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Introduction

This report summarizes the results of the end-of-meeting survey for the 2010 NSDL Annual Meeting (AM), along with an analysis and comparison to previous meetings. Participant comments were discussed with the Annual Meeting Planning Committee, which led to a set of recommendations for planning future meetings. 

Methodology

The 2010 NSDL Annual Meeting, “NSDL: Celebrating a Digital Decade and Envisioning the Next”, was held at the Omni Shoreham Hotel in Washington, DC from November 1 to 3. Following the meeting, attendees were surveyed about their meeting experience. The questions used in the 2010 survey were closely based on the survey used in years 2007 to 2009, except where sessions were no longer included in the schedule (e.g. the second poster session). The survey was administered through SurveyMonkey, an online survey tool. The survey URL was published in the AM program, and three email reminders were sent to attendees from November 4th to the 29th.

A total of 65 attendees responded, with 58 completing the entire set of questions. Approximately 165 participants attended the meeting creating a response rate of 39.4%, reversing the upwards trend of recent years (2009=52.7%; 2008=42.5%; 2007=29.4%). The responses included 247 unstructured comments, and 30 people provided contact information for follow-up interactions.

Findings and Analysis

The overall meeting rating was 4.32/5.00, the same as in 2009 (2009=4.32; 2008=4.09; 2007=4.66) indicating a high satisfaction with the overall meeting experience. Table 1 provides ratings for the various meeting experience questions from 2007 to 2010. Respondents ranked items from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). The rank of each category by year appears on the right side, and the average rating of each category appears on the left. The following sections provide detailed results from specific questions of the survey and a section of recommendations conclude the report.

	2010
	2009
	2008
	2007
	Survey Category
	2010
	2009
	2008
	2007

	4.68
	4.78
	4.60
	4.86
	Meeting support staff
	1
	1
	1
	1

	4.42
	4.44
	4.45
	4.57
	Poster session & reception
	2
	3
	3
	5

	4.33
	4.33
	4.04
	4.49
	Interact with NSDL staff
	3
	4
	10
	8

	4.32
	4.32
	4.09
	4.66
	OVERALL MEETING EXPERIENCE
	4
	5
	9
	3

	4.32
	4.26
	4.48
	4.69
	Timely email updates & reminders
	5
	9
	2
	2

	4.28
	3.58
	--
	--
	Opening keynote (Lee Rainie)
	6
	18
	--
	--

	4.23
	4.22
	--
	--
	Closing session (Julie Evans)
	7
	10
	--
	--

	4.22
	4.46
	4.29
	4.52
	Share / Find new ideas
	8
	2
	6
	6

	4.11
	4.32
	3.98
	4.24
	Find new collaborators
	9
	6
	11
	10

	4.09
	4.32
	4.20
	4.44
	Proposal submission, review & acceptance
	10
	8
	8
	9

	4.05
	4.13
	4.29
	4.49
	Information about travel & lodging
	11
	13
	7
	8

	4.02
	4.32
	4.41
	4.58
	Online registration
	13
	7
	4
	4

	4.02
	4.17
	3.90
	4.51
	Discuss NSDL community issues
	12
	12
	12
	7

	3.95
	4.18
	4.33
	4.51
	Information about meeting on website
	14
	11
	5
	7

	3.71
	4.02
	3.80
	3.47
	Opening plenary session: NSF update
	15
	14
	13
	13

	3.66
	3.71
	3.44
	4.11
	Interact with NSF staff
	16
	17
	15
	11

	3.34
	3.85
	3.27
	3.94
	Interact with attendees not funded through NSDL
	17


	16
	16
	12

	  --
	4.02
	3.61
	--
	Plenary sessions
	
	15
	14
	--


Table 1. Average rating and rank of Annual Meeting experiences, 2007-2010

** Item was included for the first time in 2007

-- Item not included in survey

Survey Section 1: Project Information

The 2010 meeting began with the opening plenary sessions and poster reception on November 1, followed by a day and a half of presentations on November 2-3. Of the 65 respondents who answered this question, 64 attended on Monday, 63 on Tuesday and 58 on Wednesday. This year’s attendance bucked the trends of past years where attendance is highest on the second day and drops by up to 20% on the first and last days.

A majority of respondents (48.4%) reported affiliation with a current project, while 37.5% described their affiliation as with both a current and past project. Past projects (6.3%) and those with no NSDL involvement (7.8%) show a slight decline from 2009 (each around 10%). Past project participation has declined slightly over prior years in spite of travel support being made available to former Principal Investigators. There were no reported unaffiliated participants although one person skipped this question.

