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GAC survey 

1. How did you become a GAC member?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

I actively sought out membership 25.0% 6

I responded to a call for new 

members
58.3% 14

I was personally asked to join 16.7% 4

Other (please specify) 

 
2

  answered question 24

  skipped question 0

2. Regarding the size of the GAC, do you think the size of the committee should be relative 

to the funding pool or number of applications received? (E.g. 1 member for every 10 

applicants)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 25.0% 6

No 75.0% 18

  answered question 24

  skipped question 0
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3. What ratio of member to applications do you think is appropriate? (1 member for every 

__ applications)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

5 33.3% 2

10 50.0% 3

15   0.0% 0

20 16.7% 1

30   0.0% 0

40   0.0% 0

50   0.0% 0

  answered question 6

  skipped question 18

4. Do Wikimedians outside of those who are very engaged know about the GAC and PEG?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 22.7% 5

No 77.3% 17

  answered question 22

  skipped question 2
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5. How do you think WMF can increase Wikimedia user interest in being a GAC member?

 
Response 

Count

  22

  answered question 22

  skipped question 2

6. What topics would be useful to cover in GAC training? (select all that apply)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Strategic planning 63.6% 14

Grant reviewing 81.8% 18

Event planning 27.3% 6

Budget evaluation 81.8% 18

Attitude and tone 63.6% 14

Other (please specify) 

 
6

  answered question 22

  skipped question 2
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7. What forums are best to conduct trainings? (Select top 2)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Retreats 72.7% 16

Conference calls 72.7% 16

Materials posted online 40.9% 9

Emails 13.6% 3

Other (please specify) 

 
6

  answered question 22

  skipped question 2

8. What types of resources would be useful? (select all that apply)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Annual report of grants funded by 

type, $ amount, etc.
72.7% 16

Examples of how GAC should 

review applications
77.3% 17

Examples of exemplary 

proposals
77.3% 17

Proposal templates for main 

programs (edit-a-thons, photo 

contests, workshops, etc.), 

including sample measures of 

success and budget

77.3% 17

Other (please specify) 

 
5

  answered question 22

  skipped question 2
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9. Do you think a structure organizing GAC members around a particular interest or 

program (E.g. GLAM, Wiki loves monuments, etc.) would help facilitate more consistent 

participation?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 45.5% 10

No 54.5% 12

  answered question 22

  skipped question 2

10. If no, why not?

 
Response 

Count

  13

  answered question 13

  skipped question 11
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11. How would you improve the structure for giving feedback?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Adopt a scoring system, 

alongside the option for 

individual comments

50.0% 11

Hold an internal discussion (via 

mailing list or other avenue before 

commenting publicly individually)

40.9% 9

Hold an internal discussion and 

then post a group summary of 

opinions (note: GAC members 

would still be able to share their 

personal opinion on the talk 

page)

50.0% 11

Other (please specify) 

 
10

  answered question 22

  skipped question 2

12. Do you think reading grant reports is valuable for GAC members?

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Yes 95.5% 21

No 4.5% 1

  answered question 22

  skipped question 2
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13. How can WMF improve reporting of project metrics so that they are more meaningful 

and can assist the GAC in future decision making? (select all that apply)

 
Response 

Percent

Response 

Count

Distribute end of year 

summaries by project type (how 

many were funded, what the 

impact was, etc.)

77.3% 17

Require specific quantitative 

metrics per program (how many 

people reached, how many articles 

edited, how many editors retained 

after x months, etc.) so results can 

be compared more easily between 

grants

59.1% 13

Conduct a year-end discussion 

around tips for reviewing 

applications and the "impact" of 

PEG's grants for the year

72.7% 16

Other (please specify) 

 
6

  answered question 22

  skipped question 2

14. Do you have any additional comments regarding the GAC?

 
Response 

Count

  15

  answered question 15

  skipped question 9
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Page 1, Q1.  How did you become a GAC member?

1 original member May 1, 2014 10:15 PM

2 Q2 ... um ... relative to the activity levels of the members too? Apr 29, 2014 11:23 PM
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Page 2, Q5.  How do you think WMF can increase Wikimedia user interest in being a GAC member?

