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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This is the report on the best institutional and governance model for Hong Kong. In light 
of the results of the previous three phases of the study (“Hong Kong Current States 
Assessment”, “International Best Practice Current States Assessment”, “Options 
Appraisal”) and of the meetings and workshops held in Hong Kong during the week of 
June 19th 2006, this short final paper documents our advice on the “ideal state” for the 
future of domain name registration in Hong Kong. Our interpretation of the discussions 
during the meetings and workshops is that a consensus emerged on a way forward 
based on enhancements to the existing governance arrangements, rather than a 
wholesale and radical shift to a new model,   
 
This paper describes in more detail the final strategic choice taking these discussions 
into account.  First, the main inputs from previous three phases of the study are 
summarised as background, in Chapter 2, while Chapter 3 presents our description of 
the ideal state of the ccTLD administration in Hong Kong, based on: 
 
 Retaining the fundamental structure of current governance arrangements – that is: 

 delegation by the government of the domain name management function to 
an arms-length, not-for-profit organisation 

 public policy on domain name management and related issues being a 
function of the government, in consultation and partnership with the Digital 21 
Taskforce.  

 Improving the operation of those arrangements, based on an organisational scope 
for the ccTLD organisation as set out in the agreed strategic option B outlined in the 
figure below 
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This core strategic choice is unpacked in more detail in this paper, which sets out a 
package of ten inter-related ways in which the ideal state of domain name 
governance in Hong Kong varies from the current state.   In our view, the changes 
that this ideal state requires will command the support of the HKIRC board and of other 
key stakeholders.  A road map for achieving them will be presented in our next 
deliverable - the Implementation Plan. 
 
The ten differences between the ideal future state and the current state are illustrated in 
the figure below, and then listed in more detail. 
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Policy priorities and organisational form 
 
Difference 1) Clearer policy priorities, reflected in a new organisational mission 
refocused only on the administration of ccTLD with a clearly defined scope; 
 
Difference 2) Transfer of HKDNR functions to HKIRC, and merger of HKIRC and 
HKDNR into one single not-for-profit organisation.  
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Governance arrangements 
 
Difference 3) A stronger Government engagement at a strategic level - embedded in a 
revised MoU – coupled with a reduction in Government involvement with operational 
management. 
 
Difference 4) Operational governance and stakeholder engagement are separated - 
through the establishment of a new Consultative and Advisory Panel (CAP) and a  
smaller, more focused and “professionalized” Board  
 
Difference 5)  The “legitimacy” of governance arrangements has been improved through 
the introduction of streamlined organisational membership and election/appointment 
processes 
 
Difference 6) All key governance aspects have been codified through a comprehensive, 
published “HKIRC Corporate Governance Framework”  
 
Operational practices 
 
Difference 7) A new Registry-registrar system has been introduced 
 
Difference 8) User-focus has been increased by a new “customer service” unit in staff to 
CEO and the Board 
 
Difference 9) Security and resilience has been enhanced through implementation of 
recommendations of recent audit report, and through substantial enhancements to 
HKIRC’s technical capabilities. 
 
Forward orientation 
 
Difference 10) HKIRC devotes ring-fenced resources to reviewing emerging technical 
and market developments, but focused narrowly on the implications of such 
developments for domain name registration. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
 
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 best institutional and governance model for 
Hong Kong. In the light of the results of the previous three phases of the study (“Hong 
Kong Current States Assessment”, “International Best Practice Current States 
Assessment”, “Options Appraisal”) and of the meetings and workshops held in Hong 
Kong during the week of June 19th 2006,  this short final paper documents our advice on 
the “ideal state” for the future of domain name registration in Hong Kong.  
 
This report, thus, is meant to be a slightly revised and more focused version of the 
“Options Appraisal” deliverable in the sense of proposing a final strategic choice in light 
of the discussion occurred during the mentioned meetings and workshops. 
 
As a background, the main inputs from previous three phases of the study will be 
summarised in Chapter 2, while Chapter 3 will present the brief description of the ideal 
state of the ccTLD administration in Hong Kong 
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2. INPUT FROM PREVIOUS PHASES  
 
2.1 Hong Kong current state assessment 
 
The main findings of the current state assessment are listed  below: 

 Unclear priorities and strategic direction: 
[ 

 
This part of the document is not disclosed.  Please refer to endnotes (1) and (4). 

 
] 
 

 Dysfunctional governance processes: 
[ 
 
This part of the document is not disclosed.  Please refer to endnotes (1) and (4). 

 
 

] 
 

 No strong focus on customers and growth: 
[ 

 
This part of the document is not disclosed.  Please refer to endnotes (1) and (4). 

 
] 
 

 Relative lack of transparency: 
[ 
 
This part of the document is not disclosed.  Please refer to endnotes (1) and (4). 

 
] 

 
2.2 International practices mapping: Hong Kong in comparative perspective 
 
On the background of the comparative analysis conducted on the 14 selected countries, 
first of all Hong Kong stands out for its unique organisational solution. The international 
research identified the following 5 organisational solutions: 
 

 A single not-for-profit organisation with ccTLD administration as its only mission 
( Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Sweden, Taiwan, UK) 

 A single for profit organisation with ccTLD registry as its only mission (Japan, US) 
 A government agency with broad jurisdiction on ICT managing internally, through 

a department, the ccTLD administration (Finland) 
 A single not-for-profit subsidiary of the government with ccTLD administration as 

its only mission (China and Singapore) 
 A not-for-profit or statutory body functioning as a subsidiary to the government 

but with a broader mandate on ICT issues (India, Korea)  
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At a high level, this shows that the Hong Kong approach – based on delegation by the 
government of the ccTLD management function to an arms-length, not for profit 
organisation – is a viable one with a track record of success in a number of countries.  
However, in the detail of the way this has been implemented, the current Hong Kong 
approach is unique – and in ways which we believe are contributing to the stakeholder 
concerns identified in the Current State Assessment.   Hong Kong presents a unique mix 
of a not-for-profit (HKIRC) and a for profit organisation (HKDNR) with, in practice, an 
unclear organisational scope and relation with the government. In the cases of India and 
Korea, where there are two different organisations as in Hong Kong, the two higher level 
organisations standing above the operational registries, have a broader and well defined 
mandate in the field of ICT than simply ccTLD administration that has been clearly 
defined by the government. The same certainly does not apply to HKIRC in Hong Kong. 
Additionally from the international comparison it emerges that Hong Kong presents: 
 

 Unclear positioning in terms of priorities  
 Unique solution for registration: 

o some resellers, but not a full registry/registrar model 
 Unclear overall model 

 
 
 
2.3 Strategic options overview 
 
Our advice during the Strategic Options review was therefore three-fold: 
 
 First, the fundamental structure of current governance arrangements is fit-for-

purpose and should be retained – that is: 
 delegation by the government of the domain name management function to 

an arms-length, not-for-profit organisation 
 public policy on domain name management and related issues being a 

function of the government, in consultation and partnership with the Digital 21 
Taskforce 

 
 Second, implementation of these arrangements could be significantly enhanced 

through greater clarity about the scope and priorities for the organization – on which 
we presented the two core strategic options represented in figure 3 below, each with 
different implications for change. 
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 Third, we identified several issues which cut across the two options, and which we 

proposed as recommended changes under either approach (as illustrated in figure 4 
below). 

