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2003 Annual NSDL Principal Investigator Survey Results

Prepared by Casey Jones and Sarah Giersch

The 2003 Annual NSDL PI Survey was available online for four weeks during which no technical difficulties were reported with the survey form. These results have been validated, rendered anonymous and spell-checked. Questions and responses that compromise respondents’ anonymity, such as NSF award number, have been removed from the results. Please visit the EIEC website (http://eduimpact.comm.nsdlib.org) to view the full survey and briefing paper which contains a summary of the results. 
*2. Through which NSDL program track does your project receive funding?
N=45
	Collections
	Core Integration
	Services
	Targeted Research
	Not funded through the NSDL Program

	27
	2
	11
	4
	1


SECTION 1 - Communication

The Core Integration team has developed a communications infrastructure of tools and services 1) to disseminate information to projects; 2) to facilitate communication between projects; and, 3) to support the work of NSDL organizational groups such as the Policy and Standing Committees. The following questions seek to identify how the tools are used, their effectiveness and barriers to their use.
*3. Please rate the effectiveness of the communications tools for the tasks described above. Use of listservs in this question refers to both reading and posting.
(select one per question)
	
	Do Not Use
	1-Low
	2
	3
	4
	5-High
	Not Aware

	a. Communication Portal 
	10
	3
	16
	9
	2
	3
	2

	b. NSDL All-Projects listserv
	2
	0
	8
	15
	13
	5
	2

	c. Other Communication Portal listservs 
	9
	5
	12
	11
	5
	1
	2

	d. The Whiteboard Report 
	9
	2
	5
	8
	15
	4
	2

	e. The Whiteboard Report: Tech Explainer Edition 
	14
	2
	2
	4
	4
	0
	19

	f.  Document Library 
	12
	1
	7
	5
	5
	2
	13

	g. NSDL annual All-Projects meeting 
	1
	0
	0
	1
	12
	31
	0


	Analysis for Responses answering from 1-Low to 5-High on the Likert scale

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mode

	a. Communication Portal 
	2.6
	2
	2

	b. NSDL All-Projects listserv
	3.4
	3
	3

	c. Other Communication Portal listservs 
	2.6
	2.5
	2

	d. The Whiteboard Report 
	3.4
	4
	4

	e. The Whiteboard Report: Tech Explainer Edition 
	2.8
	3
	3

	f.  Document Library 
	3.0
	3
	2

	g. NSDL annual All-Projects meeting 
	4.7
	5
	5


*4. Overall, to what degree do the tools and services listed in Question 3 support your project in accomplishing its goals?
(select one)
	1 - Low
	2
	3
	4
	5-High
	Do Not Use to accomplish goals

	0
	16
	16
	6
	3
	4


	Analysis for Responses answering from 1-Low to 5-High on the Likert scale

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mode

	Overall support 
	2.9
	3
	2


*5. To what degree do the tools and services listed in Question 3 help meet your project's technical information needs?
(select one)
	1 - Low
	2
	3
	4
	5-High
	Do Not Use to meet technical needs

	3
	17
	12
	7
	2
	4


	Analysis for Responses answering from 1-Low to 5-High on the LIkert scale

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mode

	Meet technical information needs 
	2.7
	3
	2


*6. Please identify the barriers (if any) to your use of the tools and services listed in Question 3.
(check all that apply)
	
	Selected

	6a. I don't have time.
	22

	6b. Using the communications tools is technically complicated.
	5

	6c. The information presented is too detailed.
	6

	6d. The information presented is not detailed enough.
	6

	6e. The information I need is not presented.
	17

	6f. The information disseminated or exchanged is not relevant to my project's work.
	17

	6g. I don't have problems using the communication tools.
	10

	6h. Other (fill in the blank below)
	10


[Note: Comments highlighted below are indicative of sentiments expressed in this section. Comments specific to navigation issues are not highlighted since those issues should have been addressed in the redesign of the Communications Portal.]
N=13

1. Some tools are restricted to use by the NSDL developers, which could be very beneficial for use by the user community.  For example the communication portal cvs capability should be allowed for use by the user community.  Other tools are not user friendly enough for use by the user community.  Yet the user community could become the key to sustainable collection development.

2. Most of the NSDL projects are mainly concerned with multimedia text documents, so much of the information sharing is on topics that are not related to our project which attempts to incorporate scientific datasets into NSDL

3. There is little to no activity on many of the standing committees' communication sites.

4. The presentation of the tools is not sufficiently usable to the user. For example plain, easy to locate and identify important links and user interfaces (list serves, committee websites, etc.).

5. gawd-awful navigation

6. unaware of applications

7. The NSDL Communications Portal is ugly and hard to navigate.  Also, I'm already putting a huge amount of time into communication, governance, networking and coordination within DLESE, and that network provides most of what I need.  The DLESE time sink just doesn't leave much time or energy or need left for communicating with other digital library groups.  

8. Some of the answers above pertain to that there are not enough technical details of the CI work on the communications portal.  But the real problem is that I don't have the time to use these effectively.
9. The information in the communication portal is often out of date, particularly the technical info or anything relating to the plans of the CI team. 

10. the communications portal and listserves are little used

11. The communications portal is not used enough, and is not user friendly.

12. Time is always an issue, and easily finding what I want could be improved.  I have to search a little too hard.

13. My project is currently at a crucial development phase, and it is difficult to make time to communicate with other projects.  

*7. Please identify the one barrier that most frustrates your use of the tools and services listed in question 3, and explain why.
(select one)
	
	Selected

	I don't have time.
	12

	Using the communications tools is technically complicated.
	3

	The information presented is too detailed.
	0

	The information presented is not detailed enough.
	1

	The information I need is not presented.
	11

	The information disseminated or exchanged is not relevant to my project's work.
	6

	I don't have problems using the communication tools.
	4

	Other (fill in the blank below)
	8


[Note: Comments highlighted below are indicative of sentiments expressed in this section. Comments specific to navigation issues are not highlighted since those issues should have been addressed in the redesign of the Communications Portal.]

N=17

1. Generally it takes too long to wander through all the material trying to find anything. I have been able to find information needed to conduct the project largely through my own resources and contacts.

2. The GUI does not serve to create a useful information map about the available information

3. The presentation of the tools is not sufficiently usable to the user. For example plain, easy to locate and identify important links and user interfaces (listserves, committee websites, etc.).

4. gawd-awful navigation

5. lack of a community of people using them.

6. I think that the statement is self explanatory

7. Some tools are restricted to use by the NSDL developers, which could be very beneficial for use by the user community.  For example the communication portal cvs capability should be allowed for use by the user community.  Other tools are not user friendly enough for use by the user community.  Yet the user community could become the key to sustainable collection development.

8. The NSDL in general has too many small, completely independent projects.  It is not easy to find information relating to our project which is somewhat specialized because it has to do with environmental data.

9. its not tool use, its lack of people to people communication

10. We are not quite far enough along to be reaching out to other teams.  I think this would be more helpful when the prototype is completed.

11. While we are aware of these tools, there simply are not enough hours in a day to do everything that that is required on other fronts, so this gets pushed down on the list of priorities.

12. The tools, though fine for what they do, do not address our current problem of restructuring the site and finding continuing financial support.

13. The postings on most of the communication tools are very sparse.  Right now, for instance, on the home page of the communication portal there are only two postings.

14. In terms of time, I haven't really had time to explore all of the tools and services.  Furthermore, while I don't think the tools are technically complicated, tools like the collaboration finder and communications portal have rather imposing interfaces with so much information, that they can feel overwhelming to use.

15. In general, as I said above, communicating within the broader DLESE community fulfills my needs for people to communicate with about digital-library building.  On one topic, however, I have sought advice, guidance and consensus from the NSDL community, and that is on the topic of annotations, and annotations metadata.  There is a communications portal listserver and I have tried to use that facility, but basically the only people who ever post there are me and my collaborators and the listserver moderator--there is no exchange going on there. 

16. There are lots of messages and pointers to Web-based information but so little is relevant that it tends to get ignored completely rather than hunting for anything that is relevant.

17. The probability of finding something useful is very low, relative to the volume.  

8. How could the communication tools and services be improved?
 [Note: Comments highlighted below are indicative of sentiments expressed in this section. Comments specific to navigation issues are not highlighted since those issues should have been addressed in the redesign of the Communications Portal.]

N=21

1. Improve clarity.

2. Organizing an FAQ, and it's also unclear which committee space houses the right answers.

3. Integrating the tools into a cohesive environment like is done with the communication tools at www.learningtimes.com would improve the usability of the NSDL by the user community as well as the NSDL developers.  

4. Build a custom GUI for NSDL information and collaboration on top of the other functions (which are still valuable).

5. I'm not sure that any communications tools could fix the inherently organizational problem of too many small, unrelated projects.  Perhaps there is a way to group like projects.  For example, is there a way for me to find all the projects that have something to do with scientific datasets?  Maybe the tool is there but I'm just not aware of it.
6. More and more up-to-date information needs to be provided.

7. A better and clean" communications portal (see below)."

8. Improve the usability and track for the user to access information, visible links, and presentable content that will guarantee the ease of acquiring these tools.

