuals are published on a section of CIRA’s 
website dedicated to registrars.  

• WhoIs policy: e.g. Is a WHO-Is Service 
and Policy formulated and implemented? 

The information provided with the WhoIs service is currently limited to the following: 
• The name, address, phone number, email, and fax number (if provided) of the 
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Is this service linked to registration 
procedure in order to provide request for 
negotiation about sale? Is there a 
privacy/data protection policy in place 
preventing abuse of Who-IS data (Spam, 
identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

Administrative Contact and Technical Contact;  
• The Registrant’s CIRA assigned Registrant number;  
• The name of the Registrant;  
• Each domain name registration and the CIRA assigned domain number for each domain 

name registration held by the Registrant;  
• The description field which the Registrant or the Registrant’s Registrar filled out during 

the registration process describing the Registrant or the Registrant’s business;  
• The Internet Protocol Number of the primary name server and secondary name server(s) 

and, if applicable the tertiary, quaternary, quinary, and senary name servers for each 
domain name registration;  

• The corresponding names of those name servers;  
• The registration date and the date of each domain name registration was last changed;  
• The expiration date of each domain name registration held by the Registrant; and  
• The name of the Registrant’s Registrar responsible for each domain name registration.  
Any person may use the WHOIS service, provided it is for the following purposes 
only: 
• to query the availability of a domain name; 
• to identify the holder of a domain name; and/or 
• to contact the holder of a domain name registration in regard to the domain name or in 

regard to the respective website. 
The WHOIS information shall not be used for any other purposes other than those 
mentioned above. Purposes which are prohibited shall include, but are not limited to, 
any activities which are unsolicited and can reasonably be viewed as harvesting 
WHOIS addresses (electronic or otherwise) for the purpose of transmitting by e-mail, 
telephone, facsimile, or regular mail any commercial, advertising, market research, 
solicitation activities, or any other purposes which may be reasonably viewed as 
intrusive to a reasonable domain name holder.  
No user of the WHOIS is permitted to utilize automated and/or electronic processes 
that send queries or data to the WHOIS, except as is reasonably necessary to 

Page 27 of 181 



 

Canada 

register domain names or modify existing registrations 
(The policy is currently under revision). 

• Security Policy:  e.g., is a 
Comprehensive Security Policy in place, 
e.g. compliant with ICANN Security and 
Stability Advisory Committee (SSAC)? 
Are concrete measures and procedures 
in place to ensure that all Registry data is 
secured against damage or loss? Are 
appropriate authentication procedures in 
place for end-user registration as well as 
for registration process between ccTLD 
and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or other 
technical means of security required? 

 

After completing the registration process with the registrar, first-time registrants will 
receive a temporary user id and password, which they will have to enter on CIRA's 
secure Web site in order to accept the Registrant Agreement and CIRA's Registration 
Rules. When you have received a temporary user id and password, you must visit 
CIRA's confirmation page, enter the temporary user id and password and complete 
the confirmation procedure outlined on that page, including accepting CIRA's 
Registrant Agreement  
Registrants have to complete the required confirmation procedure within the time 
period specified in the Registration Rules (7 days) or their registration request will be 
cancelled.  

• Qualitative measures of efficiency, 
e.g.: provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end 
users)  

 

No information available 

• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual 
cost of the organization 

No information available 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
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• ENUM readiness: e.g. is there a 
strategy plan to accommodate for ENUM 
development and integration? Has this 
plan been developed in cooperation with 
international bodies? (ITU) 

CIRA is participating in a working group under the aegis of the Canadian Steering 
Committee on Numbering (CSCN), to help develop an ENUM policy for Canada. As 
one of the only CSCN members with a broad range of practical DNS experience, 
CIRA is helping to move the ENUM agenda forward by taking part in the development 
of a North American trial of the technology. CIRA will act, during the trial period, as 
the Tier 1A registry for Country Code 1 (which covers 17 countries in North America 
and the Caribbean). The one-year trial will begin in March 2006 and will be followed 
by a thorough evaluation. 

• IDN readiness: e.g. is there a 
standardisation and implementation plan 
for IDN? (e.g. has the IETF IDN standard 
been taken up?) Is there already a 
regional coding standard for the 
representation of the local scripts ijn 
place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese and 
Tamil characters in the IDN System 
environment) 

No available information (the topic is currently under discussion, but no official policy 
has been adopted yet. The subject is expected to be addressed during 2006). 

• Ipv6 readiness: e.g. is a masterplan in 
place and have tasks been allocated with 
respect to IPv6 transition? Are the links 
to international technical bodies 
developing the standards been 
established and consultations take place 
frequently? 

No available information (the topic is currently under discussion, but no official policy 
has been adopted yet)). 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to 
which to adhere 

 

No available information. 
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Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: e.g. a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

China Internet Network Information Centre (CNNIC), the state network information centre of 
China, is a non-profit organization founded on Jun. 3rd 1997. 
CNNIC is a wholly owned subsidiary of the Government of the People's Republic of China. It 
is a non-profit organisation. 

• Sources of finance: e.g.  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

Fees collected from: 
End-users 
Registrars (which collect registration fees from end-users on behalf of the NIC) 

• Legal foundation: e.g.  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

CNNIC takes orders from the Ministry of Information Industry (MII) to conduct daily business, 
while it was administratively operated by Chinese Academy of Sciences (CAS). Computer 
Network Information Center of Chinese Academy of Sciences takes the responsibility of 
running and administering. CNNIC Steering Committee, a working group composed of well-
known experts and commercial representatives in domestic Internet community supervises 
and evaluates the structure, operation and administration of CNNIC. 

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government (*) 

CNNIC implements general policies and regulations established by the Ministry of Information 
Industry. MII has, in fact, the following liabilities: 
• Formulating the regulations and policies concerning the administration of Internet domain 

names, 
• Establishing the system for Country (or Regional) Code Top Level Domain under .cn and 

Chinese domain names 
• Administering the registry of .cn and Chinese domain names, 
• Supervising and administering the domain name registration service, 
• Being in charge of the international coordination regarding domain name issues. 

• Location: e.g. in the country the ccTLD 
refers to? Abroad? 

CNNIC is located in Beijing. 

• Membership requirements: e.g. are there No Membership is foreseen in the Agency’s structure. 
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particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

• Mission Statement: e.g. is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

No mission statement found.  
 

Governance processes 

For example: 

 

• Board’s Role and Selection: e.g. who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

CNNIC most relevant body is the Steering Committee (no information are available on its 
composition) 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: e.g. which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

No info available. 

• Membership in coordinating board: e.g. is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

No info available. 

• Policy aims: e.g. does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 

According to Chinese Ministry for Information Industry, CNNIC has the following tasks: 
• Domain Name Registry Service: In light of the authorization of the governmental 

authorities, CNNIC takes the responsibility of China’s domain name registry to operate 
and administrate “.CN” country code top level domain (ccTLD) and Chinese Domain 
Name (CDN) system.  
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aims and priorities?  • IP Address and Autonomous System Number (AS Number) Allocation Service: as a 
National Internet Registry (NIR) of Asia-Pacific Network Information Center (APNIC), 
CNNIC initiated the IP Allocation Alliance, providing IP address and AS Number 
application services to domestic ISPs and users.  

• Catalogue Database Service: CNNIC is responsible for setting up and maintain the state 
top level network catalogue database, providing information search services of Internet 
user, web address, domain name, AS number and so on.  

• Technical Researches on Internet Addressing: for the sake of keeping pace with the 
global development of the Internet addressing, CNNIC carries out relevant technical 
researches and takes on technical projects of the state based on its administrative and 
working experiences on traditional network technologies.  

• Internet Survey and Relevant Information Services: since the forming of CNNIC, it has 
actively carried out series of statistical surveys on the Internet information resources for 
public welfare. The authority and objectivity of CNNIC’s statistical survey reports were 
wildly recognized by domestic and international communities. Some of indexes were 
brought into the National Informatization Quotient (NIQ). Furthermore, CNNIC also 
provides the Internet technical query services, CNNIC certification trainings and issue 
website page-view certifications to the society.  

• International Liaison and Policy Research: as the national network information center 
(NIC), CNNIC maintains cooperative relationship with many International Internet 
Communities, working closely with NICs of other countries.  

Secretariat of the Internet Policy and Resource Committee, Internet Society of China (ISC). 
The aim of the committee is to stand on a forward position of the Internet development; 
actively participate in the research work on the domestic Internet development and 
administration policies; provide policy and legislation oriented suggestions to promote the 
healthy growth of China’s Internet; facilitate the development and application of Internet 
resources and relevant technologies; discuss on application and administration pattern of 
these Internet resources; perfect the survey of information resources on the Internet and 
relevant information services; unite with domestic Internet communities and carry out 
international communication and cooperation regarding Internet addressing technologies and 
administration policies. 
 
N.B. Recent liberalisation: China has begun to allow foreign companies to register domains 
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under its country code top-level domain, (ccTLD) .cn. The Chinese name space went from 
restrictive rules to its current open policies, and .cn plays a central role in China’s economic 
ambitions. CNNIC is also allowing easier registration via foreign registrars who may market 
the domain to new markets. 
 

• Accountability Framework: e.g. Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

No available information. 

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: e.g. has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 
compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

The CNNIC Dispute Resolution Policy is applicable to disputes resulting from registration or 
usage of domain names. The disputed names shall, within the range of .CN domain names 
and Chinese domain names that were under the administration of CNNIC.  However, the 
Dispute Resolution Service Providers do not accept the Complaint regarding domain names 
with registration term of over (including) TWO years. 
Domain name dispute cases shall be accepted and heard by CNNIC accredited Dispute 
Resolution Service Providers. The Dispute Resolution Service Providers shall develop 
supplementary rules following the policy and "Rules of CNNIC Domain Name Dispute 
Resolution Policy". The accredited Dispute Resolution Service Providers are 
• China International Economic and Trade Administration Commission (CIETAC), 

established in 2000 with the approval of China Chamber of International Commerce 
(CCOIC)/China Council for the Promotion of International Trade (CCPIT) 

• Hong Kong International Arbitration Centre (HKIAC): established in 1985, is a non-profit 
making company limited by guarantee operating under a Council composed of business 
and professional people of many different nationalities and with a wide diversity of skills 
and experience. Administration of HKIAC arbitration activities is conducted by the Council 
through the Centre's Secretary-General who is its chief executive and registrar 

The Dispute Resolution Service Providers carry out the system of expert team responsibility. 
The expert team is composed of one or three professionals who master the knowledge of the 
Internet and relevant legal affaires, while possess high professional ethics and the ability of 
judging disputes independently and neutrally. The domain name Dispute Resolution Service 
Providers provide online expert name lists for plaintiffs and defendants to choose. 
Any entity or person who considers that a registered domain name conflicts with the legitimate 
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rights or interests of that entity or person may file a Complaint with any of the Dispute 
Resolution Service Providers. 
Upon the acceptance of the Complaint, Dispute Resolution Service Providers shall form a 
Panel in accordance with the procedural rules. The Panel shall, in accordance with this Policy, 
the relevant procedural rules, and the principle of independence, impartiality and convenience, 
render a Decision to the dispute with 14 days from the date of the appointment of the Panel. 
The Complainant and the Respondent shall bear the burden of proof for their own claims. 
Support of a Complaint against a registered domain name is subject to the following 
conditions: 
• The disputed domain name is identical with or confusingly similar to the Complainant's 

name or mark in which the Complainant has civil rights or interests;  
• The disputed domain name holder has no right or legitimate interest in respect of the 

domain name or major part of the domain name;  
• The disputed domain name holder has registered or has been using the domain name in 

bad faith. 
Any of the following circumstances may be the evidence of the registration and use of a 
domain name in bad faith: 
• The purpose for registering or acquiring the domain name is to sell, rent or otherwise 

transfer the domain name registration to the complainant who is the owner of the name or 
mark or to a competitor of that complainant, and to obtain unjustified benefits;  

• The disputed domain name holder, on many occasions, registers domain names in order 
to prevent owners of the names or marks from reflecting the names or the marks in 
corresponding domain names;  

• The disputed domain name holder has registered or acquired the domain name for the 
purpose of damaging the Complainant's reputation, disrupting the Complainant's normal 
business or creating confusion with the Complainant’s name or mark so as to mislead the 
public;  

• Other circumstances which may prove the bad faith. 
Before the Panel makes the decision to a dispute, either party who believes that any of the 
Panelists has a material interest in the opposite party and the material interest could influence 
the impartiality of the decision may request the Dispute Resolution Service Provider to ask the 
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Panelist to withdraw from the Panel. In the request, the facts and reasons shall be stated and 
the supporting evidence be provided. Dispute Resolution Service Provider shall have the 
discretion to determine whether the Panelist shall withdraw. 
CNNIC and domain name registrars shall not participate in the domain name resolution 
proceedings in any capacity or manner other than providing the information relevant to the 
registration and use of the domain name upon the request of the Dispute Resolution Service 
Providers. 
The Panel shall make the decisions on the basis of the facts related to the dispute and the 
evidence submitted by the Complainant and Respondent. 
Where the Panel supports the Complaint, the registered domain name shall be cancelled or 
transferred to the Complainant; otherwise, the Complaint shall be rejected. Before a Complaint 
is filed pursuant to this policy, or during the dispute resolution proceedings, or after the expert 
Panel has rendered its decision, either party may institute an action concerning the same 
dispute with the Chinese court at the place where CNNIC's office is located or subject to the 
agreement between the parties, submit the dispute to a Chinese arbitration institution for 
arbitration. 
If the Dispute Resolution Service Provider rules in its decision to cancel the registered domain 
name or to transfer it to the Complainant, the domain name Registrar, before enforcing the 
decision, shall wait 10 calendar days calculating from the date on which the decision is 
published. If during such waiting period the Respondent submits valid proof attesting that a 
competent judicial authority or arbitration institution has accepted the relevant dispute, the 
registrar shall not enforce the decision of the Dispute Resolution Service Provider. 
• If any proof attests that the parties have reached a settlement by themselves, the 

Registrar shall enforce such settlement;  
• If any proof attests that the party that instituted the judicial action or applied for arbitration 

has withdrawn the Complaint or the relevant action or Complaint has been rejected, the 
Registrar shall enforce the Dispute Resolution Service Provider's decision;  

• If the judicial authority or arbitration institution has rendered a judgment or an award that 
has become legally effective, the Registrar shall enforce such judgment or award. 

During the dispute resolution proceedings and 10 calendar days after the decision is 
published; the domain name holder shall not apply for the transfer or cancellation of the 
disputed domain name, unless the transferee agrees in writing to accept the decision of the 
Dispute Resolution Service. 
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A Dispute Resolution Service Provider shall establish a dedicated website, receive Complaints 
concerning domain name disputes online and make relevant materials concerning the domain 
name dispute cases publicly available. However, the Dispute Resolution Service Provider, 
upon the request of the Complainant or the Respondent, may keep confidential materials and 
information that may cause damage to the interests of the party if made publicly available. 
CNNIC has the right to amend this policy in accordance with the development of the Internet 
and the domain name system and revision of the relevant Chinese laws, administrative 
regulations and policies, etc. the amended policy will be published on the website and be 
implemented 30 calendar days after the date of publication. The amended policy shall not 
apply to domain name disputes that had been submitted to a Dispute Resolution Service 
Provider prior to the amendment of this policy. 
The amended policy will automatically become a part of existing domain name registration 
agreements between the domain name holder and the Registrar. If a domain name holder 
does not agree to be bound by the policy or its amended version thereof, he shall notify the 
Registrar in a timely manner. The Registrar will continue the domain name services for the 
domain name holder for 30 calendar days after the receipt of such notification and cancel the 
relevant domain name registration after the passage of the 30 calendar days. 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: e.g. 
have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

No mechanisms are in place to allow civil society and users’ involvement in the formulation of 
Internet Domain policies. 

• Industry Involvement: e.g. have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 

No mechanisms are in place to allow industry involvement in the formulation of Internet 
Domain policies. 
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updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 
Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 

 

• Registration Procedure: e.g. the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

The Chinese Ministry for Information Industry is responsible for the administration of the 
Internet domain names in China. CNNIC administers the registration of .cn domain name and 
of Chinese domain names. 

CNNIC does not directly manages domain names registrations, but through accredited 
registrars. 

• Accreditation requirements: e.g. is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 
nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

The Registrar Accreditation Policy is regulated by CNNIC, that also manages registrars 
applications and registration applications and database. 
All the applications must comply with the "Regulating methods on China's Internet domain 
name" and "Implementation details on China's Internet domain name registration". 
Any applicant registrar shall meet the following conditions: 
• It shall be an a legal person established according to the laws; 
• It shall have sufficient funds and appropriate professionals to provide domain name 

registration services; 
• It shall have the reputation and ability of providing services in the long-term; 
• It shall have the services development plan and the related technical resolutions; 
• It shall have perfect measures for safeguarding the security of the networks and 

information; 
• It shall meet other requirements prescribed by the Ministry of Information Industry. 
The registrar accreditation applicants should fill and submit a CNNIC Registrar Application 
Form that covers on the following contents: 
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• Proof of legal identity. 
• Relevant experiences in domain name services. 
• Software, hardware, bandwidth and other facilities that CNNIC believes vital for providing 

around-the-clock and real time domain name registration services. 
• Network and servers that are always connected to Internet through a dedicated line. A 

valid domain name, web site, email account, telephone and fax number belonging to the 
applicant. 

• Security system and procedures aimed at safeguarding the registrants' information, 
including software & hardware, regulations and policies. 

• A qualified technical team in charge of constantly monitoring the registration services, 
and co-operating with CNNIC registry in software installing, modification and upgrading. 

• An appropriate customer service team in charge of timely solution of customers' problems 
and providing satisfactory services to end users a business plan and technical solution. 

• Proof of long term service capabilities (including but not limited to property insurance). 
Within five working days of receiving the accreditation application, CNNIC will finish the 
preliminary format check and issue to the applicant a notification on check result. The 
applicant who passes the format check needs to pay an application fee of RMB5,000 (￥
5,000). When necessary CNNIC will conduct onsite inspections to the applicant's premise. 
Within 30 working days of receiving the fee, CNNIC will finish the assessment work and issue 
an notice on the assessment result. 
The applicant who passes the assessment should sign the Domain Name Registration Service 
Agreement and Technology Licensing Agreement with CNNIC. After the two agreements take 
effect, the applicant becomes an accredited registrar of CNNIC. An accredited registrar should 
pay an annual accreditation fee of RMB20,000( ￥20,000). CNNIC will use the accreditation 
fee to provide technical and training support, hold registrar meetings and etc. 
The records of all the accredited registrars will be filed with the MII, as required by the 
"Regulating methods on China's Internet domain name".  
The registrars shall obey the following regulations: 
• complying with the laws and regulations of CNNIC and the country's other departments. 
• the registrars shall not represent any actual or potential domain name holder. 
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• the registrars shall sign the domain name registration agreement(written, including in 
electronic form) with the registrant. 

• the registrars are obligated to check the domain name applications. 
Following situation will trigger CNNIC's suspending a registrar's accreditation: 
• Expiration of the Domain Name Registration Service Agreement and Technology 

Licensing Agreement with CNNIC. 
• The registrar's record being not filed with MII. 
• The registrar violating any relevant regulations. 
According to Ministry’s Internet Domain Names Regulations, any organization that applies for 
becoming registrar, shall meet the following requirements: 
• It is legally established incorporated company or incorporated institution; 
• It shall possess at least 1 million RMB Yuan of the registered capital; It shall set up 

domain name registration service system within the territory of the People's Republic of 
China, and shall have the specialty engineers and customer service personnel to engage 
domain name registration service; 

• It shall have the credit standing and capability of providing services to the customers in a 
long-term; 

• It shall have business development plans and the relevant technical solutions; 
• It shall have perfect safeguard mechanism on the networks and information securities; 
• It shall have perfect quit mechanism of domain name registration service; 
• It shall meet other requirements prescribed by Chinese government. 
Moreover, a Domain Name Registrar Applicant shall submit the following documents to the 
Ministry of Information Industry: 
• Qualification Certificate of the incorporated company or the incorporated institution. 
• Information of the domain type that the applicant organization propose to engage in, and 

corresponding technical and customer service personnel; 
• Letter of intent or agreement signed with relevant Domain Name Registry or Registrar 

overseas; 
• The model of customer service agreement; 
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• Business development plans and the relevant technical solutions; 
• Certificate of technical safeguard mechanism on the networks and information securities;
• Document that proves the credit standing of the applicant; 
• The document that gives the promise of complying the relevant national laws and policies 

and signed by the legal representative of the applicant organization. 
The Ministry carries out the review process within 20 days. For the approved applications, it 
shall issue a position paper of the approval.  

• Registry model: e.g. Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (e.g. 
First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

Domain names are registered by registrars on a “first come, first served” basis.  
Accredited registrars have simplifies domain registration procedures, and online applications 
are available.  

• Transparency of Registration Policy: e.g. 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 
defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

Requirements and documents to be presented for domain name registration are published on 
CNNIC website.  
 
As stated in the “China Internet Domain Regulations”, any of the following contents shall not 
be included in any domain name and used by any organisation or individual: 
• Those that are against the basic principles prescribed in the Constitution; 
• Those jeopardize national security, leak state secrets, intend to overturn the government, 

or disrupt of state integrity; 
• Those harm national honor and national interests; 
• Those instigate hostility or discrimination between different nationalities, or disrupt the 

national solidarity; 
• Those violate the state religion policies or propagate cult and feudal superstition; 
• Those spread rumors, disturb public order or disrupt social stability; 
• Those spread pornography, obscenity, gambling, violence, homicide, terror or instigate 

crimes; 
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• Those insult, libel against others and infringe other people's legal rights and interests; or 
• Other contents prohibited in laws, rules and administrative regulations. 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: e.g. does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

International standards are not referred to in any section of CNNIC website or regulation. 

• Requirements for the Registrants: e.g.  Is 
a clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 
registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

According to Ministry’s Regulations and CNNIC Rules, registrants can be only domestic or 
foreign legal persons; no individual applications are accepted. 
No limitation on number of domain names that may be applied under the same registered 
licence/certificate.  
Applicants may submit the Application Form of Domain Name Registration to the Registrar on 
line or by email, or other means, and conclude the Registration Agreement with the Registrar 
The contents of the Application Form shall include: 
• the domain name to be applied for; 
• the host names and IP addresses of the primary and secondary DNS servers; 
• the domain name holder's company name, the company representative, the industry 

category of the company, the post address, the postal code, the email address, the 
telephone number and the fax number as well as the authentication information; 

• the name, the company name, the post address, the postal code, the email address, the 
telephone number and the fax number of the person related to domain name's 
administrative contact, technical contact and billing contact, and the contact Details of the 
person who is entrusted to apply for the registration . 

The applicant shall in the Registration Agreement guarantee: 
• abide by the laws and the Regulations in relation to the Internet; 
• abide by China Internet Domain Name Regulations and other relevant rules of 

governmental authorities; 
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• abide by these Implementation Rules and CNNIC Domain Name Dispute Resolution 
Policy; 

• the truthfulness, accuracy and integrity of the submitted information. 
The Registrar is responsible for accepting the Application, and reviewing the applied domain 
name according to the Regulations. He is also responsible for deleting the domain names that 
violates the Regulations. 
When applying to register the third level domain name under the second-level domain GOV, 
the applicant shall present the following materials in written: 
• the Application Form with the stamp or seal of the applying entity; 
• the material which proves the applicant to be a governmental institution. 
The rules on application for registration of a third level domain name under the second-level 
domain .EDU, shall be established by China Education and Research Network Information 
Center (CERNIC) separately. 

• Interoperability: e.g. does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (e.g. 
IETF, W3C)? 

No available information. 

• WhoIs policy: e.g. Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

According to regulations, registry (CNNIC) and registrants are required to set-up and manage 
the registrations database. 

• Security Policy:  e.g., is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, e.g. compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 

No info available. 
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and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 
procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

 

• Qualitative measures of efficiency, e.g.: 
provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end users) 

 

No info available. 

• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

No info available. 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: e.g. is there a strategy 
plan to accommodate for ENUM 
development and integration? Has this plan 
been developed in cooperation with 
international bodies? (ITU) 

From February 21 to 25, 2005, APEET(Asia-Pacific ENUM Engineering Team), which was 
jointly initiated by CNNIC, JPRS, KRNIC (NIDA), SGNIC and TWNIC, has successfully 
demonstrated the ENUM/SIP based VoIP Live Trial during APRICOT 2005 in Kyoto. The 
demonstration achieved ideal performance and produced positive and strong response from 
nearly 800 APRICOT participants. 
As one of the core members, CNNIC was responsible for China section of the APEET Live 
Trial system. CNNIC also made presentation on China- ENUM research and trial progress 
during APEET meeting on Feb. 23. 

• IDN readiness: e.g. is there a 
standardisation and implementation plan for 
IDN? (e.g. has the IETF IDN standard been 

CNNIC has been implementing the Chinese Domain Name (CDN), a localized 
implementation of Internationalized Domain Name. 
The R&D starter on IDN started in 1998, where the Formal launch of commercial IDN.cn 
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taken up?) Is there already a regional coding 
standard for the representation of the local 
scripts ijn place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese 
and Tamil characters in the IDN System 
environment) 

names was in 2000. 
CNNIC has acquired a Rich hands-on experiences and expertise with IDNs: IETF RFC3490, 
RFC3743 and etc. 

• Ipv6 readiness: e.g. is a master plan in 
place and have tasks been allocated with 
respect to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

Some of the accredited registrars are implementing Ipv6-related solutions, that comprehends 
the possibility to use 32 more characters. 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

No info available. 

  
  
 

Page 44 of 181 



 

 

 FINLAND 

Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: e.g. a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

The Finnish Communications Regulatory Authority (FICORA) is a general administrative 
authority for issues concerning electronic communications and information society services. Its 
mission is to promote development of the information society in Finland. The specific duty of 
the Authority is to safeguard the functionality and efficiency of the communications markets in 
order to ensure that consumers have access to competitive and technically advanced 
communications services that are both of good quality and affordable. 

• Sources of finance: e.g.  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

The Finnish Communications Regulatory Authority covers the costs of its operations with the 
fees it collects. The largest income sources are: radio transmitter frequency fees, 
telecommunications network numbering fees, Internet domain name fees and postal 
operations supervision fees. The list of fee-based operations also includes compensation for 
the collection of fees for the State Television and Radio Fund and supervision of the 
compliance with regulations on television and radio programmes. 

• Legal foundation: e.g.  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

No info available  

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government (*) 

FICORA is a is a general administrative authority in the same administrative sector as the 
Ministry of Transport and Communications. 

