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	Summary and purpose of document
This document provides information on TECO 2012, held in Brussels, Belgium from 16 to 18 October 2012. It summarizes the arrangements for the conference, the format and content, and the feedback obtained after TECO 2012 from participants in regard to the level of success of the conference.  



Action proposed

The Meeting is invited to take into consideration the information provided when considering detailed plans for TECO 2014.
________________
Annexes:
I
Exit Survey from TECO 2012
REPORT OF TECO 2012
1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 TECO 2012 was held at the Expo Centre in Brussels, Belgium, from 16 to 18 October 2012. The conference was held in parallel with the Meteorological Technology World Expo 2012. In total, there were 270 different participants over the three days, with between 200 and 240 in attendance each day.

1.2 The organization for TECO 2012 was somewhat different from previous years, in that the organizer was a private company, UKIP Media and Events, who also organized the parallel exhibition. UKIP met all on-site costs of the conference, including the cost of lunch each day for all participants, and it also contributed a sum of money to WMO to enable travel assistance to be provided for approximately 20 additional participants from developing countries. 
1.3 The conference venue was an open-roofed auditorium located in the main exhibition hall, though the last session, which included the Vaisala Award presentation and closing addresses, was held in a separate, large capacity auditorium, five minutes walk from the exhibition hall.

1.4 The poster venue was adjacent to the conference auditorium, in the main exhibition hall.

2. TECO 2012 PROGRAMME
2.1 TECO 2012 was divided into 5 sessions, with a total of 105 presentations:

· Instrument Intercomparisons and Test Beds (2 keynotes, 8 orals, 28 posters = 38 papers)
· Obtaining High Quality Data in Developing Countries – the Challenges (2 keynotes, 5 orals, 6 posters = 13 papers)
· Meeting the Needs of Climate Observations (1 keynote, 7 orals, 7 posters = 15 papers)
· CIMO Interactions with Metrology and Standardization Organizations (2 keynotes, 8 orals, 1 posters = 11 papers), and

· New Technologies: Transitioning to Operations and Data Continuity Challenges (2 keynotes, 9 orals, 15 posters = 26 papers)
Keynote presentations were 30 minutes, other orals 15 minutes. The more attractive  sessions (base don the number of abstracts received) were those on Intercomparisons and New Technologies, whereas the sessions on Climate and Metrology were undersubscribed.
2.2 As well as the paper presentations, the programme included an open forum discussion session on the Site Classification Scheme, which was well-received.
3. PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED
3.1 Background noise (from the exhibition, in the absence of an auditorium roof) was the main problem encountered during the conference.
3.2 A second significant problem was the apparent inattention of the participants to the posters, despite lengthened breaks to enable time for poster viewing. 

4. EXIT SURVEY AND RESULTS

4.1 An analysis of the exit survey can be found at Appendix II. The main conclusions of the survey were as follows:
· Although the survey was completed by less than one third of the attendees, most of these were presenters who attended most of the conference, so this provides reasonable confidence that the indications provided by this sample will be representative of all attendees.

· The amount of notice provided prior to TECO was adequate for most, though there were some who may have appreciated more.

· Provision of WMO financial assistance further in advance of the conference would have been appreciated by some of the participants receiving that assistance.

· The experimental setup employed for TECO2012 whereby the TECO auditorium was a purpose-built auditorium (without a roof) in the middle of the exhibition building was a mistake and that this should not be repeated in the future.

· The scientific content and balance and the balance between posters and oral presentations was about right, but more attention needs to be paid to the poster venue and provision of dedicated poster viewing time. There were also those who would have appreciated dedicated exhibition viewing time to be provided, though this is difficult to provide in a 3 day conference.

· While not everyone was satisfied, the arrangements for tea and coffee, for meals and overall access to and management of the venue were satisfactory for most.

· The 3 day duration of TECO was just right, most attendees were happy with the privately-run exhibition in place of a METEOREX run by the host NMHS, and most found their participation at TECO 2012 to be well worthwhile.