 

Figure 4 > Cross-cutting issues
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3. THE IDEAL STATE: TEN POINTS OF DIFFERENCE 
 
During the Strategic Choice meetings and workshops, a consensus emerged on a way 
forward based on enhancements to the existing governance arrangements, rather than a 
wholesale and radical shift to a new model.  
 
Such enhancements would lead in the direction of change suggested in the strategic 
option B outlined in figure 3 above, which entails a refocusing of HKIRC/HKDNR 
organisational scope only on the administration of ccTLD, with other partnership 
arrangements between government and industry being used to address broader 
issues. 
 
This core strategic choice brings a package of ten inter-related points of difference in 
the ideal state from the current state that, in our view, will command the support of the 
HKIRC board and other key stakeholders and that are illustrated in the following 
paragraphs. 
 
The workstreams to deliver these identified ten points of difference in the ideal state will 
be described, with an estimation of their cost, in the study’s next deliverable on the 
Implementation Plan. 
 
 
3.1 Policy priorities and organisational form 
 
Difference 1) Clearer policy priorities, reflected in a new organisational mission 
refocused only on the administration of ccTLD with a clearly defined scope 
 
Figure 5 below synthesises one of the basic findings of the international research 
identifying three key dimensions, including the two axis along which the policy priorities 
can be defined and the type of relation existing between the ccTLD registry and the 
government. The figure also includes four exemplificative cases (Australia= au; Canada 
= .ca; China =cn; United Kingdom = uk). 
 



This document as shown represents the views or comments of the independent Consultant based on its 
findings during the consultancy study.  The publication of this document does not necessarily mean that the 
Government has adopted or endorsed or otherwise any views, recommendations or conclusions of the 
Consultant. 
 

 
12

Open Governance  
Orientation

HighLow

M
ar

ke
t 

O
rie

nt
at

io
n

Lo
w

Relation with government

♦ = informal

♦ = embedded in  law/MoU

♦ = Direct

• Focus on market 
growth

• Market share

• Degree of 
competition

• Focus on wider 
public interest

• Transparency

• Stakeholder 
engagement

♦ au

♦ cn
♦ ukH

ig
h

Figure 5 Policy priorities and overall model: three dimensions
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As discussed during the “Strategic Options” workshops, the current organisational model 
for .hk is unclear and ambiguous, contributing to a number of the governance tensions 
identified during the Current State Assessment.   We are therefore recommending a 
refocused and better defined organisational scope for the reformed .hk ccTLD managing 
organisation, linked to clearly defined policy priorities and a new streamlined definition of 
its relation with the government, resulting in an unambiguous overall model setting its 
positioning with respect to the above matrix. 
 
The detailed redefinition of the policy priorities mix in terms of “market orientation” and of 
“open governance orientation” will be part of the implementation plan and will require 
wide stakeholder consultation. Our preliminary recommendation is a mix that would 
position Hong Kong somewhere between the UK and Australian/Canadian models, thus 
combining both a market and a governance focus. 
 
With respect to the relation between the registry and the government currently Hong 
Kong falls in the second category (indicated by the orange colour in figure 5). The new 
organisation will retain this characteristic but in a rationalised fashion entailing a move 
towards a stronger Government engagement at a strategic level - embedded in a 
much clearer, more comprehensive and outcome-focused MoU - coupled with a 
reduction in Government involvement with operational management (see 
Difference 3 below). 
 
To help shape this consultation exercise, we recommend putting forward for consultation 
a draft of a new and better focused mission statement, from which the main activities 
and tasks pertaining to the ccTLD administration can be clearly and unequivocally 
identified.  
 

ca 
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Responding to stakeholders’ concern about the current scope of HKIRC and using 
insights from the international research, in the Implementation Plan we will put forward a 
very detailed list of the tasks to be assigned to the ccTLD registry that will inform the 
new MoU we will draft. 
 
 
Difference 2) Transfer of HKDNR functions, personnel and all other assets to 
HKIRC, and HKIRC and HKDNR merged into one single not-for-profit organisation 
 
First of all we would like to stress that this change should not be implemented in the 
shortest term and might also turn out not to be necessary. As a matter of fact, in the next 
deliverable on the implementation plan such change comes only after most of the other 
changes suggested are implemented so to allow a more informed decision on whether to 
go forward on the proposed merge. 
 
Having said that, there are also at least four reasons suggesting such change would be 
desirable. 
  
First, as the reformed scenario foresees a more narrowly focused organisational scope,  
we see no rationale for maintaining two separate organisation. 
 
Second, having only one organisation and “brand” represents a more rational solution 
from the marketing and communication point of view. 
 
Third, one single not-for-profit organisation also helps increase the transparency and 
accountability of the ccTLD administration.  
 
It is worth stressing that the issue of only one brand as more effective and of the 
ambiguity arising from having two separate organisations were raised as problematic by 
several of the interviewed stakeholders, as documented in our “current state 
assessment” report. 
 
Fourth, such an organisational form will better align Hong Kong ccTLD registry to the 
models identified in the course of the international research phase of this study and 
would allow HK to be more efficiently represented in the context of international domain 
name debates. 
 
Against these four factors supporting the merger, it is possible that there may be some 
stakeholders who might oppose this (although none emerged during our Current State 
Assessment).  More significantly, it will require a programme of financial and legal 
restructuring, the costs of which may out weigh the benefits of the change.  It is beyond 
the scope of this study to carry out that analysis – and indeed would not be appropriate 
in a consultancy study commissioned by the Government rather than HKIRC.  However, 
in our next deliverable on the implementation plan, we will describe at a high level the  
financial and legal feasibility and audit study, consultation and other activities that we 
believe the HKIRC board would want to undertake before deciding on the merits of 
merger.   
 
Finally we are proposing the transfer from HKDNR to HKIRC and not vice versa for one 
very simple and straightforward reason: the original and revised MoU both talk about 
delegation to an not-for-profit organisation and HKIRC is already a not-for-profit 
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organisation, and it will almost certainly be easier to do the merger transferring functions 
and assets from HKDNR to HKIRC rather than the opposite way, which would also 
require  HKDNR then to be transformed from a for profit organisation into a not-for-profit 
one.  However, this is an assumption which would be tested in the feasibility study which 
we will describe in our Implementation Plan. 
. 
 
