
ICANN Specific Reviews Terms of Reference
Holistic Review Pilot 
(Draft provided as a starting point by ICANN org)

	  Review Name:
	  Holistic Review Pilot 

	Section I: Review Identification
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	Name(s) of RT Leadership: 
	

	Name(s) of Board Appointed Member(s): 
	

	Review ICANN or URL: 
	

	Review Workspace URL: 
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Important Background Links:
	ATRT3 Final Report: https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/atrt3-report-29may20-en.pdf

ICANN Board Scorecard: https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/resolutions-atrt3-final-recs-board-action-scorecard-30nov20-en.pdf

ICANN Board Resolution: https://www.icann.org/resources/board-material/resolutions-2020-11-30-en  

Letter from OEC Chair Avri Doria to ATRT3 Shepherds regarding the development of Terms of Reference (ToR) for Holistic Review pilot: https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/correspondence/doria-to-shepherds-02feb22-en.pdf

Operating Standards for Reviews:  
  https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/operating-      
  standards-specific-reviews-23jun19-en.pdf

  Resourcing and Prioritization of Community 
  Recommendations: Draft Proposal for
  Community Discussions - 29 October 2019 Draft

  ICANN Bylaws - See Section 4.6 for Specific Reviews:    
  https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/governance/by
  laws-en/#article4


	Section II: Mission, Purpose, and Deliverables

	Mission & Scope Background

	  
Background

ATRT3 issued Recommendation 3.5 to create the Holistic Review. The Board approved Recommendation 3.5 with the caveat that more information is required to better understand how to operationalize the Holistic Review to ensure it yields the outcomes intended by the ATRT3. A Holistic Review should also be looked at in light of other dependencies, including those relating to other Specific and Organizational Reviews and related workstreams. 

Subject to prioritization and available resources, the Board directed ICANN org to initiate the first Holistic Review as a pilot and operated pursuant to community-agreed Terms of Reference and relevant elements of the Operating Standards for Specific Reviews. 

The Board noted that the ATRT3’s recommended timeline of 12 months from Board approval does not appear feasible. The Board also noted that this effort could be placed as a high priority in the prioritization work to allow it to proceed faster. 

The Board further noted information gaps to be addressed as part of the pilot, for example: 
· Guidance as to how Holistic Review teams should determine and prioritize its work areas to ensure effective review outcomes within the recommended 18-month timeframe.
· Proposed methodology for gathering and analyzing data to inform fact-based findings and recommendations.
· Articulation of necessary skill sets for Holistic Review team members required to achieve review objectives, which will later be included in the Operating Standards for Specific Reviews.
· Estimate of resources and budget required to complete the Review effectively.
· Suggestions as to how various ICANN structures would be held accountable for implementing the recommendations coming from the Holistic Review, if directed to entities other than the ICANN Board or org.
· Determination of how future Holistic Review teams would measure the success of implementation and the success of a future Continuous Improvement Program.



A Bylaws amendment to add this Review should complete after the first Holistic Review has concluded      and the effectiveness of the Holistic Review pilot is assessed with the community. 

During the ICANN72 ALAC session on ICANN Accountability and Transparency and the ICANN Reviews, community members expressed different interpretations of the intended scope and purpose of the Holistic Review. Specifically, there were many questions and different views about whether the Holistic Review was only evaluating how the SO/ACs interact, communicate and coordinate their work,  or whether the Holistic Review was meant to examine the ICANN structures themselves. 

Mission and Scope 

The ATRT3 final report provides guidance on the objectives for the Holistic Review, to inform the scope of work for the Holistic Review Pilot. According to the ATRT3 Final Report, “...the Review should:
· Review continuous improvement efforts of SO/AC/NC based on good practices. 
· Review the effectiveness of the various inter-SO/AC/NC collaboration mechanisms.
· Review the accountability of SO/ACs or constituent parts to their members and constituencies (this will include an in-depth analysis of the survey results). 
· Review SO/AC/NC as a whole to determine if they continue to have a purpose in the ICANN structure as they are currently constituted or if any changes in structures and operations are desirable to improve the overall effectiveness of ICANN as well as ensure optimal representation of community views (but taking into consideration any impacts on the Board or the Empowered Community).”

