Comments on the Draft Contract to Host the World Congress on Medical Physics & Biomedical Engineering 2018 (WC2018) (Draft 5, December 2015)

Comments in black are from CoC

Reply comments in red are from KY Cheung
Ad 2.2 – to leave out “until 18 months…required.”


KY: Suggest to accept.

Ad 4.1 Suggested tasks of the IAC can be covered by the CCC members (see also the points 2.1 a 4.10 of the Draft Contract) – we suggest not to create IAC additionally to CCC and leave out point 4.1 of the Draft Contract

KY: No. CCC and IAC serve two distinct functions, although there may be some overlaps in membership. The role of CCC is to work with COC in organizing the WC. The role of IAC is to help promoting the WC. The ICA memberships are recruited to help promote WC2018 in their own countries. 

Ad 4.2 a 4.5 similarly, we do not see any reason for creating separately „Scientific Committee“and „Programme Committee“. Programme Committee has already been established and duties and responsibilities of its members defined. Point 4.2 should, therefore, be left out.


KY: Yes and No. SC and PC have different role to play. SC is responsible for the scientific sessions of the program. PC is responsible for the ceremonial programs, such as opening and closing sessions, awards sessions, awardee presentations, public lectures, business meetings of IUPESM, IFMBE and IOMP, etc. However, it is possible to either merge the two or have the COC to organize and coordinate the ceremonial programs. Removing 4.2 could be acceptable if COC could demonstrate that an alternative system is in place to plan and coordinate all the programs and sessions effectively. 

Ad 4.3 „Education“is one of the main topics (see the list of the main topics enclosed) and as such will have its „Main-topic committee“. This group will cover the tasks mentioned under 4.3 point, the point can be left out.


KY: Suggest to accept COC proposal 

Ad 4.4 The same holds true for the „Professional development“, we suggest to leave out the point 4.4.


KY: No objection, if COC can come up with an alternative approach to manage the professional and related programs.

Ad 4.6 To run financial issues of the Congress is primarily the task of the organizing agency Guarant. Sticking to the budget (and any changes of it if a need would arise) will be continuously supervised jointly by two treasurers – one from each of the two host societies. They are both members of the COC and no special Finance Committee is thus needed. Text of the point 4.6 is to be adapted accordingly and also the misprint ICMBE is to be corrected (CSBMEMI).


KY: No. Financial status of the congress is an important issue in every WC as it has strong implications to the success of the congress and to the interest of IUPESM, IFMBE and IOMP. A close collaboration between IUPESM and the host societies in the management of the congress budget is essential and this can best be achieved under the auspices of the Finance Committee.  


The typo on CSBMEMI will be corrected. 

Ad 4.7 We have created a post of the Promotion Officer within COC who will cover the tasks mentioned in this point and will liaise with the chairs of the Publicity Committee of IFMBE, IOMP and IUPESM. The text of the point 4.7 is to be adapted accordingly.


KY: No. Publicizing the WC is an important measure in achieving a successful congress. Publicizing the event globally and effectively demands the support and team work of individuals selected from the host societies, IUPEM, IFMBE and IOMP. The Promotion Officer created by COC could chair the Publicity Committee.  

Ad 4.8 The point is to be amended by the date by which the IUPESM will inform COC (via CCC) about the intention to hold such symposia – we suggest by January 31, 2018. We also assume that participants of those symposia will be paid-up attendees of the WC2018.


KY: No objection, a deadline should be set. January 31, 2018 may be too early. 

Ad 4.11 We ask to amend this point by the total sum needed - 3500 US dollars (the same as in Toronto Congress).


KY: Yes and No. The total amount would depend on the number of congress review meetings. The limit should be an amount per visit. A reasonable amount is 2000USD per visit. 

Ad 4.15 The body responsible for setting-up the Congress programme is the Programme Committee (PC). The PC has planned two plenary lectures (one covering BME area and one the MP area) and intends to have two invited speakers for this. We have not found this requirement in the Toronto contract and suggest leaving it for the Prague Congress, too. Alternatively, the IFMBE, IOMP and IUPESM presidents can have the discussed presentation at the plenary session on the last day of the Congress.