1 I do not thing huge number of Wikimedians will become GAC member. Being a
GAC member you have to do some extra tasks and you have to do it regularly.
Though the GAC is a 'Committee' but it not formal enough, the members are
loosely coupled and are not bound to do his tasks(there are ways to avoid). And
of coure the GAC role is not fancy anough.   There are other volunteer
committes exists in Wikimedia community. Please observe the structure, their
responsiablities, and their faciliies and then you will understand why less people
are interested to become a member of GAC.

May 7, 2014 12:58 AM

2 1. GAC Empowerement: reconsider overruling its decisions. If you think
overruling needs to be done, it should be VERY WELL substantiated and
communicated, as such circumstances kill involvement very effectively (why
should one bother if their involvement is rejected anyway).  2. Rethinking of the
procedure: GAC as a platform of evaluation as well as of sharing experiences
and practices. Think of physical meetings of GAC members (e.g. during
Wikimania or Wikimedia Conference) - to discuss together the policy as well as
talk with the broad community.  Certainly GAC (and to some extent FDC) need
more exposure and delegation.

May 6, 2014 2:16 AM

3 The community should be well briefed about the functions of GAC how it is
different from other Wikimedia committees. GAC members should be given an
opportunity to meet up at least once a year too.

May 5, 2014 5:58 PM

4 Honestly, I'm not sure. There's always the usual avenues of posting notices on
the village pump and so on.  Generally, traveling is a perk which will attract
people. It's not really a big deal for me but it might sway people.

May 5, 2014 10:45 AM

5 Have a clear role description for members and advertise GAC accomplishments
on forums, etc.

May 2, 2014 11:43 PM

6 I don't know, maybe they don't know how GAC works. May 2, 2014 4:04 PM

7 Clarify the role of the GAC and give it some actual decision-making authority. May 2, 2014 3:22 PM

8 Wikimedians have weird hang-ups around money; even those of us who realize
it's required often just feel somehow a bit slimey around it.  I suspect that the
easiest way to raise the profile of the GAC, both in terms of membership and
applicants, is to make more publicly clear the actual return on investment,
highlighting cool programmatic content that couldn't have been created without
GAC assistance, etc.

May 2, 2014 9:35 AM

9 Perhaps include a track at Wikimania? another way is to send invitations to
chapter members or via chapter mailing lists.

May 2, 2014 6:31 AM

10 - regular calls for new members - reminders about funding opportunities and
deadlines - more funding reports about who received grants, who was, etc. -
maybe a session during wikimania conference

May 2, 2014 4:25 AM

11 I am not sure if it should. GAC is work and we want people who are committed,
by an intrinsic motivation.

May 2, 2014 12:29 AM

12 Communicate and improve the kind of recognition and attention GAC members
get. Promote sessions at wiki events about becoming a GAC member. Invite

May 1, 2014 11:03 PM
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Page 2, Q5.  How do you think WMF can increase Wikimedia user interest in being a GAC member?

successful grantees soon after they submit their grant reports, so they can apply
their experience contributing back to other proposals.

13 Transparenting the real role of the GAC, which is an advisory commitee. This is:
not leading people to think that the GAC is the one actually approving the grants.
This is why its important to define why the GAC is needed, then we can shape
the form of the GAC around this need, and then people knowing their role might
be more interested in participating from it. In one sentence: Clear Roles

May 1, 2014 6:21 PM

14 >Approach other language communities (including ones that are less familiar
with English) >Organise yearly action to attract new members >Get a more
"group feeling" by organising events, eg during Wikimania

May 1, 2014 4:59 AM

15 More recognition outside of GAC circles, maybe. A blog post here and there. Apr 30, 2014 9:36 PM

16 First of all, is there really a need for it?  Probably it could be done by giving it a
clearer structure, rules and responsibilities, that would bring recognition for the
work of individual members and the committee as a whole. Then, WMF could
communicate its activities and the possibilities it gives to the Wikimedia users.

Apr 30, 2014 6:30 AM

17 WMF does not need to increase the interest in being a GAC member. It has to
find a way to decrease the fluctuation rate of committee members and increase
the motivation of serving within the GAC. If the work done by the committee
members is organised in a more professional way, similar to the one of the FDC
or the Aff Com, all the assignments could be easily accomplished with much less
people and resorces. My opinion on this is that the WMF uses a wrong approach
on seeking the proper solution of this problem.

Apr 30, 2014 1:35 AM

18 I don't know. I'm more concerned in getting members to be active, not getting
members per se. Have elections and it's politicised. Give GAC the ultimate say
and you have logistic problems with low member activity, among other problems.
Q3 above: only two choices, yes or no????