Our Scope and Approach to Work
The following principles are suggested to guide the Terms of Reference, and specifically the scope and approach to work:
a) Consistency with the ATRT3 recommendation 3.5 (as stated in the ATRT3 Final Report)  and elaboration where further clarity is required. 
b) Consistency with the ICANN Board action on ATRT3 recommendation 3.5 (as stated in the Scorecard - see page 7). 
c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews.  
d) Consideration of known problems with the way Specific Reviews have been conducted, with an eye toward potential improvements to be tested out as part of the Holistic Review Pilot.  

The proposed scope of work is focused on two components:
· Addressing various information gaps noted by the Board in order to operationalize the Holistic Review to ensure it yields the outcomes intended by the ATRT3.
· Developing a set of guiding principles[footnoteRef:1] and providing roadmaps for the implementation of an effective Continuous Improvement Program across all ICANN structures and guidance for the evaluations to be performed by the subsequent Holistic Review teams. [1:  By developing a set of guiding principles, the community, Board, and org will create a collective vision and understanding for the aims of the Holistic Reviews. Over time, these principles will provide direction (not prescription) about what matters to those who develop, adopt, and attempt to follow them. ] 


  To address various information gaps as part of this pilot[footnoteRef:2], the Pilot Review Team will:  [2:  Proposed areas of work are associated with key principle b) Consistency with the ICANN Board action on ATRT3 recommendation 3.5 (as stated in the Scorecard - see page 7)] 

· Develop guidance as to how Holistic Review teams should determine and prioritize their work areas to ensure effective review outcomes within the recommended 18-month timeframe. 
· Propose a methodology for gathering and analyzing data to inform evidence-based findings and recommendations.
· Consider dependencies, including those relating to other Specific and Organizational Reviews and related work streams, and how such dependencies would factor into the scope of the pilot and of future Holistic Reviews. 
· Propose necessary skill sets for Holistic Review team members required to achieve review objectives, which will later be included in the Operating Standards for Specific Reviews.
· Provide input on resources and budget required to complete future Reviews effectively.
· Develop suggestions as to how various ICANN structures would be held accountable for implementing the recommendations coming from the Holistic Review, if directed to entities other than the ICANN Board or org.
· Determine how future Holistic Review teams would measure the success of implementation and the success of a future Continuous Improvement Program, including a set of principles that could be applied consistently across all the SO/ACs to inform their work to develop effective Continuous Improvement Programs.

The following proposed focus areas[footnoteRef:3] for the Pilot Review Team are derived from the ATRT3 stated objectives for the Holistic Review: [3:  Proposed focus areas are associated with the principle a) Consistency with the ATRT3 recommendation 3.5 (as stated in the ATRT3 Final Report)  and elaboration where further clarity is required. ] 


A. ATRT3 stated objective: “Review continuous improvement efforts of SO/AC/NC based on good practices.” This will be addressed by the following proposed Holistic Review Pilot steps:
a. Develop a set of principles that could be applied across all structures to be used in subsequent evaluations of continuous improvement efforts across all structures.
b. Define “good practices” based upon a set of guiding principles.
c. Aggregate existing continuous improvement efforts across all structures; analyze based on the defined good practices - to serve as a baseline for future Holistic Reviews.

B. ATRT3 stated objective: “Review the effectiveness of the various inter-SO/AC/NC collaboration mechanisms.” This will be addressed by the following proposed Holistic Review Pilot steps:
a. Identify and aggregate inter-SO/AC/NC collaboration mechanisms.
b. Develop a set of principles to be applied to reviewing effectiveness.
c. Evaluate effectiveness.
d. Develop a set of guiding principles that could be applied across all structures to be used in subsequent evaluations of effectiveness of inter-SO/AC/NC collaboration mechanisms.

C. ATRT3 stated objective: “Review the accountability of SO/ACs or constituent parts to their members and constituencies (this will include an in-depth analysis of the survey results).” This will be addressed by the following proposed Holistic Review Pilot steps:
a. Review the accountability of SO/ACs or constituent parts to their members and constituencies based on the results of the latest Organizational Reviews and resulting implementations and available surveys, if any.
b. Develop a set of guiding principles that could be applied across all structures in subsequent evaluations of accountability.
Note: ATRT3 recommended that each structure adopt an annual survey as part of their Continuous Improvement program[footnoteRef:4], with the results of these surveys serving as an input to the Holistic Review. [4:  see Recommendation 3.6 - pages 11-12 of the Scorecard.] 