Of the 60 respondents who reported their funding sources and NSDL affiliations, the Pathways track represented 45.0% of attendees, followed by Services (30.0%), Collections (21.7%) and Research (18.3%). Other respondents identified NSDL core functions including Technical Network Services (5.0%), the Resource Center (3.3%) and the old Core Integration group (3.3%). The remainder responded that they didn’t know their funding track (10%). Because respondents could check more than one funding source, the categories are not discrete and the total percentages exceed 100%.

Regarding the year that their project started, of the 59 who responded, 35.6% stated their project began in 2010, and 15.3% will begin in 2011. These numbers are similar to past years. For the other funding dates, we see an expected drop-off based on when projects started: 2009 = 30.5%; 2008 = 13.6%; and 2007 = 6.8%. Interestingly, 2005 came in at 18.6%, 2004 at 15.3%, 2003 at 16.9% and 2002 at 10.2%, suggesting that projects probably had multiple funding grants between 2000 and 2010.

Survey Section 2: Meeting Planning and Experience
Survey participants provided information about their general meeting experiences in several sections of the survey as well as answering specific questions about meeting sessions, planning and organization, opportunities for interaction and how the meeting compared to previous years. Of the attendees who answered questions related to these areas, a majority (89.9%) rated the annual meeting as “excellent” (45.8%) or “good” (44.1%). As has been the case in previous years, a high percentage of respondents praised the work of the support staff at the 2010 Annual Meeting; positive comments were made that praised the organization of the conference and work done by support staff and the planning committee. The new online registration and session proposal procedures continued to cause problems for several attendees and comments were made about the need for confirmation notes for both posters and registration. While there were clearly logistical issues for some attendees, there were many positive comments also; one survey participant wrote "I had an overall feeling of good planning --- meeting seemed to have a good flow".

General Meeting Sessions

In considering the usefulness and interest of the general sessions, the first evening featured both a popular and low-rated  event. The evening poster session continues to be a favorite, with positive ratings of 4.42 out of 5 (51% excellent and 39% good). The opening plenary session, which addressed the 10-year history of NSDL, ranked lowest (20% excellent and 36.7% good). Eighty percent rated Lee Rainey’s Tuesday speech on “The Distributed Future” as good or excellent. For Julie Evan’s closing plenary on “Inside the Classroom,” the combined good/excellent responses totaled 66.7%.  The NSF update plenary ranked last of all of the general sessions, with a rating of 3.71 out of 5.
	2010
	2009
	2008
	2007
	Survey Category
	2010
	2009
	2008
	2007

	4.42
	4.44
	4.45
	4.57
	Poster session & reception
	1
	1
	1
	1

	4.28
	3.58
	--
	--
	Opening keynote (Lee Rainie)
	2
	5
	2*
	NA

	4.23
	4.22
	--
	--
	Closing session (Julie Evans)
	3
	2
	NA
	NA

	3.71
	4.02
	3.80
	3.47
	Opening plenary session: NSF update
	4
	3
	2
	2

	--
	4.02
	3.61
	--
	Other plenary sessions
	NA
	4
	3
	NA


Table 2. Average rating and rank of usefulness of the general sessions

* In 2008, the opening plenary and keynote were combined in the results.

NA: Because the opening and closing sessions have been organized differently year-to-year, some of the categories are not applicable across all years.

Among the 22 comments, about half were positive, with one attendee noting, “Plenary sessions were of great value in understanding the NSDL goals and the learner's social media characteristics.” Several respondents gave Lee Rainey high marks as a speaker, and one praised him for doing “a great job of helping to clarify the cyberworld.” However, one person felt that the information he presented was overly basic and more appropriate for teachers rather than for technology experts who work with teachers.

Two respondents called for plenary sessions to be more interactive or engaging. One commented, “The talks are always interesting but don't always challenge the audience to get involved.” Another suggested using mobile phones to poll the audience or following presentations that focus on study findings with round-table discussions of their potential impact on NSDL efforts.

Again this year, a single poster reception was held on the opening evening, but posters were on display until the last morning. In 2010, several attendees mentioned the challenge of trying “to mingle and stand by a poster concurrently,” which kept them from seeing other posters and other attendees from seeing theirs. Four people suggested either making the poster session longer, moving it to later in the meeting, or adding a second session. One attendee felt a one-page checklist handout listing all posters would be helpful.

Organizational Support

Sixty respondents ranked meeting planning and organizational support (both before and during the meeting) on a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). A majority (69.5%) of attendees ranked meeting support staff as excellent.  The average rating on all categories was between good and excellent, with the questions about the annual meeting website drawing slight lower marks. 

