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EDITORIAL

 

Ernesto Bojórquez
LACTLD’s President

Twenty years have passed since the foundation of our 
Organization. In 2018, we could commemorate this 
anniversary and celebrate the achievements and growth 
of LACTLD with the recognition of different regional and 
global organizations from the Internet ecosystem. On 
this occasion, I would like to thank those who have been 
with us during these celebrations and those who have 
worked in cooperation with our Organization throughout 
these years of development and growth. I invite you to 
continue by our side in our undertakings and to share our 
future projects.

This first half-year as President of LACTLD has been 
overwhelming, yet rewarding and inspiring. We have 
assessed the results of the implementation of the 
Strategic Plan 2016-2018, and we have developed a new 
planning process to guide our work for the next years.  
The assessment of the work was really fulfilling, since it 
allowed us to see the progress made in different 
strategic lines of the 2016-2018 Plan and verify that, 
besides those achievements, we have developed skills to 
face future challenges.  The creation and development of 
internal Working Groups, LACTLD's Anycast Cloud, the 
Workshops and internships are examples of such 
achievements.   The work put in on our Policy, 
Procedures and our communication channels has 
strengthened LACTLD from the inside. The collaborative 
work with other organizations to build a better Internet 

has gained recognition and a better positioning. Finally, 
the contributions of the members of our Organization, as 
well as the discipline and good management of 
LACTLD’s administration have managed to strengthen 
our finances and to support the efforts made by the 
whole organization.

This is the perfect time to thank and show recognition for 
Eduardo Santoyo and his team for their leadership, as 
well as for all of the other contributions of his 
administration in LACTLD.

With the purpose of continuing this strategic endeavor, 
we have developed the 2019-2021 Plan, which we will 
make available soon, and which is focused on the 
promotion of an Internet that can enable economic and 
social development through the use of domain names. 
With this strategic plan in motion, we will be able to 
enhance the abilities of our members and foster 
collaborative efforts. We will carry on with LACTLD’s 
institutional strengthening, and with the collaborative 
work with the rest of the actors in the ecosystem to build 
a better Internet in all our countries, in Latin America and 
the Caribbean, and all around the world.

In this LACTLD Report issue, we address a series of 
topics that have a great impact on the ccTLD regional 
community and the general Internet ecosystem. We 
provide more information about emergency and disaster 
preparation, the progress made in ICANN’s Work Track 5, 
and the new possibilities offered by Blockchain. Among 
other topics, we also deal with national and regional 
Internet governance initiatives, and all the projects and 
activities developed by LACTLD during 2018.
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20TH ANNIVERSARY

LACTLD’SLACTLD’S
20th Anniversary

By LACTLD's Staff

              n August 20, 2018, LACTLD turned 20. The 
Association’s twentieth anniversary was celebrated 
throughout the year, and it was characterized by a journey 
through LACTLD's history of foundation, growth and 
consolidation, as well as by a revision of its mission in the 
Internet ecosystem.

This anniversary showed a strong sense of community and 
belonging, and a great collaborative work on behalf of all 
ccTLD members. 

LACTLD’S
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The celebrations for the 20th anniversary 
began in Panama City on Friday, June 22. 
Our members were able to commemorate 
two decades of growth and achievements 
with the representatives of organizations 
that have been by LACTLD’s side 
throughout all these years. 

This celebration was held after the Legal 
and Policy Workshop, and on the eve of the 
ICANN62 meeting. Eduardo Santoyo 
(LACTLD’s President 2012-2018) gave a 
speech in reference to this anniversary and 
emphasized how far LACTLD had come:

Eduardo Santoyo 
(LACTLD’s 
President 
2012-2018)

En la foto:
lorem ipsum 
lorem ipsum 
lorem ipsum 
lorem ipsum 
lorem ipsum v 
lorem ipsum    
lorem ipsum 
lorem ipsum 

During this celebration, the contribution of 
our associate and affiliate members was 
specially recognized. The Board of Directors 
and the Audit Committee handed over 
commemorative plaques to each of them in 
order to thank them for their commitment 
and hard work in the Association.

During this event, several screens in the 
ballroom showed anniversary greetings sent 
by the organizations that have supported 
LACTLD's mission throughout these two 
decades: CENTR, AfTLD, APTLD, ICANN, 
ISOC, LACNIC, IETF, IGFSA, LAC-IX and 
RedCLARA. Our Association, on behalf of its 
members, is especially grateful for all of 
their messages and greetings.

Celebration in 

panamá city

20TH ANNIVERSARY

“LACTLD has been a driving force in the effort to build a notion of community among 
regional ccTLDs, which has been reflected on the strengthening of its ability to promote 
internal debate and regional representation in a wide range of spaces, such as ICANN, 
e-LAC, and regional and global Internet governance forums. Today, we can assure with 
pleasure that LACTLD has managed to position itself successfully within the regional and 
global Internet ecosystem.”.
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LACTLD’s 20th Anniversary 
Publication (English / Spanish)

Publication

General 
Assembly 
2007, Isla 
de 
Margarita, 
Venezuela
.

Policy 
Workshop 
2010, 
Curaçao.

Technical 
Workshop 
2012, 
Asunción, 
Paraguay.

LACTLD’s 20th 
Anniversary

20TH ANNIVERSARY

In the celebration in 
Panama, we presented the 
publication of LACTLD's 20 
years collaboratively 
prepared by the members of 
the Association. Luis 
Arancibia, Secretary of 
LACTLD, shared the 
contents of the publication 
and its creation process 
with the attendees. Each 
one of the guests went 
home with a copy of the 
publication as a gift.

From the perspective of its 
members and those who 
worked for LACTLD, this 
publication tells the history 
of an Association with an 
essential role in the 
ecosystem of organizations 
related to the critical 
resources and infrastructure 
of the Internet. This 
document, collaboratively 
written with the 
contributions of our 
members, describes the 
journey we have had in 
these 20 years.

Luis Arancibia, a member of 
the Editorial Committee, 
thinks that the 
commemorative publication 
aims at “leaving the trail of a 
trajectory from its 
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The journey through the 
history of LACTLD and its 
members, as well as the 
recognition of the 
organizations that have 
been working by our side, 
allows us to reflect upon our 
present and to plan ahead 
and think of the 
Association's future 
challenges. In this regard, 
Luis Arancibia notes that the 
publication “focuses on the 
existence of a living and 
developing Association, with 
strong bonds and a loud and 
influential voice.” 

In connection to this, 
Carolina Aguerre thinks that, 
after the stages of 
integration, consolidation 
and growth, LACTLD will 
embark upon a new step of 
innovation: “The current 
Internet situation, whether in 
relation to its technical, 
economic or political 
aspects, requires the 
development of new skills 

foundation to the current 
situation of the Association. 
We tried to give an overview 
of our history, our present 
and our possible future 
perspective. We wanted to 
give a voice to those who 
thought of an organization 
for regional ccTLDs to 
underscore the continuity 
from that original moment 
to this day.” 

The publication has three 
sections. The first part of 
the document, entitled 
“Connecting the Dots in 
History: LACTLD's 20th 
Anniversary,” was drawn up 
by Carolina Aguerre, who 
was in charge of the 
research, reconstruction 
and writing of the 
Association's history. 
Carolina’s work puts 
together the first stages of 
LACTLD's development and 
of the ecosystem of actors 
and institutions that came 
with each step. The second 
part of the publication 
introduces each one of our 
associate members and 
their foundation and growth 
histories. The final section 
gathers anniversary 
greetings and 
congratulations sent by our 
affiliate members and by 
organizations of the Internet 
ecosystem that have 
worked with LACTLD for 
these two decades.

and abilities. These 
challenges are knocking on 
LACTLD members’ door. 
The organization has the 
maturity and ability to face 
this scenario through 
innovations in the way it 
positions itself as a regional 
entity and by providing 
services to members that 
allow it to continue growing 
in line with some 
characteristics that emerge 
from the community, such 
as collaboration and shared 
resources.”

Luis Arancibia, 
Secretary of LACTLD

“ We tried to give an 
overview of our history, 

our present and our possible 
future perspective. 

20TH ANNIVERSARY
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Commemorative Toast in

LACTLD's anniversary celebration went on 
in Buenos Aires, Argentina, during the 
LACIGF 11 week. On that occasion, our 
members made a commemorative toast 
with representatives of different regional 
and global organizations from the Internet 
and telecommunications ecosystem. 

Luis Arancibia, 
Secretary of LACTLD

Commemorative Toast, 2018, Buenos Aires, Argentina.

BUENOS AIRES

LACTLD Report, edición 11 3

During this celebration, Luis Arancibia, on 
behalf of President Ernesto Bojórquez, 
welcomed the guests, gave a speech in 
reference to the 20th Anniversary, and 
thanked all the members that are part of 
the Association: associates, affiliates, and 
observers. He also underlined the support 
and cooperative work and relation with our 
sister organizations during these 20 years: 
APTLD, AfTLD and CENTR. Finally, he 
concluded his speech by stating:

“I feel the responsibility to state that our 
Association is committed to contributing to 
the growth of the Internet in Latin America 
and the Caribbean with renewed 
excitement, more energy and participation, 
and, above all, with our shared passion.”.

3LACTLD Report, edición 11

20TH ANNIVERSARY
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Anniversary website

Our members receive the commemorative plaques at the 
LACTLD’s 20th Anniversary Celebration, 2018, Panama 

City.

LACTLD’s 

LACTLD Report, edición 113

All the organizations present at this 
event responded to the toast of our 
members. Sebastián Bellagamba, 
Regional Bureau Director of Internet 
Society for Latin America and the 
Caribbean, gave us a special recognition 
as a gift on behalf of his organization, 
which was received by Miguel Ignacio 
Estrada, LACTLD’s General Manager.

20th Anniversary
Website
In order to gather all of the contents and 
information produced for LACTLD’s 20th 
Anniversary and recorded during each 
celebration, an anniversary website was 
created: 

On this website, you can find the publication 
on the 20th Anniversary, the greetings sent 
by the different organizations that joined us 
in the celebrations, and the pictures taken at 
such events.

This website is a record of every 
celebration, but it also manages to provide 
an overview of our Association’s history and 
identity. All the contents gathered on the 
website are a reflection of LACTLD’s 
mission and encourage its community to 
continue working collaboratively for the 
development of the Internet in the region.
en la región.

https://aniversario.lactld.org/

20TH ANNIVERSARY
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WORKING GROUPS

LACTLD
WORKING
GROUPS:
Collaborative Work 

among Regional ccTLDs

has gained recognition and a better positioning. Finally, 
the contributions of the members of our Organization, as 
well as the discipline and good management of 
LACTLD’s administration have managed to strengthen 
our finances and to support the efforts made by the 
whole organization.

This is the perfect time to thank and show recognition for 
Eduardo Santoyo and his team for their leadership, as 
well as for all of the other contributions of his 
administration in LACTLD.

With the purpose of continuing this strategic endeavor, 
we have developed the 2019-2021 Plan, which we will 
make available soon, and which is focused on the 
promotion of an Internet that can enable economic and 
social development through the use of domain names. 
With this strategic plan in motion, we will be able to 
enhance the abilities of our members and foster 
collaborative efforts. We will carry on with LACTLD’s 
institutional strengthening, and with the collaborative 
work with the rest of the actors in the ecosystem to build 
a better Internet in all our countries, in Latin America and 
the Caribbean, and all around the world.

In this LACTLD Report issue, we address a series of 
topics that have a great impact on the ccTLD regional 
community and the general Internet ecosystem. We 
provide more information about emergency and disaster 
preparation, the progress made in ICANN’s Work Track 5, 
and the new possibilities offered by Blockchain. Among 
other topics, we also deal with national and regional 
Internet governance initiatives, and all the projects and 
activities developed by LACTLD during 2018.
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n 2018, LACTLD Working Groups carried 
out their face-to-face Workshops and 
several collaborative activities and 
projects focused on issues affecting their 
ccTLDs. 

The Policy, Legal, Commercial, and 
Technical Working Groups are platforms 
that allow the exchange of experiences, 
collaboration, and teamwork among the 
associate and affiliate LACTLD members. 
Each one of them is coordinated by two 
members of the Association, who are in 
charge of shaping and organizing projects 
and activities for each Group, depending 
on their specific field of interest.

The LACTLD Working Groups 
coordinators during 2018—Pablo 
Rodríguez (Policy Working Group); María 
Antonieta Chavarría and Luis Arancibia 
(Legal Working Group); Ivy Contreras and 
José Ernesto Grimaldo (Commercial 
Working Group); Gonzalo Romero and 
José Urzúa (Technical Working Group)— 
tell us about the main projects, work 
dynamics and results. In addition, they 
describe the new challenges and plans for 
2019.