_________________

APPENDIX I: Exit Survey from TECO 2012
Altogether, 270 people attended TECO 2012. 228 of these attended on Day 1, 240 on Day 2 and 198 on Day 3. After the conference, all registrants were emailed and requested to complete a feedback survey, which contained 22 questions. 

Of all registrants, 74 responded to the survey with complete or partial responses.

A summary of those responses and a brief analysis of each follows:

1a.
Of the entire TECO programme, you attended about:

	  0%
	
	5
	7%

	  10%
	
	3
	4%

	  25%
	
	6
	8%

	  50%
	
	9
	12%

	  75%
	
	17
	   23%

	  90%
	
	22
	30%

	  100%
	
	12
	16%


Almost 70% of respondents attended 75% or more of the conference. Most of these were presenters (oral or poster). 

Of those who did not attend (5), for most this was because of lack of funding.

Of those who attended less then 25% of the conference, most were manufacturers.

Of those who attended 50%, most were only there to listen.

2.
At TECO 2012, you:

	    provided an oral presentation
	
	19
	26%

	    provided a poster presentation
	
	14
	19%

	    came along and listened, as a member of the CIMO community
	
	17
	23%

	    came along and listened, as a member of the manufacturing community
	
	8
	11%

	    other
	
	9
	12%

	    no response
	
	6
	


6 gave no response to this question.

3.
You received the first TECO 2012 announcement:
	  in plenty of time to organize your participation
	
	45
	61%

	  in just enough time to organize your participation
	
	15
	20%

	  too late to comfortably organize your participation
	
	7
	9%


7 gave no response to this question.

The announcement went out on 20 April 2012, 6 months before the conference.

It would appear that the amount of prior notice provided for TECO 2012 was adequate in the large majority (>80%) of cases. 

4.
The time allowed for you to submit an abstract for TECO 2012 after the first announcement was:

	  More than sufficient
	
	26
	35%

	  Just enough
	
	27
	36%

	  Insufficient
	
	4
	5%


17 gave no response to this question (almost all were not presenters)

Abstracts were called for in the first announcement, which was sent out on 20 April 2012 and requested (on-line) submission of abstracts before 15 May 2012 (almost 4 weeks later.) 

The time allowed to submit an abstract was sufficient in the large majority (>70%) of cases.

5. You received the call for papers:

	  in plenty of time to submit your paper on time
	
	25
	34%

	  in just enough time to submit your paper on time
	
	22
	30%

	  too late to submit your paper on time
	
	13
	18%


14 gave no response to this question.

The first announcement (20 April 2012) advised that authors of selected papers would be provided in July with further details regarding submission of papers and posters for publication in the conference proceedings. After authors of papers were advised of acceptance of their papers and their selection as either oral or poster presentations on 29 June 2012, the call for (‘camera ready’) papers was issued on 23 July 2012, with a deadline for submission of 31 August 2012.

The time allowed to prepare the completed paper was sufficient for most respondents (>60%), though a significant fraction required more time. This is a point to note. Perhaps if the call for camera ready papers had been issued at the same time as the advice on selection, some authors who missed the deadline may have met it.

6. If you received financial assistance from WMO to attend TECO 2012, you received this assistance:

	  Not applicable
	
	58
	78%

	  in plenty of time to organize your travel
	
	9
	12%

	  in just enough time to organize your travel
	
	2
	3%

	  too late to organize your travel
	
	5
	7%


This question was not applicable to a large majority (78%) of respondents. For those for whom it was, a significant fraction (more than 30%) indicated that they received their financial assistance from WMO too late to organize their travel. More attention should be paid to this for future TECOs.

The WMO OBS secretariat is constrained, of course. RFAs cannot be sent until the formal PR response is received at WMO (this can lead to delays). Then the per diem and fares cannot be arranged until visas are obtained – this again can lead to delays beyond the secretariat’s control. Finally, once the OBS secretariat requests a payment to be made, there can be further delays which are beyond the control of OBS.   