• Location: e.g. in the country the ccTLD 
refers to? Abroad? 

FICORA is situated in Finland. 

• Membership requirements: e.g. are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

No info available  
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• Mission Statement: e.g. is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

FICORA's vision for the sector is: Providing versatile, effective and secure communications for 
everyone in Finland. FICORA's vision at the authority level entails FICORA being a key force 
in its sector, which creates a level playing field for communications connections and services 
in Finland.  
FICORA’s goals are: 
• affordable, good quality communications services,  
• an effectively functioning communications market, 
• a high-level communications infrastructure, 
• a good level of information security and data protection. 

In the Domain Name field, FICORA has the responsibilities, stated by the Domain Name Act, 
of : 
• supervising  that the Act and regulations issued by its virtue are observed; 
• managing the country code fi; 
• developing the domain name register system; 
• being responsible for data transfer between name servers of the root fi and the global 

Internet network; 
• attaching the domain names to the root fi; 
• being responsible for the information security of the root fi; and 
• at request providing certificates and extracts from the domain name register. 

Governance processes 

For example: 

 

• Board’s Role and Selection: e.g. who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

No info available 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: e.g. which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

No info available 
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• Membership in coordinating board: e.g. is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

The most important cooperation partners are the International Telecommunication Union 
(ITU), the Universal Postal Union (UPU), the European Conference of Postal and 
Telecommunications Administrations (CEPT), the European Telecommunications Standards 
Institute (ETSI) and the Independent Regulators' Group (IRG). 

• Policy aims: e.g. does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

No info available  

• Accountability Framework: e.g. Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

No info available  

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: e.g. has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 
compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

As states in the Domain Name Act, and ss provided in the Administrative Judicial Procedure 
Act (586/1996), an appeal can be filed to the Administrative Court of Helsinki against 
FICORA’s decision made by virtue of the Domain Name Act. FICORA may rule in its decision 
that regardless of the appeal FICORA’s decision must be observed unless otherwise 
prescribed by the appellate authority. 
FICORA has the right to file an appeal against the decision of the Administrative Court of 
Helsinki. 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: e.g. 
have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

No info available  
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• Industry Involvement: e.g. have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 

No info available  

Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 

 

• Registration Procedure: e.g. the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

Domain name applications are directly administered by FICORA. 
Applications can be carried out by An enterprise or a private entrepreneur, a Finnish public 
body, an unincorporated state enterprise, an independent public corporation or a public 
association. As of 1 March 2006, the application for a domain name is also possible for a 
private person.  
Users can also apply for through an agent, that acts in their behalf. Applications for fi-domain 
names are also made by many internet service providers on behalf of their customers. 

• Accreditation requirements: e.g. is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 
nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

According to the domain Name Act, an internet service provider delivering fi-domain names 
and offering relevant name services shall submit a notification to FICORA before starting 
operations. The notification shall include the service provider's contact information and an 
account of the quality and scope of operations. 
The notification is made electronically in FICORA's fi-domain name service. With the 
enrolment the internet service provider creates itself a username and orders a list of 
passwords which are needed in dealing with the fi-domain name service.  

• Registry model: e.g. Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (e.g. 
First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 

According to the Domain Name Act, domain name licences are allocated on a “first come, first 
served basis”. Domain names are granted for a fixed period of three years, that can be 
renewed for other three years at a time. 
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online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

Applications are carried out on-line, through a dedicated section of FICORA’s Website. To be 
able to apply for a new fi-domain name, applicants must register as a user of the fi-domain 
name service. The necessary user ID and lists of passwords are obtained through registration. 
The lists of passwords are sent by post.  

• Transparency of Registration Policy: e.g. 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 
defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

Eligibility and registration policies, procedures and requirements are published on the FICORA 
website. 
 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: e.g. does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

The Finnish framework for domain registration policy is based on the following international 
standards and recommendations, published on FICORA website (technical regulation SDL 37, 
available at http://www.ficora.fi/englanti/document/SDL37D2006M.pdf):  
• [RFC1034] - Domain names - concepts and facilities. P.V. Mockapetris. (STD0013) 
• (http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc1034.txt),  
• [RFC1035] - Domain names - implementation and specification. P.V. Mockapetris. 

(STD0013), (http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc1035.txt),  
• [RFC1912] - Common DNS Operational and Configuration Errors. D. Barr, 

(http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc1912.txt),  
• [RFC2142] - Mailbox Names for Common Services, Roles and Functions. D. Crocker., 

(http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2142.txt)  
• [RFC2181] - Clarifications to the DNS Specification. R. Elz, R. Bush., 

(http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2181.txt),  
• [RFC2182] - Selection and Operation of Secondary DNS Servers. R. Elz, R. Bush, S. 

Bradner, M. Patton., (http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2182.txt),  
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• [RFC3490] - Internationalizing Domain Names in Applications (IDNA). P. Faltstrom, P. 
Hoffman, A. Costello., (http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc3490.txt)  

• [RFC3492] - Punycode: A Bootstring Encoding of Unicode for Internationalized Domain 
Names in Applications (IDNA). A. Costello., (http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc3492.txt)  

• [ripe-192] - Simple DNS Configuration Example. RIPE DNS Working Group., 
(http://www.ripe.net/ripe/docs/ripe-192.html)  

• [ripe-203] - Recommendations for DNS SOA Values. P. Koch., 
(http://www.ripe.net/ripe/docs/ripe-203.html)  

• Requirements for the Registrants: e.g.  Is 
a clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 
registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

An enterprise or a private entrepreneur, a Finnish public body, an unincorporated state 
enterprise, an independent public corporation or a public association that has been entered 
into the Finnish trade register or the registers of associations and foundations, or a diplomatic 
mission of a foreign state may apply for a domain name under the root fi. Associations and 
political parties shall indicate their association register number (123.456) in their application 
for a domain name. Other undertakings shall fill in their business ID number (1234567-8) in 
their application.  
As of 1 March 2006, the application for a domain name is also possible for a private person 
aged at least 15 years with a Finnish personal ID number and domiciled in a Finnish 
municipality. A domain name can be applied for by a guardian on behalf of a minor aged at 
least 15 years and an adult of age for whom a guardian has been nominated. Private persons 
shall always indicate their personal ID number in the application. 
The Finnish Domain Name Act provides eligibility requirements on composition of domain 
names, that shall not: 
• Include less than two characters, 
• Include a sole word indicating a form of an enterprise, a foundation or an association, 

their abbreviation or a word “trademark”, 
• Include a sole name of a natural person, unless the domain name is based on a 

registered name or trademark, 
• Include sole Top Level Domain name that is used globally or as a country code, 
• be illegally based on a protected name or trademark owned by another party, 
• include expressions that are insulting or incite into criminal activity. 
Moreover, a fi-domain name may consist of 2 - 63 characters. It may be composed of letters a 
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- z, digits 0 - 9 and a hyphen. As of 1 September 2005 it has also been possible to use the 
characters å, ä and ö in a fi-domain name. A domain name cannot begin or end with a 
hyphen. The third and fourth character of a domain name cannot both be hyphens. 
A fi-domain name must be a functional internet address. This means that at least two 
functional name servers must be configured for the domain name. The data of the name 
servers must be given in the application for a domain name, and a domain name cannot be 
granted before the operation of the name servers has been checked.  
There are no limits on the number of applications for domain names. 

• Interoperability: e.g. does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (e.g. 
IETF, W3C)? 

The following standards and regulations apply to domain names ending in ccTLD .fi: 
• Name servers: At least two and at the most ten, of one another independent, name 

servers that can be reached by the Internet shall be configured to serve the domain 
name. The name servers shall be equipped with NS records (Name Server) having 
information on all name servers configured to serve the domain name. The NS records 
shall point to servers, for which an A record (IP Address) has been configured in name 
service. 

• Email connections: The name servers shall be equipped with the MX records (Mail 
Exchanger) of the domain name. The MX records shall point to servers, for which an A 
record (IP Address) has been configured in name service. The e-mail systems in the 
servers shall be configured to receive e-mail sent to the domain name. The domain name 
shall have a working e-mail address of the following structure: "postmaster@domain.fi". 

• SOA record: The SOA record (Start of Authority) that defines the configuration of the 
name server of the domain name shall comply with the following: 
o the MNAME field shall contain the name of the primary name server of the domain 

name; 
o the Zone contact field shall contain a working e-mail address; and 
o  the serial numbers and timers cannot differ essentially from published Internet 

standards and recommendations. 

• WhoIs policy: e.g. Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 

The Domain Name register is managed by FICORA. It includes the following information 
retrieved from applications and notifications: 
• the domain name; 
• public contact information of the applicant; 
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sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

• data on name servers; 
• contact information of the technical administrator; and 
• other technical data necessary to administer the domain name. 
According to the Domain Name Act, otherwise processing of personal data appearing on the 
register shall be subject to provisions of the Personal Data Act. 
Domain Name holders and Internet services providers (when acting on behalf of their clients) 
have to update information provided. 

• Security Policy:  e.g., is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, e.g. compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 
and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 
procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

 

As stated in the Data Information Act, an automatic signature may be used in a decision or a 
document concerning domain names. 
 

• Qualitative measures of efficiency, e.g.: 
provide  any qualitative info on the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end users) 

 

No info available  

• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

In the government budget, FICORA falls into the category of being an authority with a net 
budgeted income. The budgeted income from fee-based operations in 2005 was EUR 28.5 
million and the actual income was about EUR 27 million. The revenue estimate for parafiscal 
charges in 2005 was EUR 3.1 million, and the actual revenue was EUR 3.7 million. (Internet 
domain names fees were 1 586 000 euro, with an increase of 5.87% from the previous year). 
Products and prices provided by FICORA in the domain names fees are fixed:  
• New fi-domain name 52 €, 
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• Transfer of a fi-domain name to another holder 52 €, 
• Certificate by eLetter 5 €, 
• Certificate signed by hand 10 €, 
• Renewal of a fi-domain name 52 €. 
The FICORA Annual Report 2005 (http://www.ficora.fi/2005/index.html) reports the following 
data: 
Number of registered .fi domains at the end of December 2005: 116 761 
FICORA operating expenses in 2005: 28 741 000 euro. 
Measure of efficiency: 0,0041euro. 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: e.g. is there a strategy 
plan to accommodate for ENUM 
development and integration? Has this plan 
been developed in cooperation with 
international bodies? (ITU) 

No available information 

• IDN readiness: e.g. is there a 
standardisation and implementation plan for 
IDN? (e.g. has the IETF IDN standard been 
taken up?) Is there already a regional coding 
standard for the representation of the local 
scripts ijn place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese 
and Tamil characters in the IDN System 
environment) 

As of 1 September 2005, it will become possible to apply for Internationalized Domain Names 
(IDN), i.e. Finnish (.fi) domain names represented by native language characters such as å, ä 
and ö. 
The technical form understood by name server systems and configured to serve the name 
servers of the domain name is the ACE string. 
A domain name containing the letters å, ä and ö is, at the moment, most suitable for 
geographically local, non-critical use. Due to technical restrictions, it is recommended that an 
IDN be applied for together with an equivalent domain name that lacks native language 
characters. In this case, native language characters are replaced by the letters a and o. 
When marketing and providing domain names, service providers must pay attention to 
restrictions concerning domain names containing the letters å, ä and ö. When they apply for a 
domain name, customers must be informed of the technical problems concerning IDNs. 
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A domain name must always be configured in ACE-form to serve name servers, and cannot, 
at that point, contain native language characters (å, ä and ö). The fi-domain name service 
displays the domain name in both plain text and as an ACE-string when the domain name is 
registered. 
The following RFC documents of the IETF concerning IDNs are referred to in the FICORA 
website:  
• String Preparation (RFC 3454) 
• Internationalizing Domain Names in Applications (RFC 3490) 
• Stringprep Profile for IDN (RFC 3491) 
• Encoding Scheme (RFC 3492) 

• Ipv6 readiness: e.g. is a master plan in 
place and have tasks been allocated with 
respect to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

No info available. 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

No info available. 
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Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: e.g. a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

The AFNIC (Association Française pour le Nommage Internet en Coopération) is a not-for-
profit organisation created in 1998. 
The AFNIC is the registry for the Internet domain names .fr (France) and .re (Reunion Island). 
The naming zones delegated to AFNIC comprise:  

• the top-level domain .fr;  
• the second-level domains.  

• The second-level domains are subdivided into:  
• descriptive second-level domains the purpose of which is to describe an activity or title 

irrespective of its nature:  
o .tm.fr for owners of trademarks;  
o .asso.fr for associations;  
o .nom.fr for surnames;  
o .prd.fr for research and development programs;  
o .presse.fr for press publications;  
o .com.fr open to all applicants without justification of the requested name 

sector-based second-level domains the aim of which is to identify a branch of activity or a 
regulated sector  
 

• Sources of finance: e.g.  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

The annual funds of the Association include, in particular: 
• members' subscriptions decided by the board of directors and available on our web site ; 
• proceeds of sales and payments received for services rendered ;  
• gifts and donations by public utility companies ;  
• income from its assets ;  
• resources created exceptionally ;  
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• any State, regional, departmental, town and public sector company subsidies ;  
• any other resources authorised by law.  

Founder and honorary members are exempted from paying subscriptions. 

• Legal foundation: e.g.  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

AFNIC is funded and regulated by the July 1 1901 law (regulating associations). 
 

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government (*) 

AFNIC was created in 1998 by the INRIA (the French National Institute for Research in 
Computer Science and Control) and the French Government, represented by the Ministries of 
Telecommunications, Industry and Research.  
INRIA and the Ministries of Telecommunications, Industry and Research are AFNIC founding 
members, and are represented in the association’s Board of Directors. 

• Location: e.g. in the country the ccTLD 
refers to? Abroad? 

AFNIC is located in Paris, France. 

• Membership requirements: e.g. are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

According to the Association Chart, there are different types of members: 
• founder members: 

o l'Institut national de recherche en informatique et en automatique (INRIA) ; 
o the State represented by the ministry in charge of telecommunications, the ministry in 

charge of industry and the ministry in charge of research ;  
• domain name registrar members : 

o registrars who are legal entities, members of the "registrars consultation committee ; 
• user members : 

o users who are legal entities, members of the " users " consultation committee; 
• subscriber members : 

o registrars and users, natural persons or legal entities, non-members of the 
consultation committee ;  
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• correspondent members : 
o national or international associations or organisations, that constitutes the 

International College 
• honorary members : 

o the title of honorary member can be awarded by the board of directors to persons 
who provide or have provided the identified services to the Association. This title 
grants persons who have obtained this status the right to participate in the general 
meeting without having to pay a subscription.  

Membership is conditional upon the payment of entrance fees (when applying for 
membership) and of membership fees. Such fees are differentiated according to each type of 
membership. Moreover, registrars and legal entities can choose between two membership 
options, that vary for entity and rights they entitle.  
For registrars, the more expensive options gives, in addition to other common benefits, the 
right to become member of the registrars consultative committees to stand as candidate for 
election to the board of directors, to take part in elections for representatives in the board of 
directors, to take part in elections of the board of governors. 
For legal entities, the more expensive option, in addition to other common benefits, gives the 
right to be a member of the users consultative committees, to take part in the election of 
representatives in the board of directors, to stand as candidate for elections in the Board of 
directors. 

• Mission Statement: e.g. is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

No info available. 

Governance processes 

For example: 
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• Board’s Role and Selection: e.g. who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

The Association is managed by a board of directors made up of five (5) representatives 
appointed by the founder members: two (2) for INRIA and one for each of the concerned 
ministries and five (5) members' representatives chosen at the general meeting by and from 
amongst each of the three categories hereinafter of the members of the Association, namely:  
• two (2) representatives of the registrar members, members of the "registrars" 

consultation committee ;  
• two (2) representatives of the user members, members of the users " consultation 

committee ;  
• one (1) representative of correspondent members. 
Members of the board are re-elected every three years. Outgoing members may stand for re-
election within the limit of two successive terms of office. 
The board is vested with full authority to take all decisions not reserved for the general 
meeting of members. In particular, it decides on the following points: 
• it draws up the draft annual budget ;  
• it approves general business directions and the programme of action which is proposed 

to it by the chairman and, if need be, by the general manager, following the opinion of the 
consultation committee ;  

• it defines the conditions applying to the recruitment and remuneration of personnel ;  
• it draws up financial and accounting rules ;  
• it sets the amount of annual subscriptions ;  
• it decides on the exclusion of members ;  
• it must be consulted with regard to any loans, leases and acquisition of interests in other 

legal entities.  

• Manager’s Role and Selection: e.g. which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

The board of directors elects a chairman from amongst its members by means of a secret 
ballot. The chairman is elected from amongst of the representatives of founder members for 
three years; his or her term of office cannot exceed his or her term of office on the board. 
The chairman may stand for re-election within the maximum limit of two successive terms of 
office. 
The chairman is vested with the power to represent the Association with regard to all civil acts. 
In particular, he or she is authorised to take legal action in the name of the Association. 
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The chairman, following a proposal by the board of directors, appoints a general manager and 
terminates his functions. He or she draws up the agenda of the board meetings. 
He or she sees that the board's decisions are validly executed.  
He or she may delegate a part of his or her powers to the general manager of the Association. 
In the event of representation in court, he or she may only be replaced by an authorised agent 
acting pursuant to a special power of attorney. He or she reports on his or her management to 
the annual general meeting of the Association's members. 
The general manager is entrusted with setting up the organisation, management procedures 
and in general any useful measures which allow the Association to achieve its objectives, 
while protecting the interest of its members and of its personnel. 
For this purpose: 
• it recruits and manages the Association's own personnel ;  
• it exercises a functional authority personnel provided ·;  
• it manages, in compliance with the law and regulations of public office, officials seconded 

or made available to the Association ;  
• it prepares files which are submitted to the chairman and the board of directors ;  
• it executes the decisions of the board of directors ;  
• it prepares the Association's programme of activities, the draft budget as well as draft 

contracts and agreements ;  
• it is responsible for the management and the resources of the Association ;  
• it reports to the chairman on measures taken within the scope of its powers.  

• Membership in coordinating board: e.g. is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

AFNIC is a co-founder of CENTR, is a member of ICANN, WSIS, RIPE, IETF.  
Moreover, AFNIC has created the International College, that falls within the scope of 
multilateral cooperation with developing countries. To date, the International College has 
around thirty members from 16 countries, including 13 NICs (Network Information Centres). 
Three continents are currently represented: Africa, America and Europe. Projects carried out 
under this initiatives are focused on training on ICT and on transferring knowledge and 
expertise for co-development projects. 

• Policy aims: e.g. does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 

According to the AFNIC Charter, to further the development of the Internet in France, the 
Association aims to carry out the following assignments: 
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priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

• establish a name plan ("naming charter") for the .fr area,  
• implement Internet name allocation in accordance with French law and distribute 

corresponding information,  
• use name servers for accessing the Internet in the .fr area,  
• transfer knowledge and know-how acquired with regard to name allocation on a national 

and international level,  
• any assignment entrusted by the authorities as part of Internet management. 

• Accountability Framework: e.g. Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

Government auditor is appointed to the Association by the ministry in charge of 
telecommunications after consultation of the ministries in charge of research and industry.  
He or she is called to all meetings of the board of directors and to the general meeting and 
has a right to inspect all documents.  
He or she has a suspensive right of veto of fifteen (15) days concerning decisions or 
deliberations that may jeopardise the existence or the proper operation of the Association. 
The deliberation or the decision in question is examined again by the Association's decision 
making bodies.  
He or she sends an annual report on the Association's activities to the ministries in charge of 
telecommunications, industry, research and the budget.  
statutory auditor and relief auditor are appointed by the board of directors. 
In the context of his or her general assignment, the statutory auditor certifies the accounts and 
makes the specific checks. In his or her annual report, he or she must in particular certify that 
the annual accounts are honest and true and that they give a fair picture of the Association's 
affairs for the period under review. He or she may also have to:  
• decide on the veracity and consistency of the information given in documents sent to 

members with the annual accounts ;  
• check that the budget document is drawn up on reasonable bases and within the time 

limits laid down ;  
• reveal any deliberate offence or offence which has a significant impact on the 

Association's accounts ;  
• use the alert procedure for any act liable to jeopardise the continuity of the Association's 

activity.  
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• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: e.g. has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 
compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

The Alternative Dispute Resolutions are extrajudicial procedures provided for anyone who 
consider that a .fr or .re domain name registration made by a third party affects their rights. 
Two alternative procedures for resolving disputes are implemented and are administered by 
two different bodies. It is to be noted that AFNIC remains neutral.  
Aims of the implementation of these procedures are: 
• short period (within one and two months);  
• cheap costs (below 1500 Euros);  
• the possibility to submit the dispute to a court with jurisdiction 
The ADR for .fr and .re by "on-line recommendation" enables the parties to a dispute relating 
to one or several domain names to entrust, by common agreement, the task of formulating a 
"recommendation" to a "dispute-resolution provider" designated by CMAP.  
The "dispute-resolution provider" intervenes to facilitate the emergence of an out of court 
solution. If the parties accept the recommendation, it is then used to draft a transaction 
protocol and to put an end to the dispute. The solution chosen will then be implemented by 
AFNIC at the request of the service provider administering the domain name. Having many 
things in common with mediation, this solution is not restrictive, in the sense that the parties 
agree both to start the procedure and to apply the recommendation of the "dispute-resolution 
provider" or to base their decision on the suggestion of the latter. The dispute-resolution 
provider may suggest solutions other than mere deletion or transfer of the domain name and 
may make it possible to serve the entire dispute, dealing, in particular, with the problem of 
compensation. This extremely rapid and easy procedure (it takes about 16 days) is especially 
suitable in the event of disputes about legitimacy, as, for example, litigation between 
franchisers and franchisees or, in merger, acquisition, partial capital operations etc., that is all 
conflict situations that are not necessarily cases of bad faith registrations of domain names 
(cybersquatting), which does not exclude this procedure also being used in the situation. 
Recommendations of CMAP are not published and remain confidential (contrary to WIPO 
UDRP domain name decisions). 
The ADR for .fr and .re by "technical decision", administered by the WIPO Centre is a UDRP 
(Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy) adapted to the .fr and .re zones.  
This is a binding procedure, which the owner of the domain name cannot evade. It is, 
however, possible to submit the dispute to a court with jurisdiction at any time. Under this 
procedure, the expert designated by the WIPO Centre will have to decide whether to reject the 
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complaint or to transmit the name of the complainant or to remove them. This decision is sent 
to AFNIC, which implements it after a period of 20 days, during which the owner may file a 
complaint with the French Courts to contest the decision. In that case, the application of the 
administrative decision then depends on the decision of the Courts. This type of procedure, 
which has been used since 1999, both for gTLD (generic Top Level Domains) and in the case 
of some ccTLD (country-code Top Level Domains), has proved its efficacy, in particular, in 
combating the fraudulent registration of domain names. It will be seen, however, that the field 
of application of the UDRP procedure is limited to breaches of brand law.  
On the other hand, ADR for .fr and .re " by "administrative decision" applies to breaches of 
third party rights protected in France and, in particular, to intellectual property (literary and 
artistic property and/or industrial property), to the regulations on competition and fair trading 
and to the right to the name, first name or pseudonym of an individual.  
While it is possible to implement a ADR for .fr and .re " by technical decision" after a 
recommendation has been made within the framework of a "ADR by on-line recommendation", 
the reverse is not possible because of the binding nature of the "technical decision". 
WIPO makes public its UDRP domain name decisions (including the cases related to .fr or .re 
domain names). 
Each of the ADR for .fr and .re is administered on a case-by-case basis, either by the CMAP, 
or by the WIPO Centre, without the intervention of AFNIC, which remains strictly neutral in its 
capacity as registry.  
The role of AFNIC is restricted to:  
• informing the CMAP dispute-resolution provider or the WIPO expert of the information in 

their possession on the owner of the domain name and their domain name assets 
(number and time);  

• freezing operations on the domain name or domain names that is the subject of a ADR;  
• applying either the decision arrived at by agreement between the parties as a result of an 

"on-line recommendation" or of the "technical decision" made by the WIPO expert. 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: e.g. 
have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 

All user members are members of the " users " consultation committee. It is a consultative 
body called on to debate directions and/or proposals for change to the association's 
organisational or operational methods. Its purpose is to contribute the opinions of 
professionals, users of the network and personalities belonging to the French-speaking 
community before any decision is made by the relevant authorities likely to have a major 
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are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

impact on the operation of the Internet in the AFNIC's area of jurisdiction, the activities of the 
association's members or the international influence of its operations. may be consulted as 
often as is necessary by the board of directors and/or by the management. Consultations can 
be held either at formal meetings or by any other means of communication. 
In particular, these opinions may cover the application of rules, the adaptation of operational 
procedures or taking initiatives, in order to: 
• preserve naming consistency; 
• uphold respect for the broad principles of the law and ethics by Internet stakeholders; 
• strengthen the AFNIC's co-operative activities. 

• Industry Involvement: e.g. have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 

All registrar members are members of the "registrars" consultation committee. 
It is a consultative body called on to debate directions and/or proposals for change to the 
association's organisational or operational methods. Its purpose is to contribute the opinions 
of professionals, users of the network and personalities belonging to the French-speaking 
community before any decision is made by the relevant authorities likely to have a major 
impact on the operation of the Internet in the AFNIC's area of jurisdiction, the activities of the 
association's members or the international influence of its operations. may be consulted as 
often as is necessary by the board of directors and/or by the management. Consultations can 
be held either at formal meetings or by any other means of communication. 
In particular, these opinions may cover the application of rules, the adaptation of operational 
procedures or taking initiatives, in order to: 
• preserve naming consistency; 
• uphold respect for the broad principles of the law and ethics by Internet stakeholders; 
• strengthen the AFNIC's co-operative activities. 

Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 
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• Registration Procedure: e.g. the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

Domain registration procedures are managed by registrars (Internet Service Providers) that 
have to be members of AFNIC.  
A database of accredited registrars in provided by AFNIC in its website. 

• Accreditation requirements: e.g. is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 
nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

Membership of AFNIC as a registrar is primarily directed at companies whose main activity is 
a domain name registrar activity. A registrar may belong to AFNIC regardless of its nationality 
(French or other) but it can only register domain names for: 
• entities with a legal existence in France, in other words entities that can provide us with a 

SIREN/SIRET number (kbis or INSEE document),  
• trademarks registered with INPI or OMPI (for OMPI, France must be mentioned on the 

registration certificate).  
Technical requirements for Internet Service provider to become AFNIC registrars are: 
• To have a full-time Internet connection, 
• To have two DNS servers on distinct IP addresses  

• Registry model: e.g. Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (e.g. 
First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

The AFNIC guarantees that requests for domain name registrations will be treated according 
to the "first come, first served" rule, without preference, provided that all the necessary 
supporting documents are supplied and that the request complies with the naming charter. 
It is not possible to reserve a domain name whatever the type or reason for the request. 
However, certain authorized organizations (mainly Chambers of Commerce) offer a 
preregistration procedure. That procedure makes it possible to preregister a domain name, 
that is to say block it for a period of 15 days, during which period the registrant must choose 
an Internet service provider to finalize the registration application. If this deadline expires 
without the registrant completing registration of the domain name, the name becomes 
available to other applicants once more. 
All accredited registrars have an Internet-based registration procedure. 

