Proposed Updates to the Operating Standards for Specific Reviews
Section 2 - Initialization and Planning (New Section): This section reflects a proposed process improvement to transition the development of a Specific Review’s focus areas from the review team during the Conducting the Review Phase to the wider community during the Initialization and Planning Phase.
Targeted Outcomes:
· Community alignment on the focus areas for a Review before it is initiated
· Targeted solicitation of volunteers with skill sets specific to a Review’s established focus areas
· More robust project planning for known work, including required resources and milestone scheduling
· Greater community understanding of upcoming Review work and timing


For more detail, please refer to pages 3-5 of the Updated Draft Operating Standards for Specific Reviews which shows the proposed changes reflected.You may also wish to refer to pages 1-2 of the Outline of Proposed Updates to the Operating Standards, which summarizes what has changed from the current version. 


 
 Please indicate your response to the updates in this section 

( _ ) Support proposed updates
( x ) Support proposed updates with changes
( _ ) Do not support proposed updates
( _ ) No opinion

 
 If you support the updates in the section but think they require changes, please provide your reason here. 

	ICANN Org may be DRAFTING the various documents and plans, but it must be the ICANN Community that controls the content. Drafting and them putting out for comments is NOT sufficient. Projects plans can be important, but they must not restrict the Review Team that needs the capability to adjust the plan as the review proceeds.




 
 If you do not support the updates in the section, please provide your reason here. 

	




 
Section 3 - Review Team and Leadership Selection (Formerly “Planning Phase”): This section is updated to reflect proposed process improvements under which SO/ACs follow their own processes to solicit applicants and nominate candidates for the review team, and the SO/AC Chairs select review team leadership. 
Targeted Outcomes:
· Streamlined selection of review team members and review leadership
· SO/AC Chair alignment on qualified, representative review leadership


For more detail, please refer to pages 5-9 of the Updated Draft Operating Standards for Specific Reviews which shows the proposed changes reflected. You may also wish to refer to pages 2-3 of the Outline of Proposed Updates to the Operating Standards, which summarizes what has changed from the current version.


 
 Please indicate your response to the updates in this section 

( _ ) Support proposed updates
( x ) Support proposed updates with changes
( _ ) Do not support proposed updates
( _ ) No opinion

 If you support the updates in the section but think they require changes, please provide your reason here. 

	The Call for Volunteers must explicitly specify that SO/ACs may have additional criteria for their volunteers and the process must allow and facilitate direct communications between the SO/AC and the volunteers. The previous version of the Operating Standards explicitly the possibility of voice communications and it was deleted in this proposal. 
The proposal calls for the SO/AC nominating three primary and four secondary candidates but makes no further reference to what primary and secondary mean, or how they should be treated during the selection of review team operation.
Having the SO/AC leaders select the Review Team Leadership should be an option that the SO/AC Leaders can avail themselves of, but must not be mandatory. Should this option be used. Should this option be used, the SO/AC Leaders should select their optimal Review Team leaders and verify that they are willing. The concept of Selecting 4 possible leaders and then taking them in sequence could allow two completely non-compatible people being joint leaders.




 
 If you do not support the updates in the section, please provide your reason here. 

	




 
Section 4 - Conducting the Review: This section is updated to reflect proposed process improvements to facilitate clear research findings, well-supported problems/opportunities requiring action, and the production of informed recommendations that directly address the problems/opportunities requiring action. Additional updates include the use of a guided submission form for Public Comment proceedings, correspondence with the SO/AC Chairs prior to submission of the Final Report to the Board to ensure review work met expectations, and a Post-Review Survey to identify potential Specific Review improvement areas.
Targeted Outcomes:
· A more efficient and effective process for conducting review work, based on best practice
· More direct community input on the review team’s Draft and Final Reports through the use of guided submission forms
· Determination of SO/AC Chair support of review work via correspondence
· Continuous improvement of the Reviews process through the solicitation of input from the review team and SO/AC Chairs at the conclusion of a Review


For more detail, please refer to pages 9-18 of the Updated Draft Operating Standards for Specific Reviews which shows the proposed changes reflected. You may also wish to refer to pages 3-5 of the Outline of Proposed Updates to the Operating Standards, which summarizes what has changed from the current version.


 
 Please indicate your response to the updates in this section 

( _ ) Support proposed updates
(x) Support proposed updates with changes
( _ ) Do not support proposed updates
( _ ) No opinion


 If you support the updates in the section but think they require changes, please provide your reason here. 

	The Work Plan must allow mid-course changes. Ensuring a good Review outcome is far more important that following a plan conceived before the Review started. 
Review Team leadership must be neutral in carrying out their roles, but they must also be allowed to fully participate in the team deliberations to ensure that their respective SO/AC is fully represented.
Ensuring the feasibility of potential recommendations is a good idea, but such feasibility studies may take significant time and that time should not count against the review teams schedule and work plan.
The proposed standards says: “The review team must finalize and adopt the engagement plan within two weeks of assembling for their inaugural meeting.” This is ridiculous and there is no reason for such timing. Inaugural meets are often held in conjunction with ICANN meetings and two weeks may not even allow for all participants to even arrive home.




