Structural Review Subgroup
Subgroup on Structural Review:
· Define triggers and thresholds to start/stop with an eye towards simplification
· Define impact or authority of recommendations (procedures to consider, adopt and implement as appropriate recommendations) 
· How does CIP feed into Structural Review
· Define purpose
Members: Avri Doria, Osvaldo Novoa, Annaliese Williams, Akinori Maemura, Russ Weinstein
Mailing-list archives: https://lists.icann.org/hyperkitty/list/reviewsccg-subgroup-structural-review@icann.org/





	Focus
What subject areas are being examined
	Overall structure and components of ICANN and of SOs, ACs and NC to confirm whether fit for purpose  

	Methodology and Intended Outcomes 
How subject areas are being examined and for what purpose
	Option 1:  Focused on structure of the ICANN multistakeholder model as a system, to recommend changes as needed to improve effectiveness or address a specific gap or need (e.g., need for a new structure). Does not cover internal structures of existing SO/ACs unless specifically requested. Discusses structural issue(s) at the request of SO or AC and where SO/AC Leaders determine issue meets threshold.

Option 2:  Mandatory review examining structures in terms of dynamics, placement, composition, and representation, plus overall structural coherence and effectiveness. Includes associated Board composition and decision-making processes.

	Cadence
How often would reviews be conducted
	Set cadence (every n years). Occurrence to be confirmed based on community agreement
May be prompted out of cadence through ad hoc review process 

	Prompted by
Where is the review established and what induces the review 
	Prompted by ICANN Bylaws  but subjected to agreement process 

	Initiation Process 
What steps are taken to initiate the review

	1. Consultation on need to convene the review according to set cadence. Community evaluates bandwidth and resources
2. Formal Board resolution to convene the review

	Scope Parameters 
Is the scope pre-set or is it agreed during the initiation process  
	Pre-determined or variable scope (within set boundaries) depending on whether there is a request from a  SO, AC or NC

	Review Conducted by
Who will carry out the review effort
	Cross Community Group (CEO, community leaders), with the option to be assisted by expert

	Recipient(s) of Outputs 
Who will receive conclusions and recommended actions (if any)
	SO/AC/NC? then Board or structures directly

	Originates or Derives from
What is the root for this suggested review (if any)
	Derives from recommendations made by the Third ATR

	Notes and Questions
	








ICANN85 Themed summary:

One size does not fit all. Be considerate of the specificity and construct of each SO or AC. There was a call to engage in a review of the structure if there really is a significant issue to address in an effort to preserve resources.

Clarify what forcing functions there would be. How can you review a group that considers it does not need to be subjected to a review? What backstops or appeals mechanism will there be? Separately, there are questions on whether the internal structures of an SO can be reviewed even if the leadership of that SO did not request it? And would the findings of such a review be mandatorily imposed? Can a subset of the community raise an issue if it did not meet the vote of Council e.g., but has sufficient pull? Thresholds might need to be different depending on the originating body. Suggestion to flesh out principles as endorsement is key. Will there be a mechanism that will cause change even if the Board is not in agreement?

In terms of timing, there is a strong preference to have a long cadence associated with the scheduled systemic review. The ISPSP suggested that it should happen first given its nature. ASO urged for the timing of ISP2 to be considered in the elaboration of the timeline. A contributor suggested that CIP outputs should go to the structural review and that July 2028 should be the start date after the first cycle concludes. Clarification is needed on the correlation between the CIP assessment and the structural review. 

Articulate what is covered and not covered (e.g. review of Board seats allocation). Additional clarity should be provided with respect to options 1 and 2 in terms of both what they mean and how they would be applied. As currently written, it is not entirely clear how they differ from, are dependent upon, and are otherwise related to each other.

Start with review requirements first. 

For both options, be explicit about what review is designed to do and what it is not designed to do.

A suggestion was made to add a third option to look at whether it is necessary to look at the structures and if there is a need to add more structures.

Should Structural Reviews include clearer indicators for measuring whether stakeholder groups have the resources, support, and institutional space necessary to effectively contribute at ICANN?

Clarify what placement means. 

ICANN85 Requests for clarification, Suggestions or Comments heard:

1. Engage in a review of the structure if there really is a significant issue to address in an effort to preserve resources.
2. Thresholds might need to be different depending on the originating body. 
3. Flesh out principles as endorsement is key. 
4. It should happen first given its nature. 
5. Timing of ICP2 to be considered in the elaboration of the timeline. 
6. CIP outputs should go to the structural review.
7. July 2028 should be the start date after the first cycle concludes. 
8. Start with review requirements first. 
9. For both options, be explicit about what review is designed to do and what it is not designed to do.
10. Consider a third option to look at whether it is necessary to look at the structures and if there is a need to add more structures.
11. Should Structural Reviews include clearer indicators for measuring whether stakeholder groups have the resources, support, and institutional space necessary to effectively contribute at ICANN?
12. Can internal structures of an SO/AC be reviewed even if the leadership of that SO/AC did not request it? And would the findings of such a review be mandatorily imposed? Can a subset of the community raise an issue if it did not meet the vote of Council e.g., but has sufficient pull?
13. Will there be a mechanism that will cause change even if the Board is not in agreement?
14. What is the correlation between the CIP assessment and the structural review?
15. What is covered and not covered by the Structural Review options (e.g. review of Board seats allocation). 
16. What does “placement” mean? 






