SITES-AICC CONFERENCE SURVEY REPORT

Scientific and Institutional Impact Analysis with Exploratory Hurdle/MLE

Indicator Value
Total survey attempts 66

Full responses used for item-level analysis 36
Incomplete responses 30
Completion rate 54.55%

Survey response status

Incomplete responses

Full responses

Figure 1. Response overview: 36 full responses and 30 incomplete responses out of 66 total attempts.

Important denominator note. The CSV file available for item-level analysis contains 36 full responses. Therefore,
descriptive item-level results, constructed indicators, and Hurdle/MLE analyses use n = 36 full responses. The 30
incomplete responses are included only in the response/completion overview because their item-level answers are
not present in the CSV file.
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1. Workplan alignment and revisions made

Reading of the workplan. The workplan frames the survey as an impact-oriented analysis rather than a pure
satisfaction survey. It recommends a report structure covering survey design, response overview, respondent
profile, scientific relevance, before-after institutional impact, collaboration and networking outcomes,
publication/dissemination pipeline, barriers/recommendations, and an exploratory Hurdle/MLE framework.

Main correction. The previous report used the organizer-improvement feedback count as the hurdle outcome.
After reviewing the workplan, the main Hurdle/MLE section has been corrected to use Collaboration Count 4-5,
defined as the number of post-conference activities rated 4 or 5. The previous feedback-count hurdle model is
retained only as a secondary robustness/diagnostic analysis.

Other additions. This English version adds constructed indicators recommended in the workplan: Scientific
Relevance Index, before-after gains, Collaboration Intensity Score, Collaboration Count 4-5, Stakeholder Breadth
Score, Publication Active, and Publication Intensity.
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Impact-oriented survey report workflow

Survey Design

Impact logic and survey domains

v

Descriptive Analysis

Profiles; relevance; before-after change; publication pipeline

v

Constructed Indicators

Relevance index; gains; collaboration, stakeholder, and publication
scores

v

Exploratory Hurdle/MLE

Stage 1: any high collaboration; Stage 2: positive-count breadth

v

Recommendations and Next Steps

Follow-up support; monitoring; future survey waves

Impact lens: scientific relevance, institutional engagement, collaboration, stakeholder exchange, and

publication/dissemination pathways.

Figure 2. Analytical structure aligned with the workplan: from descriptive analysis to constructed indicators and exploratory

Hurdle/MLE.

2. Executive summary

The survey recorded 66 total attempts, with 36 full responses and 30 incomplete responses. The completion
rate was 54.55%.
The full-response sample is strongly academic: 80.6% came from universities or higher education institutions.
Professors (36.1%) and PhD candidates/students (27.8%) are the largest role groups.
Research fit was strong: 69.4% reported that their research was closely or very closely related to the main
conference themes.
The before-after institutional impact indicators are positive. The largest mean gain appears in
policy/institutional understanding (+0.56 on a 0-5 scale).
Collaboration prospects are meaningful but uneven. 69.4% of respondents rated at least one post-conference
collaboration activity as high or very high (score 4 or 5).
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Publication and dissemination pathways are still developing: 22/36 respondents reported that their paper had
not yet been submitted, while 91.7% meet the constructed Publication Active definition.

The largest barrier is time and resources (66.7%). This implies that follow-up support should be structured,
low-friction, and time-efficient.

The main exploratory Hurdle Poisson model treats collaboration impact as a two-stage process: first whether
any high expected collaboration is reported; second, conditional on positive engagement, how broad that
engagement is.

Core survey completion indicators

54.55%

50 A

2 40 A
(]
o
@

o 30
—_
(]
-
c

3 20
o]

10 A

0 .

Full Incomplete Completion
responses responses rate

Figure 3. Core completion indicators used in the response overview section.

Distribution of completion time

Number of responses

2 4 6 8 10 12
Completion time, minutes

Figure 4. Median completion time was 5.5 minutes;, mean completion time was 5.3 minutes.
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3. Survey design and analytical framework

Analytical objective. The survey is read as a scientific and institutional impact instrument. The analysis therefore
evaluates not only satisfaction, but also research relevance, institutional learning, collaboration opportunities,
stakeholder exchange, and publication/dissemination pathways.

Analysis block

What is measured

Response overview

Total attempts, full responses, incomplete responses,
completion rate.

Respondent profile

Institution type, gender, and position/title.

Scientific relevance

Conference-theme fit, scientific relevance, societal relevance,
potential audience size, and Scientific Relevance Index.

