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LSST2017 Project & Community Workshop Survey Results
Executive Summary
The LSST2017 Project and Community
Workshop was held August 14-18,
2017 at the Westin La Paloma in
Tucson, Arizona.
Essentially an all hands meeting
(AHM), LSST2017 was a week-long
workshop allowing both technical
discussions between members of the
teams involved in building LSST and
interaction between project personnel
and members of the broader
community. Scheduled sessions were
intended to focus on topics of broad or
cross-cutting significance and interest.
For the third consecutive year, a
significant number of the breakout
sessions were devoted to topics
exploring the science of LSST.
268 participants registered for the
workshop; 148 attendees took the
survey. Not all survey participants
completed every question. Some
questions allowed respondents to
choose more than one answer.

ATTENDANCE
268 registered participants
148 survey respondents
89% identified as members of the Project technical team
EXPERIENCE
80% rated the meeting "Extremely" or "Quite a Bit" Productive
80% rated the meeting "Extremely" or "Quite a Bit" Enjoyable
93% were "Extremely" or "Quite a Bit" Likely to attend LSST2018
Ratings decline between 2015 and 2016 recovered in 2017
SETTING
97% rated Accommodations "Great" or "Good"
96% rated the Meeting Venue "Great" or "Good"
93% rated Information Prior to Arrival "Great" or "Good"
86% rated Food "Great" or "Good"
45% rated Internet Access "Poor"
AGENDA BALANCE
88% rated Plenary Sessions Quantity "Just Right"
88% rated Breakout Sessions Quantity "Just Right"
79% rated Downtime for Discussion "Just Right"
Ratings decline between 2015 and 2016 recovered in 2017
AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT
Finalize and advertise meeting agenda earlier

In general, survey participants
Re-evaluate format to optimize project/community benefit
reported
a
good
experience.
Secure larger meeting rooms for breakouts
Attendees favorably rated the agenda
balance, venue, accommodations, support infrastructure and food. A majority of respondents rated the
meeting both productive and enjoyable and are likely to attend LSST2018. Declines in satisfaction ratings
from 2015 to 2016 were recovered in 2017, with “Just Right” scores in the agenda balance categories
registering the highest they have been since LSST began conducting post-workshop surveys.
Following the LSST2016 survey results, the LSST2017 organizing committee committed to 1) avoid
conducting a review concurrent with the workshop, 2) finalize the meeting agenda well in advance of
the workshop’s start, and 3) reserve unscheduled time in the agenda in order to facilitate greater
informal interaction. LSST2017 was the only project event occurring that week. Excepting last minute
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changes to room assignments, the LSST2017 agenda was finalized two weeks before the workshop
began – a significant improvement over previous years but still considered inadequate by a number of
respondents. In response to the desire for unscheduled time in the agenda in order to facilitate greater
informal interaction, the organizing committee limited the number of parallel sessions to five maximum,
and not all session time blocks used all five parallel session spots.
Despite overall satisfaction gains, there remain areas for improvement: meeting rooms were too small,
breakfast was lacking, and some science community members questioned whether the workshop was
still relevant to them.
Commenters noted that the breakout rooms were too small to accommodate the number of people
wishing to attend the sessions. The organizing committee witnessed the problem during the workshop
as well. This issue likely was caused by the organizing committee’s decision to limit the number of
parallel breakout sessions to five maximum. The OC failed to consider that with the same number of
registrants and fewer sessions available to attend, each session would have larger attendance than
originally anticipated. If the OC decides to continue with a limited number of parallel sessions, they will
try to secure larger meeting rooms for each.
Once again, a large number of respondents (30) commented that breakfast was inadequate. Given the
consistent lack of satisfaction with breakfast and the high cost for the project ($27 per head at the
Westin) to provide it, future AHMs likely will forgo providing breakfast in favor of per diem ($13 in
Tucson).
While not expressed by a large number of respondents, a handful of comments expressed the sentiment
that the workshop was not particularly useful or relevant to the science community. They noted that the
it felt primarily geared toward project technical work. One respondent wrote, “It seemed like this was
more an all hands project team meeting with a few things for science collaboration members.” Coupled
with the year-over-year decline in participation by members of the science community (by about 50%
since 2012), perhaps the project ought to re-evaluate the goals, audience, intent and format of the
workshop in order to ensure it serves its purpose.
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LSST2017 Project & Community Workshop Survey Results
Background and Introduction
LSST will be a large‐aperture, wide‐field, ground‐based telescope designed to obtain sequential images
of the entire visible sky every few nights. The observatory is being constructed on Cerro Pachón in
northern Chile. At the end of construction, the LSST project will have delivered an 8.4-meter effective
aperture telescope; all required support facilities; a 3.2-gigapixel camera; a supercomputing and data
storage facility in La Serena, Chile; offices for Chile-based staff; and a data archive center at the National
Center for Supercomputing Applications at the University of Illinois in Urbana-Champaign. The
subsequent 10-year survey will deliver a data set suitable for answering a wide range of pressing
questions in astrophysics, cosmology, and fundamental physics.
Construction of LSST is a joint National Science Foundation (NSF)/Department of Energy (DOE) project.
Through a cooperative support agreement (CSA) under the Major Research Equipment and Facilities
Construction (MREFC) account, the NSF funds the project office, telescope and fixed infrastructure, data
management system, and education and public outreach. Through a contract with Stanford University,
the DOE funds the camera system. The LSST Project Office (LSSTPO), headquartered in Tucson, Arizona,
is the entity responsible for managing the construction effort. Using the processes required by the NSF
and DOE, the geographically distributed LSST team is managed as a single project.
The annual project and community workshops hosted by LSSTPO are essentially week-long all hands
meetings (AHMs) at which the project interacts with members of the science community and the
project’s distributed team members gather together to perform technical work. Scheduled sessions are
intended to focus on topics of broad or cross-cutting significance and interest. The LSST2017 Project and
Community Workshop was held August 14-18, 2017 at the Westin La Paloma in Tucson, Arizona. For the
third consecutive year, a significant number of the breakout sessions were devoted to topics exploring
the science of LSST. For more information about LSST2017, including the agenda and presentations, visit
https://project.lsst.org/meetings/lsst2017/.
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Survey Results
268 participants registered for the workshop. 148 (55%) of attendees took the survey – an 8%
improvement over 2016, which the first year since LSST began conducting post-workshop surveys that
fewer than half the registered attendees participated in the survey. Not all survey participants
completed every question. Some questions allowed more than one answer.