 
3.2 Governance arrangements  
 
 
Difference 3) A stronger Government engagement at a strategic level - embedded 
in a revised MoU – coupled with a reduction in Government involvement with 
operational management. 
 
The Current State Assessment identified a number of stakeholder issues concerning the 
relationship between the government and the administration of .hk.  Many stakeholders 
would welcome clearer strategic direction and engagement from the Government; on the 
other hand, many questioned whether there needed to be any Government involvement 
at all in operational issues.   
 
We believe that the administration of the .hk regime is now maturing to the point where 
Government should step back from the potential operational involvement which is 
suggested by the current model (whereby a nominated Government Director sits on the 
HKIRC Management Board).  In the revised board structure set out in Recommendation 
4 below, we therefore propose that the government should be engaged at a policy level 
(on the new Consultative and Advisory Panel) but should not sit on the Management 
Board.   
 
However, this reduced operational engagement should be accompanied by a “firmer 
touch” at the strategic level, reflected in a clearer and more outcome-focused 
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU).  As a result of a broad stakeholders consultation 
process and of the other activities that will be fleshed out in the Implementation Plan, a 
new MoU regulating the relation between OGCIO representing the government and the 
ccTLD registry will be defined that clearly sets: 

 The organisational scope and related tasks for the ccTLD registry; 
 The mix of policy priorities; 
 New governance arrangements and roles (see paragraph 3.2) 
 The strategic objectives for the first duration of the MoU (i.e. 5 years) to be 

reflected into the registry strategic plan (see below) 
 The outcome targets to monitor the performance of the ccTLD administration to 

be reflected in the registry performance measurement system (see below) 
 
As part of the Implementation Plan, we will provide a draft of this revised MoU to be 
used in the consultation exercise.  It will be a concise document, setting only the basic 
high level principles and to be integrated with a number of other documents and 
supported by a performance measurement system, as set out in Difference 6 below. 
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Difference 4) Operational governance and stakeholder engagement are separated 
- through the establishment of a new Consultative and Advisory Panel (CAP) and a 
smaller, more focused and “professionalized” Board  
 
This is an important change and the work stream of activities to accomplish it are 
presented synthetically in chapter 3 of next deliverable on the implementation plan and 
in full details in the Annex A of such deliverable. 
 
[ 
 
 
 

This part of the document is not disclosed. Please refer to endnotes (1) and (4). 
 
 
 

] 
 
The first change is to disentangle more policy and politically loaded governance issues 
from more strategic (here intended in the management sense of the choices needed to 
implement policy decisions) and operational ones2. The issues of legitimate stakeholders 
interests’ representation and inclusion are, as well as naturally that of the interest of the 
government, thus part of policy governance and to a large extent removed from the 
strategic and operational management of the ccTLD registry. 
 
The Consultative and Advisory Panel (henceforth only CAP) will be the new body of 
governance established precisely to deal with issues with policy and political implications, 
and to ensure that all the main stakeholder groups have a say in HKIRC activities. The 
actual functions and mandate of the CAP and its membership will have to emerge from a 
broad stakeholders consultation process and will require analytical and data gathering 
activities that will be detailed in the Implementation Plan. Here we limit ourselves to 
some preliminary and general guidelines. 
 
The CAP, could have a number of mandates upon which it concentrates, for instance:  

 Launch consultation processes on issues that the Board directly refers to the 
CAP given their policy and political implications; 

 Advise the Board on important issues such as domain names registrations rules, 
pricing, changes of internal governance arrangements;  

 Monitor the degree to which the Board and its member provide feedback to and 
seek the views and opinions of customers and potential customers and consider 
marginalised stakeholders are such as the digitally disadvantaged; 

 Help Board achieve the above by facilitating the interaction with stakeholders in 
general and with specific interest groups 

 Other; 
 
The Management Board would have a duty to take full account of CAP guidance when 
reaching decisions, but would not be bound by it since, ultimately, the Management 
Board is responsible for the organisation.  However, in any cases where there was a 

                                                      
2 In a way this distinction between a policy and strategic-operational governance follows that 
established in management theory between “corporate policy” and “business strategy”. 
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disagreement, there would be a duty on the Management Board to account to the CAP, 
and publish that account, for its reasons in deciding not to follow CAP guidance.   
 
In terms of membership, the Panel would look to draw upon both individual experts 
(such as some of those currently appointed as Advisors to HKIRC) and representatives 
of key functional groups: such as ISPs, consumer groups, academic institutions, digital 
divide groups; professional groups (eg on intellectual property law).  A possible 
composition of the CAP (reflecting international experience of similar boards) is the 
following: 

 One member nominated by OCGIO as the Government representative  
 One member nominated by the Board from among its Directors (see infra); 
 4-6 members elected by the organisation membership; 
 6-8 invited  from relevant interest groups representative associations by HKIRC 
 The CAP will be composed by unpaid panel members. 

 
However, final decisions on this structure would be taken following the consultation 
exercise. 
 
The establishment of the CAP will allow the Board to be reformed into a smaller, more 
focused and professionalised body, consisting of paid directors.  
 
First, as discussed in Recommendation 3 above, the government engagement is shifted 
from the Board to the CAP, a shift made possible in the context of:  
 

 A much clearer, more comprehensive and outcome-focused MoU supported by a 
more systematic policy and strategic framework; 

 Changes in the organisational membership and in the Board 
election/appointment processes to resolve the current governance vulnerabilities 
(see Recommendation 5 below). 

 
 
Second, with the strategic engagement of key stakeholders being undertaken via the 
new CAP, the Board itself can be reduced in size (from the current 13 Directors to only 
6 Directors) to allow more effective strategic and operational management, as follows: 
 3 Directors appointed following an open recruitment exercise and consultation with 
relevant stakeholders within the CAP, from among candidates with solid 
professional and managerial credentials; 
 3  Directors elected by the organization members 
 The Chairman should be one of the appointed Directors 

 
To oversee the appointments process, we recommend that the Board establish a 
Nominations Committee, comprising a sub-group of Board Directors and a non-voting 
member of the Committee from OGCIO.  
 
We are recommending that the non-executives are selected partly through membership 
election and partly through appointment, because this method allows a good balance 
between: 

 bringing a direct mandate for the Board  from its members (via election), 
while at the same time…. 
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 ….avoiding the potential for the Board to be “captured” by “single issue” 
candidates mobilising a vote which may not be fully reflective of all member 
views (in the UK for example, the Nominet board is likely to move away from 
a fully elected basis to a part-elected, part-appointed basis shortly, for this 
reason) 

 allowing the Board to tap into the expertise and capabilities available on the 
professional non-executive market. 

