ICANN Fellowship Program Community Consultation
1. What does your group believe should be the objective of the Fellowship Program? How would the success of this objective be measured?
These comments are provided by the Business Constituency, after a review that took into account the direct experiences of any BC members who benefitted from the Fellowship Program and the full range of BC members, including the BC Outreach Committee.   Two members of the Onboarding Pilot [Mentor: Marilyn Cade and Mentee: Omar Mansoor] have also undertaken an analysis of the Fellowship Program over its ten years, in regard to its contribution to candidates who are eligible to join the BC.  
The BC’s perspective on the Fellowship Program is informed from its limited usefulness to the BC over its ten years, regardless that it has recently supported a small number of highly qualified candidates who have joined the BC and are contributing members within the Constituency.  The “rough” analysis that was undertaken by the mentor/one mentee in the Onboarding Pilot indicates that of the roughly 600+ Fellows, less than 2 percent have been qualified to join the BC.  The BC has successfully recruited those fellows that were qualified, and values the contribution that such fellows are making to the BC.  

However, based on our earlier experience with the Fellowship Program in terms of identifying qualified/potential business user candidates, and the more recent analysis and concerns about the limitations of how SMEs are identified and approved for the Fellowship Program, the BC has developed its own outreach and onboarding activities, including a special senior leadership initiative that is supported both by the BC and the Special Budget Requests, which has been highly successful in targeted and sustained recruitment. The BC also is a strong collaborator with the ICANN staff on outreach and uses CROP to engage in outreach and awareness to broaden the interests of businesses, both large and small. 

At present, the BC does not find the Fellowship Proigram fully “fit for purpose” in its present approach and for ICANN’s next ten years.  We support ICANN having a Fellowship Program, but we are proposing increased  accountabilty to all parts of the ICANN community in the criteria to be selected as a Fellow, and we also strongly suggest that advancing from fellow to coach should have criteria that includes effective and accountable engagement in one of the sub entities of the ICANN community. It is presently unclear how such progression occurs, and an examination of who has served as coaches in the Fellowship program often includes participants with less than two years experience in ICANN, and with very limited cross community experience. Some Fellows have also noted that their coaches have very iimited understanding of ICANN, overall.  

An observation is also that Fellows are encouraged to spend considerable time with each other and with ICANN staff, even on their second and third returning fellowships.
It has evolved into largely a way to support travel funding for different parties that are committed to ICANN but lack fiscal resources to attend ICANN’s face to face meetings. This was recognized by the previous staff manager, and efforts were underway to strengthen the engagement and accountability for onboarding into the broader ICANN community.  
The Fellowship Program was evolving positively toward this improved engagement when the last CEO, without consultation, doubled the number of fellows, and established a NEXTGen program, after visiting a single university. While there may be merit in the NEXTGen Program, it did not come from a bottom up consultation with the broader community and it needs a complete overhaul before it is continued.  Thus, the BC has recommended a serious consideration of why academics and how academics are engaged, and proposed that only five senior professors who are selected based on relevance of academic focus in areas such as cyber security, misuse of DNS, etc.  be approved for each ICANN meeting, until a revised program that involves students with integrity and purpose can be developed, and published for public comment.  
The Fellowship Program has  been allowed to evolve without an evaluation for its first ten years, and this current  evaluation is being undertaken in a budget reduction situation, where a dramatic budget cut to the fellowship program is proposed, without first having established metrics. The review of the Fellowship Program by two BC members shows that the  very low number of BC candidates is also reflected for some of the other ICANN communities, but this has not been previously identified by the ICANN staff and ignored by the Fellows themselves, who have not been given a criteria that they must find a meaningful and contributing role in ICANN in order to continue to self nominate, and to be approved.  While the very few BC members who benefitted from the Fellowship Program are exemplary in their commitment to the Fellowship and NextGen Program, the percentages are simply not at all reflective of a balanced recruitment that benefits growth of the BC, and certain other segments of the ICANN community.
Other issues: 
Fellows often spend so much time with each other  in order to fulfill their assigned obligations as fellows, that they are not attending critical meetings of their future homes within ICANN. They are expected to review ICANNLearn materials that may represent 6-8 hours of dedicated time; something that is rarely a good use of a senior executive in business time.  
Recommendation:  Create a prioritized list of materials to review for the first fellowship, and then a second set of materials for approval for the second fellowship, etc.