I

Gonzalo 
Romero .CO, 
Coordinator

Technical 
Working Group,

2016-2018

Pablo 
Rodríguez .PR, 

Coordinator
Policy Working 

Group,
2016-2018

Manuel Haces 
Aviña .MX, 

Coordinator
Policy Working 

Group,
2016-2018

María 
Antonieta 

Chavarría .CR, 
Coordinator

Legal Working 
Group,

2016-2018

Luis Arancibia 
.CL, 

Coordinator
Legal Working 

Group,
 2016-2019

José Ernesto 
Grimaldo .MX, 

Coordinator
Commercial 

Working Group, 
2016-2018

Ivy Contreras 
.GT, 

Coordinator
Commercial 

Working Group, 
2016-2018

José Urzúa .CL, 
Coordinator

Technical 
Working Group,

 2016-2019

WORKING GROUPS
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The Policy and Legal 
Workshop was one of the 
main activities carried out 
by the Working Group in 
2018. This Workshop was 
coordinated jointly with the 
Legal Working Group and it 
took place in Panama City 
on June 21-22 of 2018.

Moreover, we had the 
chance to work with the 
ccNSO in the organization 
of a webinar in which the 
members of both 
organizations discussed the 
role of LACTLD and its 
members in the ccNSO and 
in its policy-making 
procedures. 

In this regard, the Working 
Group coordinated the 
submission of comments 
on the GNSO (ICANN) 
Working Group Initial 
Report on the New gTLD 
Subsequent Procedures. 
The submission of 
comments was conducted 
by LACTLD and there were 
individual coincidental 
comments sent by many 
ccTLD members of our 
organization.

The Legal Working Group 
and the Policy Working 
Group jointly organized 
their annual Workshop. 
This collaborative work 
helped to complement 
the perspectives of both 
Working Groups, and it 
paved the way for a 
dynamic and complete 
management of each of 
the addressed topics.

We also held different 
remote meetings and we 
communicated via a 
mailing list to discuss 
issues of common 
interest, like the GDPR 
impact on regional ccTLD 
activities and processes 
and the measures taken 
by each of the members 
in relation to this. Such 
exchange was very 
productive for all ccTLD 
participants.

Furthermore, the Legal 
Working Group actively 
engaged in the different 
internal policy revision 
and development 
processes of the 
Association. These 
inputs, within the 
framework of the Legal 
Working Group, were 
submitted before the 
Council and the rest of 
the members, 
contributing with 
LACTLD's institutional 
growth in 2018.

The Commercial 
Workshop took place on 
March 8-9 of 2018. The 
Workshop agenda, set by 
the members of the 
Working Group, covered 
topics in relation mainly to 
digital marketing. Based 
on the Workshop tasks 
and presentations, the 
members agreed to 
create a common 
repository of generic 
marketing and advertising 
materials. This project has 
continued growing 
throughout the year and it 
has strengthened the 
communication among 
members in the Working 
Group.

We added webinars as 
round tables to our 
remote activities. In these 
meetings, we were able to 
share our perspectives 
and experiences in 
relation to marketing, 
digital campaigns in 
different networks and 
platforms, and 
communication strategies 
implemented in each one 
of our registries. The new 
webinars added 
dynamism to the Working 
Group, and allowed for the 
engagement of more 
ccTLD representatives in 
its activities.

In 2018, the Technical 
Working Group carried 
out its annual 
Workshop, and held 
different collaborative 
meetings for topic 
organization and 
management.
Among the most 
relevant topics, we 
highlighted the interest 
of all Group members in 
preparation plans in 
relation to threats, 
natural disasters, and 
emergencies; technical 
measures for personal 
data processing and 
protection in ccTLDs; 
DNS optimization, DNS 
Flag Day; and DNS 
health.

The Technical Working 
Group also conducted a 
study on the numerical 
resources of ccTLDs 
that are LACTLD 
members. This project 
was led by Mariela 
Rocha (NIC Argentina) 
and it was presented 
and discussed during 
the Technical Workshop 
and in the Working 
Group remote meetings.

Policy Legal Commercial Technical

What were the activities carried out by the Working Group in 2018? 
How were remote activities organized throughout the year as regards the 
Working Group Workshop?

WORKING GROUPS

12 |   LACTLD Report, 11th Edition



The initiatives of the Policy 
Working Group 
contributed to the 
strengthening of 
empowered communities’ 
engagement, in particular 
ccTLDs, within ICANN. 
Moreover, LACTLD, 
through the submission of 
its comments to the GNSO 
Working Group, was able 
to state its reasons for 
rejecting the registration of 
two-character chains 
made up of a letter and a 
number. This was 
supported by the 
members of the 
Association and it was 
coordinated with the help 
of the Regional 
Organizations (AfTLD, 
APTLD, CENTR).

All Group members 
backed these efforts and 
guaranteed their 
commitment to the 
different activities carried 
out throughout the year.

One of the greatest 
results of the Legal 
Working Group in 2018 
was to foster the 
relationship among 
ccTLDs that had common 
concerns and worries. 
This way, each participant 
could profit from other 
members’ ideas and 
implement them in their 
ccTLD. 

The activities that allowed 
us to share our work and 
give each other feedback 
were the ones that used 
the right methodology to 
obtain these results.
We want to underline the 
great willingness, 
collaboration and work 
done by the members of 
the Legal Working Group.

The main progress was 
the increase in the 
number of activities of 
the Commercial Working 
Group in comparison 
with 2017. With the 
incorporation of remote 
meetings, we have 
succeeded in getting 
more members to 
participate in our 
activities, which allowed 
us, in turn, to have a 
better grasp of the 
internal part of the 
registries. The number of 
participants has 
increased from one 
webinar to the other 
throughout the year (with 
an average of 12 
participants per session). 
We hope this 
engagement continues 
to grow during this year 
and that we are able to 
schedule all the activities 
that are good for the 
organization.

We also underscore the 
positive assessments of 
the Commercial 
Workshop that we 
received on behalf of the 
Working Group 
members.

Most of all, we work on 
the consolidation of the 
procedure for the 
organization and the 
development of the 
Technical Workshop, 
which has been improving 
over the years. 

Also, we have continued 
providing our support for 
the Association's 
internship project and the 
dissemination and growth 
of LACTLD's Anycast 
Cloud (which added 4 new 
users in 2018).

We have also had a great 
participation from our 
members, who have 
contributed with both the 
general activities and the 
specific ones.
Undoubtedly, there is 
room for improvement. 
We expect to increase our 
proactivity in relation to 
proposals and 
developments of projects 
with technical impacts on 
the region.

What were the main advances/results of the Working Group in comparison 
with the activities carried out in 2017?

WORKING GROUPS
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WORKING GROUPS

First, we will continue to do 
a follow-up to the work 
done by ICANN’s Work 
Track 1 - 5. We will also
create more spaces for 
collaboration with the 
ccNSO to ensure that the 
interests of our members 
are taken into 
consideration in all the 
decisions made by the 
Supporting Organization. 

Finally, we will continue to 
expand the work done in 
our registries in relation to 
national security and 
Internet governance.

At present, we are 
identifying a great number 
of topics and information 
that need to be studied 
and analyzed. Some of 
them are the 
requirements that stem 
from the GDPR; the 
tension between public 
transparency laws and 
personal data protection 
laws; among others. Each 
of these issues must be 
researched, analyzed and 
discussed with the 
purpose of briefing and 
guiding our members and 
the region when it comes 
to making better 
decisions and taking the 
necessary measures in 
each different situation.

One of the challenges is 
to continue increasing 
and encouraging the 
participation of ccTLDs 
in the activities of the 
Working Group. We seek 
to have a broader 
participation and a larger 
number of active voices 
when discussing issues. 
We also want to foster a 
greater engagement in 
the organization and 
development of the 
Workshops, as well as 
more attendee 
interaction.
Finally, we are interested 
in working on joint 
Workshops with the rest 
of LACTLD Working 
Groups.

The main goal of the 
Working Group for 2019 is 
to continue with the 
activities and efforts done 
in the organization of the 
Workshop. We also want 
to promote the 
development of specific 
projects in the region. We 
believe that, this year, we 
will be able to define and 
put forward different ideas 
and proposals that the 
Working Group has come 
up with in order to 
improve and optimize the 
technical operation of 
regional ccTLDs.

Políticas Legal Comercial Técnico

What are the goals, challenges and new projects expected in 2019?
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As part of its strategic guidelines, LACTLD is 
committed to promoting and supporting the activities 
of its Working Groups. For this purpose, in 2018, the 
Board of Directors approved the Formation and 
Operation Policy for LACTLD’s Working Groups. This 
document describes the activities and functions of 
the Working Groups and determines the 
responsibilities assumed by their coordinators, their 
members, the Board of Directors and the LACTLD 
staff. In addition, the Policy establishes the 
mechanisms and deadlines for the election of 
coordinators by LACTLD members.

Recently, the four Working Groups held the elections 
of their coordinators. The elected members as 
coordinators are:

Eduardo 
Tomé .HN, 

Coordinator
Policy Working 

Group,
2019

Gabriela 
Ramírez .AR, 

Coordinator
Policy Working 

Group,
2019-2020

Alejandra 
Reynoso .GT, 

Coordinator
Technical 

Working Group,
2019-2020

José Urzúa 
.CL, 

Coordinator
Technical 

Working Group,
2016-2019

Luis Arancibia 
.CL, 

Coordinator
Legal Working 

Group,
2016-2019

Erick Iriarte
.PE, 

Coordinator
Legal Working 

Group,
2019-2020

Jordanna 
Eggenberger 

.MX,
 Coordinator
Commercial 

Working Group,
2019-2020

Laura 
Tavernier .CO, 

Coordinator
Commercial 

Working Group,
2019
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INTERVIEW

Flag Day
DNS
Interview with Hugo Salgado

Hugo Salgado is a 
Research and 
Development 
Engineer at NIC 
Chile.
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INTERVIEW

What was DNS Flag Day?

Why was this campaign necessary?

demanding that the standard be complied with in 
a more rigorous way. Not only were protocol 
errors still there but they became increasingly 
serious, mainly as a result of  an allegedly 
misunderstood “security practice”.

Due to the existence of  these “patches”, the 
manufacturers of  resolving software were forced 
to keep old, inefficient and ever changing codes to 
be able to respond to new errors. Additionally, by 
making software maintenance more complex, 
they were subject to constant errors and bugs.
Also, another drawback was that these 
incompatible DNS servers slowed down the 
innovation and inclusion of  new modern DNS 
features.

Given the above, the main DNS resolver software 
manufacturers met and agreed to stop supporting 
DNS servers that did not abide by the standard.  
As of  February 1 of  2019, all new versions of  
their software do not include the “patches” and, 
consequently, fail to resolve domain names that 
are being served incorrectly. Furthermore, in this 
regard, the main public resolver DNS service 
providers (like Google DNS, Cloudflare, Quad9, 
etc.) adjusted their systems in order to be able to 
follow this new behavior.

D

W

DNS Flag Day was a global campaign that sought to correct the historic errors in 
the DNS behavior. This campaign ended on February 1 of  2019, and it was led by 
the main DNS resolver software manufacturers, and supported by the main 
providers of  public DNS service, like Google DNS, Cloudflare, and Cisco, among 
others.

When the IETF introduced the EDNS standard as 
a DNS extension in 1999, the pattern of  behavior 
that authoritative servers should follow from that 
moment on was decided. The EDNS standard was 
“retrocompatible”; that is to say, it allowed the old 
DNS servers to continue working, but it clearly 
defined how the new versions that implement 
EDNS should behave.

Since then, every year, DNS servers that were 
incompatible with the standard appeared, as well as 
some “halfway” devices practices (such as firewalls, 
traffic inspectors, etc.), which prevented the EDNS 
from working properly.

At that time, the “resolver” software manufacturers 
began to place “patches” on their systems to allow 
their operation with those incompatible DNS 
servers. This software was expected to fail at 
conversing with these DNS because they were not 
responding correctly. However, through these 
“patches”, it was decided to overcome these 
problems in order to favor the robustness of  the 
DNS system and to allow a prudent time for 
Internet development.

Nevertheless, after twenty years of  getting this 
type of  responses, there were several opinions 

What was DNS Flag Day?

Why was this campaign necessary?
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The Legal Working Group 
and the Policy Working 
Group jointly organized 
their annual Workshop. 
This collaborative work 
helped to complement 
the perspectives of both 
Working Groups, and it 
paved the way for a 
dynamic and complete 
management of each of 
the addressed topics.

We also held different 
remote meetings and we 
communicated via a 
mailing list to discuss 
issues of common 
interest, like the GDPR 
impact on regional ccTLD 
activities and processes 
and the measures taken 
by each of the members 
in relation to this. Such 
exchange was very 
productive for all ccTLD 
participants.

Furthermore, the Legal 
Working Group actively 
engaged in the different 
internal policy revision 
and development 
processes of the 
Association. These 
inputs, within the 
framework of the Legal 
Working Group, were 
submitted before the 
Council and the rest of 
the members, 
contributing with 
LACTLD's institutional 
growth in 2018.

The Commercial 
Workshop took place on 
March 8-9 of 2018. The 
Workshop agenda, set by 
the members of the 
Working Group, covered 
topics in relation mainly to 
digital marketing. Based 
on the Workshop tasks 
and presentations, the 
members agreed to 
create a common 
repository of generic 
marketing and advertising 
materials. This project has 
continued growing 
throughout the year and it 
has strengthened the 
communication among 
members in the Working 
Group.

