	Original
	Comment / Proposed change

	
	Key:

(Comment)

New or modified question

	Groups - The GNSO is comprised of various structural components: GNSO Council, GNSO Stakeholder Groups and Constituencies, and GNSO Working Groups.  For purposes of this survey, each of the structural components will be referred to as a “Group.”  
	(Need to link this to the affiliation question below)
(Is it intended to cover all Working Groups – or is this too ambitious?)


	What is your name?

What is your email?

What is your affiliation, if any?

How many ICANN meetings have you attended?

Have you been involved with the work of the GNSO?

Have you held a leadership role at ICANN?

Which statement best describes your knowledge about the GNSO:
	For which Group are you responding? (Drop down menu of Groups plus NO Group option)
I agree that this question needs improvement.  I would 1st add this question: “Are you responding in your individual capacity or representing a Group? Then I would ask: “If you are responding for a group, for which Group are you responding? (A drop down menu is a great idea.)

	
	(May be better to split the survey between more general questions and ones that refer back to a specified Group)
I think this would be good if it can be done effectively.

	Purpose
	

	1.
Has the Group been effective in achieving its purpose as defined in its Charter or Bylaws [include link to the applicable document, where appropriate]?  
	(Need to add a short version of each specified Group’s purpose, to ensure consistency of answers.)
Helpful idea.

	2.
How accountable is the Group to the ICANN Community? 
	(Difficult to answer.)
How accountable is the Group to it own membership?
I am okay with deleting this but it could also be reworded like this: “Is the group accountable to the community it is supposed to represent?”

	Organization and participation
	

	3.
Are the stakeholder communities well represented and appropriately involved in GNSO constituencies?
	

	4.
Are the stakeholder communities well represented and appropriately involved in GNSO stakeholder groups?
	

	5.
Are the stakeholder communities well represented and appropriately involved in the GNSO houses?
	

	6.
Are the stakeholder communities well represented by the GNSO Council?
	

	7.
Are the stakeholder communities well represented by the NomCom Appointees?
	(Nom Com appointees do not represent stakeholder communities in the same sense as the other Council members but are appointed in line with ICANN core value 4. 
DELETE and see new section below)
Agree.

	8.
Are the stakeholder communities well represented by the liaisons?
	(Needs rephrasing and context.)

Council has liaisons from ALAC and the ccNSO. Excellent changes.
a. Is the ALAC liaison able to represent the whole At Large Community?

b. Is the ccNSO liaison able to represent all Country Code managers?

	9.
Does the Group comply with established rules and processes?
	

	10.
Does the Group have sufficient human resources to accomplish its work?  
	(Is this about participation or ICANN staff?)

Does the Group have sufficient human resources support from ICANN staff to accomplish its work?  Much better

	11.
Does the Group have the appropriate financial resources needed to accomplish its work?  
	(Is this about travel support?)
Does the Group receive sufficient travel support to accomplish its work? This is better. 

	12.
Is information about organizations and individuals that comprise the Group publically available and up to date?
	

	13.
How effective is the Group in encouraging new participants from the global community to become involved in the Group to avoid volunteer burnout?
	(Many group volunteers come from a narrow community)
How effective is the Group in encouraging new participants to become involved in the Group to avoid volunteer burnout? Good

	14.
Does the Group encourage participation from all geographic regions? 
	

	15.
Does the Group encourage participation from all key interest areas? 
	(This is a little vague)
Does the Group encourage participation from relevant people within its remit? Better

	16.
Does the Group make participation easy?
	

	17.
How effective are the training programs and materials available to ease new participants into the organization?
	(Does organization mean ICANN, the GNSO or the Group?)
Good point.  We should be specific, which may require multiple questions.

	18.
Do the participants provide appropriate technical expertise to complete the work?
	(Participants in what?)
Key question.  It seems to me we either need to clarify or delete this question.

	19.
Do the participants engage sufficiently to complete the work?
	(Participants in what?)
Ditto

	20.
Is the governing or leadership body (e.g. Council, Executive Committee) of the Group balanced and appropriately representative?
	

	21.
How effectively does the Group coordinate its work with other SOs and ACs?
	

	22.
How effectively does the Group coordinate its work with other GNSO Groups?
	(This seems repetitive of Q 21 and will vary with the relevant Group).
I suggest we reword it like this: “How effectively does the Group coordinate its work with other GNSO constituencies and stakeholder groups?”

	23.
Does the Group communicate in plain English and provide appropriate translation resources?
	(These are two questions. One is about style, the other financial resources.) (Link the translation part to a new Q. 11 part b)
Good idea

	Execution
	

	24.
Does the Group establish long and short-range plans to inform and guide its activities?  If the answer is “no” or “don’t know”, please skip next question.
	(Doesn’t the skip option apply to all questions?)
(Is this long and short range part too complex?)

Does the Group have future planning of its objectives? Much better

	25.
How well aligned are the Group’s goals and objectives with the long and short-range plans of ICANN as a whole?  
	(Is their a difference between a goal and an objective?)
How well aligned are the Group’s planned objectives with the planned objectives of ICANN as a whole?  Good

	26.
Are there mechanisms in place to address workload issues and requests from the Board/staff? 
	

	27.
Are these mechanisms sufficient to deal with 'external' requests (not initiated by the GNSO) or should additional mechanisms be explored (and if yes, which ones)?
	