 
Thus restructured the Board will be able to focus on strategic and operational 
governance, making the needed decisions in an effective and efficient manner, 
supervising the work of the CEO and other professionals included in the organisation top 
management  and ensuring that it reflects the principles and objectives included in the 
MoU and the strategic plan. 
 
We recommend that, in addition to streamlining the Board as recommended, HKIRC 
should consider introducing remuneration for its Non Executive Directors.  Some 
considerations are in order here 
 
The rationale for paying non executive directors is not that they will have to play radically 
different functions from those currently performed by the unpaid non executive directors 
of HKIRC Management Board,  but rather that we see value in expanding the available 
“pool” from those solely who have a strong interest in ccTLD issues to a wider set of 
qualified, professional non-executives.   
 
In the case of the elected non-executives, there is in principle an argument that 
remuneration could encourage members to seek to manipulate the election processes in 
order to “buy” their election.  However, we believe that this risk is small, and would in 
any case be mitigated by the changes to election processes described at “Difference 5” 
below, which will require any elected member to meet clear standards and to secure 
broad-based support.  
 
While as repeatedly stated all of these changes will have to submit to a consultation 
process, a reference guide for the remuneration and duties of non executive directors 
can be found in the “Guide for Remunerating Independent Non-Executive Directors” 
issued in 2005 by the Hong Kong Institute of Directors (“HKIoD”). The Guide suggests 
that remuneration of non executive directors should be decided with reference to 
aspects such as significance, responsibility and potential risk of the role, industry 
complexity and risk, the goodwill and reputation, etc. brought to the company. Taking the 
average per annum salary published in this guide, increased by 20% to take into account 
for inflation, in Annex A of next deliverable on the implementation plan we estimated that 
the additional cost of remunerating 5 paid non executive directors would amount to an 
increase of about only 8,8% with respect to HKDNR budget estimated for 2006. The 
mentioned Guide also provides detailed checklists for computing the work hour and 
workload of non executive directors and to define the remuneration accordingly. 
 
However, we believe that the final decision on this issue of remuneration for directors is 
properly one for the current HKIRC board itself to decide on, securing the support of 
members at an EGM or AGM.  While we recommend that the Government should 
encourage HKIRC to review the merits of this, we will not propose that this should be a 
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formal requirement of the new MoU in the draft we will present as part of the 
Implementation Plan.   
 
  
Difference 5) “Legitimacy” of governance arrangements has been improved 
through the introduction of streamlined organisational membership and 
election/appointment processes 
 
The Hong Kong Current State Assessment clearly showed the need to revisit and 
rationalise the membership processes for the registry organisation, and to reform the 
processes for board election, in order to remove the potential – which exists in the 
current arrangements – for board members to be elected without a truly legitimate 
mandate from a wide section of stakeholders.   
 
On membership, there is little general awareness about it and those that are aware of 
the scheme find the process too cumbersome to register - hence the low membership. 
The various membership classes appear at the same time redundant and not exhaustive 
and some of them offer space for manipulation by individuals searching election in the 
Board. Therefore the membership registration process will have to be simplified and the 
definitions of classes streamlined. For this purpose there is no need to ‘reinvent the 
wheel’ as several good practices can be identified from among the other ccTLD 
registries organisation surveyed in the international research and also from other similar 
membership based organisations. In addition, the shift to a Registry/Registrar model 
(see Recommendation 7) will provide a natural incentive to Membership for registrar 
organisations, which in other countries form a broad-based and active membership core 
for the registry.    
 
The further research and analytical activities needed to streamline the organisational 
membership will be clearly defined with their costing in the Implementation Plan.  
However, to give an illustration based on international examples, the sort of changes we 
envisage include: 
 
 significantly reducing the number of membership classes from the current six, to 
either 1 (as in the UK, where all individuals and organisations can simply become 
a Member of Nominet) or at most 3 – for example, individuals, organisations and 
academic institutions. 
 making the process of becoming a Member significantly simpler – for example by 
adopting the practice of Canada, where domain name registrants are automatically 
given Membership (with an option to opt-out if they do not wish to). 

 
On board election, the current election principles and process will have to be improved 
and changed for both the new Board and the CAP. As with membership, there is no 
need to ‘reinvent the wheel’ as several good practices can be identified from among the 
other ccTLD registries organisation surveyed in the international research. The further 
research and analytical activities needed to this purpose will be clearly defined with their 
costing in the Implementation Plan. Here, regardless of the election process selected, 
we can recommend that: 
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 Standards are introduced setting out the qualifications needed from Board 
nominees (i.e. do they have the right skills, experience, commitment, ethical 
standards) 

 Board nominees disclose information about their qualifications, experience and 
interests to ensure members can reach informed voting decisions. 

 Mandatory corporate governance training for all elected Board Directors should 
be introduced. 

 
 
Difference 6.   All key governance aspects have been codified through a 
comprehensive, published “HKIRC Corporate Governance Framework” 
 
Recommendation 3 above proposes a revised MoU between the government and 
the .hk registry, which should be supported by a wider set of documentation.  Figure 6 
below sets out in more detail our views on this wider documentation which is needed. 
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A main policy and regulatory document, in figure 6 indicated with the acronym RPPG 
(Registration Policies, Procedures, and Guidelines) will reflect some of the principles 
embedded in the MoU and further flesh them out. In particular the RPPG will establish: 

 Eligibility and access criteria for .hk domain names  
 General principles and procedures for the application and registration of .hk 

domain names (including principles to preserve users’ interest and ensure users 
satisfaction); 
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 General principles of openness, transparency and stakeholders involvement  for 
the management of ccTLD registry (including stakeholder consultation 
mechanisms) 

 Rules and procedures for domain names modifications, change and transfer; 
 Other issues related to domain name registration (i.e. domain name format, 

reserved domain names, etc); 
 General registrars accreditation principles, as well as registrars codes of practice 

and conduct (see more in paragraph 3.3); 
 
The RPPG main document will be complemented by the more specific ad hoc 
documents illustrated also in figure 6. 
 
At the bottom right end side of figure 6 four documents concerning the Registry-
registrars system are identified, which will be discussed in paragraph 3.3 on the 
operational practices. 
 
At the bottom of figure 6 three documents concerning the registration from the 
registrants / users perspective will reflect and further define the general principles 
established in the RPPG document. These are: 
 

 A “Registrants application form and guidelines” document providing registrants 
with all needed information for the successful completion of an application for 
registering a .hk domain name; 

 The standard “Domain name registration agreement” that the registrants will sign 
with the Registry (by way of the selected accredited registrars); 

 A “Charter of registrants/users rights” clearly establishing the rights of the 
registrants during the registration process and of the users of registered .hk 
domain names and, correspondingly, the registry responsibility and duties; 

 
 

 
Finally, at the bottom left-hand side of figure 6 two documents providing general 
principles and procedure on the maintenance of a WHOIS database and on the dispute 
resolution principles and procedures are included. 
 