9. The tools are fine, but there is so much communication and coordination going on WITHIN our project that seeking external communications does not happen very often.

10. Don't know. My project's needs are pretty specialized.

11. A more interactive/discussion are would be most useful. The static site as it exists today with posted information is useful but only to a degree. Would be good for PIs to have a forum to to exchange ideas and information on a routine basis.

12. introduce applications at the annual meeting

13. Better navigation on the Comm portal; making sure that needed content is available

14. I think that some of the tools can be streamlined.  Also, I'm not familiar with some of the tools mentions--perhaps a brief one-pager" can be sent to the groups that briefly name the tools, their purposes, and the links."

15. I don't have a good suggestion, sorry.  

16. More technical details from the CI teams on metadata use, and user registration and requirements for user tracking through the system. 

17. For technical, post software, not just specs.

18. There are too many alternative channels for communications and none of them are being maintained, kept up to date, or being used in a systematic and planned way. Lots of choice but a veritable information free-for-all.

19. They need to be easier for all to use, and especially require less time (in seconds: to read a message, understand the context, and reply).  2. A culture change is needed.  The excitement at the All-Projects meeting needs to carry on through the following 12 months.  Instead, in spite of heroic efforts by Susan Jesuroga and others, it sort of peters out and the lists go silent.  We are all busy folks.

20. Some type of filtering might help, perhaps based on a user-set interest profile.

21. I think instead of tools--which are pretty passive, and busy people just don't take time to use passive tools, unless there is a clear need, that more effort should be spent on actively encouraging collaboration.  In our case, Lee Zia emailed me and suggested that I communicate with the other digital video projects.  We set up a listserv with the help of the Communications portal mgr, Elly.  Unfortunately, but not surprisingly, the list is very quiet.  I think everyone is probably in crucial development stages.  I would suggest that the best way to promote collaborations is to group like projects together and appoint a mentor who could contact the group leader, or the whole group via email, every month or so and ask leading questions, such as where do you stand with metadata and how well do you think your metadata will communicate with others?  There are probably 3-5 leading questions that address different issues of interoperability that the groups could be actively requested to address as a group.  One way to approach this would be to have BOFs at the annual meeting and pose these questions to each group a month or two before the meeting and ask each group to prepare a report at the meeting, with answers to the questions.  Two of us have been planning to get our small group (digital video) jump started this summer, and we planned to ask some interoperability questions of the group.  I was planning to contact Lee Zia and Susan Jesuroga to ask about including a BOF interoperability session at the all-projects meeting.  I really enjoyed last year's all projects meeting, but I did feel that there wasn't active engagement among the individual projects to encourage interoperability.  I really recommend that you structure that in to the all-projects meeting. 
SECTION 2 - Collaborative Activities
As part of the NSDL community, projects have the opportunity to formally collaborate (i.e., share lessons learned, reuse tools, explore new ideas etc.) with other NSDL community members. The following questions seek to identify how projects are collaborating with one another and with what results. Note: The questions do not apply to informal collaborative activities (i.e., informal conversations with a colleague) or collaborative activities between projects that were funded from the same award.
*9. Since January 1, 2003, have you or your project staff collaborated with other NSDL projects?
(select one)
	Yes
	No
	Don’t Know

	36
	7
	2


10. If yes, how many NSDL projects did/do you collaborate with?

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mode

	NSDL projects collaborated with
	4.4
	2
	1


*11. Have you, or your project members, learned something from an NSDL collaborative partner that was then incorporated into your project's design and use?
(select one)
	Yes
	No
	Don’t Know

	26
	15
	4


12. If you answered "yes" to 9 or 11, please provide one example of your collaborative activities.
N=33

1. We have found things that could be incorporated, but have not received cooperation from the other projects.

2. We had initial communications with other collections groups to see if we can exchange metadata once we are all set up.

3. Technical advice around educational standards correlations for resources, common vocabularies, and ideas for future project submissions.

4. At the DLESE annual meetings, the AVC started collaborations with John Weatherley, Kathryn Ginger, and Holly Devaul about metadata schemas and Open Archives Initiatives (OAI).  Christopher Klaus was invited to the DLESE OAI workshop hosted by John and Katy.  As a result, the AVC runs a DLESE OAI server with DLESE Instructional Management Systems (IMS) metadata, which is harvested by DLESE and then crosswalked by Katy into Dublin Core for the NSDL.  In this way the AVC facilitates dissemination through both DLESE and the NSDL.  AVC metadata are currently in the process of becoming ADEPT/DLESE/NASA (ADN) metadata, which will continue to become available to the NSDL with assistance from DLESE.  The AVC has worked closely with DLESE to become the one of the first collections to fully be ADN compliant, which benefits both projects. 

5. We are building a new XML parser and a user interface for a COTS software product that will enable NSDL members to access many data collections.

6. We are working with the UCSB ADL to incorporate their search systems and gazetteer system into our environmental data systems.

7. obtained data from another project; user interface issues additional tools developed

8. Working to share collection materials.  Inter-linking.

9. Ideas for website design and organization.

10. Working with Journal of Chemical Education (JCE, project 0226244) to supply item-level data for their collection.

11. Project collaboration for simple search design and structure on the home page of the ICON website.  DLESE's design incorporated a simple search with options to search by entry plus grade band. This allowed users to specifically find resources in a more narrow query of the metadata.

12. Integration of collection metadata into metadata repository

13. Sharing resources that best fit into each others collections. Also, gaining a better understanding of the process involved in collection building. It also turn out that much of the documentation of our process is serving as a model for other collection development efforts.

14. The main collaborative activity has been the Mathematical Sciences Conference Group on Digital Educational Resources: http://www.math.duke.edu/education/ConferenceGroup The Group has addressed many common problems -- in particular, working on taxonomies for online mathematical learning objects.

15. Incorporated Dr. Edward Fox's CITIDEL content 2) Carl Lagoze's CI ORI work

16. Discussing design of electronic journals.

17. Metadata harvesting for NSDL site; initial communication with other health sciences projects (BEN, BeON)

18. The NSDL Core Integration team has provided us with much-needed help with developing the OAI capabilities of our collection.

19. Discussion of virtual lab structures.

20. Have accessed other project's networks for focus groups, surveys, and other dissemination activities.

21. advisory board for the Water in the Earth System project

22. We are going to use the Alexandria Library Gazeteer for location in our project.

23. Working with other projects on accessibility issues - presentation at JCDL

24. proper preparation of our database for OAI harvesting

25. We didn't collaborate on the project so much as discuss possible future collaborations to be included as part of a NSDL proposal.  

26. I have invited the MERLOT group to send a participant to the upcoming Workshop on Quality of the DLESE Broad Collection to share experiences on review of resource quality;  they haven't yet said whether they would be able to come.  John Saylor of the Core Integrations group will be participating in that meeting.  The meeting hasn't yet happened, so I don't know yet what will be learned.  

27. Making sure that the Strand Map Service, HS-DVL share resources and web entry points.

28. We are designing our project to coordinate with others.

29. development of metadata specs and approaches to controlled vocabulary (SMETE)

30. We are using the Storage Resource Broker from San Diego Supercomputer Center to manage our archived technical products.

31. Team members of the GREEN DL have been evaluating the Metis prototype for its use in managing their peer review process. We have been directly incorporating their feedback (as well as fixing the bugs that they find!) into the Metis prototype.

32. We picked up a lot of ideas at the All-Projects meeting which we are trying to incorporate, as well as potential future collaborators.

33. This project has a lot of intellectual overlap with the Math Forum project.  We meet often and ideas raised in discussions, such as how to incorporate context in question answering, lead to changes to our software.
13. Please identify the venues that provided the best opportunity for your project to meet and identify potential collaborative partners.
(check all that apply)
	
	Selected

	NSDL Collaboration Finder
	8

	NSDL Standing Committee meetings
	6

	NSDL task force or working group meetings
	8

	NSDL annual All-Projects meeting
	42

	Other opportunities - e.g. conferences, meetings or local collaborators (please describe below)
	17


1. conferences that address diff. themes would be very helpful.

2. Digital Library of Earth System Education (DLESE) committee meetings, working group meetings, developer meetings, and annual meetings; American Meteorological Society (AMS) meetings; Joint Digital Library conferences; Using Data in the Classroom workshop

3. JCDL meeting, DLESE meeting, ESIP federation meeting

4. I wasn't aware of the collaboration finder.   Perhaps I should be making use of this.

5. meeting at conferences writing new proposals spreading the gospel at invited keynotes

6. There has been considerable interest in our collection when we have presented at national meetings.

7. A other opportunity came from attendance and interaction with fellow NSDL projects at the Joint Conference on Digital Libraries.

8. Conferences include the DLESE Annual Meeting and working group meetings, as well as various education and geoscience conventions and meetings (AGU, GSA, AMS, NSTA).

9. See the comment on the Mathematical Sciences Conference Group on Digital Educational Resources in the response to #12.

