
Draft Charter 

Internet Working Group to Develop an IANA Stewardship Role Transfer Process 

Problem Statement 

The NTIA has requested that ICANN “convene a multistakeholder process to develop a plan 

to transition the U.S. government stewardship role” with regard to the IANA Functions and 

related root zone management.  [from NTIA “Public Consultations” document] 

The NTIA states, “The U.S. government has long envisaged transitioning its stewardship role 

to the multistakeholder community to instill confidence in the integrity of the IANA 

Functions.”  Achieving this objective will be impossible without the transition plan that NTIA 

is requesting. 

The NTIA will benefit by being able to fulfill a long-standing commitment in a way that is 

orderly and widely accepted. 

Stakeholders 

The NTIA is the initiator and champion of this effort but the stakeholders include all members 

of the Internet community, including but not limited to: 

 Individual Internet users 

 Commercial organizations 

 Non-commercial organizations 

 Governments and Intergovernmental organizations 

 Internet-ecosystem organizations 

Careful attention will need to be paid to ensuring a workable balance between the need to 

address the diverse needs of this broad stakeholder group and the requirement that the 

transition plan (and the implementation that follows) are developed and delivered in a timely 

manner.  Early engagement and effective representation will advance both of these goals. 

Goals & Objectives 

NTIA specified that the transition proposal must have broad community support and meet the 

following principles:  

 Support and enhance the multistakeholder model 

 Maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet DNS 

 Meet the needs and expectation of the global customers and partners of the IANA 

services 

 Maintain the openness of the Internet. 

In order to be consistent with the NTIA specifications for the transition process, key elements 

of a multistakeholder approach and hence for this working group are openness, diversity, 

global participation, involvement by affected parties, bottom-up, and consensus-based. 

Commentaire [BH1]: This really needs 

a Summary or at least an introduction 

explaining what the document is about e.g. 

this document elaborates on the Steering 

Committee proposal on IANA Transition 

proposed by ICANN on April 7 and, in 

addition, proses the creation of a related 

Working Group to …. 

Commentaire [CG2]: Good suggestion.  
If anyone would like to suggest some added 

text, probably quoting some of the NTIA 

announcement, that would be much 

appreciated. 
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NTIA also specified that it will not accept a proposal that replaces the NTIA role with a 

government-led or an intergovernmental organization solution. 

The objective of this working group is therefore to draw upon the collective expertise of all 

the participating stakeholders, solicit additional expert input and advice, and develop an 

IANA stewardship transition plan that adheres to the principles set out by NTIA and: 

 

 Is based on an open, global and transparent process, 

 Provides the opportunity for participation by  all stakeholders and interested or 
affected parties, and  

 Has global reach, including translation of relevant materials. 

 

Scope 

What is in scope? 

 

This process is separate from the broader process to examine broader ICANN globalization 

and accountability mechanisms which ICANN has committed to initiating.  The linkages 

between these two exercises should be elaborated once ICANN has made its intentions more 

clear in this respect. 

 

The Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) functions are a set of interdependent 

technical functions that enable the continued efficient operation of the Internet. The IANA 

functions include: (1) the coordination of the assignment of technical Internet protocol 

parameters; (2) the processing of change requests to the authoritative root zone file of the 

DNS and root key signing key (KSK) management; (3) the allocation of Internet numbering 

resources; and (4) other services related to the management of the ARPA and INT top-level 

domains (TLDs). 

  

NTIA currently contracts with ICANN to carry out the IANA functions. IANA maintains, 

updates and makes publicly available registries related to three functions: 

1. IANA is the central repository for protocol name and number registries used in many 

Internet protocols. It reviews and assigns unique values based on established policies 

and guidelines as developed by the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF). 

2. IANA coordinates allocations of IP (Internet Protocol) and AS (Autonomous System) 

numbers to the Regional Internet Registries (RIR) who then distribute IP and AS 

numbers to Internet Service Providers and others within their geographic regions. 

3.  IANA processes root zone change requests for Top Level Domains (TLDs). 

In all three cases the IANA functions operator applies the policies developed by the affected 

parties when completing requests related to the various IANA functions. 

  

NTIA has a Cooperative Agreement with Verisign to perform the related root zone 

management functions. The related root zone management functions are the management of 

the root zone “zone signing key” (ZSK), as well as implementation of changes to and 

distribution of the DNS authoritative root zone file, which is the authoritative registry 

containing the lists of names and addresses for all top level domains, effectively the Internet’s 

phone book. 