Besides inspiring this comprehensive system of policy and regulatory documents, the 
MoU fixes the main strategic objective and the outcome target to monitor the 
performance of the ccTLD administration that will be further detailed in the registry yearly 
strategic plan and supported by a system of performance measurement to be steadily 
fed with the needed data. The actual content of the strategic plan, as well as the design 
and organisation of the performance measurement system, are not discussed in more 
details here as they will be dealt with in the next deliverable on the Implementation 
Plan. 
 
At the end of each year the comparison between the objectives of the strategic plan and 
the metrics provided by the performance measurement system, integrated with an 
overview of the activities carried out and of the output produced, will go into a report that 
the registry CEO will present to the redefined bodies of governance, an issue we discuss 
in next paragraph. 
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Finally, we must stress that all the documents discussed so far, including the yearly 
report with outcome metrics, should be made available online and maintained updated 
with respect to ongoing changes that may be made to them. By doing this the ccTLD 
administration will achieve the goal of increasing its transparency. 
 
 
 
3.3 Operational practices 
 
Difference 7) A new Registry-registrar system has been implemented 
 
As shown in the international research, in all of the countries surveyed, except Finland 
where registration is managed directly by the Registry (FICORA), a Registry-registrar 
system is in place. Hong Kong, therefore, stands out as the only case having a registry 
dealing directly with registration and also using unaccredited resellers (rather than 
facilitating true retail competition as in the Registry/Registrar model). As affirmed by the 
OECD, “an attribute of widely used ccTLDs is that they tend to encourage a registry-
registrar model”3. Such widely adopted system, in fact, provide two levers that can be 
fine tuned to manage the ccTLD administration: 
 

 Through the setting of wholesale pricing and promotion to stimulate competition 
among accredited registrars and growth of ccTLD size; 

 Through accreditation requirements to ensure economic and technical reliability 
of the registrars and thus preserve the integrity and security of the system. 

 
In addition, the model will strengthen the membership base of the Registry, since 
membership can be made a condition of becoming a registrar.  A brief and ideal-typical 
illustration, extracted from the experience of the countries surveyed, of how in practice a 
Registry-registrar (henceforth R2r) system works is in order here, and is set out in the 
box below. 
 
 
 
The Registry Registrar Model – a summary of the institutional model, and  the 
relationships among (i) the registry,  (ii) the technical operation of DNS, and (iii) the 
registrars 
 
 
In very simple terms under such system the Registry organisations retain all control and 
responsibility on both the policy and regulatory aspects of ccTLD administration and also on the 
operational and technical sides of it, but delegates these latter activities to the accredited 
registrars under the policy, codes of conduct, economic, operational and technical conditions 
fixed in the Registrar Accreditation Framework (see infra). While DNS changes are technically 
operated by the registrars, the Registry in practice retain full control of it by way of specially 
developed R2r technological platforms allowing steady and full control and access to the 
technical operation and main elements of the DNS. While letting the registrars handle the 
technical practicalities of registration is organisationally more efficient, advanced R2r 
technological platforms are such that the Registry, alongside the registrars, can also register 
domain names and operate DNS technically directly.  This is the case in three of the countries 
surveyed (Germany, Japan and UK) where, while registration through the accredited registrars is 
                                                      
3 OECD, Evolution in the Management of Country-Code Top-Level Domain Names (ccTLDs), 
Dublin, 2006, p. 3. 
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encouraged, the registry does also administer and operate registration and the technical 
operation of DND directly. 
 
As stated, the technical requirements for accredited registrars ensure the Registry control over 
the technical operation of DNS4. Accredited registrars, for instance are requested to provide the 
Registry with access to, and control of, critical technical functions including for instance: 

 The primary and secondary .hk name servers; 
 Zone files for second level domains;  
 Searchable data base containing information on registrations within the .hk ccTLD 

(WHOIS) 
 Trace route software facilities made available by the registrars to the Registry that enable 

monitoring of the network performance of registrars. 
 
So in the reformed scenario, assuming that there will be only one not for profit 
organisation managing the ccTLD and that this is HKIRC (as described under 
“ Difference 2” above), then HKIRC would undertake the Registry function in the 
Registry/Registrar model.  .     
 
There would then be multiple Registrars.   How many of these, however, is a question 
that cannot be answered a priori in a deterministic way.   The outcome  will be shaped 
by the interaction between market conditions, the degree of technical and economic 
reliability of current resellers functioning in Hong Kong, and the accreditation 
requirements that will be imposed by HKIRC in collaboration with the Government in 
order to ensure security and integrity of the system.  However, for the sake of illustration 
we can mention that in Singapore, where the size of the ccTLD divided by the number of 
Internet users is roughly equal to that of Hong Kong, there are seven accredited 
registrars. 
 
One further question is whether or not HKIRC should itself operate as a Registrar in this 
new model, in addition to its core role as Registry.  There arguments in favour of both 
options: 
 
 By keeping open its current roles as Registry as well as Registrar, HKIRC 

would benefit by having – within its own organisation – an end-to-end 
understanding of the registration process. 

 However, by limiting HKIRC to the Registry function – ie with all 
registration done by third parties – this new market may appear more like 
a level playing field and hence more attractive to new entrants. 

 
Looking at international examples, of the 13 countries we reviewed which operate 
Registry/Registrar, only 2 of them allow the Registry to offer direct registration, so a 
complete separation of functions is the norm.  However, the two exceptions – the UK 
and Germany – are both very successful ccTLDs.   Our recommendation is that further 
work is needed on this question, both through stakeholder consultation in Hong Kong 

                                                                                                                                                              
4 In our international research we found one of the more transparent and best specified R2r 
system in Singapore, where the registry 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 Technical Spec-EPP. 
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and through detailed analysis of the market conditions in Hong Kong.  The actions 
needed for this will be set out in our Implementation Plan. 
 
[ 

 
This part of the document is not disclosed. Please refer to endnotes (1), (3) and (4). 

 
]   

 
While implementing the system after the launch of the Chinese domain names is a 
sensible and pragmatic choice, we strongly recommend here, as well as in the 
Implementation Plan report where the needed preliminary and preparatory activities and 
costs will be analysed in more details, to adopt this system and to start right after the 
end of this study to gather the needed additional empirical evidence and to prepare the 
regulatory and operational framework to manage such system. 
 
Going back to the overall policy and strategic framework illustrated earlier in figure 6, 
one basic document and three supporting ones  will define the framework for the running 
of such system: 
 

1. “Registrars Accreditation Principles, Requirements and Procedures”, defining for 
example: 

 Responsibilities and scope of services to be provided by registrars to end 
users; 

 Responsibilities and scope of activities regarding the technical operation of 
DNS (see discussion in the box above) 

 Financial and organisational requirements needed for accreditation; 
 Technical requirements needed for accreditation; 
 Application procedure; 
 Application fees and accreditation fees and duration; 
 Wholesale prices per registered domain names (Annex to be steadily 

updated). 
 