Fellows also have numerous sessions with each other and staff during an ICANN meeting, often competing with sessions from their prospective 
home at ICANN.  Whille this may be userful for the first event a Fellow attends, the BC discussion indicate that an increasing incorporation into the future home for a fellow, based on qualifications and self selection, must be part of the requirements for returning fellows.  Fellows also seem to be encouraged to consider other fellows as their “mini community’”, promoting statements like : Once a Fellow, always a fellow”, etc. 

Observation notes that the fellows  and also NEXTGen often seem to spend time   gathering only with fellows at the ICANN booth, and social events. While this may be viewed as building a “community”, it also isolates the fellows into a side community, where they are not able to fully engage into a future home in ICANN. 
Coming into ICANN via the Fellowship program should not be an end into itself, but a mechanism to identify and build diverse participation, and to help onboard newcomers into the rest of the ICANN communities. 

Lack of balance in recruitment and induction into both NEXTgen and Fellowship:  
Many of those who come in as Fellows and NEXTGen seem to auto-migrate to At Large and NCUC – this may because the intake information is limited and even prioritizes these groups. Or because other groups have membership recruitments that are not taken into account in the recruitment initiatives ICANN staff support, generally.   Other factors may be the review of the applicants is not a fulsome, and inclusive review, which based more on numbers than on evaluating candidates that are clearly qualified for joining different  evaluators notes that there has never been a single representative from the BC, nor even from the CSG, over its ten years of existence.
When an inquiry was made to a former evaluator, it was learned that it is essentially a pass/fail rating provided, and that in some evaluation periods, as many as 300-400 applications or more may be received. 

This raises questions to the BC about whether ICANN intake processes are not well defined regarding ultimate goals and qualifications.  It appears many who are reached especially by the outreach events that ICANN staff conduct are encouraged to think of the Fellowship Program and NextGen as travel support programs to learn about ICANN.  For example, at a recent event, with four ICANN staff as speakers, all four extolled the virtues of applying for travel funding. Not one of the ICANN staff explained that ICANN’s Fellowship and NEXTGen programs are purposed to not just create an initial awareness experience of ICANN, but have a larger goal of bringing in informed, engaged participants who take seriously the mission and work activities within ICANN.  
 At the same time, the BC values its  few but very committed fellows who are now BC members; we take seriously their advice regarding the challenges of moving into ICANN and becoming productive and contributing members within a constituency, and within ICANN overall.  Based on our experience, we understand that  having at least 3  ICANN meetings  funded is essential, as developing a role within an established community like the BC [and others] takes well over a first or second meeting.  In fact, the BC’s own senior leadership program, supported by the Special Budgets Program and our outreach via CROP, pushes our senior executive recruits to learn about the BC via a mentoring /coaching set of calls; participating online; attending at least one meeting and seeking how to contribute to the BC, not just in gTLD policy,  but also areas such as the budget/operating plan, etc.   We also strongly encourage engagement in the national Internet Governace Forum [NRI], as ICANN is generally a contributing participant, and this additional opportunity also strengthens the engagement of the BC new recruit with a broader community that local.  This has been extremely successful in our outreach and membership recruitment in Africa and Afganistan, as examples.
Objective: 
The objective of the program overall should be to bring in new and more diverse potential stakeholders closer to theinto  ICANN communitiesy that would normally not be able to make  the initial investment necessary to attend the global meetings and become more integrated into ICANN. . While contributions to the PDP can be made entirelyIn order to  begin to be an informed and engaged contributor,remotely, being first attending  one or two ICANN face to facepresent in the meetings fosters a broader sense of community, allows for more intense and meaningful learning experiences, and also connects stakeholders with opportunities that, in turn, can help make their participation within ICANN sustainable.
However, we do note that it is critical that any Fellow take seriously that they need to build their own credibility within their home community, so that they can move from Fellow into full community participant, as Fellowship and other funding programs from ICANN are quite limited.
ICANN has both a need for a wide community that understands who ICANN is and what it does, and  what it does not do,  Coordination of the unique identifiers of the Internet, and related policy development are key aspects of ICANN’s mission.  Increasing awareness and general support to ICANN is a worthwhile objective for an initial participant in the Fellowship Program, but for a returning Fellow, sSuccess should be measured in terms of an overall “retention rate”. engagement in ICANN activities.   Fellows do only moveshould be on a track to on to becoming community members, but also assume positions within ICANN’s various communities, such as institutions directly related to ICANN (registries, registrars) as well as indirectly (NGOs, businesses, and so on), also occupying positions within governments related to Internet Governance, for example. 
In order to establish reasonable metrics, an assessment of how fellows move into the various parts of ICANN would be extremely useful, and the materials used to recruit fellows should also be examined and changed to convey the expectation that the Fellowship Program is for onboarding into ICANN, even if it is not possible to attend all ICANN face to face meetings. We note again the importance of the Fellows being encouraged to seek out, or even create localized opportunities, such as participating in their national IGF, perhaps supporting or collaborating with ICANN staff on a workshop that is relevant to the local community’s interest. Therefore, the question to be asked is whether the individual remains involved with ICANN  in some capacity or not.