We added webinars as 
round tables to our 
remote activities. In these 
meetings, we were able to 
share our perspectives 
and experiences in 
relation to marketing, 
digital campaigns in 
different networks and 
platforms, and 
communication strategies 
implemented in each one 
of our registries. The new 
webinars added 
dynamism to the Working 
Group, and allowed for the 
engagement of more 
ccTLD representatives in 
its activities.

In 2018, the Technical 
Working Group carried 
out its annual 
Workshop, and held 
different collaborative 
meetings for topic 
organization and 
management.
Among the most 
relevant topics, we 
highlighted the interest 
of all Group members in 
preparation plans in 
relation to threats, 
natural disasters, and 
emergencies; technical 
measures for personal 
data processing and 
protection in ccTLDs; 
DNS optimization, DNS 
Flag Day; and DNS 
health.

The Technical Working 
Group also conducted a 
study on the numerical 
resources of ccTLDs 
that are LACTLD 
members. This project 
was led by Mariela 
Rocha (NIC Argentina) 
and it was presented 
and discussed during 
the Technical Workshop 
and in the Working 
Group remote meetings.

INTERVIEW

What is the EDNS 
standard?

How did everything go 
on DNS Flag Day? Were 
there any failures in the 
operation of the DNS at 
the regional or global 
level? T

T

The EDNS is an extension to the original 
DNS protocol, created in 1999, which allows 
the addition of  new functionalities in classic 
DNS messages. 

In 1999, it was noted that a modern DNS 
would need new functions that could not be 
codified in the original DNS. Consequently, 
the EDNS was designed as a set of  signals 
that allow to extend the functionalities of  
the DNS.

DNSSEC, DNS geolocation and other 
security improvements, such as cookies in 
the DNS, are possible thanks to the 
implementation of  the EDNS.

This was a symbolic date, since, although new 
software versions were launched around that time, 
new installations of  these versions are gradual and 
can take months or even years. Therefore, there 
were no important interruptions nor failures on 
DNS Flag Day. 

At present, public resolver services are already 
adapted to the new behavior, so it is expected that 
domains that had problems can be progressively 
detected and adjusted.

During LACNIC 31, in May of  2019, we are going 
to present some figures and results stemming from 
the campaign.

How did everything go 
on DNS Flag Day? Were 
there any failures in the 
operation of the DNS at 
the regional or global 
level? 

To your mind, was DNS Flag Day a success? What are 
the expected developments in modern DNS after the 
correction of its behavior?

To your mind, was DNS Flag Day a success? What are 
the expected developments in modern DNS after the 
correction of its behavior?

GGlobal measurements of  the campaign showed a significant improvement regarding problematic 
domains during the months leading up to February 1 of  2019. This was the biggest benefit resulting 
from DNS Flag Day. This improvement is expected to continue as remaining domain problems are 
detected.

One of  the main benefits resulting from this campaign is the health of  the DNS and the Internet all 
over the world. Moreover, given that the historic characteristics that made the DNS operation 
complex have been left behind, we can expect quicker and more efficient software.

What is the EDNS 
standard?
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Patrik Fältström is the Technical Director 
and Head of Security at Netnod.
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By Patrik Fältström

Patrik Fältström is the Technical Director and 
Head of Security at Netnod. He is also a 
member of ICANN’s Security and Stability 
Advisory Committee (SSAC). In this article, 
he explains the risks and problems 
associated to the use of emojis in domain 
names.

The IDNA2003 standard, created in 2003, 
enabled users to have non-ASCII characters 
in domain names.

Technically, the DNS has always accepted all 
the values of a byte (decimal 0-255) in the 
bytes in a label. Thus, as long as the 
character set and encoding in use are known, 
the domain name system will be able to carry 
any data —including a period (“.”)— in a 
label. However, most applications interpreted 
the bytes as ASCII codes. Due to this 
condition, the use of non-ASCII codes was 
impossible in practice.

IDNA2003 did not change what could be sent 
in the DNS; instead, it specified what 
character set to use (Unicode) and what 

encoding to use (Punycode encoded). By 
encoding and decoding Unicode in ASCII, 
not only was there an agreement, but the 
standard became compatible with 
applications that only used ASCII. 

However, IDNA2003 had issues. The 
selection of characters was made one by 
one, and the standard included a mapping 
between Unicode characters. Because of 
these features, a label with Unicode 
characters that had been encoded 
according to IDNA2003 and then decoded, 
could result in a different Unicode string. In 
short, the standard was neither separate 
from the Unicode version, nor did it ensure 
a 1:1 mapping between ASCII encoding 
and native Unicode.
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Afterwards, a new version of IDNA was 
created: IDNA2008. It changed many things. 
The table with code points was replaced by 
an algorithm which allowed to calculate 
whether a Unicode character could be used 
or not. In IDNA2008, the mapping was not 
included in the allocation between ASCII 
and Unicode, so the transformation was 1:1.

Neither IDNA2003 nor IDNA2008 allowed 
symbols to be used in a domain name. As 
Emojis are symbols (general category 
“Symbol Other”, or “So”), they are not 
accepted according to the standard. In fact, 
the standard explicitly states that a registry 
should not allow every permissible Unicode 
character. So, even if a character is allowed 
by the standard, it might not be allowed by a 
registry.

However, just like a registry can restrict 
what characters it allows (which is, in fact, 
the recommendation of the Internet 
Architecture Board), it can also allow 
characters that are forbidden by the 
standard. Indeed, some TLDs have 
accepted the registration of second-level 
domains with emojis, and a few are still 
doing it.

As a consequence of this decision, the 
registrant may get a domain name that 
does not work as expected, and the users 
of such domain names (as part of a URL, 
for example) may be a target for phishing 
or just confusion. These are serious 
consequences for having a domain name 
that the registrant might believe is “cute”.

ICANN’s Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC) has written a report 
(SAC095 - SSAC Advisory on the Use of 
Emoji in Domain Names) on this topic that 
addresses a few issues with emojis. Here 
is a summary of the main issues identified 
in the SSAC report:

The first issue is the similarity of emojis. 
Many emojis look alike: think of the smileys 
that are only different because of the 
different position of the eyes or because 
they show their mouth open or closed, etc. 
A way of demonstrating the potential 
confusion here is to notice that different 
smileys are more similar to one another on 
the same operating system than the same 
smiley on two different operating systems.

The second issue is that it is possible to 
combine characters, thus, to change how 
these characters are rendered. For 
example, can three people be joined to 
make up a group of three people, or to be 
combined in some way?; can three animals 
be combined, or two dogs and a ship? 
Another example here is the rainbow flag, 
which is made by combining a white flag 
and a rainbow. All such combinations are 
potentially confusing.

“For reasons such as the 
ones listed above, the 
Unicode Consortium, the 
IETF and ICANN have all, in 
their various processes, 
concluded that emojis are 
not to be allowed in 
domain names.
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“It might look like fun to 
have emojis in domain 

names, but it is far from 
practical and it brings 

about a whole array of 
negative consequences.

The third issue is that some combinations 
can be used for modifications, like 
changing the skin color of a person or of a 
“thumbs up”. The exact difference among 
such character combinations makes the 
resulting string(s) extremely difficult to 
make out from one other.
The fourth issue is related to universal 
acceptance. The simplest case here is 
that there is no universal way of writing an 
emoji. It is extremely difficult for people 
with disabilities to use their tools to “read” 
and “write” emojis. 

For reasons such as the ones listed 
above, the Unicode Consortium, the IETF 
and ICANN have all, in their various 
processes, concluded that emojis are not 
to be allowed in domain names.
From my perspective, the most 
problematic issue with emojis is that 
registrants mix up their interest in having 
words and text as identifiers. This 
confusion is the key issue here. Just 
because emojis and many other 
characters are commonly used in email, 
text or chat messages, it does not mean 
that they make good identifiers in domain 
names.

Today, we only have these issues in some 
TLDs where domain names with emojis 
were registered before the registries had a 
good policy. Unfortunately, there are still 
some TLDs that allow new registrations of 
domain names with emojis.

It might look like fun to have emojis in 
domain names, but it is far from practical 
and it brings about a whole array of 
negative consequences. Emojis are fun in 
text, I like them too, so let’s keep them 
there where they do no harm, and away 
from domain names, where they certainly 
cause problems.
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NATIONAL INTERNET GOVERNANCE 
INITIATIVES IN THE REGION: 
ORIGINS, DEVELOPMENT AND 
FUTURE
By Carolina Aguerre1

1

    n 2005, the Tunis Agenda 
asked the UN 
Secretary-General to convene 
a new forum for 
multistakeholder policy dialog, 
which led to the creation of 
the Internet Governance 
Forum as we know it today. It 
also encouraged the 
“development of 
multi-stakeholder processes at 
the national, regional and 
international levels to discuss 
and collaborate on the 
expansion and diffusion of the 
Internet as a means to support 
development efforts to 
achieve internationally agreed 
development goals and 
objectives, including the 
Millennium Development 
Goals.” (WSIS, 2005, par. 80.)

Almost a decade after the 
birth of the IGF, several 
national, subnational, and 
regional thematic forums (also 
known as “NRI”) have been 
growing in number. These 
initiatives have contributed to 
the creation of spaces for 
debate, dialog, and the 

coordination of 
multistakeholder policy at a 
local level. Moreover, their goal 
was to address local issues in 
relation to Internet 
governance and, at the same 
time, to create feedback loops 
between local and national 
processes, following in the 
steps of the IGF. In 2018, the 
IGF Secretariat had collected 
general information about 
almost 100 different 
initiatives: over 70 national 
IGFs, around 17 regional and 
sub-regional IGFs, and 10 
Youth IGFs (convened at the 
national and regional level).

In Latin America and the 
Caribbean (LAC), the first 
regional IGF (called LACIGF) 
took place in 2008, and, from 
that moment on, it has been 
held every year. Since then, ten 
different countries in the 
region have hosted it. This is a 
milestone for a developing 
continent that is still fighting 
to connect the remaining 50% 
of its population to the 
Internet. In spite of the 

I

importance of Internet 
governance regional and 
national mechanisms —as 
acknowledged in the Tunis 
Agenda— it wasn’t until 2011 
that the first national event in 
the region (Brazil) was 
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organized, and it was only 
after 2013 that these national 
IGFs started to emerge as a 
clear and constant pattern in 
LAC.

“IG National Initiatives” are 
processes that take place 
within the domestic sphere of 
specific countries, and they 
follow the general 
characteristics defined by the 
Global IGF in paragraphs 72 
and 73 of the Tunis Agenda. 
These characteristics are:
elementos clave de la 
gobernanza de internet 
(incluidos, entre otros, los 
recursos críticos de internet);

To meet periodically.

To build a space to discuss 
public policy issues related 
to key elements of Internet 
governance (including, 
among others, critical 
Internet resources).

To facilitate discourse 
between bodies dealing 
with different crosscutting 
public policies (national 
and international) 
regarding the Internet.

To identify emerging issues 
(including the ones that 
emerge from the use and 
misuse of the Internet), and 
bring them to the attention 
of the relevant bodies and 
the public, and, where 
appropriate, make 
recommendations.

To interface with relevant 
organizations on matters 

related to Internet 
governance in general.

To facilitate the exchange 
of information and best 
practices among groups of 
multistakeholders.

To build on the existing 
structures of Internet 
governance, with special 
emphasis on the 
complementarity between 
all stakeholders involved in 
this process, among other 
efforts.

Taking this into consideration, 
this article is based on 
national IG initiatives in LAC 
countries, namely: Argentina, 
Brazil, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Guatemala, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Venezuela and 
Uruguay. These have already 
developed their own Internet 
governance national 
mechanisms, and are now in 
different formalization stages.

NRIs are relevant because they 
represent a relatively new and 
independent phenomenon 
within the evolving IG 
ecosystem. Their institutional 
development, the 
organizational features of 
each stage, their processes and 
their local and international 
impact. At the same time, 
while NRIs mimic the format 
and processes of the global 
IGF, it is important to know 
whether their scope and 
competence remain in 
national settings, supporting 

or rebutting the statements on 
the relevance of the current 
role and structure of the IGF, 
which are currently under 
review.
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    n 2005, the Tunis Agenda 
asked the UN 
Secretary-General to convene 
a new forum for 
multistakeholder policy dialog, 
which led to the creation of 
the Internet Governance 
Forum as we know it today. It 
also encouraged the 
“development of 
multi-stakeholder processes at 
the national, regional and 
international levels to discuss 
and collaborate on the 
expansion and diffusion of the 
Internet as a means to support 
development efforts to 
achieve internationally agreed 
development goals and 
objectives, including the 
Millennium Development 
Goals.” (WSIS, 2005, par. 80.)

Almost a decade after the 
birth of the IGF, several 
national, subnational, and 
regional thematic forums (also 
known as “NRI”) have been 
growing in number. These 
initiatives have contributed to 
the creation of spaces for 
debate, dialog, and the 

coordination of 
multistakeholder policy at a 
local level. Moreover, their goal 
was to address local issues in 
relation to Internet 
governance and, at the same 
time, to create feedback loops 
between local and national 
processes, following in the 
steps of the IGF. In 2018, the 
IGF Secretariat had collected 
general information about 
almost 100 different 
initiatives: over 70 national 
IGFs, around 17 regional and 
sub-regional IGFs, and 10 
Youth IGFs (convened at the 
national and regional level).