	2010
	2009
	2008
	2007
	Survey Category
	2010
	2009
	2008
	2007

	4.68
	4.78
	4.60
	4.86
	Meeting support staff
	1
	1
	1
	1

	4.32
	4.26
	4.48
	4.69
	Timely email updates & reminders
	2
	4
	2
	2

	4.09
	4.32
	4.20
	4.44
	Proposal submission, review & acceptance
	3
	3
	6
	6

	4.05
	4.13
	4.29
	4.49
	Information about travel & lodging
	4
	6
	4
	5

	4.02
	4.32
	4.41
	4.58
	Online registration
	5
	2
	3
	3

	3.95
	4.18
	4.33
	4.51
	Information about meeting on website
	6
	5
	5
	4


Table 3. Average rating and rank of meeting planning and support
Twenty six of the respondents provided comments on this section.  Several of the respondents commented about the lack of e-mail confirmation after submitting their proposal/poster/lightning talk.  Many of them felt that the meeting website should be improved to allow for easy navigation and for finding meeting material easier.  One respondent suggested that the meeting site should be separated from NSDL.org, and the meeting schedules, poster abstracts and other information relating to the meeting should be provided in a printer downloadable format to print in advance of the meeting.  Some respondents noted confusion over whether a block of rooms had been reserved at the hotel.  Another recommended that the hotel selected should have good bandwidth for easy access to the internet and the wireless hotspots should be made available early. 

Opportunities for Interaction

The scores for interaction opportunities were either on par or below those of 2009 (see Table 4). Overall, opportunities in all categories received a majority rating of “excellent” or “good”. The opportunity to interact with NSDL staff ranked first, trading places with the opportunities to share/find new ideas now ranked second. A majority (82.5%) of the 60 respondents rated the opportunity to interact with NSDL staff as either “excellent” or “good”.  Similarly, 83.4% of the respondents thought the opportunities to share/find new ideas were “excellent” or “good”. Ranked third is the opportunity to find new research collaborators.

	2010
	2009
	2008
	2007
	Survey Category
	2010
	2009
	2008
	2007

	4.33
	4.33
	4.04
	4.49
	Interact with NSDL staff
	1
	2
	3
	3

	4.22
	4.46
	4.29
	4.52
	Share / Find new ideas
	2
	1
	1
	1

	4.11
	4.32
	3.98
	4.24
	Find new collaborators
	3
	3
	4
	4

	4.02
	4.17
	3.90
	4.51
	Discuss NSDL community issues
	4
	4
	2
	2

	3.66
	3.71
	3.44
	4.11
	Interact with NSF staff
	5
	6
	5
	5

	3.34
	3.85
	3.27
	3.94
	Interact with attendees not funded through NSDL
	6
	5
	6
	6


Table 4. Average rating and rank of opportunities to engage in activities during the meeting

One explanation for the slightly lower ratings is the unusually busy 2010 Annual Meeting schedule which likely reduced the informal networking opportunities between meeting attendees, as is evident from the comments received. Most comments agreed that there was little room for interaction - “I would have liked to have some scheduled informal break-out sessions where people could utilize spaces for talking” - and that breaks were too short for meaningful interactions - “Would love longer breaks to facilitate informal networking opportunities among attendees.” The busy schedule also made transitioning between meetings difficult because some talks ran over, and the early 8:00 AM start times were especially tough on attendees from the West coast. The schedule was arranged to facilitate the large number of submissions but as one participant commented there were “Too many of the same people on too many panels. The “Kevin Bacon” award, although very much tongue in cheek, is not a good thing.” 

The 2009 survey report offered suggestions to improve the inclusion of newly funded NSDL researchers and a Tuesday lunch was organized during the 2010 meeting for this purpose and appreciated: “The Tuesday lunch for those new to NSDL was very helpful…”. An additional suggestion was to rotate people during table discussions to make sure people mix and to organize a “meet and eat” so people can self-organize into different groups for dinner.

Comparison to Previous Meetings

The survey included five items asking attendees to compare this year’s meeting to past years. Between 40 and 42 respondents offered their views on these items. (54 of the 65 respondents completed this portion of the survey, with each item receiving 12 to 14 Not Applicable responses.) The items included questions on meeting length, variety of sessions, opportunities for interaction (both inside and outside sessions), and meeting location. The rating scale ranged from “not as good (1)” to “about the same (3) ” to “much better (5)”. The average on all items was over 3, indicating that this meeting was an improvement on previous years. 

