2nd USER GROUP MEETING ON SEVERE WEATHER TECHNOLOGY FOR NWS WARNING DECISION MAKING – 10-12 July 2007, Norman, OK
POST-WORKSHOP EVALUTION RESULTS
1. Please list the positive aspects of this meeting.

· Interaction between researchers, field, and program managers.  Good mix of folks.  Great presentations, great discussions.
· Broad range of attendees – wide range of ideas.
· Great facilities.

· Great to be thinking ahead.

· Interaction with so many talented, intelligent, and motivated individuals from a number of centers/labs/WFOs.

· Well-organized agenda.

· Excellent presentations.

· Hotel was excellent.

· Great locations; almost goes without saying that the NWC is an amazing accomplishment – congratulations.

· Verification discussion, especially Harold Brooks’ comments/ideas, was much needed and extremely important.

· Pulling hydrologic interests into/under this group’s umbrella is a MUST.

· From Air Force perspective, gave good insight into developing technology for NWS.  Raised concerns for us with respect to training.  To take advantage of dual-polarization, etc., we need to train our forecasters as well.  I’m not sure if we are aware of this new development.

· Enjoyed the tour of the new building.

· Seemed to be a good mix of decision makers, developers, and operational meteorologists.

· It was also helpful to learn about the NWS decision-making process for implementing new technology.

· A great get-together of multiple sub-disciplines and multiple experiences.  

· Folks came in with a “can do” attitude.

· Great overview of new NWC.

· Presentations were very informative.

· Very good discussions during and after the breakout sessions.

· Well run workshop.  The need for discussion is very important.  Interaction between research and operational community in one forum is very important.

· Stayed on schedule.
· Good topics.

· It is great to get a broad spectrum of folks together in this type of setting.

· Should be done more often with more collaboration, with all the great ideas that came out of this meeting.

· The WFO presentations.

· HWT briefings, visit, and hands-on demos.

· The focus on severe weather and enthusiasm.

· Notepads.

· Inviting CASA folks.

· Great facilities, discussion, and debate.

· Diverse group of attendees.

· Location was great.

· HWT demo was very beneficial.

· Wrap up of action items was a nice summary.

· Breakout sessions were effective.

· Synergistic, problem-solving, forward thinking.  Thanks!

· The breakout groups produced good results.

· Stories from the field.

· Interaction among developers, forecasters, researchers.

· Good cross-sections of field representation.

· The causes, cares, and concerns from the field.

· Learning and witnessing the future of the NWS with respect to AWIPS.
· Radar technology and the testing that is involved.

· The instructors and their expertise and passion in making this workshop happen.

· Integration of field people with researchers, programmers, and trainers in one setting to discuss items.

· Seeing upcoming stuff for the next 1-20 years.

· A somewhat better understanding of the change process.

· Good agenda, good pace, and good diversity of speakers.

· Nice cross-section of attendees.

· It is always a beneficial thing to have researchers, programmatic, and operational folks gather together to talk about current problems and the future.  Communications is a significant issue within the NWS, and these types of workshops assist in this area.  Follow-up is key!

2. Please list the negative aspects of this meeting.

· Need snacks.  

· End at 5:00 pm.  

· Have Storms from the Field earlier in the day.
· Talks tended toward trying to justify what research is on going, which is okay, but wanted to see more about improving what we have.
· A lot of visitors seemed timid.

· We may (read: probably!) have tried to cram too much into only 2.5 days.  I’d recommend 3 – 3.5 days for this workshop the next time, if a similar agenda is constructed.  Monday afternoon start, Thursday mid/late afternoon end, perhaps.  Or Tuesday to midday Friday.

· Needed more time to interact with research/operational folks.  I had to miss a little bit of the meeting in order to do this (maybe my time management wasn’t the best, but...)
· Perhaps more focus on satellite technology.  Is this not used in detecting severe weather?  It seems that it could be helpful in identifying early development of convection.  It could also be used as a “gap filler” in regions with poor radar coverage.

· This is tough, but there is a need for more questions and answer periods after each presentation.  You might need to reduce the number of presentations.
· Even though a lot of time was allotted for discussion, there should have been much more to discuss.

· Very cold room.

· Some topics were introduced (not on agenda) but not discussed, due to lack of time.

· Perhaps a review of the action items from the first workshop.

· Diversity of field input vs. continuity of thought.

· Not sure as to my apparent commitment after this workshop (via the SRH).  My personal interest remains high (as well as WFO at home), but need to know how to best facilitate.  Do I have workshop obligations through the remainder of the year?  Do I plan to participate next year?  How best to beep that continuity but promote WFO diversity.

· Technology hang-ups (microphone, telecon) slowed pace down.

· Morning sessions (but I’m a night owl!).

· Room was uncomfortably cold at times.

· Some of the breakout groups seemed a bit disorganized – might develop a bit better small-group leadership direction.

· Not necessarily negative, but it was difficult for speakers to present with the projection screen so high on the wall with the podium so close to the corner.

· Perhaps more RH or NWSHQ people can attend.
· Sometimes had to rush or cut off a valuable ongoing discussion in order to stay on time.

· Some repetitive slides/topics among speakers.

