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ccNSO Review: Big Picture
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ccNSO Review: from now until start of review
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Roles and Responsibilities of the
contributors to the review
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Roles and Responsibilities
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ccNSO self-assessment

If conducted — should be completed before August 2018
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Self-Assessment

® Encouraged — but optional

® Goal: prepare organization for forthcoming review, provide
independent examiner with useful information, improve efficiency of
review once under way.

® MSSI can provide guidelines and best practices but it is an internal,
self-driven process

® Outcome of self-assessment should be published, but ownership
lies with ccNSO

® Usually performed by ‘Review Working Party’ — group of ccNSO
members that will also help support the review itself

NNNNN



Self-Assessment: Scope

® At a high level, scope of self-review may include:

O The three issues that the Bylaws mandate to form the core of any
organizational review (Section 4.4):

« whether [the ccNSO] has a continuing purpose in the ICANN
structure;

« whether any change in structure or operations is desirable to
improve [the ccNSQO’s] effectiveness;

» whether [the ccNSQ] is accountable to its constituencies,
stakeholder groups, organizations and other stakeholders.

o Continued accuracy / adherence of ccNSQO’s structure and
processes in relation to Article 10 of the Bylaws (describing the role
of the ccNSO).

o Assessment of the outcome of the previous review

NNNNN



Self-Assessment: possible questions

©

Which recommendations from the last review were implemented
and how? Were any not implemented? If so, why not?

Of the recommendations implemented, have they brought about
the desired results? How is this measured or what are the proof
points?

Were all issues identified in the final report addressed? If so, how?
If not, why not?

Have periodic updates on implementations been provided to
members of the ccNSO, the ICANN Board, or the wider ICANN
community?

Is the ccNSO's charter current, based on how the organization
operates today?
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Draft Operating Standards

Agenda Iltem #6
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Operating Standards

OPERATING
STANDARDS
Aligned with Community System for efficient
ICANN collaboration & and effective *
Bylaws OEC oversight reviews
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Current Draft: How Did We Get Here?

® CCWG-Accountability Workstream1: Annex 09, Recommendation #09

o “To support the common goal of improving the efficiency and
effectiveness of reviews, ICANN will publish operational standards

to be used as guidance by the community, ICANN staff, and the
Board in conducting future reviews.”

O Reference to the Operating Standards in Section 4.6 of the new
Bylaws

® Community engagement sessions:
o ICANNS7
O ICANNSS8
o \Webinar in February 2017

® ICANN organization (MSSI)

o Collating best practices and adapting similar processes from
within ICANN

o Depth of knowledge from supporting all past specific reviews.
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Status Quo

® Draft Operating Standards was posted for an extended public
comment on 17 October 2017

o the public comment period remains open for 90 days

® This webinar will be posted on the wiki page for the operating
standard, where you can also find other relevant information:
https://community.icann.org/display/OSFR/19+0October+2017

® There will be a cross-community session to discuss the draft
Operating Standards during ICANNGO:

o Monday 30 October 15:15-16:45 local time.
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Example From Current Draft: Selecting Review Team

® Overview

O

O

ICANN org issues call for volunteers, applicants indicate which SO/AC they seek
nomination from.*

ICANN org distributes applications to the SO/AC from which the applicants seek
nomination, including a non-binding diversity and skill analysis of each candidate.

SO/ACs, according to own procedures, selects up to seven candidates®, indicating,
if they nominate more than three, three preferred candidates™*

Once all SO/ACs have nominated, SO/AC chairs meet: nominees from SO/AC that
have nominated three or fewer candidates are automatically selected to be on the
review team?*, as are those preferred nominees by SO/ACs that have nominated
more than three.**

The SO/AC chairs have the option to fill any spare seats on the review team
(maximum of 21)* by selected additional candidates from those SO/AC that have
nominated more than three*/**

Once the SO/AC chairs have made their initial selection, ICANN org circulates a
non-binding diversity and skill analysis on the entire team to the chairs

The chairs are free to revisit or maintain their decision and/or confer with the SO/AC

before making their final selection.

*mandated in the Bylaws; **best practice from RDS/WHOIS2 and SSR2
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Example From Current Draft: Selecting Review Team

® Rationale

@

ICANN

Only candidates who are nominated by the So/ACs can be selected by the SO/AC
chairs*

The diversity of some SO/ACs means that they are keen to indicate preferences of
their nominees™*

Not certain that the SO/AC chairs should be given the power to overrule the
indicated preferences of individual SO/ACs

The overall diversity and skillset of the review team is the responsibility of the
SO/AC chairs*

ICANN org, by providing a non-binding diversity and skill analysis, based on the
same date that was initially shared with the SO/ACs prior to their nomination
process, allows the chairs to assess the overall composition of the review team,
providing them with the option to confirm their decisions with the SO/ACs before
finalizing their decision.

ICANN org has not role to influence the outcome of the selection process*/**

. *mandated in the Bylaws; **best practice from RDS/WHOIS2 and SSR2
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Example From Current Draft: Setting the Scope

® Overview

©)

O

O

©)

Up-to two members from each SO/AC form scope drafting team 12-
months prior to review start, to be concluded before call for volunteers for
review team is issued

Proposed scope has to go to public comment and be approved by Board
to confirm conformity with ICANN'’s Bylaws and mission

Review team maintains the ability to amend the scope while the review is
underway

Based on the GNSO charter-drafting process for PDP WGs

® Rationale

©)

©)

Community concerns that the scope should be set before the review team
is assembled, see letier from ccNSO Councl Chair

Precedent within ICANN is that scope is set before community work gets
underway: WS1, WS2, GNSO PDPs

Scope setting takes time out of review conduct: ATRT only has 12 months
to complete its work.
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Public comment

Potential Issues to Consider during public comment
® Are there any questions about the content of the current draft?

® Does the proposal of setting the scope prior to the selection of the
review team have support?

® How could the SO/AC chairs be better empowered to assure skillset
and diversity of the review team as a whole?

® The decision-making procedure is based on the GNSO PDP Working
Group Guidelines, are there any concerns to adapt this to review

teams?

® Are there any gaps/issues that have been overlooked in the current
draft?
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Thank You
and
Questions
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