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Corrective actions will be initiated if the limit of 15% of negative answers is reached. 

Results of the Member Satisfaction Survey 

38th General Assembly of the CPMR 
Aberdeen (United Kingdom), 30 September & 1 October 2010 

91 people representing 67 member regions (out of the 98 member regions present)  

replied to the questionnaire: representing a response rate of 68% 

There were 299 participants in total, excluding General Secretariat staff.  96 people filled in all or 

part of the questionnaire, including 1 person with observer status, and 4 people from other 

organisations.  
NB: Only the replies from the 91 delegates from CPMR member regions are taken into account 

______________________ 

 

 

1. Are you satisfied with the time in which you received the working papers? 

 Yes = 89%  No = 7.7%   No opinion = 3.3% 

Analysis 
Generally speaking, many delegates were “satisfied”. The documents were sent fifteen days before the 
meeting, as stipulated in the Charter.  It has been observed that the number of “dissatisfied” delegates has 
decreased (down from 11% last year).  Yet again this year, those dissatisfied found the time scale (fifteen 
days before the General Assembly) insufficient to consult the numerous papers submitted to the GA and to 
prepare amendments to documents put to the vote.  

Follow-up 

It would be ideal for the CPMR General Assembly to be held in the first two weeks of October, as was the 
case for several years.  The Directors and the secretariat would have a bit more time in September to finish 
the documents and try to send them three weeks before the General Assembly.  In addition, holding a CPMR 
Political Bureau in July (which approves the GA Agenda) and a GA at the end of September must be 
avoided as the time scales are too short to have good working conditions and our translators are on holiday. 

2. Standard of translation of the papers received: 

Excellent Good Poor Incomprehensible No opinion 
35.5% 61.3% 0% 0% 3.2% 

Analysis 
The positive results exempt us from making any comments.  When we have translations in Greek, the 
Secretary General shall give us her opinion as no-one in the secretariat is fluent in this language. 

Follow-up 
Inform the CPMR’s translators of the good results by sending them the results of this survey. 
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3. Practical and logistical organisation: 

Excellent Good Poor Unsatisfactory No opinion 
36.3% 50.5% 9.9% 1.1% 2.2% 

Analysis 
• The organisation was deemed to be rather good (excellent + good = 86.8 %). 

• The main criticisms concerned the transfers between hotels and the meeting venue (lack of 
information in some hotels). 

• Not enough internet points to consult emails.  

Follow-up 
• A letter of thanks was sent to the Lord Provost of Aberdeen City and the Provost of Aberdeenshire 

(with copies sent to their close colleagues) on return from the GA. 

• With regards to the transfers between hotels and the meeting venue, the more hotels there are, the 
more difficult it is to organise a perfect transfer service.  We would have liked to have limited the 
number of hotels but it was not possible as the room contingency required was too high. 

• With regards to the number of computers made available for delegates, this represents a cost to the 
host region.  The problem is that each delegate must wait their turn. Insofar as possible, the GA 
room should be equipped with a Wi-Fi system so that delegates can use their own laptops. However 
the choice of room depends on other criteria (size, possibility to install tables, chairs and translation 
cabins…). This option will be included in our logistical note sent to the host region from now on. 

4. Standard of simultaneous translation:  

Excellent Good Poor Unsatisfactory No opinion 
25.3% 63.7% 4.4% 2.2% 4.4% 

Analysis 
• Generally speaking, the standard of simultaneous translation was deemed to be good, with quite a 

lot of delegates expressing no opinion (4.4%). Does this signify that more and more delegates are 
fluent in foreign languages and therefore do not need simultaneous translation?  

• The negative criticisms were on the material and the poor performance of the headsets (due to 
interference with lighting…).  This compelled the technicians to lower the lighting during the GA, 
which made it difficult for the top table to see the delegates. 

Follow-up 
• Always stress the importance of having excellent interpreters to new host regions.  It is key to 

ensuring true and rigorous discussions. 

• Draw the attention of the organisers/conference centre (who are, however, professionals) to the risk 
of interference between the lighting and headset reception.  NB: in 25 years of meetings, this is the 
first bad experience. 

• Ask to be present during the tests on equipment before the meeting starts and be very fastidious on 
the quality of the sound. 

5. The General Assembly debates are of: 

Great interest Interest Little interest No interest No opinion 
13.2% 74.7% 4.4% 0 7.7% 

Analysis 
Generally speaking, the results are positive (87.9%). Why some delegates do not express their opinion is an 
issue. 

Follow-up 
It is very difficult to respond to all expectations regarding the interest of the debates. The role of the General 
Secretariat is to ensure the correct supervision of the working sessions, then the delegates participate of their 
own free will. Consequently, it is difficult to control everything… 

 

6. Regarding the length of time reserved for debates, is it: 
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Too long? Satisfactory? Too short? No opinion 
6.6% 79.1% 11% 3.3% 

Analysis 
According to the figures, the time reserved for debates was perfectly adequate. Criticisms were made of the 
fact that not enough time was reserved for debates (which is noted consistently every year) and the length of 
some speeches. 