D. ATRT3 stated objective “Review SO/AC/NC as a whole to determine if they continue to have a purpose in the ICANN structure as they are currently constituted or if any changes in structures and operations are desirable to improve the overall effectiveness of ICANN as well as ensure optimal representation of community views (but taking into consideration any impacts on the Board or the Empowered Community).” This will be addressed by the following proposed Holistic Review Pilot steps:
a. Develop a set of guiding principles to be applied across all structures to be used in subsequent Holistic Reviews to evaluate: 
i. If the SO/AC/NC have a continuous purpose in the ICANN structure.
ii. Whether changes to the structures and operations are desirable to improve the overall effectiveness of ICANN.
iii. Whether changes to the structures and operations are desirable to ensure optimal representation of community views.
b. Consider what impact, if any, the ongoing work on enhancing the effectiveness of the Multistakeholder model has on this work area.
c. Develop a roadmap for how continuous improvement efforts, inter-SO/AC/NC collaboration mechanisms, accountability of SO/ACs should factor into the work of the subsequent Holistic Review teams.
   ___________________________________________________________________________

Definitions
  _______________________________________________________________________________

· ASO: Address Support Organization
· ATRT: Accountability and Transparency Review Team
· BAMC: Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee
· ccNSO: Country Code Support Organization
· CCTRT: Competition, Consumer Choice and Consumer Trust Review Team
· CCWG: Cross Community Working Group
· Community: any Advisory Committee or Sponsor Organization inside ICANN
· DIDP: Documentary Information Disclosure Policy
· DNS : Domain Name System
· EPDP: Expedited Policy Development Process
· GAC : Government Advisory Committee.
· gNSO: Generic Names Support Organization
· IETF: Internet Engineering Task Force
· NomCom or N/C: Nominating Committee
· OEC: the ICANN Board Organizational Effectiveness Committee
· PDP: Policy Development Process
· RDS: Registrant Data Service
· RSSAC: Root Server System Advisory Committee
· SO/AC: Supporting Organization / Advisory Committee
· SSAC:  Security and Stability Advisory Committee
· SSR: Security, Stability and Resiliency
· TOR: Terms of Reference
· WP: Work Party
· WS2: Work Stream 2

 For any acronyms or jargon found in this Term of Reference and not defined in this section please see       https://www.icann.org/resources/en/glossary.






	Deliverables & Timeframes 

	
Deliverables

1. Terms of Reference, (along with the scope of work, and the supporting work plan) adopted by the Pilot Review Team shall be shared with the SO/ACs for feedback and reviewed by the Board.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Applicable principles: c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews; and  
d) Consideration of known problems with the way Specific Reviews have been conducted, with an eye toward potential improvements to be tested out as part of the Holistic Review Pilot.  ] 

2. An agreement for how impasse situations will be resolved should be adopted to ensure proper resolution of disputes. A process for such resolution can be found in section 5: Dispute Resolution in the Operating Standards for Specific Reviews.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Applicable principle: c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews.] 

3. A list of evidence-based findings should be created and socialized with the community, Board, and ICANN org before the Pilot Review Team moves toward developing draft recommendations.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  Applicable principle: d) Consideration of known problems with the way Specific Reviews have been conducted, with an eye toward potential improvements to be tested out as part of the Holistic Review Pilot.  ] 

a. The findings will assist with developing a shared agreement of what needs to be improved and will inform subsequent recommendations, keeping them focused on addressing findings.
4. Consult ICANN org and Board for initial input on the level of effort required and expected impact of the recommendations being considered. [footnoteRef:8]  [8:  Applicable principles: c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews; and  
d) Consideration of known problems with the way Specific Reviews have been conducted, with an eye toward potential improvements to be tested out as part of the Holistic Review Pilot.  
] 

a. An open and transparent exchange between the review team, subject matter experts, ICANN org, and Board must occur so that the identified problems, the recommended solutions, and the expected impact of implementation is clearly defined and well understood by all. ICANN org can advise if an ODP style step should be considered when warranted by the complexity of a given recommendation. 
b. The review team shall take into consideration the expected impact of implementation on ICANN resources and on the ICANN community workload. 
5. SO/ACs should also be engaged early in the process to ensure their input on findings is considered, especially as it relates to their unique operations, processes and procedures.[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  Applicable principle: c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews.] 

a. Early SO/AC engagement will help flag potential issues with recommendations, before they are finalized and included in the report.
6. Draft report to be posted for Public Comment.  (Use relevant ICANN org templates)
7. Pilot Review Team response to public comments - how the comment will be addressed, reasoning in situations where the comment will not be addressed. (ICANN org templates available) [footnoteRef:10] [10:  Applicable principle: c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews.] 