2. The Fellowship Program was established to provide access to ICANN meetings to individuals from underserved and under repressented communities. In your group’s opinion, how effective is the Fellowship Program at fulfilling its current goal?
The program is effective in bringing in people from countries located in underserved regions, but it is quite unclear how “balance” is achieved in the selection of Fellows. For example, after a highly successful event in Afghanistan that included several ICANN speakers, and two BC speakers, 19 applications were received, ranging from professors to business leaders, to NGOs – yet, not a single Fellow was selected – to date, there is one non resident Afghanistani, and two resident Fellows – one from business one from government – that have been approved. The BC also perceives that the Fellowship and NEXTGen programs have has a strong bias towards civil society, with a decreased priority given to other stakeholder groups, particularly those of the business sector. This can be both due to failures issues in the recruitment and sselection process and due to issues failures in the marketing of the program, which, either way,all of which needs to be examined, and improved me fixed moving forward, in order for the Fellowship Program to be the valued contributor to diversification of participants for the longer term of ICANN’s future, and to demonstrate that the Fellowship Program is fit for purpose for the next ten years – a critical period for ICANN as it will continue to face challenges from various UN agencies and some continually under engaged parties. .
3. In your group’s opinion, is this goal still a priority for ICANN, given the new bylaws? If not, what new goals would your group propose for the program?
Yes. 
Dramatic cuts in the program are not the right approach.  An ongoing onboarding of newcomers into ICANN broadly  is a key objective and remains so, especially given the role of the “enhanced” community. Stopping bringing in new community members would not help ICANN’s mission, but rather harm it. Achieving global participation requires continued investment and outreach efforts, and this program is one of the initiatives that furthers such goals. 

In the BC budget comments, we proposed only a 20% cut for 2019 fiscal year in the Fellowship Program and also called for significant cuts in the NEXTGen program. 
The BC does believe that the Fellowship program should be evaluated, and independly, not merely based on statements of support from those who have benefitted from it.  Some interim improvements can immediately be made, before the ICANN63 meeting. For example, Fellowship recruitment materials can be updated, and 2-3 additional and senior [non former fellow] evaluators can be added to the present group, bringing in more balance and perspective.  Bios of approved Fellows should be publicly available, and a required statement of interest in ICANN should be required from all fellowship applicants, initial and returning.  
Overall, the BC supports that the Fellowship ProgramThese initiatives need to be prioritized and continually improved, in order to assure the long-term sustainability of the ICANN community.

4. Have Fellows contributed to the work of your group? If so, where do you think they have added the most value? What might be changed about the Fellowship Program to enhance participation of Fellows in your group?
Invitation for a 100 word [or more ] contribution: what have you done in the BC: e.g:  I am merely drafting something that I know well, as Gabi was our first recruit!!!! 

