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Executive Summary

· The goals of the workshop were very well met overall.
· Participants appreciated the opportunity to attend and were almost unanimous in their enthusiasm for the project.

· The last-minute adjustments to the workshop to provide a web-based participation option for those unable to attend due to the weather worked out very well.

· Sustainability is an area that some participants felt could be further explored after the workshop.

· Participation levels in both the group discussions and the evaluation surveys were very high.  Survey response rates were 92% and 85%.

· There was enough representation of the professional roles that each group had at least one person from each of the five roles—curriculum developer, data representative, educator, scientific researcher, software tool specialist.

· Suggestions for improvements given in the first survey included more full-group discussions; this adjustment was implemented in the second day’s schedule.  

· The groups were well-facilitated although some people noted that the three questions had quite a bit of overlap and others thought more detailed questions might have been useful.

· Over 80% of survey respondents thought that the Long-term Sustainability issue was the most valuable discussion in the workshop.

· All but one person who participated in the pre-conference telecon found it useful.

· Two areas that came up in discussions but were not really within scope of this workshop were the issue of getting the EET chapters completed and the issue of finding ways to measure impacts of the chapters in the classroom.
Introduction
The DLESE (Digital Library for Earth Systems Education) Data Services Workshops and the AccessData Workshops were held from 2004 through 2009.  The goals of the AccessData project overall were to 

· Increase the availability of and accessibility to high-quality data-rich educational materials and 

· Increase communication among professional roles to facilitate educator and student use of Earth science datasets. 

The 2004-2009 AccessData Workshops brought together a wide range of professionals who had a stake in promoting the use of scientific data in educational settings--Earth science data providers, data access and analysis tool experts, scientists, Curriculum Developers, and educators.  To reach the project goals, participants worked together in the workshop process to explore and address issues regarding data use.  Participants were chosen for their contributions of data, tools, or scientific and educational expertise needed for the development of a series of Earth Exploration Toolbook chapters.  The website for AccessData is http://serc.carleton.edu/usingdata/accessdata/index.html

The 2010 Impacts workshop had the following goals:

· Get a better sense of the impact of the DLESE Data Services/AccessData workshops on moving the use of geoscience data in education forward – both short term with respect to the structure/facilitation of the workshops, and long term – in terms of impact on practice in the participants profession

· Get suggestions from participants to evolve the workshop to a sustainable model
The 2010 Impacts workshop was held at Colorado College in Colorado Springs, Colorado.  There were twenty-eight participants in the original plan, each assigned to one of three teams.  Pre-assigned roles in the teams included a Group Facilitator and Note Taker.  Assignment of these roles was intended to allow the teams to be as productive as possible during their time at the workshop.  Severe weather in the eastern United States resulted in four people being able to participate only via web interface and two not at all.
This report provides information to AccessData Workshop organizers to help them understand the degree to which the meeting (as perceived and experienced by participants) met goals.  Presented below are a description of the conference; the methods by which the evaluation data were elicited, compiled, and analyzed; information on the participants who responded to the surveys; and a presentation of responses to survey items.  The Appendices include the evaluation instruments and the workshop agenda.

Because of bad weather in the eastern United States, six people were unable to attend the workshop as planned.  In order to adapt to this situation, the groups were re-sorted so that one of the three groups included as many of the folks stuck at home as possible using an Elluminate web conferencing interface.  Four of the six missing attendees were able to participate in the majority of the workshop via this method.

Evaluation Procedures:  Data Gathered and Analytical Methods

Data informing this report were collected through a series of two surveys (see Appendix I) and observations by the evaluator.   The Thursday Survey was reviewed at the end of Thursday to check for real-time adjustments that might be necessary for the workshop.  The Final Survey provides a summary overview of each participant’s experience of the workshop.  The following describes the format of each survey:
· Thursday Survey.  Administered at the end of Thursday.  This survey included two multiple choice questions with open-ended option and one open-ended question.
· Final Survey.  Seven questions (three multiple choice with open-ended option, three open-ended, and one Likert).

Results from each survey are reviewed in this report.  The results of Likert and multiple choice were processed in Excel and are presented in bar graphs.  Open-ended questions were categorized and coded for dominant themes and are summarized within the text of each section.  Direct quotes are given as bullets, formatted in italics.
The evaluator was introduced to participants at the start of the workshop and the importance of the evaluation process was explained.  Surveys were distributed to participants by the evaluator in scheduled sessions and time was allotted for participants to complete the surveys before leaving the session.  This methodology is helpful in maximizing response rates.  Virtual attendees answered their surveys by email for the Thursday survey or online for the final survey.
Participant Data

Response rates to the two surveys by workshop professional role are summarized in Figure 1.
Teams were assembled to include a variety of professional roles, as were the teams in the other AccessData workshops.  However, the role designation assigned by the workshop facilitators is not always the primary role that participants list in the surveys.  
Variation of the role responses between the two surveys was minimal and might be accounted for with the two Thursday and four Final non-responders.
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Figure 1.  Number of respondents to each survey, grouped by professional role.