Commentaire [BH3]: It’s likely 
obvious and is stated above, but I think it’s 

important to reinforce the fact that the its 

plan needs to adhere to the principles set 

out by the NTIA. 

Commentaire [BH4]: Just what the 
role of the Working Group is relative to the 

Steering Committee just doesn’t come out.  

Here is the place to do it. 

Commentaire [CG5]: The role of the 

Steering Committee is discussed later but I 

welcome suggestions for including it here 

or moving the later discussion of it up in the 

document. 

Commentaire [CG6]: Most of the 

content in this section comes from the 

Scoping Document posted by ICANN staff.  

Note that edits were made in a few cases to 

better reflect a bottom-up multi-stakeholder 

model and to avoid ICANN conflicts of 

interest. 

Commentaire [BH7]: The ‘elephant in 

the room’ is ICANN’s decision to exclude 

overall ICANN accountability from its 

proposal on IANA transition.  In my view 

this needs to be flagged, or it will represent 

tacit acceptance of this exclusion.  For 

example, by saying:   

 

“This process is separate from the broader 

process to examine broader ICANN 

globalization and accountability 

mechanisms which ICANN has committed 

to initiating.  The linkages between these 

two exercise will be elaborated once 

ICANN has made its intentions more clear 

in this respect” 

Commentaire [BH8]: In the ccNSO 

statement from Singapore, the following 

was identified as the functions carried out 

by IANA:  

the ccNSO has elaborated what it sees to be 

the roles that the NTIA plays which any 

transition proposal would need to take into 

account. These NTIA roles are: 

1.Authorizing changes to the authoritative 
root zone; 
2.Overseeing ICANN’s performance of the 
functions set out in the IANA contract 
between NTIA and ICANN (the IANA 
functions);  
3.Overseeing Verisign’s performance of the 
functions set out in its Cooperative 
Agreement with Verisign (the Root Zone 
Management or RZM functions) 
4.Establishing the requirements and 
specifications under which the IANA 
functions and the Root Zone Management 
functions must be performed, and 
Overseeing ICANN’s obligation to develop 

and implement consensus policies through a 

bottom up multistakeholder process as 

expressed in, but not limited to, the 

Affirmation of Commitments, and to be 

accountable to all stakeholders for the 

outcome of its decision-making. 
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NTIA’s role in the IANA functions includes the role of administering changes to the 

authoritative root zone file and, more generally, serving as the historic steward of the DNS via 

the administration of the IANA functions contract. NTIA does not initiate changes to the 

authoritative root zone file, assignment of protocol numbers, or allocation of Internet 

numbering resources. In addition, in practice, the NTIA role does not involve the exercise of 

discretion or judgment with respect to root zone change requests nor should any new authority 

or process exercise such discretion or judgment.  

 

Here is a summary of NTIA roles with regard to the IANA functions: 

1. Authorizing changes to the authoritative root zone 

2. Overseeing ICANN’s performance of the functions set out in the IANA contract 

between NTIA and ICANN (the IANA functions)  

3. Overseeing Verisign’s performance of the functions set out in its Cooperative 

Agreement with Verisign (the Root Zone Management or RZM functions) 

4. Establishing the requirements and specifications under which the IANA functions and 

the Root Zone Management functions must be performed 

5. Overseeing ICANN’s obligation to develop and implement consensus policies through 

a bottom up multistakeholder process as expressed in, but not limited to, the 

Affirmation of Commitments, and to be accountable to all stakeholders for the 

outcome of its decision-making. 

 

 

What is out of scope? 

 

In discussions to date, a number of topics have arisen that are outside the scope of this 

transition. To avoid any misunderstanding, there are a range issues that, while important, are 

not appropriately part of a transition proposal requested by NTIA, including:  

 Policy development related to the IANA functions - As NTIA currently plays no 
unique role in the development of policies for the coordination of the Internet’s 

domain name system, the proposal is not about how relevant policies are created, nor 

the relevant structures in which they are created. The roles of all Internet registry 

policy bodies (such as the RIRs, IAB, IETF, ASO, NRO, ccNSO, GNSO, ccTLD 

Registry Operators, and gTLD Registry Operators) will stay unchanged. These bodies 

continue to represent their respective communities and hold policy authority for the 

protocol parameter, number, and name spaces, including responsibility to ensure the 

faithful registry implementation by IANA according to those policies. 

