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18th Annual Weather Analysis and Forecasting/ 14th Annual Numerical Weather Prediction/ 9th Annual Mesoscale Processes Conferences

Ft. Lauderdale, FL

29 July – 2 August

CONFERENCE EVALUATION

91 responses received.  Some provided only comments and no evaluation.

EVALUATION





EXCELLENT
GOOD
ACCEPTABLE
POOR
TOTAL

1
Call for papers
32
35
5
0
72

2
Registration instructions 
41
33
5
0
79

3
Instructions on abstract submission
35
30
5
0
70

4
Location of Conference
28
23
18
11
80

5
Breaks and luncheons
32
34
9
3
78

6
Poster Session
31
33
8
7
79

7
Length of Sessions
32
38
10
2
82

8
Accommodation
28
38
11
0
77

9
Organization
44
30
3
1
78

10
Evening cruise
21
26
12
13
72

11
Conference room layout & functionality
20
36
20
5
81

12
Evening Panel Discussions
26
30
8
2
66

13
Scientific value of conference
32
36
8
2
78


TOTAL
402
422
122
46
992

Further comments from participants

1) Call for papers

· The call left out some groups.  Need a broader call.  3 responses

2) Registration instructions

· Streamline the payment process for various items (abstract submission, registration, page charges) into a single on-line form and payment.  1 response
3) Instructions on abstract submission

· I am not in favour of the $60 non-refundable abstract fee.  2 responses

· Encourage authors to submit abstracts.  1 response

· Abstract submission was difficult.  1 response

· It was good to submit abstracts on-line.  1 response

4) Location of conference

· Location of the conference was bad.  12 responses

· Hold the conference somewhere north in the summer.  7 responses

· Florida was not the best choice for that time of the year.  3 responses

· The location of the conference was not explicitly stated.  1 response

· Ft Lauderdale was an excellent choice for a location.  1 response

5) Breaks and lunches

· Break food was good. 10 responses

· The cost for the box lunches was outrageous.  3 responses

· Break area was cramped.  2 responses

· Need coffee at 8:00 am.  2 responses

· Breaks were too short.  1 response

· Lunch was too short.  Need 90 minutes instead of 60 minutes.  1 response

· Need more in-hotel lunch choices.  1 response

· I liked the fact that bottle water was served.  1 response

6) Poster session

· Poster session room was too small.  26 responses
· Poster session in the middle of the afternoon was good.  17 responses

· Poster sessions needed more time.  10 responses

· Conflicting posters in poster session.  2 responses

· Need clear identifiers for the posters on the poster boards.  Some posters were misplaced.  2 responses

· Posters were given a low priority.  1 response

· Overhead signs should be used to indicate where posters are grouped. 1 response

· Poster authors should include a copy of their poster on one sheet of paper for people to take.  1 response.

· AMS did not provide laptops for poster presentations. 1 response.

· Poster board measurements need to be more exact for posters.  1 response.

· Let the poster authors give a 1-minute summary, not the poster chairs.  1 response.

7) Length of sessions

· I enjoyed the fact that there were no parallel sessions.  2 responses

· End time of 9:00 pm each day is too long.  2 responses

· Good to have 20 minute talks.  2 responses

· More discussion sessions would have broken the day up better.  1 response

· Fifteen minutes per talk is too little and the Mesoscale Processes meeting kept running over, leaving little discussion time.  1 response

· Use midday poster session to close out the day (4:00 pm – 6:00 pm).  1 response

· I didn’t like the 15 min and 20 min staggered presentations.  1 response

8) Accommodation

· Facilities were nice and functional.  7 responses

· Hotel was fine but isolated.  4 responses

· Accommodations were pricey.  3 responses

· Poor quality of service.  3 responses

· Too much construction.  2 responses

· Parking was a problem.   Too expensive.  2 responses

· The hotel was fantastic.  1 response

· Do not pick expensive places where you have to pay to park.  1 response

9) Organization

· Organizing committee did a great job.  16 responses

· AMS staff were excellent and helpful.  5 responses

· Excellent daily weather briefings.  5 responses

· Conference was too expensive.  3 responses

· Give us more value for our money.  2 responses

· Do not let session chairs present their own paper in a session.  2 responses

· AMS staff was resistant in some areas.  1 response

· Disappointed that the joint session on data assimilation was held during a mesoscale conference session.  1 response

· I would like to have a preprint before the conference.  1 response

· More screening of submissions is needed in future conferences.  This will reduce the accepted presentations and increase the quality / value of the conference. 1 response

· My preprint article did not appear in the preprint volume. 1 response

· Publicise on-line registration savings.  1 response

· Several speakers had more than one oral presentation when an e-mail went out requesting that people give up their oral slots.  Not fair.  1 response

· A complete lack of inexpensive restaurants listed in the program.  1 response

· Take a page from the National Weather Association Conference.  Well attended meetings for about $120.00.  1 response

· Future conferences should focus on defining and communicating uncertainty in mesoscale forecasts.  1 response

10) Evening cruise

· Cruise was too crowded.  15 responses

· Cruise was fantastic.  6 responses

· Cruise had potential but…. 6 responses

· I left the ship because it was too crowded.  I did not eat the food on the cruise.  Yet I was charged for the meal.  This is not fair.  3 responses

· Cruise food was better than normal.  2 responses

· Cruise should not be part of the registration.  2 responses

· Dinner cruise was not necessary.  1 response

· A dozen coast guard safety rules must have been broken on the cruise.  1 response

· A vegan on the cruise did not have many choices.  1 response

· Not having the banquet in a stuffy hall is an idea that should be continued.  1 response

11) Conference room layout and functionality

· AMS laptop and computer projection worked well.  3 responses

· Most speakers want to control computer presentation.  Therefore, move the overhead projector stand to the back to give the speaker more room.  Put a table for the laptop.  2 responses

· Loud TV next to the conference meetings was distracting.  1 response

· Poster layout was fantastic.  1 response

· Conference doors would not close – too much noise.  1 response

· The lack of aisles on the side made it difficult to get a seat.  1 response

· Access to the conference room for dry runs at the end of the evening would be helpful.  1 response

· Would be nice to have a conference room with tables.  1 response

12) Evening panel discussions

· Good panel discussions.  4 responses

· Monday and Tuesday panel discussions were bad.  1 response

· Evening discussions were off-the-cuff, not much science.  1 response

13) Scientific value of conference

· Not enough of a focus on science.  13 responses

· Too much of a focus on modeling.  10 responses

· Don’t force WAF and NWP together.  3 responses.

· “Where is the beef?”  3 responses

· Let WAF be WAF.  2 responses

· One of the most disappointing conferences I have been to.  2 responses

· This was a “not-too-miss” conference.  1 response

· WAF Conference was not worth the time and expense.  1 response

· Scientific value of the conference was excellent.  1 response

· Talks were uninspiring.  1 response

· Many prominent faces in operational weather analysis and forecasting were absent.  1 response

· Operational meteorologists will learn little from hours of data assimilation, and a modeler probably won’t listen t0o much synoptic discussion.  We need a true “joint” session with day-to-day use of models by real forecasters.  1 response