10. ACM/IEEE Joint Conference on Digital Libraries meeting (Annual)

11. Advisory Board meeting and various related phone conferences.

12. JCDL; emailing PIs from general lists of funded projects.

13. MERLOT  JCDL  CLIR   PKAL

14. JCDL, DLESE Developers Workshop, GEON

15. JCDL

16. We do have an email list for the DV projects.  It has been really quiet, but two of us plan to re-animate" the discussions this summer. "
17. Whiteboard

18. JCDL, ECDL, IMLS and other such conferences are better venues for idea exchange than the collaborative tools.

*14. Please identify the barriers your project faces in collaborating with other NSDL projects.
(check all that apply)
	
	Selected

	Lack of time
	27

	Lack of financial support to attend meetings
	12

	Not knowing an individual's area of expertise
	7

	Not knowing other projects' goals or activities
	21

	Other projects' goals/activities are not relevant to my projects' goals / activities
	11

	Unsure what type of collaboration is expected or what the outcomes should be
	13

	It is difficult to collaborate with other NSDL projects and then compete with them every year (or 2 years) for more NSDL funding
	12

	The communication infrastructure does not facilitate establishing collaborative relationships
	13

	My project has not experienced barriers to collaboration
	5

	Other (fill in the blank)
	7


[Note: Comments highlighted below are indicative of sentiments expressed in this section.]

N=7

1. Lack of a common interest. There are no other projects similar to ours.

2. Lack of interest on the part of other projects

3. I believe the communication infrastructure does facilitate collaborative relationships between NSDL project, but this environment for collaboration could be improved.

4. My biggest frustration is the short duration of the grants.  It's hard enough to get any significant infrastructure developed in two years.  Trying to coordinate that work with others is nearly impossible after the fact.  The limited size of the grants makes it difficult to propose a collaborative project that involves many groups.

5. In spite of having barriers, we have been able to establish good collaboration efforts.  Main problem is having time to really explore where other collaborations would be fruitful.

6. The two-year performance period hinders collaboration. It takes time and a willingness to take time, to identify and nurture successful collaborations. I am willing to do it but other projects are often reluctant. There is a real 'heads down and press on' mentality at operation in the projects. 

7. Collaboration requires a sharing of goals among projects that are at the right stage of development.

*15. Please identify the one barrier that most frustrates your participation in collaborative activities and explain why.
(select one)
	
	Selected

	Lack of time
	16

	Lack of financial support to attend meetings
	2

	Not knowing an individual's area of expertise
	0

	Not knowing other projects' goals or activities
	8

	Other projects' goals/activities are not relevant to my projects' goals/activities
	2

	Unsure what type of collaboration is expected or what the outcomes should be
	5

	It is difficult to collaborate with other NSDL projects and then compete with them every year (or 2 years) for more NSDL funding
	1

	The communication infrastructure does not facilitate establishing collaborative relationships
	3

	My project has not experienced barriers to collaboration
	2

	Other (fill in the blank)
	5


[Note: Comments highlighted below are indicative of sentiments expressed in this section.]

N=17
1. Same as above. To collaborate means we gain something out of the collaboration as well as give something. With 6 organizations within our group we have not seen a real need to collaborate with other groups even after talking to NSDL.
2. See above

3. Short duration and small size of the grants.  This results in a highly Balkanized" NSDL at the project level."

4. We have collaborated widely, however time is certainly a problem.

5. see above (14)

6. I could answer Lack of time" but I think the real answer is that the NSF needs to actively encourage collaboration via several routes, including the call for proposals itself, which should make active collaboration a criterion and through structuring active collaboration into the all-projects meeting.  Otherwise, everyone is really busy and simply won't make the time, without active encouragement from the NSF.  At least, this is my experience with the DV group, where I am pretty much the only person currently posting to our email list. "
7. I was offered funding to attend more meetings than I had time to attend, and even at the meetings I attended the potential collaborations were too numerous.  Yet if you review the final report for the Atmospheric Visualization Collection, we had quite a few successful collaborations.  I would say the inability to take advantage of all opportunities to collaborate is due to the fact that digital libraries are still rather a young field of research and thus there are many areas that still need development.  

8. While I hope the collaboration tool will help, I've not been able to gain useful info from the portal.  

9. the project is on such a tight schedule - two year contracts make sense from an impact perspective- and it is difficult to meet one own's goals

10. Because we are still in development, we are still in an introspective" phase.  It is not a time when we can be working with other projects...not until we have something to share."

11. Certain organization shave a high degree of expectations from there projects. This includes the charge to collaborate with other NSDL projects. Depending upon the staffing infrastructure of each organization, priorities of collaboration may be different in its importance. Deadlines and urgency for completing certain communications and meeting correspondence tasks often are not a high priority for small or more conservative projects.

12. finding and working with collaborators and tailoring the project for collaboration takes time and may not have results that make it worth the extra time.

13. Time is of issue again.  It requires time to learn about other projects so that the fits" can be made with local projects."

14. At one level this is self-explanatory.  Looking deeper though, I think that the problem is that NSDL is too big and complicated.  Although I have the feeling that surely there must be things going on out there that my project could benefit from, the time and energy burden of trying sort out the wheat from the chaff is too great.  I think that you need a human matchmaker, a centrally located person who knows what all are doing and makes personal introductions to human beings who could learn from each other.  I don't think a purely electronic approach is going to work.  

15. There are areas of expertise that would be helpful from other projects which we had not known in the beginning and did not budget accordingly. As a result, we are faced with the challenge of obtaining this expertise without the appropriate funding.

16. Collaboration requires a sharing of goals among projects that are at the right stage of development.

17. The annual meeting is a good opportunity to learn about other projects, but it is only annual!

*16. How could collaboration across NSDL be improved?
[Note: Comments highlighted below are indicative of sentiments expressed in this section.]

N=45
1. Put together a list of projects needs and maybe that will better cement collaboration. Give examples of successful collaborations.

2. A listserv specifically for projects related to video was tired but it was not successful.  Perhaps, using collaborative tools such as Groove would be useful.  Also, focused sessions at the All Projects meeting where folks with similar interests have time to exchange ideas would help.  I don't mean a session where someone tells us about his/her project but where an agenda focuses a group discusses on common interest.  The interest would not be the broad questions but the details. 

3. The main listserv could serve as a means of disseminating information. Susan Jesuroga is a very informative individual and perhaps she could post updates on various themes to stimulate collaboration and disseminate information.

4. Having a separate pool of funds for collaboration support (such as travel) and having a more active connection facilitator" who's aware of common concerns across projects. The Collaboration finder is a bit daunting to use and seems removed from the need to find particular answers to particular issues that might come up in a project."

5. Meetings have been the best way to foster collaborations.  I would suggest an environment like www.learningtimes.com be used to allow virtual meetings.  This would free up time from travel and allow more frequent meetings, which would result in more collaborations.

6. The collaboration tool is a good start.  The surveys (proposed) by technology and community committees will be helpful.  If small grants (4-7k$) were available to promote collaboration between, say, 3 projects, this would enable a face-to-face meeting and some small effort that could also lead to future proposals, etc.
7. I'm not sure.  People are really busy.  I guess there must be strong reasons and benefits for collaboration.  These are not always easy to determine.

8. Larger grant opportunities with longer duration.

9. the one that I think is missing most and could have the greatest impact is direct handling by core team, that finds the right collaborators , gives them goals and pushes them - proactive core management!
10. Workshops and tutorials (online or in person) on topics of interest to projects, widely advertised and open to all.  

11. Firstly, it would be good to know what the Program is really looking for here.   Is the Program looking to save money?   Inspire synergy?  Is it possible to leverage activities that are so disparate?  (I'm not saying it is not, I'm just asking the question.)  It has been my experience that investigators find natural collaborations.  The PI meetings are great for this (face to face is much better for sparking collaborations).  In the end, though, collaboration cannot be effectively mandated.  

12. More communication as to what people are doing, whiteboard. Incentives for collaboration?

13. Consider having someone look through the many projects to identify areas of common interest. We have found other projects in our discipline easily, but it is more difficult to find projects in other disciplines that are working on similar kinds of collections. The NSF program officers are in a good position to identify different projects that are collecting the same kinds of media or creating similar kinds of tools.

14. There should be a mechanism (through CI?) to identify likely collaborations.  It is difficult to sort through the current information and understand what is really available and for what purpose. One of the main problems is the communications portal web site.  It is too easy to find stale" data and cannot be easily navigated.  Simple things, like making sure there is a date of last modification are missing on some pages.  For example, search for "NSDL" and "communications" and examine the resulting hits to see how many are still current."

15. Encourage more discussion on what each of the projects could use (technological tools, data ,etc.) to improve their work.  For example, in the posters, each project could note something they are in search of.

16. Identify common goals and objectives of projects. This would include highlighting the content, features, tools, and practices of similar project directives. In addition, each project may deem the need to execute a gap analysis of tools, best practices, and correspondence techniques that have been successful with other projects. 

17. Committee structure is not effective

18. Going to a site with collaboration opportunities requires a positive action from a busy individual. Perhaps a weekly digital newsletter" highlighting activities from several select projects or upcoming events would be useful. When something come across my computer I am inclined to take a few minutes and look it over. But finding the same few minutes to make the effort to seek out the same information usually will not happen. Out of sight mean out of mind. "

19. i don't have an easy answer.