In Latin America and the 
Caribbean (LAC), the first 
regional IGF (called LACIGF) 
took place in 2008, and, from 
that moment on, it has been 
held every year. Since then, ten 
different countries in the 
region have hosted it. This is a 
milestone for a developing 
continent that is still fighting 
to connect the remaining 50% 
of its population to the 
Internet. In spite of the 

importance of Internet 
governance regional and 
national mechanisms —as 
acknowledged in the Tunis 
Agenda— it wasn’t until 2011 
that the first national event in 
the region (Brazil) was 

KEY ISSUES 
AND 
APPROACHES

organized, and it was only 
after 2013 that these national 
IGFs started to emerge as a 
clear and constant pattern in 
LAC.

“IG National Initiatives” are 
processes that take place 
within the domestic sphere of 
specific countries, and they 
follow the general 
characteristics defined by the 
Global IGF in paragraphs 72 
and 73 of the Tunis Agenda. 
These characteristics are:
elementos clave de la 
gobernanza de internet 
(incluidos, entre otros, los 
recursos críticos de internet);

To meet periodically.

To build a space to discuss 
public policy issues related 
to key elements of Internet 
governance (including, 
among others, critical 
Internet resources).

To facilitate discourse 
between bodies dealing 
with different crosscutting 
public policies (national 
and international) 
regarding the Internet.

To identify emerging issues 
(including the ones that 
emerge from the use and 
misuse of the Internet), and 
bring them to the attention 
of the relevant bodies and 
the public, and, where 
appropriate, make 
recommendations.

To interface with relevant 
organizations on matters 

related to Internet 
governance in general.

To facilitate the exchange 
of information and best 
practices among groups of 
multistakeholders.

To build on the existing 
structures of Internet 
governance, with special 
emphasis on the 
complementarity between 
all stakeholders involved in 
this process, among other 
efforts.

Taking this into consideration, 
this article is based on 
national IG initiatives in LAC 
countries, namely: Argentina, 
Brazil, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Guatemala, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Venezuela and 
Uruguay. These have already 
developed their own Internet 
governance national 
mechanisms, and are now in 
different formalization stages.

NRIs are relevant because they 
represent a relatively new and 
independent phenomenon 
within the evolving IG 
ecosystem. Their institutional 
development, the 
organizational features of 
each stage, their processes and 
their local and international 
impact. At the same time, 
while NRIs mimic the format 
and processes of the global 
IGF, it is important to know 
whether their scope and 
competence remain in 
national settings, supporting 

or rebutting the statements on 
the relevance of the current 
role and structure of the IGF, 
which are currently under 
review.

The study was based on 
surveys and interviews with 
several representatives of 
initiatives in the region (the 
inclusion of the Caribbean 
remains pending for a second 
stage in 2019.)  The results of 
the first surveys and mapping 
include up until May of 2018, 
and are publicly available in 
Spanish, Portuguese and 
English on the website: 
https://miglac.org/. 

The results of this study are 
shown below, divided into 
three main dimensions: 
themes, structure and 
institutional aspects, and 
political impact of the 
initiatives.
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Today, we only have these issues in some 
TLDs where domain names with emojis 
were registered before the registries had a 
good policy. Unfortunately, there are still 
some TLDs that allow new registrations of 
domain names with emojis.

It might look like fun to have emojis in 
domain names, but it is far from practical 
and it brings about a whole array of 
negative consequences. Emojis are fun in 
text, I like them too, so let’s keep them 
there where they do no harm, and away 
from domain names, where they certainly 
cause problems.

While Internet infrastructure 
and the digital gap are, 
without a doubt, a key aspect 
in the region, they are not the 
main issue in most of these 
There are multiple risks and 
challenges for the 
continuation of these 
initiatives. They range from 
sustainability issues to low 
work indexes from one edition 
to the other, like elitization 
problems and issues related to 
the their legitimacy when they 
fail to attract key actors of the 
national ecosystem, including, 
among others, those in charge 
of the implementation of 
public policy.

The research behind this 
article makes it clear that the 
practice of multistakeholder 
Internet governance is not 
smooth in all national 
initiatives, but it takes on 
different forms and 
interpretations. In most cases, 
the initiatives have managed 
to capture some important 
aspects of the 
multistakeholder model. 
Future research could look 
into the long-term effects of 

multistakeholder governance 
procedures in other national 
policy spheres, as well as the 
differences among countries in 
the development of such 
governance models. It could 
also analyze participation 
rates and provide a better 
understanding of the roles 
that elites and national 
experts play in relation to IG 
and the “professionalization” of 
these spaces that are 
supposed to be open and 
participatory. 

After two decades in existence, 
we find that there is a need for 
a more critical understanding 
of the impact of 
multistakeholder Internet 
governance procedures at the 
international level. The 
international IGF is currently 
under revision to deal with 
important changes to its 
format, extension and scope, 
and many have recognized the 
need for a better work 
in-between sessions. Ongoing 
NRI research can provide 
information on the role that 
national initiatives can play to 
legitimize multistakeholder 
Internet governance 
procedures. It can also give us 
constant and local feedback, 
and potentially have a greater 
impact on national policy.
forums. Cybersecurity, 
surveillance and human rights 

on the Internet have become 
common issues in most 
national IGFs.  Sometimes, 
these debates are based on 
the national situation, but 
occasionally, they focus on 
global issues. During the last 
two years, the topics related to 
the concept of “digital 
economy” have been on the 
spotlight in national IGFs in 
Peru, Panama, Argentina, and 
Trinidad and Tobago. Finally, 
many national IGFs hold 
debates on metagovernance, 
the rules and mechanisms for 
interaction among 
multistakeholders in these 
governance procedures. This is 
a common characteristic of 
these events, generally 
established (as with the global 
IGF) as a “balance” session to 
assess government procedures 
and take measures to improve 
engagement, representation, 
and impact. 
One of the most common 
patterns of the initiatives is 
their format. They do not have 
big differences when it comes 
to organizational structure and 

I. THEMES II. STRUCTURAL AND 
INSTITUTIONAL 
ASPECTS

INTERNET GOVERNANCE
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III. IMPACT ON POLICY

financing sources. It is 
commonly believed that 
NRIs must include 
multistakeholder principles 
and try to increase and 
promote the engagement of 
more and different actors, 
including “traditional” IG 
measures, as well as foster 
diversity and demographic 
inclusion (gender, disability, 
ethnic, rural communities 
minorities, etc.). These 
efforts to include a variety 
of multistakeholders can 
also be seen in the choice to 
assign resources for the 
provision of allowances to 
improve participation, where 
37% provides some sort of 
help. The influence of the 
global regime is present in 
references to IGF, IGFSA, the 
ISOC chapters, and ccTLDs: 
they all make up a set of 
relations, agendas, and 
perspectives that build 
bridges between the local 
and international spheres.

As regards the format of 
organizing committees, 
countries like Brazil have 
chosen the structure of a 
multistakeholder committee 
(the Brazilian Internet 
Steering Committee - CGI.br) 
as the organizing entity for 
the national IGF. In turn, 
Bolivia has conducted a 
series of “preparatory 
communications” before 
organizing its first IGF. 

Taking into account that most 
of these countries have little 
or no experience in 
multistakeholder 
institutionalized procedures, 
many people perceive the 
consolidation of these 
initiatives as an opportunity to 
add more preparation 
mechanisms to the debate 
related to the Internet, and as 
part of a broader experience in 
the making of national policy.

Costa Rica, for instance, had 
already established its own 
national multistakeholder 
Committee (Internet Advisory 
Council) in 2012, but saw the 
national IGF as an opportunity 
to create a portfolio with a 

more diverse group of actors 
in debates on Internet 
governance at the domestic 
level.

One of the most urgent 
challenges for these initiatives 
is the difficulty in assessing 
their impact on the broader 
policy-making environment, 
both at the national and 
international levels. While the 
majority of stakeholders that 
participate in the organization 
of these initiatives are aware 
of the difficulties in making a 
direct connection between a 
national IGF and policy results, 
there is pressure to show the 
results.
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NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS ON EACH NATIONAL 
INITIATIVE IN THE FIRST AND LAST EDITIONS.



“

INTERNET GOVERNANCE

There are multiple risks and 
challenges for the 
continuation of these 
initiatives. They range from 
sustainability issues to low 
work indexes from one edition 
to the other, like elitization 
problems and issues related to 
the their legitimacy when they 
fail to attract key actors of the 
national ecosystem, including, 
among others, those in charge 
of the implementation of 
public policy.

The research behind this 
article makes it clear that the 
practice of multistakeholder 
Internet governance is not 
smooth in all national 
initiatives, but it takes on 
different forms and 
interpretations. In most cases, 
the initiatives have managed 
to capture some important 
aspects of the 
multistakeholder model. 
Future research could look 
into the long-term effects of 
multistakeholder governance 
procedures in other national 
policy spheres, as well as the 
differences among countries in 
the development of such 
governance models. It could 
also analyze participation 
rates and provide a better 

understanding of the roles 
that elites and national 
experts play in relation to 
IG and the 
“professionalization” of 
these spaces that are 
supposed to be open and 
participatory. 

After two decades in 
existence, we find that 
there is a need for a more 
critical understanding of 
the impact of 
multistakeholder Internet 
governance procedures at 
the international level. The 
international IGF is 
currently under revision to 
deal with important 
changes to its format, 
extension and scope, and 
many have recognized the 
need for a better work 
in-between sessions. 
Ongoing NRI research can 
provide information on the 
role that national 
initiatives can play to 
legitimize 
multistakeholder Internet 
governance procedures. It 
can also give us constant 
and local feedback, and 
potentially have a greater 
impact on national policy.

 

FINAL 
COMMENTS 
AND NEXT 
STEPS

THERE IS A NEED FOR 
A MORE CRITICAL 

UNDERSTANDING OF 
THE IMPACT OF 

MULTISTAKEHOLDER 
INTERNET 
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PROCEDURES AT THE 

INTERNATIONAL 
LEVEL.
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DISASTER PREPAREDNESS

Disaster 
Preparedness 
and Business 
Continuity 
Plan

LACTLD interviewed four experts on contingency 
plans for ccTLDs: Sebastián Castro, Chief 
Scientist at InternetNZ (the registry for .NZ 
domains and the operator of the .NZ domain 
name space); Dave Baker, Chief Technology 
Officer (CTO) at InternetNZ; Pablo Rodríguez, 
Executive Vice President of Puerto Rico Top Level 
Domain; and Julio Cossío, Information Systems 
Director at NIC Mexico.

Each of them provided their viewpoints on the 
following questions: What are the threats that 
put ccTLD operation at risk? How can incidents, 
disasters and emergencies be averted and 
reduced? How should operations be 
reestablished after these events? Who should be 
in charge of such a task? Why is it important for 
regional ccTLDs to develop an emergency 
response plan?

In addition, Pablo Rodríguez (.PR) shared the 
experience his ccTLD had when two hurricanes 
hit Puerto Rico. 

L
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In 2017, Puerto Rico went through two 
category-five hurricanes in a two-week period. 
Pablo Rodríguez (.PR) tells us: 

“On September 7, 2017, hurricane Irma went 
right by Puerto Rican coasts, knocking out the 
power for a million people and flooding the 
territory due to heavy rain. Thirteen days later, 
hurricane María hit Puerto Rico causing 9.161 
million dollars in damage, completely destroying 
the power grid and causing the death of nearly 
three thousand people.”  

In spite of these devastating consequences, the 

Natural Disasters in the Region: Irma and María

Disaster Recovery Plan and Business Continuity Plan

.PR DNS services were operational before, 
during and after the disaster. As Pablo Rodríguez 
(.PR) points out:

“Two of the measures that ensured the operation 
of the DNS were the use of hosting services in 
storm- and earthquake-proof facilities, and the 
use of Anycast services. The conditions and 
factors that cause the vulnerability of a ccTLD 
are many, and they change from one ccTLD to 
another. All ccTLDs must identify the factors that 
cause these risks in order to take measures to 
mitigate them and ensure the resilience of their 
operation in the event of a disaster.”

According to our interviewees, a Disaster 
Recovery Plan provides the procedures and 
priorities to focus on when a categorized 
disaster affects the organization. It is a series of 
scheduled, documented and proven procedures 
that are established in order for us to be 
prepared to face external conditions that could 
jeopardize the business.

Sebastián Castro and Dave Baker (.NZ) hold: “A 
disaster can be a natural hazard, like an 
earthquake, a tsunami, a fire in one of the 
facilities, a truck hitting a datacenter, etc. The 
plan focuses on restoring critical business 
functions as soon as possible when a disaster 
impacts a part of the business.” 

Moreover, they explain that a Business 
Continuity Plan (BCP) specifically includes a list 
of priorities to focus on during the first hours of 
the event, but it also consists of a response plan, 
the definition of roles and responsibilities, a 
recovery checklist, etc. At the same time, a BCP 
includes a set of Disaster Recovery Plans.