Gabi was the first fellow that the BC then recruited to be a full member. After attending one ICANN meeting as a Fellow in the very early days of the Fellowship Program, she went from being a fellow, to joining the BC, to helping to organize BC outreach in Argentina/LATAM, and then to being elected Councilor to the GNSO. Although family and business circumstances have limited attendance at recent ICANN meetings,   she continues to support the BC’s Outreach activities, and to participate remotely in the BC’s policy development process. 
Omar: 
Lawrence: 
Arinola
Tola
Mark
Did I miss someone who went through the Fellowship Program:

What might be changed:  
The BC would like to be able to nominate SME candidates in particular that are pre qualified to join the BC, and expect that some of them will receive Fellowship funding.   We also ask that all who are approved who self designate as business, are asked to agree to have their full bios/applications shared with the full BC Outreach Committee, so that the Outreach Committee, as a collaborative group, can pre engage with said candidate(s) before the ICANN meeting, similar to what we do for our Senior Business executives. [COI]

5. Does your group make efforts to involve, educate, and/or inform Fellows about your work? If so, please describe these efforts.
The BC has a standing approach – sending our BC Chair, and usually at least our V.P. Finance and Operations and one to two former fellows to the Newcomers Session, In addition, Marilyn Cade, a member of the Outreach Committee, volunteers at each ICANN meeting to do at least one session.  Other members of the Outreach Committee also take advantage of the ICANN booth to speak with interested Fellows about the BC. 
The BC also distributes its official newsletter and a fact sheet [with translation suited to the locale of the ICANN meeting] at the ICANN Newcomer booth. When ICANN staff organize outreach events for business, the BC collaborates in co organizing, and speaking and invites any Fellows that are identified as “business” in such events.  

When we identify a Fellow that is self designated as business, we reach out to them and encourage their engagement with the BC during the ICANN meeting. We also invite, informally, as we do not have access to contact information, participation in any outreach events/social events that the BC organizes.  Former Fellows who are attending the closed Fellowship social events have been exemplary in individual engagement and introductions of potential BC members to others in the BC membership. 
[Probably better for the Outreach Committee to answer
6. How willing would your group (SO/AC/SG/C) be to participate and take ownership for selecting and developing fellows, including giving them assignments, assigning mentors, etc?
The BC Outreach Committee is very interested in such a role.  Ad hoc testimonials from more than one of the Fellows that transitioned into the BC indicate that the informal mentoring provided – including a sort of ‘buddy’ system of not only explaining the BC but providing introductions to GAC and Board members , and explaining [decoding] ICANN overall was an essential part of onboarding into the BC and helping a new member find a “relevant space” at ICANN to contribute.  
Former Fellows are already the most active in our Outreach Committee, using CROP and even developing other initiatives to engage in outreach and recruitment, and their experience and enthusiasm to be a coach to others coming into the BC and to ICANN is already established. However to undertake such an effort, it does take more senior engagement as well, as understanding ICANN broadly is a multi year experience. So, if this is proposed, the BC would ask whether there is a possibility of some partial support,

[Personal comment, food for thought] I was only able to transition into the BC by having Nivaldo and Andrew support and mentor my entrance. Even though I had been considering doing it, joining seemed intimidating and complicated. It is one thing to participate in ICANN outside of a Constituency, and something entirely different to participate from within one. An internal mentorship of some sort is, basically, a must-have for Fellows who are intending to take the process seriously.
7. Are you aware of the Fellowship selection process? What changes, if any, would you suggest for the selection process?

