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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Climate data and information are of key importance for mitigation and adaptation decision-
making. Climate data are increasing in size and complexity. Increasingly more sectors and 
field of public actions are concerned e.g. agriculture, forestry, energy production and 
management, floods and water management, urban planning. Until recently, researchers and 
climate scientists were the main users of climate data. The access to data was mainly confined 
to climate experts able to deal with complex datasets and at ease with coding. Yet, since the 
last few years, the user groups of climate data have extended and a good understanding of 
their information requirements is now increasingly emphasized.  
 
The CLIPC project aims to improve access to climate and climate impact information, and to 
provide on-line tools for a variety of users including climate experts such as climate scientists 
and impact researchers, but also less-experienced users such as intermediary (or boundary) 
organisations (e.g. consultants, environment agencies) and societal end users (including policy 
makers and NGOs). These different users have different requirements, needs and skills, and 
usually look for more than just mere access to data – they need information that is relevant, 
robust and legitimate. To create a well-functioning climate information portal that meets the 
requirements of these diverse users, an on-going user consultation process has been organised, 
especially along with mock-ups and draft portal releases throughout the project. Users’ 
feedback on all products developed within the project has shaped the current version 2.0 of 
the CLIPC portal.  
 
This deliverable presents the results of task 2.3 ‘user evaluation’ for the period September 
2015 – October 2016. The report describes and discusses the feedback of potential users on 
components and early versions of the CLIPC Climate information portal as well as users’ 
assessment of the portal captured at the final CLIPC dissemination and evaluation event (20 
October, 2016). The report also presents the facilitation methodology used in the user 
consultation and evaluation, and discusses the methodological lessons learnt.  
 
The specific objectives of task 2.3 ‘user evaluation’ include:  

- To align the development of the portal with users' requirements and preferences;  
- To provide feedback to CLIPC colleagues involved in other Work Packages and discuss trade-

offs between technical possibilities/complexity and requirements  of users, and trade-offs 
between requirements of different users' groups; 

- To prepare the final user demonstration and evaluation workshop by identifying /further 
specifying areas of users’ interest, requirements and worries.   

 
Chapter 2 describes the methodology used for the facilitation of user consultation.  Chapter 3 
presents the results of the user consultations in terms of content and process. Chapter 4 
summarizes and reflects on the lessons learnt.  
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2. METHODOLOGY  

This chapter describes the methodology used for the facilitation of user consultation and 
evaluation of the CLIPC portal in the period of September 2015 – October 2016. The results 
of the sessions will be presented in chapter 3.    

 

2.1. General framework 
In the period, a large number of user consultation activities has been organized, including the 
final CLIPC dissemination and evaluation event (20 October, Brussels). Building on the user 
consultation activities facilitated in the first part of the project, in the second half  17 virtual 
workshops, 4 face to face workshops for particular user groups, a conference side event and a 
final CLIPC dissemination and evaluation workshop have been organized (Figure 1). Each 
type of activities will be briefly described in this chapter. 
  

 
Figure 1: User consultation and evaluation activities organized in the CLIPC project 
 
The consultations and face to face meetings have taken place at different key moments when 
new tools, functionalities or new portal versions were made available. As such the release of 
successive and actualized versions of the portal has alternated with users' consultation periods 
in between. In each consultation session, participants were shown how users’ feedback on 
successive versions had shaped the new version.  
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Each user consultation session or any other workshop has been prepared and facilitated by 
Work Package 2 members in close collaboration with colleagues from other Work Packages 
who are involved in development of particular functionalities and draft versions of the portal.  
The participants of the sessions and workshop included those users who volunteered to take 
part in the CLIPC user panel (Groot et al., 2015). This panel however has gradually been 
extended as new potential users came into the picture and agreed to participate in the sessions. 
Moreover, to involve as many potential users in the consultations as possible at a certain stage 
all those people who responded to the survey carried out in the beginning of 2015 (Groot et 
al., 2015) were invited to take part in the workshops. 

 

2.2. Virtual workshops  
In total 17 virtual workshops were organized to obtain the feedback of potential users on 
particular functionalities and preliminary versions of the CLIPC portal. A virtual workshop is 
an event organized with the use of web-meeting tools such as Skype or WebEx.  The virtual 
workshops allowed users to interact directly with developers of the portal as well as with 
other participants in a virtual meeting room. Each virtual workshop was targeted in terms of 
topic and interest groups, and facilitated on the basis of the focus group discussion method. 
 
The format of virtual workshops was chosen for the following two reasons:  
 (1) Saving time and resources. During previous qualitative interviews, users 
mentioned that they are often asked to respond to time consuming surveys and workshops. 
Virtual workshops enable users to attend without travelling long distances, which is especially 
convenient for participants from East and Southern European countries. Sessions were kept 
short (1-1,5 hour) to avoid demanding too much time.  
 (2) Enabling direct interaction between climate information providers and users: 
Although face to face meetings would have been ideal, virtual workshop also enable direct 
interactions. As these workshops can be held more often, it helps to build sustained 
interaction with a user community.  

The preparation, implementation, reporting and evaluation included the following steps: 
 
1. Definition of topic(s)for the consultation rounds and user category for each topic 
Topics were identified in collaboration with colleagues involved in the development of the 
portal and/or specific functionalities. Different feedbacks were expected: general feedbacks 
on users interface, on specific tools (uncertainty assessment tool for example) and on the 
diverse functionalities (dataviewer, combine and compare function, etc). In line with the 
selected topic, the user category(ies) from which to invite users was selected accordingly. 
When users were invited by e-mail for a particular session various dates were offered from 
which a user could choose. In some cases, two sessions were organized on the same topic for 
the same user category but on different dates. Nevertheless, most of the consultation sessions 
were attended by a mix of different user categories (chapter 3). The invitation mails included 
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a powerpoint or links through which users could familiarize them with a mock up, particular 
portal functionality or a portal version beforehand.  
   
2. Facilitation 
The focus group method, a classical qualitative methodology through which data is collected 
through a semi-structured group interview process was applied to facilitate the discussion 
between the portal developers, data/ information providers and users. At an early stage of 
portal development, the sessions were facilitated using a powerpoint with mock-ups, 
screenshots or a description of portal components. During the last sessions the portal was 
already well functioning, allowing to guide through the session directly using the link.       
 
3. Reporting and Evaluation 
Users’ feedback was written in reports which were made available to other CLIPC colleagues. 
The results, including priorities for further developments were briefly discussed at CLIPC 
telephone conferences. Additionally, each virtual workshop session was briefly evaluated 
internally in terms of attendance, facilitation and results. 
 
For more details on the preparation and facilitation of virtual workshops, the guidelines are in 
Appendix 3. 

 

2.3. Side event 
A side event was organized at the Adaptation Future conference on 10th of May, 2016 in 
Rotterdam. The conference brought together around twenty professionals in the field of 
climate change adaptation from all over the world. CLIPC managed to organize a side event 
and presented CLIPC’s functionalities such as ‘MY CLIPC processing and impact indicator 
toolkit'1.    

 

2.4 Bilateral meetings 
Four bilateral meetings were organized for organizations working on climate portals as well. 
Because of special interest of the European Environment Agency (EEA) in the CLIPC impact 
indicator toolbox, two face to face meetings were facilitated at the EEA. Because the World 
Bank has its own Climate Change Knowledge portal, the World Bank Climate Change Team 
was interested to investigate the potential added value of the CLIPC portal. Updated versions 
of the indicator toolbox, including the comparing and combing functionality were discussed. 
Finally, the meeting at ECMWF focused more on the sustainability of the CLIPC portal and 
integration of its components in future COPERNICUS climate change service (C3S).  