Question 1: Name
Summary: Names have not been published in order to maintain anonymity of responses.

Question 2: What LSST groups are you part of?
Summary: The trend of the Project technical team comprising a greater percentage of attendees
continued. Eighty-nine percent (89%) of respondents identified as members of the Project technical
team – a 7% increase from the 2016 survey and a 23% increase compared to 2012. Attendance by
Science Collaboration (SC) members increased by four respondents, but SC members as a percentage of
attendees decreased by 4% compared to 2016. After decreasing 19% between 2014 and 2016,
identification as a Community Workshop Attendee fell another 9%.
The number of respondents self-identifying as
members of the science community has
decreased by about half compared to 2012,
and while the raw number has stabilized
since, their attendance as a percentage of
participants has decreased each year since
2012. The dramatic increase in project staffing
since the beginning of construction likely
explains the bulk of the decrease in SC
attendance by percentage. However, the
project may want to re-evaluate the
workshop’s intended audience and/or
consider ways to better motivate the
community, especially SC members, to attend.

Answer Choices
Data Management
Science Collaboration Member
Telescope and Site
Project Management Office
Camera
Systems Engineering
LSSTC
EPO of Communications
Community Member attending workshop
Simulations
Federal Agency Representative
Total Respondents:

Responses
34.03% 49
29.46% 37
19.44% 28
12.5% 18
9.72% 14
7.64% 11
4.86%
7
4.17%
6
4.17%
6
2.78%
4
0%
0
144