 Issues Not Within the IANA Functions - The operation of the IANA functions are not 

involved in issues, for example, of cybersecurity, privacy, content, child protection, 

online protection of intellectual property; structural review of ICANN unrelated to any 

IANA functions it currently performs; or the management of TLDs. While all of these 

remain important topics for discussion and are regularly discussed within multiple 

forums, they fall outside the scope of the transition proposal requested by NTIA. 

 Internet Governance Discussions outside of the IANA Functions 

 Implementation of the Transition Plan except Providing Guidance to Facilitate an 
Acceptable Implementation Process. 

 

Commentaire [CG9]: With exception 

of the last two bullets, the content of this 

section comes from the Scoping Document 

posted by ICANN staff with a few edits.  

Note that the second out of scope item in 

the Scoping Document was deleted. 
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Goals & Objectives 

The resulting proposal from this working group should recommend a replacement for the 

current stewardship role played by NTIA that ensures: 

 The IANA functions are performed based on the agreements and/or policies provided 

by the respective bodies (IETF, GNSO, RIRs, ASO, and ccNSO). 

 The security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS are maintained. 

 Uninterrupted service to the affected parties is provided. 

 Service levels equal or exceed current levels. 

Proposed Approach 

Here are the key elements of the approach for which this charter applies. 

1. A Steering Committee would be formed to steward the process in an open, transparent, 

inclusive and accountable manner. 

2. An Internet Working Group (WG) would be formed to develop a process for 

transitioning the stewardship of the IANA functions to the multi-stakeholder 

community. 

3. The Internet Community would be categorized into multiple stakeholder groups. 

4. WG members would be responsible for representing participants of their stakeholder 

groups. 

5. To avoid creating new structures from scratch, existing ICANN structures would be 

modified to include processes that are open and inclusive on an equivalent basis for all 

interested parties whether or not they are members of ICANN or the applicable 

ICANN structures. 

6. The WG members would be divided into separate sub-groups that each would develop 

a process for one of the IANA functions, which would then be given to the full WG 

for consideration and integration. 

Further detail for each of the above elements is provided below. 

[Here are some additional considerations regarding the WG approach (from the Suggested 

Proposal Development Process described in the ICANN public comment announcement) that 

could be considered by the Steering Committee: 

 The steering committee would designate the steering committee chair.  

 As the convener of the process, the ICANN Board would appoint one participant 

as Board liaison to the steering group. 

 The ICANN Board in overseeing ICANN's role as convener would: 1) ensure 

that the process executed adheres to the principles outlined by the community 

input and the NTIA principles outlined for this effort, and 2) ensure that the 

parameters of the scope document are upheld. Once a proposal is developed, the 

ICANN Board will not hold a vote on the proposal. 

 The steering group's final proposal for submission to NTIA will be reviewed by 

the directly affected parties in order for each party to provide their endorsement 

of the proposal. That endorsement will be communicated with the proposal, but 

there will not be a formal voting process. 

Commentaire [CG10]: Because 
ICANN is a directly impacted party, the 

charter already allows for this although it is 

not as explicitly stated. 

Commentaire [CG11]: If the process 

works as described in this charter, this step 

could be pretty straightforward because the 

affected parties should have been involved 

in the process all along. 
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 Additional mechanisms to ensure an open, transparent and inclusive process 

would include:  

o A website that would include a timeline of activities and events, as 

well as all materials and communications from the steering group, 

and a full archive of all content provided and evaluated throughout 

the process; 

o A mailing list to ensure anyone can remain involved in the activities 

and progress of the group; and, 

o All meetings and phone conference will be open for stakeholders to 

observe and relevant transcripts and recordings will be posted. 

 The steering group would be formed in time to convene for the first time as a 

group during ICANN 50 in London in June 2014. 

 The steering group would hold an open forum meeting at London 50 to present 

itself to the community and hear additional input from the community. The 

steering group would have ongoing dialogues. 

 This group would, in the London 50 timeframe, establish the steering group chair 

and finalize the group's charter, based on the inputs from the community, the 

scoping document and the principles set forth by NTIA. The steering group 

would also establish the process for development of the community-driven 

proposal. 