 

2.5. Final dissemination and evaluation event 
                                                 
1 MY CLIPC is a user individual management of datasets and indicators processing 
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CLIPC organised a dissemination and evaluation workshop on 20 October in Brussels to 
allow a range of users and providers to inform themselves about, to test and assess the CLIPC 
portal (version 2.0).  The objectives of the final workshop were:  

• To present the CLIPC portal and discuss its usefulness, 
• To discuss opportunities to put the CLIPC climate information portal and impact 

indicator toolbox into wider use,  
• To identify challenges for next generation climate services (projects), discuss the 

required steps to further improve data access and use. 

Two different groups were targeted:  
• Users of climate data and impact indicators: climate scientists, impact researchers, 

boundary workers, policy makers  
• Organizations that produce, disseminate and/ or finance climate services: EEA, ESA, 

ECMWF/Copernicus, DG Research, DG GROW. 

The final dissemination workshop included two panel discussions, and two rounds of breakout 
sessions (see Appendix 1 for the workshop program). The breakout sessions allowed 
participants to discuss, test and assess diverse features and functionalities of the CLIPC portal, 
including application of standards, assessment and visualisation of uncertainty, the data 
processing service MY CLIPC and different use cases as a way to discover the CLIPC impact 
indicator toolkit. The breakout sessions were jointly facilitated by WP2 members and CLIPC 
colleagues involved in development of the portal. Feedback sheets were provided to the 
participants. Discussions about strengths, difficulties and opportunities for improvements 
were reported (see chapter 3 and Appendix 1). 
 

3. RESULTS  
 
This chapter describes the major results of the user consultation activities. The first section 
presents the number and types of users being involved in the user consultation activities.  
The second section summarizes the feedback provided during the consultations. 
The next section presents the main results of the final dissemination and evaluation workshop. 
  

3.1 Major results of consultation activities  

3.1.1. Three categories of users groups: climate scientists, impact researchers, 
boundary workers, from different sectors and with different skills 

 
It has been already highlighted in other projects that the community of potential users of 
climate portals is very diverse, so their needs are difficult to collect in a comprehensive way. 
At the beginning of the project, as presented above, we tried to distinguish 4 users groups 
(climate scientists, impact researchers, boundary workers and decision makers) and tried to 
target three of those different groups, climate scientists, impact researchers, boundary 
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workers, and to distinguish their feedbacks to understand their distinct needs. The figures 1,2 
and 3 describe the type and number of users who participated  in the consultation activities the  
as well as the topics that were demonstrated and discussed. 
The results show that users of three different user categories participated in the process: 
climate scientists, impact researchers and boundary workers.   
 
 
Figure 2:  Type and number of users, topic, facilitating partners and methods used in the 
consultation activities (June 2015-June 2016) 

 
 

 

Figure 3:  Type and number of users, topic, facilitating partners and methods used in the 
consultation activities (June 2015-June 2016) (continuation) 
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Figure 4:  Type and number of users, topic, facilitating partners and methods used in the 
consultation activities (Sept- Oct 2016) 

 
 

1.2. Evolution of participation throughout the process: a fluctuating 
participation 
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Participation in WEBEX session was variable throughout the process. The first sessions 
gathered very few participants: from one to 5, whereas during the second round, the 
participation increased significantly: up to 38 when the portal was released. When 
consultations were on the basis of mock-ups and draft portal release, relatively more users 
participated in the sessions. Especially, the first portal release seemed to be an important 
moment for users. 
During the following consultations the number of participants decreased. When users were 
questioned about the cancellation of their participation for example, personal reasons, like 
being ill or not having time, were mentioned. Again only few gave feedback at all, so the 
underlying cause for low participation is still unclear. 
We managed to keep a small group of diverse users in the process (around 10 users): they 
participated on a regular basis. However, in every session new users participated as well. 
Boundary workers were the most numerous among the different categories. 

 

3.2. Feedbacks on CLIPC components and versions of the portal 
throughout the consultation and evaluation activities 

3.2.1. Feedbacks during consultation activities 

Throughout the consultations, we gathered feedbacks on CLIPC components and draft 
versions of the portal all along the consultation process, from WEBEX sessions, to specific 
meetings and the final workshop. The feedback is summarized presented in the table below. 
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TABLE 1: FEEDBACK FROM USERS ON CLIPC COMPONENTS DURING CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES 
 
 

PERIOD of 
CONSULT

ATION 

CLIPC 
COMPONENT/

TOOL 
SUBMITTED 

TO THE 
CONSULTA-

TION 

SUMMARY OF USERS' 
FEEDBACK PROPOSALS OF USERS 

 
HOW HAVE USERS’ 

REQUIREMENTS AND 
PREFERENCES BEEN 

ADDRESSED? 

AUTUMN 
2015 

CLIPC 
DATAVIEWER 

Presentation of the dataviewer  
Users appreciated the design of 
the interface. They show 
interest in the dataviewer and in 
an indicator toolkit to compare 
and combine indicators. 

A general introductory part which 
describes the datasets would be 
welcome. 
 
Bias corrections should be 
mentioned 
 

A general  introductory part which 
describes the datasets is nor 
provided.  
 
However, information on the 
names of datasets is provided.  
Meta data for each data set is 
included as well as a description 
for each indicator.  
 
 The meta data provides 
information on bias correction. 

CONFIDENCE 
ASSESSMENT 

TOOL 

Presentation of the confidence 
assessment tool and validation 
of the qualitative approach 
The uncertainty assessment tool 
was based on the assumption 

- different degrees of precision 
about uncertainty could be 
proposed (user could choose the 
degree of precision he/she needs) 
- information about "what a user 

- the choice of precision and 
ranking of sources of uncertainties 
can only be assessed on a case by 
case basis but not for a wide user 
audience as CLIPC portal is 
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that a multi layer approach may 
be appealing, ranging from a 
visual presentation of the 
uncertainty to a detailed 
description in text format and 
that a non quantitative way to 
assess uncertainty could be 
useful. It was confirmed by 
users, and the classification of 
uncertainty sources definitely 
helps them. 

can drop out 'safely' ". 
- add a rank of incomplete 
knowledge  
-a warning towards the most 
important sources of uncertainties, 
with confidence ranks. This could 
lead for example to a ranking of 
the different sources, with methods 
to do this ranking. 
- indications of how is done the 
expert judgment.  
- information of all possible source 
of uncertainty 
-add the sources of uncertainties 
taken into account for the 
calculation of the indicator (helps 
the users to see to what extent the 
uncertainty assessment is 
complete) 

designed for  
 
- the confidence fact sheet 
contains a list sources of 
uncertainties including a definition 
 
- confidence assessment is 
explained  in the confidence 
factsheet 

TIER 1 
INDICATORS 

Presentation of the Tier 1 
indicators and validation of 
the use of this type of 
indicator   
As choice of time and spatial 
scales depends on the varied 
applications, users were 

The recommendation was that the 
format (visual and textual) should 
be the most usable (fast, and easy 
to understand and use). 

The indicator toolkit allows for 
zooming into regions. Country 
level is the highest possible 
resolution.  
The comparing function enables 
users to compare indicators over a 
particular period of time (e.g. 20 
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interested in selecting time and 
spatial scales for the indicators 
by themselves. 

years). The time period  can be 
selected by the user him/ herself.  
Looking into e.g. the mean temp 
during the growing season of a 
crop is not possible.  

MARCH 
2016 

CLIPC 
PORTAL 

Presentation  of Data access 
and processing in 3 parts: 
Climate data search, CLIPC 
dataset catalogue, MyCLIPC 
data processing 

Users were generally interested 
in using the datasets to calculate 
a new variable and make the 
new variable visible. 
Some questions were asked 
about the indicators. It was 
confirmed that they are based 
on a mix of models. Same 
indicator are based on different 
models. In the end the user can 
choose.  
 

- If I need to pinpoint a specific 
point with an indication. Is this 
possible? 
 
 
- Is it possible to combine climate 
indicators with social indicators? 
- Do you intend to create option to 
combine layers after calculations? 
 