Respondents were allowed to select more than one answer, so for example, some project team
members who also belong to science collaborations may have selected that group as well, and some
project team members and some Science Collaboration members also may have identified as a
community workshop attendee.
144 respondents answered the question.
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Question 3: Please rate the meeting practicalities, from Great to Awful
Summary: Respondents were asked to rate Meeting Venue, Accommodations, Food, Audio/Visual,
Internet Access, Information Prior to Arrival, Public Events, and Ease of Travel on a scale of “Great” (1)
to “Awful” (4). 148 respondents answered the question. Not all categories received a rating from all
respondents.
The mean weighted average rating across all categories was 1.75, an increase from 2016 but still a slight
improvement over the previous AHMs. A low weighted average means the preponderance of
respondents favorably rated the element or elements. The best rated element was Accommodations,
rated “Great” by 65% of respondents. The least favorably reviewed element was Internet Access with
45.5% of respondents rating it “Poor.” Meeting Venue, Information Prior to Arrival, Public Events, and
Ease of Travel to Meeting Venue also scored well with at 90% or better “Great” or “Good” ratings. Food
and Audio/Visual Information were scored “Great” or “Good” by at least 85% of respondents.
The Internet Access rating regressed from last year when it was predominantly favorable (89% “Great”
or “Good”). Since the venue and internet provider were the same as last year, the project has begun
discussions with both to determine the cause of the problems.
Despite the overall favorable ratings for Meeting Venue, a handful of comments for this question noted
that the breakout rooms were too small to accommodate the number of people wishing to attend the
session. The organizing committee witnessed the problem during the workshop as well. This issue likely
was caused by the organizing committee’s decision to limit the number of parallel breakout sessions to
five. The OC failed to consider that with the same number of registrants and fewer sessions available to
attend, each session would have larger attendance than originally anticipated. If the OC decides to
continue with a limited number of parallel sessions, they will try to secure larger meeting rooms for
each.
Once again, a large number of respondents (24) commented that breakfast was inadequate. Given the
consistent lack of satisfaction with breakfast and the high cost to the project ($27 per head at the
Westin) to provide it, future AHMs likely will forgo providing breakfast in favor of per diem ($13 in
Tucson).
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Question 4: Please rate each element of the Agenda structure as Just
Right, Inadequate or Excessive
Summary: The consensus among respondents was that the agenda balance was “Just Right.” In fact the
“Just Right” scores in each category are the highest they have been since LSST began conducting postworkshop surveys. After a decline in ratings from 2015 to 2016, the 2017 “Just Right” scores rose 8% on
average from last year. The dramatic recovery could be explained by the decision to avoid scheduling
the Joint Status Review (JSR) concurrently with the AHM; in 2016, the concurrent JSR was identified
consistently in comments as the reason for counter-productive schedule balance.
As it has historically, Downtime for Discussion was rated “Inadequate” by a much higher percentage of
respondents (15.6%) than the other elements. However, the “Inadequate” rating is the lowest it has
been since LSST began conducting post-workshop surveys. The second lowest score was 19% in 2015;
the highest score was 28% in both 2012 and 2014. Perhaps, the decision to limit the number of breakout
sessions to a maximum of five, the unconference block on Wednesday afternoon, and the inclusion of
time blocks with as few as two parallel sessions contributed to the improved score in this area. Even
with the positive trend in this area, the project should continue to explore ways to offer unscheduled
time to attendees while balancing the feeling expressed by some that time blocks without a session for
them to attend are a poor use of their time.
148 respondents answered the question; not all respondents provided a rating for every category.
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% of Respondents

Agenda Structure Elements Rated Excessive, Just Right or
Inadequate
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

88.41

87.86

85.03

78.72

12.93
2.04

15.6

9.29

7.25

4.35

2.86

4.5

Meeting Length

Plenary

Breakout

Downtime

Excessive

12.93

9.29

4.35

4.5

Just Right

85.03

87.86

88.41

78.72

Inadequate

2.04

2.86

7.25

15.6

Excessive

Just Right

Inadequate

Notable Comments:


The meeting felt less over-scheduled than in the past. This is a clear improvement.



Much better balance this year. In the past, there were more breakouts, which caused more
conflicts. I felt like this year we had about the right balance.



Kudos to having fewer parallel breakout sessions.

Question 5: Please rate the following from “Extremely” to “Not Very"
Summary: The consensus among respondents was that the workshop was both Productive and
Enjoyable; 93% said they were “Extremely” or “Quite a Bit” likely to attend future project and
community workshop. As with the previous question, the decline in favorable ratings from 2015 to 2016
was recovered in 2017. For both Productive and Enjoyable, 80% of respondents rated them “Extremely”
or “Quite a Bit” compared to 68% and 73%, respectively, in 2016. The 2017 favorable Productive rating
was higher than in 2015 and comparable to 2014. The 2012 workshop remains the most favorably
received – 85% Productive, 87% Enjoyable, 94% likely to attend in the future.
While not expressed by a large number of respondents, a handful of comments expressed the sentiment
that the workshop was not particularly useful or relevant to the science community. One respondent
wrote, “It seemed like this was more an all hands project team meeting with a few things for science
collaboration members.” Coupled with the year-over-year decline in participation by members of the
science community noted in the results to Question 2, perhaps the project ought to re-evaluate the
goals, audience, and intent of the workshop in order to ensure it serves its purpose.
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147 respondents answered the question; not all respondents provided a rating for every category.