KY: Suggest to accept counter proposal.  

Ad 5 We do not intend to apply for any loan to be re-paid later – the point can be left out.


KY: The loan is available. It is up to COC to decide if there is a need for this loan. There is no need to delete this clause. 

Ad 6.1 and 6.2 We would prefer to get the contacts to affiliate national societies of IFMBE and of IOMP to which we would distribute all the Congress materials ourselves. The point 6.1 and 6.2 can be merged. We would like to properly advertise the Prague Congress at the IFMBE Conference in Finland in 2017 by inserting the Prague Congress leaflet into each conference bag in Finland.

KY: No. IFMBE and IOMP are not authorized by national societies to release such information to a third party. Distribution of congress material should be done via IFMBE and IOMP. 

Ad 6.3 We will add an additional question re approval of this post-Congress emails hand-over to IOMP and IFMBE into the registration questionnaire. 

Ad 7.3 To add a requirement for time schedule of the IFMBE, IUPESM and IOMP meetings. 


KY: This requirement is already stated in the text. 

Ad 7.7 We suggest to leave out this point as the requirements listed in it are covered in the point 7.3. 


KY: Suggest to accept.  

Ad 9.1 The requirement on complimentary accommodations is increased compared to the Toronto Contract. At present, with the preliminary budget made (according to the Toronto lines - attached as enclosures), this would mean either decrease in remuneration to IFMBE, IOMP and IUPESM or to increase registration fee with the risk of decreased number of attendees. We therefore suggest to stay with the same number as in Toronto.


KY: COC counter proposed amount is not shown in the WC2018 draft budget.    

Ad 10.1.1 We suggest to allocate time for the speakers given in this point during the final plenary session preceding the closing ceremony.


KY: No. The two IUPESM Awardees are only provided supports for 3 nights. They are unlikely to stay until the closing ceremony. The plenary or equivalent session for the awardees to speak should be held within the first three days.  

Ad 10.1.2 Seven winners is also an increase in comparison to Toronto – why? As for their presentations we suggest to give those speakers longer presentation time (20 minutes instead of usual 15) during a session topically relevant to their theme and with due introduction from the session chairman. 


KY: One of the key agenda in WC is to honour the winners of major awards. The number of major awards increases with the years. The number of major awards had increased after signing of the WC2015 contract. The WC2018 contract should be amended to cater for the increase. 

Ad 10.1.3 This requirement also exceeds that in Toronto – why?


KY: For reason as stated in the preceding item, the number of IOMP and IFMBE awards has increased and should be incorporated in the WC2018 contract. 

Ad 10.1.4 Number of those members should be known so that the budget could account for it.


KY: It is impractical to state a number in the contract as the actual number can vary from zero to a few. The actual number, if there is any, should be small.   

Ad 10.2.1 We suggest to allow for the same for both host societies

Ad 10.2.2 We do not understand who are the people mentioned under the “Program leadership of the WC2018”. We suggest leaving this point out. 


KY:
Tract Chairs? Herb to response on this? 

Ad 10.2.3 and 10.2.4 We suggest leaving this unsystemic requirement out. Student registration fee will be given only against well defined proof of student status of the attendee.

Please check all the requirements in the 10.2 point against the figures in the budget enclosed.


KY:
Herb to response? 

Ad 17 Time limit for those officialities is to be specified – we suggest 5 minutes 


KY: The suggested time is generous. Due to time limitation in the Opening, it may not be possible to allocate such a long time. The figure need not be specified in the contract. 

Ad 18.3 The SC should be replaced by the PC (see our comment on 4.2/4.5) in the whole document. 

Ad 19.6 Similarly to the Toronto Contract, remuneration for both host societies should be included here – 60000 Euro for each.

Herb Voigt:  One reason the Canadian Societies received $75K Canadian each was because they both  would have received that if they held their own annual meeting separately. We should ask the 2018 hosts what their surplus has been for previous conferences. I believe the WC 2015 contract was the 1st to write a specific amount into it for the hosts.