20. By the creation of smaller focused interest groups.

21. Better organize annual meeting.

22. Have no suggestions at this time.

23. continue all-projects posters and opportunities to meet others. Encourage and facilitate collaboration at time proposal is being prepared.

24. Concise descriptions (no more than two short paragraphs) of each project's overall mission and collaborative needs.

25. Better communication tools outside of the annual meeting.

26. Be more specific about the expected outcome of collaboration.

27. Require collaboration?

28. The collaboration finder is a good start - a little more work on the interface, more promotion on its use, perhaps a listserv associated with it etc.

29. Provide a comprehensive searchable interface for the collaboration finder (so that the PI's can identify compatible projects) and interactive communication links for the PI's to share ideas.  

30. I think the basic structure of the NSDL does not really reward collaboration.  I think it may be very hard to improve.

31. The tools that have been implemented such as the Collaboration Finder and Whiteboard News have helped increase collaboration between projects.  You have a better idea of what other projects are doing.  However, it is a two-way street.  People have to be motivated to include project information in the CF and submit news to the News, for instance.  A lot of projects are not willing to do this.

32. Continue to provide opportunities for mentoring, which has been very helpful.  

33. More meetings of the whole 

34. I think that while the collaboration tools can be useful, nothing beats the personal contact that can be made at the all-projects meeting or at other workshops.  Sometimes, it’s difficult fully understanding the different projects to see if collaboration can be helpful.  The collaboration tools help a little bit in terms of seeing the range of projects and a brief description of each.  But then making the next step to collaborate isn't always so straightforward.  Maybe one idea would be to publish or send out reminders to view the collaboration tools (or even email out the list of project abstracts) right before the all-projects meeting to help people make targeted discussions during the meeting.

35. see answer to previous question.

36. By having funding immediately available to meet unexpected technical needs. 

37. I'm not sure.   The NSDL is working so hard to set up a collaborative infrastructure, and I really take my hat off to you all for doing that.   Academic life is just too darn busy.    I personally feel too overwhelmed to get much involved with the committees, although I would really like to!  I often have my Ph.D. students use the on-line collaborative tools when I or they need information, and this is useful.

38. Clear relationships between services and collections

39. Three year performance periods.  Smaller and more focused workshops targeting topics of special interests, like annotation systems.

40. A change in the length of funded projects from 2 years to 4 years. The Metis prototype required 1.5 years to develop from scratch. The remaining .5 of a year is not enough to form meaningful collaborations and/or evaluations of the developed technology.

41. Additional funding available for collaborations. 

42. More outreach by coordinators.

43. Tough question!  A better online infrastructure for collaboration would certainly help.

44. A slightly longer annual meeting or twice a year meetings.

45. As noted in previous answers, the NSF and the communications group need to take an active mentoring role in fostering collaborations.  I was put into an informal group, so I suspect other projects were also.  Two of us are planning to pose leading questions to the group that address interoperability and try to generate discussion on the email list.  I planned to email Lee and ask if we could have small group interoperability BOFs.  I'd like to suggest that the interoperability questions" approach might work for all groups.  I'd be happy to share our draft questions with you, once we have them.   "
SECTION 3 - Organizational Structures

The organizational structure of NSDL is comprised of groups, which collectively explore issues, establish policies, set priorities and provide direction for the operation and growth of NSDL. The following questions seek to identify how useful the organizational structure is to projects, the nature of projects' participation in the structure and how to improve the organizational structures.

**Note: The NSDL Assembly consists of one representative from each project. The Assembly elects the Policy Committee and participates in other NSDL-wide polls.

*17. Please identify the level of interaction you, or your project staff, have had with the following groups over the past six months. If you do not know about the level of interaction of your project staff, choose "Do not interact".
(select one per question)

	
	Do Not Interact
	1 - Low
	2
	3
	4
	5-High
	Not Aware of group

	a. NSDL Assembly 
	12
	11
	7
	4
	8
	1
	2

	b. Community Services SC*
	20
	6
	8
	5
	1
	3
	2

	c. Content SC
	19
	9
	7
	3
	2
	3
	2

	d. Educational Impact and Evaluation SC
	10
	7
	11
	6
	5
	4
	2

	e. Sustainability SC
	16
	5
	9
	6
	5
	3
	1

	f. Technology Services SC
	16
	6
	5
	12
	3
	2
	1



*SC=Standing Committee
	Analysis for Responses answering from 1-Low to 5-High on the Likert scale

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mode

	a. NSDL Assembly 
	2.4
	2
	1

	b. Community Services SC
	2.4
	2
	2

	c. Content SC
	2.3
	2
	2

	d. Educational Impact and Evaluation SC
	2.7
	2
	2

	e. Sustainability SC
	2.7
	2.5
	3

	f. Technology Services SC
	2.6
	3
	3


*18. Please identify the barriers to you, or your project staff, participating in NSDL organizational groups.
(check all that apply)
	
	Selected

	I don’t have time.
	28

	The information disseminated or exchanged is not relevant to my project’s activities
	17

	It is unclear how the groups will expect me to participate.
	21

	There are no barriers to participation.
	6

	Other (fill in the blank below)
	3


[Note: Comments highlighted below are indicative of sentiments expressed in this section.]

N=7
1. The main problem was the meetings for these groups usually overlap at the annual NSDL meeting.  The groups that AVC staff attended would make clear how the AVC could contribute, while the others didn’t.  So having enough staff present to attend all of these meetings, or scheduling the meetings so they don’t overlap as much would really makes a difference.

2. I would like to have more of my project staff participate in the Standing Committees but there is not the travel budget in the project for more people to participate. Also, some of the committees have not been clear as to what their agenda or work charter is so it is hard to make the time or effort to participate. 

3. There's not much going on, except at conferences.

4. I have asked some of my technical staff to participate, but they only do so lightly.

5. A more appropriate answer would be I don't have time, BUT there are no barriers to participation".  Most of our interaction with the organizational groups has been at the annual meeting."

6. Mostly it is finding the right time and to get started.  Once underway, momentum builds.

7. I am on the educational impact and evaluation standing committee.  Apparently the committee had one face-to-face meeting, which I learned about almost in passing.  It wasn't clear whether I was expected to attend, since it appeared a small group has organized it offline and the rest of us were invited to be onlookers.  I think it was possible to participate via phone bridge for some of the meeting, but I learned of the meeting only a week or two in advance and was out of town anyway.  It was never clear to me whether it was an open meeting looking for active participation or whether the broader committee was being invited to observe.  I was also asked to critique a collection evaluation form, which I did.  Otherwise, there has been no traffic on the list.  I don't have any sense of goals or objectives or how newcomers to the group are supposed to get involved.  That information is probably available at the comm portal, but I haven't had time to explore it.  If some active effort is not made to engage me (and I suspect, others), we probably won't get involved because we lack the time to dig for the appropriate information.  I'd suggest a welcome message at the start of each FY, stating the goals and objectives, welcoming newcomers, and giving them options for getting involved--at least for Educational Impact.  Other groups may already be doing this.

*19. Please identify the one barrier that most frustrates your participation in NSDL organizational groups.
(select one)
	
	Selected

	I don’t have time.
	15

	The information disseminated or exchanged is not relevant to my project’s activities
	7

	It is unclear how the groups will expect me to participate.
	13

	There are no barriers to participation.
	5

	Other (fill in the blank below)
	5


[Note: Comments highlighted below are indicative of sentiments expressed in this section.]

N=14
1. The main problem was the meetings for these groups usually overlap at the annual NSDL meeting.  The groups that AVC staff attended would make clear how the AVC could contribute, while the others didnít.  So having enough staff present to attend all of these meetings, or scheduling the meetings so they donít overlap as much would really makes a difference.

2. I checked this box because I had to check one.  I do interact with the organizational groups that are most relevant to our project.

3. Only some groups are effective

4. It is not that I do not have time, it is finding the right moment.  JCDL and the All Projects meeting and other networking events start the participation.  Sustaining it, in light of all of our normal work duties, becomes the challenge.

5. see above (18)

6. The people who best facilitate this activity are those in the CI who are funded to exchange and coordinate information. Volunteer groups seems to meet (and have energy) for focused purposes, but it's hard to sustain that activity over the long run with the need to devote time and energy to the project production and to other workload.

7. Time is the adversary here... only so much volunteer work can be done within our budget.

8. not sure how we could help significantly; there seem to be enough people who really want to do these activities and are doing a good job

9. We're just not ready.

10. The listserves that I have signed up for have been relatively inactive.  

11. The project staff spends a great deal of time promoting and addressing other high priority issues of the project.

12. Along with the other information to keep track of and doing the project work, its difficult to also keep track of the committees and what kind of participation is desired and/or needed.  

13. As mentioned above, I am already devoting a very large amount of time to committees and organizational structure for my specialty library, DLESE, and have insufficient time or ambition left over for the larger NSDL.  In deciding how to allocate my time, I have to say that it is also true that participating in DLESE organizational structure offers more psychic income than participating in NSDL organizational structure, because DLESE governance organizations feel more like a group of friends and NSDL organizations feel more like a group of strangers.  

14. These groups seem a bit closed.  While participation is invited, it is not clear how to effectively work with and contribute to these groups.

