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Context
One of the Education Impact & Evaluation Committee’s (EIEC) activities for the past two years has been to address the question: How are the distributed library building and community governance processes working? A taskforce
 within the committee was established to develop a process to answer the question; their efforts began in early February 2002, with several cycles of design and revision which culminated in distributing the first survey in a pilot test. The 2003 Annual NSDL PI Survey has been designed in a process that included extensive review and comments from EIE Committee members and the Core Integration Team; expert review and validity testing with NSDL PIs; and, think-aloud usability testing.

When the first PI survey was developed for pilot testing, the taskforce identified four areas to measure: the NSDL communications infrastructure; the extent and success of NSDL projects’ collaboration; the projects’ level of participation in the NSDL organizational structures; and, the information needs and motivations of the community of people building the NSDL. While the questions and scales have evolved with each survey iteration, the four areas being evaluated have remained the same.  The 2003 Annual NSDL PI survey was available online for four weeks during June-July 2003. This report summarizes the results from the broadest implementation of the NSDL PI Survey to date. Visit the EIEC website (//eduimpact.comm.nsdlib.org) to view the methodology, full survey and results.
Introduction

After the results were verified and validated, the 2003 Annual NSDL PI survey had a response rate of 44% with an n of 45. The majority of respondents came from the Collections program track (Table 1), reflecting, in part, the overall composition of NSDL.
	NSDL program track
	%
	# of responses

	Collections
	60%
	27

	Core Integration
	4%
	2

	Services
	25%
	11

	Targeted Research
	9%
	4

	Not funded through NSDL program
	2%
	1


Table 1: Respondents by NSDL program funding track

Section I: Communication
The questions in this section sought to identify how the NSDL communications tools were used, their effectiveness and barriers to their use.
The most effective communication tool by far has been the NSDL Annual Meeting with The Whiteboard Report a distant second. The Communication Portal, All-Projects Listserv and other CommPortal listservs received mid to low ratings of effectiveness, though some of the frustrations expressed about the CommPortal navigation were addressed during its redesign. Overall, the communications tools and services received a low rating in meeting projects’ technical needs and in supporting them in accomplishing their goals (Table 2).

	
	1 – Low
	2
	3
	4
	5-High
	Do not use to accomplish goals

	Support goal accomplishment
	0
	16
	16
	6
	3
	4

	Meet technical information needs
	3
	17
	12
	7
	2
	4


Table 2: Degree to which NSDL communication tools and services
support NSDL projects
Most of the barriers to using the communication tools and services, though, could be categorized as organizational rather than technical. The biggest barrier was lack of time, followed by needed information not being available and available information not being relevant to projects’ work. Additional barriers included:

· lack of a community of people using them [the tools].
· … 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.
· I'm not sure that any communications tools could fix the inherently organizational problem of too many small, unrelated projects.  

Other respondents noted that their projects were not ready to communicate because the project was too new and had nothing to report, because the respondent felt the project was so specialized the issues would not be of interest to a broader audience or because the project work was evolving at such a rapid pace that sharing project issues or results seemed premature. 
The frustration expressed in comments about the Communication Portal and listservs has not changed much from the opinions expressed in the 2002 PI Survey. This is due, in large part, to confusion about how the communication tools should be used, and who should maintain and grow not just the technical infrastructure, but the information and people networks the technology should support. Respondents’ suggestions for improving the communications tools and services included:
· Organizing an FAQ

· Perhaps there is a way to group like projects.  
· More and more up-to-date information needs to be provided.

· … I'm not familiar with some of the tools mentioned--perhaps a brief “one-pager" can be sent to the groups that briefly name the tools, their purposes, and the links.
Section II: Collaborative Activities
The questions in this section sought to identify how projects were collaborating with one another and with what results. The questions did 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.
80% of respondents indicated that they had collaborated with a median of 2 other NSDL projects since the beginning of 2003. 58% of respondents incorporated something they learned through a collaborative relationship into their project’s design and use (Table 3). Items being shared through collaborations include not only technical tools, metadata and resources, but also information about interface and database design, process documentation and the ideas and theories underpinning projects’ ultimate use.
	
