
Proposed new recommendations on Improvements to the Review Process Recommendations 30, 31, 32 & 33
Hypothesis of problem 

1. The AoC review processes provides sufficient review and adequate recommendations that facilitate improvement in ICANN’s accountability and transparency

2. The level to which the periodic institutional reviews, as required in the ICANN bylaws, create an aspect of “review fatigue” that undermines stakeholder or organizational effectiveness
3. The availability of alternative approaches to review that should be considered by ICANN
Background research undertaken 
Prior Review Team reports (ATRT1, WHOIS and SSR) provide some insight into the qualitative aspects of each review process.  ATRT1 provided both an Overview of the Accountability and Transparency Review Process (see Appendix A) and Observations of the Review Process (see Appendix B).  The WHOIS Review Team and the SSR Review Team did not provide discreet observations of the review process in their respective reports.  ATRT2 asked for input from former members of those review teams concerning the review process and whether they believe improvements could be made.   
ATRT2’s review process has also provided some insights regarding the effectiveness and efficiency of the review process.  Issues that require further discussion include, but are not limited to:

1. Time allotted for the review process

2. The mechanics of initiating data flow from ICANN staff to the review team

3. The mechanics of obtaining community input at an early stage

4. Understanding of budget allocations for the Review Team activities

5. Dynamics of work stream organization  

6. Volunteer aspects of the review team process  

· Summary of ICANN input 
Staff  have clarified  on email:

1. The Affirmation of Commitments (AoC) does not require the reviews to be completed within one year.  While timely completion of the reviews impacts the effectiveness of the 3-year cycle, staff recommend that ATRT 2 address the 3-year cycle mandated by the AoC. 

2. Staff prepares regular and frequent implementation reports to the Board and community. In the case of ATRT2 an Annual report was provided to the Board and community.  Additionally, staff has provided several updates to the Review Team during the course of the Review, in varied forms.  Given the wide array of opinions within the Review Team regarding format and substance of staff reports on implementation, staff would find guidance from the Review Team very useful.    
3. ICANN has engaged One World Trust (OWT) to assist with the development of Accountability and Transparency Benchmarks and Metrics.  The final report is expected by 31 December 2013.  Staff will facilitate ATRT 2 input and feedback to OWT.  Periodic updates on progress of work will also be shared. The ongoing implementation of Accountability and Transparency Benchmarks and Metrics into ICANN operations will include the incorporation of appropriate benchmarks and metrics into the reporting of implementation progress.
4.  ICANN's AoC commitments are incorporated into its strategic and operating plans, and improvements related to AoC reviews are integrated into ICANN's standard operating procedures and programs. Please see current strategic and operating plans and Fadi's update via presentation in Beijing. As the Board, staff and other organizations implement the recommendations of the review teams, ICANN follows a continuous improvement model, integrating the spirit of the recommendations into ICANN’s operations and strategic initiatives, as appropriate.  
5. ICANN uses various methods to ensure review coordination, and already has staff whose mandate is to coordinate reviews. AoC review teams are independent and make their own time lines, and AoC language specifies frequency of the reviews.  The Board and staff do not have control over the timing of the reviews such that they are completed with ample implementation time, prior to the next Accountability and Transparency Review.  In order to address this concern, AoC mandate would need to be changed.  
6. Staff appreciates the significant work effort that you and the Review Team have committed to making ongoing improvements in ICANN’s accountability and transparency.
· Summary of community input 
Some notable comments include:

1. Mike Roberts questioned whether insider dynamics captured prior review teams

2. Alejandro Pisanty – A large part of the recommendations are superfluous and engender greater bureaucracy.  ATRT2 should to try to find a way to make recommendations less burdensome and more substantive.
3. Nominet –One should have a full picture of the extent to which the recommendation is embedded into ICANN process and what the full effects of the implementation are. Implementation progress should feature as part of the Board update at every ICANN meeting.  They should be given the highest visibility and priority.
· Summary of other relevant research

ATRT2 members representing various SO/AC provided the following input on the process;
During the August face to face meeting Brian Cute- Chair requested members to provide the their views to WS4 from their experiences through initiation process, interaction with staff and observations about how well this review process had been. The response was as follows: 
1. There was limited time to get the actual work done; and future teams should consider the possibility of limiting meetings. The face to face meetings were very productive but the conference calls not as productive.  A report is provided to the team on things done but no report is provided on lessons learnt. There is no bench line identified for developing recommendations. Dilemma in relation to the secretariat with respect to substance- need  for monetary support to work with the review team- independent secretariat.  There was no discussion on the budget for  independent expert and whether or not to engage one thus limiting the group.
2. Based on the amount of work the process involves measures for the group to start in 2016 to be ready early, persons, budget evaluate when these should be ready in 2015 to get them started in good time 1st January 2016 so as to reduces pressure on end year deadline.