 

Deliverables and Timeframes 

Work Plan 

 

The working group will, as a first step, establish and adopt a work plan and associated 

schedule and will inform the Steering Committee accordingly. The work plan and schedule 

should include times and methods for public consultation and report revisions, including an 

expected date for submission of a final report.  This tentative schedule will be updated 

accordingly.  

 

The work plan should include at the least the following action items: 

1. Agree on a clear definition of the IANA functions, who currently performs them 

and a summary of the processes used. 

2. Form and implement a Steering Committee and establish working relationship 

requirements between the Committee and the WG 

3. Develop a set of principles applicable to the administration of the Internet 

identifier system and an objective assessment mechanism to determine if those 

principles are met by any proposed solutions including stress tests as applicable. (It 

is very important that current service providers of the IANA function and those 

directly impacted by IANA functions be involved in this task.) 

4. Develop sub-charters for working groups to address each of the separate IANA 

functions (protocols, numbers, names) – A critical question would be whether or 

not the name functions should be separated into two separate sub-charters at first 

(gTLDs & ccTLDs) and then come together as one group 

5. Form sub-working groups for each of the separate IANA functions (Sub-groups 

would consist of WG members.) 

Commentaire [CG12]: To keep this 

process functional, I think that archives of 

the Steering Committee, WG and sub-

working groups should be publically 

available.  Input by stakeholder group 

members who are not on the Committee, 

WG or sub-working groups should be 

provided through their representatives. 

Commentaire [CG13]: I think this may 
be logistically difficult and maybe 

expensive but I think transcripts and 

recordings should be posted in a timely 

manner. 

Commentaire [CG14]: Ideally the 
Steering Committee should convene before 

the London Meeting but it would be good to 

take advance of the London Meeting to 

hold in-person meetings of the Committee, 

WG and sub-working groups. 

Commentaire [CG15]: Ideally, most of 

these things should have already happened 

before London.  Do want direct community 

input to the Committee? 

Commentaire [CG16]: I added this 
because this is an approach that seems to be 

getting quite a bit of traction in the 

community including by ICANN staff. 

Commentaire [BH17]: This seems to 
imply that the Working Group would, for 

example, develop and approve the charter 

for the ccNSO, as one of the ‘sub-working 

groups’, which could be problematic 

Commentaire [CG18]: I fully 

recognize the sensitivity of the ccNSO 

issues and welcome rewording to avoid 

problems here and elsewhere in the charter.  

Would it work to task the ccNSO with 

developing a charter for the ccTLD 

authorization process development? 
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6. Coordinate the efforts of the sub-working groups (This could be done by the 

steering committee and/or by the WG chairs & the sub-working-group chairs.) 

7. Vet the sub-group recommendations with the full WG and develop final 

recommendations including collaboration with stakeholder groups *  

8. Prepare final transition plan * 

9. Present transition plan to NTIA * 

10. Respond to NTIA questions and requests as needed * 

11. Finalize transition plan(s). * 

 

* Note that sub-groups could finish their work at different times and their 

recommendations could be vetted with the full WG at different times.  Steps 8-11 

could be completed at different times for each IANA function. 

 

 

Reporting   

 

The co-chairs of the working group shall report regularly to the Steering Committee.  

Steering Committee members will in turn regularly consult with the organizations they 

represent and provide timely feedback to the working group through the co-chairs.  

 

Final Report 

 

Following its submission Steering Committee members will discuss and endorse the Final 

Report according to the rules and procedures of their respective organizations. Steering 

Committee members will inform the co-chairs of the outcome of those deliberations as 

soon as possible after submission of the report.  

 

 

Membership, Staffing and Organization 

A Steering Committee comprised of stakeholder representatives will provide overall direction, 

resources and dispute-resolution.  The goals are speedy formation, infrequent interventions 

and nimble/helpful response when needed. 

Stakeholder Groups 

 

For the purposes of this effort, stakeholder groups will be defined as follows: 

 Individual Internet users 

 Commercial organizations 

 Non-commercial organizations 

 Governments and Intergovernmental organizations 

 Internet-ecosystem organizations 

To avoid establishing new structures, the following existing ICANN organizations should be 

requested to develop modified procedures to accommodate participants from the entire 

Internet community who would like to participate in this process. Assuming that these 

