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FEEDBACK FORM
[Name]: ........................................................................................................
[Organisation]: ......................................................................................
[E-mail]: .......................................................................................................
We welcome your feedback on our study! 
Please use this form to send us any comments or suggestions you would like to make on the Preliminary Final Report, User Guide and/or prototype of Media Pluralism Monitor. You do not have to fill out all parts of the form, or to provide feedback on every aspect. However, we would appreciate a sufficient level of specificity in your comments (for instance, not only indicating approval or disapproval, but also stating the reason for your positive or negative judgment).

Your input will serve to further improve the final results of the study. 
Thank you for taking the time to send us your feedback before June 10th, 2009 via mail to: mediapluralism@law.kuleuven.be !

1 evaluation of the media pluralism monitor
Please evaluate the Media Pluralism Monitor (MPM) on the basis of the following questionnaire.
1.1 Comprehensiveness

	Comprehensiveness of risks

Are there any obvious risks or threats to media pluralism that have been omitted from the MPM? 
	

	Comprehensiveness of indicators

Are there any indicators that are obviously relevant to measure a certain threat to media pluralism and that have not been included in the MPM? 
	

	Comprehensiveness of User Guide

Do you consider the information given in the User Guide sufficiently comprehensive and clear in order for an independent user to apply the MPM?
Are there any data sources that you could recommend in addition to those listed? (N.B. Please note that data sources are tailored to the EU situation)
	


1.2 Consistency

	Consistency of risks

Can you detect any inconsistencies or contradictions in the list of risks? 
	

	Consistency of indicators

Can you detect any inconsistencies or contradictions in the list of indicators:

· for a particular risk

· for a particular risk domain
· covering all risk domains and areas?
	


1.3 Feasibility
	Time frame & Resources 

It is our working hypothesis that the MPM can be applied in practice 

· in a time frame of three to five months (first application; depending on availability of data in a country) and one to three months (subsequent applications) 

· with a staff of 3,5 full time experts  (FTE), consisting of  1 FTE expert with a legal background, 1 FTE expert with an economic background, 1 FTE expert with a social science background, 0,5 FTE risk expert.

	Would you agree with that working hypothesis?
	I strongly agree

I agree

Neutral

I disagree
I strongly disagree

	Do you consider this a reasonable time frame and reasonable amount of resources?
	

	Feasibility of individual risks / indicators 

Are there any particular risks or indicators which you consider problematic to score for reasons of lack of data, immeasurability, normative reasons….?

	Problematic risks (please state the reason why you consider scoring this risk problematic)
	

	Problematic indicators (please state the reason why you consider measuring this indicator problematic)
	


1.4 Effectiveness

	Effectiveness in the light of the goals set out by the European Commission: 
Do you consider the MPM to be an effective tool in the light of the following goals: 

	-  enhance transparency about the level of media pluralism in Member States
	I strongly agree

I agree

Neutral

I disagree

I strongly disagree

	- achieve comparability across Member States
	I strongly agree

I agree

Neutral

I disagree

I strongly disagree

	- enable neutral and objective monitoring to detect and manage societal risks in the area of media pluralism
	I strongly agree

I agree

Neutral

I disagree

I strongly disagree

	- enable regular monitoring to trace trends and developments and identify enduring restrictive forces
	I strongly agree

I agree

Neutral

I disagree

I strongly disagree

	- help define priorities and actions for improving media pluralism within Member States (and within the EU)
	I strongly agree

I agree

Neutral

I disagree

I strongly disagree


1.5 Scalability

	Scalability across markets and media 
It is our working hypothesis that the MPM is applicable across all markets and media.

	Would you agree with that working hypothesis?


	I strongly agree

I agree

Neutral

I disagree

I strongly disagree

	If not, what problems do you detect regarding validity and scalability of the methodology across markets and media?


	

	Ex ante profiling
The MPM offers an ex ante profiling tool with variable scoring in order to take account of the different media market characteristics in the various Member States: depending on the population size and GDP/capita in a country, the border values for certain indicators are automatically adjusted.

	Do you consider the ex ante profiling tool necessary/useful (to take account of different market characteristics in the various Member States) or rather unnecessary/undesirable (for reasons of comparability and objectivity across Member States)? 
Do you consider the selected factors (population size and GDP/capita) the most relevant?

Would you expand the ex ante profiling tool to include other factors as well, such as percentage of minorities in your country...?


	


1.6 User-friendliness

	Do you consider the MPM – as it is built in Microsoft Office Excel – to be a user-friendly tool?

(If not, what alternative would you suggest?)
	

	Do you consider the User Guide to be a transparent and user-friendly manual, providing clear guidelines for the user? 
	


1.7 Overall quality
	How would you assess the overall quality of the MPM and its User Guide?


	Very good

Good

Average

Poor

Very poor


1.8 Any other relevant comments

…
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