• Transparency of Registration Policy: e.g. 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 

The applicant is free to choose the term or terms that they want to use in the domain name.  
However, AFNIC will not agree to register a domain name including terms: which are present 
in the list of prohibited terms (see article 20) , which do not conform to the syntactic 
constraints (see article 21).  
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defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

The applicant is solely responsible for ensuring that the terms they wish to use in their domain 
name, among other things,  
1) do not infringe third-party rights, in particular:  

• rights to intellectual property (copyright and/or patent rights),  
• the rules of competition and fair behaviour in business matters,  
• the rights to a person's name, first name or alias,  

2) are not contrary to decency and public order and, in particular, do not include any term:  
• prohibited by the law of 29 July 1881 on the freedom of the press;  
• likely to be detrimental to the physical, mental or moral development of minors.  

3) do not match with the name of a territorial community, as published by INSEE, except for 
the owners of a trademark corresponding to the same name, and registered before 1985. 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: e.g. does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

AFNIC website publishes the standard technical reference to comply with, according to 
different subjects: 
• DSN: RCF 2181, 1912, 1123, 1035, 1034; 
• DNSsec: RFC 3545, 3225, 3130, 3110, 2931, 2845, 2536, 2535; 
• ENUM: RFC 2916, 2915, 2789. 
• IDN: RFC 3492, 3491, 3491, 3454. 
• Ivp6: RFC 3596, 3587, 3513, 2893, 2463, 2462, 2461, 2460. 

• Requirements for the Registrants: e.g.  Is 
a clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 
registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

The following subjects are entitled to register domain names: 
• legal entities:  

o whose head office is in France; (or),  
o which possess an address in France which is expressly listed in the public electronic 

databases of the registrars of the commercial courts or the National Statistical and 
Economic Studies Institute (INSEE), (or),  

o State institutions or departments, local authorities or associated establishments, (or), 
o which own a trademark registered with the National Intellectual Property Institute or 

own a registered EU or international trademark which expressly includes French 
territory;  
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• natural persons:  
o of French nationality; (or),  
o of foreign nationality who are domiciled in France; (or),  
o who own a trademark registered with the National Intellectual Property Institute or 

own a registered EU or international trademark which expressly includes French 
territory.  

The domain name is valid for a period of 12 (twelve) months as of the date of the final 
operation invoiced to the service provider and is tacitly renewable in the absence of a request 
for removal addressed by the Internet service provider.  
Persons and entities identifiable via one of the three following public electronic databases may 
register a top-level (.fr) domain name:  
• registrars of the commercial courts;  
• National Intellectual Property Institute (INPI);  
• National Statistics and Economic Studies Institute (INSEE).  
Alphanumeric terms consisting of the French characters A to Z, the digits 0 to 9 and the 
hyphen "-" are accepted as domain names.   
Domain names cannot be registered if they:  
• consist of a single character;  
• consist only of two letters;  
• start or end with a hyphen "-";  
• are longer than 255 characters (63 between each ".");  
• start with "xn--".  

There are no limits on the number of applications for domains. 

• Interoperability: e.g. does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (e.g. 
IETF, W3C)? 

To become a registrar of AFNIC, ISP must have: 
• a full-time Internet connection,  
• two DNS servers on distinct IP addresses.  

A registrar may belong to AFNIC regardless of its nationality (French or other) but it can only 
register domain names for: 
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• entities with a legal existence in France, in other words entities that can provide us with a 
SIREN/SIRET number (kbis or INSEE document),  

• trademarks registered with INPI or OMPI (for OMPI, France must be mentioned on the 
registration certificate).  

• WhoIs policy: e.g. Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

The WhoIs registry is directly managed by AFNIC. 

• Security Policy:  e.g., is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, e.g. compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 
and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 
procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

 

AFNIC is currently taking part in the IDsA (Infrastructure DNSsec et Applications-DNSsec 
Infrastructure and Applications) project, supported by the French Ministry for Technology since 
2002. The projects aims to: 
• Give more security to online transactions, also making surer information update: 
• Give security to data and information contained in DNS messages, that comprehends the 

authentication and the integrity  of data. 
The project mainly works on: 
• The use of such infrastructure for other applications in order to protect their use or to 

provide security services, as the DNS systems allows to distribute public keys and/or 
certificates attached to a name of an IP address. 

• Transfer of knowledge and competences acquired when implementing the project to 
different groups, such as G6 (the French group experimenting Ivp6) and French Internet 
Service Providers. 

• Qualitative measures of efficiency, e.g.: 
provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end users) 

 

No info available  
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• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

No info available. 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: e.g. is there a strategy 
plan to accommodate for ENUM 
development and integration? Has this plan 
been developed in cooperation with 
international bodies? (ITU) 

AFNIC has taken part to the French “Numérobis” project, aiming to test the implementation of 
ENUM system in France. This projects, started in May 2002 and supported by the Ministry of 
Industry within the context of the RNRT (National Network for Research and Technology), 
carried pout technical studies on DNS technology in order to satisfy ENUM needs still not 
covered by current servers. The focus was on security mechanisms to be implemented, 
especially in order to guarantee confidentiality of users’ data, as well as on dynamic 
management of information.  
The test phase will allow to implement an architecture for French ENUM, to test several DNS 
techniques and to validate such developments through the integration of many basic services, 
access to ENUM registrations, ensuring interoperability among the project partners. 

• IDN readiness: e.g. is there a 
standardisation and implementation plan for 
IDN? (e.g. has the IETF IDN standard been 
taken up?) Is there already a regional coding 
standard for the representation of the local 
scripts ijn place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese 
and Tamil characters in the IDN System 
environment) 

No available information. 

• Ipv6 readiness: e.g. is a master plan in 
place and have tasks been allocated with 
respect to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

AFNIC has an official name server (ns3.nic.fr) on SFINX, the exchange point managed by 
Ranater. This server is connected by IPv6 within the pilot network IPv6 of Renater2 and 
supports DNSv6 since 2001. ns3 is also a secondary server for other ccTLDs (.dz, .es, .re,…) 
and for the “ip6.int” domain. 

AFNIC provides the French Ipv6 community with a public cache DNS server 
(nscache.ipv6.nic.fr) in order to allow websites connected only by Ipv6 to use the transport 
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Ipv6 of messages necessary for such applications.  

AFNIC takes part actively to international conferences on Internet protocols and development 
of networks in Europe. 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

AFNIC has set up a technology watch and a Research & Development centre. It carries out 
research and development experiments, either on its own initiative or at the instigation of 
national authorities, or at the request of other international partners seeking to share their 
expertise. 

  
  

Page 69 of 181 



 

 

GERMANY 

Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: e.g. a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

DENIC is a not-for-profit registered cooperative created in 1996, after the decision of 36 
German Internet Service Providers. 

• Sources of finance: e.g.  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

According to the Cooperative Statute, the member shall participate in the cooperative by 
assuming a capital share. The capital share shall be 1,500.00 (one thousand five hundred) 
Euros. The capital share shall be paid before the member is registered in the list of members. 
The in-payments of the member for his capital share plus written-up profit shares and minus 
written-off shares in losses shall form his credit balance. 
For direct registrations, DENIC applies a price list published on the website: 
The prices include 16% Value-Added-Tax. 
• Domain Registration via DENICdirect including maintenance for one year: 116.00 Euro 
• Provider change to DENICdirect including maintenance for one year: 116.00 Euro 
• Maintenance for each additional year:  58.00 Euro 
• Discounts 

In order to qualify for a discount at least 5 domains must be ordered at the same time 
with the same invoice recipient and invoice address. The completed and signed orders 
must be sent to DENICdirect in one package. 
from 580.00 Euro                                               less 10% 
from 1,160.00 Euro                                            less 17,5% 
from 2,320.00 Euro                                            less 25% 

• A cancellation of your order - at applicants’ request - can be performed only as long as 
the registration has not been successfully completed. In this case DENIC charges a 
cancellation fee of 29.00 Euro 
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• Legal foundation: e.g.  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

DENIC operates under the German Cooperatives Act.  
The Domain Contract is governed by German law. For all legal persons as well as for all 
natural persons having their domicile or habitual residence outside of Germany, the courts 
with exclusive jurisdiction shall be those of Frankfurt am Main. DENIC shall, however, have 
the right to take legal action against the Domain Holder before the courts having general 
jurisdiction for him/her.  

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government (*) 

The German government does not have any relationship with the national ccTLD 
administrator. 
On questions regarding registration policy DENIC's decision-making bodies are assisted by a 
Legal Advisory Council, which is comprised of representatives of trade associations, 
academics and legal specialists as well as observers from the German Federal Ministry of 
Economics and Labour and the German Federal Ministry of Justice. 

• Location: e.g. in the country the ccTLD 
refers to? Abroad? 

DENIC is located in Frakfurt, Germany. 

• Membership requirements: e.g. are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

Membership is open only to Internet Service providers (German nationality is not a requisite.). 
Other requirements are: 
• To administer a domain under the ccTLD .de, 
• Not to be financially connected to any current member, except a member of an executive 

body, 
• Document long-term financial stability. The Executive Board shall also have the right to 

stipulate documentary evidence, such as the provision of guarantees (monetary deposits 
or bank guarantees). 

ISPs interested in membership have to print out the membership application and send it, 
together with a commercial/trade register certificate as well as their company 
agreement/articles to DENIC address.:  
The company agreement is required to verify the actual conduct of domain administration and 
to make sure the applicant is not connected to another member, after all. These are basic 
requirements for membership and therefore must be clearly and verifiably substantiated. 
The processing fee is fixed in the amount of 500 Euros plus VAT and the admission fee in the 
amount of 1000 Euros, a total, therefore, of 1580 Euros, to be transferred to DENIC account 
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number.  
Once received all documents and payments, DENIC will start processing applications. Should 
the decision of the DENIC Executive Board be positive, applicants will receive a notice, in 
which DENIC also gives the password with which to access the internal member websites. At 
the same time applicants will be required to transfer the capital share of 1500 Euros.  
Should the Executive Board reject the application, ISPs have the possibility to appeal to the 
Supervisory Board. Should this Board, too, stand by the rejection, they will be refunded the 
admission fee of 1000 Euros. The processing fee serves to cover costs and cannot be 
refunded.  
Moreover, before a member can make use of the service of the cooperative, it must prove its 
technical competence, after a DENIC training course, by passing an acceptance test. The 
training course covers, among other things, the following subject matter: -  Tasks and activities 
of DENIC   
• DENIC as a cooperative 
• DENIC as international player 
• Legal aspects of domain registration 
• Technical aspects of domain registration 
• Procedures and protocols   
The training courses conclude with an acceptance test. This is a written test taking place on-
site on the last day of training. As soon as one of your employees have completed the training 
and test successfully, we will countersign the registration agreement (Member Terms and 
Conditions) and return it to you. You will then have direct access to the DENIC registration 
system.  
One of the provisions contained in DENIC's Statute is that any new member is liable to 
expulsion at the end of the business year if they have failed to conclude their first agreement 
for the use of the services provided by the cooperative within a period of three months after 
becoming a member. 

• Mission Statement: e.g. is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 

According to the Cooperative Statute, setting-up DENIC in the form of a cooperative is entirely 
in harmony with the open structures of the Internet as a global medium, since it is based on 
the principles of the decentralized distribution of responsibilities and resources as well as self-
regulation through the interest groups concerned. It has also made it possible to have an open 
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bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

structure for the registry itself, since new companies can join the cooperative at any time, and 
the members have very extensive influence and the means of shaping it.  
DENIC administers, as a not-for-profit registry, the domains under the country code .de. 
Having emerged from and working within the context of a self-organizing German Internet 
community, DENIC feels accountable and committed to that community 

Governance processes 

For example: 

 

• Board’s Role and Selection: e.g. who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

According to DENIC Statute, the Executive Board shall consist of at least three full-time or 
part-time members as well as two unpaid members, who must be members of the 
Cooperative. 
The full-time or part-time members of the Executive Board shall be appointed by the 
Supervisory Board. The Supervisory Board shall decide by resolution on the contents of 
contracts of employment with members of the Executive Board. These shall be signed by the 
chairman of the Supervisory Board on behalf of the cooperative.  
The unpaid members of the Executive Board shall be elected by the General Assembly. Their 
term of office shall start upon conclusion of the General Assembly during which they are 
elected and shall end upon conclusion of the General Assembly that decides on granting 
discharge for the third business year following their election; the business year in which the 
members of the Executive Board are elected shall be included in this calculation. It shall be 
possible to stand for re-election. If an unpaid member of the Executive Board leaves office 
before the end of their term, the next General Assembly shall elect a successor to serve for 
the remainder of the current period of office. 
The General Assembly shall have the powers to withdraw the appointment or revoke the 
election of a member of the Executive Board and, in the case of the full-time and part-time 
members of the Executive Board, to pronounce upon the extraordinary termination of their 
contract of employment. Before taking any such decision, the General Assembly shall give the 
member of the Executive Board concerned the opportunity to present their case. Decisions 
concerning the provisional removal from office of members of the Executive Board as provided 
for in § 40 of the Genossenschaftsgesetz (Cooperatives Act) shall require a resolution 
adopted by three quarters of the members of the Supervisory Board. 
The members of the Executive Board shall be obliged vis-à-vis the cooperative to observe 
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those restrictions imposed on them by the law, statute, rules of procedure of the Executive 
Board or their contract of employment.  
Full-time or part-time members the Executive Board shall be able to represent the cooperative 
acting alone. Unpaid members of the Executive Board shall be able to represent the 
cooperative acting together with another member of the Executive Board or with an authorized 
signatory.  
The Executive Board shall run the cooperative under its own responsibility in accordance with 
the law and this statute and shall execute the duties incumbent on it with the due diligence of 
a prudent and conscientious manager. It shall in particular have the obligation to ensure 
proper and reliable performance of the services of the cooperative for the members, including 
support of them. At the beginning of the business year, the Executive Board shall present an 
earnings, expenditures and liquidity plan to the members.  
The Executive Board shall report to the Supervisory Board upon request at any time on 
matters of the cooperative and supply information every quarter at the meetings of the 
Supervisory Board and provide the Supervisory Board every quarter with a statement, namely: 
• on business development of the cooperative since the previous statement (in each case 

with an interim financial statement);  
• on the total liabilities of the cooperative (including from bills of exchange and guaranties);
• on the loans granted by the cooperative; 
• on planned needs for investment or loans. 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: e.g. which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

No info available (There is no Manager) 

• Membership in coordinating board: e.g. is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

DENIC is member of many international organisations and bodies dealing with Internet 
technical developments, such as ICANN, CENTR, IETF. 

• Policy aims: e.g. does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  

According to the Cooperative Statute, as registry, the cooperative administers and operates 
Internet domains, in particular under the Top Level Domain .de, and administrates all related 
functions. This includes, for example, the provision and maintenance of the corresponding 
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there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

systems, consultancy for and training of the members, support for and informing of the holders 
of registered domains and attendance to the interests of the cooperative as well as those of 
the entire German Internet community. 
Moreover, In accordance with the internationally acknowledged standards for the operation of 
a country code Top Level Domain, the cooperative also fulfils its function for the benefit of all 
who are interested in the Internet, and does not pursue the realisation of profits. It merely uses 
its revenues to cover its costs and to secure its own existence. 
The assumption of further functions shall require the approval of the General Assembly. 

• Accountability Framework: e.g. Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

In order for the economic circumstances and the regularity of management to be determined, 
the facilities, the financial status and the management have to be audited in accordance with 
the provisions of the Genossenschaftsgesetz (Cooperatives Act). The audit shall be 
conducted by the auditing association to which the cooperative belongs. The auditing 
association may also conduct extraordinary audits for special reasons or at the request of the 
cooperative.  
The audit shall cover the year-end financial statements (balance sheet and income statement 
with notes) and the annual report. The Executive Board of the cooperative shall submit the 
year-end financial statements after they have been approved by the General Assembly by July 
31 of the year of their approval at the latest and in the required manner to the auditing 
association. The cooperative's Executive Board shall also have the duty to prepare the audit 
carefully and to provide the auditors with any document or clarification they may require.  
The Executive Board and Supervisory Board shall discuss in a joint meeting the result of the 
audit without undue delay after the audit report has been received. The organs of the 
cooperative shall be obliged to comply with the objections and directions of the auditing 
association. The summarised result of the audit shall be sent in written form by post to 
members at the latest three weeks after receipt of the audit report, if applicable with 
explanations of the Supervisory Board. In addition, the documents shall be available for 
inspection by the members at the premises of the cooperative directly following this.  
Representatives of the auditing association shall be entitled to take part in every General 
Assembly in an advisory capacity. They shall not be entitled to vote. 

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: e.g. has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 

The responsibility for any infringement of the rights of others resides entirely with the holder of 
the domain concerned. This view of the legal situation was also expressly confirmed by 
Germany's Supreme Court (the Bundesgerichtshof) in May 2001. DENIC has, however, 
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compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

created a measure that can be of assistance to any claimant who feels that his or her rights 
have been infringed by a domain; this is the so-called DISPUTE entry.  
Before DENIC will do that, however, the claimant must show in a credible manner that it is 
possible that he/she might have a right to the domain and the claimant must also instigate 
measures to enforce his/her rights vis-à-vis the domain holder. Suitable documents for 
showing the existence of a potential right might be:  
• in a case based on a trademark, the certificate granting you that mark, 
• in a case based on a company, an excerpt from the commercial register, 
• in a case based on your name, a copy of your identity card or passport, 
• and in a case based on the name of a commune (i.e. a German local-government body), 

the commune's official letterhead. 
A domain that bears a DISPUTE-entry can still be used by its holder, but cannot be 
transferred to anyone else. Any holder of a DISPUTE-entry automatically becomes the domain 
holder as soon as the domain is released.  
The DISPUTE-entry is valid for an initial period of one year. DENIC will, however, extend it, 
provided the DISPUTE holder submits another original application form, accompanied by 
documentation showing that the disagreement with the domain holder has still not been 
resolved. 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: e.g. 
have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

No mechanisms are foreseen to involve civil society and users in DENIC decision-making 
process. 
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• Industry Involvement: e.g. have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 

Industry representatives (i.e., Internet Service providers) can decide to become DENIC 
members. 

Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 

 

• Registration Procedure: e.g. the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

DENIC directly manages domain registrations, but it is recommended to register through 
accredited registrars (the main part of which are also DENIC members). Such registration 
agents are Internet Service Providers members of DENIC. It is also possible for users to 
register domain names through Providers that are not DENIC members, which have to work 
with DENIC Members. 
Finally, users can register domain names directly with DENIC, using the online forms or the 
paper-based procedure. They are, however, encouraged to use the DENIC members channel.
The actual domain registration is always performed by DENIC itself. That means that users 
really conclude two contracts. They have one contract with their provider (covering any 
services they order as well as the administration of their domain). They have a contract with 
DENIC too, because it is only DENIC, as the central registry for domains under the Top Level 
Domain .de, that is able to perform the registration. 

• Accreditation requirements: e.g. is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 
nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

Accredited registrars are DENIC members. 
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• Registry model: e.g. Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (e.g. 
First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

DENIC members are provided with direct electronic access to the registration system and the 
database. They can use a Mail Registry Interface (MRI - Mail Registry Interface: an interface 
which can be used by the members of DENIC to send in domain requests via e-mail) or a 
Realtime Registry Interface (RRI - Relatime Registry Interface: an interface which can be used 
by the members of DENIC to send in domain requests directly to the database.) as well.  
Registration is done using the "first come, first served"-principle. The decisive point is which 
request gets written to DENIC’s database first . This is important for the eventuality of DENIC 
receiving several requests for the same domain, some using the RRI and others using the 
MRI. 

• Transparency of Registration Policy: e.g. 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 
defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

A registration request can be sent in at any time and it will normally have been processed 
within ten minutes. A full log is kept of all processing steps, and senders receive 
acknowledgements. In this way, it is always possible to trace back precisely the sequence and 
status of every job. In order to provide this performance, DENIC takes thorough care of its 
registration system with a programme of permanent preventive maintenance, and it is also 
constantly expanding its system. 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: e.g. does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

DENIC has in Germany the role of “Designed Administrator” according to the RFC 1591 on 
“Domain Name Structure and Delegation”. As Designed Administrator, DENIC must comply 
with a number of requirements and duties: 
• It has a duty to serve the community 
• It must be able to carry out the necessary responsibilities, and have the ability to do a 

equitable, just, honest, and competent job, 
• significantly interested parties in the domain should agree that the designated manager is 

the appropriate party. 

• Requirements for the Registrants: e.g.  Is 
a clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 

In addition to the TLD ending ".de", a domain may only be comprised of digits (0–9), hyphens, 
the letters A–Z and the other letters, which are listed in the annex. It must contain at least one 
letter of the alphabet and it may not either begin or end with a hyphen, nor may it have a 
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registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

hyphen as both its third and fourth characters. No distinction is made between upper and 
lower case. The minimum length of a domain is three characters and its maximum length 63 
characters. If the domain includes any of the letters contained in the Annex, the decisive factor 
for determining the maximum length is its so-called ACE-encoded form as defined in Request 
for Comments 3490. It is not permitted to give the domain the name of any other TLD (such 
as .com, .net, .org or any of the country code TLDs) or any of the combinations of letters that 
are used for road-vehicle licence plates in Germany indicating the district in which they are 
issued, or any combination that would result from replacing an umlaut in such a licence-plate 
geographic abbreviation with the two-letter equivalent, i.e. ä with ae, ö with oe or ü with ue. 
In submitting the application for registration of a domain, the Domain Holder shall give an 
assurance that the data pertaining to him/her contained therein is correct and that he/she is 
entitled to register and/or use the domain and, in particular, that the registration and intended 
use of the domain does not infringe anybody else’s rights nor break any law. If the Domain 
Holder is not domiciled in Germany, he/she shall be required to appoint an Administrative 
Contact domiciled in Germany. This Administrative Contact shall also be the Domain Holder’s 
authorized representative for receiving the service of official or court documents for the 
purposes of §§ 174 ff. of the German Code of Civil Procedure. 
There are no restrictions on the number of domain name registrations. 

• Interoperability: e.g. does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (e.g. 
IETF, W3C)? 

No available information. 

• WhoIs policy: e.g. Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

The whois-service provides information about domains below the ccTLD .de. 
The actual version contains the following applications: 
• Query of a domain returns only the status (connect, failed, free, invalid)  
• Query of domain data is only possible via the flag "-T dn (domain)" or "-T ace,dn 

(domain)".  
• Output of information is standardly returned in UTF-8. Other character sets can be 

specified via the flag "-C (Charset)".   
• Queries can either be for the IDN-domain (i.e.: dänic.de / denic.de) or with an additional 
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flag for the ACE-form (i.e.: xn--dnic-loa.de / denic.de).  
• For nonASCII domains the output always includes the IDN-domain ("domain:") as well as 

the ACE-form ("domain-ace:").  
• The date of the last update for the domain being queried is given in ISO-8601 form: yyyy-

mm-ddThh:mm:ss+(time zone) (for example: 2004-03-01T10:00:01+0200)  
The following additional flags are available:   
• -C (Charset)  
• The declaration of the In-/Output character set. Default: UTF-8. Possible values are: US-

ASCII, ISO-8859-1, UTF-8, UTF-16.  
• The declaration of the character set is case sensitive.  
• T st|status domain (Default)  
• Specific query of domain status.  
• T dn|domain domain  
• Specific query of domain data.  
• T st,ace domain  
• Specific query of ACE-string and domain status.  
• T ace,dn ACE-form of domain  
• Specific query of ACE-string and domain data.  
• F domain  
• Fast raw output.  
• r domain  
• Turn off recursive lookups.  

• Security Policy:  e.g., is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, e.g. compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 
and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 

It is only DENIC members who have access to the electronic registration system. Various 
measures are in force to verify the identity of the sender and the substantial integrity of every 
domain transaction. including an electronic signature verification. Data protection and data 
security are both closely embedded in domain administration. The domain data can thus only 
be modified by the DENIC member responsible for it.  

Page 80 of 181 



 

GERMANY 

procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

 

• Qualitative measures of efficiency, e.g.: 
provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end users) 

 

As general provision, applications are processed in 10 minutes through an automated 
process. 

• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

No info available  

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: e.g. is there a strategy 
plan to accommodate for ENUM 
development and integration? Has this plan 
been developed in cooperation with 
international bodies? (ITU) 

An operational model for ENUM is being worked out through a test operation being run by 
DENIC. DENIC has been involved since September 2002 in the ENUM trial operation, which 
is being accompanied by the German Regulatory Authority for Telecommunications and Posts 
(RegTP). On 15 August 2003, DENIC and RegTP signed a contract governing the ENUM trial 
operation.All the groups concerned were involved in it too: telecommunications-infrastructure 
operators, hardware manufacturers, registrars, users, RegTP (the German regulatory authority 
for telecommunications and posts) and the data-protection authorities 

• IDN readiness: e.g. is there a 
standardisation and implementation plan for 
IDN? (e.g. has the IETF IDN standard been 
taken up?) Is there already a regional coding 
standard for the representation of the local 
scripts ijn place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese 
and Tamil characters in the IDN System 

Since March 1, 2004, all the 92 characters newly introduced with the IDNs are available for 
registration. In parallel with the introduction of IDNs in Germany, the other two German-
speaking registries, SWITCH for Switzerland/Liechtenstein and nic.at for Austria, are doing the 
same. Austria had decided to start registering IDNs under its Top Level Domain, .at, on March 
31, 2004. SWITCH is accepting IDN registrations under .ch and .li since the same day as 
DENIC.  
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environment) 

• Ipv6 readiness: e.g. is a master plan in 
place and have tasks been allocated with 
respect to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

No info available. 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

DENIC employees participate regularly in the discussions at conferences and international 
meetings, such as the IETF. A Technical Advisory Council, comprised of specialists from the 
member companies, provides support to the Executive Board when crucial technical decisions 
have to be taken and acts as an interface between the headquarters and the membership at 
large. 
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Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: eg a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

INRegistry, a , is the ccTLD managing organisation.  has been created by NIXI, the National 
Internet eXchange of India and under its authority Under NIXI, it functions as an autonomous 
body with primary responsibility for maintaining the .IN ccTLD and ensuring its operational 
stability, reliability, and security.. Earlier the management of ccTLD was the duty of The 
National Centre for Software Technology (NCST) and its Centre for Development of Advanced 
Computing (C-DAC). At the end of 2004 a legislative decree of the Department of Information 
Technology (part of the Ministry of Communications and Information Technology) passed  the 
responsibility to NIXI and granted InRegistry with the legal status and authority over domain 
names registration.  NIXI is a Not-for-Profit with the objective of facilitating improved Internet 
services in the country and, through INRegistry, with the responsibility for maintaining the .in 
ccTLD and ensuring its operational stability, reliability, and security. In doing so NIXI duty is to 
implement the various elements of the new policy set out by the Government of India and its 
Ministry of Communications and Information Technology, Department of Information 
Technology. The Department. of Information Technology ( Ministry of Communications and 
Information Technology) has provided funding to NIXI for its first year of operation (2005), and 
is fully represented in NIXI Board of Directors, which comprises also academicians and 
Internet industry representatives. 
The mentioned decree also established the role of National Informatics Centre (NIC), ERNET 
and the nominated Defence Organization as Registrars for handling .gov.in, .edu.in & .ac.in 
and .mil.in registrations respectively. 
 