Follow-up 
Care must therefore be taken not to overload the agenda.  The session chair must also limit speeches which 
are overrunning and ensure that everyone can express their opinion in a concise way so as not to bore the 
audience… 

7. Are you satisfied with the standard of the speeches?  

Great interest Interest Little interest No interest No opinion 
13.2% 72.5% 5.5% 0% 9.9% 

Analysis 
The positive response rate was good.  

Follow-up 
The work carried out by the General Secretariat Directors to “channel” the speeches must continue to 
increasingly optimise the standard of speeches for the next General Assemblies.  

8. How did you learn about this General Assembly?  

Personal Invitation 
Invitation sent by your 

Region 
Visit to our website 

Having received our 
newsletter the TENOR by 

email 

45.7% 47.7% 4.4% 2.2% 

Analysis 
The majority of invitations were logically received personally or forwarded by the Region. 

Follow-up 
 

9. Miscellaneous 

Points to be stressed: 
� Try to have the names of speakers during each debate.  Each speaker must clearly introduce 

themselves. The session chair must make sure of this detail so that the audience can clearly identify 
the speaker and to facilitate the work of the person writing the minutes. 

� Before the GA, the CPMR Director in charge of the session must consistently confirm to all speakers 
the date and time of their speech and supervise the content of the speech so it is to the point. 

� As a priority, during the GA allocate time to the new members or regions which are susceptible to 
review their CPMR membership. 
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CPMR Website/NEWSLETTER 
In order to improve its website and to offer better access to information for its members, the CPMR would 

like to know: 
 

1. Are you satisfied with the online registration? 
 

Yes  No No opinion 

87.9% 1.1% 11% 

Analysis 
87.9 % of delegates were satisfied with the online registration used for the 2010 General Assembly. 

Follow-up 
This system of registration is adopted for all CPMR events. 
 

2. Do you download working papers from the CPMR website? 
 

Often Sometimes Never No Opinion 

56% 34.1% 2.2% 7.7% 

Analysis 
Around 90% state they download working papers from the CPMR website. 

Follow-up 
This confirms the interest of using a system whereby delegates download documents from the CPMR 
website. These results encourage the CPMR to use this tool to greater effect to disseminate working papers 
and to continue to reduce paper copies (there was no redistribution of documents at this year’s General 
Assembly) and no requests from the participants. We shall continue in line with this as it also enables 
financial savings to be made. 
 

3. Would you be willing to download more documents from the CPMR website? 
 

Yes No No opinion 

80.2% 14.3% 5.5% 

Analysis 
80.2% of delegates are willing to download more documents.  Some delegates request that they are sent an 
email notifying them that the documents are available on the CPMR website.  This is generally carried out 
for all our meetings. 

Follow-up 
This method of distribution therefore needs to be encouraged.  
 

4. Would you prefer to receive these documents:  
 

By post? By email? By email and by post? No opinion 

8.8% 67% 15.4% 8.8% 

Analysis 
67% of delegates would prefer to receive the working papers by email only, provided that an email is sent 
notifying them that the documents are available on the CPMR website (including the relevant link, rather 
than the papers being attached to the email).  This is already done.  Only the Final Declaration, the draft 
resolutions and the financial documents are made available to CPMR members via a confidential link (also 
sent by email). 

Follow-up 
Try to limit sending documents by post and encourage sending an email with a link to the CPMR website. 
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5. Do you receive our newsletter the TENOR? 

 

Yes No No opinion 

52.7% (48) 35.2% (32) 12.1% (11) 
 

If not, would you like to receive it? 
 

Yes No No opinion 

78.12% (25) 18.75% (6) 3.12% (1) 

Analysis 
Delegates appear interested in the TENOR and would like to receive it. This is an additional way to 
communicate our CPMR activities …. 

Follow-up 
Forward the names of the people who wish to receive the TENOR to the Secretary in charge of sending the 
newsletter so that they can be included in the mailing list. 

 

In conclusion:  

This questionnaire has been less successful than last year.  Some participants did not reply to any questions, 
they were content with providing only their contact details. 
If we wish to maintain this kind of questionnaire, delegates must be encouraged several times during the 
General Assembly to complete it and hand it in to the Secretariat on site.  
The main difficulty lies in the fact that these questionnaires can only be completed on the Friday as the GA 
has to take place before the delegates can voice their opinion/judgment… and some delegates leave before 
the end of the Assembly.  Another hypothesis is that the delegates are not very motivated by our too 
repetitive questionnaires… 