Apr 29, 2014 11:26 PM

19 spread knowledge about the importance of WMF Grants programs. giving (mini)
general presentation during meetings and conferences

Apr 29, 2014 7:03 PM

20 Some benefits? Such as Wikimania scholarship maybe could help? Apr 29, 2014 3:50 PM

21 It's difficult, personally I see that the technical aspects are like a barrier to enter Apr 29, 2014 1:54 PM

22 Make it simpler and less onerous to provide initial feedback. At present a new
grant request has a blank talk page and there is no real predefined assessment
criteria nor one for providing feedback

Apr 29, 2014 1:47 PM
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Page 3, Q6.  What topics would be useful to cover in GAC training? (select all that apply)

1 Audit and project evaluation (including after fact) May 6, 2014 2:19 AM

2 I think that out of these the area that the GAC is probably worst in currently is
contextual budget evaluation - many GAC members don't realize the extent to
which budgets must be evaluated in their local context, and even fewer are
equipped to adequately do so

May 2, 2014 9:37 AM

3 The most important topic is attitude, but understood as about developing with
proponents a relationship of improving together rather than a relationship of
grading and evaluating.

May 1, 2014 11:03 PM

4 measurement (effective) Apr 30, 2014 9:37 PM

5 Resource management Apr 30, 2014 1:38 AM

6 I don't need training. And I click on boxes only because I was forced to. Apr 29, 2014 11:30 PM

Page 3, Q7.  What forums are best to conduct trainings? (Select top 2)

1 Should be something face to face training, not via online. May 7, 2014 1:01 AM

2 Any type of a personal meeting May 2, 2014 4:23 PM

3 Wiki? May 1, 2014 11:03 PM

4 Conference calls do not work for trainings. Apr 30, 2014 6:33 AM

5 Depends what skills you're trying to improve. To me, it's a motivational issue
before we can even assess whether skills are lacking.

Apr 29, 2014 11:30 PM

6 Public wiki Apr 29, 2014 1:55 PM



13 of 21

Page 3, Q8.  What types of resources would be useful? (select all that apply)

1 Presented examples of resources are more useful for candidates than GAC.
GAC requires as well audit templates, strategic guidelines in terms of accepted
pricing, detailed goals etc.

May 6, 2014 2:19 AM

2 Make sure resources do not induce people into an exercise in numerology and
formulaic thiking.

May 1, 2014 11:03 PM

3 I think "Proposal Templates" would be really usefull May 1, 2014 6:22 PM

4 Clear principles and statistical tools for evaluation. (E.g. should Wikimedia
entities pay less than average to their workers? What would constitute a
reasonable price for an office rent in different countries?)

Apr 30, 2014 6:33 AM

5 Annual report: include lessons learnt. Examples of how GAC should review:
everyone reviews differently. There are plenty of examples for new members to
peruse.

Apr 29, 2014 11:30 PM
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Page 4, Q10.  If no, why not?

1 I just do not this it will be useful. At the present structure the members can
interact with only those projects which interests him/her.

May 7, 2014 1:09 AM

2 Subgroups could be useful, however: today GAC members are free to comment
in positions where they feel they can offer their say and skip where they feel so.
Using subgroups only excludes people from commenting (whereas we rather
lack GAC members than suffer from their overpopulation). What is more, the
submissions consist of multiple parts and e.g. one GAC member cannot evaluate
the GLAM details however they can evaluate that the measures of success are
non-existant or a budgeted price is completely out of reality or guidelines.

May 6, 2014 2:24 AM

3 I think it may unevenly distribute efforts. Interest X can be very active while
interest Y is slow moving

May 2, 2014 11:46 PM

4 I am not sure if a specialization is needed May 2, 2014 4:35 PM

5 Not a "no" actually, more of a "perhaps". May 2, 2014 3:24 PM

6 I know that on a personal basis my participation is primarily limited by my time
constraints and secondarily limited by the number of grants I feel I can add
valuable comments to.  I dislike the idea of organizing GAC members around
particular programs of interest, because a hell of a lot of innovative stuff has
come out of past grants - even the original Wikipedian-in-Residence position
arose out of a GAC grant.  Although we have a few types of stuff we consistently
fund now, I feel like entrenching or organizing around those might suggest to
applicants that they're unlikely to get approved for innovative new ideas, which
isn't a message we want to convey.