 

• Sources of finance: eg  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

Initial grant from the government. 
Registration fees 
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• Legal foundation: eg  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

At the end of 2004 a legislative decree of the Department of Information Technology (part of 
the Ministry of Communications and Information Technology) passed  the responsibility to 
NIXI and granted InRegistry with the legal status and authority over domain names 
registration.   

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government (*) 

The Department. of Information Technology ( Ministry of Communications and Information 
Technology) has provided funding to NIXI for its first year of operation (2005), and is fully 
represented in NIXI Board of Directors, which comprises also academicians and Internet 
industry representatives. 
InRegistry implement the various elements of the new policy set out by the Government of 
India and its Ministry of Communications and Information Technology, Department of 
Information Technology in October 2004 

• Location: eg in the country the ccTLD refers 
to? Abroad? 

India 

• Membership requirements: eg are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

Not applicable for Inregistry.  

• Mission Statement: eg is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

See Policy Aims 

Governance processes 

For example: 
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• Board’s Role and Selection: eg who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

No info available 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: eg which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

No info available 

• Membership in coordinating board: eg is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

No info available 

• Policy aims: eg does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

A new policy was set out by the Government of India and its Ministry of Communications and 
Information Technology, Department of Information Technology in an official document 
published in October 2004. 
The primary aim defined in this document is to revamp the .in domain increasing its size 
through a liberalisation of registrations and application of the of the art technology and 
procedure. This new policy led to a phenomena growth of .in domain names, from 6 430 in 
June 2004 to 131 646 in June 2005 – i.e. a growth of nearly 2000 %. In one year. 
Additional policy aim set in the mentioned document are the preservation of the public interest 
(INregistry has the authority to deny or suspend any registration if it conflicts with the 
sovereign national interest or public order), security, reliability, adherence to technical 
standards. 
 

• Accountability Framework: eg Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

 

No adoption yet of ICANN framework. Elements of accountability present in the mentioned 
policy document 
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• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: eg has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 
compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

The new policy document of October 2004 announced a comprehensive Dispute Resolution 
Policy (DRP) in line with internationally accepted guidelines prescribed by the World 
Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), and Universal Dispute Resolution Policy (UDRP) 
adopted by the ICANN. This will be in line with the relevant provisions of the Indian IT Act 
2000. 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: eg 
have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

No mention found  

• Industry Involvement: eg have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 

No mention found for what concerns industry involvement with INregistry. 
Although it must be noted that the creation of National Internet Exchange of India (NIXI), was 
promoted by the Department of Information Technology (DIT) in association with the Internet 
Service providers Association of India (ISPAI). 
 

Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 
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• Registration Procedure: eg the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

Registry-registrars system with 39 accredited registrars: 

The following registrars are fully accredited, and are authorized to register .IN domain 
names: 

• Aapkadomain.com (BE Software Solutions)  
• Alankit Technologies Ltd  
• Ascio Technologies  
• BiznetIndia Dot Com Private Limited  
• Business Solutions  
• Data Infosys Limited  
• Direct Information Pvt. Ltd. d/b/a PublicDomainRegistry.com  
• Dotcom Services (India) Pvt Ltd, dba WorldIndia.com  
• eBrandSecure, LLC  
• eNom  
• GoodLuckDomains  
• IKON Marketing  
• InCyber Advertising  
• IndiaLinks Web Hosting Pvt Ltd  
• InterNetX  
• IP Mirror  
• Key-Systems GmbH  
• Magnum International Ltd.  
• Mobile Name Services, Inc.  
• Name.com LLC  
• Netlynx Technologies  
• Netandhost.com (S.G.S. Technologie Private Limited)  
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• Net4India Limited, dba Net4Domains  
• Nihar Info Global Limited  
• OnlineNIC  
• PDR Domain Solutions Pvt. Ltd.  
• Pioneer Online  
• Rediff.com  
• ResellerSRS  
• Safenames Ltd.  
• Sify Ltd.  
• Silicon House  
• Sipence, Inc.  
• Space2Let.com Services Pvt Ltd  
• Sree Jain Infotech dba Book and Host Online Services  
• Visesh Infotecnics Ltd., dba Signdomains.com  
• Web Werks India Pvt. Ltd.  
 

• Accreditation requirements: eg is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 
nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

Accreditation requirements for registrars are mainly technical and not excessively strict. 
The Indian government requires that  .IN registrars have a service relationship with an Indian 
ISP. If Inregistry finds that an application has merit, it then asks the applicants to provide 
evidence that it is  an ISP that is connected to NIXI, or that the applicant has a service 
relationship with an ISP that is connected to NIXI  
Evidence may consist of at least one of the below: 
• A letter from the ISP indicating that the applicant is a customer of the ISP  
• A bill or a receipt from the ISP with the applicant's name demonstrating that the applicant 

is provided ISP services by the ISP 
• Any other similar documentation  

Technically Registrars must develop the client application that will allow them to interface with 
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the Shared Registration System (SRS). The Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E) 
environment is available for applicants. Registrars must demonstrate the correct operation of 
their client application by completing the OT&E certification process without errors.  

Concerning the  OT&E certification process, applicants can refer to the  OT&E Certification 
FAQ.  

Other technical criteria are as follows: 

• .IN EPP 1.0.0 Acceptance Criteria (PDF Format. Updated version posted April 18, 2005). 
This document explains how the OT&E test will work and what you need to do to prepare 
your client. 

• EPP 1.0 RTK package (Java version, 9.7 MB.) 
• EPP 1.0 RTK package (C++ version, 242 KB.) 
• EPP 1.0 RFCs:  

o 3730: Extensible Provisioning Protocol (EPP)  
o 3731: Domain Name Mapping 
o 3732: Host Mapping 
o 3733: Contact Mapping  
o 3734: Transport Over TCP 
o 3735: Guidelines for Extending EPP  

A  Registrar Tool Kit is provided to registrars to aid in their client development ( Registrar 
Toolkit FAQ.)  

 

• Registry model: eg Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (eg 
First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-

First come, first serve. 
Online registration available 
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based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

• Transparency of Registration Policy: eg 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 
defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

Yes clearly transparent policy set out in new policy document. See more details below under 
“Requirements for registrants” 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: eg does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

No info available 

• Requirements for the Registrants: eg  Is a 
clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 
registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

The major elements of the new registration policy are as follows:  
• Unlimited generic .IN registration will be open to public at 2nd level  
• Unlimited generic 3rd level registrations will also be open to public, e.g. in certain popular 

zones like .co.in, .net.in, .org.in, etc. 
• The zones .gov.in, .mil.in and .ac & .edu.in will be reserved for the Government, Defence 

and Educational institutions respectively 
• State Governments and Union Territories can register under .gov.in category. They are 

also free to register at 2nd level using a two letter nomenclature adopted by the Transport 
Department. The City administrations will be open to register at 3rd level either with the 
State or under .gov.in category.  
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• One or two character domain registration will not be allowed at the 2nd and 3rd levels for 
use by the general public.  

 
Before the new liberalised registration policy entered into practice, trademark owners, 
registered companies and owners of intellectual property with a legitimate interest in 
protecting their brand have been given a 90 day sunrise period from the opening of 
registration at 2nd/3rd levels during which genuine registrations with proper verification will be 
allowed as per the policy for these registrations, with first preference given to Indian entities. 
Thereafter, the registrations will be open to public on first come first served basis.  
 
The .IN Registry may also open newly created generic top level zones, 
e.g .biz, .info, .coop, .pro, for offering registrations under these categories under .IN domain 
name. 
 

• Interoperability: eg does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (eg 
IETF, W3C)? 

Registry-registar system based on technical interoperability (Registrars must develop the 
client application that will allow them to interface with the Shared Registration System (SRS) ).

• WhoIs policy: eg Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

Whois is implemented, is linked to registration and take into account privacy issues 

• Security Policy:  eg, is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, eg compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 

Security is among the policy priority, but no further detailed information available 
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and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 
procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

 

• Qualitative measures of efficiency, eg: 
provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end users) 

 

No info available. 

• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

For the first year of operation of the new registration regime the policy document set a target 
of 100000 .in domain name registrations and subsequently a yearly growth of 50% for 2006 
and 2007. 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: eg is there a strategy plan 
to accommodate for ENUM development and 
integration? Has this plan been developed in 
cooperation with international bodies? (ITU) 

No info available 

• IDN readiness: eg is there a standardisation 
and implementation plan for IDN? (e.g. has 
the IETF IDN standard been taken up?) Is 
there already a regional coding standard for 
the representation of the local scripts ijn 
place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese and Tamil 
characters in the IDN System environment) 

No info available 
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• Ipv6 readiness: eg is a masterplan in place 
and have tasks been allocated with respect 
to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

No info available 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

No info available 
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Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: eg a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

Japan Registry Service (JPRS) Co. Ltd is a private company incorporated on December 26, 
2000, to carry out JP domain name registration and management, and to undertake operation 
of the domain name system. Sponsoring organisation is currently JPRS, as from 1 April 2002. 
Previously, the .JP ccTLD was managed by JPNIC (Japan Network Information Center, that in 
1997 obtained approval from Science and Technology Agency, the Ministry of Education, 
Science, Sport and Culture, the Ministry of International Trade and Industry, and the Ministry 
of Posts and Telecommunications to operate as a corporate body. 

• Sources of finance: eg  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

JPRS collects fees directly from end-users and from accredited registrars (registration fees). 

• Legal foundation: eg  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

Japan Registry Service operates under the Japanese Corporation Legislation.  

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government (*) 

After the re-delegation process, .JP sponsoring organisation was transferred from JPNIC to a 
commercial company (JPRS). In order not to duplicate the procedure, the parties involved 
worked out a procedural package solving both (transfer and delegation) at one time, namely: 
• JPNIC and JPRS agreed on the Memorandum for the transfer from JPNIC to JPRS, 
• Both parties reported the Memorandum to the Japanese Government, 
• JPRS requested ICANN redelegation and Sponsorship Agreement 
• ICANN inquired the Government (and JPNIC) about the appropriateness of JPRS, and 
• The Government (and JPNIC) endorsed by replying to ICANN. 
JPNIC chose to establish a commercial company (JPRS) and transfer the management and 
administration thereto, in order to streamline the decision-making process. The Government 
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approved it.  

• Location: eg in the country the ccTLD refers 
to? Abroad? 

JPRS in located in Tokyo (Japan).  

• Membership requirements: eg are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

No information available  

• Mission Statement: eg is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

JPRS manages and administers .JP top-level domain in a fair and neutral manner. 
As a company dedicated to maintaining the Internet infrastructure of Japan, Japan Registry 
Services (JPRS) contributes to the development of the Internet and the building of a better 
future for everyone. 

Governance processes 

For example: 

 

• Board’s Role and Selection: eg who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

No available information. 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: eg which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

No available information  
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• Membership in coordinating board: eg is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

No available information. 

• Policy aims: eg does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

JPRS actively operates a service in which Internet users in Japan can easily participate in the 
Internet, by making it possible for individuals and organizations with a presence in Japan to 
register necessary domain names. For the benefit of Japanese Internet users, JPRS provides 
registration service for Japanese JP Domain Name. The service was officially authorized by 
ICANN on 30 June 2003. 
In addition, JP Domain Name Advisory Committee, composed of Internet users, academic 
experts and other relevant experts, was formed to ensure that the management and 
administration of .JP top-level domain maintains high standards of fairness and neutrality. 
With these activities, JPRS is accepted and relied upon as the company that has made 
Japan's Internet identity, "JP", ready-to-use for the Internet community in Japan. 

• Accountability Framework: eg Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

No available information 

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: eg has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 
compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

jp domain name service established a JP-DRP on October 19, 2000 after 1 year discussion in 
JPNIC with several occasions of consultation with the LIC. The players of the JP-DRP are : 
• JPNIC : maintains JP-DRP and accredits JP-DRP provider 
• Japan Intellectual Property Arbitration Center : JP-DRP provider 
• JPRS : .jp registry 
This "JP Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy" (hereinafter referred to as "the Policy") has 
been adopted by Japan Network Information Center (hereinafter referred to as "JPNIC") and is 
incorporated by reference into the "Registration Rules for Organizational Type and 
Geographic Type JP Domain Names" and "Registration Rules for General-use JP Domain 
Names"(hereinafter referred to as "the Registration Rules"), which shall be abided by 
registrants who have registered their domain names at Japan Registry Service Co., 
Ltd.(hereinafter referred to as "JPRS") (hereinafter referred to those registrants as "the 
Registrant"). The Policy has determined the conditions in connection with a dispute between 
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the Registrant and any third party over the domain name arising from the registration and the 
use of domain name registered by the Registrant. Proceedings on JP Domain Name Dispute 
By applying to register a domain name, or by asking JPRS to maintain or renew a domain 
name registration, the Registrant shall notify JPRS of that: 
• the contents of statements made in the Registration Application are complete and 

accurate 
• to the best knowledge of the Registrant, the registration of the domain name will not 

infringe upon or otherwise violate the rights or interests of any third party 
• the Registrant is not registering the domain name for in bad faith (unfair purposes, that is, 

purposes of gaining unfair interests of causing damages to others and other unfair 
purposes. The same shall apply in the followings.) 

• the Registrant will not knowingly use the domain name in violation of any applicable laws 
or regulations.  

In the event that any of the above is not correct, the Registrant agrees that the domain name 
may be transferred or cancelled pursuant to the Policy. JPRS will transfer or cancel the 
domain name registration under the following circumstances: 
• the receipt by JPRS of written instructions from the Registrant or its authorized agent to 

take such action; 
• The receipt by JPRS of the original (a copy of the original may be acceptable if 

circumstances require) of an order from a court or arbitration tribunal, in each case of 
competent jurisdiction, requiring such action; and/or 

• The receipt by JPRS of a decision of an Administrative Panel requiring such action in JP 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution Proceedings to which the Registrant was a party and 
which was conducted under this Policy or a later version of this Policy adopted by JPNIC 

JPRS may also cancel or transfer the domain name registration in accordance with the terms 
of the Registration Rules or other legal requirements. If the transfer has been made, however, 
the JPRS will not establish the name server for the domain name unless the qualifications and 
requirements for registration are satisfied. This Article sets forth the type of disputes for which 
the Registrant is required to submit to JP Domain Name Dispute Resolution Proceedings. 
These proceedings will be conducted before one of the administrative-dispute-resolution 
service providers listed on the web site of JPNIC. 
The Registrant is required to submit to JP Domain Name Dispute Resolution Proceeding in 
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the event that a third party (hereinafter referred to as "Complainant") asserts to the applicable 
dispute-resolution service provider, in compliance with the Rules of Procedure, that 
• the domain name of the Registrant is identical or confusingly similar to any mark such as 

trademark or service mark in which the Complainant has rights or legitimate interests; 
and 

• the Registrant has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the domain name 
registration; and 

• the domain name of the Registrant has been registered or is being used in bad faith 
(unfair purpose). 

In the JP Domain Name Dispute Resolution Proceeding, the Complainant must maintain that 
each of these three elements is present in the complaint. 
The panel of the dispute-resolution service provider shall consider that the registration or use 
of a domain name is for in bad faith (unfair purpose) if the Panel found especially the following 
circumstances, in particular but without limitation: 
• circumstances indicating that the Registrant has registered or has acquired the domain 

name primarily for the purpose of selling, renting, or otherwise transferring the domain 
name to the Complainant or to a competitor of that Complainant, for valuable 
consideration in excess of the out-of-pocket costs (amount to be confirmed by 
documentation) directly related to the domain name; or 

• the Registrant has registered the domain name in order to prevent the Complainant from 
reflecting any trademarks or other indication in a corresponding domain name, provided 
that the Registrant has engaged in a plural numbers of such interference;  

• the Registrant has registered the domain name primarily for the purpose of disrupting the 
business of a competitor; or 

• by using the domain name, the Registrant has intentionally attempted to attract, for 
commercial gain, Internet users to the web site or other on-line location of the Registrant, 
by intending to make a confusion as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or 
endorsement of the web site or location or of a product or service thereon. 

The Complainant shall select the dispute-resolution service provider from among those 
approved by JPNIC by submitting the complaint to that dispute-resolution service provider. 
The selected dispute-resolution service provider shall administer and conduct the JP Domain 
Name Dispute Resolution Proceeding, except in cases of consolidation as described in this 
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Article. 
The Rules of Procedure state the process for initiating and conducting a proceeding and for 
appointing the panel that will decide the dispute. 
In the event of multiple disputes between the same Registrant and the Complainant, either the 
Registrant or the Complainant may petition to consolidate the disputes before a single panel. 
This petition shall be made to the first panel appointed to hear a pending dispute between the 
parties. This panel may consolidate before it any or all such disputes at its sole discretion, 
provided that the consolidated disputes are governed by this Policy or later versions of this 
Policy adopted by JPNIC. 
JPNIC and JPRS do not, and will not participate in the administration or conduct of any 
proceeding before a panel. In addition, JPNIC and JPRS will not be liable for decisions itself 
rendered by the panel. 
The remedies available to the Complainant pursuant to any proceeding before a panel shall 
be limited to requiring the cancellation of the domain name of the Registrant or the transfer of 
the domain name registration to the Complainant. 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: eg 
have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

JPRS established the JP Domain Name Advisory Committee to carry out jp domain name 
registration in a fair and neutral manner. It consists of several people from the Japanese local 
Internet community (LIC). The initial members are the representatives form the following 6 
sectors. 
• JPNIC (Japan Network Information Center) 
• jp domain name registrars 
• ISPs 
• user companies 
• academic people 
• individual Internet users 
The Advisory Committee discusses the policy of the jp domain name services from various 
points of view. The process of its discussion and the advisory report is open to the public. 
After getting the report from the Advisory Committee, JPRS informs JPNIC of its action as a 
response to the advisory report. And then, JPNIC reports it further to the Government 
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• Industry Involvement: eg have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 

Ibidem 

Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 

 

• Registration Procedure: eg the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

Domain name registrations can be made directly with JPRS, but also through accredited 
registrars.  

• Accreditation requirements: eg is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 
nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

No information available. 

• Registry model: eg Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (eg 
First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

After a transition period for 2LD, during which applications for the same domains were 
assigned by a lottery system, domain names are currently assigned on a “first come, first 
served” basis. 
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• Transparency of Registration Policy: eg 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 
defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

No information available. 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: eg does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

No information available  

• Requirements for the Registrants: eg  Is a 
clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 
registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

While any party with a Japanese mailing address can get a second-level domain (example.jp) 
there are several restricted-use second-level domains, listed below. 
• ac.jp - higher level academic institutions, such as universities  
• ad.jp - JPNIC members  
• co.jp - most forms of incorporated companies, including foreign companies registered in 

Japan (a valid Japanese business licence is required) 
• ed.jp - educational institutions for individuals under 18  
• go.jp - Japanese government ministries and their endeavours  
• gr.jp - groups of 2 or more people, or groups of registered companies  
• lg.jp - local government authorities  
• ne.jp - network service providers  
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• or.jp - registered organizations and non-profit organizations  
Second-level registrations require a Japanese mailing address, but there are no limitations; 
third-level registrations have varying rules depending on which second-level name they are 
beneath. For third-level domains, the number of registration is limited to one per registrant.  
Domain names with Japanese characters (kanji, hiragana or katakana) may be registered at 
the second level, while third-level domains are only in English. 

• Interoperability: eg does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (eg 
IETF, W3C)? 

No information available  

• WhoIs policy: eg Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

The WhoIs database is managed by JPRS (See http://whois.jprs.jp/howto_e.html). 
The following information can be found: 
• Domain Information: the query can be about domain name, organisation or registrant 
• Host Information: the query can be about Host Name, Internet Address (both Ivp4 and 

Ivp6) 
• Contact Information: name of the administrative and technical contacts. 

• Security Policy:  eg, is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, eg compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 
and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 
procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

 

No information available 
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• Qualitative measures of efficiency, eg: 
provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end users) 

 

No information available. 

• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

No information available. 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: eg is there a strategy plan 
to accommodate for ENUM development and 
integration? Has this plan been developed in 
cooperation with international bodies? (ITU) 

No available information. 

• IDN readiness: eg is there a standardisation 
and implementation plan for IDN? (e.g. has 
the IETF IDN standard been taken up?) Is 
there already a regional coding standard for 
the representation of the local scripts ijn 
place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese and Tamil 
characters in the IDN System environment) 

Domain names with Japanese characters (kanji, hiragana or katakana) may be registered at 
the second level. 

• Ipv6 readiness: eg is a masterplan in place 
and have tasks been allocated with respect 
to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

No available information. 
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• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

No available information. 
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Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: eg a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

NIDA (National Internet Development Agency of Korea)/KRNIC (Korea Network Information 
Centre) is a not-for-profit organisation.  

• Sources of finance: eg  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

Funds come from fees from authorised agencies (registrars), that have to pay for registration 
or renewal of domain names.  
Arguably, other funds come from government (Ministry of Information and Communication) 
transfers.  

• Legal foundation: eg  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

NIDA/KRNIC is subsidiary to the Ministry of Information and Communication (MIC) of Korea. 
 

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government (*) 

MIC has control and supervisioning powers on NIDA/KRNIC functioning. In particular, it 
approves: 
• The President and Board Members; 
• NIDA/LRNIC bylaws and regulations; 
• Domain name registration fees 
Dispute application fees. 

• Location: eg in the country the ccTLD refers 
to? Abroad? 

NIDA/KRNIC is located in Seoul, South Korea. 

• Membership requirements: eg are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

Not available information. 

Page 105 of 181 



 

REPUBLIC OF KOREA 

• Mission Statement: eg is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

NIDA/KRNIC vision has three main goals: 
• Helping Korea re-establish itself a major Internet power in the world, by proving all 

necessary support for establishing of a stable all-IP network 
• Leading an international initiative to develop the next generation Internet (NGI) through 

the systematic creation of the infrastructure for u-Services 
• Increasing the benefits of the Internet through the delivery of u-Society.  

Governance processes 

For example: 

 

• Board’s Role and Selection: eg who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

Not available information. 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: eg which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

Not available information. 

• Membership in coordinating board: eg is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

Not available information. 

• Policy aims: eg does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

NIDA/KRNIC has the following tasks: 
• Develop policies of .KR domain names and IP addresses 
• Manage .KR Root Name Server and database of Internet addresses 
• Research and Development of Internet-related subjects 
• Cooperate with international organisations of Internet addresses  
• Release of Internet-related statistics 
• Provide technical support for domain names and IP addresses 
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• Host annual Internet conferences, workshops and seminars. 

• Accountability Framework: eg Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

Not available information. 

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: eg has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 
compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

Disputes are managed by the Internet Address Dispute Resolution Committee (hereinafter 
referred to as the "Committee"), entered into force on July 2004. It shall receive applications 
for dispute resolution of domain names in accordance with the Internet Address Dispute 
Resolution Policy (hereinafter referred to as the "IDRP"). 
Upon the committee's request to lock the registration record of the domain name, NIDA or 
AA shall lock the registration record of the domain name. 
The Committee is composed by no more than 30 members (term of office : three years for 
both chairman and members) including one chairman. Members are experts of Trade and 
Commercial Law, Intellectual Property Rights and members of international associations. 
The dispute resolution proceedings is initiated by submitting a complaint in writing or in 
electronic form to the Committee and by paying the fee (880000-1760000 won-650-1950 US 
$, depending if complainants require one-member or three-members panel). 
Once a complaint and supporting materials have been submitted and the fee has been paid, 
the committee will notify of the above, and send the complaint and the supporting materials 
to the Respondent 
Respondent shall submit a response and supporting materials within 14 days from the date 
of receipt of the complaint and its supporting materials. Respondent may request for an 
extension of the period of submitting a response, and if the Committee accepts it is 
necessary, the response period may be extended. The total extended period shall not 
exceed one month without regard to the number of extension. 
Panelist shall be appointed in accordance with the order set forth in the Panelist registry. 
NIDA or AA shall take appropriate actions in the following circumstances : 
• If the Respondent’s use of the domain name infringes upon the Complainant’s rights 

to trademark or service mark registered in Korea, 
• If the Respondent’s use of domain name causes confusion with the Complainant’s 

goods or services that are widely known in Korea, 
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• If the Respondent’s use of the domain name damages the distinctiveness or 
reputation of the Complainant’s personal name, trademark, service mark or trade 
name that is widely known in Korea, 

• If the Respondent’s domain name is identical with or similar to the Complainant’s 
personal name, trademark, service mark or trade name that is widely known 
domestically and internationally, and the Respondent’s main purpose for registering 
the domain name is to interfere with the Complainant’s registration of his/her personal 
name, trademark, service mark or trade name as a domain name. 

The Panel shall render a decision within 14 days from the date of its organization. 
Unless the party dissatisfied with the Panel decision makes an objection before a court within 
14 days from the date of receipt of the Panel decision, the opposing party may submit the 
Panel decision to the Authorized Agency and enforce the Panel decision. 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: eg 
have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

NIDA/KRNIC has an Internet Address Policy Committee, whose main aim is to address: 
• National Strategy Plan on Internet Address Resources 
• Delegation of Registry on Internet Address Resources 
• Rules on Internet Address Management  
• Policy on the Disputes on Internet Addresses 
• International Affairs, and other related policy issues. 
The Committee is composed as follows: 
• 1 member from the Ministry of Information and Communication 
• 1 member from Government Agency 
• 1 member from Law 
• 3 members from academia 
• 2 members from NGOs 
• 2 members from Internet Business 

• Industry Involvement: eg have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 

See above. 
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representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 
Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 

 

• Registration Procedure: eg the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

Domain name registrations are managed through accredited registrars (authorised 
agencies). 