	Yes
	No
	Don’t Know

	Collaborated with other NSDL projects since January 2003.
	36
80%
	7
16%
	2
4%

	Learned something from a collaborative partner that was incorporated into project design & use
	26
58%
	15
33%
	4
9%


Table 3: Extent and results of project collaboration across NSDL
93% of respondents reported that the NSDL Annual Meeting provided the best opportunity to meet and identify potential collaborators. Other popular venues included the ACM/IEEE Joint Conference on Digital Libraries (JCDL); the European Conference on Digital Libraries (ECDL); the MERLOT International Conference; and, the Digital Libraries for Earth Systems Education (DLESE) Annual Meeting.
Respondents indicated that the biggest barrier to collaborating with other NSDL projects was lack of time, though not knowing other projects’ goals or activities was a close second. Other barriers to collaboration included:
· Short duration and small size of the grants

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

· With 6 organizations within our group we have not seen a real need to collaborate with other groups even after talking to NSDL.

Respondents’ suggestions to improve collaboration included:

· Put together a list of projects needs…. Give examples of successful collaborations.

· 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.

· Larger grant opportunities with longer duration.

· It would be good to know what the Program is really looking for here... collaboration cannot be effectively mandated.

· Be more specific about the expected outcome of collaboration.

· Identify common goals and objectives of projects.

· …by having funding immediately available to meet unexpected technical needs.

Section III: Organizational Structures
The questions from this section sought 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.
A majority of the respondents had not interacted with NSDL organizational structures (the NSDL Assembly and Standing Committees) since the beginning of 2003 (Table 4). The primary barriers to participating in NSDL organizational groups were lack of time and respondents not being clear about how groups expect individuals or projects to participate. Additional barriers to participation include projects not being “ready” and the perception that the groups “seem a bit closed.”
	
	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


Table 4: Level of interaction with NSDL groups over the past six months
*SC=Standing Committee
A majority of respondents were unable to rate the perceived effectiveness of NSDL organizational groups including those mentioned above and the Policy Committee, Core Integration Team and the National Visiting Committee. 36% of respondents gave a mid-level rating to the overall perceived effectiveness of NSDL groups (Table 5). Respondents’ perceptions are best summed in the comment, “I'm sure all this activity is necessary but it hasn't trickled down to the individual projects.”
	1 - Low
	2
	3
	4
	5-High
	Not Able to Rate

	0
	14
	16
	7
	0
	8


Table 5: Overall perceived effectiveness of NSDL organizational groups

A majority of respondents also had a low to mid rating for the degree of interaction from the Core Integration Team in support of their projects. Respondent comments fell sporadically on a continuum from “To the best of my knowledge we have had no communication with the Core Integration folks,” to “The Core Integration team has been very supportive.” There was not a critical mass of responses about a particular need, though the comments identified a range of topics:
· Harvesting

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

· Continued up to date information on metadata requirements.
· Help with sustainability issues; security issues interaction with related projects; help with integration with portal
· Would like to know more about the archiving service.

· The assurance that our project will be able to interface with other projects.

Section IV
While the purpose of Sections I-III of the survey was to measure perceptions of the communication infrastructure, collaborative opportunities and NSDL organizational structure, the purpose of Section IV was to identify information needs and motivations for participating in the process of building NSDL.

A majority of all respondents were highly aware of the standards and technologies needed to integrate projects into NSDL including the Open Archives Initiative protocol for metadata harvesting (60%), the Dublin Core metadata standard (67%) and XML schemas (49%). However, 62% wanted to learn more about the Shibboleth authentication structure.

62% of respondents indicated that they had implemented some part of their project’s evaluation plan in the past year while 36% noted they planned to implement evaluation activities in the next 6 months. Evaluation activities reported included usability testing of interfaces, tracking site usage and tool implementation and identifying end users. Methods or tools used included log analysis, think-aloud protocols, online surveys, focus groups, needs assessments and classroom observation.

100% of respondents reported that they had disseminated information about their projects through an average of 8 publications or presentation from June 2002 to June 2003. Venues ranged from the digital library-specific (JCDL; D-Lib Magazine) to the subject-specific (American Chemical Society; Academic Medicine).