- It is useful to have open text box 
to use sql calculations to calculate 
indexes etc instead of spending 
time to develop wizards? 
 
- the possibility to select the 
NUTS level (1-3) 
- some users thought that the 
layout of climate data search is 
really confusing why not include 
some examples, just click on a 
predefined query in order to have 

No priority given to the possibility 
to pinpoint a specific point with an 
indication as this request came 
from one user only 
The compare function allows for 
combing tier 1, 2 and 3 indicators  
After calculations, MY CLIPC 
allows for combining these with 
one’s own (calculated data) 
Open text box to use sql 
calculations to calculate indexes 
has not been developed. No 
priority as thus request came from 
one user only 
NUTS 0 and 3 have been  
implemented 
Lay out has been simplified and 
user cases are developed to 
provide more guidance 
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all the forms filled out 
- the Geobox should provide some 
predefined queries (Europe, 
global, all the continents) 

 
Geobox has not been developed as 
priority has been given to the 
toolbox   

INDICATOR 
TOOLKIT 

Presentation  of the indicator 
toolkit and prioritization of 
functions 
The indicator toolkit is very 
useful for comparison, 
especially to explore what are 
the different scenarios for an 
indicator. The possibility to 
process their own indices and 
download other indices have 
been appreciated. 
Not all users have share 
feedbacks about prioritization. 
When it was done, visualization 
appears first (Possibility of 
defining an area (using cursor 
and/or uploading shapefile) and 
having statistical values 
(average, stdev, variance, max, 
min, amplitude) of the dataset 
for that area, second the 
comparison, then the 

- Generally a section with 
examples of applications could be 
useful  
 
- a quick-look tab with a list or 
table of the variables/parameters 
available can be very useful  
 
 
 
- is it possible to look at a certain 
range? If you want to compare 
different scenarios, you need to 
have the same legends in a certain 
city for example 
- is it possible to compare time 
series? For a specific location 
 
- will you arrange workshops on 
how an impact researcher can 
work with this? 
 

Different use cases have been 
developed to guide users in how to 
use the toolkit  
In the last version of the portal 
indicators are grouped according 
to themes and data sets are 
grouped according to a particular 
indicator. This facilitates the 
selection process 
No priority has been given to 
create same legends  
 
 
 
Time series can be compared for a 
specific location (e.g. Natura 2000 
regions) 
17 virtual workshops have been 
organized to discuss user feedback 
on draft versions of the portal 
 Thresholds are not provided 
Averages can be calculated 
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combination and analysis  
(statistical operations). Finally 
uncertainty assessment 
(probability operations) 
 
Some general feedback 
underlined again the necessity 
of guidance about the use of the 
datasets and straightforward 
tutorial of all major 
functionalities 
 
Users generally very interested 
in compare and combine 
indicators, in the possibility to 
customize analysis and 
combinations is a must for 
them. 
 

- exploring thresholds maybe 
useful 
- Another point which would be 
very important is to be able to 
calculate an average on a period. 
E.g. he usually works with 
monthly or yearly averages, so it 
would be nice to be able to select 
individually the period. As well 
the possibility to average over 
space, e.g. on a regional or country 
level would be helpful. If either 
temporal or spatial averaging are 
possible also the combination of 
both should be possible. 
- It is paramount for us to have the 
possibility of extracting the visual 
information in the map as tabular 
data in a general and widespread 
format such as txt, csv or xls 
 
- the naming of the climate 
variables/indicators should be 
more intuitively understandable: 
the abbreviations of the climate 
variables are not always clear for 

Maps can only be printed as NET 
cdf files, NUTS info can be 
accessed as tables  
Names of data sets have not been 
changed. Changing names would 
have required a lot of time.   
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all users, clear description of the 
variables 

CONFIDENCE 
ASSESSMENT 

TOOL 

Presentation  of the 
uncertainty assessment tool 
(2nd presentation)  
The confidence factsheet is very 
useful for users. 
  

- Robust regions should be named 
differently, maybe more like 
regions with robust projections or 
similar  
- For boundary workers and policy 
makers more explanations about 
information and expectations to 
this should be involved: 
explanations about what users can 
expect from the system, about 
what they can do with the data, 
ranking of uncertainty sources, etc. 
- For boundary workers, much 
simpler wording is maybe 
required, e.g. external human 
forcing, maybe exchange to 
emissions etc. and avoid typical 
modelling language. The idea 
would be to orientate the language 
at the least experienced user to be 
expected on the portal 
- Is it possible to zoom in and get 
more statistical information on a 
specific region? 

wording of robustness is adapted 
 
 
the confidence factsheet contains 
more description and explanation 
than before, in addition there is a 
webpage with guidelines about 
how uncertainty is presented with 
confidence 
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- have a more detailed description 
of how you integrate evidence and 
agreement, and how do you judge 
whether a method is “state of the 
art” when including this in your 
confidence assessment 

NOVEMB
ER 2016 

PORTAL 
RELEASE 

General feedbacks 
-Very positive feedbacks, on 
the user interface, etc. 
Except that For the option 
‘choose Climate Theme’, some 
questions remain: Is 'theme' the 
right word? Urban is not a 
climate theme and neither is 
Water or Rural. The link 
between the themes and the 
indicators in the toolkit is not 
clear. 
- Other feedbacks: The names 
of the data files are unclear 

- Possibility to remove the themes 
(urban, rural, water) from the front 
page and replace them accordingly 
to the terms used within the 
indicator toolkit  (e.g.: oceans, 
precipitations, settlements etc.) 
 

Themes have not been replaced as 
it was a request of one user only  
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3.2.2. Feedback from demo and evaluation workshop 

 
TABLE 2: FEEDBACKS ON CLIPC COMPONENTS during demo and evaluation workshop 

CLIPC 
COMPONENT 

ADDED VALUE  
highlighted by users 

MAIN WEAKNESSES, 
DIFFICULTIES, 
UNCLEAR POINTS 

ADDITIONNAL REQUIREMENTS / 
USERS PROPOSALS 

Use cases  -'Pre-cooked' cases are really 
useful. It is demonstrative of 
the most complex 
functionalities of the toolbox, 
on how to combine indicators 
-Good to have different cases 
and different sectors (forestry, 
urban management)  
- Use cases are useful for non 
expert users because there are 
many steps in the process 
Examples of choices are key 

The indices, to be pertinent, must 
be qualified by some statistical 
analysis showing its relevance to 
answer the original question  

-Add more complex cases combining different variables 
-Add cases on one country only, and then another on 3 
countries for example 

Compare and 
combine indicators 

-You can create the indices you 
want 

For the less expert users, there is 
a risk of misinterpretation of the 
calculation they made, the 
indices they create 
Risk of inconsistent and 
unreliable indices  
It has been underlined that users 
need to think about it before 
combining indicators, they have 
to have a plan of what they want 
to create. 

- Guidance to interpret calculation, to explain the 
rationales for the choices of data and processing. 
- Add and highlight possible misleading 
results/combinations? 
- Proposal of dedicated live or virtual training sessions for 
non-experts and experts; workshops with different types 
of economic activities: industry, agriculture, etc. 
- There could be pre-analyzed things, to have example 
explanations of pre-cooked indices 
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Ensembles and bias 
adjustment 

 - unclear, how to choose 
ensembles, how many models to 
choose, and why it is important 
to work with different models, 
than just with different RCPs 

- more explanation and guidance on what are ensembles, 
how to choose and how to interpret results 
- describe underlying ensembles and bias adjustment 
methods, maybe even in an extra chapter on the 
homepage, instead of only in the metadata 
 

 
Confidence 
assessment tool 
 
 
 

-uncertainty and confidence 
information is very helpful  

- Does the degree of confidence 
have an influence on the data 
selection? 
- Is the confidence information 
further processed in the combine 
functions? 