• Accreditation requirements: eg is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 
nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

Candidates of authorized agencies shall qualify for the following requirements : 
o financial and technical capacity 
o suitability of business proposal 
o appropriateness of facility and equipment 
o other qualifications deemed necessary for the performance of domain name registration 

service 
NIDA/KRNIC  shall determine the details of the accreditation date, requirements, and 
procedures and make notifications when necessary. 
An entity, whose accreditation has been cancelled can only be re-accredited as the 
authorized agency after 2 years have elapsed from the date of cancellation.  
NIDA/KRNIC shall form an Accreditation Committee comprised of experts in related fields, 
for the accreditation of authorized agencies. 
The term of accreditation will be one year from the date of accreditation. 
NIDA/KRNIC shall renew the term of accreditation upon request of the authorized agency, on 
the condition that the following requirements were met :  
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• AA has complied with this General Terms and Conditions and other related rules 
determined by NIDA; and 

• AA has complied with the Act, decree, and regulations in good faith. 
AA cannot transfer its domain name registration service to a third party. 

• Registry model: eg Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (eg 
First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

Domain names are registered on a “first come, first served” basis. 
 

• Transparency of Registration Policy: eg 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 
defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

Requirements for third level domains are as follows : 
• Letters of the Alphabet [A-Z] or [a to z], numbers [0-9], and hyphens are available for 

domain names. 
• A domain name shall contain a minimum of 2 characters and a maximum of 17 

characters. 
• A domain name shall not begin or end with a hyphen. 
Requirements for second level domains are as follows : 
• A second level domain name must contain Hangeul characters (2,350 syllables). Letters 

of the Alphabet[A-Z] or [a to z], numbers [0-9] and hyphens are also available for 
second level domain names. 

• A domain name shall contain a minimum of 2 characters and a maximum of 17 
characters.  

• A domain name shall not begin or end with a hyphen. 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: eg does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 

Not available information. 
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(RFC1591)?  

• Requirements for the Registrants: eg  Is a 
clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 
registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

In order to register a domain name under .kr ccTLD, local presence is required (registrants 
must have postal address of their place of residence inn Korea) 
Moreover, registrants must meet the eligibility criteria fixed for 2LDs: 
• .co.kr can be registered and used commercially by organizations, companies, and/or 

individuals 
• .ne.kr can be registered by organizations, companies, and/or individual, offering network 

service on a profit or non-profit basis 
• .or.kr can be registered by non-profit organizations, companies, individuals, foundations, 

associations, institutions, and/or other incorporated bodies 
• .re.kr can be registered by organizations, companies, and/or individuals conducting 

research 
• .pe.kr can be registered by any individual for personal usage 
• .go.kr can be registered by Korean governmental authorities that are organized and 

exist according to the laws of Korea 
• .mil.kr can be registered by Korean military authorities that are organized and exist 

according to the laws of Korea  
• .ac.kr can be registered by universities and colleges that are organized and exist 

according to the laws of Korea 
• .hs.kr can be registered by high schools and other educational institutes that have equal 

position according to the laws of Korea 
• .ms.kr can be registered by middle schools and other educational institutes that have 

equal position according to the laws of Korea 
• .sc.kr can be registered by any school or educational institute that is organized and 

exists according to the laws of Korea 
• .kg.kr can be registered by kindergartens and other educational institutes that have 

equal position according to the laws of Korea 
• Regionalgeographical types of domain names can be registered by any organization, 

company, and/or individual connected with that region (the list of regional domain is 
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provided on NIDA/KRNIC website) 
• IDN (Hangeul characters) can be registered by any organization, company, and/or 

individual that is organized and exists according to the laws of Korea. 
Applicants are allowed to register one name per one certificate of residence. 
It is not possible to register restricted names (categories, indecent words, etc.), and reserved 
names (for public/governmental organizations). 

• Interoperability: eg does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (eg 
IETF, W3C)? 

Not available information. 

• WhoIs policy: eg Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Whois Service (KRNIC's Internet Directory) provides a way of finding e-mail addresses, 
postal addresses who have registered "objects" with the KRNIC. 
It is possible to search for: 
• Domain names 
• Ivp4 addresses 
• Ivp6 addresses 
• AS 
• .com/.net/.org domain names 

The scope of information provided in WHOIS is as follows : 
• domain name 
• name and address of the registrant 
• name, phone number and email address of the administrator
• name server information 
• name of the authorized agency 
• registration date, latest date of modification, expiration date
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• Security Policy:  eg, is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, eg compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 
and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 
procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

 

Not available information 

Qualitative measures of efficiency, eg: provide  
any qualitative info one the organisation’s 
approach to cost control, service level (i.e. 
waiting times for end users)  

Not available information 

Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

Not available information 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: eg is there a strategy plan 
to accommodate for ENUM development and 
integration? Has this plan been developed in 
cooperation with international bodies? (ITU) 

In 2002, the URI Standardization Forum was selected as one of the 22 strategic forums of 
the Information and Communication Ministry, and is continuing with active research.  
The URL/ENUM subcommittee in relation to ENUM is being operated, and information 
sharing, technology development, standardization issues are being researched by the 
specialists of the Industrial-Educational Cooperation for the introduction of ENUM to 
domestic grounds. 

• IDN readiness: eg is there a standardisation 
and implementation plan for IDN? (e.g. has 

It is possible to register 2LDs in Hengeul characters (references are provided by RFC-KR-
143, that modifies RFC-KR-110: “Management of the 2nd level domain under .KR ccTLD 
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the IETF IDN standard been taken up?) Is 
there already a regional coding standard for 
the representation of the local scripts ijn 
place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese and Tamil 
characters in the IDN System environment) 

structure). 
Hangeul characters must be included in the Hangeul.KR domain name (at least 1 character) 
Range of available characters 
• 2,350 Hangeul syllables 
• Alphabet (A-Z, a-z) 
• Numbers (0-9) 
• Hyphen (-)  
The domain name that utilizes Hangeul characters must contain more than 2 and less than 
17 characters 

• Ipv6 readiness: eg is a masterplan in place 
and have tasks been allocated with respect 
to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

The Korean strategy for developing Ivp6 is yet in its implementation phase. 6th 'IPv6 Strategy 
Council Meeting' and 'IPv6 Pavilion' will be held in June 2006 under the auspices of the 
Ministry of Information and Communication(MIC). The IPv6 Pavilion will bring an overview of 
the progress so far made in IPv6, one of the 3 pillars of MIC's 'IT839 Strategy'. At this event, 
concerned organizations(companies) will display what they've so far achieved with IPv6-
related equipment and services 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

Not available information. 
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Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: e.g. a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

The Singapore Network Information Centre (SGNIC) Private Limited is the national registry 
administering the registration of .sg and of .com.sg, .org.sg, .net.sg, .edu.sg, .gov.sg, 
and.per.sg domains. SGNIC also formulates domain name registration policies in Singapore. 
SGNIC, established as a private company, is the  wholly-owned subsidiary of Infocomm 
Development Authority of Singapore (IDA), a governmental agency operating under the 
control of Singapore Ministry of Information, Communications and the Arts (MITA). 
Until the early 1990s, the .sg domain space was delegated to Technet Unit, National 
University of Singapore (NUS). In November 1995, National Computer Board (NCB) took over 
the registry functions from Technet. SGNIC was incorporated in June 1997 as a wholly owned 
subsidiary of NCB. In 1999 NCB merged with Telecommunication Authority of Singapore 
(TAS) into the new agency  IDA. 
The Infocomm Development Authority of Singapore (IDA), which replaced the 
Telecommunication Authority of Singapore (TAS) and National Computer Board (NCB), is a 
statutory board of the Singapore Government. The Government of Singapore’s intention in 
forming the IDA was to create  a single agency for integrated planning, policy formulation, 
regulation and industry development in the information technology and telecommunications 
sectors. In December 1999, in anticipation of the next phase of convergence between IT, 
telecommunications and broadcasting, the IDA was transferred from the former Ministry of 
Communications and Information Technology to the new Ministry of Information, 
Communications and the Arts (MITA). Legislation providing for the creation of the IDA was 
passed in the form of the Infocommunications Development Authority of Singapore Act. At the 
same time, the Telecommunications Act was passed which provided for the IDA to grant 
licenses for the provision of telecommunications networks and services and to publish codes 
of practice for the sector. 
SGNIC has accredited a 7 registrars (“accredited registrars”), all of which a private for profit 
organisations, for the registration and other operations such as updates, transfer, removal, 
renewal and reinstatement of . domain names. 
Additionally SGNIC has accredited the Ministry of Finance (MOF) to be the registrar to handle 
‘gov.sg’  registrations. 
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• Sources of finance: e.g.  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

• Annual fees related to accreditation 
• Per domain fees paid by accredited registrars; 
• Government grants; 

• Legal foundation: e.g.  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

The Info-communications Development Authority of Singapore (“IDA”) is a statutory board 
established in Singapore under the Infocommunications 
Development Authority of Singapore Act (Cap. 137A, 2000 Revised Edition) on 1 December 
1999. 
 

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government (*) 

As stated, SIGNIC is a fully owned subsidiary of the governmental agency IDA. SIGNIC and 
IDA are located in the same building and the relations of full control by IDA on SIGNIC is 
embedded in no other mechanism than property relations and in the fact that IDA senior 
management is also SIGNIC senior management (see boxes under heading “governance 
processes”)  

• Location: e.g. in the country the ccTLD 
refers to? Abroad? 

Both SIGNIC and IDA are domiciled in Singapore in the same building at: 
8 Temasek Boulevard 
Suntec Tower Three #14-00 
Singapore 038988 

• Membership requirements: e.g. are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

Not applicable. SIGNIC lists as business partner affiliates the 7 accredited registrars (see 
accreditation process), but there are not institutional members of the organisation and/or its 
board (or if there are, the information is not available online). 

• Mission Statement: e.g. is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

SGNIC is committed to providing Internet registry and information services in an efficient, 
effective and responsible manner, so as to ensure the smooth running of the Internet in 
Singapore. 
SGNIC aims to :  

• To facilitate the use of the Internet by administering the registration of .SG domain 
names in a logical and coherent framework; 

• To provide a forum for Internet access service providers, regulatory agencies and 
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interest groups to discuss issues related to the coordination and administration of 
Internet infrastructure and services in Singapore; 

• To raise the competency of the Internet industry in Singapore by acquiring and 
sharing knowledge and best practices; and 

• To provide, where appropriate, advice and feedback on issues pertinent 
to the Internet industry.  

Governance processes 

For example: 

 

• Board’s Role and Selection: e.g. who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

The chairman of SIGNIC Boad is the Director General for Telecommunication  of IDA. No 
other information available on other members and on the procedure of Board Members 
nomination. 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: e.g. which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

The three key senior manager of SIGNIC are the same persons holding Senior Managerial 
position within IDA, namely: 

• LEONG Keng Thai, Deputy Chief Executive/ Director-General (for Telecom) of IDA, is 
CHAIRMAN of SGNIC Board; 

• Andrew HAIRE, Assistant Director-General (forTelecom) of IDA, is Director of 
SIGNIC; 

• TAN Geok Leng, Chief Technology Officer  of IDA, is Director of SIGNIC 
There are no explicit information available, but it can be inferred that no stakeholders, except 
governmental ones, are involved in the senior management selection process. 
The appointment and selection follow the same processes as other government level 
appointment and nominations. 
 
SGNIC is made up of the SGNIC Board, SGNIC Operations and two committees namely the 
Domain Name Registration Service (DNRS) Committee and Domain Name System Technical 
(DNST) Committee 
 
SGNIC Board 
The SGNIC Board defines and reviews policies and directions for the operations of SGNIC. 
SGNIC Operations 
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Handles the registry operations. Together with the accredited registrars 
• Runs the day to day operations of DNR services;  
• Acts as a central registry for all third level domain name registration under COM.SG, 

EDU.SG, ORG.SG, GOV.SG, NET.SG and PER.SG; 
• Maintains the name servers for the top level SG and second level COM.SG, ORG.SG, 

NET.SG, EDU.SG and PER.SG domains; 
• Organises and chairs the DNRS and DNST meetings.  

 
Domain Name Registration Service (DNRS) Committee 
The DNRS Committee consists of entities which are concerned with the technical operation 
and service provision of DNS. Its function is to:  

• Advise SGNIC on the domain name registration policy and procedures to effectively 
manage the .sg domain name space; 

• Advise SGNIC on the domain name policies introduced by ICANN, APNIC and 
various Network Information Centre in other countries and on possible alignment and 
improvement of SGNIC registration policy and procedures to ensure consistency with 
the best practices of the industry; 

• Present to SGNIC Board’s approval, recommendations on domain name policies that 
might be relevant for .sg domain.  

In the performance of its function, the DNRS Committee may: 
• Provide direction in relation to the policy and registration aspect of SGNIC’s work; 
• Review proposed and existing policy guidelines; and 
• Examine and analyse draft policy and procedural guidelines and other relevant 

documents for recommendation to SGNIC Board  
Domain Name System Technical (DNST) Committee 
The DNRS Committee consists of entities which are concerned with the research, technical 
investigation and study, technological development, technical operation and service operation 
of DNS. Its function is to: 

• Advise SGNIC on the ways to increase operational efficiency and resiliency of 
SGNIC’s DNS and infrastructure; 

• To keep abreast of emerging technologies and standards in the area of DNS and to 
advise SGNIC on possible areas of interest; 

• Present to SGNIC Board’s on emerging standards/technologies that might be relevant 
for .sg domain; 
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• Advise on the conduct of any necessary trial with industry partners on technologies 
that might be relevant for .sg domain.  

In the performance of its function, the DNST Committee may: 
• Provide direction in relation to the technical aspect of SGNIC’s work; 
• Review proposed and existing technical standards and guidelines; and 
• Examine and collect draft specifications, guidelines and other relevant documents for 

recommendation to SGNIC Board; 
• Membership in coordinating board: e.g. is 

the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

SIGNIC is affiliated with: 
• Asia Pacific Network Information Centre (APNIC) 
• Asia Pacific Top Level Domain Association (APTLD) 
• World Wide Alliance of Top Level Domain (ccTLD) 
• ICANN 

Not possible to derive from available information who (Manager or other Board Members) 
represents SIGNIC in these and other bodies 

• Policy aims: e.g. does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

There is a  master document titled “Registration Policies, Procedures, and Guidelines” (RPPG, 
see http://www.nic.net.sg/pdf/rppg.pdf) setting SIGNIC aims and priorities, defining main 
principles and the accreditation procedure.  
It is not clear how it was elaborated and which was the process leading to the definition of 
aims, priorities, guiding policy, procedure and guidelines. 
Performance are assessed through periodic internal audit within IDA, but no criteria and other 
information are publicly available on such audit in either SIGNIC or  IDA websites. 
On the other hand SIGNIC monitor the performances of the accredited registrars and the 
accreditation schemes requires that the latter have facilities such as trace route that will be 
made available to SGNIC at no cost to monitor their network performances 

• Accountability Framework: e.g. Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

No systematic accountability framework seems to exist judging from the available information.
Some scattered principles can be found in the mentioned RPPG and in the documents related 
to the registrars accreditation process  

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: e.g. has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 

Developed after a broad industry consultation process run in 2001, SIGNIC has framed the 
Singapore Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (SDRP see 
http://www.nic.net.sg/pdf/SDRP.pdf ) 
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compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

It works under aMOU signed among: 
• Singapore Network Information Centre (SGNIC)  
• Singapore Mediation Centre (SMC) 
• Singapore International Arbitration Centre (SIAC) 
• Singapore Institute of Arbitrators (SIArb) 

Implemented since  January 2002 
Based on the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (UDRP) adopted by ICANN in 
Oct 1999 
Consistent with the World Intellectual Property Organisation (WIPO) guidelines on “ccTLDs 
Best Practices” (Feb 2001) for protection of intellectual property in the domain name system: 

• Effective Registration Agreement 
• Reliable contact details 
• Alternate means for resolving disputes with minimum requirements 

Highlights  
• Joint Secretariat set up by SMC and SIAC to deal with complaints from a party against 

a .sg domain name registrant 
• An Administrative Panel will be appointed by the Joint Secretariat to resolve the 

dispute 
• Complainant invited to consider settling dispute through mediation 
• If the parties do not agree to mediation or if mediation does not lead to a settlement of 

the dispute, then the Administrative Panel will decide the dispute 
• SGNIC will implement the decision made by the Administrative Panel 

See : 

Singapore Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy  
Rules for the Singapore Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy  
Supplemental Rules for the Singapore Domain Name Dispute Resolution 
Policy 

 

Proceedings under Singapore Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy    
• Civil Society and Users Involvement: e.g. The only major consultation process held by SIGNIC was the earlier mentioned related to the 
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have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

Dispute Resolution Mechanism.  
From the available information, stakeholders’ involvement seems limited to the technical 
matters discussed within the  Domain Name System Technical (DNST) Committee. 
 
On the other hand IDA, for more general matter related to telecommunications, foresees 
industry and consumers’ group involvement. 
 

• Industry Involvement: e.g. have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 

See above 

Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 

 

• Registration Procedure: e.g. the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

As mentioned in the mentioned RPPG document (http://www.nic.net.sg/pdf/rppg.pdf) 
Registration operations are carried out by accredited registrars. Currently there are 7 of them, 
all of  which are private companies: 
• Adicio Pte Ltd 
• Cybersite Pte Ltd 
• IP Mirror Pte Ltd 
• Pacific Internet Ltd 
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• SingNet Pte Ltd 
• Vooju Pte Ltd 
• Webvisions Pte Ltd 
Additionally, as illustrated earlier, the Ministry of Finance in charge of registration of .gov.sg 
domain names. 

• Accreditation requirements: e.g. is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 
nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

SIGNIC has established a very articulated and detailed framework supporting the 
accreditation process fully described in a number of documents available online. Accredited 
registrar must meet the requirements of SGNIC Registrar Accreditation Scheme and 
demonstrate their capabilities and competencies to perform the services of domain name 
registrar as specified in the Application Form, paying fees, signing a Registrar Accreditation 
Agreement, knowing the RPPG and the Technical Spec-EPP.  

The main declared goal  guiding SIGNIC accreditation scheme is formulated as follows is to 
encourage competition and promote innovation and competitive pricing. Accordingly SGNIC 
does not limit the number of accredited registrars and welcomes all interested parties to be a 
SGNIC registrar. In this respect it is worth noting that in September 2005 SIGNIC announced 
a number of discounts in the fee charged to registrars aimed at boosting competition. 
Below the basic elements contained in the SGNIC Registrar Accreditation Scheme and in the 
RPPG document (http://www.nic.net.sg/pdf/rppg.pdf): 
• An accredited registrar is responsible for providing registration and other operations in 

accordance with SGNIC Registration Policies, Procedures and Guidelines (RPPG). 
• Applicants are required to demonstrate its capabilities and competencies to perform the 

services of a domain name registrar by providing the information as specified in the 
attached Application Form. 

• There is no deadline to accrediting registrars and applicants may submit their applications 
at any time as they deem fit. 

• SGNIC implemented competitive domain name registration for ‘.sg’, ‘com.sg’, ‘org.sg’, 
‘net.sg’, ‘edu.sg’ and ‘per.sg’. Accredited registrars are allowed to handle one or more of 
these domains. To facilitate competition, no limit will be imposed on the number of 
registrars to be accredited. 
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Applicants have to meet the following minimum criteria before they can be acceptedfor 
consideration: 
• Business capability: Applicant with a minimum working capital of SG$50,0001. Applicant 

must submit a business plan on how it can efficiently, accurately, and securely handle 
registration services. Where the applicant is not based in Singapore, it shall appoint or 
establish a Singapore-registered business entity, which shall undertake and discharge the 
responsibility and obligation of the accredited registrar and its operation shall be subject to 
Singapore law. 

• Prior experience: Applicant must have at least six (6) months prior experience in domain 
name registration and management either as a reseller of a current registrar of SGNIC or 
as a registrar of other gTLDs/ccTLDs. 

• Technical capability: Applicant must demonstrate how it can accommodate all of the 
archival database requirements for registrars. This includes the creation and maintenance 
of Whois-type public access database service as required by SGNIC and the provision of 
daily back-up and archives of them. In addition, applicants must submit detailed plan of 
the security system in creating and maintaining database in respect of the registration of 
domain names. 

• Organisational capability: Applicant must show its capability to provide prompt service to 
registrants for their registration needs as well as other registration obligations. 

• Applicants with at least two years of audited statements showing a working capital of 
SG$50,000 would not have to post a performance bond. Companies which do not have 
the required audited statements or for companies which in SGNIC’s assessment, have yet 
to prove their credibility and competency; are required to provide SGNIC with a 
performance bond of SG$30,000 in the form of a banker’s guarantee when accepted by 
SGNIC as accredited registrars. The performance bond is to ensure that the company has 
sufficient financial backing and would be able to fulfill the commitments specified in the 
Registrar Accreditation Agreement. SGNIC reserves its right to increase the performance 
bond at SGNIC’s sole discretion. 

• Registry model: e.g. Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (e.g. 

SIGNIC set the general rules for registrant (see http://www.nic.net.sg/pdf/sgr2r-regarg1.pdf ) 
and prescribes thatDomain names are allocated on a “first-come-first-served” basis, provided  
the information submitted is complete and all necessary documents are submitted at the time 

                                                 
1 1 SG $= 0, 6382 US$. 
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First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

of registration and all procedures relating to the application have been complied with. A later 
but complete application will have priority over an earlier but incomplete or non-compliant 
application. 
The actual implementation for the domain name registration varies depending on the different 
registrars. 
It was not possible to find any information suggesting that SIGNIC determined guidelines as to 
the different registration procedures available (e-mail, fax, ect) 

• Transparency of Registration Policy: e.g. 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 
defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

Registration policies and procedures are fairly equitable to all registrants. 
The RPPG set a number of restrictions on certain domain names. The following is a list of 
domain names which shall not be registered (“reserved names”): 
• Names which contain words such as “Temasek”, “Singapore”, “Singapura”, “Singapore 

Government” or “President” and variations thereof or any other words that might suggest a 
link to the Government; 

• Names which contain “SGNIC”, “NIC” and variations thereof; 
• Names which are or contain words or references which are obscene, scandalous, 

indecent or contrary to law or morality (e.g. “sex” or any connotations with sex or any sex-
related activities); 

• Names which are geographical names or names of countries (e.g. Singapore, Malaysia, 
Japan, etc.); 

• Names (either on their own or in combination with other characters) of existing generic 
top-level domain names (gTLDs) SGNIC  (i.e. .com, .org, .net, 
edu, .gov, .per, .aero, .coop, .biz, .info, .museum, .name and .pro) and any other gTLDs 
created or to be created by ICANN in the future; 

• Names such as “www”, “http”, “https” or “http-www”; 
• Names which are similar or identical to domain names registered under other domain 

name space and which SGNIC deems undesirable; 
• Names consisting entirely of numerals; and 
• Names which in SGNIC’s sole and absolute opinion, are undesirable or unsuitable for 

registration. 
There is a clear definition of accessibility to each type of domains: 

Page 124 of 181 



 

 SINGAPORE 

• com.sg - Applicants in this category must be commercial entities which are either 
registered or are about to be registered with the Accounting and Corporate Regulatory 
Authority (ACRA), the International Enterprise Singapore (IE Singapore) or any 
professional body. A foreign company which is not so registered may only apply for such a 
domain name if it has a representative in Singapore, which shall be a legal entity that is 
similarly registered by any of the afore-mentioned organisations, and is duly authorised (in 
writing) by the foreign company to apply for the registration of the domain name. 

• .org.sg - Applicants for names under this category shall either be registered or are about 
to be registered with the Registry of Societies, and may include organisations such as 
Town Councils, Community Centres, People’s Association and Embassies or any 
organisational unit under such organisations. 

• .net.sg - This category is for info-comm operators or network providers in Singapore.  
• .edu.sg - This domain is for educational institutions. Applicants for domain names under 

this category must be educational institutions registered with the Ministry of Education 
(MOE), Singapore. 

• .per.sg - This domain is for the registration of personal domain names. Only Singapore 
citizens and permanent residents aged 21 years and above can apply for a .per.sg 
domain name. 

• .sg - This domain is open to all. Foreign applicants for domain names under this category 
must appoint a local agent having a valid Singapore postal address as the Administrative 
Contact. 

 
 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: e.g. does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

No available information. 

Page 125 of 181 



 

 SINGAPORE 

• Requirements for the Registrants: e.g.  Is 
a clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 
registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

See accreditation procedure. 

• Interoperability: e.g. does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (e.g. 
IETF, W3C)? 

No info available. 

• WhoIs policy: e.g. Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

SGNIC maintains a WHOIS engine providing full registrant and registrar information of a 
domain name for contact purposes in the event of a technical problem or a need to check the 
availability of a domain name. The availability of such infor mation however has been a 
potential source of information exploited by spammers. 
 
To control spam, SGNIC revised the WHOIS display to reflect only the essential information of 
names and postal addresses of registrants and their registrars. 

• Security Policy:  e.g., is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, e.g. compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 
and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 
procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

 

No info available 

Page 126 of 181 



 

 SINGAPORE 

Qualitative measures of efficiency, e.g.: 
provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, service 
level (i.e. waiting times for end users)  

SGNIC regularly reviews the domain name registration policies for '.sg' domain names with 
the aim of facilitating market competitiveness and lowering market entry barriers for the 
domain name registration market.  
In September of 2005 SGNIC reduced domain name prices charged to registrars in the hope 
that such cost-savings would be translated their customers.  

• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

No information is available separately for SIGNIC, as its financial statements are consolidated 
together with those of IDA (see 
http://www.ida.gov.sg/idaweb/doc/download/I3075/IDA_AR_2004_05_LR.pdf ) 
From IDA financial statement it is possible to infer the following. 
IDA as a whole reports three sources of revenues in 2005: 
• Licenses and frequency fees:  SG$ 72.386.000 
• Services fees:   SG$ 92.791.000 
• Other income:   SG$   7.505.000 
Total revenue in 2005 were SG$ 172.682.000 compared to SG$ 157.317.000 in operating 
cost, yielding an operating profit SG$ 15.365.000. 
In 2005 IDA received from the government budget SG$ 33.172.000 in operating grants SG$ 
18.383.000 in development grants. 
SIGNIC charges registrars the following: 

• Application Fee for accreditation - SG$1,000 
• Accreditation Fee – SG$4,500 for 3 years 
• Renewal Fee for accreditation – SG$4,500 for 3 years 
• Performance Bond – SG$30,000 in the form of a banker’s guarantee for companies 

which are not able to produce two years of audited statements showing a minimum 
working capital of SG$50,000; or for companies, which in SGNIC’s assessment, have 
yet to prove their credibility and competency 

• SG$ 15 per registered .per domain 
• SG$ 30 per registered domain (all other domains) 

Statistics are available only on the cumulated number of registered domain names, but not on 
yearly volume. 
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Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: e.g. is there a strategy 
plan to accommodate for ENUM 
development and integration? Has this plan 
been developed in cooperation with 
international bodies? (ITU) 

To leverage on the convergence of Internet and telecommunications technologies and to take 
advantage of the wide range of applications supported by such convergence, SGNIC is 
inviting companies to participate in an Electronic Numbering (ENUM) Pilot Trial to see how 
numbers can be used innovatively for multiple services in addition to IP Telephony.  

The pilot trial provides companies a testbed to test the technical and commercial feasibility of 
their innovative ENUM services. To ensure that the full potential of ENUM is tested, 
companies participating in the trial will be required to provide a suite of ENUM services such 
as ENUM registration, ENUM server hosting and ENUM-based services.  

FRAMEWORK SGNIC ENUM Pilot Trial Service Framework (pdf) 

APPLICATION Application for SGNIC's Trial ENUM Registrar (doc)  

FAQ FAQ on SGNIC ENUM Pilot Trial Service Framework (html)  

IDA's Press release on IP Telephony and ENUM  

Education: ENUM Module 101  

 

• IDN readiness: e.g. is there a 
standardisation and implementation plan for 
IDN? (e.g. has the IETF IDN standard been 
taken up?) Is there already a regional coding 
standard for the representation of the local 
scripts ijn place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese 
and Tamil characters in the IDN System 

Currently SIGNIC is very active in this domain and has undertaken: 
• Standardisation and implementation of IDN System 
• Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) adopted IDN standard  
• Develop a Singapore coding standard for the representation of Chinese and Tamil 

characters in the IDN System environment  
SIGNC has run a IDN test bed trial from July 2005 till Jan 2006 and runs a separate ad ho 
website on the IDN issue (http://www.idn.sg/ ) 
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environment) In line with the aim of becoming a regional infocomm hub and given that Singapore is a multi-
racial, multi-lingual society, the trial offers users an additional option to make their Internet 
presence felt. With multilingual domain names or Internationalised Domain Names (IDN), both 
organisations and individuals will be able to better reach their Chinese-speaking and Tamil-
speaking audiences. The six-month trial will run from 4 July 2005 and end on 3 January 2006. 
The trial is open to individuals and organisations both here and overseas. Overseas applicants 
will need to have a Singapore-based contact to participate in the IDN trial.  
After the trial period, all registered IDNs will be purged from the system. SGNIC will then 
assess if there is sufficient market demand to justify a commercial rollout of .sg IDNs. Should 
SGNIC subsequently decide to rollout IDNs commercially, it will look into formulating the 
necessary registration policies and procedures based on feedback received during the trial 
period.  
IDNs will be reflected with an '.idn.sg' extension so as not to affect the current '.sg' domain 
names zone. For instance, SGNIC's IDN will be represented as '中文.idn.sg' in the Chinese 
language.   

• Ipv6 readiness: e.g. is a masterplan in place 
and have tasks been allocated with respect 
to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

Current Status in Singapore: 
• R & D Effort 
• Monitoring IPv6 Development 
• Formation of Domain Name System Technical (DNST) Committee to study IPv6 
• Representations from ISPs, Research and Education Institutions and IDA 

 
• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 

developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

No info available 
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Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: eg a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

The Internet Infrastructure (II) foundation of Sweden  is a non-profit organization responsible 
for the Swedish Internet top level domain .se. Initially, it was owner of the subsidiary NIC-SE, 
which handles the practical management of the .se domain-name register. On March, 1st, 
2006, IIS and NIC-SE merged, and IIS become responsible for maintaining the Swedish 
Domain Name Registry. 

• Sources of finance: eg  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

IIS founds come mainly from registration fees and membership fees, the latter paid by the 
registrars. 

• Legal foundation: eg  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

II operates under the Swedish legislation on Foundations (i.e., the Foundation Act, the 
Regulation for Foudation). 

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government 

There is no governmental involvement in the ccTLD, however a committee examined the 
issue in 1998. Their report was published in April 2000 and recommended that although the 
domain name system functioned "excellently", the ccTLD should sign an agreement with the 
government according to the GAC principals. The report was released for public consultation 
in 2000 and received strong opposition.  
A new government committee is looking at the legislation aspects for the whole field of 
electronic communication including .se and the Internet. No report has yet been published.  

• Location: eg in the country the ccTLD refers 
to? Abroad? 

IIS is located in Stockholm, Sweden. 

• Membership requirements: eg are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

No available information. 

Page 130 of 181 



 

SWEDEN 

• Mission Statement: eg is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

According to IIS last report, the foundation’s  ambition is for .se to be the obvious choice of 
top-level domain for everyone with a connection to Sweden. The .se domain is currently the 
predominant top-level domain for Swedish users, and they are continuously working to 
maintain this position by developing service and enhancing the security and robustness of .se. 
Users with a .se address can rest assured that the top-level domain has very high technical 
ambitions regarding operational security.  

Governance processes 

For example: 

 

• Board’s Role and Selection: eg who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

No available information. 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: eg which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

No available information. 

• Membership in coordinating board: eg is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

IIS is member of ICANN and CENTR. 

• Policy aims: eg does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

The Internet infrastructure foundation, is the non-profit organization ultimately responsible for 
the top-level .se Internet domain and owner of the subsidiary NIC-SE, which handles the 
practical management of the .se domain-name register. In addition to bearing responsibility 
for .se, IIS supports the development of Internet infrastructure in Sweden, both through its own 
efforts and by providing financial support to others. IIS awards scholarships and contributions 
from the Internet Fund and also organizes conferences and seminars, as well as participating 
actively in the international development of Internet standards. 

• Accountability Framework: eg Has the No available information. 
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ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: eg has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 
compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

IIS, which owns NIC-SE and acts as guarantor for the .se domain, offers an alternative dispute 
resolution procedure (ADR) for disputes relating to the .se domain. The procedure is used to 
handle apparent cases of abuse. ADR is also intended to act as a deterrent to prevent 
registrations made in bad faith. 
ADR introduced in the spring of 2003 in conjunction with the new liberalized and simplified 
rules for .se. 
In brief, alternative dispute resolution works as follows: any party that feels they are entitled to 
a domain name held by another party can raise the matter for alternative 
dispute resolution. The application shall be submitted in written form (the form is available on 
IIS website) and be notified to IIS. 
The application for an alternative dispute resolution procedure must contain information 
regarding the applicant’s: 
• name, personal ID number or company number or equivalent; 
• postal or e-mail address, and telephone and fax numbers. 
The applicant shall submit corresponding information as set forth in the first paragraph in 
respect of the domain holder in respect of which the procedure is directed (the “opponent”). 
In addition, the application must contain information regarding whether the procedure shall be 
administered by one or three adjudicators. Where the procedure shall be administered by only 
one adjudicator, such adjudicator shall be appointed by the dispute resolution organisation. 
Where the applicant desires that the matter be determined by three adjudicators, the dispute 
resolution organisation shall appoint one of the adjudicators who shall also be the chairman 
among the adjudicators. The applicant and the opponent shall each appoint an arbitrator from 
the arbitrators registered with the II-Foundation. 
The application must contain information regarding: 
• the claims made in the procedure; 
• the facts which are invoked in support of the claim; and 
• the evidence invoked and the facts to be proven with each separate piece of evidence. 
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Written evidence must be submitted together with the application.  
The dispute resolution officer takes three factors into account when making his/her decision: 
• If the domain name is identical to or easily confused with a protected name or distinctive 

mark.; 
• If the holder does not have any right to or legitimate interest in the domain name; 
• If the domain name has been registered or used in bad faith. 
The alternative dispute resolution procedure is subsidized by IIS. The party reporting a matter 
for ADR is only required to pay a fee of SEK 10,000 (excluding VAT). Half of this fee is 
refunded if this party wins the case. All ADR rulings and assessments can be read (in Swedish 
only) on the IIS website. The ADR system is managed and administered by IIS, although the 
actual disputes are settled by an adjudicator, who is an independent lawyer. 
A dispute may not be adjudicated without a party having knowledge regarding information 
which has been presented in the procedure by someone other than the party and has been 
afforded the opportunity to comment in respect of the information. 
The decision of the adjudicator(s), which must be issued in writing, shall be based on the 
contents of the documents and that which the examination reveals in general. 
A decision through which the adjudicator(s) determines the disputed matter must contain the 
reasons which have determined the outcome. 
The application for alternative dispute procedure which is to be adjudicated by one adjudicator 
must be determined within 30 days from the time at which the application was submitted to the 
adjudicator. Where special cause exists, the adjudicator may extend such time. 
The application for alternative dispute procedure which is to be adjudicated by three 
adjudicators shall be determined within 60 days from the time at which the application was 
submitted to the adjudicators. Where special cause exists, the adjudicator who is the chairman 
may extend such time. 
The documents which are submitted or prepared in a dispute resolution procedure shall be 
compiled in a file by the adjudicator(s). 
The decision of the adjudicator(s) shall immediately be sent to the dispute resolution 
organisation. In connection with the decision, the file shall also be sent to the organisation. 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: eg 
have civil Society and user groups been 

No available information. 
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involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

• Industry Involvement: eg have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 

No available information. 

Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 

 

• Registration Procedure: eg the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

The Internet Infrastructure foundation of Sweden does not manage directly the domain name 
registrations. Users’ requests are managed by accredited registrars, that send the applications 
to the II foundation in an electronic way. 

• Accreditation requirements: eg is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 

A Registrar shall be a commercial enterprise. As a commercial enterprise is meant a natural 
person or a legal person who runs a business of economic nature of such character that it can 
be deemed as professional and is VAT-registered or the equivalent. Sweden nationality is nor 
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nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

a requisite. 
The Registrar shall have sufficient technical and administrative resources in order to perform 
his/her obligations under this agreement as well as supplying the Holder with good service. 
The Registrar shall comply with the applicable technical and administrative regulations notified 
on The II foundations web site. 
When entering into the Registrar agreement the Registrar shall pay an entering fee of SEK 
5.000 (five thousand) VAT excluded, as compensation for The II foundations administrative 
costs. The entering fee is not refundable.  
When entering into this agreement the Registrar shall pay a deposit, the size of which the II 
foundations decides taking into consideration the credit rating of the Registrar as well as an 
estimate of the number of future applications from the Registrar. The II foundation reserves 
the right to re-evaluate the size of the deposit from time to time. The II foundation shall notify 
the Registrar of an increase in the deposit one month before the increase comes into effect.  
For each application for registration of domain names the Registrar shall ensure that The II 
foundation receives an application fee which amounts to the sum stated in the applicable 
"General Conditions for Registration of Domain Names under the top domain .se". By 
application for registration is meant new registrations as well as assignment of domain names. 
Application fees shall be paid in arrears. Date of payment is thirty (30) days after date of 
invoice.  

• Registry model: eg Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (eg 
First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

Domain name registrations are made on a “first come, first served basis”. It is not possible to 
pre-register or otherwise reserve a domain name.  
The application must be written in Swedish or English and must be made on a standard form 
designed by IIS or using an electronic standard form corresponding to the standard form and 
which has been approved by IIS. The Registrar will assist in the preparation of the application 
and will thereafter forward the application to IIS.  
When applying for an assignment of a domain name, a written consent must also be 
submitted, signed by a registered Holder/authorized signatory for the registered Holder. The 
written consent must be made on a standard form designed by IIS.  
An application for new registration/assignment is binding. When the application is correctly 
completed, the Registrar will, on behalf of IIS, send a confirmation of the application to the 
Holder. The Contract shall be deemed to be concluded when confirmation is received by the 
Holder. By submitting the application in accordance with the above, the Holder consents to IIS 
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starting to process the application during the cooling-off period applicable to consumers 
according to the Consumer Protection (distance contracts and home sales) Act (2000:274). 
The Holder.s consent to the processing of the Holder.s application by IIS during an on-going 
cooling-off period means that the cooling-off right, according to the statute referred to in this 
paragraph, is inapplicable. 

• Transparency of Registration Policy: eg 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 
defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

According to IIS policy, only open sub-domains can be required. The following 2LD are 
managed under ISS authority: 
• org.se: for non-profit associations; 
• pp.se: for private individuals (It is a requirement for registration under .pp.se that the 

applicant is a natural person and has a Swedish personal identity number or a Swedish 
co-ordination number.) 

• tm.se: for trademarks. For it to be possible to register a trade mark as a domain name, the 
trade mark must be protected in accordance with one of the following three alternatives: 
o National distinctive mark for goods or services that is registered with the Swedish 

Patent and Registration Office [Patent- och registreringsverket] (PRV) and where 
the time for appeal against the registration has expired; 

o International distinctive mark, protected under the so-called Madrid Protocol and 
registered after designation and where the registration has acquired legal effect in 
Sweden; or 

o Distinctive mark that by means of registration as a European Community trade 
mark ("EC Mark") with the OHIM registration authority at Alicante, Spain, has legal 
effect in Sweden. 

• parti.se: for political parties. 
• press.se: for Periodical publications (magazines). It is a requirement for registration 

under .press.se that the Swedish Patent and Registration Office 
Eligibility and registration policies, procedures and requirements are published on IIS website, 
and on the Registrar’ websites. 
IIS and accredited registrars publish on their websites contact references (e-mail address, 
phone number, fax number, post address). 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: eg does the range of services on 

The zone SE shall be managed according to the RFCs that defines the standard for DNS-
systems. Experimental RFCs shall only be followed as long as they do not create problems. 
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offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

The zone shall be managed according to the practice that are valid in well-managed zones. 
At time of delegation all the DNS-data must fulfil formal requirements, SE-specific 
requirements and functional requirements before the redelegation is done.  
Also when the DNS-data attaches an application of registration of domain names must all the 
DNS-data fulfil formal redelegation, SE-specific requirements and functional requirements.  
The formal requirements are that the DNS- records shall in its entity fulfil the standard for 
DNS-records incl. how records are allowed to be combined. Necessary glue-records must be 
included. Redundant glue- records are no obstacle for the redelegation but are excluded in the 
delegation.  
The specific SE-requirements are that the DNS-records must fulfil the requirements on 
allowed DNS-records according to these rules and that it do not lead to any collisions between 
subdomain names and first level domain names according the above mentioned.  
The functional requirements are the following: 
• The delegated zone must fulfil the standard for DNS  
• The nameservers specified must either correspond with valid glue-records or is possible 

to look up through DNS  
• The nameservers specified must answer DNS-queries and be authoratative for the 

delegated zone.  
• The given NS-records must be a part of the delegated zone in exactly the same shape.  
• Possible glue- records must be a part of the delegated zone in exactly the same shape.  
• The e-mail address which has been given in the SOA- record must lead to it or they who 

are responsible of the management of the zone and must be read by physical persons.  
Current standards for management of DNS are: 
• STD 13, 
• RFC1912, 
• RFC2182, 
• RFC1918. 

• Requirements for the Registrants: eg  Is a 
clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 

An application for registration under the top level domain .se is open for all natural and legal 
persons who hold a Personal Identity or Corporate Registration number, or who can be 
identified through Proof of Registration in a Record maintained by a Public Authority, or by an 
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registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

organization with functions comparable to that of a Public Authority. 
According to IIS policy, only open domain names can be applied for (i.e., those domain that 
are not in the reserved list, published on ISS website). 
Rules on domain names’ compositions: 
• Classic domain name under the top level domain .se may only comprise the letters a to z, 

the numbers 0 to 9 and hyphens. They must start and conclude with a letter or a number, 
and must not consist exclusively of hyphens.  

• Combinations of digits structured as xxxxxx-xxxx which is or can become a Swedish 
personal identification number cannot be registered. For technical reasons, it is not 
possible to register a classic domain name that begins with two letters followed by two 
hyphens. 

• An Internationalized domain name must be recoded to ASCII symbols to enable its 
registration under the top level domain .se. An International domain name recoded to 
ASCII symbols constitutes a so-called .ACE-coded. domain name.  

• The domain name shall contain at least two characters, and may comprise a maximum of 
63 characters.  

• A domain name cannot be newly registered if it is identical to a previously registered 
domain name under the same domain.  

• A domain name cannot be newly registered if it relates to a sub-domain or a domain 
name that is already registered. Sub-domain names of domain names that have already 
been registered will be administered by the party that allocates the domain in question 
and not by IIS.  

• Interoperability: eg does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (eg 
IETF, W3C)? 

Registrars have to comply with technical regulations, that constitute a part of the Registrar 
Agreement.  
In order to register new domain names the Registrar is required to have a public PGP key 
registered with The II foundation. The Registrar is responsible for creating a PGP key. The 
Registrar is responsible for the private PGP key being kept and dealt with in a safe manner.  
Towards general conditions, the Holder must state an e-mail address. This will be used when 
The II foundation wishes to send messages to the Holder (e.g. single-use passwords, 
operational information etc.). This e-mail address will only be used internally by The II 
foundation and will not be visible in the whois.  
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When making a new registration the Holder should register at least one name server. When 
making a redelegation, the Holder should register at least one name server but The II 
foundation strongly recommends that at least two name servers are registered. When 
registering name servers, all nameservers configuration must be correct and reply 
authoritatively to DNS questions regarding the zone. If a name server does not have the 
correct configuration or answers incorrectly, no DNS data will be stored, or if it refers to a 
redelegation, the redelegation will not take place. 
The Holder of a domain name can make changes of address via The II foundation:s web site, 
together with a single-use password. The single use password, which are unique for each 
contract, are automatically generated on the II foundation web site and will be sent to the 
Holders stated e-mail address. A single-use password can only be used for one login and will 
automatically be deactivated if not used within 48 hours. If the Holder wishes to block the 
possibility of changing an address via our website, the Holder can do this by registering a PGP 
key for the contract. Blocking can also be achieved via the change of address page with the 
help of a single-use password. The unlocking of a blocked contract/domain can only take 
place through The II foundations’ customer service 

• WhoIs policy: eg Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

ISS directly manages the Who-Is service. The only things that is possible to search for is:  
• Domain names incl. .se  
• Contract number  
• Organization numbers but not personal code numbers, ten figures, 000000-0000 
In this data base users might find domain names under .se and their holders. There are no 
information about addresses to homepages, e-mail addresses or information about domain 
names under other top domains than .se.  
The information in the data base and the search result falls under the law of copyright and is 
not to be used in commercial purposes. 
The search is meant to be a source of information related to specific domain names and their 
holders. It is not permitted to try to download information about a large number of domain 
names in purpose to create an own data base. All searches get loaded with information about 
where it comes from. When there is a too big activity the address is blocked to further 
searches. 
The regulations for this are: 
• More than 200 searches during a day - suspension for one day 
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• More than 500 searches during a week - suspension for one week 
• More than 1000 searches during a month - suspension for one month 

• Security Policy:  eg, is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, eg compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 
and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 
procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

In order to register new domain names the Registrar is required to have a public PGP key 
registered with The II foundation. The Registrar is responsible for creating a PGP key. The 
Registrar is responsible for the private PGP key being kept and dealt with in a safe manner.  
 

• Qualitative measures of efficiency, eg: 
provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end users) 

One of the IIS’ goals for the future is to progressively reduce the cost of Domain Name 
Registration. 

• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

No available information. 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: eg is there a strategy plan 
to accommodate for ENUM development and 
integration? Has this plan been developed in 
cooperation with international bodies? (ITU) 

The IIS is currently coordinating several projects to develop and implement ENUM-based 
solutions in Sweden. 
In particular, the Government have in a decision made the 6th December commissioned The 
National Post and Telecom Agency (PTS) to administratively answer for and accomplish a 
national test with ENUM. The purpose with the test is to gain experiences of ENUM before a 
possible permanent introduction of ENUM on a commercial ground. PTS shall show the 
commission for the Government the 30th June 2004 at the latest. Sweden has the right to the 
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domain .6.4.e164.arpa. and have for this test asked ITU to delegate this domain. The II 
foundation shall on commission from PTS do duty as ENUM Tier 1 Registry for the national 
test with ENUM up to the date when PTS shall show the commission for the Government. 

• IDN readiness: eg is there a standardisation 
and implementation plan for IDN? (e.g. has 
the IETF IDN standard been taken up?) Is 
there already a regional coding standard for 
the representation of the local scripts ijn 
place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese and Tamil 
characters in the IDN System environment) 

No available information. 

• Ipv6 readiness: eg is a masterplan in place 
and have tasks been allocated with respect 
to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

No available information. 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

No available information. 
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Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: eg a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

Taiwan Network Information Centre (TWNIC) is a not-for-profit organisation. 

• Sources of finance: eg  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

An authorization fee and annual maintenance fees (including software maintenance fee and 
technical service fee) shall be payable by the Registrars based on the scope of services as 
authorized to it. In addition, the Registrar shall pay to TWNIC registration fees or maintenance 
fees calculated according to the number of domain Domain Names registered through such 
Registrar pursuant to the Contract. Such registration fees or maintenance fees shall be 
calculated and paid collected monthly. TWNIC shall have the right to enact fee collection 
policies applicable to be applied to Registrars separately according to their 
substancesconditions. 
The Registrar shall collect Domain Name registration fees (new registrants only) and 
maintenance fees from registrants according to the fee schedules as announced by TWNIC. 
The Registrar may apply fee schedules with a lower rate than that announced by TWNIC. 

• Legal foundation: eg  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

TWNIC operates under the Corporation Legislation.  

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government (*) 

TWNIC was established in March 1994 as an experimental program. In April 1998, the 
National Information Infrastructure (NICI) decided that TWNIC should fall under the authority 
of the Taiwanese Directorate-General of Telecommunication (DGT). Under its guidance, 
TWNIC transformed into a nonprofit corporation on December 29 1999.  
Neither the NICI nor DGT is directly involved in TWNIC's decision making, rather TWNIC is 
governed by a board of directors. A few board members are from the government, however 
they sit as individuals, instead of as government representatives. 
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• Location: eg in the country the ccTLD refers 
to? Abroad? 

TWNIC is located in Taipei (Taiwan) 

• Membership requirements: eg are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

No available information 

• Mission Statement: eg is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

No available information 

Governance processes 

For example: 

 

• Board’s Role and Selection: eg who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

No available information 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: eg which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

No available information 

• Membership in coordinating board: eg is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

TWNIC cooperates with network information organizations such as ICANN and APNIC as well 
as equivalent national Internet organizations in other countries, including JPNIC, CNNIC, and 
KRNIC. 

