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The Minority Serving Institutions Cyberinfrastructure Empowerment Coalition (MSI-CIEC), in collaboration with TeraGrid, Internet2, EDUCAUSE, and the Open Science Grid held the third Cyberinfrastructure Day event for Minority Serving Institutions (MSIs) on March 10-11, 2008.  New Mexico Cyberinfrastructure Days was held at New Mexico Highlands University in Las Vegas, a 3500-student Hispanic-Serving Institution in that focuses on teachers’ education, business, and social work and delivers a number of its courses over the Internet to students at other campuses.  The goals of New Mexico Cyberinfrastructure Days were to: (1) provide faculty, staff, and administrators at MSIs throughout the state with information about cyberinfrastructure developments in education and research, (2) create networking opportunities with national cyberinfrastructure organizations and experts, and (3) conduct facilitated discussions in which participants brainstormed ways to use CI in their own classrooms and labs.  
Unlike the previous CI Day event at Elizabeth City State University, which was attended primarily by faculty and staff from that historically-black university and at which attendance was more or less required, the MSI participants at the Mew Mexico CI Days came from Minority Serving Institutions throughout the state, including 10 registered participants from NM Highlands State University, 9 from the University of NM-Albuquerque, 2 from Navajo Tech, 1 from NM Tech, one from NM State University, 1 from the University of NM-Los Alamos, and 7 individuals representing 7 state agencies including the NM Higher Education Department and the NM State Library.  The number of participants over the two days was somewhat lower than expected, with a total of 35 NM MSI representatives (4 of whom were also listed as presenters or facilitators) and 9 presenters from MSI-CIEC or other national organizations involved in cyberinfrastructure.  The first day of the event focused primarily on introductory presentations on cyberinfrastructure, what it is, and how it is used in education and research, while the second day focused on more specific presentations regarding national and local cyberinfrastructure organizations and resources.  Starting on the afternoon of the first day, there were 4 open discussions facilitated by UNM’s Amelia Rouse that gave participants a chance to comment and reflect upon the various presentations and break into small groups to discuss cyberinfrastructure applications of interest.  Comments from MSI-CIEC representatives and survey respondents indicate that these large and small group discussions were critical in engaging participants and creating a feeling of energy and excitement about the possibilities in CI.
In order to measure the initial impact of the event and solicit feedback on how future CI Days could be improved, the 34 NM MSI or state agency participants who were not involved in facilitating the conference were emailed an online evaluation survey.  Twenty-four of these surveys went out the day the event ended and the remaining ten went out a week later after additional participants were identified.  A total of 23 of the 34 recipient responded within two weeks of receiving the survey (with most responding in the first two days), for a response rate of 68%.  This report summarizes the data from that survey.
1. Respondents’ background and the overall impact of CI Days on their CI awareness and interest:

In contrast to the participants at the ECSU CI Days, most of whom were faculty coming from a wide variety of disciplines within all four colleges of their university, the 23 respondents to the NM CI Days survey were primarily academic staff and administrators from disciplines like Computer Science, Library and Information Science, and IT technical support.  Ten (43%) were IT or digital library staff or administrators and 6 (26%) were other university administrators, while only 3 (13%) were tenure-track faculty and 2 (9%) were non-tenure track faculty.  When asked, “Before attending CI Days @ ECSU, what was your level of experience with cyberinfrastructure and high performance computing?” the responses were the following, with the number of points on a 5-point rating scale that each was assigned:

46%(10) = I had never explored using CI in research or teaching. (1 pt)
13%(3) = I had explored using CI in teaching or research but hadn’t implemented it yet. (2 pts)
13%(3) = I had used some CI in teaching or research but am a relative novice. (3 pts)
23%(5) = I consider myself fairly experienced at using CI in teaching or research.(4 pts)
4% (1) = I am an expert at using CI in teaching or research. (5 pts)
average = 2.2
Respondents were then asked, “Now that you have attended CI Days, which statement best describes your position on the relevance of cyberinfrastructure to the work/teaching/research that you do?”  The responses are seen below, with the number of points on a 4-point rating scale that each was assigned:
 
0%(0) = I cannot see how it will ever be relevant. (0 pts)
 

4%(1) = It doesn't seem relevant now, but it might be in the future. (1 pt)
32%(7) = I can see some relevance, but don't have the time/resources to pursue it. (2 pts)
 

64%(14) = I can see a lot of relevance and am willing to work with others on finding resources or 
                  developing applications. (3 pts)
 
average = 2.6
2. Responses to particular CI Day sessions:

For each of the CI Day sessions that occurred on Monday and Tuesday, survey respondents were asked to indicate whether they attended, found it interesting, wanted to know more about that topic, or wanted to collaborate with others on that topic.  Table 1 shows the responses for each of the general CI presentations on Monday March 10th; Table 2 shows the same data for the national and local CI resource presentations on Tuesday March 11th.  
Table 1: The percentage and number of 21 respondents who attended each of the general CI presentations on Monday March 10th, and the percentage of those attending who checked each of the response categories below.
	ECSU Faculty Research Projects in CI
	I attended   

    this 

%(n)of 21
	I found helpful
 % of n
	I want to know more
 % of n
	I want to get involved ASAP
 % of n

