Brussels, 24th May 2010

Dear Review Team members,

I would like to share some opinions with you on a few key elements of the methodology of the Accountability and Transparency review –there are many more that should be taken into consideration, and this from a specific perspective. As some of you know, I have resigned from ICANN and will return to practice as an independent evaluation consultant in June –  a profession that I practiced for about ten years before joining ICANN less than two years ago. 
So, my perspective is one of both a professional evaluator, and of one who has served ICANN as Director for Organizational Reviews. Of course, I will not be further involved in the Accountability and Transparency review process. In other words, even if neutrality in absolute terms cannot exist within the ICANN multi-stakeholder governance model, please consider these comments as coming from an informed but mostly neutral position.

1) Definition of the Review Team mandate 

This can seem superfluous, but when starting an evaluation assignment my first objective is to discuss the evaluation mandate with my Customer, and –in agreement with the Customer- to break it down into a set of clear, unambiguous evaluative questions. Actually the initial Terms of Reference sometimes requires interpretation, and in this respect the Affirmation of Commitments is not different from other Terms of Reference I have seen. Section 9.1 of the Affirmation, read literally, contains the commitment of ICANN to continually assess and improve the Board governance; to assess the role and effectiveness of the GAC etc. The Affirmation then stipulates that –through the establishment of a Review Team – ‘ICANN will organize a review of its execution of the above commitments’. In other words and based on a literal interpretation, the Review Team is asked to determine how well ICANN assesses, on an ongoing basis, the Board governance, the GAC effectiveness and the other objectives contained in 9.1. The Review Team is not mandated to directly assess the Board governance, the GAC effectiveness etc.

Does this match the intention of your Customers (ICANN, the U.S. Department of Commerce and the broader Internet community)? 
2) Breaking down the evaluative questions

Once they have been broken down, I find it very useful to represent the agreed evaluative questions in a table, which will then serve me to identify the data gathering tools needed for each of them. I have drafted a sample of this approach in the attached table, where I broke down a literal interpretation of your evaluative question 1 only (Board). This is just an example, and a brainstorming exercise would be beneficial; others may be imagined if adopting a narrower or larger interpretation of your mandate as spelled out in the Affirmation.
3) Selection of evaluative tools

The data gathering tools used in evaluation are numerous (useful collections of free resources for evaluators can be found here and here; they also include some guides to the selection of evaluative tools), but fortunately you do not need all of them. In your case I would advise considering the use of at least the following tools:

· Documental research;

· Expert advice;

· On-line surveys;

· Semi-structured interviews;

· Group interviews or (as alternative) focus groups.
I have also tried to imagine which tools would be most useful for each of the questions spelled out in the attached table. In doing this exercise I kept in mind one key principle of evaluations which is triangulation of evidence. The gathering of data from one single source, and with the use of a single data gathering tool can be misleading and lead to the wrong conclusions.

4) Identification of target respondents

Different respondents allow –once more- triangulation of findings and complementarities of views. Also in this case, I have tried to identify in the attached table the key target respondents of this evaluation exercise. Please know that I may have missed some of them; once more, a brainstorming exercise would be beneficial for completing this step.
5) Design of the evaluative tools

The design of evaluative tools lies within the precise identification of the questions that an evaluation team wants to ask its target respondents, their formulation, and the setting of the parameters for their measurement. A lot of literature is worth consulting before launching a survey: here’s a simple list of do’s and don'ts about the design of a questionnaire, many others can be found on the collections enclosed in the previous bullet point (#3). From my experience, I learned that before launching a survey (or a consultation, the substance does not change) it is always useful to have a last read of its content and answer the following questions:

· Is each question formulated separately?

· Is each question formulated in clear terms?

· Do target respondents know the subject area that we are asking about?

· Does the questionnaire contain leading questions that need to be reformulated? A leading question is one that forces or implies a certain type of answer, by suggesting negative or positive replies by its own formulation. 

· Do questions allow for measurable responses? This is about the selection of the most suitable types of questions: a nice guide containing the different types of questions used in evaluation surveys can be found here.