- The 'expert judgment' about the robustness of the 
indicator has to be explained more 
- Consider implementing a confidence/ uncertainty 
threshold to limit “low quality/confidence” data to be 
involved in the portal 

Metadata and 
standardized 
vocabulary 

- it is very important to have 
standardized vocabulary, 
CLIPC made a good first step 
in this direction 

- still unclear whether same 
vocabulary describes exactly 
same data, e.g. surface 
temperature can be different 
things 
- naming of datasets is too 
complicated, even though 
standardized 
- do not always see the added 
value with other initiatives 
- quite technical and unclear 

- find easier names, understandable for non-expert users 
- metadata should more prominently highlight underlying 
ensembles and bias adjustment methods 

Dataviewer - Is very useful  
especially for users who 
download datasets 

 - The Geobox should provide some predefined queries 
(Europe, global, all the continents). 
- Visualize anomalies (comparison with past data). 
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MyCLIPC 
 
 

- viewing different time steps 
- High level of tailoring 
possible 
 

- Comprehensive list of 
indicators – growing and 
growing 
- Web processing services (WPS) 
functions are not all operational, 
most WPS are in another portal, 
Impact4Climate 
 

- Guidance tutorial needed 
- Maybe select some key indicators and variables 
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3.3. A user-oriented portal: what matters according to users?  

3.3.1. Adaptability of the portal to the diversity of users and needs 

All along consultation activities, users provide positive feedbacks about the portal. The tools 
and functionalities developed within CLIPC adapts to the large diversity of needs of the large 
diversity of users. Indeed, it offers different products from pre-cooked ones to more 
sophisticated one and a personalized interface. 

Indeed, the diversity of the needs of users has already been underlined many times. To adapt 
to this diversity, it is important to deepen our understanding of this diversity. 

First of all, users have different professional activities, ranging from climate scientists, impact 
researchers, communication experts, decision-makers and their scientific background is 
different, ranging from hydrology, ecology, social science. Their main focus (vulnerability 
assessment, fundamental research, economic investments) and the sector they are involved in 
(water management, agriculture, energy and other sectors). The first one is that users showed 
different levels of skills and expertise in managing climate related information. This has two 
consequences. First, the products they need range from pre-cooked information to self-
tailored one. Second, users needs vary in terms of: 

- spatial and temporal resolution: season to season timescale, annual forecast, 
subseasonal to seasonal maximum, etc 
- types of indices (very simple to more complex, etc) 
- the format: raw versus pre-calculated indices. 

The combine and compare functions, MY CLIPC for example offer the possibility to adapt to 
this large diversity of needs, and the use cases developed offer an opportunity for less/non-
expert users to enter the portal and discover its functionality. 

Another point is that climate services are a new market and users needs and capabilities 
evolve. Users highlighted that their requirements for climate data and information are 
changing over time. Indeed, information that the different users need depends on the decisions 
they have to take (for harvesting planning, strategic planning and investments, etc). As the 
decision context evolves, the required information will evolve over time as well. As a 
participant to one workshop underlines it, we have also to be aware of the emerging needs in 
different sectors: for example, we can now have specialized users with a high expertise in 
vineyards for example who can formulate very pertinent and very precise recommendations 
about CLIPC tools in general! As a participant notes "CLIPC should be aware of the fact that 
user needs are changing over time, and thus the climate service should be build to be 
flexible". 

Moreover, some users attend trainings, seminars and try to extend their skills in term of 
climate information, production of their own indices, they extend their own expertise. 
Because users' needs and skills are evolving, some users recommend to continue with direct 
interactions with developers rather than having access to a fixed set of indicators/indices. As 
mentioned above, others suggested CLIPC should have a support desk to adapt to those 
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evolving needs (for example to discuss uncertainty with experts, to provide knowledge to deal 
with uncertainty factors, maps, etc).  

However, as highlighted during the final workshop, a climate portal will not solve any 
problem. The more portals will be developed, the more users will need for ‘intermediaries’ to 
guide them in the use of portals, datasets, etc. 

3.3.2.Robustness, legitimacy and transparency of climate information 

Throughout the different components, robustness, legitimacy, quality of the data and 
transparency of climate information appear to be crucial points for users. It helps to build 
confidence of users in the portal and in the products provided. 
Users underlined many times the necessity to have an easy access to meta-data. Being able to 
know where datasets and information come from is a key point.  
For example, the confidence factsheet is very useful, but users require knowing what is 
behind. An explanation of the process of the expert judgment, including moderation with data 
providers, rating of the data (giving stars, up to 4), methodological and literature review, 
categorization of sources would help. Further it was asked how this information on the 
robustness influences the set of indicators available, e.g. as a threshold for indicators being 
included or as a warning for the use of badly rated data. 
Another example concerns indicators. The robustness of the indicator needs to be explicit, for 
example in pop-ups, to avoid a 'black box'.  
Giving a maximum of transparency is important for all categories of users. 

3.3.3. A shared concern by expert and non-expert users: guidance 

Guidance appears to be a real issue shared by the different types of users. Yet, a distinction 
has to be made between guidance for experts (climate scientists, impact researchers) which is 
close to demo tools in order to show the different functionalities of the portal, and guidance 
for less "autonomous" users (boundary workers), which includes more explanations about the 
purpose and limits of indicators, indices combination options, etc. 
 
1.Guidance for expert users (climate scientists and some impact researchers): demo tools, 
transparency and meta-data required  
For the expert users, three types of guidance were highlighted: demo tools, transparency about 
the tools and meta-data information. 

√ Demo tools 
Participants made proposals to help expert users to use all the functionalities of the portal: 
- it could be useful to develop a demo or a video tutorial, rather than a text manual of 
guidebook. 
- it could include some examples (uses cases),  
- it could include predefined queries and flash alerts/pop-ups  

√ Transparency 
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They also often underlined the importance of transparency: for them, it is important to avoid 
"black boxes" for each tool. For example in the case of confidence assessment, it is necessary 
to explain what is qualitative and what is not, how it was done and how it should be 
interpreted. 
A corollary of that is the importance of meta-data that can be provided by the portal 
developers, for example: when climate projections are shown, some precautions are required 
about the limitations of these data and bias corrections should be mentioned and explained.  
Users recommended advice pop-ups as well, such as: "This indicator has been computed by 
this model and so you need to be aware of…", etc. 
  
2.Guidance for less- or non-expert users (mainly boundary workers): taking precautions to 
prevent misunderstanding and misinterpretation 
 
A general agreement came up that non-expert users have to be guided. 

First of all, non-expert users have some difficulties to identify what type of information, 
indicators they need and how to access it. As a participant underlines it : "the (non-expert) 
user wants this indicator but does not know what is the best way to get it and needs 
explanations in an "assisted mode". 

Secondly, non-expert users need guidance to interpret information they accessed to. The issue 
is to make sure that data are used and processed properly. This means that non-expert users 
need climatology guidance. This means that non-expert users require information about what 
users can expect from the different indices, but also from the calculations (subtractions, etc.) 
offered by the combine and compare functions, what information is and what is not 
represented on the maps, clarifications about the disagreement among the climatic models, 
explanations about why and how to use an ensemble of model output. 

Especially, users mention that there is a risk for maps, graphs and tables to be misunderstood 
(what is behind projections, maps, etc). The use of colors in figures is sometimes confusing. 
Warnings should be put forward to avoid ‘misuse ‘of data (and combining anything with 
anything) Warnings ("Calculations at your own risks"), direct recommendations by pop-ups 
and use cases were underlined as valuable guidance. 

Non-expert users but also expert users mentioned difficulties to quickly access data sources 
due to unclear naming of data sets.  