% of Respondents

Meeting Productivity, Enjoyment, Likelihood to Attend
Future AHM
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

60.96

19.18

62.59

54.48

30.61

25.52

19.18

17.93
4.08 2.72

2.07

0.68
Productive

Enjoyable

Likely to Attend Future
AHM

Extremely

19.18

25.52

62.59

Quite a Bit

60.96

54.48

30.61

Somewhat

19.18

17.93

4.08

Not Very

0.68

2.07

2.72

Extremely

Quite a Bit

Somewhat

Not Very

Notable Comments:


Coming from one of the science collaborations, the meeting felt very much geared towards
project members. There was not very much time to understand what other science
collaborations are doing. The sessions that were project focused did not even make a small
attempt to make it useful for anybody from the science collaborations.



Most of the sessions were about project team related things or were very technical to the
software or technology of LSST. As a science collaboration member there were very few sessions
relevant to my interests and there were very few people from my collaboration at the meeting.
Most attendees I met worked for the project. The science session related to my collaboration
was productive but only a few people in the collaboration were in attendance. It seemed like
this was more an all hands project team meeting with a few things for science collaboration
members. So a lot of the sessions were either very technical or not critical for me to be at. I
think maybe moving this meeting to be a few days after the AAS meeting to get more science
collaboration participation.



It seems that the science community and the technical community are quite diverse. How about
shortening the August meeting by 1-1.5 days and having a "satellite" science meeting in the
eastern half of the country on some weekend? I'd bet that attendance would go up and that
LSST would make more contact with the science community.
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It appears that time or sessions were not planned for intra-team meetings. For example, it
would have been nice to have DM management and site leads meet face to face while we were
all there. Perhaps scheduling a half-day specifically for team meetings would be in order.

Question 6: Which of these activities would you like to see repeated at a
future meeting?
Summary: The most popular items were the Tuesday evening reception (84%) and the “Hidden Heroes
of LSST” plenary session (72%).

Interest in Meeting Activities at a Future Meeting
100
90

% of Respondents

80

83.94
71.53

70
60
48.18

50

40.15

40
30

22.63

23.36

20
4.5

10
0

Hidden
Heroes
Plenary

Tuesday
Evening
Reception

Wednesday Hospitality Wednesday
Evening
Room
Evening Trivia
Project Social

Soccer

Unconference

Comments or suggestions not captured above


Consider defining and publishing the meeting dates at least a ~year in advance, so other
meetings/collaborations can avoid overlapping with it. Make the purpose of these meetings
clearer, especially to community members (use simple, clear, language). Begin organization at
least 6 months in advance (creation of the SOC, selection of speakers, sessions) Begin by
defining a clear topic or theme for the meeting. Make the agenda topics available early (e.g.,
two months in advance, certainly before registration ends). Ensure all sessions are appropriately
described in advance (some only had a title). Define clear communication channels to the
speakers and session organizers (e-mail? Slack? community? -- pick one), to avoid missing crucial
messages. Allocate time in the project schedule for staff's work on preparing session
materials/presentations; many presentations were prepared ad-hoc, during the meeting itself.
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Provide professional IT organization and help (e.g., wired connections for speakers in every
room would help). Ensure remote access "just works" and that the speakers do not have to
bring their own equipment. Make available presentation laptops, speakerphones, everything
that's needed. The speakers should not have to worry or know about this. Record and make all
sessions available for later viewing. More generally, I'm not clear if this Project+Community
format can be made to work well for everyone. Consider a "community only" summer meeting
(with a community SOC), with Project invited to propose sessions and participate but not define
the agenda. The Winter meeting could remain the "Project"-centered one.