*20. Please rate the perceived effectiveness of the following organizational groups.
(select one per question)
	
	1 - Low
	2
	3
	4
	5-High
	Not Able to Rate

	a. NSDL Assembly 
	6
	3
	11
	9
	1
	15

	b. Community Services SC
	1
	7
	7
	4
	1
	25

	c. Content SC
	1
	5
	8
	5
	0
	26

	d. Educational Impact and Evaluation SC 
	0
	6
	10
	9
	5
	15

	e. Sustainability SC
	1
	5
	9
	9
	2
	19

	f. Technology Services SC
	2
	13
	8
	5
	0
	17

	g. Policy Committee 
	4
	5
	8
	12
	1
	15

	h. Core Integration Team 
	1
	4
	13
	12
	6
	9

	i. National Visiting Committee
	1
	3
	5
	2
	2
	32


	Analysis for Responses answering from 1-Low to 5-High on the Likert scale

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mode

	a. NSDL Assembly 
	2.9
	3
	3

	b. Community Services SC
	2.9
	3
	2

	c. Content SC
	2.9
	3
	3

	d. Educational Impact and Evaluation SC
	3.4
	3
	3

	e. Sustainability SC
	3.2
	3
	3

	f. Technology Services SC
	2.6
	2
	2

	g. Policy Committee 
	3.0
	3
	4

	h. Core Integration Team 
	3.5
	3.5
	3

	i. National Visiting Committee
	3.1
	3
	3


*21. Please rate the overall perceived effectiveness of NSDL organizational groups listed in question 20.
(select one)
	1 - Low
	2
	3
	4
	5-High
	Not Able to Rate

	0
	14
	16
	7
	0
	8


	Analysis for Responses answering from 1-Low to 5-High on the Likert scale

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mode

	Overall Perceived Effectiveness of NSDL Org Groups 
	2.8
	3
	3


*22. To what degree has the Core Integration team interacted with you, or your project staff, in support of your project?
(select one)
	1 - Low
	2
	3
	4
	5-High

	12
	8
	12
	8
	5


	Analysis for Responses answering from 1-Low to 5-High on the LIkert scale

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mode

	Degree of Interaction from CI team 
	2.7
	3
	1


23. Please describe what support or services your project needs from the Core Integration team.
[Note: Comments highlighted below are indicative of sentiments expressed in this section.]

N=30
1. None that I can think of.

2. To the best of my knowledge we have had no communication with the Core Integration folks. We have plenty to do on a remarkably limited budget, so we will not go seeking more work.  I think that the Core Integration group should be taking the initiative.  They should be looking at the projects and making suggestions about how they could support us -- specifics, not broad generalizations.
3. Harvesting, connection with appropriate projects for collaboration, for answers to technical and operational questions, for publicity coordination.

4. Eileen McIlvain during her user testing for the NSDL Communication Portal recorded her interview with Christopher Klaus on the needs of the AVC from the NSDL Communication Portal.  This recording reflects all the needs of the AVC from the Core Integration team.

5. We can use some forward looking idea of where new services would help the CI accomplish its goals.

6. A better NSDL portal.  The current one is really inadequate.

7. Continued up to date information on metadata requirements.

8. help with sustainability issues; security issues interaction with related projects help with integration with portal

9. Would like to know more about the archiving service.

10. We had hoped to be part of the registration service, but it turns out not to be applicable to our core user group:  K-12 teachers.

11. One disappointment is the fact that we have twice tried to see what we need to do to get our collection officially" added to the NSDL, but with no response.  This is undoubtedly due to time constraints on their part as well."

12. The assurance that our project will be able to interface with other projects. This would confirm that our project is working at the same level of expectations of other projects within NSDL.

13. We have been working to make sure that our cataloging efforts are compliant with CI requirements.

14. better and easy-to-find descriptions of technical specs.

15. Bill Arms and other Core Integration staff have worked with us on formulating a proposal for an undergraduate mathematics central site within NSDL.

16. Metadata harvesting for NSDL site; authentication updates

17. Sustainability and business model planning for the collections.

18. strategies and alternatives for interoperability

19. We have had very good contact with Susan Jesuroga, who helped us understand how our project (it is a collaborative project) fit in with the NSDL.

20. Ongoing support, especially in establishing our contact with the right people (mentors included) to help us at various stages of our project.

21. Consultation to make sure we are in line with Core Integration

22. An authorization/authentication system to identify users with different roles (e.g. educator). * More progress on annotation services.  

23. A clear and full technical description of how we can use the information in the metadata base.   A clear and full description  of how to do user logging and what we need to do to support users from other systems in ours, and for our system's users to other systems.  We also will be very interested in how annotation works, once it is working.

24. Federated login solutions  Documentation/Evaluation of search engines (reason for switching search engine)  Documentation on harvesting to date  Documentation on admin tools  Documentation on annotations 

25. My project has not needed much interaction with the CI to date. However, the CI has been supportive of suggesting project partners and been helpful about pointing out who I need to talk to. I do worry about the lack of dialog or technical information on new or emerging technical protocols. There seems to be an 'all will be revealed' mentality in operation. 

26. Project archival services. If follow-on work on Metis is not funded, then I would like to contribute the Metis project code and services to Core Integration.

27. None. 

28. The Core Integration team has been very supportive.  We just need to implement our entry into the NSDL using the tools they have provided.

29. unclear at this point

30. For now, I think we are okay.  Our primary interaction will be through feeding metadata via OAI.  Our metadata is very complex because it is based on existing metadata from moving image archives that do not share a common standard.  Also, Dublin Core is unfortunately a very poor schema for either analog or digital video.  We have developed our first cataloging utility, which is both MPEG-7 and Dublin Core compliant.  You can elect to enter metadata as either Dublin Core or MPEG-7 and it will report in XML as either schema.  This gives those DV users who will eventually want to migrate to MPEG-7 (a much more functional schema for DV) an easy opportunity to migrate.  I d like to work with the Core Integration team on adding MPEG-7 to the repertoire of metadata schemas supported, since MPEG-7 is highly functional for digital video, digital audio and digital images.  I'll probably join the technical committee to pursue this.
24. Other comments about NSDL organizational structures.
[Note: Comments highlighted below are indicative of sentiments expressed in this section.]

N=16
1. The organizations funded by the NSDL have very disparate needs and structures, and it's sometimes hard to communicate across these worlds. It might be helpful to think about ways to set up communities of interest" where projects on similar topics or for similar audiences might exchange info at times other than the All Projects meeting.
2. The AVC reveals a unique partnership opportunity between the NSF and the DOE. DOE funds various user facilities, for example, the ARM sites, to produce data for the research community. Unfortunately, most of these data sets are underutilized. The AVC has prototyped a method where data from DOE user facilities are used to develop the NSDL data collection. This benefits the educational community by introducing some of the best research data into the classroom, while it also significantly increases the number of research users.

3. The Assembly seems ad hoc... all projects are members, but what about no-longer funded projects? what about others that want to join? What powers does the assembly have to create changes in other structures (e.g. the national visiting committee)? it's unclear to me if the assembly actually is the central, democratic core for the organization.

4. I'm just not a big organization person.  I'm sure all this activity is necessary but it hasn't trickled down to the individual projects.
5. As noted above, the NSDL -- aside from the core integration project -- is divided up into too many small, short, generally unrelated projects.

6. It would be good to have a one page organizational structure of NSDL committees, projects, and leadership.

7. The NSDL should have a constitution and governance framework that is approved by the assembly to create a sustainable framework that builds on the initial funding allocations from NSF.

8. It does seem opaque, and it also seems powerless.  I am answering this question as a former school board president.  It seems to have no real constituency or mission.

9. In general, the NSDL organization structures seem like a burden, yet one more source of too-detailed nagging emails, rather than a source of insight and joy.

10. The NSDL is working so hard to set up a collaborative infrastructure and governance, and I really take my hat off to you all for doing that.  

11. Clarity and definition of goals and missions of each entity.  Division of labor should be considered. Overlap for example in planning annual meeting.

12. The organization is complex, but this is probably to be expected for this type of program. It is not at all clear what the policy committee has been working on. Are there any NSDL policies?  

13. Very effective.  Plan to participate more in the next few months.

14. Lest the above sound too negative, I appreciate the effort NSDL is making to improve the situation.

15. We (the entire community) need a better focus on evaluation and that focus must center on the users of these sytems.  We need more support in measuring the usefulness and usability of NSDL systems - these are the most important aspects of effectiveness.