May 2, 2014 9:40 AM

7 I think it is very important that GAC members feel welcome to join with a
commitment to contribute only on a very specific or narrow topic of their interest.
However I think it is equally important that they feel welcome and exposed to the
whole of the grants program, so ocasionally they'll feel like contributing towards
something else.  We need that kind of cross-fertilization, the GAC is not about
grading based on knowledge of a specific area, it should be mostly about
forming a rich collaboration environment that can help less experienced
proponents get the most out of their work, and guide the more experienced to
explore groundbreaking ideas, and both things often involves going beyond the
usual mindset of a program or interest group.

May 1, 2014 11:03 PM

8 I believe that clear the roles are important to determine interest. I think the type
of grant might be secondary, but still a factor to consider.

May 1, 2014 6:25 PM

9 No, would become too bureaucratic and would give too much power to a small
group of people

May 1, 2014 5:02 AM

10 No reason that activity levels would be higher under this scenario. Apr 29, 2014 11:31 PM

11 I said YES, but that is not necessary. If they are good in their GAC work, they will
be able to "see" and review  the submitted proposal

Apr 29, 2014 7:08 PM

12 Every grant is different. For example GLAM grant for cooperation with National
Archive is very different that small grant for travel and photo-hunt in local
museum. Rather some regional feedback could help - especially when

Apr 29, 2014 3:54 PM
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Page 4, Q10.  If no, why not?

evaluating budget.

13 Except those of the content, the review is more or less similar for any proposal.
The risk is to attract people more interested in the content than in the risk
analysis or budget review and so on

Apr 29, 2014 1:58 PM
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Page 4, Q11.  How would you improve the structure for giving feedback?

1 Certainly GAC needs a lot more internal communication, especially when the
Chapters' stakeholders are heavily pushing in their favour - e.g. the case of
Wikimedians in Strasbourg funded against GAC after a campaign of complain.

May 6, 2014 2:24 AM

2 I'm not sure. May 5, 2014 10:46 AM

3 overriding is the internal discussion, IMHO May 2, 2014 4:35 PM

4 I think it actually works relatively well as-is, and don't think that the suggestions
above would measurably improve things.

May 2, 2014 3:24 PM

5 I dislike all three options, although I do think there should be more extensive
internal discussions in general (I just don't think they should be mandated before
making public comment.)  Scoring rubrics in other grant programs like the IEG
program have seemed to/been perceived to largely serve as a way to obfuscate
decisions.

May 2, 2014 9:40 AM

6 developing a prioritization framework aligned with WM strategic plan May 2, 2014 4:28 AM

7 Those three options are bad as they shift feedback from building together
towards quality assessment, and people might likely focus their energies on what
you structure the environment for. Interestingly, the scoring system is the only
one that could still be done in a reasonable, but then very caeful, manner. For
one, nobody should be allowed to score before engaging dialogically with a
proposal, and the scoring should avoid fake qualitative positions (i.e. no ordinal
scores).

May 1, 2014 11:03 PM

8 For WMF (Asaf): better communication with GAC (eg. motivation) when the
WMF makes other decision then the GAC members

May 1, 2014 5:02 AM

9 Maybe. Unsure. Apr 29, 2014 11:31 PM

10 In my opinion a close mailing list may be useful, but the transparency is a clear
objective

Apr 29, 2014 1:58 PM
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Page 5, Q13.  How can WMF improve reporting of project metrics so that they are more meaningful and can assist
the GAC in future decision making? (select all that apply)

1 Some standardized reports regarding e.g. financial metrics would be benefitial +
making upon them benchmarks and guidelines (e.g. how much are we willing to
pay per a new photoeditor in Western Europe). I know it is difficult, but in order to
evaluate we need to have at least some very rough gains/cost analysis and
goals.

May 6, 2014 2:27 AM

2 Publish breakdowns of quantitative metrics by cost so applicants have a decent
and consistent idea of what is considered reasonable, for instance, "number of
dollars spent per new editor".

May 2, 2014 3:25 PM

3 I do think we should remain open to funding grants that don't have specific quant
metrics, because for some sorts of grants they are legitimately hard or
impossible to manage without professional evaluation experience.  I also feel
that requiring quant metrics encourages applicants to be lazy about what those
metrics actually are, and increases the number of low quality metrics submitted.
(The grant retrospective I wrote a while ago has quite a bit more on how I feel we
should approach metrics if I remember correctly.)