Yes, The process of selection is completely non transparent.  Of the 300-400+ applications received, there is no transparency about what the submitted materials are, and even once approved, the bios/background statements are not made public.  That must be changed.  The BC team that did an analysis identified multiple instances of fellows who identified as business but were not at all qualified to be recruited to the BC.  This ranged from government employees who were in fact engaged in supporting business development in their country, but obviously NOT qualified to join the  BC,.  This in an obvious problem with intake materials/processs.  In addition, tthough its inner workings are not as widely documented as they should be. The selection process needs to better account for stakeholder diversity and, in the case of returning Fellows, past performance needs to be measured in an accountable manner by the program director and associated parties in order to assure the credibility of the program. 
Fellows also need to be advised that they are at ICANN to work, not sight see during the hours of ICANN meetings, even if they believe that they don’t have a current meeting.   In fact, they should always have a meeting that they are attending so that they can figure out where their new home will be.  That includes not leaving the venue during the hours of the ICANN meeting, and not filling in their time by hanging out together, but have assignments to be attendees in ICANN meetings. 
8. An individual can be awarded a Fellowship up to three times. Do you suggest retaining or revising this number? Why?
This seems to be an adequate number, and if it is to be changed, it might be that a Fellow could skip one meeting, and focus on something in their country of relevance – such as a national IGF [ICANN is usually a speaker at such national IGFs] ; an ICANN meeting that is local, etc. and then return for their third fellowship event. reduced, it should be reduced at most to 2 times. Coming to an ICANN meeting for the first time has repeatedly been described as “overwhelming”, and does not allow for a full understanding of the many moving parts that compose the community.  This is because there is not a proper onboarding before arranging and this is a failure that needs to be addressed. For instance, before one is given the status of “coach”, that should require that at least 4-5 new fellows have an onboarding call with the “coach”, who is going to be funded to travel.  Failure to engage in the pre call can be justification for cancelling the Fellowship.  Fellowship 2 and 3 should require declaration ofA second and third meetings allow for the individual to pursue a more focused direction and before approval for meeting 3 as a Fellow, should lhead into a niche community that feels correct for them.
The return of Fellows as Coaches needs further examination, as far too many are simply returning as travelers, and not always experienced enough to be a coach about ICANN overall.  Some Fellows have demonstrated their experience  as coaches but some also have a history of singular focus. It may be that coaches need to have a defined criteria before being anointed as “coach”. 

is a healthy and important part of the process, as it allows the community to reap the investment made on educating those Fellows as they assume a position 

9. For Policy Forum Meetings, currently only Fellowship Alums can apply. Do you support continuing with this approach? If not, what changes would you suggest?
Yes.It depends.  Policy Forums are limited to four days short and do not allow for the same amount of immersion as meetings A and C do. Time is also constrained from the perspective of the Constituencies, which in turn minimizes the amount of time available to interact newcomers and engage them in activities. However, it could be that some very exceptions are useful, from the local community in particular, as otherwise, we miss the opportunity to  bring in Fellows from the region the Policy Forum is located in. For example, for ICANN62, the number of island countries and South/Central American countries is significant, and there are over 40 ICT Associations. Business executives can often only spend 2-3 days away from their business responsibilities, especially if they are key associations staff or CEOs/Senior executives of growing businesses.  By eliminating the option for us to invite Fellows from business in LATAM, ICANN arbitrarily determined that the Policy Forum Meetings were not useful to the community. The BC respectfully disagrees.  New Fellows should be allowed from that relevant region, not only returning fellows. 

10. Considering your responses to previous questions, would you suggest making the program larger, smaller, or maintaining the current size?
Between 25For 2019 – 20 %  and 50% smaller. Evaluation should be undertaken before making major cuts but the focus should be on improvements and strenghthing the linkage to the various ICANN groups. 
11. If the program were to be reduced in size, what would your group deem as the priorities for the program with a smaller cohort?
One-to-oneDefining a defined pathway to engagement needs to be taken as a priority, seeing as it is a key factor in both having 1) increased accountability and 2) better guidance outcome  for effective engagement for the Fellows. This needs to be a joint initiative between the program coordinators and the community, ensuing a better ROI on the program
The BC supports a reduction of 20% for 2019 fiscal, with an evaluation that is based on defining metrics for what the program should achieve; e.g. 25% Awareness  and positive perspective about ICANN; 60% active engagement and participation in ICANN; 15% - contributing to external events/programs that affect ICANN. 
. 
12. When you interact with Fellows at an ICANN Meeting, do you find that they are sufficiently knowledgeable about ICANN? If not, what skills or areas of knowledge would you suggest increasing focus on for pre-Meeting preparation?
Overall, the BC participants who are actively engaging with Fellows take seriously our opportunity to explain the BC and ICANN; we do find that many are innocent about the overall mission and purpose of ICANN, and may be more focused on what they were told by whomever suggested that they join ICANN via the Fellowship Program. The ICANN staff in Engagement in particular seem to use the Fellowship Program [and NEXTGen] as a sort of “try it/you’ll ilke it” approach, which is of great concern to the BC. 
The staff of the Fellowship Program do make it clear that ICANNLearn is a basic and [COI, but overall place to learn about ICANN, but the material is very dense and time consuming. 
The Newcomers Day is sort of like drinking from a firehose, with a series of briefings and even speeches that rapidly follow each other, without time for dialogue, and often now, take place in a sort of auditorium space – obviously. Not the best approach for engagement. 
Further thought could be given to having small working sessions with 2-3 representatives from each community in a sort of “fast track” session, and only be for the true first timers.