4. DISCUSSION: LESSONS LEARNED AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A USER ORIENTED CLIMATE 
INFORMATION PORTAL  
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The CLIPC project aims to improve access to climate and climate impact information, and to 
provide on-line tools for a variety of users including climate scientists, impact researchers, 
boundary organisations and societal end users (including policy makers and NGOs).  
This chapter discusses the lessons learned with and within the used user consultation 
methodology. Specifically we discuss lessons learned regarding: 
 

1. Challenges addressing a large diversity of users 
2. Developing sustained user interaction 
3. Methods for users consultations  

 
4.1 Challenges addressing a large diversity of users in the consultation 
process and recommendations 

  

4.1.1. Addressing the diversity of users through interactive consultation 
sessions 

As it has been underlined many times, users are very diverse.  The categories of users we used 
(climate scientist, impact researcher and boundary worker) was partly relevant. The 
distinction between expert versus non expert appears regularly in the consultation, used by 
users and by developers. It is a challenge to draw different categories of users because, as 
highlighted above, users needs, skills evolve. In particular, we observed that the category 
"boundary workers" is broad, ranging from institutions such as EEA to consultants, or local 
authorities representatives.   

Moreover, there is uncertainty at the side of the providers on who will be the eventual users of 
the system. On the side of the users, they do not know exactly what they can expect from this 
information source. As the variety of data and information increases (e.g. basic climate data, 
processed data, climate impacts and support for policy response), also the number and 
diversity of users increases. It is often unknown at the onset who the eventual users will be, 
which component of the system they are mostly interested in, and they may be different from 
the users who the developers had in mind originally.  

Thus, virtual workshops offered the opportunity to show mock ups, components and draft 
versions of the CLIPC portal. This method was successful to gather users and develop a user – 
oriented climate information portal. Direct interactions between users and developers are a 
real added-value to tailor further developments.  

One difficulty of this technique, is that after a series of virtual workshops involving diverse 
(new) users with evolving and new requirements, we ended up with a shopping list of 
requirements, preferences and recommendations.  To manage this variety, the list was 
discussed with portal developers, priorities were jointly defined and (corrective) actions were 
planned accordingly. 
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One limit is that in such a context, we ended up with sometimes conflicting needs and many 
feedbacks looking like a "shopping-list". 

Not all products can be developed, not all requirements and preferences can be addressed. On 
the other hand, there is still a pitfall of developing a compromise between trying to address 
"the full shopping list" of everyone and taking into account the specificity of sectors – a 
compromise that eventually may serve no one very well.  

4.1.2. How to prioritize feedbacks? 
 
To overcome this challenge, an important issue was to work with other WPs, those 
developing the portal, to prioritize recommendations. Arguably a more challenging criterion is 
saliency or relevance of the data, of the service, because of the unknown and dynamically 
changing diversity of users, and the equally large diversity of data products and portal 
components and services (like visualization, post-processing). One option would be to have 
different interfaces for different user categories with different interests and skills, but this 
“adds clicks” and thus makes the portal less user friendly. 

In general, two complementary methods could be proposed: 

(1) A set of criteria could be elaborated and used to screen the list of 
recommendations: needs and requirements that can/cannot be technically addressed, 
the ones that can/cannot be addressed within the time and resource constraints of the 
project, the ones that respond to societal needs (tools or functionalities useful for 
adaptation plans for example), etc. 

(2) Then, during rounds of consultation, users could be asked to prioritize through 
methods such as color vote technique for example (i.e. a voting system where 
participants are asked to rank the recommendations thanks to different colors and 
argue their choice). 

However, due to the already far advanced time in the project, feedback can only be collected 
and handed over to those continuing with CLIPC components or in similar initiatives. 

However, due to the already far advanced time in the project, feedback can only be collected 
and handed over to those continuing with CLIPC components or in similar initiatives. A more 
central involvement of users within the consortium of project partners could help to integrate 
and improve the process. 

4.2.  Developing sustained user interactions through champions and 
permanent mechanisms of consultation 

 
In addition, it appeared difficult to develop sustained interaction with users. The last virtual 
workshops did not gather as many participants as expected.  
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CLIPC showed that two persistent difficulties are: the need to create subgroups of users, in 
the large diversity of potential users, and the need to improve the number of users engaged in 
the consultation process. 
To face those challenges, and on the basis of those consultation activities through CLIPC, 
some recommendations can be made: 

- Include consultation activities in users’ own language /own context in order to involve 
diverse users from different European countries (for example East European 
Countries) (for which additional budget is needed) 

- Support financially users (champions, focal points …) as partners in the project (for 
which additional budget is needed) 

- Start of from use cases (instead of developing use cases at the end of the project as a 
way of guidance, as it was experienced in CLIPC) 

- Pay attention to the sustainability of the different portals (and avoid users disinterest 
maybe due to the development of many portal). 

 
Apart from that, two recommendations can be made: to have an access to users from different 
sectors through resource persons and sector champions and permanent mechanisms of 
consultation.  
 

4.2.1. Resource persons and sector champions: an access to users from different sectors 
and a way to sustain interaction 

 
Concerning the need and the difficulty to create subgroups of users, users can be 
sorted/organized by their role in the climate change adaptation process (e.g. basic climate 
data, climate impact, boundary workers and transfer to users). They can also be sorted/ 
organized by sectors, as sectors “members” usually share the same challenges, time-frame, 
language, etc. 
Concerning the second difficulty, it appeared quite clearly that all users are not equal. Some 
advances, informed, motivated users have the capacity to facilitate the engagement of more 
distant potential or existing users. They can therefore be qualified of “champions”. 
Crossing these two concerns, mobilizing sector "champions" could be useful. A "champion" 
could be defined as a person who can give key information and speak in the name of others 
(spoke-persons of their sector) but more, a person who is involved in sectoral networks and 
thus gives access to other stakeholders of the sector. Champions can be at the interface 
between two worlds. Consultation should not be limited to those "usual suspects", but they 
represent more an entry to a broader sector. Moreover, a financial contribution can be given to 
champions, to support their involvement and engagement. 

4.2.2. A potential for permanent consultation mechanisms 
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The CLIPC project has proposed a 3-years effort to involve users all along a portal 
development process. As such, it illustrates the potential contribution of user’s consultation, 
but also some limitations. Amongst the main constraints observed are: 

- the difficulties to engage users in topics like climate services to which they are not 
familiar. Informed users, “resources persons” having a personal past engagement in 
climate information are generally the most productive. Others require an “adaptation 
period”, before having enough capacity to contribute;  

- the frequent users “fatigue” after several consultations, particularly when users have 
no clear mandate from their belonging organisation to participate; 

- the level of effort (human resources) required to engage in user’s interactions. 
Resources are provided by research projects limited in time, but would not necessarily 
be available, especially when the project doesn’t require explicitly to involve users and 
after the end of the project. Moreover, all users do not have the same financial 
resources to get involved in the process of consultation (e.g. costs to attend seminars, 
workshops, etc).  

This is consistent with lessons drawn from other projects on climate services (CLIMRUN, 
EUPORIAS, ECLISE, etc), and pledges for the development of cost effective, long term 
consultation mechanisms. An official mandate could generate and support the participation of 
users on the long-term.  
 
We believe that the implementation of a formal permanent user’s consultation mechanism, 
would benefit to Copernicus. This could be materialised by a user committee : 

- articulating plenary meetings (all sectors, all users, thus proving vision and framing 
the debate), and sectoral commissions following the C3S SIS sectors;  

- proposing on-line virtual meetings (following the virtual workshops organisation 
experimented in CLICC), as well as annual physical meetings; 

- members could be both representatives from users’ organisations (e.g. EC directorates, 
EEA, research bodies), and qualified persons, selected owing to their expertise and not 
to their institutional status. A typical mandate could be 3 to 5 years, so as to ensure 
new members have enough time to develop some capacity; 

- missions would cover: evaluation of existing services, proposal of new services, 
discussion on strategy and implementation of C3S. 

 
In the field of weather services, the Superior council of meteorology, established at Meteo 
France since 1991, provides a good example, that could be transferred to climate services. 
 