8. Final report to be approved or adopted by the SO/ACs prior to being sent to the Board.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Applicable principle: d) Consideration of known problems with the way Specific Reviews have been conducted, with an eye toward potential improvements to be tested out as part of the Holistic Review Pilot. ] 

9. Assessment of how the pilot went and ways that the Holistic Review design/scope/guidance should be improved based upon the pilot (lessons, insights and improvements for how to shape future Holistic Reviews).  This assessment should include views of the Holistic Review Team, the SO/ACs, Board and org.

Timeframes  

As stated in the ATRT3 Final Report, “With reference to the Review timeframe:
· The first Review shall start no later than one year after approval by the Board of the first ATRT3 recommendation. 
· The next Holistic Review shall start no later than every 2.5 years after approval by the Board of the first recommendation of the latest ATRT review (e.g., the second Holistic Review would begin 2.5 years after the Board approved the first recommendation from ATRT4). This cadence would ensure a minimum of two continuous improvement assessments for each SO/AC/NC prior to holding the next Holistic Review. 
· The launching of any other review activities should be suspended while a Holistic Review is active.
· The Review should operate based on Operating Standards for Specific Reviews and should be time limited to a maximum of 18 months.”


	Considerations with Regard to Review Team Recommendations

	
The following framework is taken from the Resourcing and Prioritization of Community Recommendations: Draft Proposal for Community Discussions paper and can be used to assess the effectiveness of a proposed recommendation.[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  Applicable principle: d) Consideration of known problems with the way Specific Reviews have been conducted, with an eye toward potential improvements to be tested out as part of the Holistic Review Pilot] 




	Attributes of an effective and impactful recommendation
	Questions/Consideration
	Criteria

	Addresses an observed issue or problem
	What issue is the recommendation intending to solve?
	Clear problem statement

	Supported by fact-based findings 
	Supporting evidence based on comprehensive and objective gathering of facts through appropriate means of research and data collection.
	Objective data and facts

	Observed issue or problem is likely to have significant consequences
	If not addressed, how significant would the impact be? What would be the consequences?
	Does not undermine the ability to deliver on the strategic plan

	Proposed problem to be addressed and solution/recommendation are within ICANN’s mission
	
	ICANN mission

	Proposed solution/recommendation promotes global public interest as identified in accordance with ICANN’s Articles and Bylaws
	As the ICANN community continues to evolve public interest considerations, those ideas and potential frameworks can inform review team's work toward useful recommendations

	Proposed solution/recommendation aligns with ICANN’s strategic plan, and is within ICANN Board and org’s remit
	Is the intent of the recommendation clear and in line with a strategic objective? Is the recommendation dependent upon a policy outcome?
	Alignment with a strategic objective; within ICANN Board and org’s remit

	Desired outcome 
	What does a successful implementation look like? How will the effectiveness of the implemented recommendation be measured?
	Measurable and clear desired outcome; identified target - understand what it is and how to measure 

	Consideration of effectiveness of recommendations
	Has the review team assessed the effectiveness of recommendations based on this draft framework or another similar approach? Has ICANN org provided an initial assessment of the effectiveness of the recommendations? Is the recommendation doable and achievable?
	Attributes listed in this proposed table

	Consideration of implementation factors - resources and costs (one time, ongoing), length/duration?
	Has ICANN org provided initial high-level indications of resources, costs and length of implementation? Has the review team considered these factors to balance desired outcomes with the required resources?
	Project costing support team concept could be applicable and useful

	Dependencies on other work
	Is the implementation of recommendation dependent on other work? What is the status of that work and who has control over it?
	Implementation can proceed in phases that are aligned with the dependencies

	Prioritization within a given review
	Should this recommendation be one of the limited sets of highest priority recommendations issued by a given review team? If there are not sufficient resources to implement all board-approved recommendations at the same time, what order should they be implemented in?
	Rationale for prioritization








	Section III: Formation, Leadership, Other Organizations

	Membership 

	

	#
	Name
	Gender
	SO / AC
	Region
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	Roles and Responsibilities of the Review Team Members and Leadership

	
The following articulation of roles and responsibilities for Review Team Members, Review Team Leadership, and the process for determining Review Team Leadership have been sourced from section 3.1.9 of the Operating Standards for Reviews. 

  Review Team Members[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Applicable key consideration: c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews.] 