· The chairs in the lecture hall were not made for sitting for long periods of time.

· Need to do a better job of keeping presenters on schedule so that the maximum time for discussion is provided.

3. Please suggest any improvements or changes for future meetings.

· Take 15 minutes first morning for introductions (of attendees).  

· Have a list of projects, and take an hour (or less) to prioritize.  Could do this ahead of the meeting, and discuss at workshop.
· Have more presentations about what’s going on in the local offices.
· More time for discussions about what’s going on locally.

· Stop talking so much about “low-hanging fruit” and more toward “shooting the moon”.  Find a way to step out of current paradigm and get people to think out of the box.

· More breakout time (change groups up).

· This meeting was well-organized and focused on the proper items, imho.

· Regional focal points that can make a big difference with respect to moving high-priority issues through/down the pipeline should be here, or online, so we can expedite the process of bringing important, requisite changes/advances/additions to the warning desks of our forecast staffs.  
· As a group, we need to prioritize/weigh our recommendations and come to some sort of consensus or a “Top 10” list (or however many highest priority items we identify).  Of course, we need to hear from those that will actually have to do the work.

· Would like to have intros and background of participants.  I did not know who some of the folks were.
· Make background information about topics available ahead of time for the attendees to come up to speed easier.

· Budget more time for discussion.

· More communication between R&D and the field before these meetings and after.  Maybe an email list or something else.

· Yearly workshop.

· Little more HWT hands-on time.

· HWT/workshop website.

· Build in some dead time allowing for more discussion.

· Really need an email list or list servers to continue communications.

· Perhaps involve COMET and/or NCAR/MMM folks.

· GSD people would be good to have.

· Ira Graffman is the NWS HQ GIS rep, and he would be good to have too.
· I think that the regions should articulate the top 3-5 items that need to be addressed, whether it is an old item yet to be implemented, or new prioritized items.

· Perhaps HWT participant testimonials (from field participants) as HWT takes shape over the next few years.

· HWT participants should have more than a 1-week commitment, e.g., remote, email lists, etc.

· 3 full days, perhaps?  Seemed a little time-crunched at times.

· Perhaps a little more discussion time would be good because this time was often cut short due to lengthy presentations.

· We still need an even better understanding of the change process (all SOOs) and a template for submitting good Requests for Change (RCs) and how to “champion” these through the process effectively.  This is necessary for both AWIPS and NEXRAD.

· Very will run.  Difficult to think of much to improve.

· Perhaps send PowerPoint or documents to visiting forecasters ahead of time giving them a heads up on the “hot” topics we will be discussion, some important background info, notes from previous workshops, etc.  To save some “spin-up” time.

4. This workshop should be held

13
Once a year

2
Once per two years

· (Once a year)  I really don’t know how to answer this, but since this workshop provides an excellent opportunity to learn what other folks are doing and where the budget/priorities are focused, I’ll vote for once a year.  This might be ill-advised.  I’ll defer to other folks that have a better idea of what makes sense.
· (Once a year)  If logistically possible.  Otherwise, every two years.

· (Once a year)  This is a tough question.  I can’t live with every two years.

· (Once a year)  Or dependent on amount of change

· (Once a year)  Would help with continued communication and follow-up
· (Once per two years)  Probably what is needed from a field perspective.  But if held once per year, reiterates field requirements to those who need to hear about important needed changes on amore frequent basis.

· (Once a year)  If possible, to maintain high profile/awareness amongst high level managers.

5. Preferred time of the year for the workshop (number times each circled)
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· (Sep-Oct)  Sometime during the late summer or fall.  But Jul-Aug is OK if I’m going to participate in the HWT some year.
· (Apr-Jul-Nov)  After primary (annual) thrust of HWT activities.

· (Apr-May-Jun-Jul-Aug-Sep)  Toward the beginning of the fiscal year, when local funds are maximized.

6. Workshop location preference

10
Same location every time
1
Rotate between Silver Spring and Norman

1
Rotate between 2 or 3 locations

4
Rotate between 3 or 4 locations

0
No preference
· (Same location every time)  Norman is a good location.
· (Same location every time)  If same place, probably should be Norman

· (Rotate between 3 or 4 locations) If can’t rotate, then same location should be Norman.  Budget vs. innovative and thoughtful insight.  However, can there be gotoMeeting leveraging?

· (Rotate between 3 or 4 locations)  Maybe 2 locations?  3 or 4 is a lot.  Although, there are many advantages to Norman.

7. Workshop location (number times each circled)
4
Silver Spring

15
Norman

8
Boulder

2
Kansas City

1
Salt Lake City

· (Norman)  The NSSL/ROC radar experts are here.
· (Boulder)  More hydro experts are here, or nearby (e.g., NCAR).

· Maybe we can get more Washington folks to come to Boulder and Norman.
· (Norman)  This is where the new technology is located.
· Silver Spring – HQ people, but would they listen?  Norman – Hard to beat, given those who work here and the HWT.  Boulder – GSD, NCAR, COMET.  Kansas City – No great benefit.  Salt Lake City – Represent western issues.

· What about Huntsville?  Locations that place us within a creative environment and among researchers regarding severe local storms and incident support services.