Julio Cossío (.MX) underlines that, apart from 
disasters and incidents, there are other types of 
processes, like business transformations, 
changes in government, social or market 
changes, which can affect the operation of the 
organization and, thus, implement a Business 
Continuity Plan. He also adds:

“The implementation of a Disaster Recovery Plan 
and a Business Continuity Plan is related to risk 
management. There are different risks that are 
generic. Other risks are specific to computer 
operations, Internet operation and critical 
infrastructure management. The main aim of 
both plans is to reduce the risks at different 
levels by identifying and defining a path to face 
the incidents. Not all risks can be managed or 
identified, which is why this is a continuous 
process. The priority to manage risks is defined 
by a combination of probability and impact, 
since an organization would want to focus on 
high-impact and high-probability risks.”

 
Sebastián Castro and Dave Baker (.NZ) stress that the implementation of such plans is fundamental 
for the staff and the organization to respond quickly to an event: “When the incident represents an 
immediate threat for the safety of the staff and the main facilities, we are in need of immediate 
critical actions.” 

Experts say that risks may come from the place 
where organizations operate, mainly as a 
consequence of natural disasters (earthquakes, 
tsunamis, floods, storms, hurricanes, extreme 
weather conditions.) However, they also identify 
disasters related to operating computer systems 
(severe failures, data corruption, software bugs), 
risks related to people (human errors, 
disgruntled staff, dishonest staff), risks related to 

the Internet (DDoS, phishing, malware or 
viruses). 

Given that ccTLDs use a critical infrastructure in 
both the registry and the DNS, and that the 
impact on the reputation could be high, they 
also become susceptible to lack of availability 
and to data tampering risks.

Our interviewees explain that each ccTLD is 
different and that each must adapt the content 
of their plans to their specific circumstances. In 
general terms, in order to react effectively to 
risks and threats, plans must set out the 
responsibilities, communications channels and 
recovery guidelines. Also, it is a good idea to 
previously analyze the devices and/or 
high-priority conditions that must be dealt with.

.NZ experts describe the business continuity plan 
as a resource kit that is to be used for a number 
of situations, so it needs to contain a variety of 
information for each type of contingency: “When 

there is an incident, this kit will be used to 
organize and execute the plan. It is important to 
remember that the plan will probably have a 
limited scope when it comes to its 
implementation, so a number of its resources 
will no longer be relevant or its information will 
not be up to date.”

Once the plan is prepared, it must be tested 
regularly and a frequent maintenance program 
must be implemented to update the plan 
contents. In this regard, Julio Cossío (.MX) points 
out: “The purpose of the tests in the plan is for 
the team to experiment the different 

agreed-upon procedures and to identify 
opportunities for improvement before a real 
incident happens. This way, when a disaster 
occurs, the team will know how to identify it in 
time, what to do, who to talk to, and what 
alternatives to use in order to solve it as soon as 
possible.” Among other tasks, it is a good idea 
to establish an annual calendar with preparation 
and prevention activities that include tests, 
analysis of necessary resources, and the 
modifications made to guidelines/procedures. 

The key aspect of the plan is the 
multidisciplinarity of the recovery team. Julio 
Cossío (.MX) adds that, at NIC Mexico, the 
recovery team is made up by senior managers, 
human resources administrators and those in 
charge of infrastructure and technology. In this 
regard, Sebastián Castro and Dave Baker (.NZ) 
hold: 

“It's easy to think that only the technical services 
are involved in the preparation, assessment and 
execution of the plan, but reality is far from that. 
The whole organization needs to be ready in 
case a disaster happens. Different areas must be 
involved to make sure the plan is updated and 
can be executed when needed. Everyone needs 
to know their responsibilities under the different 
circumstances.”

DISASTER PREPAREDNESS
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In 2017, Puerto Rico went through two 
category-five hurricanes in a two-week period. 
Pablo Rodríguez (.PR) tells us: 

“On September 7, 2017, hurricane Irma went 
right by Puerto Rican coasts, knocking out the 
power for a million people and flooding the 
territory due to heavy rain. Thirteen days later, 
hurricane María hit Puerto Rico causing 9.161 
million dollars in damage, completely destroying 
the power grid and causing the death of nearly 
three thousand people.”  

In spite of these devastating consequences, the 

What are the risks and threats usually faced by ccTLDs 
that prompt the implementation of these plans?

How are Disaster Recovery Plans and Business 
Continuity Plans prepared and developed?

.PR DNS services were operational before, 
during and after the disaster. As Pablo Rodríguez 
(.PR) points out:

“Two of the measures that ensured the operation 
of the DNS were the use of hosting services in 
storm- and earthquake-proof facilities, and the 
use of Anycast services. The conditions and 
factors that cause the vulnerability of a ccTLD 
are many, and they change from one ccTLD to 
another. All ccTLDs must identify the factors that 
cause these risks in order to take measures to 
mitigate them and ensure the resilience of their 
operation in the event of a disaster.”

According to our interviewees, a Disaster 
Recovery Plan provides the procedures and 
priorities to focus on when a categorized 
disaster affects the organization. It is a series of 
scheduled, documented and proven procedures 
that are established in order for us to be 
prepared to face external conditions that could 
jeopardize the business.

Sebastián Castro and Dave Baker (.NZ) hold: “A 
disaster can be a natural hazard, like an 
earthquake, a tsunami, a fire in one of the 
facilities, a truck hitting a datacenter, etc. The 
plan focuses on restoring critical business 
functions as soon as possible when a disaster 
impacts a part of the business.” 

Moreover, they explain that a Business 
Continuity Plan (BCP) specifically includes a list 
of priorities to focus on during the first hours of 
the event, but it also consists of a response plan, 
the definition of roles and responsibilities, a 
recovery checklist, etc. At the same time, a BCP 
includes a set of Disaster Recovery Plans.

Julio Cossío (.MX) underlines that, apart from 
disasters and incidents, there are other types of 
processes, like business transformations, 
changes in government, social or market 
changes, which can affect the operation of the 
organization and, thus, implement a Business 
Continuity Plan. He also adds:

“The implementation of a Disaster Recovery Plan 
and a Business Continuity Plan is related to risk 
management. There are different risks that are 
generic. Other risks are specific to computer 
operations, Internet operation and critical 
infrastructure management. The main aim of 
both plans is to reduce the risks at different 
levels by identifying and defining a path to face 
the incidents. Not all risks can be managed or 
identified, which is why this is a continuous 
process. The priority to manage risks is defined 
by a combination of probability and impact, 
since an organization would want to focus on 
high-impact and high-probability risks.”

 
Sebastián Castro and Dave Baker (.NZ) stress that the implementation of such plans is fundamental 
for the staff and the organization to respond quickly to an event: “When the incident represents an 
immediate threat for the safety of the staff and the main facilities, we are in need of immediate 
critical actions.” 

Experts say that risks may come from the place 
where organizations operate, mainly as a 
consequence of natural disasters (earthquakes, 
tsunamis, floods, storms, hurricanes, extreme 
weather conditions.) However, they also identify 
disasters related to operating computer systems 
(severe failures, data corruption, software bugs), 
risks related to people (human errors, 
disgruntled staff, dishonest staff), risks related to 

the Internet (DDoS, phishing, malware or 
viruses). 

Given that ccTLDs use a critical infrastructure in 
both the registry and the DNS, and that the 
impact on the reputation could be high, they 
also become susceptible to lack of availability 
and to data tampering risks.

Our interviewees explain that each ccTLD is 
different and that each must adapt the content 
of their plans to their specific circumstances. In 
general terms, in order to react effectively to 
risks and threats, plans must set out the 
responsibilities, communications channels and 
recovery guidelines. Also, it is a good idea to 
previously analyze the devices and/or 
high-priority conditions that must be dealt with.

.NZ experts describe the business continuity plan 
as a resource kit that is to be used for a number 
of situations, so it needs to contain a variety of 
information for each type of contingency: “When 

there is an incident, this kit will be used to 
organize and execute the plan. It is important to 
remember that the plan will probably have a 
limited scope when it comes to its 
implementation, so a number of its resources 
will no longer be relevant or its information will 
not be up to date.”

Once the plan is prepared, it must be tested 
regularly and a frequent maintenance program 
must be implemented to update the plan 
contents. In this regard, Julio Cossío (.MX) points 
out: “The purpose of the tests in the plan is for 
the team to experiment the different 

agreed-upon procedures and to identify 
opportunities for improvement before a real 
incident happens. This way, when a disaster 
occurs, the team will know how to identify it in 
time, what to do, who to talk to, and what 
alternatives to use in order to solve it as soon as 
possible.” Among other tasks, it is a good idea 
to establish an annual calendar with preparation 
and prevention activities that include tests, 
analysis of necessary resources, and the 
modifications made to guidelines/procedures. 

The key aspect of the plan is the 
multidisciplinarity of the recovery team. Julio 
Cossío (.MX) adds that, at NIC Mexico, the 
recovery team is made up by senior managers, 
human resources administrators and those in 
charge of infrastructure and technology. In this 
regard, Sebastián Castro and Dave Baker (.NZ) 
hold: 

“It's easy to think that only the technical services 
are involved in the preparation, assessment and 
execution of the plan, but reality is far from that. 
The whole organization needs to be ready in 
case a disaster happens. Different areas must be 
involved to make sure the plan is updated and 
can be executed when needed. Everyone needs 
to know their responsibilities under the different 
circumstances.”

DISASTER PREPAREDNESS
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In 2017, Puerto Rico went through two 
category-five hurricanes in a two-week period. 
Pablo Rodríguez (.PR) tells us: 

“On September 7, 2017, hurricane Irma went 
right by Puerto Rican coasts, knocking out the 
power for a million people and flooding the 
territory due to heavy rain. Thirteen days later, 
hurricane María hit Puerto Rico causing 9.161 
million dollars in damage, completely destroying 
the power grid and causing the death of nearly 
three thousand people.”  

In spite of these devastating consequences, the 

.PR DNS services were operational before, 
during and after the disaster. As Pablo Rodríguez 
(.PR) points out:

“Two of the measures that ensured the operation 
of the DNS were the use of hosting services in 
storm- and earthquake-proof facilities, and the 
use of Anycast services. The conditions and 
factors that cause the vulnerability of a ccTLD 
are many, and they change from one ccTLD to 
another. All ccTLDs must identify the factors that 
cause these risks in order to take measures to 
mitigate them and ensure the resilience of their 
operation in the event of a disaster.”

According to our interviewees, a Disaster 
Recovery Plan provides the procedures and 
priorities to focus on when a categorized 
disaster affects the organization. It is a series of 
scheduled, documented and proven procedures 
that are established in order for us to be 
prepared to face external conditions that could 
jeopardize the business.

Sebastián Castro and Dave Baker (.NZ) hold: “A 
disaster can be a natural hazard, like an 
earthquake, a tsunami, a fire in one of the 
facilities, a truck hitting a datacenter, etc. The 
plan focuses on restoring critical business 
functions as soon as possible when a disaster 
impacts a part of the business.” 

Moreover, they explain that a Business 
Continuity Plan (BCP) specifically includes a list 
of priorities to focus on during the first hours of 
the event, but it also consists of a response plan, 
the definition of roles and responsibilities, a 
recovery checklist, etc. At the same time, a BCP 
includes a set of Disaster Recovery Plans.

Julio Cossío (.MX) underlines that, apart from 
disasters and incidents, there are other types of 
processes, like business transformations, 
changes in government, social or market 
changes, which can affect the operation of the 
organization and, thus, implement a Business 
Continuity Plan. He also adds:

“The implementation of a Disaster Recovery Plan 
and a Business Continuity Plan is related to risk 
management. There are different risks that are 
generic. Other risks are specific to computer 
operations, Internet operation and critical 
infrastructure management. The main aim of 
both plans is to reduce the risks at different 
levels by identifying and defining a path to face 
the incidents. Not all risks can be managed or 
identified, which is why this is a continuous 
process. The priority to manage risks is defined 
by a combination of probability and impact, 
since an organization would want to focus on 
high-impact and high-probability risks.”
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Sebastián Castro and Dave Baker (.NZ) stress that the implementation of such plans is fundamental 
for the staff and the organization to respond quickly to an event: “When the incident represents an 
immediate threat for the safety of the staff and the main facilities, we are in need of immediate 
critical actions.” 

Experts say that risks may come from the place 
where organizations operate, mainly as a 
consequence of natural disasters (earthquakes, 
tsunamis, floods, storms, hurricanes, extreme 
weather conditions.) However, they also identify 
disasters related to operating computer systems 
(severe failures, data corruption, software bugs), 
risks related to people (human errors, 
disgruntled staff, dishonest staff), risks related to 

the Internet (DDoS, phishing, malware or 
viruses). 

Given that ccTLDs use a critical infrastructure in 
both the registry and the DNS, and that the 
impact on the reputation could be high, they 
also become susceptible to lack of availability 
and to data tampering risks.

Our interviewees explain that each ccTLD is 
different and that each must adapt the content 
of their plans to their specific circumstances. In 
general terms, in order to react effectively to 
risks and threats, plans must set out the 
responsibilities, communications channels and 
recovery guidelines. Also, it is a good idea to 
previously analyze the devices and/or 
high-priority conditions that must be dealt with.