Table 1 shows the response rates for each survey and each professional role, with the percent participation for each survey based on the total number of participants (26).  Although the workshop was originally designed for 28 participants, two were not able to participate at all due to their flights being canceled and their not being able to connect virtually.
Response rates were sufficient to provide valuable data.  Both surveys were well responded to, with response rates ranging of 92% and 85%.  The response rates are very similar to those from the AccessData and DLESE Data Services Workshops.  Because several attendees were only able to join the workshop for part of the time via the web, not all of these people were able to complete surveys both days.  For the first day, three people provided email responses.  Because of this issue, the final survey was installed on SurveyMonkey.com and three virtual attendees completed that survey online. Response rates for individual questions did vary since some people left some questions blank.

	 
	Curriculum developer 
	Data representative
	Educator
	Scientific researcher
	Software tool specialist
	Other or No Answer
	Total
	Percent of total attendees (n=26)

	Thursday survey
	5
	3
	7
	4
	4
	1
	24
	92%

	Final Survey
	5
	1
	7
	5
	3
	1
	22
	85%


Table 1.  Response rates for surveys.

The second professional role question asked From what other professional perspectives are you contributing to this workshop?   Results are displayed in Figure 2. 
Ten or more respondents to each survey selected Curriculum Developer or Educator perspectives.  These were also the most common additional perspectives or secondary roles listed for previous workshops.
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Figure 2.  Other perspectives indicated by attendees. 

A few additional comments were provided as follows:

Thursday survey

· PD provider

· project stuff

· organizer (put my team together for our EET)
Final survey

· Staff Person

· Team Organizer

· Professional Development Provider

Project Staff

Thursday Survey

The final question on this survey was What aspects of today's agenda would you have changed and how?
Eight people said that more shuffling of the attendees or more full-group discussion would have been beneficial.  Six mentioned that more refined, specific questions would have been helpful.  Three remarked on the large degree of overlap in the questions posed by the moderators.  Three also commented on how well facilitated the groups were.
Responses were as follows:

· Lots more guiding questions? Maybe give everyone the questions, a few minutes to consider a reply & then go around to each person? Open/brainstorm and format was good for first session, but we burned out toward the end & needed more structure. Maybe have us present our top two or ten ideas?

· The structure provided a great start, but it was tough to answer one question (say, about short-term impacts) without discussing another - usually looking at long-term sustainability. I don’t know if there was a "better" way to structure it - ultimately we answered everything, just within the order we were supposed to. The mix of people in our group was perfect, though, and expertly facilitated.

· While I enjoyed working with the people of Group 3, I felt there were points where we just started talking in circles - it may have been beneficial to maybe spend the morning in one grouping and then shuffle into different grouping for the afternoon in order to mix things up & hear from people with other perspectives.

· Actually discussion topics & time was budgeted was good. We found a lot of overlap in the responses to specific questions but that’s not surprising.

· We seemed to struggle a little with the questions. They needed to be a bit more specific. With that said, the communication was great and productive.

· Get a group agreed upon definition of what is sustainability. Start the day with a more in-depth discussion of what is meant by a sustainable effort or method.

· Though my body says "sit-down" time, the discussion that we had today was necessary to work through the issue of what comes next. In addition to feeling that the break out sessions were a productive start, Mike moderation of our hybrid group (part face-to-face/part illuminate) was done well. The constant up-dating of notes for all to view, was also quite helpful. In short, no change recommended.

· While we stayed on track very well - needed some time (and we took that time) to reflect quietly on each question. In some ways our fellow participants were able to provide well thought out ideas - we are also reviewing our comments separately. Sustainability is a difficult topic - need more pointed questions to help more the discussion forward.

· I would have shuffled the tables 3 times so that the conversations would include interactions with more people.

· None.

· Hard to comment since I showed up late, but seems like much was discussed through the day and continued after my arrival. Discussion was wide-ranging, which was good overall, though some more specific focus might have been useful. However, that might have been too constraining.

· I think today is going very well. Perhaps some inter-group discussion may seed the intra-group dialogue. Maybe after lunch we could have a brief report back. I know we do this at the end, but for the "impacts" it may be good to do it once in the middle as well.