 
The Superior Council of Meteorology (Conseil supérieur de la Météorologie) - France 
 
Founded in 1991, the Superior Council of Meteorology is chaired by the Minister in charge 
of meteorology. It forms at a national level the consultative body ensuring an on-going 
dialogue between Météo France and its private and public users. It is therefore an example of 
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a formal, permanent users involvement mechanism, that could be partly replicated for 
climate services. 
 
Its missions are the following: 

- Evaluate the services provided my Meteo France to its users 
- Formulate recommendations for new services and products 
- Propose means of implementation to answer new needs 
- Make proposals relative to funding options 
- Monitor the implementation of actions 

It gathers representatives from ministers which field is potentially linked to the Meteorology, 
representatives of weather services users, as well as from the research community. 

The plenary assembly meets at least once a year. Some specialized commissions are dealing 
with specific fields. Commissions can themselves organize in sub-commissions, temporary 
or permanent working groups. The commissions topics are the following : 

- Agriculture 
- Light air transport 
- Commercial air transport 
- Education and training 
- Environment and energy 
- Hydrology 
- Marine 
- Health and biometeorology 
- Civil security 
- Tourism 
- Ground transport and infrastructures  

 
4.3. Virtual workshops: general feedbacks on the method 

 
The experiment of virtual workshops was positive. Users and developers have appreciated the 
method. Among the main lessons learnt, we can put forward positive aspects, yet some 
methodological obstacles remain. 
 

TABLE 2: LESSONS LEARNT ABOUT THE METHOD 
 

 
POSITIVE ASPECTS 

OBSTACLES TO BE 
ADDRESSED 

LESSONS 
LEARNT for users 

• Virtual workshops are not time-
consuming 

• direct interactions between users 
and providers offer the opportunity 
to better understand the tools 
developed and to make direct 
recommendations 

• A need to give feedbacks to 
users: which recommendations 
are going to be taken into 
account and on which basis? 
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• regular and direct interactions 
between users and developers can 
adapt tools to the users' evolving 
skills 

• it also offers the opportunity to 
have direct interactions between 
users themselves 

LESSONS 
LEARNT for 

developers 

• direct interactions between users 
and providers offer the opportunity 
to better understand what users 
need and how they perceive the 
tools 

• it offers an opportunity to promote 
the tools they developed 

• A question remains: how to 
prioritize the recommendations 
and feedbacks? and who has to 
do it (developers or facilitators 
on the basis of users 
feedbacks)? 

LESSONS 
LEARNT for 
Facilitators 

• virtual workshops are simple to 
organize from a logistical 
perspective 

• when mock-ups and tools are 
made available on-line, they rose 
the interest of users for 
consultation workshops and make 
them more involved and interested 
in the further progress of the portal 
development 

• showing how earlier feedback has 
been used helps to develop 
sustained interaction  

• Users fatigue is still a pitfall. 
The alternating between virtual 
and live workshops helps to 
boost participation. 

• How to target the "proper" 
audience? how to improve the 
continuous participation of 
users?  

Indeed, it is not always clear on 
which basis users are motivated to 
participate. There is a risk of a bias 
in the eventual active involvement 
of users for various reasons 
(availability of time, interest in 
specific topics, interest in and 
popularity of CLIPC as a project 
c.q. Copernicus as a program, 
expectation of future usefulness, 
acquaintance with CLIPC team 
members or other participants). 
• how to involve developers 

earlier in the organization of the 
workshop and after the 
workshop?  

Indeed, if the developers involved 
in the workshop have appreciated 
the experience, it is not always easy 
to mobilize other WP in general. 
Availability of time is one of the 
reasons. Besides that, it is really a 
challenge to make developers' 
agenda and agenda for the 
consultation process converge.  
• How to improve the 
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geographical representation of 
users? 

Like in other projects of this kind, it 
appeared to be particularly difficult 
to get potential users involved from 
Central and Eastern Europe, and to 
a somewhat lesser extent from 
Southern Europe. On the one hand, 
one may expect that in these regions 
the interest in European information 
sources may be larger compared to 
Northern and Western Europe, 
where many countries have well-
developed national climate 
information sources. But on the 
other hand, in these regions climate 
change may be lower on the 
research and policy agendas, and 
the number of people with interest, 
skills and time to make use of 
portals like CLIPC may be much 
smaller than in Northern and 
Western Europe. We used focal 
persons (EIONET) but in the end, 
this strategy did not turn  out to be 
helpful. 

 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

To create a well-functioning climate information portal that meets the requirements of these 
diverse users, an on-going user consultation process has been organised throughout the 
CLIPC project (see figure 1). Different consultation methods have been used in line with the 
stage of development of the CLIPC portal (components) and the type of participating users. 
The toolbox, the use cases and the different functionalities developed within CLIPC received 
positive feedback, they offer a flexibility and the possibility to adapt products to the diversity 
of users needs. Addressing the diversity of users remain a challenge and some 
recommendations can be done. Permanent mechanisms of consultation, access to users 
through resources person and sector champions are examples of pathways to address this 
diversity while adapting to their evolving needs and skills. 
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APPENDIX 1: Synthesis of final CLIPC Dissemination and evaluation 
workshop (20 October, 2016, Brussels)  event 

 
PROGRAM 

9.30-9.40  Welcome and general introduction (Martin Juckes) 

9.40 - 10.00  Introduction to CLIPC portal main features (Peter Thijsse) 

10.00 – 10.45 ROUND TABLE 1 - Developing a climate (impacts) information portal to serve the 
needs of a broad range of users 
“What are the major challenges, success factors and/or pitfalls of developing a portal that 
serves the needs of a broad range of users?” 

o Daniela Jacob from the Climate Service Center Germany: the shift towards 'climate 
services' and 'users oriented portals'  

o André Jol from EEA : the boundary organization perspective - what kind of needs do 
boundary workers have to serve end-users?  

o Maria Noguer from University of Reading / SECTEUR: what do businesses need in 
terms of weather and climate data to support decision-making? 

o Lars Bärring from SMHI/CLIPC: the provider perspective - what does the shift towards 
'climate services' and 'user-oriented portals' imply for providers? 

10.50 -11.15: Introduction to breakout sessions and coffee break 

11.15 - 12.45 Breakout sessions: Presentation and try out of the CLIPC portal version 2.0 - 4 sessions 
in parallel: 

1 - Scientific content: exploring data sources, uncertainty management, application of 
standards 

2 – My CLIPC: user individual management of datasets and indicators processing  

3 – Use cases: trying out the CLIPC impact indicators toolkit: from forestry to heat stress  

12.45 - 13.45 LUNCH BREAK 

13.45-15.15 Breakout sessions: Presentation and try out of the CLIPC portal version 2.0 - 4 sessions 
in parallel 

1 - Scientific content: exploring data sources, uncertainty management, application of 
standards 

2 – My CLIPC: user individual management of datasets and indicators processing  

3 – Use cases: trying out the CLIPC impact indicators toolkit: from forestry to heat stress  

15.15-15.40 : Coffee break  
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15.40-16.30 - ROUND TABLE 2 Dissemination of CLIPC and reflections on CLIPC's 
achievements 
"What can CLIPC bring to the future generation of climate services? How can the 
accomplishments of the portal be consolidated in Europe and worldwide?" 
   

o Claus Kundrup (DG Climate, Adaptation Unit) - How can climate services help Europe to 
face new challenges after COP21?  

o Jean-Noel Thepaut (ECMWF, C3S) - What are the main challenges for the future generation 
of climate services and how can CLIPC help Copernicus to address these challenges? 

o Janette Bessembinder (KNMI, JPI Climate CS) - How can we achieve effective and 
sustained interactions with a growing number of users, e.g. in cities and companies? 

o Mikolaj Piniewski (Varsaw University of Life Science, PIK) - What are the main challenges 
for developing national and European climate services in Eastern European countries?  

o Ana Bucher (World Bank) - What are the main challenges for future generation climate 
services in the world and can CLIPC services be useful in a global context? 

o Ghislain Dubois (TEC / PROCLIM) - How can private consultants work with public 
institutions to grow a market for climate services? 

