
Report on the Virtual IBC2020 Post Conference Poll 

(Vicente Núñez-Antón, IBS Secretary/Treasurer) 

As you all know, given that the International Biometric Conference to be held in Seoul was 
cancelled, the society decided to hold a virtual version of the meeting during the months of July 
and August, 2020. It actually lasted a little bit longer because the poster sessions were still on 
during most of the month of October, 2020. As we usually do, a post-conference poll was 
conducted and my goal here is to be able to briefly summarize its most relevant findings. A full 
report can be made available to those interested in it.  

We did not have too many responses to the poll, and this is understandable given the virtual 
nature of the meeting. Only 60 people participated in the online poll, out of the roughly 700 
people who registered for the virtual conference. This is not far from the actual conference 
attendance where the largest number of participants was seen in the closing session (70-80). 
Respondents were split close to 60/40 on gender, with 60% of male and 40% of female 
participants. About two thirds of the participants (40) were in the age range 30-60 years old, and 
there were 4 people in the age range 70-90 years old. Three quarters of the participants (45) 
were IBS members and a quarter were not (15). This latter group belonged to countries where 
we have well established regions so it might be a good opportunity to attract these attendees 
as new members. The participants were from a great variety of countries, with roughly a third 
from Europe, about 25% from America and about 15% from Africa, just to mention the most 
significant percentages. Most participants (50 out of 60) were from academia, with the 
remaining participants being from industry (3), government (5) and consulting (2). Of course, 
this means that we have a real opportunity to start thinking about different ways to reach out 
to colleagues in professional categories apart from academia. In addition, more than half of the 
participants indicated that their specialty was biostatistics, and about a third mentioned that it 
was statistics. Other relevant specialties mentioned in the poll were, in order of relevance and 
to name a few more, epidemiology, computational statistics, statistical genetics, machine 
learning, agricultural statistics, bioinformatics and public health. It was good to learn that a large 
percentage of participants (80%) was satisfied or very satisfied with our virtual conference. 
However, some issues related to how challenging it was to attend many sessions because of the 
time difference is something worth mentioning and, of course, participants still believed that it 
would have been desirable to have a face-to-face conference. Let us cross our fingers and hope 
to see each other in person for the IBC2022 in Riga!  

With regard to the number of available sessions, on the one hand, about 75% of the participants 
believed that it was the right number, and, on the other hand, about 15% believed that there 
were too many sessions. We should remember that it was the first time for all of us to experience 
a virtual IBC meeting and we honestly believed that, overall, it went reasonably well. With regard 
to the number of sessions, some participants expressed their concerns about the fact that 
sessions were too spread over time and that the meeting should not probably have gone over 
for two months. A large majority of the participants (about 90%) also indicated that the 
conference met their personal objectives, and most of the speakers participating in the 
conference and who responded to this specific question were somewhat satisfied or very 
satisfied with the overall process online in terms of assistance and technical support, and 
information and preparation. Moreover, there was a clear support of how things were settled 
in terms of having a session chair, as well as a very experienced discussant assigned to each 
session. One of the issues we asked about in the survey was your suggestions for topics to 
include in IBC2022. There were some good suggestions, including more machine learning, 



ecology, agriculture, computational statistics, education and consulting. We would like to 
include topics like those mentioned and we will have our 2022 International Program Committee 
(IPC) thinking about it. The committee chair has been confirmed but we are still in the process 
of selecting and confirming the IPC members. When asked about the level of satisfaction with 
the structure of the scientific program, about 80% were highly or somewhat satisfied, and the 
issue of having a more concentrated over time conference was raised once again. Additional 
questions were related to the poster sessions, and only about one third of the participants have 
accessed the sessions, but also another third indicated that they intended to do it. From those 
who had accessed the sessions, about 80% of them indicated that poster sessions were good or 
excellent. There were also some questions related to the conference website 
(www.ibc2020.org), and about 80% of the participants had a good or excellent overall opinion 
of the website, with regard to the usefulness of content, ease of navigation/completing process 
and appearance. Moreover, and related to the previous questions, the participants’ opinion 
about the abstract submission tool and video uploads was, in general, good or excellent for 
about 94% of those expressing their opinion on this issue. With regard to the questions related 
to the registration tool available for the virtual conference, about 94% of those expressing their 
view on this issue indicated that their opinion on it was good or excellent. As you all know, 
sessions were available to be watched in real time and as recorded sessions. About 80% (48/60) 
of the participants watched sessions in real time, and about 60% (35/60) indicated that they also 
watched recorded sessions. Percentages were, in general, high and reasonable, but some issues 
that could be reconsidered included, among others, the following: the local time was 
inconvenient, there were internet connectivity problems, or problems accessing Zoom. Most 
participants watching sessions in real-time valued the possibility of being able to ask questions 
and make comments with opportunity for response, as well as the interaction with the 
presenters and/or participants. Something that needs some improvement and work on our side 
relates to the use of the Community tool/feature related to the virtual conference, mainly 
because about 40% of the participants did not use it, 22% did not use it but plan to do it, and 
only 22% did use it. Most participants (about 70%) believed that the fee necessary to attend the 
IBC was about right, and about half of the participants believed that it was good to have the 
conference spread over weeks. A relevant aspect worth mentioning is that about 95% of the 
participants believed that communication to the membership regarding the decision to cancel 
the IBC2020 in Seoul was good or excellent, and about 80% of them believed that 
communicating the development of the virtual IBC as an alternative to the cancelled IBC2020 
was good or excellent as well. Finally, additional final comments related to the virtual conference 
and lessons to learn for the next one were very positive and will be surely taken into account for 
the Riga conference.     

 