3. There is no information shared on the budget on what is available and this needs to disclose. The future ATRT Groups become radically different due to review of other review teams work. The ATRT budget should receive high level allocation due to the tasks that are involved. 
4. ATRT2 living under shadow of ATRT1, what worked what didn’t work can be done by an external expert. There is a need to give criteria for judgement and propose some indicators to look for when going back for the review process.
5. The teams interaction with different groups has been very good with the Durban process very helpful in data collection. However, there is the need to be more visible with the rest of ICANN Community due to approach of historic vs futuristic approach.

6. Regularity of Reviews has to be strictly co-ordinated by having all reviews done before next ATRT reviews- proper linkage. Furture teams may need to consider the possibilities of an independent secretariat or technical facilitator.
7. The independent secretariat or technical facilitator reduces the focus being driven by input from staff and creates balanced input from external communities. Thus enabling the review team members to carry out evaluation on implementation appropriately.
8. A reliance on volunteers for doing functions that would be done by professionals which is not a good model for a review group carrying out such an important task. Reviewing of the other review teams is a lot of work to be done by volunteers. In hind sight it is good that staff present a good assessment of previous reviews. This assessment should be sent to the various AS/SO for feedback. 
9. With each ATRT team having to look at the previous reviews the Community engagement is likely to be difficult for ATRT3
10. There is a lot of convergence on key elements and some improvements that can be readily made may include challenges of a clear budget ensuring that there is support. The support should be transparent and fully accountable to the review team.
11. Volunteer involvement with competing priorities for the various communities within ICANN requires that ATRT team members go to our own communities to help gather input for the various processes.

12. There seems to be tension between being independent and objective and working with staff.  The ATRT team should drive the work and staff gives responses.  Right from the beginning -Day 1 staff should share reports without compromising ATRT work
Relevant ICANN bylaws/published policies/published procedures

Organizational reviews are overseen by the Board’s Structural Improvements Committee.  The methodology of organizational reviews and background materials can be found here:
http://www.icann.org/en/groups/reviews.
ATRT2 analysis & rationale 
With 3 other AoC related reviews to be carried out in a 3 year cycle there is an implied requirement for each the review process to be completed within the year it begins. This enable all the required reviews to be carried out, recommendations shared and ICANN staff given time to either implement or consider for implementation some of the recommendations of the review teams before the next ATRT review. If the 3 reviews are not completed and considered within the 3 year cycle then the ATRT team risks being due for its review while the other reviews have not yet been completed or their recommendations not yet fully considered by ICANN Board and Staff.
Draft recommendations:
30. Appointment of Review Teams: 
We recommend the review teams  be appointed in good time allowing them to run their work within the 1 year process that the review is supposed to take place regardless of the time when the team is established. It is important for staff to understand the cycle and the selection process to begin in good time bearing in mind that the mandate of the specific review team.
31. Getting the Review Team started with a complete implementation report:
We recommend ICANN prepare a complete implementation report to be ready by Review kick-off. This report we suggest be submitted for public consultation and benchmarks and metrics be incorporated.
32. Budget transparency and accountability:

We recommend the ICANN Board ensure in its budget that sufficient resources are allocated for the review teams to fulfill their role, including but not limited to accommodation of requests 
from the Review Teams to appoint independent experts/consultants if deemed necessary by the teams. At the initial stage before a review is initiated ICANN account for and publish the budget for the review together with a rationale for the amount allocated. The budget should be established based on the experiences achieved from the work of the previous teams, including ensuring a continuous assessment and adjustment of the budget according to the needs of the reviews.
33. Institutionalization of the review process
We recommend that 

i. ICANN ensures that the ongoing work of the AOC reviews, including implementation, is fed into the work of other ICANN strategic activities where appropriate.
ii. The Board must address all AoC RT recommendations in a clear and 
unambiguous manner, indicating to what extent they are accepting each 
recommendation.
iii. ICANN ensure strict co-ordination of the various review processes so as to have all reviews done before next ATRT reviews with proper linkage of issues within the AOC. 
Public Comment on Draft Recommendations (to be completed later)
Final recommendation (to be completed later)
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