Before-after impact

Mean before, mean after, gain, and positive-gain share for
institutional impact variables.

Collaboration and networking

Collaboration Intensity Score, Collaboration Count 4-5, Any
Collaboration, and Stakeholder Breadth Score.

Publication/dissemination

Paper status, intended/actual outlets, submission timing,
Publication Active, and Publication Intensity.

Exploratory Hurdle/MLE

A two-stage model for whether collaboration impact occurs and,
if positive, how broad the collaboration engagement is.

Constructed indicator

Definition

Scientific Relevance Index

Average of standardized theme closeness, scientific relevance,
and societal relevance.

Collaboration Intensity Score

Mean score across four post-conference activities.

Collaboration Count 4-5

Number of post-conference activities rated 4 or 5.

Any Collaboration

1 if Collaboration Count 4-5 > 0; otherwise 0.

Stakeholder Breadth Score

Number of stakeholder groups rated 4 or 5.

Publication Active

1 if submitted/accepted/published or if not submitted but a clear
intended outlet is selected.

Publication Intensity

Number of intended/actual publication or dissemination channels
selected.

4. Response overview and respondent profile

Response overview. Total attempts were 66; full responses were 36; incomplete responses were 30; the
completion rate was 54.55%. Item-level analysis uses the 36 full responses.

University / Higher
education institution

Private sector company

Research Institute

Ministry / Government
institution

3(8.3%)

2 (5.6%)

2 (5.6%)

Institution type of respondents

29 (80.6%)

T T T T T T

16 20 24 28 32 36
Number of responses

Figure 5. Most full respondents came from universities or higher education institutions.
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Number of responses

PhD Candidate / PhD Student

A Graduate / Undergraduate

Gender distribution

20

21 A 55.6%

Man Woman Other

Figure 6. Gender distribution among full respondents.

Position/title of respondents

A Professor 13 (36.1%)

10 (27.8%)

00
Student 8 (22.2%)

Private Company Worker 3(8.3%)

Public Institution Worker 2 (5.6%)

r T T T T T T T T

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
Number of responses

Figure 7. Professors and PhD candidates/students are the largest groups in the full-response sample.

5. Scientific relevance of participants work

Interpretation. Research alignment with the conference was strong: 69.4% of respondents reported that their
research was closely or very closely related to the main themes. Mean scientific relevance was 3.33/5, and mean
societal relevance was 3.39/5.
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International research engagement: before vs after
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Figure 8. International research engagement increased slightly after the conference.
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Figure 9. Distributional comparison of before/after international research engagement.
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Previous collaboration with conference participants
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Figure 10. Many respondents had collaborated with 2-3 participants before the conference, while a sizeable group had only 0-1 prior
collaborations.
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Figure 11. A majority reported research that was closely or very closely related to the conference themes.
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Scientific community A

Number of responses

16 1
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Scientific and societal relevance: score distribution

Society A

Number of responses

Figure 12. Scientific and societal relevance scores are concentrated around moderate to high values.

Potential audience size for respondents research

13
36.1%

Figure 13. Potential audience size is concentrated in the 11-100 and 101-1,000 categories.
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Scientific Relevance Index
I

Mean

Number of responses

-2.5 -2.0 -1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Index value, standardized components

Figure 14. Scientific Relevance Index combines theme closeness, scientific relevance, and societal relevance into a compact indicator.

6. Before-after institutional impact

Key reading. The before-after questions are among the strongest impact components in the survey. They provide
directional evidence on expected changes in international research engagement, policy/institutional understanding,
and data-exchange collaboration with economic institutions.

Indicator Before After Mean gain Scale
International research 253 275 +0.22 0-4
frequency

Policy/institutional 292 347 +0.56 0-5
practice understanding

Data exchange with 2.92 3.28 +0.36 05
economic institutions
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Research support for policy/institutional practice

Mean score, 0-5

0 -
Before After

Figure 15. The clearest before-after increase appears in perceived understanding of how research can inform policy or institutional
practice.

Policy/institutional understanding: score distribution
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Figure 16. After the conference, scores shifted toward higher values for policy/institutional understanding.
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Mean score, 0-5

0_

Data exchange with economic institutions

Before After

Figure 17. Expected collaboration with economic institutions on data exchange increased from before to after.

