Issues-Based Working Teams

To structure and efficiently manage the work streams that lead to the ATRT recommendations, establishment of issues-based working teams is recommended.  Each working team should have a minimum of 3 ATRT members participating to ensure proper focus and development of discreet areas of review as defined in the AoC.  Working teams will be established on a volunteer basis.  The establishment of working teams in no way limits an ATRT member from actively participating in the review of any or all areas of review.  Broad participation by ATRT members in the overall review process is encouraged.

The question of how to organize the “issues” must be addressed before establishing working teams.  The AoC provides a clear delineation between five potential areas of review.  They are as follows:
(a) continually assessing and improving ICANN Board of Directors (Board) governance which shall include an ongoing evaluation of Board performance, the Board selection process, the extent to which Board composition meets ICANN's present and future needs, and the consideration of an appeal mechanism for Board decisions; 

(b) assessing the role and effectiveness of the GAC and its interaction with the Board and making recommendations for improvement to ensure effective consideration by ICANN of GAC input on the public policy aspects of the technical coordination of the DNS; 

(c) continually assessing and improving the processes by which ICANN receives public input (including adequate explanation of decisions taken and the rationale thereof); 

(d) continually assessing the extent to which ICANN's decisions are embraced, supported and accepted by the public and the Internet community; and 

(e) assessing the policy development process to facilitate enhanced cross community deliberations, and effective and timely policy development.
There has been discussion on the ATRT regarding alternative structuring of issues and work teams.  Warren suggested the following in an email:

“I would suggest combining 9.1, sections a., c., and d. into a single work team because elements of each are related to the others. I'd also suggest the initial focus of the work team would be:
1.  Board Decision Inputs (Focus: Staff Reports to Board)
2.  Visibility in to Board Decision Process (Focus:  Board Transcripts & Recordings)
3.  Community Oversight of Board Decisions (Focus: Appeals Mechanism for Board Decisions)
 
So I think there would be three work teams - 1) a., c., d.; 2) b.; 3) e.”
Warren raises an important issue about the possible interrelationship between the five areas articulated in the AoC as well as specific areas (e.g. Board decision-making) that are not explicit in one of the five areas but that can be identified by combining the discreet areas.

For discussion:  One approach would be to review the five discreet areas in the AoC and for each working group to identify explicitly the issues that warrant review within a fair reading of the AoC.  For example, an “Board performance” can be fairly construed to include Board decision making which would necessarily include inputs (e.g. staff reports to the Board), visibility into the decision making process and outputs (e.g. decisions and whether they are embraced; whether an appeals mechanism is necessary).  

These fair constructions of the AoC would capture the necessary scope of review and, importantly, would not detract from or negatively impact areas that might otherwise be consolidated to ensure proper scope.

Regardless of the structure chosen, the ATRT should identify issues that are cross-cutting among the five areas identified in the AoC and ensure that the respective working groups collaborate on those issues to ensure comprehensive analysis.
