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1. As a rule, all participants in the meetings organised under the CES work 
programme are asked to fill in an evaluation questionnaire at the end of the meeting. 
Below is the summary of the evaluation questionnaires filled in by the participants of 
the 2008 June CES plenary session.  
 
2. There were 177 registered participants at the meeting (excluding members of 
the UNECE secretariat). 60 responses to the evaluation questionnaires were received 
(response rate 34%). 
 
Summary of replies  
 

Question 1: How do you evaluate the quality of the meeting in 
general? 
   Number of 

replies % 

 Content Very good 24 40% 
Good 35 58% 
Fairly good 1 2%   
Unsatisfactory 0 0% 

 Documentation Very good 22 40% 
Good 27 49% 
Fairly good 4 7%   
Unsatisfactory 2 4% 

  

For information 
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Question 2: How do you evaluate the discussion under the “formal 
business” part of the meeting? 
   Number of 

replies % 

 Outcomes of the Very good 16 28% 
Good 36 63% 
Fairly good 5 9%  

in-depth reviews 
by the Bureau 

Unsatisfactory 0 0% 
 Statistical  Very good 13 24% 

Good 39 71% 
Fairly good 3 5%  

metadata 

Unsatisfactory 0 0% 
 Report on  Very good 21 38% 

Good 32 58% 
Fairly good 2 4%  

Statistics for 
Sustainable 
Development Unsatisfactory 0 0% 

 
 

Question 3: Are you satisfied with the organization of the 
seminars? 
   Number of 

replies % 

Seminar on strategic issues linked to the measurement of 
international transactions 
 Organization Very good 26 46% 

Good 26 46% 
Fairly good 4 7%  

 

Unsatisfactory 0 0% 
 Discussion  Very good 16 29% 

Good 34 62% 
Fairly good 4 7%  

 

Unsatisfactory 1 2% 
Seminar on measuring population movement and integration in a 
globalized world 
 Organization Very good 31 63% 

Good 17 35% 
Fairly good 1 2%   
Unsatisfactory 0 0% 

 Discussion  Very good 23 48% 
Good 25 52% 
Fairly good 0 0%  

 

Unsatisfactory 0 0% 
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Suggestions for improvement and other comments: 
 
General 
-  A very interesting and useful meeting. 
-  Very good Secretariat work. 
-   Excellent meeting facilities! (thanks to OECD) 
-  I found the conference building overheated. 
-  Delegates should sit next to each other, not opposite the table. 
-  Table layout awkward – opposite national delegations 
-  Easier electricity connection for PC needed 
 
“Formal business” 
-  Before the discussion, need to give short presentation in PowerPoint for 

understanding. Without an introduction it is difficult to follow the discussion. 
However, you can limit the time for explanation very short - 4-5 minutes for 
each paper; 

-  In-depth reviews not really discussed – nor indeed, satisfactory.  
-  Not to have presentations unless discussion is sought: so excellent for 

Sustainable development, but ineffective and unnecessary for Metadata. 
-  Metadata – the paper was good, but the presentation did not achieve anything as 

no discussion occurred. 
-  Agenda too crowded and rushed. 
-  Timetable of formal part was quite tight. ---> Are there any possibilities to 

reduce the number of agenda items, or to do something else? 
-  As usual, not enough time for presentations and discussion. 
-  Should have all “formal business” points before the seminars (i.e. not save 

points until the end of the meeting);  
-  The procedure for adoption of the report - there should be more time during the 

meeting or better after the meeting. 
 
Organization of seminars 
-  The intended role of discussants was to present and discuss the submitted 

papers. Instead, most of them gave “independent” papers, with very little 
discussion on the invited and contributed papers. This is discourteous and can be 
counter-productive if countries feel it is not worth writing papers. (Ivan Fellegi) 

-  A bit too much time devoted to the authors of the papers. Concentrate more on 
discussants’ contribution + intervention from the floor. Emphasize more a 
strategic nature of seminars (avoid items, which demand very specialized 
knowledge in the substance). Now quite a small number of chief statisticians 
were on the podium – most speakers were rather experts than managers. It was 
good to have speakers coming outside from official statistics. 

-  Authors of invited papers should better follow discussant questions during 
presentation. 

-  Discussants were speaking more than the authors of papers. 
-  Need more time for open discussion. Too much time given to discussants and 

paper authors? 
-  Change order of events as follows: 1) Chair introduces papers; 2) Paper 

presentations limited to key issues/findings (in PowerPoint); 3) Discussant’s 
findings and key issues; 4) Discussion. 

-  The quality of the discussions under different sessions of both seminars varied.  
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-  As for the seminar on International transactions, I felt some gap between IMF, 

US FRB people, and some of the Heads of NSOs. I think this is the gap usually 
found between economists, particularly financial people and statisticians. 

- Clearer guidelines for the preparation of seminars (also for authors/discussants).  
-  Clear guidelines for seminar actors (+ discussants).  
 
Documentation 
-  It was very good to distribute ahead of the seminar the slide presentations 

although not for all presentations. We encourage to do it for all presentations 
since it provides a useful opportunity to disseminate the main problems and 
recommendations among practitioners. 

-  It will be easier for the discussion to have PowerPoint materials in advance. 
-  The papers for the seminars should be earlier than this year. Only a couple of 

papers were ready at the beginning of April. Many of the papers came only at 
the end of May or beginning of June. Organisers of the seminars should take 
more responsibility for getting papers earlier. 

-  Late delivery of documents. 
-  Documents – as usual – too late (contributions of some countries). 
-  The document checklist needs to be issued earlier. Also, it would be better if 

document numbers were kept in sequence. For example, for 12 June - Seminar 
1: doc 20, 39, 40, 35, 36, 45… 

-  Number the documents. 
-  Too many papers, and in too much in detail. 
-  It should be allowed to set the names under the papers (especially important for 

scientists).  
-  The names of the authors should be mentioned. 
 

* * * * * 
 

 