• Policy aims: eg does it exist a master The primary functions and responsibilities of TWNIC are as the right: 
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document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

• Providing specialized Internet services, including domain name and IP/ASN registration 
and management, as well as directory and database access; in addition, promoting 
Internet business in Taiwan in a spirit of non-profit, mutual and impartial sharing of 
network resources 

• Coordinating and facilitating activities and cooperation between national and international 
Internet-related organizations 

Assisting the industry in the promotion of nationwide Internet use, and coordinating the 
exchange and integration of Internet information services 

• Accountability Framework: eg Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

No available information 

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: eg has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 
compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

This Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (hereinafter, the "Policy") is specially adopted 
for the resolution of disputes arising between Registrants and third parties in respect of 
Domain Names registered with the Taiwan Network Information Center and Registrars. 
When applying to register or renew registration of a Domain Name or to change Domain 
Name registration information, the registrant shall disclose to the Registrar and warrant the 
truthfulness of the below-listed matters, and shall assume sole responsibility for any 
infringement of rights or interests of others:  
• That the statements made on the application form are complete and accurate;  
• That, to the Registrant's knowledge, the Domain Name registered by it does not infringe 

on rights or interests of others;  
• That it is not registering, and will not use, the Domain Name for improper purposes;  
• That it is not deliberately registering, and will not deliberately use, the Domain Name in a 

manner that violates applicable laws or regulations.  
In any of the following circumstances, the Registry Administrator may cancel or transfer a 
registered Domain Name:  
The Registry Administrator receives written instructions from the Registrant or its agent, 
provided this shall not apply in the circumstances in Article 14;  
The Registry Administrator receives an irrevocable judgment of a court or a certifying 
document having the same force as an irrevocable judgment of a court;  
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The Registry Administrator receives a written decision of a Provider.  
The Registry Administrator may also cancel or transfer a registered Domain Name pursuant to 
applicable registration policies agreed to by the Registrant or provisions of other laws or 
regulations. 
Article 5 Grounds for Complaint Filing and Relevant Principles  
A Complainant may, on the grounds that the below-listed circumstances exist in respect of the 
Registrant's Domain Name registration, file a complaint with a Provider pursuant to this Policy: 
1. The Domain Name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark(s), mark(s), personal 
name, business name, or other emblem(s) of the Complainant;  
2. The Registrant has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the Domain Name;  
3. The Registrant has registered or used the Domain Name in bad faith.  
Evidence submitted by both Parties, and all other materials, shall be considered when 
determining the presence of the elements in the subparagraphs of the preceding paragraph. If 
any of the circumstances in the subparagraphs below are present, a determination may be 
made that the Registrant has rights or legitimate interests in the Domain Name:  
1. Before receiving any notice of the Domain Name dispute from a third party or a Provider, 
the Registrant used in good faith, or made demonstrable preparations to use, the Domain 
Name or a name corresponding to the Domain Name in selling goods or offering services;  
2. The Registrant's use of the Domain Name is well known to the general public; 
3. The Registrant is making a lawful, non-commercial, or legitimate use of the Domain Name 
and is not using it for commercial profit in a manner that would confuse or mislead consumers 
or detract from or harm the trademark(s), mark(s), personal name, business name, or other 
emblem(s) at issue.  
The circumstances in the following subparagraphs may be considered when making a 
determination of bad faith in the registration or use of a Domain Name: 
1. The Registrant registered or acquired the Domain Name primarily for the purpose of gaining 
from the Complainant or a competitor thereof, by selling or renting the Domain Name or by 
some other means, a profit in excess of the expenses related to registering the Domain Name; 
2. The Registrant registered the Domain Name for the purpose of preventing the Complainant 
from using a trademark(s), mark(s), personal name, business name, or other emblem in a 
Domain Name registration;  
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3. The Registrant registered the Domain Name primarily for the purpose of disrupting the 
business activities of a competitor;  
4. The Registrant, for purposes of profit-seeking, has intentionally sought to induce or mislead 
network users to visit the Registrant's web site or other on-line location by creating confusion 
with the trademark(s), mark(s), personal name, business name, or other emblem(s) of the 
Complainant.  
The Complainant shall select one of the Providers approved by the Registry Administrator with 
which to file its complaint.  
In the event of multiple Domain Name disputes between the same Registrant and 
Complainant, either Party may petition the first Panel appointed to hear a [pending] Domain 
Name dispute between the Parties to consolidate the disputes. The Panel may thereupon 
decide to consolidate any or all such disputes to which this Policy applies as provided herein.  
Dispute resolution fees shall be paid by the Complainant, except in cases where the 
Registrant elects for a three-member Panel as provided in Article 6 of the Rules, in which case 
the fees shall be evenly split between the Parties. 
The remedies available to a Complainant shall be limited to cancellation of the Registrant's 
Domain Name or transfer of the Domain Name to the Complainant.  
The Provider shall deliver the decision of the Panel to the Registry Administrator.  
The decision of the Panel shall be published in full on a public web site; provided, if the Panel 
deems there to be just cause for redaction, it may publish the content in part only.  
The provisions of this Policy shall not prevent the Parties from filing a lawsuit in a court with 
respect to Domain Name disputes.  
When a Panel renders a decision to cancel or transfer a Registrant's Domain Name, the 
Provider shall send the decision to the Registry Administrator and the Parties. 
If the Registrant has not submitted documentation of litigation within ten (10) Work Days of the 
day the Registry Administrator receives service of the decision from the Provider, the Registry 
Administrator shall implement the decision.  
If the Registrant submits the documentation in the preceding paragraph within the period 
specified in the preceding paragraph, the Registry Administrator will provisionally stay 
implementation; provided, if either Party submits [either of] the following documents to the 
Registry Administrator, implementation shall be in accordance with the content of the 
document:  
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1. A notarized settlement agreement between the Parties; 
2. Documentation that the lawsuit has been withdrawn, an irrevocable court judgment, or a 
certifying document having the same force as a court judgment.  
This Policy shall not apply to any Domain Name disputes arising between a Registrant and 
another person(s) except for disputes governed by this Policy as provided herein.  
The Registry Administrator shall not participate in any dispute between a Registrant and any 
other person regarding Domain Name registration and use.  
During Domain Name dispute resolution proceedings, the Registry Administrator will not 
participate in such proceedings in any way, with the exception that it shall provide information 
regarding Domain Name registration and use at the request of the Provider. The Registry 
Administrator shall execute the decision of the Panel, and shall be in no way liable for the 
outcome of the dispute resolution.  
The Registry Administrator may not cancel or transfer any Domain Name registration except 
as provided in Article 4, Article 10, paragraphs 3 and 4, and Article 14, paragraph 2 of the 
Policy.  
The Registrant may not transfer the Domain Name registration to another person under any of 
the following circumstances:  
1. During a pending dispute resolution proceeding or within twenty (20) days after such 
proceeding is concluded;  
2. During a proceeding before a court or arbitration body, unless the assignee consents in 
writing to be bound by the judgment of the court or the decision of the arbitration body.  
The Registry Administrator may cancel transferred registrations where the transfer was made 
in violation of the provisions of the preceding paragraph. 
The Registry Administrator may modify this Policy as necessitated by developments in the 
Internet and the Domain Name system.  
Revised Policy content shall be published on the Registry Administrator's web site thirty (30) 
days before it becomes effective. In cases where the complaint was filed with the Provider 
before the effective date of the revisions to Policy content, the unrevised Policy shall apply to 
related proceedings. In all cases where the complaint was filed with the Provider [from] the 
effective date of revisions to Policy content [onward], the revised Policy shall apply to related 
proceedings, irrespective of when the dispute arose.  
In the event that the Registrant objects to revised content, its sole remedy is to petition the 
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Registry Administrator to cancel the Domain Name registration. It will not be entitled to a 
refund of any fees paid. The revised Policy shall be binding upon the Registrant until 
cancellation of the Domain Name registration.  
Matters on which this Policy is silent shall be governed by the laws of the Republic of China.  
The Registry Administrator shall be responsible for interpreting this Policy.  

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: eg 
have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

No available information 

• Industry Involvement: eg have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 

No available information 

Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 
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• Registration Procedure: eg the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

Domain name registrations are managed through accredited registrars 

• Accreditation requirements: eg is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 
nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

Registrar shall be a company duly incorporated under the competent laws and having a paid-
in capital of at least New Taiwan Dollars 10,000,000, or a juristic person or institute such as 
association of enterprises, association of common interests, academic association etc., duly 
established under the competent laws and having a business related to Internet services. 
If a candidate is an incorporated juristic person, its director, auditor, manager or shareholder 
with least 5% of issued shares shall not commit any of Items 1 to 5 of Article 30, the Company 
Law of Taiwan, the Republic of China. The effective term of the Contract shall be determined 
mutually by the Registrar and TWNIC but shall not be longer than  years. The Contract may 
be renewed with the consent of TWNIC 3 months prior to its expiration. No renewal shall be 
allowed for a term longer than 2 years.  
During the effective term of the authorization, if the Registrar commits a material breach of the 
Contract and fails to correct such breach before a deadline specified by TWNIC, TWNIC shall 
have the right to terminate the authorization. The Registrar shall recover TWNIC for its 
damages so caused.  
In case TWNIC decides to terminate its services in the administration of Domain Name 
registrations for certain reasons, it shall notify all Registrars at least 6 months before such 
termination and shall take all means provided in the “Taiwan Network Information Centre - 
Guidelines for Administration of Domain Name Registrations”. In no case shall TWNIC be 
responsible to Registrars and their registrants except for those responsibilities as provided in 
said “Guidelines”. 
In case the Registrar terminates its service in the Domain Name registration under the 
consent of TWNIC, or its authorization is terminated by TWNIC, the Registrar shall, in 
accordance with TWNIC instruction, return to TWNIC, deliver to a third party or allow TWNIC 
to take over all registration information of its registrants. If the Registrar fails to comply with 
TWNIC instruction, TWNIC shall have the right to process at its own option and shall have the 
right to recover any damage so caused from the Registrar. 
The preceding Paragraph shall apply mutates mutandis to the situation where the services of 
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the Registrar is interrupted for fourteen14 days without a reasonable cause.  

• Registry model: eg Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (eg 
First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

Domain names are assigned on a “First come, first served” basis. 

• Transparency of Registration Policy: eg 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 
defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

No available information. 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: eg does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

A Registrar shall provide registrants a 24-hour, stable and real-time registration service 
system. Such system shall include a server, a software platform (including operation system, 
database and necessary related application software), a networking system, broadband and 
other equipments as TWNIC deems necessary.  
Registrar shall maintain a proper number of technicians to conduct 24-hour, whole day 
monitoring of Domain Name registrations and correct and enhance system software from time 
to time in compliance with the requirements of TWNIC. 
 A Registrar shall maintain a sufficient number of service staffs to provide 24-hour, whole day 
services in helping registrants to solve all kinds of problems. If necessary TWNIC shall have 
the right to request the Registrar to modify its service system, such that service quality may be 
ensured. 
A Registrar shall hire marketing and public relations staff to conduct promotions of Domain 
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Name registrations in cooperation with TWNIC 

• Requirements for the Registrants: eg  Is a 
clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 
registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

Application requirements vary according to the 2LD the application is made for. Currently the 
following 2LD are available: 
com.tw： for legally registered companies or firms registered according to the commercial 
registration law and foreign companies registered according to the laws of their countries. 
org.tw： for corporation or juridical association registered according to the laws; foreign non-
profit organization established according to the laws of their country. 
idv.tw"： for any natural person who may file application, however the identity of the applicant 
must be verified via email. 
game.tw：requires no restriction to the applicant's qualification. The applicant for registration 
has to select the attributes on his/her own, however the identity of the applicant must be 
verified via email. 
ebiz.tw： requires no restriction to the applicant's qualification. The applicant for registration 
has to select the attributes on his/her own, however the identity of the applicant must be 
verified via email. 
club.tw： requires no restriction to the applicant's qualification. The applicant for registration 
has to select the attributes on his/her own. However, the identity of the applicant must be 
verified via email. 
Applicant could use 52 English alphabets in either capital or small letters, numbers from 0-9, 
and “hyphens” (-), up to a total of 63 characters. However, the first and the last characters had 
to be English alphabets or numbers. In addition, no special symbols under RFC-1035 shall be 
used.  
(2) Requirement in the length of the characters: in each of the Domain Name, there should be 
at least 2 characters, but no more than 63 characters 
There are four steps in the application for English domain name, (1) fill in the data for 
registration online, (2) print out the review report and the approval of documents, (3) payment, 
and (4) set up DNS. 
TWNIC already open up the foreign firm no longer need to appoint a local lawyer be their 
behalves. TWNIC has signed an agreement with Neulevel, the US registry, for it to be the 
authorized operator for registering domain names from on behalf of foreign firms). 
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• Interoperability: eg does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (eg 
IETF, W3C)? 

No available information. 

• WhoIs policy: eg Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

The WhoIs Service is directly managed by TWNIC, and is accessible on TWNIC website. 

• Security Policy:  eg, is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, eg compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 
and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 
procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

 

TWNIC use a SSL (Security Socket Layer) security encryption mechanism for online payment 
by credit cards, which could provide Connection Security service.  
When registering a domain name, applicants receive a PIN (Personal Identity Number) to be 
used for all interactions with TWNIC and registrars (change of address, etc. in the WhoIs 
database, enter DNS to specify or modify HOST/IP, and so on.). 

• Qualitative measures of efficiency, eg: 
provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end users) 

No available information 
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• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

No available information 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: eg is there a strategy plan 
to accommodate for ENUM development and 
integration? Has this plan been developed in 
cooperation with international bodies? (ITU) 

No available infiormation 

• IDN readiness: eg is there a standardisation 
and implementation plan for IDN? (e.g. has 
the IETF IDN standard been taken up?) Is 
there already a regional coding standard for 
the representation of the local scripts ijn 
place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese and Tamil 
characters in the IDN System environment) 

It is currently possible to apply for IDN domain names in Taiwan (using Chinese characters). 

• Ipv6 readiness: eg is a masterplan in place 
and have tasks been allocated with respect 
to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

TWNIC has hosted in Taipei the Ipv6 Summit 2004, that saw the participation of 
representatives from IT industry, country Internet managing bodies, academia, etc. 
The Summit featured the most recent IPv6 industrialization progress around the world and 
particularly, the status in Taiwan. 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

No available information. 
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Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: e.g. a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

Nominet UK was established in 1996 as a  private, not-for-profit company, limited by 
guarantee. It comprises a total of 130 members of staff, including seven members of a senior 
management team plus two executive directors. It is governed by a Board (called the Council 
of Management) that includes two executive directors, and four non-executive directors who 
are elected every two years. The Policy Advisory Board develops proposals for policies and 
rules for consideration by the Council of Management. Day-to-day operations are carried out 
by three core departments - operations, technical and legal. 
In addition, there is a Directorate that comprises the finance, communications and human 
resources departments. 
Nominet directly administers the following SLDs: 
• co.uk: for commercial entities and purposes, 
• ltd.uk: for private limited companies, 
• me.uk: for personal names, 
• net.uk: for Internet Service Providers' infrastructure 
• org.uk: for not-for-profit entities, 
• plc.uk: for Public limited companies. 
The following SLDs are administered by third party registrars  as trustees:  
• ac.uk: for higher and further education and research institutions, 
• gov.uk: for national, regional, and local government bodies and agencies, 
• mod.uk: for military and related purposes,  
• nhs.uk: for National Health Service,  
• police.uk: for Police forces. 
Finally, the following SLDs are administered by Nominet, but for restricted use: 
• .nic.uk: for network use only, 
• .sch.uk: for schools. 
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• Sources of finance: e.g.  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

Nominet UK operates as a not-for-profit organisation and as such is run according to a set of 
financial principles which are to: 
• Achieve long term income and expenditure neutrality 
• Achieve long term cash flow neutrality 
• Hold a reserve for two years of operating costs 
• Hold a legal fund 
Pricing principles:  
• In the case of Services for which customer has no choice but to deal with Nominet, 

particular care should be made to demonstrate that the price is set on a cost recovery 
basis. However Nominet has to ensure that its pricing structure does not become over-
complicated due to overly strict adherence to the cost recovery approach. 

• As a general rule, it is acceptable to have cross-subsidy of pricing between other 
services.  

• Where it is clear that external competition exists for a particular service that Nominet 
offers, the price that Nominet charges does not have to be based on cost-recovery. An 
example of this is direct registrations where Nominet is in direct competition with Internet 
Service Providers. 

Income is constituted by registration fees and membership fees. Fees are to be paid also for 
changing registration agents and for renewing a registered domain.  

• Legal foundation: e.g.  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

Nominet is not subject to any formal sector-regulation 
Nominet (like any company) is subject to the off-line laws e.g. Data protection, contract and 
intellectual property laws. The Nominet model enables decisions to be made following input by 
those who have an interest in the outcome – including government, members, and the wider 
stakeholder community.  
Operating costs are covered by the subscriptions of its members and domain name 
registration fees. They also charge fees for tag changes and transfers on a cost recovery 
basis. 

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government  

Nominet has no formal relationship with the UK government, but works closely with the DTI 
(Department of Trade and Industry) and other government departments. 
However, 8 Members of the Policy Advisory Board (PAB), are appointed from key 
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stakeholders, including the Department of Trade and Industry, the Cabinet Office, the 
Information Commissioner (the UK’s data protection authority), the Institute of Trade Mark 
Attorneys, and the Confederation of British Industry.   

• Location: e.g. in the country the ccTLD 
refers to? Abroad? 

Nominet UK is situated in Oxford (UK). 

• Membership requirements: e.g. are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

There are no particular requirements.  
Anyone with an interest in the Internet may become a member of Nominet by completing an 
application form and by paying a one-off joining fee of £400 (plus VAT). There is also an 
annual subscription charge of £100 (plus VAT) to retain  membership. 
The current membership (about 2800 members) is mainly made up of Internet Service 
Providers but also includes law firms, company formation agents, the police, and specialist 
consultants. 

• Mission Statement: e.g. is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

According to the organisation’s Strategic Plan, its mission is to manage the .uk ccTLD and to 
provide Internet registry services, responding to the stakeholders’ needs.  
Values guiding organisations’ work are as follows: 
• “We are non-discriminatory, honest and transparent; 
• We bring a human touch to technology 
• We are dependable, always doing what we say we will 
• We are connected to the world around us 
• We are innovative in the way we approach our business”. 

Governance processes 

For example: 

 

• Board’s Role and Selection: e.g. who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

The Board (historically called Council of Management) makes strategic and policy decisions 
and is ultimately responsible for the financial performance and actions of the company. 
It includes two executive directors, and four non-executive directors who are elected every two 
years. 
Non-executive directors are elected by Nominet’s members. One of the executive directors is 
the Nominet’s Chief Executive. 
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The Board meets on a monthly basis. 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: e.g. which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

No information available. 

• Membership in coordinating board: e.g. is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

Nominet is an active member of the Council of European National Top Level Domain 
Registries (CENTR) - formed in April 1998 to provide a mechanism for national ccTLD 
Registries to exchange information and develop best practice. 
Nominet participates at meetings of the International Corporation For Assigned Names and 
Numbers (ICANN) and the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF). 

• Policy aims: e.g. does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

Nominet’s Strategic Plan for the period 2005/6-2007/8 sets four strategic priorities: 
• Develop Nominet as a centre of excellence, which is about:  

o Providing a consistently high standard of customer service, 
o Delivering systems and services that meet customers’ needs, 
o Participating in the design and implementation of new Internet protocols and 

standards, 
o Sharing organisation’s information and knowledge with others, 
o Using the Business Excellence Quality Model as the framework for managing their 

business. 
• Raise Standards in the Industry, which is about: 

o Taking a proactive approach to raising industry standards, 
o Working with their tag holders to respond to registrants concerns, 
o Offering choice to stakeholders through different service levels, 
o Leading the development of a wider code of practice body. 

• Improve communication with all stakeholders, that is about: 
o High awareness and visibility of Nominet 

Page 157 of 181 



 

 UNITED KINGDOM 

o Promotion of .uk in partnership with tag holders, 
o Ensuring all organisation communication are appropriate for audience and avoid 

unnecessary jargon. 
• Develop and empower people , that regards: 

o Recruiting for attitude and training for aptitude, 
o Encouraging and recognising outstanding performance 
o Working as a cohesive customer focused team, 
o Empowering their people to solve their customer’s problems 

• Implement an improved governance model, that is about: 
o Implementing changes to current governance model, 
o Adopting relevant governance best practice, 
o Ensuring new registrations are made by tag holders, 
o Improving stakeholders involvement in policy development, 
o Ensuring all registrars are involved in and informed about organisation’s business. 

Other core strategy objectives (not considered as priorities, as they are yet established and 
developed) comprehend: playing a leading role in Internet governance, influencing decision-
makers through active participation in relevant groups and processes, optimising relationships 
with key stakeholders, bringing stakeholders together to assist in organisation’s policy 
objectives of ensuring local determination, and encouraging and developing self-regulation. 

• Accountability Framework: e.g. Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

The Nominet Audit Committee was established in September 2002 in line with the best 
practices of corporate governance as set out in the Combined Code. 
The Committee is chaired by Fay Howard, one of the four non-executive directors. The other 
members of the Committee are currently Alex Bligh (non-executive director), Bob Gilbert 
(Chairman) and Lesley Cowley (Chief Executive). 
The Committee’s role is to monitor the use of appropriate processes and controls across the 
company with particular focus on: 
• Provision of value for money for stakeholders. 
• Compliance with statutory requirements, current legislation and internal policies and 

control 
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• The effectiveness of the risk management process 
• The effectiveness of the processes of governance 
• Safeguarding the company’s assets 
• The scope, results and effectiveness of the external audit and 
• The careful review of any non-audit services provided by the auditors. 
The Director of Finance  attends the Audit Committee meetings by invitation and the 
company’s auditors, attend when required, for example to review the annual report and 
accounts. 

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: e.g. has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 
compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

Nominet provides a Dispute Resolution Service (DRS), to assist parties when the registration 
or use of certain UK internet domain names are disputed. DRS policy, procedure and forms 
are published on the organisation’s website. 
It is free to begin a DRS case. Parties involved in the DRS make written submissions. In most 
cases a period of mediation follows, where the parties attempt to settle the dispute amicably. If 
mediation fails or does not occur, the complainant is invited to pay £750+VAT if they wish an 
independent expert to make a binding decision on the dispute. Any such decision can be 
appealed by either party at a cost of £3000+VAT. There is no obligation to pay for an expert 
decision. 
The DRS is for those who feel that a domain name registration has caused them harm, either 
in the way it has been used or by its very existence. They might wish to have the registration 
cancelled or suspended, but usually want the registration to be given to them so that they can 
control how the domain name is used. In particular, respondent must submit to proceedings 
under the Dispute Resolution Service if a Complainant asserts to Nominet, according to the 
Procedure, that: 
• The Complainant has Rights in respect of a name or mark which is identical or similar to 

the Domain Name; and 
• The Domain Name, in the hands of the Respondent, is an Abusive Registration. 
The Complainant is required to prove to the Expert that both elements are present on the 
balance of probabilities. 
After Nominet has received the Parties' submissions under the Procedure, they will initiate and 
conduct a period of Informal Mediation.  
Documents and information which are 'without prejudice' (or are marked as being 'without 
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prejudice') may be used in submissions and may be considered by the Expert except that the 
Expert will not consider such materials if: 
• they are generated within Informal Mediation; or 
• the Expert believes that it is in the interests of justice that the document or information be 

excluded from consideration. 
If an acceptable resolution cannot be found by Informal Mediation Nominet will notify the 
Parties that an Expert will be appointed when the Complainant has paid the applicable fees of 
the Procedure and within the time specified (21 days). The Expert will come to a written 
Decision. 
The Decision will be communicated to the Parties. Nominet will publish all Decisions in full on 
the website. 
Either Party will have the right to appeal a Decision under paragraph 18 of the Procedure. The 
appeal panel will consider appeals on the basis of a full review of the matter and may review 
procedural matters. 
Nominet  will publish decisions of the appeal panel. Appeal decisions will not have precedent 
value, but will be of persuasive value to Experts in future decisions. The operation of the 
Dispute Resolution Service will not prevent either the Complainant or the Respondent from 
submitting the dispute to a court of competent jurisdiction. If a complaint has reached the 
Decision stage on a previous occasion it will not be reconsidered (but it may be appealed) by 
an Expert. If the Expert finds that the complaint is a resubmission of an earlier complaint he or 
she shall reject the complaint without a consideration of its merits. 
If the Expert makes a Decision that a Domain Name registration should be cancelled, 
suspended, transferred or otherwise amended, Nominet will implement that Decision by 
making any necessary changes to the Register. 
Some domain name related disputes cannot be handled by the DRS. The two most common 
concern tag (ISP) changes and domain names not controlled by Nominet. 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: e.g. 
have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 

The main vehicle for involving civil society and other relevant stakeholders is the Nominet’s 
Policy Advisory Board (PAB). 
The PAB represents the interests of the different stakeholders in the .uk Top Level Domain. 
Many of its members are likely to be (individuals) associated with the (corporate) members of 
Nominet UK.  
The PAB has a number of specific mandates upon which it concentrates, namely: issues 
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rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

surrounding Rules for domain names, pricing, changes of governance, interaction with other 
stakeholder groups and other issues that the Board refers to the PAB. PAB  decisions are not 
binding on the Board, but the Board will seriously consider them.  
There three types of PAB Membership: 
• Nominated: two non-executive directors of Nominet, 
• Elected: Eight members elected by the membership, 
• Appointed: Up to eight appointed organizations.  
Nominated members shall  not be entitled to vote, but shall be entitled to attend and speak at 
meetings, and shall count for the purposes of the quorum. 
Eight PAB Members will be elected by a ballot of the members. These PAB Members shall be 
entitled to vote, to attend and speak at meetings and shall count for the purposes of the 
quorum. Elections of the elected PAB Members shall be held once per year.   
The elected PAB Members are elected as individuals, and accordingly they: 
• need not be members, or employees of members; 
• are not required to leave the PAB on a change in their employment, or on ceasing to hold 

any particular office; and 
• may stand for election as often as they wish.  
The PAB will hold at least two meetings a year. 
Moreover, Nominet runs policy consultations on major issues that affect the users of domain 
names and the Internet in general. These consultations help them shape their future strategy 
and procedures. Feedback are expected from all users of the Internet. 

• Industry Involvement: e.g. have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

Internet industry representatives represent the overwhelming majority of Nominet’s members. 
Industry representatives can participate to public consultations. 
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Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 

 

• Registration Procedure: e.g. the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

Nominet directly manages domain registrations, but it is recommended to register through 
accredited registrars (most of which are also Nominet members). Such registration agents can 
be Internet Service Providers, or domain name resellers, or also companies specialised in 
registering domain names.  
 

• Accreditation requirements: e.g. is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 
nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

Anyone may apply for a .uk domain. 

• Registry model: e.g. Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (e.g. 
First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

Domain names are registered on a first come first served basis. This means that, except 
where set out in the SLD Rules, Nominet will not vet application to: 
• restrict who may apply for and register Domain Names; or 
• restrict which Domain Names may be held by applicants; or 
• restrict the number of Domain Names which may be held by applicants.  
Direct registrations can be carried out online.  
Registrations can also be made on a paper-based procedure.  
It is not possible to pre-register or otherwise reserve a domain name. 

• Transparency of Registration Policy: e.g. 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 

According to Nominet’s policy, only open 2LDs can be required (.co.uk, .me.uk., .org.uk). 
Registration procedures and requirements are published on Nominet website. 
Nominet and registration agents publish on their websites contact refernces (email address 
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defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

phone number, fax number, post address). 
When applicants register a domain name, they enter into two separate binding: firstly with 
Nominet UK and secondly with the registration agent (ISP). The relationship between domain 
name holder and Nominet is a contract of registration, while the relationship between the ISP 
(registration agent) and the domain name holder is a contract for services. Between ISP and 
Nominet there is a Tag Holder Agreement. 
 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: e.g. does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

Nominet applies the Business Excellence quality model as the framework for ensuring quality 
in all aspects of its operations. 

• Requirements for the Registrants: e.g.  Is 
a clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 
registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

Nominet policy provides the following restrictions on composition of domain names: 
• If the Third Level Domain in your application does not meet the requirements in this 

section then your application cannot be accepted by us. 
• The Third Level Domain may only contain the following thirty-seven characters 

("Characters") or a combination of: the twenty-six unaccented Roman letters (i.e. a-z 
inclusive), the ten western digits (i.e. 0-9 inclusive), and hyphens. 

• The first or last Characters of a Third Level Domain may not be a hyphen. 
•  Nominet does not offer Internationalised Domain Names and so domain names that start 

with the characters "xn--" (i.e. "xn" followed by two dashes) may not be registered.  
• A Third Level Domain may not be one Character long. For example, an application to 

register 1.co.uk or a.co.uk would be rejected. 
• For the SLDs co.uk, me.uk, org.uk, and net.uk, a Third Level Domain may not consist of 

only two letters. For example, an application to register ie.co.uk, -a.co.uk or e-.co.uk 
would be rejected. For the avoidance of doubt Third Level Domains containing a letter and 
a number or two numbers are permitted thus 2a.co.uk, a2.co.uk, or 22.co.uk are 
acceptable. 
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• Until further notice, the Domain Name (e.g. internet.co.uk) may not be more than sixty-
four Characters long in total, including the SLD and TLD. We intend to allow longer 
domain names, where the third level domain has a maximum of 63 Characters. This 
change will be brought in when possible and the amended limit shall take effect when 
announced on Nominet's website. 

• For the SLDs co.uk, me.uk, org.uk, and net.uk, a Third Level Domain may not be identical 
to any existing SLD (as listed in Appendices A, B and C to the Rules), or any SLD 
under .uk the creation of which has formally been announced by Nominet. For example, 
an application to register org.co.uk or nhs.co.uk would be rejected. 

• For the SLDs co.uk, me.uk, org.uk, and net.uk a Third Level Domain may not be identical 
to an existing TLD or any TLD the formal approval of which has been announced by 
ICANN (or any replacement body which controls the creation of new TLDs). For example, 
an application to register uk.co.uk. eu.org.uk or com.co.uk would be rejected. 

There are no limits on the number of domain applications. 
There are no nationality requirements 

• Interoperability: e.g. does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (e.g. 
IETF, W3C)? 

No information available. 