.NZ experts describe the business continuity plan 
as a resource kit that is to be used for a number 
of situations, so it needs to contain a variety of 
information for each type of contingency: “When 

there is an incident, this kit will be used to 
organize and execute the plan. It is important to 
remember that the plan will probably have a 
limited scope when it comes to its 
implementation, so a number of its resources 
will no longer be relevant or its information will 
not be up to date.”

Once the plan is prepared, it must be tested 
regularly and a frequent maintenance program 
must be implemented to update the plan 
contents. In this regard, Julio Cossío (.MX) points 
out: “The purpose of the tests in the plan is for 
the team to experiment the different 

agreed-upon procedures and to identify 
opportunities for improvement before a real 
incident happens. This way, when a disaster 
occurs, the team will know how to identify it in 
time, what to do, who to talk to, and what 
alternatives to use in order to solve it as soon as 
possible.” Among other tasks, it is a good idea 
to establish an annual calendar with preparation 
and prevention activities that include tests, 
analysis of necessary resources, and the 
modifications made to guidelines/procedures. 

The key aspect of the plan is the 
multidisciplinarity of the recovery team. Julio 
Cossío (.MX) adds that, at NIC Mexico, the 
recovery team is made up by senior managers, 
human resources administrators and those in 
charge of infrastructure and technology. In this 
regard, Sebastián Castro and Dave Baker (.NZ) 
hold: 

“It's easy to think that only the technical services 
are involved in the preparation, assessment and 
execution of the plan, but reality is far from that. 
The whole organization needs to be ready in 
case a disaster happens. Different areas must be 
involved to make sure the plan is updated and 
can be executed when needed. Everyone needs 
to know their responsibilities under the different 
circumstances.”

Assess the situation/gather the facts – who, 
what, when, where and how

Notify the key staff, the Board and next of kin 
(if someone from the staff has been injured)

Notify the authorities and emergency 
services

Assess the potential business impact of the 
incident

Activate the Emergency Response Plan

Get the Emergency Response Plan team 
moving

Prepare key messages

Report and give instructions to the 
organization's spokesperson

Get in touch with stakeholders

Complete the initial reports

Keep a log of the events

DISASTER PREPAREDNESS
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Sebastián Castro and Dave Baker (.NZ) 
recommend a series of best practices and 
key actions that can be added to the 
Disaster Recovery Plan or Emergency 
Response Plan:



THERE IS A NEED FOR 
A MORE CRITICAL 

UNDERSTANDING OF 
THE IMPACT OF 

MULTISTAKEHOLDER 
INTERNET 

GOVERNANCE 
PROCEDURES AT THE 

INTERNATIONAL 
LEVEL.

Why should all ccTLDs develop plans like
these ones?

Notify and inform the staff and suppliers that 
there has been an event that jeopardizes 
business continuity

Select a BCM Manager and the staff for the 
Business Continuity Management team

Determine the staff status

Identify the damages and assess the level of 
business impact

Assess the damage to critical hardware and 
facilities, protect and safeguard equipment if 
possible 

Prepare an inventory

Keep people in the loop

Transition back to normal operations

Conduct reviews and draw up reports on 
the recovery activities

The reputation of ccTLDs is one of the aspects highlighted by 
experts. “Incidents happen, we’d better be ready,” state Sebastián 
Castro and Dave Baker (.NZ).

Pablo Rodríguez (.PR), in turn, thinks that, when an emergency, a 
disaster or an incident arises, “the quick restoration of operations 
fuels other equally important dimensions, like the organization's 
reputation, the trust in its services and the retention of clients.”

Another fundamental aspect has to do with the risks associated 
to the region in which the ccTLD is based. In this regard, Pablo 
Rodríguez (.PR) points out that Latin America and the Caribbean 
is a region with high vulnerability to natural disasters and, 
consequently, these ccTLDs should adopt disaster-mitigation 
measures and plans to restore and continue with their 
operations. 

Finally, Julio Cossío (.MX) states: “It is essential that each one of 
the regional ccTLDs commits to safeguarding their infrastructure 
in order to be able to have a universal and affordable Internet. 
The creation of a community committed to the continuity of the 
Internet is a completely mandatory task.”

DISASTER PREPAREDNESS
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They also provide a list of key steps for a 
Business Recovery Plan:



MEMBERS’ INITIATIVES

Security, Trust and Transparency
BLOCKCHAIN

NIC Argentina, a LACTLD’s associate ccTLD, explains 
and describes Blockchain technology: what it is, how it 
works and what its main advantages are. In addition, 
they put forward their project called Blockchain Federal 
Argentina, an open, reliable multiservice initiative, 
based on a multistakeholder model.

In general terms, Blockchain is a technology designed 
to manage an online shared registry. Let us think of a 
ledger or a database where you can only add new entries 
and where all existing entries cannot be modified nor 
deleted. These entries, called transactions, are grouped 
into blocks that are successively added to the 
registry in a chain. Each of them is 
immediately related to the previous 
one.

In this scheme, if we wanted to 
correct registered information, we 
could only do so by adding new 
information. Original data are always 
going to be there and they can be 
relieved at any moment. Instead of being 
stored in one single server, this registry is 
permanently replicated in a peer-to-peer network: 
every time someone adds an entry to the registry, that 
transaction is added to others to form a block. That 
block, in turn, is added to the chain and, almost 
automatically, it is replicated in all the computers 
connected. This is how the security of this information 
is guaranteed. However, we also need to consider that 

blockchain is not only protected by this decentralized 
network model, but it also contains cryptography that 
guarantees that nothing can be deleted without every 
user noticing it. This way, it can be said that this 
technology is fundamentally transparent: All 
transactions in blockchain are public and visible to all 
users, and no one can modify their contents without 
everyone on the network noticing that change.

Even though at its core blockchain is still a registry, it 
can be used in more complex ways than the traditional 

uses. Thus, it goes beyond the model in which a 
user adds a transaction to the base, 

allowing to schedule flows of 
automated transactions (smart 
contracts), and enabling the 
development of distributed 
applications based on a chain of 
blocks. This characteristic has shown 
that blockchain can solve more 
problems and be beneficial in more 

creative ways, not just in the 
management of public registries, but also in 

bidding systems, traceability models and product 
tracking, like certifications support or even 

Self-sovereign Digital Identity schemes (by which 
citizens are, for the first time, the owners of their data.)

All transactions in blockchain 
are public and visible to all 
users, and no one can modify 

their contents without 
everyone on the network 
noticing that change.
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NIC Argentina, a LACTLD’s associate ccTLD, explains 
and describes Blockchain technology: what it is, how it 
works and what its main advantages are. In addition, 
they put forward their project called Blockchain Federal 
Argentina, an open, reliable multiservice initiative, 
based on a multistakeholder model.

In general terms, Blockchain is a technology designed 
to manage an online shared registry. Let us think of a 
ledger or a database where you can only add new entries 
and where all existing entries cannot be modified nor 
deleted. These entries, called transactions, are grouped 
into blocks that are successively added to the 
registry in a chain. Each of them is 
immediately related to the previous 
one.

In this scheme, if we wanted to 
correct registered information, we 
could only do so by adding new 
information. Original data are always 
going to be there and they can be 
relieved at any moment. Instead of being 
stored in one single server, this registry is 
permanently replicated in a peer-to-peer network: 
every time someone adds an entry to the registry, that 
transaction is added to others to form a block. That 
block, in turn, is added to the chain and, almost 
automatically, it is replicated in all the computers 
connected. This is how the security of this information 
is guaranteed. However, we also need to consider that 

NIC Argentina has developed, with the collaboration of 
other institutions, the Blockchain Federal Argentina 
(BFA) project: an open and reliable multiservice 
platform that is fully auditable and aims not only at 
optimizing public and private procedures, but also at 
serving as a tool for community empowerment. BFA is 
the first federal blockchain infrastructure that can be 
used by all citizens. It is a pioneer in the sense that it is a 
blockchain platform supported by multisectoral 
contributions at the regional level. With representatives 
from the private sector, academia, national public 
administration, provincial governments and the civil 
society, this initiative has a multistakeholder 
collaboration framework that shapes both its technical 
and its governance approach.

In this respect, BFA has a structure based on a permis-
sioned blockchain where all these stakeholders partici-
pate in the decision-making process and in the deploy-
ment of all essential nodes for it to work. Through this 
scheme, we get a network that does not require large 
supplies for processing, so it is much more sustainable as 
regards energy consumption and costs. Also, unlike 
most traditional blockchains, BFA has no cryptocurren-
cy in circulation, and all transactions are made at no 
economic cost. This way, BFA is ideal for those users 
who wish to provide services through or add applica-
tions to this network.

It is extremely important for all registry administrators 
to understand that blockchain is a technology designed 
to build up the trust of any process to which it can be 

It is extremely important for all registry 
administrators to understand that blockchain 

is a technology designed to build up the 
trust of any process to which it can be 

applied, providing the community with the 
ability to audit its own information and 
proving that it is great at guaranteeing 

transparency and security.

applied, providing the community with the ability to 
audit its own information and proving that it is great at 
guaranteeing transparency and security. All ccTLDs can 
find ways to benefit from these advantages in order to 
provide a better service for their users, make all 
processes transparent, and reinforce the strength of the 
DNS.

This led NIC Argentina to commit to the BFA initiative, 
aligning itself with the aim to optimize the management 
of the critical infrastructure and with the goals set by 
the Argentinian government to make all National Public 
Administration procedures transparent. We have found a 
space in which we can use all our experience in collabo-
rative work and where a platform sustained by the 
contribution from multiple sectors could be developed. 
Blockchain Federal Argentina paved the way for NIC 
Argentina, as an Internet resource administrator, to 
benefit from all the pros of blockchain. Also, as an active 
participant within the Internet Ecosystem, it found a 
great tool to strengthen the culture of the network and 
the community’s trust in it.
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CCNSO

ccNSO: Creation, Development, 
and Functions of ICANN 
Supporting Organization

were too different. While 
ccTLDs struggled to limit the 
power of the emerging ICANN 
by emphasizing that each 
ccTLD’s policy was a local affair, 
the concern of the remaining 
communi�es was focused on 
defining if, when and how the 
new gTLDs should be created.

This resulted in ccTLDs 
agreeing to leave the DNSO in 
an ICANN mee�ng held in 
Stockholm in May, 2001. This 
led them to create their own 
suppor�ng organiza�on. This 
decision was finally made 
through an ICANN reform 
process that began in February, 
2002, which led to the crea�on 
of the ccNSO in 2003.

The establishment of the 
ccNSO was not easy, since 
many ccTLDs did not trust 
ICANN. While some regions, 

like La�n America, found it easy 
to have the necessary quorum 
to create the ccNSO, Europe 
struggled and finally could do 
the same thanks to the 
peculiari�es of the defini�on of 
ICANN regions (which, for 
instance, include the Cayman 
Islands in Europe). Only a�er 
changing the bylaws —by 
limi�ng even more the ccNSO’s 
ability to develop global 
policy— could European ccTLDs 
massively agree to take part. 
This way, a sustained growth 
process started in the ccNSO, 
which today has 172 members.

At present, the ccNSO is a 
well-established organiza�on, 
and plays an important role in 
ICANN procedures, with a high 
level of par�cipa�on from its 
members. It operates mainly 
through Council mee�ngs, in 
which three representa�ves of 

Patricio Poblete, Director of NIC Chile and founding member of 
LACTLD, tells the story of the crea�on of the ccNSO and describes 
the par�cipa�on of regional ccTLDs during ICANN’s early days. He 
also explains how the ccNSO works and what the benefits of 
par�cipa�ng in its procedures are.
 

When ICANN was created, in 
1998, its mission was threefold: 
domain names, IP numbers, and 
protocol parameters. In order 
to address these three missions, 
three suppor�ng organiza�ons 
were appointed, and the one in 
charge of domain names was 
called “Domain Names 
Suppor�ng Organiza�on” 
(DNSO).

The internal structure of the 
DNSO was defined during a 
mee�ng held in Monterrey, and 
it was based on the crea�on of 
a “Names Council” with a 
balanced composi�on between 
ccTLDs, on the one hand, and all 
of the cons�tuencies linked to 
gTLDs, on the other.

Shortly a�er, it was clear that 
this structure did not work 
properly in prac�ce, since the 
interests of these communi�es 

each of the five ICANN regions, 
plus three counselors appointed 
by ICANN's NomCom par�cipate. 
Katrina Sataki, from .LV, is the 
current Chair of the ccNSO 
Council. Member mee�ngs are 
another way to par�cipate in the 
ccNSO, which are held at each 
ICANN public mee�ng.

ICANN and the ccNSO promote 
the par�cipa�on of all ccTLDs, 
whether they are members of 
the organiza�on or not. 
However, being a member has 
certain benefits. For example, 
members can par�cipate in the 
elec�on of two members of 
ICANN’s Board of Directors 
(currently, Chris Disspain and 
Nigel Roberts) and in the 
elec�on of regional 
representa�ves. They can also 
vote and make 
recommenda�ons about global 
policy developed within the 
jurisdic�on of the ccNSO before 
ICANN's Board for final approval.