7. What suggestions can you provide that might help us to improve the organization of the next TECO?

32 respondents replied to this question. The suggestions varied, though there were a few common messages. A summary of the suggestions is tabulated below:

	Comment:
	Response:

	Provide more time for each presentation
	Difficult to please all

	Provide earlier announcements
	Perhaps some validity (most were satisfied)

	Email announcement to previous attendees
	An idea with merit

	More focus for papers (too many on metrology)
	Difficult to please all

	Provide more fiscal assistance (2)
	Difficult to please all

	Provide a sealed (quieter) auditorium (4)
	A valid criticism

	Make the deadline for papers closer to conference. 
	Difficult if papers are to be made available on CD prior to conference

	Make separate time available for exhibition
	Lunch breaks were long to allow for this

	Short term school for specific equipment with scientists and makers
	Worth examining this?

	End earlier on the last day
	Difficult to please all

	Provide clearer program and schedule management (3)
	A valid criticism perhaps

	The start times were too early (impractical)
	Difficult to please all

	Distribute the presentations
	The presentations are available on the www

	Send the notices to universities in Africa
	Difficult, but worth investigation?

	Poor location
	Difficult to please all

	Provide an open teleconference facility
	Not viable

	Choose a 'better' time of year
	Difficult to please all

	Provide DSA and ticket earlier (3)
	Perhaps some validity

	
	


Many of the suggestions are unhelpful (it can be difficult to please everyone all the time). Others have some merit. The most worthwhile, and those to be kept in mind for future conferences, are highlighted in bold type.

8. You found the overall balance (the topics covered) of the TECO programme to be:

	  excellent
	
	42
	57%

	  average
	
	25
	34%

	  poor
	
	0
	0%


7 gave no response to this question. 

With 57% of respondents rating the overall balance as excellent, 34% as average and none as poor, this suggests little reason to change. It would appear that the IOC got the overall balance about right.

9. You found the quality of the TECO scientific and technical papers to be:

	  excellent
	
	43
	58%

	  average
	
	22
	30%

	  poor
	
	0
	0%


9 gave no response. 

Again, with all those responding to the question of the view that the quality of papers was average or excellent (none poor), this suggests little reason to change the selection process for future TECO conferences. Again this reflects well on the job done bay the paper assessors (members of the IOC).

10. You found the balance between oral and poster presentations to be:

	  excellent
	
	26
	35%

	  average
	
	38
	51%

	  poor
	
	1
	1%


9 gave no response.

Of those who responded to this question about two thirds rated this balance as only average, with the remainder (with one exception) judging it excellent. It is difficult to interpret this result. Of those who judged it as excellent, there was an even mix of ‘listeners’ and presenters. Of those who saw it as average, about half gave no presentation, a quarter gave orals and a quarter posters. Perhaps it would have been of more value better to ask whether there were too many, the right number, or too few orals.

11. What suggestions can you provide that might help us to improve the scientific balance of the next TECO?

20 responded to this question. The table below lists the non-nul responses, with those worthy of note in bold type.

	5 min presentation for the best posters at the session

	Applications in Africa

	Better location!

	It was frustrating to receive and obey the request not to submit commercial presentation to TECO, then see a competitor give a full-blown commercial presentation!

	More presentations on the state of the art of Instruments. Not only by manufacturers.

	New technology such as radar should be more involved.

	Participation of developing countries has to be encouraged.

	Please focus on the need to developing countries also give attention about the developing countries needs

	Poster session does not have the required visibility

	Some lectures on specific arguments

	Sometimes I got the impression that presentations were in the wrong session.

	The subjects should be related to the actual necessities of meteorological instruments and improving technological issues.

	The time of the year must chosen with the majority of  all participants , I suggest to be in late march - beginning days of April

	To have a better coordination between WMO and the private organisation ( for the agenda and inscription to the various conferences.

	Try to ensure those who submit posters turn up

	WMO ought to organize the next TECO in the WMO other language, not only in English

	Would better if extended time and provided more time to see the poster presentation, the conference presentation and the expo.