85% of respondents indicated that it was important to participate in NSDL communication, organizational groups and library building activities because they wanted to help establish a National Science Digital Library (Table 6), specifically:

I believe this whole enterprise is very important and innovative

	Reasons for participating
	%

	Because I want to help establish a National Science Digital Library.
	85%

	So the results of my project (knowledge or products) can be used in NSDL.
	71%

	Because my project is funded by NSDL.
	69%

	To exchange knowledge with other projects.
	67%


Table 6: Important reasons for participating in NSDL communication, organizational groups and library building activities 
(Scores are combined percentage of moderately high and high scores)
Discussion & Recommendations
The first part of this section addresses the content of the survey; the second part addresses the process of delivering the survey. The recommendations will be updated based on feedback gathered during the Annual Meeting and EIEC meetings.
· Lack of time is the main reason many individual projects did not use the NSDL communications infrastructure, pursue collaborative opportunities and participate in NSDL organizational structures. Digging deeper, though, respondents expressed uncertainty about expectations, which, in the absence of answers, direction or prioritization, has resulted in projects focusing on their work to the exclusion of NSDL communication or organizational structures. Specifically, in terms of communicating or collaborating with other projects and participating in NSDL organizational structures, individual projects are not aware of whose expectations they should meet, what level of participation is expected or what the outcomes of participation should be.
Recommendations: 1) Establish a process for defining and communicating shared priorities and expectations. 2) Provide targeted “entry points” for project or individual participation

· Projects think that building a National Science Digital Library is important, though they don’t necessarily link their participation in collaborative relationships or organizational structures directly to the establishment of NSDL. Motivation to expend extra time and resources on participation, collaboration and communication is often redirected by deadlines imposed by a two-year funding cycle. Recommendation: Identify tangible benefits for projects to participate, aside from building NSDL. Question: Is it necessary that every project participate in order for NSDL to be built?
· Respondents identified what type of support they would like from the Core Integration; however, this could be a moving target because projects are at different stages of development. Recommendations: 1) Identify specifically what projects need in terms of technical support. 2) Define and communicate what levels of support can be realistically expected from the Core Integration team. 3) Leverage the expertise of NSDL projects. 
· Though not explicitly expressed, respondents’ answers indicated that they were unsure about how collaboration was being defined, and again, what were the expected results of collaborative efforts. Traditionally, collaboration has been viewed as a group of people agreeing to write a proposal together. Recommendation: Establish a process to define and measure collaboration in a distributed environment. Question: How much emphasis should be placed on collaborative achievements as factor in the success of NSDL?
· Projects are aware that there is a broad community of experts working on other NSDL projects; the long lists of evaluation activities and publications in these survey results are just part of that proof. However, projects are not sure how to identify others working on similar topics, outside the NSDL Annual Meeting. The standing committees, grouped around meta-topics (Content, Technology, etc.) seem not to meet projects’ needs. Many respondents expressed the need for a “human” connector to point them to the right collaborator; and, the need for direction about how to be involved in organizational structures. Question: How could the current NSDL organizational structure adapt to meet the demand for connections on a more granular level than now exists? 
· The current communications infrastructure is not meeting projects’ information needs. The multitude of communications channels (listservs, Communication Portal and Whiteboard Report) present too many choices when deciding what to read regularly and where to look for information to support project work. Recommendation: Establish one resource that is continually maintained and updated with basic technical information and other information relevant to project development.
· Clarify the purposes and timing of the Annual PI Survey relative to other data-gathering activities occurring across NSDL: 1) surveys from other standing committees; 2) the Collaboration Finder; and, 3) NSF reporting requirements.

· The Annual PI Survey has functioned well for gathering data about perceptions and beliefs about organizational aspects of NSDL. Does it function well as a tool for identifying projects’ immediate technical or informational needs?

· The results from this Annual PI Survey were used in the NSDL Progress Report. Re-purposing survey data reflects a larger organizational need for both formative evaluation and for data to support outreach efforts. How should the Annual PI Survey respond to shifting NSDL organizational needs and goals?
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