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DRAFT 

IMPLEMENTATION ASSESSMENT TOOL 

RESEARCHER’S GUIDE1

 

 

The access to information Implementation Assessment Tool (IAT) Researcher’s Guide is designed to 
provide guidance on understanding, applying and measuring the indicators, thus more fully assuring 
consistency and coherence across pilot countries. To meet this objective, the Researcher’s Guide will 
define key terms, highlight potentially problematic indicators and present instructions for completing 
the IAT instrument and narrative reports.  For more detailed description of the overall goals of the 
implementation assessment tool and its architecture, please see the accompanying IAT Methodology 
Manual.  

Understanding Indicators and Collecting Data 

The IAT incorporates a wide variety of qualitative and quantitative indicators to assess the extent to 
which a Ministry/agency is capacitated and prepared to fulfill their access to information functions.  As 
the framework illustrates, there are three main functions that will be assessed: receiving and responding 
to requests; proactive disclosure; and records-management.  Within each of the functions, there are five 
identified components: leadership; rules; systems; resources; and monitoring.  The specific indicators 
relate to the elements of these components under each functional pillar.  In some cases, there are 
elements of implementation that are overarching (i.e. High Level Official’s engagement) or that affect 
more than one function, such as appointment of a designated information officer.  In these cases, the 
elements have been placed under the “cross-cutting” pillar.   

                                                           
1 For additional information or questions, please contact Access to Information Project Manager Laura Neuman at 
lneuman@emory.edu or (1) 404-420-5146. 
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The instrument has grouped the indicators by the cross-cutting and functional pillars.  Indicators 1-31 
address the overarching elements of implementation or those elements that apply to more than one 
function (the cross-cutting pillar).  Indicators 32-46 are targeted at implementation elements related to 
receiving and responding to requests; indicators 47-58 applies to proactive disclosure; and indicators 59-
72 are associated with elements of records-management.  It will be noted that the greatest number of 
indicators falls within the “cross-cutting” section, as many implementation activities serve more than 
one specific function.   Moreover, within these functional groupings, the indicators are sequenced by 
component.  In other words, for each function, the indicators flow through leadership questions, to 
rules, then systems, resources and finally questions related to monitoring.   

 Types of Questions 

The indicators include a mix of different types of questions.  A number of the questions are “yes” or 
“no”   or simple multiple choice.  Other indicators include compound answers.  For example, for 
questions related to rules and systems the answer often calls for a number of components to be present 
in order to mark “a,” while the “b” answer is for some but not all.  In these cases, when the answer is 
“b,” researchers will be specifically instructed to indicate in the “explanation of answer” box which of 
the components is present and which is missing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For the example above, if selecting “b”, the researcher might note that the agency has a formal, written 
guideline defining requests and for providing a date stamped acknowledgement, but that there are no 
written standard procedures in place for assisting the requester. 

A second type of compound indicator question asks the researcher to mark all of the specific features 
that are present.  In these cases, the researcher should mark all that apply.  Please note that on the 
Survey Monkey instrument these questions are signified with boxes next to the answer choices, rather 
than ovals. 

 

  

 

Indicator 33: Has the agency established guidelines/standard operating 
procedures for receiving requests? 

a. The agency has detailed, formal written guidelines for all of the 
following with regard to receiving requests: 

i. Determining what constitutes a request 
ii. Providing acknowledgement of receipt of request; and 

iii. Assisting the requester.  
b. The agency has formal guidelines for some but not all of the above 
c. The agency has not created formal guidelines for receiving requests 

Indicator 10: Does the implementation plan have the following components? 

  a. The plan incorporates objectives and/or benchmarks 
  b. The plan incorporates actions 
  c. The plan incorporates a specific timeframe 
  d. the plan incorporates responsible public officials 
  e. The plan incorporates monitoring mechanisms 
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In rare cases, there will be a question that includes a response of “not applicable.”  In the event that the 
researcher comes across an indicator that does not provide for an answer choice of “not applicable” 
when one is needed, it should be noted in the explanation box.  

 Skip Methodology 

In the case of some of the elements, there are multiple indicators.  For these circumstances, we have 
included a “gateway” question.  If the element does not exist, the researcher is directed to leave the 
subsequent indicators related to this particular element blank and to “skip” to the next relevant 
question. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this example, if there is no designated information officer, the researcher is directed to mark “c” and 
then leave the following five questions blank – in other words “skip” the next questions, which are all 
related to an information officer. 

 Preferred Data Points 

For each of the indicators, a preferred data point has been provided.  The identified “preferred data 
point” is that evidence which we consider will allow the researcher to most fully and accurately provide 
the measurement.  