 
 If you do not support the updates in the section, please provide your reason here. 

	




 
Section 5 - Board Consideration (Formerly Review Output and Board Consideration): This section is updated to reflect proposed process improvements to streamline the Board’s consideration of the review team’s Final Report.
Targeted Outcomes:
· Better informed Board decisions on review team recommendations through the provision of up-to-date Feasibility Assessments with the Final Report
· Faster Board decisions on the review team’s Final Report


For more detail, please refer to page 19 of the Updated Draft Operating Standards for Specific Reviews which shows the proposed changes reflected. You may also wish to refer to page 5 of the Outline of Proposed Updates to the Operating Standards, which summarizes what has changed from the current version. 


 
 Please indicate your response to the updates in this section 

( x ) Support proposed updates
( _ ) Support proposed updates with changes
( _ ) Do not support proposed updates
( _ ) No opinion






 
 If you support the updates in the section but think they require changes, please provide your reason here. 

	




 
 If you do not support the updates in the section, please provide your reason here. 

	




 
Section 6 - Specific Review Policies (New Section): This section provides greater clarity to existing policies, updates policies to reflect proposed process improvements, and consolidates all Specific Review policies into a single section. Additional updates were made in response to the ICANN-wide effort to secure its financial stability and sustainability and increased process efficiencies.
Targeted Outcomes:
· More efficient use of ICANN funds enabled by more robust project planning
· Early identification and procurement of required independent experts
· Ability of the review team to conduct all of its work remotely


For more detail, please refer to pages 20-23 of the Updated Draft Operating Standards for Specific Reviews which shows the proposed changes reflected. You may also wish to refer to pages 5-6 of the Outline of Proposed Updates to the Operating Standards, which summarizes what has changed from the current version. 


 
 Please indicate your response to the updates in this section 

( _ ) Support proposed updates
( x ) Support proposed updates with changes
( _ ) Do not support proposed updates
( _ ) No opinion






 
 If you support the updates in the section but think they require changes, please provide your reason here. 

	In the past, review teams were responsible for meeting budget, but were not in control of many of the expenditures. Control and responsibility must go hand in hand. This also implies full knowledge of the budget.
With regard to face-to-face meetings, if ICANN meetings are to be utilized, then team members who would not otherwise be in attendance should be funded to attend. 
Although face-to-face meetings are expensive and must be used with due care, effectively forbidding them is unwise. If these Specific Reviews have value, as the ICANN Bylaws imply, then they may well be worth the cost even if travel is allowed. We note the continued use of Board face-to-face workshops as an acknowledgement of the value of in-person meetings.
The draft says “In exceptional circumstances where a face-to-face meeting is required, and included within the Review budget…”. This makes no sense. How can the Review Budget, developed ahead of time, foresee “exceptional” circumstances?




 
 If you do not support the updates in the section, please provide your reason here. 

	




 
Section 7 - Amending the Operating Standards: This section is updated to focus future proposed amendments to the Operating Standards on addressing input received immediately following a Specific Review. 
Targeted Outcomes:
· Timely, targeted development of improvements to the Operating Standards


For more detail, please refer to page 24 of the Updated Draft Operating Standards for Specific Reviews which shows the proposed changes reflected. You may also wish to refer to page 6 of the Outline of Proposed Updates to the Operating Standards, which summarizes what has changed from the current version.


 
 Please indicate your response to the updates in this section 

( _ ) Support proposed updates
( _ ) Support proposed updates with changes
( _ ) Do not support proposed updates
( _ ) No opinion






 
 If you support the updates in the section but think they require changes, please provide your reason here. 

	




 
 If you do not support the updates in the section, please provide your reason here. 

	




 
Section 3: Other Comments and Submission


 
 Are there any other comments or issues you would like to raise pertaining to the proposed updates to the Operating Standards in general? If yes, please provide your comments here. If applicable, please specify the section or page number in the proposed updated Draft Operating Standards for Specific Reviews to which your comments refer. 

	The ALAC finds this update to the Specific Review Operating Standards to be unnecessary, untimely  and an unreasonable draw on community resources.
It is curious that section 7 says there should be significant community discussion prior to such updating and that has not happened in this case. 
Moreover, the previous version of the standards has been used only once (for ATRT3) and to the best of the ALAC knowledge, neither the SO/AC Chairs nor the ATRT3 leadership were  consulted prior to embarking on this update.
It is unclear what was so wrong with the previous standards that this update had to be undertaken at this time. The Specific Reviews are important, and any update to their operating procedures should be undertaken with full community engagement, including discussion at a full ICANN meeting and then allowing sufficient time for consultation within SO/ACs.
This update should be terminated and restarted allowing for proper community involvement.
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