• WhoIs policy: e.g. Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

The WhoIs service is directly managed by Nominet. It displays the following registered 
information about domain names:   
• Registrant name, 
• Registrant address (if the opt-out has not been chosen), 
• Registration Agent's name, 
• Registration Agent's TAG name, 
• Registration Agent's web address, 
• Date of registration, 
• Last time registration was updated, 
• Date renewal is due, 
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• Registration status of domain name, 
• Name server information. 
Registrants of domain names are obliged to provide Nominet with accurate details under 
the ”terms and conditions of registration”. However "consumers" have the right to opt out from 
having their address published on the WHOIS, though the terms and conditions do allow 
Nominet to give their address to those who have a legitimate reason for asking for it. 
This service is available to any individual or organisation, provided the acceptable use policy 
is followed. Access may be withdrawn at any time. The Service is available from Nominet 
website, and directly on port 43. 
The service is provided free of charge. 
Subscription is not necessary for this service. 
The maximum query rate is 5 queries per second with a maximum of 1,000 queries per rolling 
24 hours. 
In addition, Nominet provides the  WHOIS2 service, which enables WHOIS gateways/proxies 
to query the WHOIS database without being blocked for excessive use. It must only be used 
as a gateway for end users who are making a live WHOIS query. It is designed in such a way 
that anti-abuse mechanisms can recognise and block users who try to abuse the systems by 
using multiple gateways. 
It operates in a different way to the WHOIS protocol by including the address and hostname of 
the user who has made the request via the gateway. It allows the operator of a WHOIS proxy 
to provide a higher volume service than they could by querying the ordinary WHOIS. 
The service will be available on a subscription only basis. At the point of subscription 
applicants will need to provide Nominet with the IP address of their gateway.  
This service is intended for those who run websites (or similar WHOIS proxies) that allow third 
parties to perform WHOIS lookups. You may not use the WHOIS2 service in such a way that 
you are both the end user and the WHOIS gateway. 
The service is currently provided free of charge. 
Applications are made online at Nominet website 
The maximum query rate is 100 queries per second with a maximum of 100,000 queries per 
rolling 24 hours. The limit is set ‘per user’ not ‘per IP address’. 
Nominet will only permit to connect to the WhoIs2 service when it is done so from (one of) the 
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IP address(es) specified in application.  

• Security Policy:  e.g., is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, e.g. compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 
and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 
procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

 

Nominet is currently developing a test version of a security tool, called DNSSEC.  DNSSEC 
stands for DNS Security Extensions.  These extensions provide DNS with authentication of 
responses from DNS servers and thereby aim to prevent DNS spoofing, which is a common 
technique used by hackers. 
Nominet provide a DNSSEC testbed, which is designed to offer an opportunity for 
stakeholders and other interested parties to interact with a server running a suite of test DNS 
data which has been secured using the latest version of DNSSEC. All of the data is artificial 
but of sufficient size and variety to allow proper testing. 
DNS data is principally a collection resource records, commonly referred to as `RR's. 
DNSSEC doesn't modify the existing RRs associated with a particular configuration; it merely 
adds new records to the DNS data which permit the validation of the existing ones. 

• Qualitative measures of efficiency, e.g.: 
provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end users) 

 

No info available 

• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

No info available 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: e.g. is there a strategy 
plan to accommodate for ENUM 
development and integration? Has this plan 
been developed in cooperation with 
international bodies? (ITU) 

No available information (the topic is being discussed by the Board and the PAB, but no policy 
measures have been taken). 

• IDN readiness: e.g. is there a No available information (the topic is being discussed by the Board and the PAB, but no policy 
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standardisation and implementation plan for 
IDN? (e.g. has the IETF IDN standard been 
taken up?) Is there already a regional coding 
standard for the representation of the local 
scripts ijn place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese 
and Tamil characters in the IDN System 
environment) 

measures have been taken). 

• Ipv6 readiness: e.g. is a master plan in 
place and have tasks been allocated with 
respect to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 
consultations take place frequently? 

No available information (the topic is being discussed by the Board and the PAB, but no policy 
measures have been taken). 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

 

No available information (the topic is being discussed by the Board and the PAB, but no policy 
measures have been taken). 
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Organisational Structure 

For example: 

 

• Organisation type: eg a commercial 
enterprise; non-profit corporation or 
organization; public entity; academic entity; 
operated by an individual 

NeuStar Inc is a privately owned company responsible for managing the .US domain names. 

• Sources of finance: eg  registration fees,  
membership fees, government contributions, 
voluntarily run TLD 

NeuStar funds come from registration fees from accredited registrars, as well as from other 
Telecommunications and IT services provided. 

• Legal foundation: eg  legislation directly 
affecting ccTLD? commission or body in 
place to examine ccTLD management or 
legislation? formalized ccTLD-government 
relationship? ccTLD decisions independent 
of government? 

NeuStar Inc operates under the US Corporation legislation. 

• Independence and relationship of 
institution to government  

NeuStar manages the .US ccTLD under a delegation of the US Department of Commerce 
(DOC). NeuStar and the Department of Commerce entered into a four-year contract, with two 
one-year, optional extensions, on October 26th, setting forth the terms under which NeuStar 
will provide technical management of .us and enhanced services for .us consumers.  
The DOC has final authority on structure and the policies of the ccTLD and can reject the 
contract if Neustar does not perform its duties adequately. 
(See http://www.ntia.doc.gov/ntiahome/press/2001/us_102901.htm)  

• Location: eg in the country the ccTLD refers 
to? Abroad? 

Headquartered in Sterling, Va., the company has offices in Chicago, Concord, Calif., London, 
Seattle and Washington, D.C. 

• Membership requirements: eg are there 
particular requirements for membership 
eligibility (for example, nationality, legal 
status, fees, etc.) 

Not applicable 
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• Mission Statement: eg is a Mission 
Statement stating the Basic Principles 
according to which the institution operates 
available? (for example self-regulation, 
bottom-up authority, consensus, 
transparency, etc.)  

 

NeuStar adheres to a strict neutrality policy, meaning that it will never show any preference or 
provide any special consideration to any company or service provider, either directly or 
indirectly. The FCC has found NeuStar to be in compliance with neutrality standards. 
Moreover, as stated in the Policy Council Charter, the usTLD Administrator must act as a 
trustee and facilitate consensus to ensure that all policy and development efforts are not only 
conducted in an open manner, but are effective. 
NeuStar has identified a number of principles relevant to the operation of the usTLD, 
including: 
• The operation of the usTLD should balance important public interests with commercial 

interests; 
• Effective outreach mechanisms are important to the further development of the space; 
• The rights and ability of the existing users to maintain their use of the locality-based 

space is an important aspect of the administration of the usTLD; 
• Centralization of the operation of the usTLD, as well as mechanisms for accountability to 

users and technical maintenance of the system, are important to the effective 
management of the space; 

• Innovation in the space should benefit both commercial and non-commercial 
constituencies within the usTLD; and 

• The usTLD must operate in a highly stable manner 

Governance processes 

For example: 

 

• Board’s Role and Selection: eg who is 
involved in the selection process? Is the 
choice periodically revised) Which are its 
main powers? 

No available information 

• Manager’s Role and Selection: eg which 
stakeholders are involved in the selection 
process? Is the choice periodically revised? 
Which are his/her main powers? 

No available information 
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• Membership in coordinating board: eg is 
the Manager member of international 
coordination bodies (for example, ccNSO, 
etc.)? 

No available information 

• Policy aims: eg does it exist a master 
document defining organisation’s aims and 
priorities? How have they been decided? Is  
there a mechanism in place for assessing 
performances with respect to the agreed 
aims and priorities?  

NeuStar manages many of the resources that will lead to the true convergence of voice and 
data networks.  
The company operates the authoritative registry of all North American telephone numbers and 
administers the database relied upon by all North American carriers to route billions of 
telephone calls daily.  
NeuStar also manages the CARE Clearinghouse, a mediation system that offers customer 
record information to local and long-distance telecommunications service providers.  
Moreover, the company oversees Internet Protocol registry services, including emerging 
convergence technologies such as ENUM. ENUM is the Internet Engineering Task Force 
protocol that will assist in the convergence of the Public Switched Telephone Network and the 
IP network.  
NeuStar also operates the .US registry, the official country code top- level domain for the 
United States. NeuLevel, a subsidiary of NeuStar, operates the .BIZ registry, the world’s first 
top-level domain dedicated exclusively to business. 

• Accountability Framework: eg Has the 
ICANN Accountability Framework been 
adopted and implemented? Are other 
measures of this type been implemented?  

No available information. 

• Dispute Resolution Mechanism: eg has a 
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy 
been developed and published? Is this policy 
compliant with internationally recognised 
policies, such as ICANN URDP or WIPO? 

This usTLD Dispute Resolution Policy has been adopted by the United States Department of 
Commerce (“DOC”). It is incorporated by reference into the usTLD Registration Agreement, 
and sets forth the terms and conditions in connection with a dispute between the registrant 
and the registrar or the registry administrator for the usTLD (as the “Registry”) over the 
registration and use of an Internet domain name registered.  
By applying to register a domain name, registering a domain name, or by asking us to 
maintain or renew a domain name registration, users hereby represent and warrant  that  
• the statements made in usTLD Registration Agreement are complete and accurate;  
• the registration of the domain name will not infringe upon or otherwise violate the rights of 
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any third party;  
• they are not registering the domain name for an unlawful purpose; and 
• they will not knowingly use the domain name in violation of any applicable laws or 

regulations.  
It is users’ responsibility to determine whether their domain name registration infringes or 
violates someone else’s rights. 
NeuStar will cancel, transfer or otherwise make changes to a domain name registration that is 
subject to this Policy under the following circumstances: 
• Receipt of written or appropriate electronic instructions from you or your authorized agent 

to take such action; 
• Receipt of an order from a court or arbitral tribunal, in each case of competent jurisdiction 

in the United States, requiring such action; and/or 
• Receipt of a decision of an Administrative Panel requiring such action in any 

administrative proceeding to which you were a party and which was conducted under this 
Policy or a later version of this Policy adopted by the DOC. 

Proceedings will be conducted before one of the administrative-dispute-resolution service 
providers (http://www.neustar.us/policies/dispute_providers.html)  
Users are required to submit to a mandatory administrative proceeding in the event that a third 
party (a “Complainant”) asserts to the applicable Provider, in compliance with the Rules, that: 
• The domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in 

which the Complainant has rights; 
• Users have no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the domain name; a nd 
• The domain name has been registered in bad faith or is being used in bad faith. 
In the administrative proceeding, the Complainant must prove that each of these three 
elements is present. 
The following circumstances, in particular but without limitation, if found by the Panel to be 
present, shall be evidence of the registration or use of a domain name in bad faith: 
Circumstances indicating that users have registered or have acquired the domain name 
primarily for the purpose of selling, renting, or otherwise transferring the domain name 
registration to the Complainant who is the owner of the trademark or service mark or to a 
competitor of that Complainant, for valuable consideration in excess of documented out-of-
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pocket costs directly related to the domain name; 
Users have registered the domain name in order to prevent the owner of the trademark or 
service mark from reflecting the mark in a corresponding domain name; 
Users have registered the domain name primarily for the purpose of disrupting the business of 
a competitor; or 
By using the domain name, users have intentionally attempted to attract, for commercial gain, 
Internet users to your web site or other on- line location, by creating a likelihood of confusion 
with the Complainant’s mark as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or endorsement of 
users web site or location or of a product or service on web site or location. 
Any of the following circumstances, in particular but without limitation, if found by the Panel to 
be proved based on its evaluation of all evidence presented, shall demonstrate users rights or 
legitimate interests to the domain name: 
• Users are the owner or beneficiary of a trade or service mark that is identical to the 

domain name; 
• Before any notice to you of the dispute, the use of, or demonstrable preparations to use, 

the domain name or a name corresponding to the domain name in connection with a 
bona fide offering of goods or services; 

• Users (as an individual, business, or other organization) have been commonly known by 
the domain name, even if you have acquired no trademark or service mark rights; or 

• Users are making a legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the domain name, without 
intent for commercial gain to misleadingly divert consumers or to tarnish the trademark or 
service mark at issue. 

The Complainant shall select the Provider from among those approved by DOC by submitting 
the complaint to that Provider. The selected Provider will administer the proceeding.  
The Rules state the process for initiating and conducting a proceeding and for appointing the 
panel that will decide the dispute (the “Administrative Panel”). 
All fees charged by a Provider in connection with any dispute before an Administrative Panel 
pursuant to this Policy shall be paid by the Complainant. 
Neustar do not, and will not, participate in the administration or conduct of any proceeding 
before an Administrative Panel.  
The remedies available to a Complainant pursuant to any proceeding before an Administrative 
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Panel shall be limited to requiring the cancellation of the domain name or the transfer of the 
domain name registration to the Complainant. 
The Provider shall notify to NeuStar of any decision made by an Administrative Panel with 
respect to a domain name.. All decisions under this Policy will be published in full over the 
Internet, except when an Administrative Panel determines in an exceptional case to redact 
portions of its decision. 

• Civil Society and Users Involvement: eg 
have civil Society and user groups been 
involved in the policy formulation process?  Is 
there a clear understanding who the relevant 
user groups and civil society representatives 
are? Are there regular updates and feedback 
rounds in order to collect these groups’ 
opinions and requirements? Are there special 
activities related to support web usage by 
specific groups (e.g. local community groups, 
certain age groups)? 

NeuStar hosts a public e-mail forum to facilitate discussion of .US policy matters. This forum is 
intended to facilitate both public initiated discussion, as well as specific public comment on 
items posted as a Forum Topic, from time to time, by NeuStar or the .US Policy Council.  

• Industry Involvement: eg have industry 
groups been involved in the policy 
formulation process? Is there a clear 
understanding who the relevant industry 
representatives are? Are there regular 
updates and feedback rounds in order to 
collect these groups’ opinions and 
requirements? Are there special activities 
related to support web usage by specific 
groups (e.g. SMEs)? 

 

In order to better achieve the principles and objectives settled in the Mission statement, 
NeuStar has created the Policy Council: The US Policy Council will be an advisory body 
facilitated by NeuStar to assist in the development of critical policy issues. By providing input 
and comment on NeuStar's policy development efforts, the Policy Council will help to ensure 
that NeuStar continues to engage in representative and unbiased policymaking. 
The Council's initial duties may include: 
• Propose changes/modifications, as necessary, to the basic structure, rules and 

procedures of the council, including formation of a mechanism for increasing 
representation on the council; 

• Input to and review of the locality-based policies developed in response to DoC inquiry 
and contained in the "compliance report" that NeuStar must provide to the DoC; 

• Provide input and assist with an annual policy development forum; 
• Provide input and monitoring assistance as appropriate on electronic communications 

tools for the suggestion and discussion of new, modified, or supplemental policies or 
procedures for the usTLD and outreach to the usTLD Community; 
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• Review and provide recommendations and/or comments on policy related matters raised 
by the usTLD Administrator, the council itself, or the usTLD community.  

The Policy Council will make policy recommendations to NeuStar either: 
• In response to a direct request or proposal from NeuStar; or 
• Independently, based upon its own deliberations. 
NeuStar will accept the policy recommendations of the usTLD Policy Council if NeuStar, in its 
sole discretion, finds that the recommended policy 
• furthers the purposes of, and is in the best interest of the usTLD; 
• was arrived at through fair and open processes; and 
• does not unreasonably burden the usTLD Registry. 
If NeuStar declines to accept a recommendation from the Council, it shall return the 
recommendation to the Council for further consideration, along with a statement of the 
reasons it declines to accept the recommendation. If, after reasonable efforts, NeuStar does 
not receive a further or revised recommendation from the Council that NeuStar finds meets 
the standards above, NeuStar may initiate, amend or modify and then approve a specific 
policy. 
The initial selection of council members will be designed to establish a working council 
representing a cross-section of the usTLD community. Actual members come from NeuStar 
Inc, American Intellectual Property Law Association, Attorney and Internet industry experts, 
US Chamber of Commerce, American Library Association, Consumer Project on Technology, 
accredited registrars. 
The Policy Council shall operate by consensus. Consensus is established when the members 
present for consideration of the subject at hand have reached substantial agreement. An 
active member may request a vote on any consensus issue at any time. For approval of a 
Policy Council Recommendation or Comment, a simple majority of the council membership is 
required. Votes may be taken in person, electronically, or by other mechanisms mutually 
agreed upon by the members.  
If requested, minority opinions may be included along with the output of majority 
consensus 
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Operational Practices and Performances   

For example: 

 

• Registration Procedure: eg the ccTLD 
registries have direct registration to the 
public? They accept registration from the 
public  through accredited registrars? 
Through Internet Service Providers? 

Domain Names registration procedures are managed by accredited registrars.  

• Accreditation requirements: eg is a clear 
accreditation policy put in place? Which are 
the main requirements (for example, 
nationality, legal status, transparency of 
domains registration process, etc.)?   

Accredited registrars have to be compliant with the US Nexus Regulations. Registrars will 
need to go through a four-step accreditation process, that comprehends: 
• Registrar Signup  
• Financial Qualification  
• Technical Certification  
• Business Requirements 
Registrar Signup  
In this phase, together with an application fee of  $1,000, the following documents have to be 
presented: 
• US ccTLD Accreditation Application: The business data on this form is used to establish 

the Registrar’s account with the Registry. 
• US ccTLD Registrar Accreditation Agreement Provides policies and procedures for 

operation as a Registrar. be filled out on the web site 
• .US ccTLD Administrator-Registrar Agreement Provides policies and procedures for 

the .US ccTLD operation and sets forth the obligations of the .US ccTLD Administrator. 
For new Registrars, receipt of the completed documents enables them to establish the 
Registrar’s Operational Test and Evaluation Environment (OT&E) SRS/EPP integration 
environment account and obtain their digital certificates, user IDs and passwords. 
Financial Qualification  
The following documents comprise the Registrar’s financial obligations to the Registry.  
• Licence Fee: not required for the NeuStar RTK EPP 1.0 online interfaces or access to the 

OT&E or Production Environment; 
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• Credit and Payment Policies; 
• Registrar Credit Application: the Application is used to establish an account with the 

Registry. An original Signature is required.  
Technical Certification Operational Test & Evaluation (OT&E) 
Each Registrar must be certified for the EPP online service. The Registry will provide the 
following Toolkit: 
• NeuStar RTK.0.3.0 Toolkit  
• SRS Java/C++ Toolkit Developers Guide  
• OT&E Technical Certification Guide  
• Instructions to Access the OT&E Environment 
Each Registrar must schedule a time slot, connected to the OT&E server and perform the 
OT&E technical certification test cases to verify compliance with EPP-version-1.0. The 
Certification steps are summarised as follows: 
Establish a session with the OT&E EPP server using the digital certificate test keys provided 
in NeuStar RTK.0.3.0 2. Perform each of the 40 test cases specified in the OT&E Technical 
Certification Guide. 3. Notify Customer Support when you have completed the tests. Technical 
Certification-OT&E provides a “road map” and details. NeuStar will provide technical support 
throughout the OT&E testing, integration testing and turn-up of your production EPP Client. 
Business requirements 
The following documents must be completed before obtaining access to the Registry 
production system:  
• .US ccTLD Administrator-Registrar Agreement: the Contract between NeuStar and the 

Registrar. A fully executed Administrator-Registrar Agreement is required prior to 
operating in the Registry.  

• Registrar Credit Application. The Application is required to open a debit account with the 
Registry.  

Accredited registrars have to pay an annual registration fee, whose amount is variable and 
fixed by NeuStar. 

• Registry model: eg Is there a clear 
procedure for registering domain names (eg 

Domain names are assigned on a “first come, first served basis”. It is not possible to pre-
register or otherwise reserve a domain name.  
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First Come, First Serve Basis)? Is immediate 
online registration possible?  Which are 
available the registration procedures (email-
based, mail-in, fax, face-to-face, etc.)? Is an 
email-based registration process in place?  

All accredited registrars have on-line registration procedures.  

• Transparency of Registration Policy: eg 
are the Registry policies and procedures 
equitable and fair to all eligible Registrants 
that request domain names?  Has it been 
defined which parties are eligible to register 
domain names under the ccTLD? Is the 
registration based on objective criteria which 
are transparent and non-discriminatory? Are 
these criteria documented and publicly 
available? Are decisions on registrations 
being fully and immediately published? Are 
contact details for open questions available? 

According to NeuStar policies, only open ccTLD and 2LDs can be requires (i.e., those 
domains that are not in the reserved list). 
Eligibility and registration policies, procedures and requirements are published on the Registry 
(NeuStar) website, and on registrars websites.  
NeuStar and accredited registrars publish on their websites contact references (email 
address, phone number, fax number, post address). 

• Range of Services/Quality of Registration 
Policy: eg does the range of services on 
offer comply with international standards and 
expectations? Are the tasks being completed 
with the necessary technical competence 
(RFC 2181), such as operating with 
accuracy, robustness, and resilience 
(RFC1591)?  

Current operations on the .US space are described by the RFC 1480 (published on NeuStar 
website). 

• Requirements for the Registrants: eg  Is a 
clearly set of registration rules easily 
available? Which are the requirements for 
registrants (for example, nationality, different 
rulings for different registrants, limits in 
number of registrations, etc.)? 

Registrants have to be compliant with the US Nexus requirements. According to this, all 
registrants for the .US domain must be either: 
• A natural person (i) who is a citizen or permanent resident of the United States of 

America or any of its possessions or territories, or (ii) whose primary place of domicile is 
in the United States of America or any of its possessions, or 

• An entity or organization that is (i) incorporated within one of the fifty (50) U.S. states, the 
District of Columbia, or any of the United States possessions or territories or (ii) 
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organized or otherwise constituted under the laws of a state of the United States of 
America, the District of Columbia or any of its possessions or territories, or 

• An entity or organization (including a federal, state, or local government of the United 
States, or a political subdivision thereof) that has a bona fide presence in the United 
States. 

This U.S. Nexus Requirement is intended to ensure that only those individuals or 
organizations that have a substantive connection to the United States are permitted to register 
for .US domain names. 
In addition to the specific names contained in this reserved name file, the following categories 
of names are also reserved: 
• All numbers five digits and higher 
• All numbers in the format five digits-four digits (zip codes) 
• All telephone numbers including toll-free numbers 
• Tagged domain names—all labels with hyphens in the third and fourth character 

positions (e.g. "bq--kn2n4h4b")  
The are no limits in the number of registrations. 

• Interoperability: eg does the registrar have 
a policy on interoperability and standards? 
Does this policy follow the international 
procedures of the internet community (eg 
IETF, W3C)? 

Registrars are required to comply with Registry’s Technical Standards, and to pass the 
NeuStar OT&E test in order to obtain accreditation.  

• WhoIs policy: eg Is a WHO-Is Service and 
Policy formulated and implemented? Is this 
service linked to registration procedure in 
order to provide request for negotiation about 
sale? Is there a privacy/data protection policy 
in place preventing abuse of Who-IS data 
(Spam, identity theft, fraud, stalking)? Is the 
WHO-IS policy compliant with local and 
international privacy norms and laws? 

The WhoIs database is managed by  the Registry (NeuStar Inc), and is accessible for users 
also on registrars’ websites. Relevant data are gathered and updated by the Registrars. 
According to the Registrar Accreditation Agreement, the Registrant shall provide to Registrar 
accurate and reliable contact details and promptly correct and update them during the term of 
the Registered Name registration, including: the full name, postal address, e-mail address, 
voice telephone number, and fax number if available of the Registrant; name of authorized 
person for contact purposes in the case of a Registrant that is an organization, association, or 
corporation. In addition, the Registrar shall collect the following information: 
• The name of the Registered Name; 
• The names of the primary nameserver and secondary nameserver(s) for the Registered 
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Name; 
• The identity of Registrar (which may be provided through Registrar's website) 
• Registrar ID; 
• The original creation date of the registration; 
• The expiration date of the registration; 
• The name and the postal address of the Registrant; 
• The name, postal address, e-mail address, voice telephone number and (where 

available) fax number of the technical contact for the Registered Name; and 
• The name, postal address, e-mail address, voice telephone number and (where 

available) fax number of the administrative contact for the Registered Name. 
Registrar shall accept written complaints from third parties regarding false and/or inaccurate 
Whois data of Registrants. 
Within 30 days after receipt of a written complaint, the Registrar shall conduct an initial 
investigation into the veracity and accuracy of the contact details. If the Registrar determines 
that the information is false, inaccurate or not up to date, Registrar shall issue a letter to the 
Registrant via e-mail, and regular first class mail, stating that the information contained in the 
Registrant’s Whois record may be false, inaccurate or not up to date. 
The Registrant shall be required to update its contact information no later than 30 calendar 
days from the date of such notice. If, within 30 days, Registrant can either (i) show that it has 
not provided false or inaccurate contact information or (ii) provide the updated Whois 
information, then the registrant will be allowed to maintain its usTLD domain name 
registration. If, however, after 30days, the registrant either does not respond to Registrar’s 
notice or is unable to provide true and accurate contact information, the registrant shall be 
deemed to have breached its registration agreement and the registrar shall be required to 
delete the registration. 
Registrar shall not be required to refund any fees paid by the Registrant if the Registrar 
terminates a Registrant’s registration agreement due to its enforcement of this provision. 

• Security Policy:  eg, is a Comprehensive 
Security Policy in place, eg compliant with 
ICANN Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC)? Are concrete measures 
and procedures in place to ensure that all 
Registry data is secured against damage or 
loss? Are appropriate authentication 

No available information. 
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procedures in place for end-user registration 
as well as for registration process between 
ccTLD and IANA? Is PKI infrastructure or 
other technical means of security required? 

• Qualitative measures of efficiency, eg: 
provide  any qualitative info one the 
organisation’s approach to cost control, 
service level (i.e. waiting times for end users) 

No available information 

• Quantitative measure of efficiency: 
total number of annual registrations/ annual cost 
of the organization 

No available information 

Forward orientation  

For example: 
 

 

• ENUM readiness: eg is there a strategy plan 
to accommodate for ENUM development and 
integration? Has this plan been developed in 
cooperation with international bodies? (ITU) 

No available information 

• IDN readiness: eg is there a standardisation 
and implementation plan for IDN? (e.g. has 
the IETF IDN standard been taken up?) Is 
there already a regional coding standard for 
the representation of the local scripts ijn 
place? (e.g. Singapore: Chinese and Tamil 
characters in the IDN System environment) 

No available information 

• Ipv6 readiness: eg is a masterplan in place 
and have tasks been allocated with respect 
to IPv6 transition? Are the links to 
international technical bodies developing the 
standards been established and 

No available information 
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consultations take place frequently? 

• Mechanisms to stay on top of RFC 
developments and decisions on to which 
to adhere 

No available information 
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