After 4

Before -

Data exchange collaboration: score distribution

w4

T T T T T

10 15 20 25 30
Number of responses

35

Score

U h WNRPEO

Figure 18. The after-conference distribution shifts mildly toward the 3-5 range for data exchange collaboration.
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Mean before-after gains

Policy understanding

Data exchange

International research

0.00 0.08 0.16 0.24 0.32 0.40 0.48 0.56 0.64 0.72
Mean gain

Figure 19. Mean gains summarize the direction and size of before-after institutional impact.
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Figure 20. Positive gain share shows the percentage of respondents reporting an improvement after the conference.

7. Collaboration and networking outcomes

Collaboration indicators. The Collaboration Intensity Score has a mean of 3.04/5. The main Hurdle/MLE
outcome, Collaboration Count 4-5, has a mean of 1.86, and 69.4% of respondents report at least one high
expected collaboration activity.
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Post-conference activities: mean score

Joint research collaborations 3.14
Co-authored publications 3.08
Policy-making partnerships 3.08
Grant / funding applications
0 1 2 3 4

Mean score, 0-5

Figure 21. Expected post-conference activities have broadly similar average scores across joint research, grants, policy partnerships,
and co-authorship.

Relevance of conference sessions to work/research
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Figure 22. 63.9% of full respondents rated sessions as relevant or very relevant.
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High expected collaboration count
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Figure 23. Collaboration Count 4-5 is the main count outcome recommended for the exploratory Hurdle/MLE analysis.

Stakeholder exchange. The Stakeholder Breadth Score has a mean of 2.22. 77.8% of respondents rated at least
one stakeholder group as high or very high for expected professional exchange.

Breadth of high stakeholder exchange

10 A 9
(25.0%)
8 8
(22.2%) (22.2%)

6
(16.7%)

Number of respondents

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Stakeholder Breadth Score

Figure 24. Stakeholder Breadth Score counts stakeholder groups rated 4 or 5 for expected professional exchange.

SITES-AICC Survey Impact Report - full responses n=36; total attempts=66



Professional exchanges with stakeholders: mean score

PhD students 3.64

3.61

Researchers

Policymakers and public
officials

NGOs

Banking institution

Private sector actors

r T T
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Mean score, 0-5

Figure 25. Researchers and PhD students are the stakeholder groups with the highest expected engagement.

Openness to follow-up collaboration/engagement
24

21 A 19
52.8%

Number of responses

Maybe Yes No

Figure 26. 44.4% answered Yes and 52.8% answered Maybe for follow-up collaboration or engagement.

8. Publication and dissemination pipeline

Publication pipeline. Most papers were not yet submitted at the time of the survey, so the publication section
should be read as a forward-looking pipeline analysis rather than a final publication-output assessment.

SITES-AICC Survey Impact Report - full responses n=36; total attempts=66



Current paper status

Not submitted yet 22 (61.1%)

Submitted, but not accepted

6 (16.7%)
yet

Published 3(8.3%)

Not applicable / | did not

3(8.3%)
present a paper

Accepted, but not published

2 (5.6%)
yet

F T T T T T T T T T

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27
Number of responses

Figure 27. 61.1% of papers were not yet submitted at the time of the survey.
Intended submission/dissemination outlets

No clear publication or

dissemination plan yet 9(40.9%)
Journal ranked 5-20% 8 (36.4%)
Other peer-reviewed journal / 6 (27.3%)
not sure about ranking
Journal ranked 20-50% 6 (27.3%)
Policy brief / report 4 (18.2%)
Journal ranked above 50% 4 (18.2%)
Conference proceedings 3(13.6%)
Book chapter / edited volume 3(13.6%)
Top 5 journal 3(13.6%)
0 2 4 6 8 10

Number of responses

Figure 28. Intended outlets among not-yet-submitted papers are dispersed; the no-clear-plan category is still substantial.
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Expected submission timing

Within 3-6 months 10 (45.5%)

Within 3 months 5(22.7%)

Within 6-12 months 3(13.6%)
2 (9.1%)

Not sure yet

After 12 months 2 (9.1%)

T T T T T T T

0 2 4 6 8 10 12
Number of responses

Figure 29. Among respondents answering the timing question, many expected submission within 3-6 months.