12. You found the auditorium for TECO 2012 (in the Brussels Expo Centre) to be:

	  very good
	
	13
	18%

	  OK
	
	30
	41%

	  poor
	
	23
	31%


8 did not respond to this question.

The responses are very enlightening. Initial planning for TECO had an enclosed auditorium (with a roof) being built inside the exhibition centre, or a nearby established auditorium (which holds 500) being used instead. Ultimately, to save money, the hosts went ahead with a purpose built auditorium for TECO constructed within the main exhibition hall, but without a roof being fitted. This led to a noisy environment for the conference. While some at the conference commented that it was a good setup because it was immersed in the exhibition so added a dynamic air to the conference, there were those who clearly had difficulty hearing the presentations and were distracted by the noise of the adjoining exhibition.

That more than 30% of respondents judged the auditorium to be poor and more than 40% only OK sends a strong signal not to repeat the setup from TECO 2012.

13. You found the poster layout for TECO 2012 (the Brussels Expo Centre) to be:

	  very good
	
	18
	24%

	  OK
	
	39
	53%

	  poor
	
	9
	12%


8 did not respond to this question.

Of all respondents to the survey, only 24% found the poster layout to be very good, while more than half judged it as only OK. Although only 12% found it poor, there was not a lot of enthusiasm for the layout. It’s not clear why. Perhaps a further question should have asked for suggestions on how to improve it.

14. You found the management of the venue by UKIP to be:

	  very good
	
	34
	46%

	  OK
	
	28
	38%

	  poor
	
	3
	4%


9 did not respond to this question.

Of those who did, a large majority were happy with the venue management and almost half thought it to be very good.

15. You found the coffee/tea arrangements to be:

	  very good
	
	40
	54%

	  OK
	
	17
	23%

	  poor
	
	10
	14%


7 did not respond to this question.

Most thought the arrangements were very good. The number who thought them to be poor is inexplicable.

16. You found the meal arrangements to be:

	  very good
	
	38
	51%

	  OK
	
	20
	27%

	  poor
	
	5
	7%


11 did not respond to this question.

Again, most thought the arrangements were very good. And again, that 5 thought they were poor is unexplained, given that this was the first time that lunch had been provided free of charge at TECO. Perhaps that was related to the choice of food (halal or vegetarian requirements?) 

17. You found access to the venue to be:

	  very good
	
	35
	47%

	  OK
	
	30
	41%

	  poor
	
	3
	4%


6 did not respond to this question.

The vast majority considered the access arrangements to be acceptable.

18. What suggestions can you provide that might help us to improve the venue for the next TECO?
29 responded to this questions. Those responses are tabulated below. It is noteworthy that the majority of these points to the need for a better (quieter) venue (see responses in bold type).

	A better auditorium

	A separate room required for presentations

	an audit should be performed to the venue prior to the event

	any other suggestions

	better coffee breaks and more silent place for conference

	Get out of Brussels!

	Good

	Good auditorium + METEOREX easily accessible from it

	Having tape or other equipment to attach posters ready and enough amount

	hotel and traffic tool are too insufficient (ed note: this was provided by the Exhibition)

	In fact the first venue (next to the expo) was noisy but the second place (the audtorium) was less convivial and sleepy (some place like the CIC at Meteo France Toulouse is very well for instance)

	In the future, it would be preferable to change the venue of TECO to different location/country ( Not every time at Brussels)

	it's difficult listening TECO and conference

	large diffusion of information

	Less noise.

	Location closer to a variety of accommodation to avoid the need to travel from some kilometres away

	On third day afternoon, background noise was too large so I was interrupted to hear oral presentation. background noise was coming from people who is cleaning table and chairs outside of auditorium

	Please improve the presentation area. It would be also a good idea if the TECO and METEOREX will take place not at the same city every time

	Provide place for muslim for pray

	separate room for TECO next to the exhibition

	separate silent and warm audience room

	separate venue for TECO, so that the Met Expo does not disrupt the conference so much

	similarly

	Snacks, fruits at breaks would be nice :-)

	TECO area for oral presentations should be noise isolated from expo area. But if they are in the same area, there is also an advantage to follow Teco Presentations easily.