 

SUMMARY 

On the 20th October, 2016 a final Dissemination and Evaluation Event for CLIPC took place 
in the Marivaux Hotel in Brussels. Climate data users and providers from Europe were invited 
to evaluate and discuss the development of the CLIPC Climate Information Portal. 

• Round table 1: Developing a climate information portal to serve the needs of a broad 
range of users 

After a short introduction the first round table on “developing a climate (impacts) information 
portal to serve the needs of a broad range of users” facilitated by Annemarie Groot from 
Alterra and inviting Daniela Jacob (Director of GERICS), Andre Jol (head of group climate 
change impact and vulnerability at EEA), Maria Noguer-Alba (Project leader of Copernicus 
C3S project SECTEUR), and Lars Bärring (SMHI, climate modeler, data provider, CLIPC) 
took place. Main points of discussion were the necessary characteristics of successful portals, 
the definition and interactions with users and the danger of data misuse. 
Portals need to ensure a certain standard of quality, and to be clear about which messages are 
communicated independently from the knowledge of the visiting user. Another important 
point is to be as transparent as possible in order to reach a high level of trust into the portal 
and the information offered there. These requirements are very demanding, especially for a 
one-stop-shop portal like CLIPC, considering the wider variety of sectors, cases and users 
with individual and mostly different needs to a portal. The usefulness of the portal is defined 
by the added value it provides in comparison to other portals. Panellists mentioned that there 
has been a strong increase in portal numbers, based on an overflow of funding, which starts to 
confuse users about the purposes for which to use them. This emphasizes the importance of 
linking initiatives, connect to existing portals and coordinate efforts between projects. Last 



 

 

34 
 

but not least it has to be kept in mind, that portals are only one of many possible tools for 
communication. Depending on the aim of the provider-user interaction other formats could be 
more useful. It is necessary to know the limitations of a portal. 
When talking about users the first step is to agree on a common definition of who are the 
users and what are their needs. A clear separation between user groups is often very difficult 
or even impossible to reach. Anyway, to understand the users and their needs it is crucial to 
provide the necessary information in a useful and understandable way. One of the key 
components for that is language, which can be different from sector to sector. The recently 
increasing interest in making science results usable for non-academic users and real life 
decisions requires a whole shift in focus and infrastructure. This is not only seen as a new 
challenge, but also an opportunity to link users’ needs already to the model development. 
Still getting closer to the user, offering data on an open portal brings the risk of data misuse. 
Lacking experience of working with climate data linked with a “do-it- yourself” attitude can 
cause problems. To avoid this not only clear messages (as mentioned above), but also 
guidance and whenever possible direct interactions with experts are necessary. The panellists 
encourage users to think carefully what is needed, where it can be found, what lies in the 
capabilities of own knowledge and experiences and most importantly not to hesitate to ask for 
guidance and advice from scientists. On the other hand, the role of the data and climate 
service providers as well as portal developers is to support this process.  
 
• BREAKOUT SESSIONS 
Two rounds of breakout sessions followed the first panel round to allow the participants to 
learn more in detail about the science behind the portal, possibilities of working in the 
individualized environment of MyCLIPC and the benefits of exploring and processing data 
along a specific use case. The science breakout sessions focussed on the ideas and 
developments behind the portal, presenting the use of ensembles, bias correction, the 
implementation of confidence and uncertainty information and the improvements of standards 
in naming and metadata. Added value of the scientific contribution of CLIPC was seen 
predominately in the provision of confidence information and the standardisation of the 
vocabulary. Also it was mentioned that CLIPC offers a unique combination of providing 
climate change data, projections and impact models in one portal and therefore being the entry 
point to a big repository which can be accessed by users freely. During the discussions it was 
apparent that many users are still confused about how and which ensembles to use. More 
information is also needed on the methods of bias correction, or bias adjustment how it 
recently is more appropriately termed. Connected to the use of different models in an 
ensemble also the RCPs have been questioned on their robustness and the possibility to use 
them instead of different models to explore variations. Relating to the confidence fact sheets 
participants were not sure about how the expert judgement works and how the confidence 
information is being further processed when combining different datasets. A suggestion to 
ensure the quality of provided data was, to use the confidence information and exclude “bad 
performing” models and data. Concern was expressed in the standardised naming of datasets. 
First, whether same name automatically translates into exact same data, e.g. surface 
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temperature can be understood by one user directly on the ground, while another expects 
temperature at 1.5 m height, etc. Another point which has also been mentioned in various 
previous other user interaction sessions is the naming of the datasets, which yet need to be 
improved to a more easily understandable version. In general the request for more guidance, 
training and education was posed. In the science context it is especially needed to explain the 
ensembles and support the choice of the most suitable. Last but not least the discussion 
included also the continuation of CLIPC in terms of operationalising the portal, continuing 
user communication and solidifying the work on standardising vocabularies and metadata.  

The MyCLIPC breakout session was organised as a try out, allowing participants to test the 
portal functions on their own. The session was introduced and supported by CLIPC 
representatives being involved in the development of the specific functions. Added value was 
seen in the possibilities to involve own data, view datasets at different time stamps and to 
have a personal history of used datasets. Additionally, participants liked the visualisation of 
the portal and the indicator toolkit and were impressed by the processing speed of big 
datasets. Improvement is needed for the datasets, guidance and frame of the portal. One point 
mentioned was the temporal resolution should reach down to daily and hourly data. Most 
importantly the naming of datasets was very difficult for many, especially non-expert users 
(all except climate scientists). Connected to the abundance of possibilities the need for more 
guidance in choosing data came up. In general participants recommended investing in training 
and educating people how to use the portal as well as support the use of different functions 
with tutorial videos. This prerequisite for a long term use emphasizes also the 
operationalisation of the portal. Like during the first panel round, also here the concern of data 
misuse was mentioned, suggesting adapting tools to different levels of needs and constraints. 
Last but not least participants commented on the limitation of access by requesting a google 
account, which not everyone might have. 

Also the use cases breakout session allowed participants to try the functions of the portal 
themselves. Here the added value was seen in the possibility to create own indices. Many 
valued the use cases to be very helpful for non-expert users. Also the topics for improvement 
were similar to the MyCLIPC session, covering datasets, guidance and misuse of data. For 
some users it was not clear where to find metadata, information on uncertainty and origin of 
the data and therefore how to choose appropriate models, ensembles and datasets. Next to 
more guidance also a better organization of the dataset lists would help. Connected to the 
setup of the use cases the question was asked how specific indicators have been chosen as 
relevant, suggesting involving experts in defining the most suitable indicators. Suggestions for 
more guidance were very diverse, ranging from real-time workshops for different sectors, 
tutorial videos, step-by-step show cases, analysed example cases and explanation of combine 
processes. This shows that guidance is not only needed in learning how to choose the best 
suitable dataset, but also on which processing function to choose for which purposes and last 
but not least how to interpret the results. A broader set of use cases, including more complex 
cases as well as individual countries, could already help. Without additional training or 
guidance the use of the indicator toolkit and the combine function is especially for non-
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experts too difficult. Again also the risk of data misuse was expressed, particularly in the 
misinterpretation of own calculations. Participants suggested implementing another quality 
check, with a statistical analysis showing the appropriateness of the selected data to answer a 
certain, predefined question. Once more also the requirement for a google account was 
mentioned as limitation. 

Distinguishing the given feedback between the CLIPC users groups of climate scientists, 
impact researchers, boundary workers and end-users (last not further considered) boundary 
workers contributed most with questions and additional requirements. Their major request 
was for improved user friendliness, i.e. the naming of the datasets was mentioned as 
problematic by many, and more guidance. Impact researchers were in the minority of 
represented users at the workshop. They mainly agreed with the boundary workers on the 
need for more guidance. In contrast to that climate scientists mentioned more detail 
implementation issues of the portal, e.g. order of variables in the list, add another window, 
and showed their concern in the correct translation of scientific results to non-expert users. All 
in all no major differences could be distinguished between different user groups.  