, I’d say most Fellows understand the basics of ICANN, though a concerning number of them do lack awareness... these are the ones that kind of “land” on the program, without any particular background related to IG]
13. Do you think that Fellows spend sufficient time in working sessions with your group during the course of an ICANN meeting? If not, what would changes would your group propose?
No. Fellows should be better directed towards the Constituency that better best suits them. At present, , and Fellowship Coaches seem to focus on their own affiliation, and often lack any real understanding of the rest of the community of ICANN.  This is an area of significant improvement and consideration is needed on how to mshould make a greater effort to connect them Fellows with the appropriate sessions and match them with a ‘informal’ guide for that session, so that they attend a session along with a designated knowledgeable member of a constituency, and spend a few minutes briefing before, and debriefing after – both the Fellow and the informal guide will benefit from such exchanges. Mismatches between Coach and Fellow stakeholder groups are common, which can lead to confusion in that sense; ; they sthe present approach to appointing Coaches is not all clear and coaches  in some cases have a very low familiarity with ICANN overall. 

hould be better instructed on how to go about directing their Fellows.
14. Do you feel that you have enough time to engage with Fellows at an ICANN meeting?
Probably not. Fellows are consumed with meeting with themselves, or attending their own closed Yes, the social event.  BC members are not able to contribute to engagement in such settings.  It could be that more engagement and pre planning with the BC Outreach Committee [in tota] could result in a side engagement with interested fellows during each ICANN meeting. s
15. Is the Informatio are great help in hat sense.
15. Is the information currently available clear and sufficient for your community members to understand the Fellowship Program? If not, which elements could be improved and how?
Yes?Not really. But some of the BC members, especially the Outreach Committee, which has several former Fellows as members are experienced.  

However, understanding the present program is not really the issues. The BC is calling for changes and improvements, so that the Fellowship Program is fit for purpose for the next ten years. 

Improvements: 
Revise and update the intake materials to make it clear that Fellowship needs to end in an active engagement within ICANN, which is not necessarily attending all ICANN meetings in person
Reform the materials used by the ICANN staff so that they are “fit for purpose” and are reviewed by the relevant community
Reform the review process – [ideas?] 

Review the approval process, and add additional reviewers, but also allow for questions not only a pass/fail approach

Establish a goal of quality not quantity in the application process
Publish the bios/statements of all approved Fellows online
Establish a review by a team drawn from the community of the requirements for coaches, so that experience and understanding of the community is a key requirement, not merely past attendance as a Fellow. 


16. Are your community members aware of the differences between the Fellowship and NextGen@ICANN Programs? If not, please state what type of clarification would be useful.
[I’ve been both, so I can help explain them realistically, if there are doubts]

17. The Fellowship Program seeks to engage participants who will go on to participate actively in the ICANN community. What skills, attributes and backgrounds have provided the most successful and active participation in your SO/AC/SG/C? What skillsets and backgrounds would your group see as desirable for candidates for the Fellowship Program?
[Personal comment, food for thought] From my experience coaching both the NextGen and the Fellows, the ones that do the best are the ones who are not completely fresh. Having some prior experience or research that communicates with Internet Governance helps a lot. There is also the simple matter of passion. Some people just want this much more than others. From being in the NextGen selection committee, I can tell: there are people who write 1-line long applications and ones that pretty much write a letter. Due to diversity criteria, often the 1-liner gets brought in together with the letter-writers, which... well... it doesn’t work. The only way to solve that would be through grass-roots outreach, but ICANN org itself prioritizes this kind of initiative close to zero, so it’s often really up to the community to go out there and try to find passionate minds. This not always works.

18. With which elements of the Fellowship Program is your group most satisfied? What changes or improvements would your group most want to see implemented to the program?
[Probably better left to other members]

19. Do you have any other questions or comments about the Fellowship Program?
[None at the moment]
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