 

 

  

 

In some cases, the data point may not be available or would take an inordinate amount of time to 
find/gather.  In these cases, the researcher should select the next best data point from the illustrative 
list of data points provided below.  If the preferred data point is reviewed, but the researcher does not 
feel that it is sufficient to complete the indicator, the researcher should select another data point that 
more completely and accurately allows them to determine the response.  The IAT asks for only one data 
point in order to select a response.  However, researchers are encouraged to validate their responses by 
exploring additional corroborating data points/evidence.  If there is conflicting data, researchers should 

Indicator 16: Has a public official been specifically appointed as designated 
information officer (DIO) in charge of ATI functions and duties? 

  a. A public official has been formally appointed as designated information 
officer 

  b. A public official has been informally appointed as information officer 
  c. There is no specific allocation of designated information officer 

Indicator 57: Does the agency have a functioning website with proactively 
disclosed information and/or a publication scheme? 

Preferred Data Point: Verify website and content 
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note this in the explanation box and confer with The Carter Center Project Manager.  In the event that a 
preferred data point is not used, researchers should note which data points were used and why in the 
explanation box.    

A number of the indicators include an interview as the preferred data point.  In general, however, the 
IAT only provides interviews as the best source of information when the indicator already is subjective. 

 

 

 

 

Although an organizational organigram could be reviewed to determine whether there are staff 
responsible for records-management, In the case above, an interview is the most appropriate data point 
as only the persons actually tasked with records-management will know whether in practice this is 
sufficient to fulfill all of their duties. 

The illustrative list provides potential data points beyond the preferred data but is not comprehensive, 
and the researcher is not to be bound to only these data points. 

Illustrative Data Points/ Sources of information 

• ATI general policy and guidelines (actual and previous versions) 
• Minutes from meetings regarding ATI 
• Implementation Plan (actual and previous versions) 
• Documents used for dissemination, including emails, newsletters, work plans and publications 
• Form letters used for acknowledging and/or responding to requests 
• Interviews with public officials 
• Reports and/or Interviews with Information Commissioner or like body 
• Planning schemes/Strategy directions/Plan of action 
• Internal ATI regulations, guidelines and operating procedures, including record management 

and inventory procedures 
• Budgets allocating resources for ATI compliance 
• Oversight system guideline 
• Organigram 
• Training materials 
• ATI Equipment (computers, printers, etc) 
• Reading rooms and reference centers 
• IT’s guideline 
• Annual reports on ATI 
• Legislative reports/analysis 

Indicator 66: Has the agency allocated sufficient (staff) human resources 
to fulfill its records-management functions and duties? 

Preferred Data Point: Interview with relevant personnel 
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• Assessment of Public Officials Performance Form and other documents demonstrating specific 
oversight on Access to Information  

• System for logging and tracking 
• System for issuing and serving responses 
• ATI Statistics 
• Publication Schemes 
• Decrees allocating ATI duties and functions 
• System for Record management 
• Archives 
• Monitoring documentation 

Definition of Key Terms 

In the indicators and responses, a number of terms are used which have a specific meaning in the 
context of access to information.  Below are definitions which should be applied: 

Actively Participate:  Active participation includes, but is not limited to, providing inputs, advice, 
direction or comments; engaging in discussions or meetings; and/or editing documents. 

Benchmarks:  Goals/standards which the agency has identified to be met.  

Designated Information Officer (DIO):  Person(s) identified, formally or informally, as the public 
official responsible for overseeing/coordinating/fulfilling the agency’s access to information 
obligations.  Although tasked with the duties, the DIO may go by another title or not have a 
specific title.  

Highest Level Official (HLO):  Minister, Deputy Minister and/or Director General or their 
equivalent. 

Implementation Plan: A written document that serves as a general management tool for a 
specific policy measure.  An implementation plans outlines the actions necessary to effectuate 
change, providing a roadmap and framework to assist agencies in fulfilling their statutory 
obligations.   

Information: Data presented in documents, audio, video, maps etc. 

Internal Appeals: All forms of agency review of the original determination with relation to 
classification and release of documents. 

Internal Oversight:  A system or body responsible for auditing, inspecting and evaluating 
procedures, actions and performance.  May also be referreded to as Inspector-general, Audit 
Office/Audit Commission, or Internal Control.  

Monitoring Mechanisms:  Systems or means of measuring achievement.  
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Policy: Formal statement of intention establishing goals and priorities.  

Proactive Disclosure: Prompt release of information without the need for a specific request.  
May also be referred to as automatic publication or affirmative disclosure. 

Publication Scheme:  A publication scheme describes the type of information/class of 
documents that must be routinely (pro-actively) published and the means by which the 
information will be published and kept current.  In some cases, it includes a more detailed list of 
actual documents.  In some places, a publication scheme is synonymous with automatic 
publication. 

Regulations: Formal set of binding operating procedures. 

Rules/Guidelines: Specific written set of criteria to guide public officials on programmatic 
action. 