2. “Registrars Application Form and Guidelines”, providing registrants with all 
needed information for the successful completion of an application for 
accreditation; 

 
3.  “Standard Registrars Accreditation Agreement”, which ” that the successfully 

accredited registrars will sign with the Registry; 
 

4. “R2r Platform Technical Specifications and Users Manuals”, providing all the 
relevant technical information on the technological platform on which the system 
is run and a users manual from operation by the registrars 

 
Naturally the definition of the financial, organisational and technical requirements for 
accreditation, as well as that of the application fees and wholesale prices, will have 
important impacts and will have to be carefully calibrated. 
 
Looking only at the accreditation requirements lever, in principle a trade off can be 
identified, as stricter requirements could, on the one hand better preserve the integrity 
and security of the system, while on the other hand result in a lower number of registrars 
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and thus a higher concentration potentially stifling competition and resulting in higher 
retail prices. The finding of the international desk research suggest that higher 
requirements tend to produce higher concentration. On the other hand, recent changes 
in Singapore illustrate how a ccTLD registry can pursue a policy mix to achieve both 
goals: promotion and lowering of wholesale prices integrated with a more robust 
accreditation requirements regime. 
 
At any rate the definition of these parameters will need further research and analysis that 
will be detailed in the Implementation Plan and in the last instance will be to a large 
extent shaped, first through stakeholders consultations and second, when the system 
will be up and running, by the dynamic of the market. 
 
 
Difference 8) Customer focus has been increased through a new “marketing and 
customer service” unit in staff to CEO and the Board 
 
The Hong Kong current state assessment has shown two shortcomings with regard to 
users: 
 

 Low users involvement, due to lack of mechanisms to provide feedback to and 
seek the views and opinions of customers and potential customers; 

 Unsatisfactory value for money, due to high retail prices, complicated registration 
process, insufficient transparency and little customer support.  

 
These two challenges are addressed already at the strategic and governance level in 
two ways: a) with the new role of the CAP in facilitating general customers and specific 
groups’ involvement; b) with the inclusion in the performance measurement system of a 
set of metrics reflecting the user perspective. 
 
Operationally this will be further strengthened by the establishment of a new 
organisational “marketing and customer service” unit working directly on staff to the CEO 
and the Board to ensure that customers matter are analysed and brought to the 
attention of top management. The task of this unit, among others, will be for instance the 
following: 
 

 Ensure that the organisation listen to its customers and respond to their feed 
back by conducting periodic customer surveys, which will also feed the 
performance measurement system with the relevant data; 

 Conduct periodic pricing analysis (cost and market based) to establish an 
effective product pricing strategy and thus inform the Registry-registrars system 
wholesale pricing framework 

 Steadily analyse how to simplify the registration process and implement the 
identified required changes; 

 Provide customer service and support online and through a call centre. 
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Difference 9) Security and resilience has been enhanced through implementation 
of recommendations of recent audit report, and through substantial 
enhancements to HKIRC’s technical capabilities. 
 

[ 
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3.4 Forward orientation 
 
 
Difference 10) HKIRC devotes ring-fenced resources to reviewing emerging 
technical and market developments, but focused narrowly on the implications of 
such developments for domain name registration. 
 
 
A key challenge for any institution concerned with safeguarding the framework 
conditions for Information Society (regardless whether it is about the physical 
infrastructure, the management of scarce resources or about the content that develops) 
is how to remain flexible enough to be able to address forthcoming, yet unforeseeable 
innovations - but at the same time remain sufficiently focused on the core task allocated.  
 
This challenge certainly applies to any institution managing domain names. There is a 
two-fold task:  
 
 ensuring efficient and safe procedures for the registration of domain names and for 

the management of the data bases; and  
 
 ensuring that any developments in internet infrastructure technology or internet 

governance do not catch the institution by surprise, but merely require the activation 
of an already existing alternative.  

 
However, in undertaking these two tasks, there is a need to balance, on the one hand, 
reaching beyond the immediate core business of the registry in order to be able to 
achieve better longer-term results at this – and, on the other hand, avoiding significant 
investment in activities on which the Registry may have some competence, but which 
are a distraction from the core mission. 
 
Our Current State Assessment found confusion among key stakeholders about how this 
balance should be struck and the role that HKIRC should play.  In a number of cases, 
stakeholders had expectations of HKIRC taking a policy development role on particular 
forward-looking issues, and were concerned that it was not doing so effectively.  The 
Government’s view – which we endorse – is that wider Internet policy issues should be 
the responsibility of the Government, in collaboration with normal industry and 
stakeholder consultation processes.    
 
What role should HKIRC play in relationship to such issues?   In practice, we believe 
that an effective role requires HKIRC to establish in future two things which are absent at 
present (or at least absent in any formalised sense): 
 
 First, HKIRC should establish a dedicated resource with the capacity to follow 

developments, to scrutinize implications and to prepare decisions. This must not be 
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considered a side aspect of what is being done anyway, but must have resources 
allocated, especially internal working time and capacity for regular external 
consultation on developments.   

 
 Second, HKIRC needs an explicit decision-making process to help assess which of 

the many potential “future issues” require significant HKIRC engagement.  Without 
such a structured decision framework, there is a risk that resources will not be 
utilized in the most efficient manner – for example, when too many institutions 
approach an issue just because the issue sounds relevant and others are debating it. 
Division of labor is crucial in order to economize on resources and to ensure quality.  

 
 
On the first of these points, we will set out the potential resourcing implications in the 
Implementation Plan – but do not believe they need be very significant.  On the second, 
at Annex A we set out a discussion paper on some of the “current issues” identified as 
things which HKIRC potentially should be advising on now, and present an outline draft 
of a decision-making tool to help assess which are of most relevance to HKIRC.   
 
This is our preliminary view on the forward orientation issue, but we would like to stress 
that, since such issues have important implication for the development of the Information 
Society and thus important policy implication, the actual solution should emerge from a 
very effective and broad industry consultation process.  



This document as shown represents the views or comments of the independent Consultant based on its 
findings during the consultancy study.  The publication of this document does not necessarily mean that the 
Government has adopted or endorsed or otherwise any views, recommendations or conclusions of the 
Consultant. 
 

 
28

 
ANNEX A: “FUTURE ISSUES” – AND HOW TO ASSESS WHICH HKIRC SHOULD 
FOCUS ON 
 
 
 
How in future should HKIRC decide which of the very many Internet developments (both 
market-related and technological) it should engage with closely, given a strategic 
decision to focus closely on the core business of domain name registration? 
 