As we know, the ccNSO's ability 
to develop global policy has 
always been a bone of 
conten�on, but we have 
managed to get to a point where 
there is a balance that works for 
everyone, or almost everyone. 
The ccNSO can develop binding 
policy for its members, but they 
may be exempted from it if they 
declare that it conflicts with 
their tradi�ons, religion, or 
public policy. Also, any ccTLD can 
leave the ccNSO whenever they 
want.

The ccNSO has developed a 
Framework of Interpreta�on to 
provide guidelines for the 
implementa�on of exis�ng 
policy on delega�on and 
revoca�on of the administra�on 
of a ccTLD. Moreover, the 
organiza�on is currently 

developing a policy to remove a 
ccTLD from the root zone when 
the respec�ve two-le�er code is 
deleted from the ISO 3166 list.

Apart from this policy 
development ac�vity, which is 
rare, most of the func�ons of 
the ccNSO are divided into 
Working Groups or Commi�ees. 
Tech Day is also very important. 
It is organized by the ccNSO’s 
Technical Working Group, which 
convenes all par�cipants within 
and outside the ccTLD 
community.

Finally, a�er the IANA 
Stewardship Transi�on process 
and the crea�on of PTIs (Public 
Technical Iden�fiers), the ccNSO, 
as part of the Empowered 
Community, acquired new 
supervision and control 
func�ons, and it can veto 
resolu�ons from ICANN’s Board. 
As was previously the case, 
when the control was exercised 
by the US Department of 
Commerce, these func�ons were 
more likely to be overlooked, 
but it is important that they exist 
to ensure the proper func�oning 
of ICANN taking the Stewardship 
of IANA.

ccTLDs from our region have 
always had an ac�ve 
par�cipa�on in the ccNSO, both 
during its crea�on process and 
its ensuing development. 
Par�cipa�on in the global 
representa�on and coordina�on 
is not at odds with the work 
done in the respec�ve Regional 
Organiza�ons, but it 
complements it, as is the case 
with LACTLD. Both steps allow us 
to get to know each other, to 
share experiences, and to serve 
our communi�es be�er with our 
work.
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Participation in the global 
representation and 

coordination is not at odds 
with the work done in the 

respective Regional 
Organizations, but it 

complements it, as is the 
case with LACTLD. Both 
steps allow us to get to 

know each other, to share 
experiences, and to serve 

our communities better 
with our work.

were too different. While 
ccTLDs struggled to limit the 
power of the emerging ICANN 
by emphasizing that each 
ccTLD’s policy was a local affair, 
the concern of the remaining 
communi�es was focused on 
defining if, when and how the 
new gTLDs should be created.

This resulted in ccTLDs 
agreeing to leave the DNSO in 
an ICANN mee�ng held in 
Stockholm in May, 2001. This 
led them to create their own 
suppor�ng organiza�on. This 
decision was finally made 
through an ICANN reform 
process that began in February, 
2002, which led to the crea�on 
of the ccNSO in 2003.

The establishment of the 
ccNSO was not easy, since 
many ccTLDs did not trust 
ICANN. While some regions, 

like La�n America, found it easy 
to have the necessary quorum 
to create the ccNSO, Europe 
struggled and finally could do 
the same thanks to the 
peculiari�es of the defini�on of 
ICANN regions (which, for 
instance, include the Cayman 
Islands in Europe). Only a�er 
changing the bylaws —by 
limi�ng even more the ccNSO’s 
ability to develop global 
policy— could European ccTLDs 
massively agree to take part. 
This way, a sustained growth 
process started in the ccNSO, 
which today has 172 members.

At present, the ccNSO is a 
well-established organiza�on, 
and plays an important role in 
ICANN procedures, with a high 
level of par�cipa�on from its 
members. It operates mainly 
through Council mee�ngs, in 
which three representa�ves of 

When ICANN was created, in 
1998, its mission was threefold: 
domain names, IP numbers, and 
protocol parameters. In order 
to address these three missions, 
three suppor�ng organiza�ons 
were appointed, and the one in 
charge of domain names was 
called “Domain Names 
Suppor�ng Organiza�on” 
(DNSO).

The internal structure of the 
DNSO was defined during a 
mee�ng held in Monterrey, and 
it was based on the crea�on of 
a “Names Council” with a 
balanced composi�on between 
ccTLDs, on the one hand, and all 
of the cons�tuencies linked to 
gTLDs, on the other.

Shortly a�er, it was clear that 
this structure did not work 
properly in prac�ce, since the 
interests of these communi�es 

each of the five ICANN regions, 
plus three counselors appointed 
by ICANN's NomCom par�cipate. 
Katrina Sataki, from .LV, is the 
current Chair of the ccNSO 
Council. Member mee�ngs are 
another way to par�cipate in the 
ccNSO, which are held at each 
ICANN public mee�ng.

ICANN and the ccNSO promote 
the par�cipa�on of all ccTLDs, 
whether they are members of 
the organiza�on or not. 
However, being a member has 
certain benefits. For example, 
members can par�cipate in the 
elec�on of two members of 
ICANN’s Board of Directors 
(currently, Chris Disspain and 
Nigel Roberts) and in the 
elec�on of regional 
representa�ves. They can also 
vote and make 
recommenda�ons about global 
policy developed within the 
jurisdic�on of the ccNSO before 
ICANN's Board for final approval.

As we know, the ccNSO's ability 
to develop global policy has 
always been a bone of 
conten�on, but we have 
managed to get to a point where 
there is a balance that works for 
everyone, or almost everyone. 
The ccNSO can develop binding 
policy for its members, but they 
may be exempted from it if they 
declare that it conflicts with 
their tradi�ons, religion, or 
public policy. Also, any ccTLD can 
leave the ccNSO whenever they 
want.

The ccNSO has developed a 
Framework of Interpreta�on to 
provide guidelines for the 
implementa�on of exis�ng 
policy on delega�on and 
revoca�on of the administra�on 
of a ccTLD. Moreover, the 
organiza�on is currently 

developing a policy to remove a 
ccTLD from the root zone when 
the respec�ve two-le�er code is 
deleted from the ISO 3166 list.

Apart from this policy 
development ac�vity, which is 
rare, most of the func�ons of 
the ccNSO are divided into 
Working Groups or Commi�ees. 
Tech Day is also very important. 
It is organized by the ccNSO’s 
Technical Working Group, which 
convenes all par�cipants within 
and outside the ccTLD 
community.

Finally, a�er the IANA 
Stewardship Transi�on process 
and the crea�on of PTIs (Public 
Technical Iden�fiers), the ccNSO, 
as part of the Empowered 
Community, acquired new 
supervision and control 
func�ons, and it can veto 
resolu�ons from ICANN’s Board. 
As was previously the case, 
when the control was exercised 
by the US Department of 
Commerce, these func�ons were 
more likely to be overlooked, 
but it is important that they exist 
to ensure the proper func�oning 
of ICANN taking the Stewardship 
of IANA.

ccTLDs from our region have 
always had an ac�ve 
par�cipa�on in the ccNSO, both 
during its crea�on process and 
its ensuing development. 
Par�cipa�on in the global 
representa�on and coordina�on 
is not at odds with the work 
done in the respec�ve Regional 
Organiza�ons, but it 
complements it, as is the case 
with LACTLD. Both steps allow us 
to get to know each other, to 
share experiences, and to serve 
our communi�es be�er with our 
work.

CCNSO
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CCNSO

Participation in the ccNSO: 
Working Groups and Committees

Alejandra Reynoso is the Vice President of the 
ccNSO Council and she is a developer and 
researcher at Dominios .GT. In this article, she 
tells us about the ways in which ccTLDs engage in 
ICANN’s ccNSO.

The ccNSO is a pla�orm for 
consensus, technical 
coopera�on, and for the 
development of skills. It also 
promotes best prac�ces among 
ccTLDs’ administrators.

Currently, the ccNSO performs 
some of its ac�vi�es through 
four Commi�ees, two Working 
Groups, and one Study Group:

Guidelines Review Commi�ee 
(GRC)
The Guidelines Review 
Commi�ee is in charge of 
reviewing the guidelines of the 
organiza�on and determining 
whether they reflect on the 
prac�ces and work methods. In 
addi�on, it iden�fies poten�al 
loopholes, and, based on this 
analysis, it recommends 
changes to the ccNSO’s current 
guidelines before the Council.

ccNSO Mee�ngs Programme 
Standing Commi�ee
The goal of the ccNSO Mee�ngs 
Programme Standing 
Commi�ee is to coordinate and 
manage the schedule of 
mee�ngs related to the ccNSO, 
including the schedule of the 

ccNSO Members Mee�ng during 
ICANN’s public mee�ngs, and 
other related ma�ers.

ccNSO Strategic and 
Opera�onal Planning Standing 
Commi�ee 
This Commi�ee coordinates, 
facilitates and increases the 
par�cipa�on of ccTLD 
administrators in the strategic 
and opera�onal process of 
ICANN and PTI, as well as in 
other related budgetary 
procedures.

TLD-OPS Standing Commi�ee
TLD-OPS is a global community 
that responds to technical 
incidents for and on behalf of 
ccTLD. It aims at allowing 
operators to detect and 
collabora�vely reduce the 
number of incidents that can 
affect the opera�onal security 
and stability of ccTLD services 
and the Internet in general.

PDP Re�rement Working Group
This Working Group focuses on 
repor�ng and recommending a 
policy for the re�rement of 
top-level domains delegated 
and associated with the country 
codes listed in ISO 3166-1, 

within the framework of the 
ccNSO policy development.

Technical Working Group
The purpose of this Technical 
Working Group is to provide 
counseling and to share 
informa�on on the technical 
and opera�onal aspects of the 
management of a ccTLD.

Study Group on Use of the 
Emoji as Second Level Domains
The Study Group was created to 
give the ccTLD community an 
overview of the issues related to 
the use of emojis as domain 
names and the current prac�ces 
of ccTLD administrators that 
allow the use of emojis in 
second-level domains.

LThe representa�ves of ccTLDs 
can par�cipate in ccNSO's 
Groups in several ways. One of 
them is through online 
mee�ngs, which are generally 
held on pla�orms on which 
a�endees can chat, respond or 
react by using pre-determined 
answers like “I agree”, “I 
disagree”, “I’m raising my 
hand”, etc. Usually, this type of 
online mee�ngs are one-hour 
long, so not all of the scheduled 
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Regional member participation in 
general, and LACTLD participation in 

particular, is of great importance so that 
each of them can have updated 
information on the global ccTLD 

situation and ensure that their 
viewpoints and opinions are considered 

when making global decisions.

topics are covered in that �me. 
Many of the pending topics are 
addressed via mailing lists that 
correspond to each Working 
Group and Commi�ee. Another 
way to par�cipate is by 
a�ending ICANN’s public 
mee�ngs, during which Groups 
and Commi�ees meet face to 
face to finalize reports or just to 
carry on with their tasks. It is 
important to highlight that all 
communica�ons among ccNSO 
Groups and Commi�ees 
through the various 
par�cipa�on channels are in 
English.

At the same �me, each Group 
and Commi�ee develops its 
own work dynamics. For 
instance: The ccNSO Guidelines 
Review Commi�ee (GRC) meets 
virtually every 15 days 
(Mondays at 1:00 PM UTC). 
Following a priority order, the 
guidelines for ccNSO procedures 
are revised or created. The 
Commi�ee works on the 
guidelines in collabora�ve 
documents where all members 
post sugges�ons and comments 
about the contents and wri�ng 
of the texts. 

Similarly, the ccNSO Mee�ngs 
Programme Standing 
Commi�ee gets together 
virtually every three or four 
weeks, at a �me agreed upon by 
the par�cipants, in order to 
organize a dra� schedule of 
Members Mee�ngs that are 
held during ICANN’s public 
mee�ngs, and to draw up 
strategies to keep up with it. 
Nonetheless, most of the work 
in charge of this Commi�ee is 
done via e-mail. 

All ccTLD representa�ves who 
wish to take part in some of the 
Working Groups or Commi�ees 
must be appointed as members 
by the ccNSO Council. To 
become a member of some of 
these Groups or Commi�ees, 
they can apply for a 
membership in a call for 
volunteers sent via ccNSO 
mailing lists 
(ccnso-members@icann.org, 
ccTLDcommunity@cctld-manag
ers.org), or they can directly 
contact the ccNSO Secretariat 
(ccnsosecretariat@icann.org).

As regards regional 
par�cipa�on, the ccNSO 
analyses (published in March, 
2018) show that La�n America 
and the Caribbean is the region 
with the least involvement in 
internal Working Groups of the 
Suppor�ng Organiza�on 
(without taking into account the 
regional par�cipa�on in the 
ccNSO Technical Working Group 
or in groups coordinated by 
other ICANN organiza�ons.)

Regional member par�cipa�on 
in general, and LACTLD 

par�cipa�on in par�cular, is of 
great importance so that each 
of them can have updated 
informa�on on the global ccTLD 
situa�on and ensure that their 
viewpoints and opinions are 
considered when making global 
decisions.