· Behave in a collegial and constructive way towards the review team colleagues, the Board, and ICANN organization, in accordance with ICANN’s Expected Standards of Behavior.
· Actively participate in review team calls and face-to-face meetings and engage via relevant email lists and other collaborative tools by, for example, contributing substantively to discussions, voicing approval or disapproval when appropriate, and reporting work progress regularly to the nominating SO/ACs.
· Review team members shall provide apologies for absence at least 24 hours in advance for all meetings.
· Actively engage with relevant stakeholder groups within the ICANN community. Individual review team members are encouraged to report back to their nominating entity on the progress of the review team.
· Provide fact-based inputs and comments based on core expertise and experience.
· Undertake desk research as required in accordance with scope of work and participate in drafting documents as required.
· Adhere to any additional roles and responsibilities as documented in the Review Team’s terms of reference.
· Expect that reporting metrics outlined in Section 3.6 in Operating Standards will be posted to the review team’s public wiki page.

Review Team Leadership[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Applicable principle: c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews.] 

· Behave in a neutral, collegial, and constructive way towards the review team, the Board, and ICANN organization, in accordance with ICANN’s Expected Standards of Behavior.
· Drive the review team towards the timely delivery of key milestones according to the work plan, maintaining standards of focus on the goals of the review team, as established in the terms of reference.
· Facilitate consensus among the review team members, as well as determine levels of consensus once achieved.
· Prudently manage the review team’s budget, and work with ICANN organization to maintain adherence to ICANN’s accountability and transparency requirements.
· Adhere to any additional roles and responsibilities as documented in the Review Team’s terms of reference.

Determining Review Team Leadership[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Applicable principle: c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews.] 

At the inception of the review team, and only until review team leadership is appointed, a member of ICANN organization will lead and facilitate all review team calls. 

The review team shall decide on its own leadership structure. At the first review team meeting, the facilitator shall call for interested review team members to volunteer for a leadership position. The review team should decide the format of the leadership position; e.g., a chair, a chair and vice chair(s), multiple co-chairs, etc. All review team members, with the exception of the Board Designee, are eligible and can nominate themselves for a leadership position.

The nominations for leadership positions shall remain open for two calendar weeks. 

If more than one candidate is put forward, such candidates are encouraged to discuss among themselves a division of the leadership roles and, if they achieve consensus, present their proposed leadership structure to the entire review team for approval.

If more than one candidate is put forward and the candidates cannot agree on a leadership structure, or the review team rejects their proposal, a facilitator shall conduct a leadership election. The first step of that election should be a determination of the leadership structure that the review team would like to abide by, such as one chair, one vice chair; two co-chairs; one chair, two vice chairs; etc. Once the structure is agreed, the facilitator shall organize one or several polls to fill the agreed-upon leadership roles. The poll can be conducted during a call, by email, in person, or a combination of the three.

Diversity in many forms among the leadership team members is highly valued, and practical
efforts can be made to encourage this. For example, choosing leadership members that live and
operate across varied time zones or appointing members to a review team from underrepresented SO/ACs.



	Support from ICANN Organization 

	
The following articulation of the role of ICANN org in supporting the review team’s work has been sourced from section 3.1.1 of the Operating Standards for Reviews. 

ICANN organization will support the review team’s work by providing project management, meeting support, document drafting if requested, document editing and distribution, data and information gathering if requested, and other substantive contributions when deemed appropriate.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Applicable principle: c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews.] 




	Dependencies on Other Organizations 

	








	Section IV: Decision-Making and Methodologies

	
The following articulation of decision-making practices and methodologies has been sourced from section 3.11 of the Operating Standards for Reviews.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  Applicable principle: c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews.] 


According to the Bylaws: “Review team decision-making practices shall be specified in the Operating Standards, with the expectation that review teams shall try to operate on a consensus basis. In the event a consensus cannot be found among the members of a review team, a majority vote of the members may be taken.”[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Bylaws, Article 4, Section 4.6(a)(iii), see https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/governance/bylaws-en.] 


With regards to drafting recommendations, the Bylaws state: “Each report of the review team shall describe the degree of consensus or agreement reached by the review team on each recommendation contained in such report. Any member of a review team not in favor of a recommendation of its review team (whether as a result of voting against a matter or objecting to the consensus position) may record a minority dissent to such recommendation, which shall be included in the report of the review team […].”[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Bylaws, Article 4, Section 4.6(a)(iv)(A), see https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/governance/bylaws-en.] 