16. This may be unfair, but I have a sense of a closed shop" of old-timers, and core integration team members, who work together very well.  I think in order to participate actively, it takes a lot of time and effort to figure out the culture and promote your own involvement.  As the P.I. of my project and a full-time library administrator, I haven't had the time to actively pursue participation.  It would be great if the NSDL would meet me (and others) half way, by actively encouraging involvement.  "
SECTION 4

The following questions seek to identify projects' information needs with respect to library building and information dissemination.
*25. Please indicate the level of importance your project places on the following reasons for participating in NSDL communication, organizational groups and library building activities.
(select one per question)
	
	Not Applicable
	1 - Low
	2
	3
	4
	5-High

	a. Because my project members find participation rewarding.
	6
	9
	10
	10
	7
	3

	b. To find collaborators for my project.
	5
	5
	3
	10
	18
	4

	c. To receive help in achieving my project's goals.
	2
	3
	8
	8
	15
	9

	d. To exchange knowledge with other projects.
	0
	0
	5
	10
	25
	5

	e. To exchange tools, software or metadata with other projects.
	0
	3
	8
	13
	12
	9

	f. So the results of my project (knowledge or products) can be used in NSDL.
	2
	0
	2
	9
	11
	21

	g. So the results of my project (knowledge or products) can be re-used by other projects.
	2
	5
	1
	11
	16
	10

	h. To increase my project's chances of getting future funding.
	3
	4
	2
	12
	15
	9

	i. Because my project is funded by NSDL.
	1
	0
	2
	11
	22
	9

	j. Because I want to help establish a National Science Digital Library.
	0
	0
	2
	5
	14
	24


	Analysis for Responses answering from 1-Low to 5-High on the Likert scale

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mode

	a. Because my project members find participation rewarding.
	2.6
	3
	2

	b. To find collaborators for my project.
	3.3
	4
	4

	c. To receive help in achieving my project's goals.
	3.4
	4
	4

	d. To exchange knowledge with other projects.
	3.7
	4
	4

	e. To exchange tools, software or metadata with other projects.
	3.4
	3
	3

	f. So the results of my project (knowledge or products) can be used in NSDL.
	4.2
	4
	5

	g. So the results of my project (knowledge or products) can be re-used by other projects.
	3.6
	4
	4

	h. To increase my project's chances of getting future funding.
	3.5
	4
	4

	i. Because my project is funded by NSDL.
	3.9
	4
	4

	j. Because I want to help establish a National Science Digital Library.
	4.3
	5
	5


*26. Please estimate the number of publications/presentations you or your project staff have made about your NSDL project over the last 12 months.

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mode

	Publications about NSDL project 6/02-6/03
	7.8
	6
	3


*27. Please identify in which venues you have successfully disseminated information (via presentations and/or publications) about your project in the last 12 months.
*a. Professional Society Meetings - i.e., Joint Conference on Digital Libraries (JCDL); National Science Teacher Association (NSTA)

1. none.

2. NSDL PI meeting poster

3. Professional Society Meetings 

4. Professional Society Meetings

5. Professional Society, Local DL conferneces

6. established professional communities

7. yes, several meetings

8. professional meetings, websites, CD-ROM's

9. Professional society meetings, CNI

10. Professional Society meetings of ASIST, other speciality meetings for publishers and science editors and librarians

11. Annual Meeting of the American Ceramic Society

12. The ESIP Federation meetings (2) The DLESE community meeting (1)

13. DLESE Workshop and JCDL03

14. Joint Conference on Digital Libraries (JCDL)

15. JCDL,ECDL, 

16. NSTA HICSS36 AAS/DPS

17. Campus presentations. National Civil Engineering conferences/societies

18. American Chemical Society meeting Biennial Conference on Chemical Education

19. JCDL, ECDL, Workshops

20. JCDL AERA AEA AECT SITE

21. JCDL; Economic Society of America (ESA) Meeting; ICADL

22. HICCS Conference ACM DIS Conference

23. Public Television, radio, conferences, workshops

24. Professional Society Meetings such as the American Sociological Association

25. DLESE workshop, AERA

26. Geological Society of America annual meeting 

27. American Sociological Assocation; Queens Borough Public Library; A variety of local entities in the New York area.

28. The Ohio State University Library Faculty; Joint Conference on Digital Libraries (JCDL); OhioLink Learning Objects Conference 

29. Mathematical Association of America International Conference on Technology in Collegiate Mathematics Joint Policy Board on Mathematics Council of Engineering and Scientific Society Executives

30. Pittsburg Conference American Crystallographic Association Bruker-AXS Users Meeting 15th International Conference on Scientific and Statistical Databases (SSDBM) Indiana Digital Library Forum (for IU system)

31. Advisory Board Meeting, Harvard-Smithsonain Center for Astrophysics web site, SWIKI web site, Whiteboard, Collaboration Finder, NSF All-Projects Meeting

32. World Wide Web Conference JCDL invited talks at universities

33. JCDL  MERLOT  AAAS  ASBMB (Biochemostry)  APS (Physiology)  PKAL   IAMSE (Medical Sciences Education)  ASM (Microbiology)  AIBS (Biological Sciences)   ESA  

34. Medical Library Association; American Association of Medical Colleges (AAMC); Slice of Life Workshop; Merlot Conference; NSDL All Projects

35. - NSF NSDL All Project Meeting, December 2002 - Keynote address at the Seventh Experimental Economics Conference of   Japan, Kyoto Sangyo University, Japan, May 2003 - ACM/IEEE Joint Conference on Digital Library, poster and demo, Houston, May 2003 - NSF 

36. Association of Moving Image Archivists, SURA/ViDe Annual Digital Video Conference, FIAF (International moving image archives association), Internet-2, New Jersey Library Association, Rutgers School of Communications and Information Sciences (SCILS) Colloquium, Rutgers SCILS Graduate Research Day 

37. JCDL Merlot Conference ITEA Conference- Special Session (advertisements- pens and badges) 7 technology education state level workshops PILOT session User sessions Southeast Conference Center for Science and Industry Meeting ITEA/ENC literature Ohio Fall and Spring Technology Education Conferences Evaluator User Surveys ICON Website (www.icontechlit.org) 

38. NETA (National Educational Telecommunications Association) AMIA (Assoc of Moving Image Archivists) America's Public Television Stations (at US Congress) National Association of State Technology Directors National Education Knowledge Industry Association (NEKIA) New Hampshire Leader Teacher Day Merrimac Educational Consortium  NSTA 

39. 1)American Chemical Society 2) Workshop at Bryn Marw College sponsored by the National Institute for Technology & Liberal Education. 3) Workshop on planning digital collections at Southwestern University, Gerogetown, TX sponsored by the Associated Colleges of the South 4) 5) Recognition a recommended site by the NSTA

40. Proceedings of the 18th International Conference on Interactive Information and Processing Systems for Meteorology, Oceanography, and Hydrology; Proceedings of the Atmospheric Radiation Measurement Science Team Meeting; ISTA Annual Convention; Spring Meeting of the Illinois Section of the American Association of Physics Teachers; Proceedings of the American Geophysical Union 2002 Fall Meeting; Using Global Data Sets in Teaching Earth Processes, American Geophysical Union; Near and Far Sciences for Illinois; Using Data in the Classroom Workshop; Proceedings of the National Science Teachers Association, NSTA National Convention; Annual NSDL Meeting: Integrating NSDL into formal and informal learning environments

41. American Meteorological Society, American Geophysical Union, Earth System Science Education workshops, NASA Earth Knowledge Gateway meeting, NSF environmental cyberinfrastructure meetings, JCDL, ECDL, Journal of Online Digital Information, Unidata Web site, DLESE user meetings, University Corporation for Atmospheric Research meetings, National Center for Atmospheric Research Director's meetings, Incorporated Research Institutes for Seismology meetings, Geophysical Network (GEON) project meeting, Unidata User Meetings, Earth Science Information Partners Federation meeting, NOAA Forecast Systems Laboratory meetings, Linked Environments for Atmospheric Discover (LEAD) planning meeting, Collaborative Radar Aquisition Field Test (CRAFT) planning meeting, DLESE PIs meeting.

42. 2002 National Conference of the Association of Gender Equity Leadership in Education, San Diego, CA.  2002 Conference of the Women in Engineering Programs & Advocates Networks, San Juan, Puerto Rico.  2002 International Conference of MERLOT (Multimedia Educational Resource for Learning and Online Teaching International Conference), Atlanta, GA.  2002 National Conference of the Society of Women Engineers, Detroit, MI.  2002 Association of Women in Development(AWID) Annual Conference, Guadalajara, Mexico.   2020 Annual NSDL All Projects Meeting, Washington, D. C.  2002 American Educational Research Association (AERA) Annual Conference, Chicago, IL.   2003 Women in Engineering Programs & Advocates Network (WEPAN) Annual Conference, Chicago, IL. 

43. Willard, Ted (2003), Interactive Discovery Services for Learning Comprehension and Curriculum Development, Panel presentation, 84th Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association (Accountability for Educational Quality: Shared Responsibility), Chicago, IL (April 21-25, 2003).  Sumner, Tamara (2003), Strand Maps as an Interactive Interface to National Science Digital Library Resources, Panel presentation, American Association for the Advancement of Science Annual Meeting (Science at the Leading Edge), Denver, CO (February 13-18).  Bhushan, Sonal, Sumner, Tamara, Hendrix, Susan, Johnson, Gabe, and Sreeraman Vaidyanathan (2002), Elen: Conceptual Browsing Interfaces for Educational Digital Libraries, Poster presented at the sixth European Conference on Research and Advanced Technology for Digital Libraries (ECDL 2002), Rome, Italy (Sept 16 -18). 