Commentaire [BH19]: This seems to 

suggest that the Working Group, rather than 

the Steering Committee would prepare the 

final proposed transition plan 

Commentaire [CG20]: I personally 
think that the full WG should be involved in 

finalizing the transition plan and that the 

Steering Committee should guide that 

process but I am open to changes as long as 

we still ensure a bottom-up 

multistakeholder process that is effective. 
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organizations will do this, they could serve as representatives of the following stakeholder 

groups: 

1. The At-Large Structures for Individual Internet users 

2. The GNSO Commercial Stakeholder Group for Commercial organizations 

3. The GNSO Non-Commercial Stakeholder Group for Non-commercial organizations 

4. The GAC for Governments and Intergovernmental organizations (If the GAC is 

unable to do this, periodic reports could be given to the GAC for feedback, or the 

GAC could serve as a communication channel and individual government 

representatives could provide feedback.) 

5. ISOC for stakeholders that are not represented in any of the above. 

6. For Internet-ecosystem organizations: 

a. The GNSO Contracted Party House for gTLD registries & registrars 

b. The ccNSO for ccTLD registries 

c. The IAB for the IETF 

d. The ASO for the RIRs 

e. The RSSAC for root server operators. 

Steering Committee 

 

The Steering Committee will be composed of two representatives each from stakeholder 

groups 1 to 5 and one each from the subgroups of category 6.  The committee will be 

supported in a non-voting capacity as needed by one expert each from each of the 

organizations currently involved in performing the IANA functions and by ICANN policy 

staff who will provide administrative assistance to the committee in its work.  Steering 

Committee members must not serve on the WG or any sub-working group. 

  

Working Group & Sub-Working Group Membership 

 

Membership in the working group and in sub-working groups is open to members of the 

participating stakeholder organizations excluding Steering Committee members. To facilitate 

scheduling meetings and to minimize workloads for individual members, it is highly 

recommended that individual members participate in only one sub-working group. Each of the 

participating organizations shall appoint members to the working group and sub-working 

groups in accordance with their own rules and procedures. There shall be a minimum of three 

representatives from each participating stakeholder organization in the WG.  For sub-working 

groups, there shall be a minimum of one representative from those stakeholder groups who 

are directly impacted by the applicable IANA function.  Best efforts should be made to ensure 

that individual participants: 

 Have sufficient expertise to participate in the applicable subject matter 

 Can commit the time needed 

 Reliably share the views of the organization they represent. 
 

Best efforts should also be made to ensure that the working group and the sub-working 

groups: 

 Have geographically diverse membership 

 Contain representatives from: 

Commentaire [BH21]: I would suggest 

Patrick Faltstrom from SSAC as well as 

being a root zone operator should be 

considered somehow 

Commentaire [CG22]: Would it work 
to add “SSAC for the Internet Security 

Community” as item f?  I am not sure 

whether the SSAC would want to step up to 

that role but have no problem if they are 

willing.   

Commentaire [BH23]: What would be 

the rationale for this?  Not against it per se, 

just wondering the logic? 

Commentaire [CG24]: My thinking 
was as follows: 1) it seems preferable to 

have a Steering Committee that can provide 

independent review and oversight of WG 

activities and products and I think that can 

be better done if they were not involved 

directly in the WG; 2) avoiding individuals 

serving in multiple capacities in the overall 

process reduces the chances of work 

overload for some individuals and 

minimizes the chances of scheduling 

conflicts.  I am not locked in to this position. 



 

Internet Working Group to Develop an IANA Stewardship Role Transfer Process – Draft 

Charter – Revised 14 April 2014 For Discussion Only 

8 

 

o Small and large organizations 

o ICANN participants and non-ICANN participants 

o The developing and developed world. 

 

Volunteer co-chairs, selected by the working group and sub-working groups, will preside over 

working group deliberations and ensure that the process is bottom-up, consensus-based and 

has balanced multistakeholder participation.  ICANN is expected to provide day-to-day 

project administration and secretariat support. In consultation with the Steering Committee, 

WG and/or sub-working group chairs may request professional project facilitators. 

All working group participants are expected to be able to: 

 

 Demonstrate knowledge or expertise of aspects of the objectives of the working group; 
and 

 Commit to actively participate in the activities of the working group on an ongoing 

and long-term basis. 

 

Participants and liaisons will be listed on the working group’s webpage. 

 

All participants in this process are required to submit a Statement of Interest following the 

procedures of the organization they represent. 

Rules of Engagement 

All participants are expected to abide by the ICANN Expected Standards of Behavior. 