Subjective Indicators  

A number of the IAT indicators may prove more difficult due to their subjective nature.  These indicators 
are characterized by a reliance on interviews and/or more abstract measurements for determining the 
correct response.   Below are some examples and guidance for addressing these distinct types of 
indicators. 

 

 

 

 

 

As noted, the researcher will be asking the official for a subjective determination on his or her “active” 
participation (see definition above).  However, for this indicator, the more critical information will not 
be the answer – which is “yes or no” – but rather the explanation of the type and extent of involvement.  
Researchers should seek a dialogue with the Minister, and are instructed to capture this conversation in 
the explanation box and to include in the country narrative.  

 

  

 

  

  

Indicator 7: Does the agency make guidelines/standard operating 
procedures available for reference? 

  a. The guidelines are kept online or in an easily accessible 
reference center . . .  

Indicator 1: Does the Minister or Deputy Minister actively 
participate in the development and/or review/revision of ATI 
policies, regulations, and/or oversight of implementation? 

Preferred Data Point: Interview with Minister or Deputy Minister 
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In the case above, the difficulty lies in assessing “easy” access.  One might consider “easily accessible” to 
be available automatically in an accessible space; while another might deem easy access to be the ability 
to request the guidelines sans the usual formality.  To determine easy access, the researcher might see 
whether he/she is given timely access to review the guidelines as well as identifying what security or 
other measures are in place that may limit or hinder accessibility.  If the documents are stored in private 
offices unavailable to other civil servants or persons from the public or there are a number of 
administrative hurdles including wait times, then the document should not be considered “easily 
accessible.” Regardless of the response, the researcher should provide a brief narrative in the 
explanation box to further substantiate their determination. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

While this indicator engages subjective terms such as “sufficient” and “insufficient” in the response, it 
also provides objective measurements by which to make the determination.  The sufficiency is based on 
ability to fulfill all functions and duties.  While the DIO might feel that there are not enough persons to 
complete all the tasks, or that the relevant public officials are overwhelmed/overworked, if through 
questioning it is clear that they are able to appropriately and judiciously comply with their access to 
information duties in a timely way, then it should be deemed “sufficient.”  Again, as above, a narrative 
explanation will help establish the basis for the researcher’s marking. 

Completing the Instrument 

To facilitate the measurement and scaling of the IAT indicators, we have developed an instrument 
through the Survey Monkey platform.  This platform allows the researchers to note their answers for 
each indicator and to provide a narrative with relation to the data points used and a more 
comprehensive explanation of the answer. A form has been provided for each Ministry, i.e. 6 forms in 
total, and should be completed in its entirety. NOTE:  We hope to migrate to the INDABA platform, at 
which time new instructions will be provided. 

The instrument is a comprehensive document that includes the indicators, preferred data points, 
specific instructions for researchers, and a space for explanation of the answers and data points.  The 
instrument is printable, and researchers are encouraged to take the instrument along as they engage 
the various sources of information and to complete it concurrently with their research.  The findings will 

Indicator 22: Does the DIO have the (staff) human resources needed to fulfill 
the agency’s duties and functions? 

Preferred Data Point: Interview with DIO 

  a. Sufficient human resources to fulfill all functions and duties 
  b. Some human resources, but not enough to fulfill all the functions and 

duties 
  c. Insufficient human resources or no resources 
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be input electronically by the researcher, analyzed and provided a “stoplight” score by the Carter 
Center, and then returned to the researcher for additional analysis and peer review.  

When filling in the “explanation of answer/data point” box, the researcher should include the following 
information in this order: 

1. Data point(s): which data point was used, if the preferred data point was not used an 
explanation of why, any difficulties or comments regarding capturing the data 

2. In compound questions where answer the answer is “b” (containing multiple element)s, 
researcher should indicate which elements exist and which are missing 

3. Any specific narrative/comments regarding the answer or findings 
4. Any specific comment/recommendation regarding the actual indicator 

Please see the example below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicator 40: Has the agency established a system for issuing and serving responses? 

Preferred Data Point: Verify the system through flowcharts, electronic system etc. 

  a. The agency has established a system for issuing and serving responses, 
which includes all of the following: 

i. Provision of requested documents; 
ii. Sending notice of transfer, and 

iii. Sending notice of denial 
  b. The agency has established a system for issuing and serving responses 

but does not include all of the above 
  c. The agency has not established a system for issuing and serving requests 

Explanation of Answer/data point 

 

 

I was not able to verify the entire system through flow charts, but did speak to 
the DIO who talked me through the system and demonstrated how it works.  
He showed me a number of forms that the officers complete when they 
provide the information or send denial and also explained orally how it all 
works and who is responsible.  

In our discussion, he said that when the agency does not have possession of 
the document they send it to the correct Ministry/agency.  He said that there 
is no system for checking first with that agency to see if they have the 
document or of notifying the requester that the request has been transferred 
to a new place. 