44. RS Stephenson.  2003.  Collaborative Development of Online Content in Physi-ology: the Harvey Project.  Congress of Health Professions Educators, 6/2003, Washington DC.  RS Stephenson and Dorai Thodla.  2003.  Using Zope to Support Open Course Collaboration ñ A Case Study.  Open Source Content Management Confer-ence, 5/2003, Cambridge, MA.  RS Stephenson.  2003.  Education is a Conversation.  Open eLearning Confer-ence, 3/2003, Phoenix, AZ.  RS Stephenson.  2002.  Collections and Repositories.  TLT Group Webcast, 3/2003.  RS Stephenson and Dorai Thodla.  2002.  Unleashing Supply: Services for Col-laborative Content Development.  NSDL All-Projects Meeting, 12/2002, Washington DC (poster).  RS Stephenson.  2002.  Open Course and Development.  The World Bank Instituteís Knowledge for Development and Silicon Valley Teleconference, 12/2002, Santa Clara CA and Washington, DC.  RS Stephenson.  2002.  An Academic Christmas Carol: Learning with Technol-ogy in the New Millennium.  How technology will transform higher education,  featuring the Ghost of Learning Past, the Ghost of Learning To Come, and a plan to get from the first to the second.  Biological Sciences Departmental Seminar, 11/2002, Wayne State University, Detroit, MI.  RS Stephenson.  2002. The Open Course Ecosystem.  Open eLearning Con-ference, 11/2002, Sheffield, MA.  RS Stephenson, M Franetovic and P Gregory. 2002.  Rich Content and a Scientific Approach to Teaching Physiology.  Slice of Life Conference, 6/2002, Toronto, Canada.  RS Stephenson. 2002. The Open Course Development Model: Effective, Accurate Online Content on a Shoestring Budget.  IASTED Web-based Education Symposium, 5/2002, Cancun, Mexico.

45. Mar 2002     Geary, E, Aivazian, B. L., Rodgers, L., and Sachter, R. Finding the Best Water Resources for Your Classroom: A preview of the Digital Water Education Library (DWEL), Presentation at the National Science Teachers Association National Convention, San Diego, CA.    Jun 2002 Aivazian, B. L., Geary, E., Sumner, T., Khoo, M, & Ireton, S. Paper presented at the International Geoscience and Remote Sensing Symposium, Toronto, Canada   Jun 2002 Khoo, M. The Digital Water Education Library Ethnographic Project. Presentation, AGM of the Digital Library for Earth Systems Education, Cornell University, June 28--July 2.  Oct 2002 Aivazian, B. L. & Geary, E.  Invited participants to the NSDL Educational Portal Workshop, Boulder, CO. Paper presented at the Geological Society of America, Denver, Colorado   Oct 2002 Aivazian, B. L., Geary, E., Sumner, T., Khoo, M, & Ireton, S. Poster session at the National Earth Science Teachers Association Share-A-Thon, National Science Teachers Association Area Convention, Louisville, KY   Nov 2002 Aivazian, B. L., Geary, E., Sumner, T., Khoo, M, & Ireton, S. Poster session at the National Earth Science Teachers Association Share-A-Thon, National Science Teachers Association Area Convention, Portland, OR    Nov 2002 Fryar, M. A. Presentation at the Tennessee Science Teachers Association   Nov 2002 Fryar, M. A. Presentation at the 1st Annual Earth and Environmental Science Regional Educators' Conference, Tennessee.  Nov 2002 Khoo, M. Observing Sociotechnical Change: A Case Study of a Digital Library. Presented at the Twenty-Sixth Annual Meeting of the Society for Social Studies of Science, November 6--9, 2002, Milwaukee, Wisconsin.  Dec 2002 Aivazian, B. L., Geary, E., Sumner, T., Khoo, M, & Ireton, S. Poster session at the American Geophysical Union Fall Meeting, San Francisco, CA   Dec 2002 Geary, E., Aivazian, B. L., Sumner, T., Khoo, M, & Ireton, S. Presentation at the National Science Digital Library All Projects Meeting, Washington, DC.  Dec 2002 Khoo, M., K. Kelly and R. Pandya. Emerging Issues in Collections Use. Workshop at the National Science Digital Library All Projects Meeting, Washington, D.C., December 2--4, 2002.   Dec 2002 Khoo, M., K. Kelly and R. Pandya.  Ethnographic Approaches to Evaluating Community-led Collections Development. Presentation at the National Science Digital Library All Projects Meeting, Washington, D.C., December 2--4, 2002.   Dec 2002 Sumner, T., M. Khoo, and M. Marlino. Understanding Educator Perceptions of 'Quality' in Digital Libraries. Poster session at the National Science Digital Library All Projects Meeting, Washington, D.C., December 2--4, 2002.   Feb 2003 Geary, E., Aivazian, B. L., Sumner, T., Khoo, M, & Ireton, S. Presentation at the American Meteorological Society Annual Meeting, Long Beach, CA.  Mar 2003 Aivazian, B. L., Geary, E., Sumner, T., Khoo, M, & Ireton, S. Presentation at the National Science Teachers Association National Convention, Philadelphia, PA  Mar 2003 Aivazian, B. L., Geary, E., Sumner, T., Khoo, M, & Ireton, S. Poster session at the National Earth Science Teachers Association Share-A-Thon, National Science Teachers Association National Convention, Philadelphia, PA  June 2003 Aivazian, B. L., Geary, E., Sumner, T., Khoo, M, & Ireton, S. Presentation at the ED-MEDIA 2003 Conference, Honolulu, HI  June 2003 Aivazian, B. L., Geary, E., Sumner, T., Khoo, M, & Ireton, S. Poster session at the ED-MEDIA 2003 Conference, Honolulu, HI 

*b. Publications - i.e., D-Lib Magazine; Communications of the ACM
1. None yet

2. none

3. none

4. none

5. none

6. none

7. None

8. None at present.

9. None

10. none.

11. none yet, one submitted, one in preparation

12. None to date but one is in the works

13. Dont know

14. yes, a few publications

15. new project
16. Preofessional Society Newsletters

17. Whiteboard DLESE newsletter

18. World Wide Web Conference JCDL

19. Bulletin Of the American Ceramic Society

20. Knowledge Quest

21. D-lib magazine

22. JoDI 

23. Journal of Chemical Education

24. NEON! News for Educators Online Now! Triangle Coalition Electronic Bulletin D- lib magazine

25. D-Lib Magazine SIG CHI Lbrary HiTech

26. Instructional Science Interactive learning environments

27. FOCUS (Publication of the Mathematical Association of America) The Journal of Online Mathematics and its Applications

28. JCDL; ICADL

29. Library Journal, D-Lib, project web page

30. Library publications

31. Academic Medicine, March 2003

32. Papers based on our NSDL work are being submitted to CACM and Decision Support Systems.

33. 1)Review of the Alsos Library in the 12 July 2002 issue of Science 2)review of the site in the Journal of Military History, July 2003 3)review of site in Chemical and Engineering News, July 2002 

34. Journal of Online Digital Information

35. JODI (electronic Journal on Digital Information) article

36. ERIC Monograph on Digital Libraries

37. D-Lib Magazine, local newspaper, ATEEC News

38. JCDL Abstract  Merlot Abstract  Bioscience  ASBMB Magazine (Biochemistry)  Science Magazine  

39. Advisory Board Meeting, Harvard-Smithsonain Center for Astrophysics web site, SWIKI web site, Whiteboard, Collaboration Finder, NSF All-Projects Meeting

40. Journal of Digital Information; Knowledge Quest: Journal of the American Association of School Librarians; ARM Climate Education Update; Mechanisms: Methodologies and Strategies for teaching Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics

41. Common Molecules: Bringing Research and Teaching Together..." in Journal of Science Education and Technology  The Reciprocal Net has been featured in news articles in Scientific American, Science, Discovery, Chemistry, and the J. Chemical Education."

42. In D-Lib Magazine(December 2001), Vol. 7 No. 12.  Knowledge Quest, Practitioner Journal for American Association of School Librarians, 2003  Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) sponsored monograph Digital Libraries as Complement to K-12 Teaching & Learning (pending publication) 

43. Sumner, Tamara, Bhushan, Sonal, Ahmad, Faisal, and Qianyi Gu (2003), Designing a Language for Creating Conceptual Bowsing Interfaces for Digital Libraries, Proceedings of the Joint Conference on Digital Libraries (JCDL 2003), Houston TX (May 27-31), pp. 258-260.  Sumner, Tamara, Bhushan, Sonal, Ahmad, Faisal, and Qianyi Gu (2003), Conceptual Bowsing Interfaces for Digital Libraries, Poster presented at the Joint Conference on Digital Libraries (JCDL 2003), Houston TX (May 27-31).