CCNSO
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EMPOWERMENT

Women’s 
Empowerment 

Regional Initiatives 

                 has noticed the impetus of gender issues 
and the debates and initiatives centered on the 

empowerment of women in recent times. This is 
why we want to highlight and share the projects 

and activities that are being successfully 
developed by organizations in our region.

LACTLD
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                           started as an initiative of three Chilean 
women academics who, after attending the Grace Hopper 

Celebration of Women in Computing in the US, wanted to hold 
a similar local event in Chile. The first meeting was held in 2011, 

within the framework of the Chilean Computing Sessions, and it kept 
growing over the years until it became an independent event in 2016.

Chile WiC carries out several activities, such as presentations of initiatives to 
promote computer science at the school and university levels, and technical 

presentations of projects, theses, studies, and short presentations on the topics these 
college women are working on. Also, there are sessions to deal with topics of interest to 

the community with the purpose of drawing attention to the work of women in computing, 
sharing experiences and creating networks of collaboration. A significant input of the event is the 

celebration of the contribution of women to computer science.

These sessions have gained prominence to become an official celebration of the Association for 
Computing Machinery (ACM)2, the leading organization in computing worldwide.

Chile WIC1

Moreover,                                              since 2016, on the basis of its 
main line of action (to promote the growth of the Internet in 
Argentina and to increase society’s trust in the network) has 
maintained that it is necessary to take part in all the discussions 
related to how the Internet can and should evolve —as citizens, as 
companies, as government organisms, as academics or technicians. 
Otherwise, third parties could make all the decisions for us. This is 
why, to them, it is fundamental to work on the wide Internet 
governance agenda, encouraging cross-sectional dialogs and 
collaborative work: “In this regard, we know that women’s 
empowerment in technology is an issue that worries us, speaks to 
us, and concerns us.”

NIC ARGENTINA

“We are driven by the certainty
that equal gender representation
in computing is critical
for future technologies
to better satisfy
our society’s
needs

EMPOWERMENT
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EMPOWERMENT

At the regional level,                  ONU  F  (a United 
Nations entity working for gender equality and the 
empowerment of women) has set in motion the program 
called “Win-Win: Gender Equality means Good Business”4. 
This initiative, first implemented in 2018, has been underway in 
six countries and it will last for three years. It is a program financed 
by the EU Association Agreement and implemented jointly with the 
International Labor Organization (ILO) to promote gender equality in 
the private sector. The goal of this program is to strengthen women’s 
leadership and economic empowerment as a basis for sustainable, inclusive 
and equal growth. It is intended for companies and networks led by women, 
multinational companies and relevant stakeholders in Europe and certain Latin 
American and Caribbean countries (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Jamaica and 
Uruguay). It seeks to promote commercial bonds and innovation among women in both 
regions, while fostering inter-regional dialog and the exchange of good practices to 
increase the capacity of the private sector in a more comprehensive manner in businesses 
with gender equality. 

“We know that women’s 
empowerment in 

technology is an issue 
that worries us, 
speaks to us, and 

concerns us.
UN WOMEN
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Within this framework, NIC Argentina has implemented a series of “Talks about Internet Governance” 
whose edition in December 2017 addressed “The role of women in technology and in the legislative 
progress on revenge porn”. This informal discussion sparked deep interest in the topic and it pushed 
WIDE3 to propose to carry out a new event called  “More women in technology: Discussing the digital 
gender gap”. Such event took place in May of 2018 in NIC Argentina’s headquarters and it was attended 
by seven civil society organizations specialized in bridging the digital gender gap.

In addition, NIC Argentina produces different contents for its website and social networks, which seek, 
on the one hand, to inform people about several aspects related to the Internet and technology and, on 
the other, to express the opinions of a wide range of specialists. In its interviews, videos and other 
content published, voices from all the different sectors can be heard. Finally, on International Women’s 
Day (March 8), they share articles that focus on women who made history in the world of technology in 
order to draw attention to their work and inspire new generations.



“
“

Gender equality is
not only a fundamental

human right, but its 
achievement has

enormous
socio-economic 
ramifications. 

Empowering women 
fuels thriving 

economies, spurring 
productivity and 

growth.

The main platform for the Win-Win Program is the 
Women's Empowerment Principles (WEPs), created 

by UN Women and the UN Global Compact in 2010, and 
signed by almost 2,000 companies around the world. 

The WEPs provide companies with the opportunity to 
adopt policies and invest in the promotion of gender 

equality in the workplace, in productive chains, and in 
communities. 

One of the regional activities carried out by UN Women was a 
series of 4 Workshops 5 that took place in Uruguay. This 

activity addressed different topics, such as: why should we 
discuss gender in companies?; what is the role of men in gender 

equality?; what are the gender legislative frameworks?; and 
what are the best practices in Uruguay?; among others. 

http://chilewic.cl - Steering Committee Valeria Herskovic (PUC), Claudia López 
(USM) y Bárbara Poblete (UChile).

Association for Computing Machinery (ACM) - an international learned 
society for computing. ACM brings together computing educators, 

researchers, and professionals. This organization has members 
worldwide and is recognized as the number one association for 

computing professionals.

WIDE - Women in the Digital Ecosystem - 
https://wideinitiative.org/

UN Women - Win-Win: Gender Equality means Good 
Business Programme - Teresa Pérez del Castillo in 

charge in 
Uruguayhttp://lac.unwomen.org/es/que-hacemos

/empoderamiento-economico/ganar-ganar

Workshop Contents, available at: 
www.asuntospublicos.tv

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

EMPOWERMENT
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REGIONAL COOPERATION

          IC .VE received technical training aimed at maintaining a 
secure and resilient domain names system in the region. The 
initiative was driven by LACTLD members, and it had the 
support from ICANN and LACNIC.

From June 4 to 8, 2018, Gabriel Porco and Kevins Rangel from 
NIC .VE participated in a training session imparted by the NIC 
Costa Rica team. The initiative was a success thanks to the 
Costa Rican team cooperation and to the learning willingness 
and commitment showed by Gabriel and Kevins. Their active 
participation, their efforts to apply what they have learned, and 
their interest in the topics and programs studied made the 
experience very fruitful and fulfilling.

The NIC Costa Rica team offered different training sessions 
throughout the week. Some of the topics covered were the 
operation and installation of FRED; the integration of this 
system with web platforms; different standards and security 
aspects; the implementation and deployment of Internet 
exchange points (IXP); among others. In addition, the NIC .VE 
representatives received an introduction to the DNSSEC 
protocol theory, analyzed possible scenarios for its 
implementation and participated as witnesses of a DNSSEC 
signing ceremony of the NIC Costa Rica subzones scheduled for 
that week.

Even though the regional cooperation project focused on 
technical issues, Gabriel and Kevins also had the opportunity to 
participate in the different ccTLD operations and areas. They 
were able to analyze the commercial and communication 
strategies. Specifically, they reviewed the launch of NIC Costa 
Rica second-level domains, its impact and development. 
Additionally, they addressed their operation policies, as well as 
the provision of value-added services. In each of these 
management areas, they were able to get recommendations 
and strategies based on the NIC Costa Rica experience. Finally, 
Gabriel and Kevins agreed to stay in touch with the ccTLD team 
to continue working together in the future.

The project did not end at the NIC Costa Rica offices. This 
initiative had a second stage of training and technical 
cooperation. From September 24 to 28, 2018, Geraldine 

Regional Cooperation Efforts and 
Technical Training for NIC .VE

Maldonado and Gabriel Porco, representatives of NIC .VE, had 
the opportunity to attend the LACNIC 30 and LACNOG 2018 
meetings and the LACTLD Technical Workshop 2018. In order 
to participate in these events, Geraldine and Gabriel received 
the support from ICANN, intended for travel expenses, and the 
assistance of LACNIC for accommodation costs during their stay 
in the city of Rosario, Argentina.

Both NIC .VE representatives attended the different sessions in 
each of these meetings and were able to receive and 
complement (in this case, Gabriel) the training on issues of 
technical impact for their ccTLD.

All who participated in the initiative expressed their gratitude 
to ICANN, LACNIC and LACTLD for providing the means to 
carry out this experience and to NIC Costa Rica for its great 
willingness and commitment with the training project. The 
cooperation and integration activities among Latin American 
and Caribbean ccTLDs are key resources for Internet growth 
and development in our region. LACTLD is committed to 
continue promoting these efforts and contributing to the 
development of ccTLDs in Latin America and the Caribbean.

N

42 |   LACTLD Report, 11th edition



The Work Track 5 Supplemental Report was open to public comment until February 1, 2019. Overall, 
the Report received 42 unique comments that have been parsed and assigned to the respective topic 
(e.g., Preliminary Recommendation 1, Question 8, etc.) for revision. 

Recently, at the last ICANN public meeting (ICANN64) in Kobe, Japan, there were two sessions 
focused on the Work Track 5 current status and progress. The participants reviewed the comments 
made on the Supplemental Report preliminary recommendations, as well as open topics and next 
steps. Work Track 5 identified and addressed two open issues that sparked divergent opinions. One of 
them was the reservation of short- or long-form names listed in the ISO 3166-1 standard in all 
languages. According to the 2012 Applicant Guidebook, translations of these items into any language 
were reserved. However, Work Track 5 has not agreed on whether translations should be reserved in 
the future yet, and if so, in which languages. The other topic that was openly discussed at the 
ICANN64 meeting was whether the alpha-3 codes (three-letter country codes) listed in the ISO 3166-1 
standard should continue to be reserved as unavailable or be released for application in the next 
rounds.
After Work Track 5 finishes the review of the public comments received on the Supplemental Report, 
it will further deliberate on the preliminary recommendations and potential options for 
recommendations. Once this is completed, the whole Working Group is expected to make a formal 
consensus call before the recommendations are added to the Final Report.

 

GEOGRAPHIC NAMES

On December 17, 2015, the GNSO Council initiated a Policy 
Development Process and chartered the New gTLD Subsequent 
Procedures Working Group. The whole Working Group was 
tasked with calling upon the community’s collective experiences 
from the first round of the 2012 New gTLD Program. The goal 
was to determine whether any changes needed to be made to 
the existing Introduction of New Generic Top-Level Domains 
policy recommendations from August 8, 2007 as well as to the 
Applicant Guidebook of June 2012. Those policy 
recommendations are expected to remain in place for subsequent 
rounds.

The Subsequent Procedures Co-chairs divided the work into a set 
of “Overarching Issues” and five Work Tracks. Each of the five 
Work Tracks covered a number of related issues, with the help of 
one or more Co-leaders. The Working Group issued its first Initial 
Report containing the output of the Working Group on the 
Overarching Issues as well as preliminary recommendations and 
questions for community feedback from Work Tracks 1-4, on July 
3, 2018. LACTLD, along with many of its associate members, 
submitted its comments on the reservation of 2-character 
strings at the top level consisting of one letter and one digit.

Work Track 5 was the last to be established: It aimed at 
developing proposed recommendations regarding geographic 
names at the top level, including both ASCII and IDN forms. Per 
its Terms of Reference, Work Track 5 is tasked with (i) 
considering what constitutes a geographic name in the specific 
context of the New gTLDs Program; (ii) analyzing the 2007 GNSO 
Policy Recommendations on the  Introduction of New Generic 
Top-Level Domains and the relevant rules contained in the 2012 
Applicant Guidebook; and (iii) taking into account previous work 
related to geographic names that the community may have done.

On December 5, 2018, Work Track 5 published its Supplemental 
Report for community feedback. The objective of this 
Supplemental Report to the Initial Report was to document Work 
Track 5's deliberations, potential options for recommendations 
and (where applicable) preliminary recommendations, as well as 
specific questions for which Work Track 5 was seeking input.

The Supplemental Report presented some preliminary 
recommendations highly interesting for the ccTLD community. 
Among these, Work Track 5 recommends to keep on reserving 
the following as unavailable at the top level:

GEOGRAPHIC 
NAMES AT

THE TOP LEVEL: 
ICANN

WORK TRACK 5 
UPDATE

All two-character, letter-letter ASCII combinations
Alpha-3 codes (three-letter country codes) listed in the ISO 3166-1 standard
Short- or long-form names listed in the ISO 3166-1 standard
Short- or long-form name associations with codes that have been designated as “exceptionally reserved” 
by the ISO 3166 Maintenance Agency
Separable components of country names designated on the “Separable Country Names List”
Permutations and transpositions: Work Track 5 preliminary recommendations suggest clarifying that 
permutations and transpositions of the following are reserved (this is an adjustment to the 2012 Applicant 
Guidebook):

Long-form names listed in the ISO 3166-1 standard
Short-form names listed in the ISO 3166-1 standard
Short- or long-form name associations with codes that have been designated as “exceptionally 
reserved” by the ISO 3166 Maintenance Agency
Separable components of country names designated on the “Separable Country Names List”
Names by which a country is commonly known

Names by which a country is commonly known, as demonstrated by evidence that the country is 
recognized by that name by an intergovernmental or treaty organization.
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Long-form names listed in the ISO 3166-1 standard
Short-form names listed in the ISO 3166-1 standard
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○
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Names by which a country is commonly known, as demonstrated by evidence that the country is 
recognized by that name by an intergovernmental or treaty organization.

•
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