· I would have liked to have changed tables and heard other people’s insights and thoughts. The morning questions were repetitive we could have gone faster. I would like to talk more about getting EET chapters out the door (live), and brainstorm ways to expedite the process.

· Our team discussed a topic that was not explicitly on the agenda… the topic of what impact the EET chapters make in the education community. Of course we did not have answers to this question, but we generated a lot of ideas about how to start moving forward with that.

· For the first time, there was too much breakout session time. Most of the issues were covered fairly thoroughly in the first day.

· Things were very smooth, I had no particular problems.
· Agenda was fine.

· I'm not certain how this comment will play out tomorrow, but, I would have liked to have had an opportunity to have a breakout (short) with just others that served in the same or related roles. While this was my third workshop, there were still people here I didn't know. It would have been nice to have a big group activity to start the day that related to the workshop goals to "meet" everyone.

· Have some kind of physical activity on the agenda - (in between all the sitting). In large group - have folks tell the best thing about AccessData and the worst thing.

· NA

· Some sort of whole group introductions would have been nice for me, maybe right away in the morning or after lunch. Maybe 2 people from different groups would talk for 2 minutes than introduce each other to the group, corny but would be nice. EET review/overview, maybe walk through a whole chapter, at the very least refresh everyone on the titles.

· It was a useful agenda, given the circumstances that prevented the original groupings from meeting.   Mike has done a fantastic job of making a silk purse from the sow's ear dealt by the winter weather.  While it would have detracted from the purpose of the meeting to have had a "showcase" of past work, it might have been useful to have had a little more context in regard to specifics of past AccessData participation.  Maybe a little bit of sharing/introduction at the beginning of the session on what our respective participation looked like or consisted of in the past.  The preparatory session via teleconference before was useful to keep everyone on task with the purpose of the meeting.  It might have been useful for continuity's sake to have added a little opportunity for context building.  Otherwise, it is a solid agenda, and I look forward to wrapping it up, and working towards the next steps.

· "In general I thought it was fine - sessions were long enough for substantive discussion, but not too long.  One thing that would've helped - quick review of past workshops 2004-2009 and their goals+outcomes.  Just to provide context.  P.S. I'm a virtual participant so it's quite possible that 

· I missed stuff!

· "I think at the end of the day, when we were heading into the topic about how to sustain AccessData the focus was primarily on the continuous conundrum: ""How can we get more funding to do this?"" The answer from all of us, and which I hear at similar meetings, seems to be ""I don't know but if any of you do please tell me. ""I think in order to avoid spinning our wheels and to get us thinking outside the box it may have been better if we had some straw man ideas that had been developed in advance that we could bandy about.
Final Survey
After the perspective question, the next question on the Final Survey was What discussions during the workshop overall did you find the most valuable?  (Please check all that apply.)  
Over 80% of respondents indicated that the Long-term Sustainability issue was the most valuable discussion in the workshop.  About half of the respondents selected each of the other two (long-term and immediate impacts of the workshops).

Responses are shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3.  Most valuable discussions during the workshop.

Open-ended responses were as follows:

· Discussion of Carla's efforts to get people to use EET chapters via workshops and follow up after participants actually tried to use the chapters.

· Informal networking -discussions over breakfast, lunch, etc.

· Though long-term sustainability is definitely of most interest to me, selecting one question was difficult because of intermingle.

· I find the long-term sustain goal is very important and would like to be a part of that effort.

· The first question sparked the most interesting discussion the rest were just continuations (I would have listed the goal here for clarification).

· All three really but #2 > 3 > 1

· It was hard to separate the three.

· Challenges - It seemed important to reflect on the challenges of past workshops.
The next question was How well did this workshop achieve the stated goals?

All but one respondent thought the workshop had achieved the stated goals.  Two people commented that they wanted to continue more discussion about sustainability.  One person commented that the focus was more on improving the workshops than on impacts on end users.
Responses were as follows:

· Goal 1: Significant conversations on both short & long term impact complete. Goal 2: Sustainability - some good ideas generated - more thought & discussion needed - especially revision and focus - filling gaps in content coverage.

· Focus tended to be more on how to improve workshops rather than on actual impacts on end users.

· Very well. I think a good job was done of focusing on each question and enough time was given for discussion.

· It seems it met the goals quite well.

· It achieved the goals very well, even with the changes on the second day.  I ended day 1 with questions on how well day 2 would go, but the changes that were made captured much about what could be done in the future, extending and sustaining AccessData.