This paper illustrated the issues concerned by setting out some of the current “future-
facing issues” which are on the table, each requiring varying degrees of attention:  

 The establishment and administration of Internationalized Domain Names (IDN) 
 The transition of network protocol from IPv4 to IPv6  
 The development of what is being called “Next Generation Networks”  
 The spread of solutions integrating RFID technology.   
 The promotion of “IP Multimedia Systems" (IMS)  
 The plans for a Central DNS or ENUM system to integrate all identifiers for electronic 

communication 

 
There are more – and even those that are being discussed today have not the same 
relevance. IMS, for example, is being heavily debated for reasons beyond the mere 
feasibility (under the “network neutrality” headline), as it not only allows for an enhanced 
multimedia / mobile application layer, but also has a potential for commercial data 
discrimination. The technical challenges it poses, however, are on the overlay or 
application level and have little to do with what affects a domain name registry. The 
whole “next generation networks” or “Web 2.0” discussion itself is too vague to allow for 
concrete action. Yet part of this is the question how scarce resources will be managed. 
And apparently, any discussions about, for example, what will follow the domain name 
system as the next generation of administering and managing identities on the Web, and 
reflections upon what the imminent success of non-DNS applications (like e.g. Skype) 
means for the future of a national domain name system means are highly relevant.  
While this certainly has to do with the political dimensions of access and digital divide, 
there is also a management component to it which makes it relevant to a registry. And 
on a very visible level, the introduction of International adds a new task and a new 
interoperability dimension to the activity of a registry.  
 
 
Is there a straightforward way to assess the relevancy of one topic or the other without 
the creation of a dedicated strategy department inside the registry that would be 
permanently assessing possible activities and their strategy compliance? If there is one, 
it must be based on principles that are rooted in the mission statement of the institution.  
 
Given that the core strategic choice emerging from this review is that HKIRC should 
focus on its core business (i.e. “manage domain names”), the starting principle must be 
that any activities that go beyond this will need special justification. Figure A1 below sets 
out some guideline questions to assist thinking on this, which could form the basis of a 
“decision tool” for assessing the extent to which HKIRC should take the lead on a given 
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emerging issue, or leave the lead on the issue to others involved in the recommended 
new Internet Policy sub-group of Digital 21. 
 
 

Figure A1: Assessing the relevance to HKIRC of new technological/market 
developments 

1) Does the topic directly affect the efficient and effective management of 
the “.hk” ccTLD space? (e.g. ICANN sets new rules on accountability of 
ccTLD managers) 

2) Does the topic indirectly affect the efficient and effective management of 
the “.hk” ccTLD space? (e.g. evolvement of next-generation network 
technologies) 

3) Are additional resources necessary and available to carry out these 
activities? 

4) Is the expertise available within the registry to cover the topic? 

5) Does the HK ccTLD registry have means to affect the outcome of the 
discussions or policy-making processes? 

6) Is HKIRC the only institution that does have a mandate to handle the 
topic in the interest of HK citizens and government?  

 
 
 
The following sections of this paper illustrate how this tool might be applied to three 
specific current issues: IPv6, IDN and ENUM. 
 
 
Example 1: “IPv6” 
 
The successor to IPv4 as the internet protocol standard addresses some key issues of 
network development. The actual or perceived advantages in principle are  

• a larger number of available IP addresses through the 128-bit address system, 
allowing for unique identifiers for every device on the Web even when the 
number of devices that gets connected increases rapidly over the next periods, 

• better accommodation of mobile wireless applications, 
• improved security features,   
• greater routing and general resource efficiency. 

The task at hand in the introduction phase and the transition period when IPv4 and IPv6 
coexist partly also affect a domain name registry. The local ccTLD registry has to ensure 
that the mapping of domain names and IP addresses remains unambiguous and reliable 
even with two parallel sets of IP addresses that can be resolved to the same domain 
name. The expected larger number of IP addresses being allocated to devices that do 
not require domain names may also require attention, even though it does not bring 
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about a new quality of the DN administration task. This may, however, be an important 
part of what can be a more general national informatization strategy, for instance when 
the implementation of IPv6, the fostering of web usage by SMEs, and a national strategy 
for RFID deployment (and possibly IP addressing) require coordination.  
 
Allocating and managing the IP addresses remains with the RIRs (APNIC in the case of 
Hong Kong), not with the local registry. On most practical challenges associated with the 
introduction of a new IP version, a ccTLD registry will therefore only have a limited stake. 
The coordination between national ccTLD managers and RIRs, however, becomes more 
crucial because of the parallel IP versions to be accommodated, so there may be a case 
for dedicated institutional arrangements within the DN registry to ensure optimal 
communications. Yet the major tasks on this are to be tackled by industry (ensuring 
hardware compliance with the new standard, in particular) and are beyond the registry’s 
regular activity scope. Technical compliance issues are clearly an “IP standard” issue, 
not a “domain name” issue, hence other institutions are better suited to address them 
and work with industry on solutions. This also applies, of course, to those institutions that 
do not face the transition from v4 to v6, but previously used X.25 networks, now directly 
migrate to IPv6 and need to ensure that address conflicts are avoided.  
 
Beyond being involved in the discussions around network protocols, a registry may, of 
course, have its role in the promotion and awareness-raising for the new technology. A 
stronger government involvement is not being perceived necessary by many national 
governments, anyway: the EU, in particular, does not see a requirement for “regulation” 
of IPv6 – it is left to the market to decide upon take-up and success. The EU’s approach 
is to raise awareness and encourage new applications. There may be room for an 
initiative such as the Japanese’s IPv6 Promotion Council 
(http://www.v6pc.jp/en/index.phtml) to foster this development. If such an initiative was 
chosen, a ccTLD registry would have the capacity to be part of such a Council and 
provide expert input on the implications from a DN perspective.   
 
Other countries take a more interventionist approach: Korea, for example, reacted to the 
slow uptake of local ISPs by taking a more active lead: investment incentives were 
created and the responsible ministry MIC has adopted an IPv6 roadmap (a similar 
strategy was taken on broadband earlier). It is a question of principle whether this form 
of government involvement is being desired. Today, most countries would question 
government’s mission and ability to systematically engage in this form of industrial policy.  
There are also important policy and governance issues around the IP management, 
apparently: the system for the global management and allocation of IP addresses raises 
the questions of control for national governments over the allocation system and the 
fairness of allocation. This, however, is some steps away form what a domain name 
administration body will need to tackle. It affects the question on how a country is 
positioning itself within the international system of governance, and how this is being 
established on an institutional level. The establishment of the Internet Governance 
Forum may open some new ways on this, and surely any government should be aware 
of the new forum. It does not appear to be among a ccTLD registry’s core tasks to get 
involved in this, however.    
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Example Assessment IPv6:  

 
 
 
 
Example 2: “Internationalized Domain Names, IDN” 
 
While Internationalized Domain Names (IDN) have been in use in many regions of the 
world for some years, the issue is far from being resolved. It is being discussed on 
various levels: between technical requirements, standardisation efforts and diplomatic 
challenges, most importantly. In principle, there are currently three alternatives to ensure 
that regions that do not use ASCII-based scripts have the opportunity to access websites 
using their own language:  
 
 Client-based solutions with browser (or any application) plug-ins. This appears to be 

the easiest way, as it does not require any interference with Web administration, but 
ideally only an agreement between software producers which character mapping 
system should be used for each respective script. This solution can also allow for the 
resolution of protocol particles (e.g. http://), which often causes impediments to 
access for less literate users (e.g. because the writing and reading direction of the 
browser is different from the one used in the user’s handwriting).  