May 2, 2014 9:42 AM

4 Regarding question 11 for which there's no comment area: reading grant reports
is quite important, however it is extremely hard to find the time. This could be
improved if WMF staff performs the task of linking seemingly relevant reports to
the discussion pages of new grant proposals. GAC members may be more
inspired to read and refer to specific reports that have immediate application.

May 1, 2014 11:04 PM

5 I think the whole process of measurement requires re-thinking at WMF. Apr 30, 2014 9:39 PM

6 Reviewing reports isn't even included in the expectations of GAC members. No
ping when reports arrive after successful grants I've reviewed. No "time due"
information.

Apr 29, 2014 11:34 PM
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Page 6, Q14.  Do you have any additional comments regarding the GAC?

1 GAC can be not only a good grants evaluation body but also a good platform of
sharing experience, copying ideas between the affiliates, multiorganizational
cooperation and even external audit/evaluation for particular affiliates.  It could
be a very good tool to get know each other much better (among the affiliates,
affiliates-WMF, and affiliates, WMF with general community) but this process
needs some empowerment and much more exposure.

May 6, 2014 2:32 AM

2 GAC members tend to comment only on submissions that interest them. It would
be best that GAC members be sub-grouped according to the types of
submissions. We can possibly have a table of ongoing submissions and have a
column on how long they are still under deliberation, so it can catch the attention
of other GAC members to help render a decision on submissions that are under
deliberation for the longest time. We should also be briefed if there are lead
times in approving a particular type of grant, so at least we know, why a grant is
taking too long to be given a decision. And what are the other considerations
WMF employs in coming up with a decision.

May 5, 2014 6:05 PM

3 I'm new so I don't have too many ideas. May 5, 2014 10:47 AM

4 I still struggle with understanding how the GAC fits in, and on occasion I've had
uncharitable thoughts that it's just a veneer of community consultation over a
process where Asaf and Alex make all of the meaningful decisions.  A top priority
for the WMF should be to clarify how the GAC fits into the power structure and
what the difference is between a GAC member and someone who monitors
[[Grants:Index]] and comments on all of the proposals.  I've also been less than
impressed by the tone and content of some GAC members' feedback, which
comes across to me as belittling and obsessed with minutæ and administrivia at
the expense of the big picture.  I know of at least one group who has avoided
trying out GAC because they have a fear (justified, in my mind) that a particular
GAC member with whom they've previously been in a dispute will nitpick their
request to an unreasonable degree.  Obviously, if applicants feel this way then
there's a problem.

May 2, 2014 3:31 PM

5 Yes, but sadly I'm in a two week time crunch and wanted to make sure I didn't
forget to get this submitted :)  I'll either email in more comments in the future, or
participate in the restructuring discussions online, etc.

May 2, 2014 9:43 AM

6 I am happy to give the GAC a bit more structure but only so much it makes our
work easier.  Too many metrics and scoring will make it harder for applicants (it's
the volunteers we want to support, who are not perfect professionals on grant
requesting, project planning or program design. The professionals who also
apply from time to time should not get another headstart) and will take away the
flexibility. Context is always important, track records and most important:
discussing and also helping to improve projects and grant requests, along the
review.

May 2, 2014 12:37 AM

7 Ni!!!! I enjoy being a part of the GAC, I feel I am doing something really nice and
I wish I had more time to devote to it. Thanks for working with us ;-)

May 1, 2014 11:04 PM

8 No May 1, 2014 6:26 PM

9 Creation of a firewall between GAC members (approving grants) and people
benefitting from these grants

May 1, 2014 5:03 AM
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Page 6, Q14.  Do you have any additional comments regarding the GAC?

10 I also think inactive members should be dropped after a shorter period of time. Apr 30, 2014 9:41 PM

11 Yes. A lot. Apr 30, 2014 6:34 AM

12 The current structure of the committee reflects a very poor way of advicing on
how a large amount of funds donated to our movement should be distributed.

Apr 30, 2014 1:45 AM

13 Not a good survey. Sorry. Apr 29, 2014 11:34 PM

14 limit the number of members in GAC Apr 29, 2014 7:10 PM

15 Personally I think that there should be an added value to be in the GAC. The
same evaluation of being Gac member has not an additional value for
scholarships, for instance.

Apr 29, 2014 2:00 PM