· Very well. Lots of "food for thought".

· Very well. Good focused discussion. The guiding questions were well crafted. The discussion was well facilitated.

· Very well :)

· Very well. 

· Really well --> 95-100%

· Very well!

· I believe - quite well. Regarding financial sustainability = difficult. Not sure age sustainable resolution was identified.

· I think it was very successful. Lot of convergence of ideas among the three groups.

· The workshop achieved the stated goals - participants were prepared and made valuable contributions.

· Very well! We were focused, knew what the goals were, lots of time to share/talk/explore ideas.

· I feel comfortable w/ group 3's contribution.

· Met the goals, but wanted to spend more time on improvements, suggestions, etc.

· Workshop did a good job of achieving goals.

· Very well. I think the discussion on sustainability was very useful.

· Really well - good group to talk about with these topics - probably useful validation for some notions and a long list of new ideas.

· Very well. Lots of good ideas discussed.

· I think it did well. As always, the bringing together of people from different disciplines, but similar goals, is very beneficial. I hope there is a way to continue the process, and have similar meetings, in the future.

The next question asked If you participated in the pre-workshop teleconference, how useful was it?
Of the 13 respondents who participated, six found it very useful and six found it somewhat useful; only one found it not useful.

Responses are shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4.  Usefulness of the pre-workshop teleconference.

The last question was Please use the space below to add any other comments you have or any other ideas you would like to share with us.
Most comments were appreciative of the workshop and the work accomplished there.  Two people were concerned with more attention to measuring the impacts of the workshops.  

One respondent commented that they would like to know more about usage of live chapters and what can be done to complete those chapters not yet live.  This latter comment was addressed by two people in the Thursday survey as well in different places and was noted by the evaluator as a key topic of conversation in two of the groups.
Responses were as follows:

· It would be interesting & useful to know more about usage of live chapters as the discussion toward sustainability moves forward. Also, reason for chapters not being completed.

· If the ESIP federation can help in anyway with sustainability, etc. Let me know.

· I really hope to see NASA, NOAA, Globe, etc. Promoting EET at future NSTA conferences --> that would really measure use & impacts.

· Already shared with for day 1 - a little personal context building would have been valuable

· Very well run workshop. I appreciate being included.

· The workshops have continued to improve, are well run, and the feedback has been implemented! Always an enjoyable workshop.

· When/Where/How will a final report be developed & disseminated? I'm willing to help.

· 1. Great group of people - nice to work with. 2. Appreciated meeting a few more great educators.

· Got me thinking early so that I had more to contribute to our group’s discussion.

· It set up the expectations & got us thinking of/about the questions. Please do look @ the notes - many of our important thoughts are there & didn’t make it into the slides. The virtual participation was supportive in spite of studio issues (from the perspective on a non-virtual participant).

· We really wanted to discuss 'suggestions' more than impacts it seemed.

· I appreciated everyone's participation and willingness to provide the input we worked for.

· These have been organized and well run workshops in communication (pre & post), logistics and content

· The Access Data workshop model is valuable enough so that it will be sustained even if not funded.
When asked if they would be willing to be contacted about their experience at the workshop, all but four respondents agreed.  This is a very high number of willing volunteers for this sort of question.
Observations of the workshop indicated a consistent high level of participation in the discussions among group members.  The facility was one large room but it allowed enough space between groups so that for the most part the noise levels were not disruptive between groups.  

Appendix I—Evaluation Instruments

AccessData Impacts Workshop 2010

Thursday Feedback Questionnaire
Please answer the following questions for us so that we can determine what we did well and what we can improve. Any identifying information will be kept confidential.

1.  What is your primary professional role at this workshop?  (Please check only one.)
_____Curriculum developer 

_____Data representative

_____Educator

_____Scientific researcher

_____Software tool specialist

_____Other; please describe _________________________________________
___________

2.  From what other professional perspectives are you contributing to this workshop? (Please check all that apply.)
_____Curriculum developer 

_____Data representative

_____Educator

_____Scientific researcher

_____Software tool specialist

_____Other; please describe _________________________________________
___________

3.  What aspects of today’s agenda would you have changed and how?

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

Thank you for your feedback.  Please return this form to a workshop staff person or to the drop-box at the registration table.

AccessData Impacts Workshop 2010

Final Day Questionnaire

Please answer the following questions for us so that we can determine what we did well and what we could have improved. Any identifying information will be kept confidential.