From this perspective, I think that it would be beneficial to observe the consultation that you published from this critical perspective while bearing in mind the different do’s and don’ts of questionnaire design.
6) Measurement

One problem that evaluators that are not experts in qualitative analysis often encounter is how to measure qualitative data. There is not a single approach or technique that is valid for all the possible cases; some interesting guidance is available here, here and here. Reading literature on qualitative analysis would significantly help in setting the right parameters of a qualitative evaluation, and in reporting them in the last column of the attached table.
7) External support

As I stated in the written discussion paper on methodology: I suggest that you hire an independent evaluator to help in your work. While I have no personal interest in your decision regarding this (again, I would never be involved in this evaluation exercise), I know that volunteers can do a great job in evaluation, if adequately supported by expert advice.
With my most sincere wishes of success for your challenging exercise,

Marco Lorenzoni

(from June 2010: lorenzoni@skynet.be) 

ANNEX: table evaluative questions/data gathering tools (example, incomplete)

	EQ
	Data gathering tools
	Target groups
	Indicators

	1. Does ICANN have mechanisms in place to continually assess the effectiveness of the Board governance model? 
	Documental analysis
	
	

	2. Do these mechanisms include:

· The evaluation of Board performances? 

· The evaluation of the suitability of the Board selection process? 

· The evaluation of the extent to which Board composition meets ICANN's present and future needs?
	Documental analysis

Expert advice
	Expert advice: ICANN staff
	

	3. What use has ICANN made of its mechanisms for assessing the (…)
	Documental analysis

Expert advice
	Expert advice: ICANN staff
	

	4. What is the planned use of ICANN’s mechanisms for assessing the (…)
	Documental analysis

Expert advice
	Expert advice: ICANN staff
	

	5. How do ICANN’s mechanisms for assessing the (…) compare with mechanisms adopted by other comparable organizations to achieve the same scope?

· In terms of processes

· In terms of duration

· In terms of involved expertise 

· In terms of consultation of relevant stakeholders

· In terms of dissemination of results 

· ….
	Documental analysis

Expert advice

Semi-structured interviews
	Expert advice: ICANN staff

Semi-structured interviews: evaluation officers of organizations to be identified
	

	6. What does community think of ICANN’s mechanisms for assessing the (…)?

· In terms of processes

· In terms of duration

· In terms of involved expertise 

· In terms of consultation of relevant stakeholders

· In terms of dissemination of results 

· …
	Survey

Focus groups / group interviews
	Survey: ICANN communities

Focus groups / group interviews: samples of community members. Choice criteria: participation / non participation in consultations during Board review; gender; geographical representation
	

	7. How much did community participate in consultation opportunities foreseen by ICANN’s mechanisms for assessing the (…)?

· Is community participation (…) comparable to community participation in other ICANN consultation processes?

· What factors prevented or made possible a wide community participation in(…)?
	Documental analysis

Survey

Expert advice

Focus groups / group interviews
	Expert advice: ICANN staff

Survey: ICANN communities

Focus groups / group interviews: samples of community members. Choice criteria: participation / non participation in consultations during Board review; gender; geographical representation
	

	8. What mechanisms does ICANN have in place to appeal Board decisions?
	Documental analysis


	
	

	9. How do ICANN’s mechanisms for reviewing Board decisions compare with mechanisms adopted by other comparable organizations to achieve the same scope?

· In terms of fairness and neutrality of the processes

· In terms of duration

· In terms of effectiveness of the possible redressing measures

· ….
	Documental analysis

Expert advice

Semi-structured interviews
	Expert advice: ICANN staff 

Semi-structured interviews: independent Ombudsmen of other organizations
	

	10. Does ICANN have mechanisms in place to continually improve the effectiveness of its Board governance model? 
	Documental analysis

Expert advice


	Expert advice: ICANN staff 


	

	11. What use has been made of ICANN’s mechanisms to continually improve the effectiveness of its Board governance model? 

· In terms of consistency with the findings of the Board evaluation processes

· In terms of rapid implementation

· In terms of completeness

· …


	Documental analysis

Expert advice


	Expert advice: ICANN staff 


	

	12. What have been the effects of the measures adopted as to enhance ICANN’s Board effectiveness?
	Expert advice

Semi-structured interviews


	Expert advice: ICANN staff 

Semi-structured interviews: Board members, ICANN staff, Chairs and Councilors of SO/ACs


	

	13. What use has been made of ICANN’s mechanisms for appealing Board decisions?
	Documental analysis

Expert advice


	Expert advice: ICANN staff 


	

	14. What do users think of ICANN’s mechanisms for appealing Board decisions?

· In terms of fairness of the process

· In terms of duration

· In terms of cost

· ….
	Survey 

Semi-structured interviews

Focus groups / group interviews


	Survey: ICANN communities / users of mechanisms to appeal Board decisions

Semi-structured interviews, Focus groups / group interviews: samples of above target groups


	

	15. ….
	
	
	

	16. ….
	
	
	