Actual submitted/accepted/published outlets

Journal ranked 5-20% 6 (35.3%)

Journal ranked 20-50% 5(29.4%)

Other peer-reviewed journal /

3(17.6%
not sure about ranking ( 2

Conference proceedings 3(17.6%)
Journal ranked above 50% 3(17.6%)
Book chapter / edited volume 2(11.8%)

Top 5 journal 2 (11.8%)

Policy brief / report

I T T T T T

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Number of responses

Figure 30. Actual submitted/accepted/published outlets are dispersed and should be interpreted with a small denominator.
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Publication Active indicator
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Figure 31. Publication Active equals 1 for submitted/accepted/published papers or for not-submitted papers with a clear intended outlet.
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Figure 32. Publication Intensity counts intended and actual dissemination channels selected by each respondent.

9. Barriers, feedback, and actionable recommendations

Barriers. Time and resources is the dominant barrier (66.7%). At the same time, 44.4% selected no major barriers,
suggesting a group of respondents is relatively ready for follow-up engagement if opportunities are easy to
activate.
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Outcomes considered successful

Establishing new research
collaborations

Increasing visibility of my

18 (50.0%)
research

Building connections with

2 17 (47.2%
policymakers ( o

Successful grant or funding

s 13 (36.1%)
applications

Influencing policy or

12 (33.3%
institutional practices ( %)

29 (80.6%)
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Figure 33. New research collaborations are the most frequently selected successful outcome.

Barriers to future collaboration

Time & resources

No major barriers 16 (44.4%)

Difficulty finding suitable

partners 13 (36.1%)

Limited access to relevant

0,
networks 10 (27.8%)

Lack of data access or sharing

6 (16.7%
possibilities { 6)

Misalignment of research

. 5(13.9%)
interests

24 (66.7%)
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Number of responses

Figure 34. Time and resources is the leading barrier to future collaboration.
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Feedback and suggestions for organizers

Everything was satisfactory 22 (61.1%)

Improve networking

o 7 (19.4%)
opportunities

Improve communication before
the conference Improve
logistics (venue, schedule,
organization)

6 (16.7%)

Facilitate more interaction

6 (16.7%
between participants ( b)

Improve diversity of

6 (16.7%
speakers/topics ( b)

Improve session formats (e.g.,

5(13.9%
panels, workshops) ( 6)

Improve time management of

; 4 (11.1%)
sessions

T T T T T

T
0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27
Number of responses

Figure 35. Everything was satisfactory is the most frequently selected feedback item,; improvement suggestions are more dispersed.

9.1 Recommendations for organizers

1. Create a light post-conference matching mechanism, such as a short form collecting research themes,
methods, data needs, and collaboration interests.

2. Reduce the time/resources barrier by offering low-friction follow-up formats: one-hour online thematic sessions,
writing groups, and shared templates for collaboration outreach.

3. Support the publication pipeline with a journal-targeting session, peer-feedback groups, and a 3-6 month
paper-development check-in.

4. Structure stakeholder engagement around concrete outputs: policy brief ideas, data-sharing needs,
institutional contacts, and potential applied research questions.

5. Track impact longitudinally with a short follow-up survey after 3-6 months, focused on actual collaborations,
submissions, grants, and policy/institutional contacts.

10. Exploratory Hurdle/MLE analysis

Model framing. Given the sample size and the exploratory nature of the survey, the Hurdle/MLE analysis is used
as a preliminary analytical framework rather than a definitive causal model. It treats post-conference engagement
as a two-stage process: first, whether respondents report any high expected engagement; second, conditional on
positive engagement, the intensity or breadth of that engagement.

10.1 Main model: Collaboration Count 4-5

Outcome. The main outcome is Collaboration Count 4-5, the number of four post-conference activities rated 4 or
5: joint research collaborations, grant/funding applications, policy-making partnerships, and co-authored
publications. The binary hurdle outcome is Any Collaboration = 1 if the count is positive.

Likelihood. The Hurdle Poisson likelihood separates zero counts from positive counts: P(Y=0)=1-pi, and
P(Y=k>0)=pi x Poisson(k; lambda)/(1-exp(-lambda)).
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Main collaboration hurdle parameter Estimate

Pr(Y > 0) 0.694

Lambda, positive truncated Poisson 2.448

E[Y|Y >0] 2.680

E[Y] 1.861

Log-likelihood -63.122

AIC 130.243

BIC 133.410

Model LogLik AIC BIC
Standard Poisson -67.389 136.778 138.362
Hurdle Poisson -63.122 130.243 133.410

Observed vs predicted probabilities: collaboration hurdle

[ Observed
I Hurdle Poisson
[ Standard Poisson
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Collaboration Count 4-5

Figure 36. The main Hurdle Poisson model separates zero collaboration counts from positive collaboration breadth.