1.  What is your primary professional role at this workshop?  (Please check only one.)
_____Curriculum developer 

_____Data representative

_____Educator

_____Scientific researcher

_____Software tool specialist

_____Other; please describe _________________________________________
_________________________

2.  From what other professional perspectives did you contribute to this workshop? (Please check all that apply)
_____Curriculum developer 

_____Data representative

_____Educator

_____Scientific researcher

_____Software tool specialist

_____Other; please describe _______________________________________________
____________________

3.  What discussions during the workshop overall did you find the most valuable?  (Please check all that apply.)

_____Question 1.  Immediate Impact of the DDS/AccessData Workshops
_____Question 2.  Long-term Impacts of the Workshops
_____Question 3.  Long-term Sustainability for Data Access and Educational Use – Continuing the AccessData Workshop Model
_____Other; please describe ____________________________________________________________________

4. How well did this workshop achieve the stated goals?

___________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________

5. If you participated in the pre-workshop teleconference, how useful was it?

	Not Useful
	Somewhat Useful
	Very Useful
	Did Not Participate

	
	
	
	


6. Please use the space below to add any other comments you have or any other ideas you would like to share with us.

___________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________
7.  If we may contact you further about your experience, please provide your contact information here:  

___________________________________________________________________________________

Please complete and turn in this form to a workshop staff person before you leave.  Thanks  for your participation!

Appendix II—Agenda
Agenda

AccessData Impacts Workshop
February 11-12, 2010

Workshop Goals
Get a better sense of the impact of the DLESE Data Services (DDS)/AccessData workshops on moving the use of geoscience data in education forward – both short term with respect to the structure/facilitation of the workshops, and long term – in terms of impact on practice in the participants profession 

Get suggestions from participants to evolve the workshop to a sustainable model

February 10
1 pm to midnight - Hotel Check–in at Antlers Hilton (meeting packets distributed at check in)

5:00 pm to ?? – Informal gathering at Phantom Canyon Brewery, 2 East Pikes Peak Avenue, Colorado Springs, CO 80903; (719) 635-2800. (Across the street from the Hotel.)

February 11
Gates Common Room, Palmer Hall
Colorado College

7:30 am – Colorado College Shuttle departs from Antlers Hotel to Colorado College

7:40 am to 8:15 am – Breakfast (Hot – buffet style) in Gates Common Room

8:15 am – Welcome, Introductions, Workshop Goals and Logistics

Climate Literacy Network, CLEAN Pathway and CLEAN Reginoal Networks (PowerPoint 1.4MB Feb12 10)

AccessData Impacts Workshop Goals and Questions (PowerPoint 2007 (.pptx) 212kB Feb12 10)

8:25 am – Overview of Survey Results – Susan Lynds, Project Evaluator

Evaluation Results of 6 Years of Data Services/AccessData Workshops (PowerPoint 863kB Feb12 10)

8:40 am – 10:00 am: Breakout Session I – Immediate Impact of the DDS/AccessData Workshops
10:00 am - 10:15 am: Break

10:15 am - Noon: Breakout Session II - Long Term Impacts of the Workshops, Part 1
Noon to 1:30 pm – Lunch (served in Gates)

1:30 – 2:30 pm – Breakout Session II (continued) - Long-term Impacts of the Workshops, Part 2
2:30 pm - 2:45 pm - Break

2:45 pm - 4:20 pm - Breakout Session III – Long-term Sustainability for Data Access and Educational Use – Continuing the AccessData Workshop Model
4:20 pm - 4:30 pm - Day 1 evaluation (Susan Lynds)

4:30 pm – Shuttle to Hotel

6:00 pm – Dinner at Nosh Restaurant, 121 S. Tejon (0.2 mile walk)

February 12 (New)
7:30 am – Colorado College Shuttle departs from Antlers Hotel to Colorado College Gates Common Room, Palmer Hall

7:40 to 8:15 am – Breakfast (Hot – buffet style) in Gates Common Room

8:15 am – Logistics; Charge for the morning

8:20 - 9:20 am - Breakout Session IV: Generate Group Reports - Three PowerPoint Slides.

Short-term impacts 

Long-term impacts 

Long-term sustainability

9:20 to 11:20 am – Large Group Sharing of Reports and Discussion

Group 1 Report Out (PowerPoint 2007 (.pptx) 61kB Feb12 10)

Group 2 Report Out (PowerPoint 2007 (.pptx) 88kB Feb12 10)

Group 3 Report Out (PowerPoint 2007 (.pptx) 4.9MB Feb12 10)

(Break as needed)

11:20 am - 11:30 pm - Day 2 evaluation (Susan Lynds)

Concluding remarks

Workshop Ends
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