• Round table 2: Dissemination of CLIPC and reflections on CLIPC's achievements 
The Dissemination Event ended with a second round table on “dissemination of CLIPC and 
reflections on CLIPC’s achievements” facilitated by Rob Swart from Alterra and inviting 
Claus Kondrup (EU Commission), Jean-Noel Thepaut (ECMWF), Janette Bessembinder 
(KNMI), Mikolaj Piniewsky (PIK), Ana Bucher (World Bank) and Ghislain Dubois (Director 
of TEC, CLIPC) to the discussion. Main points of discussion were the role and challenges of 
climate services, difficulties in user engagement and the future value of CLIPC. 
The role of climate services is seen in the connection between climate science and different 
uses. This uses cover a broad variety of backgrounds, expectations and needs. Climate 
services should support both horizontal and vertical interactions between these different 
levels. Still, we are in the middle of a learning-by-doing process where climate service is 
increasingly approaching the user. Main challenges of climate services in general and climate 
service portals in specific are first and foremost the definition and understanding of users and 
their requirements, a high data quality and transparency of the underlying science to ensure 
trust of users, an overview of available information, sufficient guidance and translation to the 
users. To support the development and improvement of climate services the connection to the 
private sector was discussed. On the one hand requesting mandatory climate adaptation 
actions could help creating incentives to invest and form climate services from the user side, 
especially the private sector side. On the other hand also the climate service providers need to 
involve more links to economic issues, because these drive both policy decisions and 
development in general. To interlink climate change with development is most successful to 
get climate change on the agenda of especially less developed countries. 

During CLIPC but also in other project difficulties have been experienced to sustainably keep 
users engaged. One suggestion from the panel was to focus on representatives of different 
groups which function as intermediaries, because it is hard to get every individual user 
involved. In the private sector experiences were made, that a price tag can help to uphold 
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original interest until actual participation. Another suggestion to reach a more sustained user 
feedback is through the assignment of a consultation round that gets more familiar with the 
topic over time and therefore also increases the depth of feedback. The difficulty to involve 
Central and Eastern European countries is expected to be based on the lacking awareness of 
climate change as a future problem most vividly apparent through the non-existence of the 
term climate services in some of these countries. Another reason is language. It always helps 
to have information available in people’s mother tongue, which poses a big effort to be taken. 
To round up the event the panel agreed that there is a big need for climate information to be 
linked to the needs of governments, and other entities that need to base decisions and actions 
on it. CLIPC has made a big effort in capturing these user needs and will potentially be reused 
in parts within C3S. However this is a continuous task of climate services and involved users 
to learn from each other, to share knowledge and innovation especially also with those who 
are less advanced. 
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APPENDIX 2 : VIRTUAL WORKSHOPS REPORTS 
 
The reports from the virtual workshops can be found on the CLIPC internal wiki site at 
http://proj.badc.rl.ac.uk/clipc/wiki/WP2#no1 (password protected – to request access please 
email sarah.callaghan@stfc.ac.uk). 
 
 

http://proj.badc.rl.ac.uk/clipc/wiki/WP2#no1
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APPENDIX 3: GUIDELINES FOR USERS CONSULTATIONS 
 
To ensure the continuity and coherence during the consultation process in collaboration with 
the different partners of WP2, we proposed some "consultation guidelines": three steps are 
proposed with recommendations and ready-to-use report sheets, framework to conduct a 
preparatory meeting with CLIPC WPs, etc.  
 
Preparation of the consultation with other WP: a key moment 
 
To prepare a virtual workshop is time-consuming at the beginning. But well-organized, it can 
be a powerful tool to discuss different options for the developments of CLIPC tools, and to 
understand more precisely users' needs and practices and  then, to evolve from tools to climate 
services.  

Before each round of consultation, the preparation with other WP is crucial for the success of 
the workshop.  

o a short Skype meeting is organised by the developers in order to prepare the 
consultation. A couple of questions could structure the meeting/ or one short 
questionnaire sent to other WP + one telco  

o a short visual presentation on the main content to be presented and discussed prepared 
by developing WPs and with some introductory  and structuring slides prepared by 
WP 2 (what is CLIPC, where are we in the development of CLIPC, keywords and 
subject of the workshop, precise questions to facilitate exchanges and debates after 
mock-ups presentation) 
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Question: What are your main concerns with the subject of the consultation? Why do you 
need to discuss with users? 
 
Perimeter of the consultation: Focus topic 

• What do you need/want to discuss with users? 
• What is NOT the subject (choice already made, for example)? What DON'T you want 

to discuss with users? 
Participants 

• Who would you like to participate in the consultation? What type of users would you 
need to consult? 

Format of the consultation 
• Any idea and/or preference? 
• If participation in a virtual workshop: possible dates, what do you want to present? 

Communication / Information to address the users  about this consultation 
• Key messages and key words? 
• Words to avoid? 

 
On this basis, the framework of the consultation can be held by WP 2 partners who propose a 
program to the other WP partner concerned by the consultation.  
Skype meetings are required to exchange on the Powerpoint presentation to users. WP2 has an 
external point of view on the presentation and helps other WPs to structure their visual 
presentation and clarify what they mean (subject of the consultation, keywords used, etc). 
 
Communication: a crucial issue 
 
Indeed, it is difficult to send the invitation at the right moment (not too close to the workshop 
not too far away). A graphical designer could help to make invitation more attractive. 

- First step: launch invitations to users and choose a date using Doodle/framadate  
- It is essential to book/ confirm the date at least one week or 10 days before, to avoid 

losing participants.  
- It is important to stay in contact within close time range before and after the virtual 

workshop. Several emails, sometimes on the individual level helped to get things 
clear, remind people to send their Skype etc. 

- Setting close deadlines helps to organize, send reminders and get feedbacks, e.g. 
deadline for the Doodle one week, deadline for feedback before Christmas 

- Send a last reminder, summarizing all provided information and dates, just a day or 
some hours before the consultation 

- Include the reference time zone to the appointment time, to avoid misunderstandings 
 
Virtual meeting: some "rules" 
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- The facilitator and the WP partner who make the presentation connect on Skype 15 
minutes before the workshop 

- The facilitator adds the participants to the conversation 
- If there are many participants, it's better to mute the microphone when the participant 

is not speaking 
- Keep sessions short and concise 
- Actively involve/encourage all participants to give feedback 
- 6-8 participants is ideal for one workshop otherwise it is really difficult to facilitate 

and it takes too much time to present a powerpoint and also give the floor to 
participants to give their feedback. 

- WebEX and Gotomeeting are very good replacements of Skype. Easy to facilitate, 
possibilities to share the screen, record the meeting, etc. Both need a host institution 
owning a license  

- It works well if you have one facilitator (chairman) besides the presenter of the 
powerpoint. 

- Both Webex and Gotomeeting need a decent preparation in the sense of sending links 
to the different participants and participants needing to install add-ons before being 
able to join. If this is done properly it is easy to establish the connections. 

- Gotomeeting has the additional advantage, that participants can choose to join either 
via Internet/computer or via telephone, which offers a higher flexibility in terms of 
technical requirements to the participant 

Facilitation 
o Keep introduction short: to keep people interested and concentrated to set the time for 

1 hour max for the virtual workshop, facilitator should watch the time  
o A good collaboration between the role of the facilitator and the role of tools 

developers can help. Define the roles before. 
 

A proposal for the framework of the consultation  
 

o Short presentation of CLIPC 
o Planning of the development of the portal and tools 
o Keywords and subject of the consultation 
o Short presentation of the participants 
o Presentation of the framework of the consultation 
o General question to start 
o Other WP presentation 
o Questions to users 
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