Main model fit: Standard Poisson vs Hurdle Poisson
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Figure 37. Information criteria compare the standard Poisson model with the main Hurdle Poisson model for Collaboration Count 4-5.
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10.2 Exploratory one-predictor hurdle models

Predictor Stage 1 beta Stage 2 beta LogLik AlC LR p
Session high 0.016 -0.155 -62.975 133.950 0.864
relevance

Scientific

Relevance Index 0.500 0.036 -62.107 132.213 0.362
(2)

Stakeholder

Breadth Score (2) 0.643 -0.078 -61.765 131.529 0.257
Policy

Understanding 0.165 0.039 -62.981 133.962 0.869
Gain (2)

Data Exchange 0.644 -0.130 61714 131.428 0.245
Gain (2)

Exploratory one-predictor hurdle models

Data Exchange Gain (z)

Policy Understanding Gain (z) 0.869
Stakeholder Breadth Score (z)
Scientific Relevance Index (z)
Session high relevance 0.864
-=-=- 0.05
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

LR-test p-value vs intercept-only

Figure 38. One-predictor models are exploratory only; no strong causal interpretation is warranted with n=36.

Interpretation. The one-predictor models should be treated as exploratory because the sample has only 36 full
responses and the count outcome is bounded between 0 and 4. The Hurdle framework is useful for organizing the

impact question, but the estimates are not strong causal evidence.

10.3 Secondary hurdle model: organizer-improvement feedback count

Why secondary. This model preserves the earlier hurdle result, but it is no longer treated as the main Hurdle/MLE

model because the workplan recommends post-conference collaboration as the primary hurdle outcome.

Secondary feedback hurdle parameter Estimate
Pr(Y > 0) 0.528
Lambda, positive truncated Poisson 1.303
E[Y|Y>0] 1.789
E[Y] 0.944
Log-likelihood -46.245
AlC 96.491
BIC 99.658
Standard Poisson AIC 97.114
Standard Poisson BIC 98.697
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Secondary hurdle: organizer-improvement feedback
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Figure 39. Secondary analysis preserves the earlier hurdle results using the organizer-improvement feedback count.

11. Conclusion and next steps

Conclusion. The survey provides a credible impact-oriented picture of the SITES-AICC Conference. The
strongest signals are scientific fit, positive institutional learning, openness to follow-up collaboration, and a
publication pipeline that can still be supported. The main operational weakness is the time/resources barrier, which

should guide the design of post-conference support.

© o N

contacts, and policy/institutional outputs.
10. If future waves increase the sample size, re-estimate the hurdle model with a richer set of predictors and

consider bounded-count alternatives such as hurdle binomial models.

Use this report as the baseline descriptive and exploratory impact report for the meeting.

Keep the collaboration-based Hurdle/MLE model as the main exploratory model.

Retain the feedback-count hurdle only as a secondary diagnostic result.

Prepare a 3-6 month follow-up instrument to measure realized collaborations, submissions, grants, stakeholder

Appendix A. Coding scheme and key indicators

Metric Value Note

Total responses 66 AII survey attempts reported by
LimeSurvey.

Full responses 36 Rows avalla_ble in CSV and used for item-
level analysis.

Incomplete responses 30 Used only in the response overview.

Completion rate 54.55% 36/66.

University/Higher education 80.6% Share among full responses.

Theme closely/very closely related 69.4% Share among full responses.

Session relevant/very relevant 63.9% Share among full responses.

Any Collaboration 69.4% Share with Collaboration Count 4-5 > 0.

Stakeholder Breadth Score 299 Z/Ig?g number of stakeholder groups rated

Publication Active 91.7% _Subm|tted/accepted/publlshed or clear
intended outlet.

Time & resources barrier 66.7% Share selecting this barrier.
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Everything satisfactory

61.1%

Share selecting this organizer-feedback
option.

Appendix B. Hurdle formulas

Stage 1. Pr(Y > 0) = pi. This is the probability that a respondent reports at least one high expected collaboration

activity.

Stage 2. Conditional on Y > 0, positive counts are modeled with a zero-truncated Poisson distribution,
Poisson(lambda)/(1-exp(-lambda)).

Caution. Because Collaboration Count 4-5 is bounded between 0 and 4, the Poisson-based hurdle model is best
understood as an exploratory likelihood framework rather than a final production model.
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