The meeting/hotel location (3.51) was the greatest area of improvement, with only 2 respondents preferring past locations. The variety of session topics (3.33) also rated high with only 3 respondents preferring previous years. The length of the meeting rated 3.05 showed a strong uniformity in responses where all responses were 3 except two 2’s and four 4’s. Opportunities for interactions in sessions (3.19) were viewed as slightly improved, while opportunities outside sessions stayed about the same at 3.00. “Length of meeting” and “Interactions outside sessions” were the lowest ranked items in this portion of the survey, supporting other indications in the survey that opportunities for interactions may have been lowered by a busy schedule session. 

	2010
	Survey Category
	2010

	3.05
	Length of meeting
	4

	3.33
	Variety of session topics 
	2

	3.19
	Opportunities for interaction – in sessions
	3

	3.00
	Opportunities for interaction – outside of sessions
	5

	3.51
	Meeting/hotel location
	1


       Table 5. Average rating and rating of five meeting categories

Although this section of the survey did not have an open ended response item, responses in other portion of the survey made three references to previous years: “The food at the poster session was good, but not as good as previous years”, “The poster session was very good (as usual), I thought the actual presentations were better than past meetings.”, and “I think I enjoyed the year I had to take part in a 3-project panel. We got 3x the audience as I had this year.”

	2010
	2009
	2008
	Survey Category
	2010
	2009
	2008

	3.51
	NA
	NA
	Meeting/hotel location
	1
	NA
	NA

	3.33
	3.57
	3.22
	Variety of session topics 
	2
	1
	3

	3.19
	3.44
	3.26
	Opportunities for interaction – in sessions
	3
	2
	2

	3.05
	NA
	NA
	Length of meeting
	4
	NA
	NA

	3.00
	3.37
	3.52
	Opportunities for interaction – outside of sessions
	5
	3
	1


     Table 6. Average rating and rank comparing 2010 to previous years

Survey Section 3: Planning for the next Annual Meeting

This section of the survey asked questions regarding future programs, time of year, dates to avoid and ideas for future meetings. 
The poster session continues to rank highest among all types of sessions, which likely reflects the level the degree of interaction occurring during this portion of the meeting. In 2010, the poster session represented the largest block of time for informal discussion, and some comments noted the lack of unstructured time. The largest number of complaints was aimed squarely at 60 minute sessions and panels, with one person writing, “I'd probably axe the 60 minute talks -- they are not twice as informative as the 30 minute talks, but take up twice as much time in the schedule!” Lightning talks, although few in number, were generally well received this year.
Three themes appeared in the comments about future meetings. 

1. Several respondents suggested changing the length of sessions, ranging from making them shorter to keep presentations on point, to providing extra discussion time following the 30 minute sessions. The underlying theme of a majority of these comments reinforces the desire to have the opportunity for more in-depth discussions about critical issues facing NSDL, such as end user adoption, what works and what NSDL should be doing to move forward. A few comments suggested one approach would be to provide a more open agenda to allow discussion issues to be defined by the attendees. However, one respondent quite candidly noted that nature of NSDL projects, who are potential competitors for funding, “…sets up a somewhat competitive paradigm that is challenging to self-organize.”
2. Plenary sessions continue to garner mixed reviews, but the format itself was suggested as a means to provide opportunities for the audience to talk about larger issues or topics that surface during presentations. These comments are similar to the requests to provide opportunities for attendees to define the discussion topics during the meeting and suggest the committee might look at ways to provide these open-ended opportunities in the next meeting.

3. An ongoing theme to hear more from users and take a more external focus also appears in 2010 comments. Presentations that include educators are always well-received and these requests to include educators in the meeting present a challenge to the planning committee to include users in what has been primarily a PI meeting.

In this year’s survey, the committee asked guidance on whether to extend the length of the meeting or be much more selective in the presentations because the 2010 schedule left less time for informal conversation to slot all presentations. Most respondents want to keep the meeting the same length, with a slight edge (40.7%) indicating the committee should eliminate or edit more submissions to allow more informal time.

As far as dates for next year’s meeting, late October and early November were suggested as good options in several comments. The Supercomputing conference seems to be in conflict in November, and this year included conflicts with the election and another NSF PI meeting. Specific times to avoid in 2011 included the Supercomputing Conference (November 12-18), AGU (December), NSTA (March), NABT (October 12-15), GSA (Geological Society, October 31-November 3), ASIS&T (October 7-11), any Jewish holidays (none in November 2011) and Veterans Day, which is on Friday the 11th.
Recommendations

At the conclusion of writing this report, the planning committee received word that there would not be funding for a 2011 NSDL Annual Meeting, so we will not be making specific recommendations. However, we do encourage meeting planners to review the results of this survey report in planning for future meetings, and use any information that might provide for a better experience of their meeting attendees.