 Adoption of the IETF-developed Punycode standard. This would be the continuation 
of the previous steps on IDN. Punycode was introduced and is being in use for 
second level domains, but not yet for top-level domains. The success in terms of 
registration numbers is mixed, but it is interesting to see that Asian countries on 
average show a greater interest for the second-level IDNs that have been offered 
than European users, for example. Almost all TLD registries have prepared for and 
are using the second-level IDNs. Again, the success is mixed, with e.g. the “.org” 
gTLDs having already withdrawn from it, and registration numbers for many zones 
remaining weak.  

 Usage of DNAME Records in the DNS root zone. This approach (suggested primarily 
by VeriSign) would allow for a mapping of addresses of the Chinese-character 
version of .com to the current .com zone. This mapping would happen through the 
registry, and would (together with the already existing Punycode-based Chinese 
second level names) allow for a complete Chinese version of “.com”. It would also 
mean that users could access any existing domain in their own language.  

 
The third alternative clearly provides for an increasingly important role of the registries, 
which would need to develop and implement the new mapping solution. It leads, 
however, to questions like which registry should be in charge of the mapping: should the 
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“local” registry handle all of the mapping of, e.g. Chinese characters, or should this be 
handled decentralized by those registries already managing the (cc and g) TLDs?  
 
Among the areas of interest is the long-standing trial period for pure internationalized 
top-level domains in China. Since 2001, Chinese TLDs have been in effect (with ca. 
400.000 idn.idn addresses being registered since), while the discussions within ICANN 
and IETF / IAB as standardisation bodies are only very slowly moving forward. This may 
lead to frictions, as the lack of pure IDN names may be considered an impediment for 
local user’s access, in particular when it comes to efforts to connect the yet rather 
underdeveloped regions or citizen groups with less online experience. In mainland China, 
the request for third level registrations is continuously increasing, while the Chinese 
domain names are diminishing. To encourage the usage of the IDN domains, the 
registry decided that every ASCII gets an equivalent Chinese second level for free.  
 
There will be an issue on the relationship between ICANN and the TLDs in this context. 
ICANN can surely support the localisation efforts, but whether it has the authority to 
mandate a certain approach or certain character sets remains unclear.     
 
From the point-of-view of a local ccTLD registry, this means a number of unresolved 
issues lie ahead. Neither is it clear whether a specific IDN system will be established, 
nor who will be the decisive factor on this. The irritation about the introduction of 
Chinese-character top-level domain names “中国", "公司" and 网络 in early 2006 showed 
that there are many stakeholders who will join the discussions on the introduction of 
each respective next stage of IDN. Bringing these stakeholders together and joining the 
discussions (also in dedicated bodies such as the Chinese Domain Names Consortium, 
CDNC) should be among the foremost important tasks Hong Kong’s ccTLD registry 
should have. The introduction of IDN with its many technical, but also cultural and 
political implications will be among the dominant topics of the forthcoming years.  
 
Example Assessment IDN:  

 
 
Example 3: ENUM 
 
ENUM (Telephone Number Mapping) is an address protocol which links various 
electronic identities such  as telephone number, e-mail address, fax number or URL. The 
system is based on a centralized inter-carrier database for numbering and signaling / 
routing. ENUM domains (or „phone number domains“) have been established in many 
trial and real services, yet the question whether this will be a sustainable form of “identify 
management” is still unclear.  
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Users can have their regular fixed, mobile or vanity phone number registered as an 
internet domain. ENUM uses E.164-Numbers and translates these into IP-Addresses. 
The phone number +86 (10) 8855 8060-34 converts into 
4.3.0.6.0.8.5.5.8.8.0.1.6.8.e164.arpa. This domain also allows for routing calls directly 
over the internet. ENUM can be used as a common directory service for finding and 
addressing persons. The directory will contain all the relevant contact information 
(including preferred means of contact) and may be updated by the users themselves.  
 
Implementation of ENUM in different countries has reached different stages, e.g. Austria 
is most advanced. While most of the infrastructure is in place, usage remains low (e.g. 
merely around 6000 registered ENUM domains in Germany in mid-2006). Very few end-
users currently use the service, leading to the question whether there is merely a 
communication (or marketing) issue to be addressed, or whether the whole principle of 
unified identifiers needs to be questioned. With its great potential that ENUM can 
especially unfold within the next generation of all-IP networks, it can be assumed that 
ENUM will be a road which almost all national registries will follow until an alternative 
shows up.  
 
The benefit of the ENUM challenge is that is next to identical in all zones. As 
implementation is very much advanced in many countries already, the process of 
preparing for or pushing implementation is relatively straightforward on the practical level, 
which is the level that directly affects a national registry. The more fundamental question 
of the usability, of alternative approaches to unifying communication identities may be 
somewhat beyond what a registry can address, however. The know-how acquired in the 
process, however, will be of great benefit to the platforms where these fundamental 
issues are being discussed.  
 
 
 
Example Assessment ENUM:  
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Endnotes 
 
Certain parts of this document are not disclosed since they contain commercially 
sensitive information and are related to one or more of the following reasons: 
 
 
(1) Legal proceedings 
 

Information whose disclosure would harm or prejudice the conduct or impartial 
adjudication of legal proceedings or any proceedings conducted or likely to be 
conducted by a tribunal or inquiry, whether or not such inquiry is public or the 
disclosure of the information has been or may be considered in any such 
proceedings. 

 
(2) Management and operation of the public service 
 

Information whose disclosure would harm or prejudice negotiations, commercial 
or contractual activities, or the awarding of discretionary grants and ex-gratia 
payments by a department. 

 
(3) Third party information 
 

Information held for, or provided by, a third party under an explicit or implicit 
understanding that it would not be further disclosed.  

 
(4) Business affairs 
 

Information including commercial, financial, scientific or technical confidences, 
trade secrets or intellectual property whose disclosure would harm the 
competitive or financial position of any person. 

 
 
 