 

The co-chairs, in consultation with the Steering Committee, are empowered to restrict the 

participation of someone who seriously disrupts the working group. Generally, the 

participant should first be warned privately, and then warned publicly before such a 

restriction is put into place; in extreme circumstances, this requirement may be bypassed. 

This restriction is subject to the right of appeal as outlined below.  

 

Standard Methodology for Making Decisions With Regard to Consensus 

 

In considering its work plan and reports, the working group shall seek to act by 

consensus. If a minority opposes a consensus position, that minority position shall be 

incorporated in the related report. The consensus view of the working group members 

and minority views, if any, shall be conveyed to the participating stakeholder 

organizations according to the following procedures. 

 

The co-chairs shall be responsible for designating each position as having one of the 

following designations: 

 

 

 Full consensus – a position where no minority disagrees; 

 Consensus - a position where a small minority disagrees but most agree; 

 Divergence – no strong support for a specific position / recommendation 

http://www.icann.org/en/news/in-focus/accountability/expected-standards
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In the case of consensus or divergence, the co-chairs should encourage the submission of 

minority viewpoint(s). 

 

If a participating stakeholder organization wishes to deviate from the standard 

methodology for making decisions with regard to consensus, or empower the working 

group to use its own decision-making methodology, it should be affirmatively stated 

through revisions to the group Charter.  

 

Consensus calls should always make best efforts to involve the entire group (working 

group or sub-working group). It is the role of the Co-Chairs to designate which level of 

consensus has been reached and inform the group. Member(s) of the group should be 

able to challenge the designation of the co-chairs as part of the group discussion. 

However, if disagreement persists, members of the group may use the process described 

below to challenge the designation. 

 

If any participant in the group disagrees with the consensus-level designation made by 

the Co-Chairs, they may follow these steps sequentially: 

 

1. Send email to the co-chairs, copying the group email list explaining why the 

decision is believed to be in error. 

2. If the co-chairs still disagree with the complainants, the co-chairs shall forward 

the appeal to the Steering Committee. The co-chairs must explain their reasoning 

in the response to the complainants and in the submission to the Steering 

Committee. If the Steering Committee supports the position of the co-chairs, it 

shall provide their response to the complainants. The Steering Committee must 

explain their reasoning in the response. If the Steering Committee disagrees with 

the co-chairs, it will forward the appeal to the participating stakeholder 

organizations.  Should the complainants disagree with the Steering Committee 

support of the co-chairs’ determination, the complainants may appeal to the 

Chairs of the stakeholder organizations or their designated representatives. If the 

stakeholder organizations agree with the complainants’ position, they should 

recommend remedial action to the co-chairs.  

3. In the event of any appeal, the Steering Committee shall attach a statement of the 

appeal to the group report. This statement should include all of the documentation 

from all steps in the appeals process and should include a statement from the 

participating stakeholder organizations.
1
 

  

Appeal Process 

 

Any group member that believes that his/her contributions are being systematically 

ignored or discounted or wants to appeal a decision of the working group or the 

participating stakeholder organization should first discuss the circumstances with the 

group co-chairs. In the event that the matter cannot be resolved satisfactorily, the group 

member should request an opportunity to discuss the situation with the Chairs of the 

participating stakeholder organizations or their designated representatives.  

                                                 
1 It should be noted that ICANN also has other conflict resolution mechanisms available that could be 
considered in case any of the parties are dissatisfied with the outcome of this process. 
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In addition, if any member of the group is of the opinion that someone is not performing 

their role according to the criteria outlined in the following section of this document, the 

same appeals process may be invoked. 

Omission In or Unreasonable Impact of Charter  

In the event this charter does not provide guidance and/or the impact of the charter is 

unreasonable for conducting the business of the group, the co-chairs of the group shall decide 

if they think charter needs to be modified.  

 

In the event it is decided that the charter needs to be modified to address the omission or 

unreasonable impact, the co-chairs may propose to modify the charter. A modification shall 

only be effective after adoption of the adjusted charter by the participating stakeholder 

organizations in accordance with their own rules and procedures.  

 

Closure and Working Group Self-Assessment 

 

The working group and the sub-working groups shall be dissolved upon receipt of the 

notification of the Chairs of the participating stakeholder organizations or their designated 

representatives.  

 

Charter Document History 

 

This section records key changes to the working group Charter that take place after the 

adoption of the Charter. 

 

 

 

 

 