	The attendance to the posters was rather poor, spread over 3 days so that I myself had little time to visit the exhibition.

	transportation convenient place

	Turn the sound level up a bit

	Would be better if the restroom stays in the venue without passes an examination again.

	A better auditorium


19. You found the duration of CIMO TECO 2012 to be

	  too long
	
	4
	5%

	  just right
	
	57
	77%

	  too short
	
	4
	5%


9 did not respond to this question.

The responses from those who did sends a clear message that the 3 day length of TECO 2012 was just right.

20. This year alongside TECO, instead of Meteorex, a private organization ran the exhibition. This was:

	  very good
	
	30
	41%

	  OK
	
	30
	41%

	  poor
	
	4
	5%


10 did not respond to this question. 40% of respondents were clearly impressed with the Exhibition and another 40% thought it to be OK, suggesting that the aligning with the UKIP exhibition rather than a NMHS-run exhibition is a suitable arrangement, all other things (TECO venue etc) being equal.

21. Overall, you found your participation at TECO 2012 to be:

	  Well worthwhile
	
	46
	62%

	  Worthwhile overall
	
	19
	26%

	  Not worthwhile
	
	1
	1%


8 did not respond to this question. Of all those who completed the survey, over 60% thought their attendance at TECO 2012 to be well-worthwhile and only one considered it not worthwhile. As a single indicator, this is a very positive result.

22. If you have additional and specific suggestions for the improvement of any of the organizational aspects of CIMO TECO 2012, please share them with us.

The 18 responses to this question are tabulated below. The more significant of these are highlighted.

	any specific suggestions and thank you

	Better announcements (on the daily schedule board) of changes in the programme, please!

	cheaper country - improve convivial meeting

	circulate the annoucement on time to the PR

	Despite the kind attitude of belgium people,  the web organisation was absolutely unclear and that has given a lot of problem to install the booth. This is to reconsider for the next TECO  (ed note: this comment appears to be in relation to the exhibition)

	First, to have bigger spaces to let suggestions so that you can read all you've writed, second to may be, if possible to get the presentations, . To conclude, I really enjoyed the TECO2012 (it's my first participation) Many thanks

	keep on time

	no more suggestions

	No. Thank you very much for Teco and expo organization.

	none

	Organization of the visit of PR of HMS of Belgium was poor.

	short term school for specific eqipment with scientist and makers

	Thank you for your efforts

	to make so that participan are from different part of the World

	to stay one week

	Try and attract more attendees outside organisational members of WMO; i.e. meteorological measurement researchers and academics

	Very poor facilities


Conclusions:
Although the survey was completed by less than one third of the attendees, most of these were presenters who attended most of the conference, so this provides reasonable confidence that the indications provided by this sample will be representative of all attendees.

Responses to questions 3, 4 and 5 suggest that the amount of notice provided prior to TECO was adequate for most, though there were some who may have appreciated more.

Responses to question 6 suggest that provision of WMO financial assistance further in advance of the conference would have been appreciated by some of the participants receiving that assistance.

Responses to questions 7, 12, 18 and 22 all suggest that the experimental setup employed for TECO2012 whereby the TECO auditorium was a purpose-built auditorium (without a roof) in the middle of the exhibition building was a mistake and that this should not be repeated in the future.

Responses to question 8, 9, 10 and 11 and 13 suggest that the scientific content and balance and the balance between posters and oral presentations was about right, but that more attention needs to be paid to the poster venue and provision of dedicated poster viewing time. There were also those who would have appreciated dedicated exhibition viewing time to be provided, though this is difficult to provide in a 3 day conference.

Responses to question 14, 15, 16 and 17 suggest that, while everyone was not satisfied, the arrangements for tea and coffee, for meals and overall access to and management of the venue were satisfactory for most.

The 3 day duration of TECO was just right, most attendees were happy with the privately-run exhibition in place of a METEOREX run by the host NMHS, and most found their participation at TECO 2012 to be well worthwhile.




















