44. Aivazian, B. L., Geary, E., Sumner, T., Khoo, M, & Ireton, S. (2003).  Serving K-12 Education with the Digital Water Education Library (DWEL). Knowledge Quest, Vol. 31:3 Jan/Feb.  Khoo, M. Ethnography, Evaluation, and Design as Integrated Strategies: A Case Study from WES. In: Constantopoulos, Panos, and Ingeborg T. Solvberg (Eds.), Proceedings of the Fifth European Conference on Digital Libraries, Darmstadt, Germany, September 4--8, 2001. Heidelberg: Springer. (Lecture Notes in Computer Science, No. 2163) Pp. 263--274.  Khoo, M., H. Devaul, and T. Sumner. Functional Requirements for Groupware to Support Community-Led Collections Building. In: Agosti, M., and C. Thanos (Eds.), Proceedings of the Sixth European Conference on Digital Libraries, Rome, September 16--18, 2002. Heidelberg: Springer. (Lecture Notes in Computer Science, No. 2458) Pp. 190--203.  Weatherly, J., T. Sumner, M. Khoo, M. Wright & M. Hoffman. Partnership Reviewing: A Cooperative Approach for Peer Review of Complex Educational Resources. In: Proceedings of the Second ACM/IEEE Joint Conference on Digital Libraries, Portland OR, July, 2002. New York: The Association for Computing Machinery. Pp. 106--114. 

*28. To what degree are you aware of the following standards and technologies as they relate to integrating your project into NSDL?
(select one per question)
	
	Not Applicable
	1 - Low
	2
	3
	4
	5-High

	a. Open Archives Initiative protocol for metadata harvesting
	1
	2
	1
	6
	8
	27

	b. Dublin Core metadata standard.
	1
	1
	1
	3
	9
	30

	c. Shibboleth authentication structure
	4
	9
	10
	8
	7
	7

	d. XML schema
	1
	5
	1
	3
	13
	22


	Analysis for Responses answering from 1-Low to 5-High on the Likert scale

	
	Mean
	Median
	Mode

	a. Open Archives Initiative protocol for metadata harvesting
	4.3
	5
	5

	b. Dublin Core metadata standard.
	4.5
	5
	5

	c. Shibboleth authentication structure
	2.8
	3
	2

	d. XML schema
	4.0
	4.5
	5


29. Please indicate which standards and technologies you would like to know more about.
(Check all that apply)

	
	Selected

	Open Archives Initiative protocol for metadata harvesting
	15

	Dublin Core metadata standard.
	13

	Shibboleth authentication structure
	28

	XML schema
	18

	Other (fill in the blank)
	5


1. ADEPT/DLESE/NASA (ADN) metadata standard

2. Any standards adopted by NSDL that apply to georeferenced data.  We are working with FGDC, ISO, and OGC standards in this area.

3. Annotation framework developments.

4. We will be implementing all of the above--Shibboleth in partnership with Internet=2. 

5. Lucene, SDLIP
*30. Have you implemented any part of your project's evaluation activities in the last twelve months or since your project's NSDL performance period began?
(select one)
	Yes
	No, but we plan to in the next 6 months
	No
	Don’t Know

	28
	16
	1
	0


31. If yes, briefly describe the evaluation activities you implemented and their outcomes.
1. When we first constructed part of the website one group of students was asked to evaluate its use, effectiveness and needs. Favorable feedback was received.

2. Ongoing evaluation study of use of project in classroom setting -- results to come in July.

3. Multiple review processes may be required to ensure both scientific and pedagogic quality and integrity. Integration of review processes with development cycles helps to produce a higher quality and an easier-to-use collection. Panels of expert reviewers are needed until a user community is developed that can provide the needed feedback. The AVC scientific reviews are performed from panels of researchers associated with specific data sets. The AVC educational reviews initially involved a panel of educators from the EIU MSNS program. As AVC workshops have become more common, AVC educational reviews also involve feedback from workshop participants. In the near future the DLESE Community Review Service will add another forum for educational reviews of the AVC. As more reviews have become available, the variety of ideas for development has grown substantially.

4. We have crude counters that track number of hits on selected pages.

5. Thus far we are evaluating the project in terms of the number data provider sites and analysis and display tool builders who have implemented our software for integrating environmental data into NSDL.  So far, about half the proposed partners and a few new ones have implemented the systems.  The others plan on doing so before the end of the grant period.  In addition, we have incorporated several THREDDS-enabled educational modules into DLESE.  These modules have embedded access to datasets and interative analysis and display tools on distributed data servers.

6. evaluation effort by users at LANL, CERN, APS

7. Started usability testing of our user interface.  Results are generally positive, but a more formal evaluation is still being done.

8. We obtained user feedback from the rough prototype last summer at the National University of Ireland's Science Camp.  We plan for one teacher training session in July 2003 and more in the fall.

9. Website evaluation - started Collection effectiveness - started

10. Log analysis and user feedback forms.  

1. Pilot Session 2. Focus Groups Reports 3. Recommendations of our Advisory Board 4. Field Survey (Field Test of website) 5. User Survey (Online User Survey designed by evaluator)

11. Technical monitoring of usage patterns

12. We are constantly undertaking formative evaluation of of communication procedures. Over the last couple of months we have been doing Gap anaylsis of our collection to make sure that we not missing any citical elements in our collection. We have also been constantly submitting all of our identified resources to a multi-tiered review process to ensure that only appropriate resources make it into our collection. 

13. We did a survey of users.

14. online survey. Results not completed yet.

15. Evaluated through classes taught by Dr. Edward Fox and by Dr. Hsinchun Chen

16. Usability studies, beginning with heuristics and needs assessment

17. Three sets of online experiments have been conducted using the experimental economics software and the Web portal developed as part of our ongoing NSDL effort:  - In April 2003, 30 students in an economics class offered by the PI participated in a series of online auction experiments.  Following the experiments, a Web-based questionnaire was used to collect user feedback. In general, the students responded positively to using our Microeconomics digital library in teaching. They also suggested many site and software improvements which were subsequently incorporated into the current version of the system.   - In June 2003, two more pilot studies involving 40 students were conducted to test the functionality and robustness of the developed Microeconomics digital library.  

18. We are continuously engaged in formative evaluation of our own work processes, and also the collection itself through pilot testing and surveys. 

19. Quarterly reports 

20. focus groups to determine audience and assess the audience's needs

21. We have obtained feeback and comments from relevant users

22. Updated registration to obtain demographics and identify how people findout about portal.  Conducted user surveys on libraires  Conducted online feedback surveys on libraries  Beta-test surveys for portal  User feedback on portal  

23. We conducted usability tests using think-aloud protocols on technical prototypes. 

24. Our prototype is being used by Kent state and we are responding to their feedback. The goal of this activity is to get Metis into some sort of production use, so we can collect numbers on Metis performance and its impact on the GREEN DL's peer review process. We are also engaged in a similar activity with NCAR.

25. Usability tests of prototypes.  Classroom tests of prototypes to evaluate usefulness and usability.  

26. This portal is being built collaboratively with the moving image archives community.  They participated in the design and pretesting of the directory database and the website design.  The moving image community, and our Science Educators' Advisory Board, recently evaluated the data elements of the directory database for usefulness in search and display to support the IFLA FRBR core user needs: find, indetify, select and obtain. Our SCILS graduate student evaluation team designed and implemented the survey instrument. Community involvement has been outstanding.  Interest is really high.  Our project website changes several times a month to reflect opportunities to become involved or the published results of pre-tests and evaluations, so that the community can see how their issues were addressed.  More info is available at the project website:  http://gondolin.rutgers.edu/MIC

27. We have begun working with the DlESE Evaluation Cores Services group to define questions to be addressed in formative evaluation of DLESE Community Review System, to be incorporated into DLESE Evaluation Plan.  Actual evaluation will take place over coming year, integrated with other aspects of DLESE Evaluation 

28. We are on-schedule regarding evaluation:-)
32. Please provide any final comments here.
1. I believe this whole enterprise is very important and innovative

2. Thank you for taking the time to make NSDL a going enterprise. 

3. Sorry for submitting the survey one day late. I hope this information can still be used!

4. If you would like a copy of the AVC final report, please feel free to contact Christopher Klaus at klaus@anl.gov or (630)252-1643.

5. The project staff (ENC & ITEA) thoroughly discussed each survey item to assure that we are being representative of all partners and/or participants of the project.

6. We have not as yet gotten to the point where the data catalogs can be incorporated into NSDL, but plan to do so by the end of the grant period.  We also anticipate another 3 dozen interactive data analysis educational modules integrated into DLESE within the next month.

7. The are huge hurdles for transferring awarded NSDL grants among institutions.  Part of the challenge is to update the  NSF infrastructure so that it facilitates (rather than inhibits) creative strategies to sustain project activities  beyond the initial NSF funding.  

8. Interoperability is a really important issue to me.  Recently, I was fortunate enough to serve as primary architect for the statewide digitization initiative, New Jersey Digital Highway.  We are incorporating a lot of the MIC functionalities into that project, so while the collaboration with other NSDL projects hasn't been significant to date (although I hope it will become significant), we are already having an impact on another significant project. 

9. NSDL needs to identify, develop and disseminate successful NSDL studies from past and current projects * Too many committees, too little success stories to share

10. We are excited about NSDL and hope that the core integration team will have a new, more functional GUI for the NSDL.org home page with improved search features.

11. A real problem is the NSDL community website.  Since it is being redesigned I assume that this is a commonly recognized problem.  We look forward to a new site and system!  The organizers are to be commended for trying to find an appropriate communication technology, and for presumably recognizing the shortcomings of the existing systems.  This is certainly not a problem unique to the NSDL and one that all researchers who collaborate over long distances face every day.
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