	28.
How relevant are ‘external’ requests to the work of the Group?
	

	29.
How well does the Group incorporate and use technology (e.g., software tools, automation) in conducting its work?
	

	30.
Are the scheduled meetings and conference calls appropriate in terms of timeliness, duration, and frequency? 
	

	31.
Are the tools used by the Group on a regular basis to conduct its work (i.e. email lists, wikis, etc.) effective?
	

	32.
How effectively does the Group manage its meetings and conference calls in terms of advance notification?
	

	33.
Does the Group have planned agendas? 
	

	34.
How effectively does the Group prioritize and plan its agenda items?
	

	35.
Does the Group encourage discussion during meetings and conference calls? 
	

	36.
How effectively does the Group manage action items and follow up work? 
	

	37.
How timely is the documentation and publication of the Group’s meetings and conference calls (transcripts, minutes, reports)?
	

	38.
How effectively does the Group use and incorporate available expertise in conducting its work?
	(This is a little vague)
Does the Group have access to expert advice (such as legal, technical)? I suspect that most groups have access to certain types of expertise and not to others.  What about rewording this question to: “Does the Group need access to certain types of expert advice (such as legal, technical)?  If so, please identify?  (Pull down list would be useful.)

	39.
Does the Community have adequate time and sufficiently clear information to offer feedback on the Group’s outputs?
	(These are two questions)
Separate into two questions

	40.
Are there any additional processes, practices, or procedures that, if implemented, would materially improve the efficiency and/or effectiveness of the Group?  What are they?

	

	Outcomes
	

	41.
How well do the Group's key outputs meet your expectations?
	

	42.
Do the outputs accomplish vital needs? 
	Add Group Agree

	43.
Are the outputs complete and thorough?
	Add Group Agree

	44.
Are the outputs implementable? 
	Add Group Agree

	45.
Have the outputs produced desired outcomes?
	Add Group Agree

	46.
Has the Group completed a sufficient number of decisions?
	

	47.
Has the Group completed a sufficient number of proposed policies?
	

	48.
Considering the demands of a bottom-up multi-stakeholder model, is the applicable body able to develop policy recommendations in a timely manner?
	Is this the Group?
I suggest changing ‘applicable body’ to ‘applicable Group’.

	49.
Has the Group applied any metrics to determine impact of its outputs? 
	

	
	Nom Com appointees and core value 4

	
	(Add this preamble).

The Nom Com appointees to Council are required under the bylaws to be guided by ICANN Core Value 4: “Seeking and supporting broad, informed participation reflecting the functional, geographic, and cultural diversity of the Internet at all levels of policy development and decision-making”.  Good add.

	53.
Is the role of NomCom Appointees well understood?
	Is this role of the NomCom Appointees well understood? Good

	52.
How effective have the NomCom Appointees been?  
	How effectively have the Nom Com appointees to the GNSO Council upheld core value 4? Good

	
	Should the Nom Com appointees in effect be there to represent the Public Interest? The problem with the term ‘Public Interest’ is everyone has a different definition.  How about something like this: “Should the Nom Com appointees in effect be there to represent what they believe to be in the best interests of the overall community?”

	Implementation of prior recommendations
	

	50.
 Has the GNSO implemented previous review’s recommendations?
	Support Chuck’s comment. DELETE as impossible to answer.

	51.
 How effective have the overall implemented improvements been in achieving the intended goal?
	Support Chuck’s comment. DELETE as impossible to answer.

	52.
	Moved to new section

	53. 
	Moved to new section

	
	Considerations on Structure

	
	(Need a preamble)

The two Houses structure divides the GNSO Council between the parties with ICANN contracts and those without contracts. Good add

	54.
How effective has the two-house structure been?
	Support Chuck’s proposal (with edit):
a.
Has the two-house structure worked satisfactorily with regard to policy development in working groups?

b.
Has the two-house structure worked satisfactorily with regard to Council management of the policy development process?

c.
Has the two-house structure worked satisfactorily with regard to the GNSO election of Board members?

d.
(DELETED. See new section above)
e.
Has the two-house structure worked satisfactorily with regard to facilitating collaboration across silos?

(new)

f. Is there an objective reason for the current balance of votes between the Houses?  The answer is ‘yes’ but most people may not know that so I don’t think that this question would yield useful data.  We could ask: “Do you know the reason for the current balance of votes between the Houses?”


	55.
Does the house structure make a substantial difference to GNSO policy processes?
	(This is broad and vague. A more interesting question is relevance)
How relevant is the two houses structure today?

	56.
If you feel that the implemented improvements have not been effective in achieving the intended goal, what have been the impediments?

•
Not enough time for improvements to make a difference.

•
A change in the environment – recommendation is no longer appropriate/applicable.

•
Implemented improvement did not work as planned.

•
Other, please explain
	Agree with Chuck. Impossible to answer. And largely irrelevant when answered.

See proposed Q. 58 instead which may be more helpful.

	
	Has the two houses / SGs/ Constituencies model added complexity to the GNSO? 

If yes, has the complexity detracted from the GNSO’s effectiveness?  I would add: If so, in what ways?

	
	

	57.

	(Move to end)

	58.
	Are there principles that you would suggest to inform future changes to the GNSO?

	59.
	Are new stakeholders to ICANN represented in the GNSO today? I think a more useful way to get useful data would be to ask: “What new stakeholders do you think are not well represented in the GNSO today?”

	60. 
	How do we best represent new stakeholders in the GNSO in the future? This is a wide open question but that may be okay.  Because it will require a text response, we may not get a lot of responses.  If we could provide some options in a drop down box with an ‘Other’ choice and a text box, it might help, but I am not sure if that is possible.

	Other
	

	61. What other input and comments would you like to provide?
	

	(Note renumbering required!)
	