Decision-making methodologies shall be included in the review team’s terms of reference. The review team may adapt or change the decision-making procedure specified in the Operating Standards by unanimous consent. In such instances, the review team must update its terms of reference and inform the SO/AC Chairs and the ICANN Board of the changes, including the rationale for the modification.

The review team leadership will be responsible for designating each decision as one of the
following:
· Full consensus - no review team members speak against the recommendation in its last readings.
· Consensus - a small minority disagrees, but most agree.
· Strong support but significant opposition - most of the review team supports a recommendation, but a significant number do not.
· Divergence - no strong support for any particular position, many different points of view.
· Sometimes this is due to irreconcilable differences of opinion, and sometimes it is because no one has a strong or convincing viewpoint, but the members of the review team agree that it is worth listing the issue in the report, nonetheless.
· Minority statement (see also Section 4.4 of Operating Standards) - a proposal where a small number of people support the recommendation.

In cases of consensus, strong support but significant opposition, and no consensus, the review team should document that variance in viewpoint and adequately present any minority statements that may have been made. Documentation of minority statement recommendations is subject to appropriate text of such statements being offered by the proponent(s). In all cases of divergence, the review team leadership should encourage the submission of minority statement(s).

The recommended method for discovering the consensus level designation on recommendations is as follows:
1) After the review team has discussed an issue long enough for all issues to have been raised, understood, and discussed, the leadership makes an evaluation of the designation and publishes it for the review team to assess.
2) After the review team has discussed the leadership’s evaluation of the designation, the leadership should reevaluate and publish an updated evaluation.
3) Steps (1) and (2) should continue until the leadership makes an evaluation that is accepted by the review team.
4) The leadership may decide that a majority statement is reasonable – in line with the Bylaws Article IV, Section 4.6(a)(C)(iii). Reasons for this, for example, might be:
a) A decision needs to be made within a timeframe that does not allow for the natural process of iteration and settling on a designation to occur.
b) It becomes obvious after several iterations that it is impossible to arrive at a designation. This will happen most often when trying to distinguish between consensus and strong support but significant opposition, or between strong support but significant opposition and divergence.

Based upon the review team’s needs, the leadership may direct that review team participants do not have their name explicitly associated with any full or partial consensus view or position. However, in all cases where a review team member represents the minority statement, their name must be explicitly linked to that position.

Consensus calls should always involve the entire review team. For this reason, the consensus process should take place on the designated mailing list to ensure that all review team members have the opportunity to fully participate. It is the role of the leadership to designate which level of consensus is reached and announce this designation to the review team. Members of the review team should be able to challenge the designation of the leadership as part of the review team’s discussion. However, if several participants on a review team disagree with the designation given to a position by the leadership  or any other consensus call - they may follow these steps sequentially:
1. Send email to the leadership, copying the review team, explaining why the decision is believed to be in error.
2. If the leadership still disagrees with the opposing member, a straw poll shall be conducted to determine the result.



	  Outreach 

	
The Review Team’s plans for community outreach and engagement should support the deliverables listed above.  Timing and nature of outreach and engagement will be particularly critical considering that the findings and recommendations from the Holistic Review Pilot team, will have implications for all ICANN structures.

The following articulation of the Outreach Plan has been sourced from section 3.2.1 of the Operating Standards for Reviews. 

  Outreach Plan[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Applicable principle: c) Consistency with the Board-approved Operating Standards for Reviews.] 

· Review team shall decide how best to update the community and Board comprehensively and on a consistent basis on all relevant work output, milestone achievement, potential delays, or roadblocks.
· The review team shall update the community and Board through regular blogs, webinars, public sessions during ICANN Public Meetings, and any other appropriate means as detailed in the outreach plan.
· Individual members shall update the SO/ACs that nominated them on a regular basis.







	  Closure and Review Team Self-Assessment

	
Considering that this Review will be conducted as a pilot, Review Team self-assessment will play an important role, fulfilling two purposes: 
· From a substance perspective, there should be a debrief /assessment to determine to what extent the Pilot Review Team accomplished what they set out to do. If the Review Team accomplished their goals, then the next step would be adding the Holistic Review to the Bylaws, updating Operating Standards to include this new review and updating the schedule of subsequent reviews that are dependent on the completion of this pilot.  If additional information, clarification or other actions are needed, then what steps need to be taken to be able to add the Holistic Review to the Bylaws?
· From a process perspective, assess what worked and what needs to be improved in how this Pilot Review Team conducted its work and was supported by ICANN org.
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