There was some confusion with the DIO about the systems and whether all of 
the relevant public officials are aware.  Would recommend they capture more 
of the process/system in writing for clarity and consistency. 
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Peer Review     

The main objective of peer reviewing the indicators after the application of the tool is to validate the 
findings as well as the indicators themselves.  Validating the findings will require two types of review 

1. Discussing the findings with civil society colleagues that are sufficiently familiarized with 
the state of access to information and government’s capabilities to fulfill access to 
information responsibilities; and 

2. Comparing the IAT findings with pre-existing country-specific access to information studies, 
monitoring exercises, research and/or analysis.   

 
Methodology 

 
The methodology for reviewing the findings with civil society experts and key stakeholders will largely 
be driven by the particulars of the country and preference of the researcher.  For convenience, it may be 
easier to conduct a group session, which would likely last approximately half a day.  Researchers could 
share the objectives of the IAT, methodology and overall findings.  The Carter Center will provide 
researchers with power point presentations, documents and the stoplight scaling of findings. 
 
Peer reviewers could be asked to share their experiences with specific aspects of the indicators, such as 
with requesting and receiving information or with proactive disclosure.  These experiences can be 
juxtaposed with the findings to identify coherence or potential conflicts. For example, the researcher’s 
findings might indicate that a ministry has a comprehensive public outreach strategy and the peer 
reviewers validate this finding by their own experiences of receiving newsletters, hearing radio ads etc. 
On the other hand, the indicators might demonstrate that the same ministry has well established 
systems in place for automatically publishing information, while the relevant stakeholders indicate that 
there is little data available online and that it is outdated.   
 
While only one peer review is necessary if done as a group, researchers may choose to meet with 
stakeholders individually.  In that case, researchers should meet with at least 5 different 
persons/organizations to validate the findings. 
 
In some countries, studies and analysis related to the right of access to information already have been 
undertaken.  In these cases, researchers should compare the IAT findings in light of these existing 
studies.  These studies may relate more to compliance or user satisfaction, which would serve as a good 
complement to the IAT findings.  For instance, as above, IAT findings might suggest that the agency has 
guidelines and well established systems for receiving and responding to requests. However, by looking 
at previous studies, we might find that the agency fails to provide information to the public more than 
50% of the time and has the highest moot refusal rate.  Thus, we might conclude that either there is 
something amiss with the IAT or that well-established systems do not necessarily equate to good 
practice.    

Guidelines for Narrative Reports 

As part of the IAT pilot, researchers will be completing three short reports.  Below are some guidelines 
for each of the reports: 
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Country Context (500 words) 

Recognizing that the country context may play a critical role in the implementation of an access to 
information law, researchers are asked to provide an approximate one page narrative on the history of 
the law (including the length of time in existence) and anything unique about the legislation or its 
subsequent use that would impact implementation.   

 Key Findings/Highlights (5 - 10 pages) 

The Key Findings narrative will serve to identify overall conclusions related to the 6 ministries and 
agencies assessed, including comments received during the Minister or Deputy Minister interview.  
Researchers may choose to provide specific findings per Ministry, with some overarching comments and 
recommendations, or may organize the report by function and component.  In general, however, this 
narrative should reflect the researcher’s analysis of the extent to which the Ministries/agencies are 
capacitated and prepared to provide information, respond to requests and manage records. 

 Assessing the IAT (no more than 5 pages) 

The final report will focus exclusively on the efficacy, functioning and value of the IAT. As the IAT is being 
applied in pilot phases, the Carter Center will use each phase to amend and perfect the indicators, 
methodology manual and researcher’s guide.  The report on the IAT should present any obstacles that 
researchers faced in applying the tool and collecting the data points; recommendations for changes to 
indicators (including additions and deletions) and information sources, and any other suggested area for 
improvement/adjustment.  

Suggested Sequencing for Researchers 

 Contact Minister/Deputy Minister to make appointment 
 

 Identify indicators that have data points which can be completed through desk research and do 
as much desk research as possible 
 

 Meet with Minister/Deputy Minister or if not possible, someone at level of Director General 
 

 If meeting with Director General then researcher may have additional questions to complete 
indicators, identify these questions in advance 
 

 Review documents and space to complete a number of the indicators (ex. policies, 
implementation plan, organigram etc.) 
 

 Meet with designated information officer, if the position exists 
 

 Meet with Information Commissioner or equivalent to share IAT  (note: this could happen 
earlier in the process) 
 

 Meet with the HLO to go over collected data points, missing data and any questions/doubts 
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 Complete entry of data points and comments re: data collection and value of the indicator 
 

 Peer review and analysis against existing studies 
 

 Draft context narrative and other summary reports 
 

 

 

 