It is good to have the BlueJeans connections, but, as with last year, the quality of connection
was pretty variable. The connections were often dropped, especially when using the laptops of
presenters over Wi-Fi. It would be nice to have separate hardware for connections to avoid
these problems.

Conclusion
In general, survey participants reported a good LSST2017 experience. Attendees favorably rated the
agenda balance, the venue, accommodations, support infrastructure, and food. A large majority rated
the LSST2017 both productive and enjoyable and are likely to attend future workshops. Declines in
satisfaction ratings from 2015 to 2016 were recovered in 2017, with “Just Right” scores in the agenda
balance categories registering the highest they have been since LSST began conducting post-workshop
surveys.
Following the LSST2016 survey results, the LSST2017 organizing committee committed to 1) avoid
conducting a review concurrent with the meeting, 2) finalize the meeting agenda well in advance of the
meeting’s start, and 3) reserve unscheduled time in the agenda in order to facilitate greater informal
interaction. LSST2017 was the only project event occurring the week. Excepting last minute changes to
room assignments, the LSST2017 agenda was finalized two weeks before the meeting began – a
significant improvement over previous years but still considered inadequate by a number of
respondents. In response to the desire for unscheduled time in the agenda to facilitate greater informal
interaction, the organizing committee limited the number of parallel sessions to five maximum, and not
all session time blocks used all five parallel session spots.
Despite overall satisfaction gains, there remain areas for improvement: meeting rooms were too small,
breakfast was lacking, and some science community members questioned whether the workshop was
still relevant to them.
Commenters noted that the breakout rooms were too small to accommodate the number of people
wishing to attend the sessions. The organizing committee witnessed the problem during the meeting as
well. This issue likely was caused by the organizing committee’s decision to limit the number of parallel
breakout sessions to five maximum. The OC failed to consider that with the same number of registrants
and fewer sessions available to attend, each session would have larger attendance than originally
anticipated. If the OC decides to continue with a limited number of parallel sessions, they will try to
secure larger meeting rooms for each.
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Once again, a large number of respondents (30) commented that breakfast was inadequate. Given the
consistent lack of satisfaction with breakfast and the high cost for the project ($27 per head at the
Westin) to provide it, future AHMs likely will forgo providing breakfast in favor of per diem ($13 in
Tucson).
While not expressed by a large number of respondents, a handful of comments expressed the sentiment
that the workshop was not particularly useful or relevant to the science community. They noted that it
felt primarily geared toward project technical work. One respondent wrote, “It seemed like this was
more an all hands project team meeting with a few things for science collaboration members.” Coupled
with the year-over-year decline in participation by members of the science community (by about 50%
since 2012), perhaps the project ought to re-evaluate the goals, audience, intent and format of the
workshop in order to ensure it serves its purpose.
Recommendations





Begin formal agenda planning earlier; finalize agenda well in advance of meeting start
Secure larger meeting rooms for breakouts given the intent to schedule fewer parallel sessions
Forgo provided breakfast in favor of per diem
Re-evaluate the workshop’s format to optimize project/community benefit; in particular,
determine whether the two audiences might be better served by separate workshops.
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Appendix A: Previous AHM Survey Results
LSST2016 Survey (Document-24647)
LSST2015 Survey (Document-18108)
LSST2014 Survey (Document-16766)
2012 AHM (Document-13731)
2010 AHM (https://www.lsstcorp.org/sites/default/files/AHM_Survey_Report_Summary_Sept_24_2010.pdf)

Appendix B: Year-to-Year Response Comparisons
The following charts compare responses across the AHM surveys for those questions represented in all
of the surveys. Some answer options were not available in all surveys.
Year

Number of Attendees

Number of Survey Responses

Percentage

2010
2012
2014
2015
2016
2017

Not recorded
267
237
226
252
268

84
144
121
118
119
148

?
54%
51%
52%
47%
55%

LSST Group Representation Comparison Across AHMs
Number of Responses

167

105

93 92

73 73

70
39

36

38

37
28 33

22 22
6
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Member
2010
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6 0 0

None or Not LSST Yet
2015

12
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21 15
0 0

0

Science Workshop
Attendee
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Percentage of Responses
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Length of Meeting Ratings Comparison Across AHMs
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Breakout Quantity Balance Ratings Comparison Across AHMs
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Percentate of Responses

Favorable* Overall Meeting Ratings Comparison Across AHMs
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