	Shodor mini-workshop on CI for learning & education
	67% (14)
	79% (11)
	50% (7)
	21% (3)

	CI for NM overview by Thomas, Fox, and Hobby
	81% (17)
	82% (14)
	47% (8)
	6% (1)

	Science "Gateways" presentations

	81% (17)
	71% (12)
	41% (7)
	6% (1)

	Instruments & Sensors presentations

	76% (16)
	75% (12)
	44% (7)
	19% (3)

	Digital Assets (IP) Repositories

	81% (17)
	76% (13)
	35% (6)
	12% (2)

	Information Assurance and Security in Grids

	86% (18)
	72% (13)
	28% (5)
	0% (0)

	CI Arts & Humanities: 21st Century Relevance

	67% (14)
	71% (10)
	50% (7) 
	14% (2)


Table 2: The percentage and number of 20 survey respondents who attended various CI Days presentations 
on Tuesday March 11th, and the percentage of those attending who checked each of the response categories.
	Presentations for Friday’s CI Days at ECSU 
	I attended   

    this 

% of 20(n)
	I found helpful
 % of n
	I want to know more
 % of n
	I want to get involved ASAP

 % of n

	National Resources: Internet2
	85% (17)
	82% (14)
	35% (6)
	0% (0)

	National Resources: MSI-CIEC
	85% (17)
	82% (14)
	35% (6)
	6% (1)

	National Resources: EDUCAUSE
	80% (16)
	81% (13)
	38% (6) 
	0% (0)

	National Resources: OSG
	80% (16)
	69% (11)
	25% (4)
	0% (0)

	National Resources: TeraGrid & SDSC
	85% (17)
	76% (13)
	24% (4)
	0% (0)

	National Resources: NLR
	90% (18)
	83% (15)
	33% (6)
	6% (1)

	National Resources: CHECSnet
	90% (18)
	67% (12)
	33% (6)
	6% (1)

	Local Resources: NM Computing Appl. Center
	80% (16)
	75% (12)
	31% (5)
	6% (1)

	Local Resources: DineGrid
	70% (14)
	64% (9)
	36% (5)
	7% (1)

	Local Resources: NM State University
	65% (13)
	77% (10)
	23% (3)
	0% (0)

	Local Resources: NM Tech
	70% (14)
	71% (10)
	21% (3)
	0% (0)

	Local Resources: UNM's CHPC
	60% (12)
	83% (10)
	42% (5)
	8% (1)

	CI: The Demand and the Gap, discussion
	50% (10)
	80% (8)
	30% (3)
	30% (3)


Participants were also asked, “How useful were the open discussion sessions facilitated by Amelia Rouse at the beginning, middle, and end of each day?”  The responses and associated comments from 23 respondents were the following:

26%(6) = Extremely useful (5 pts)


39% (9) = Very useful (4)


26% (6) = Fairly useful (3)


  9% (2) = Somewhat useful (2)


  0% (0) = Not useful (1)


Average = 3.8

· Amelia kept us focused! Great job.

· She did a great job.

· I did not know this would be a facilitated discussion-type event.

· I think she did a good job of keeping people on track and a lot of the more interesting ideas came out of these discussions.

· Mostly used to answer questions because there was not time during presentations for questions.

· Very good discussion leader.

3. Obstacles to moving forward with CI at New Mexico MSIs:
Respondents were asked: “What do you see as the greatest obstacles to people in your department or college moving forward in exploring or developing the use of cyberinfrastructure?”  The 17 responses are below, clustered by topic.  As is the case with most educational reforms, the biggest perceived obstacles are lack of time and resources to explore new ways of teaching and doing research:
· Lack of funding, time, and personnel.  Lack of funding is probably the main issue, but I feel if we can partner with other organizations, such as UNM CHPC and/or the State of NM, some of the goals and interests I personally have can be met.

· Funding and administrative support
· Money
· Money
· The conflicts between the state and the postsecondary institutions regarding network oversight and ownership.

· Personnel resources (people and time).  Lack of knowledge of CI’s existence and lack of familiarity with its use.

· Lack of connectivity to the communities we want to serve.  Lack of funding, time, and human resources to maintain momentum.
· The lack of connection to NLR

· Adequate connectivity
· Agreement upon what the word means, and who we can help

· Clear communication and marketing of concepts.
· Understanding from the end user community and connectivity.

· The lack of connection to NLR

· Adequate connectivity

· Building high-level administrative support

· Skilled human resources
· Nothing
For an elaboration on these perceived obstacles and how conference attendees thought they should be addressed, see Amelia’s Rouse’s notes from the facilitated discussion on the afternoon of the last day, “Cyberinfrastructure: The Demand and the Gap,” which had participants brainstorm answers to the question, “How can we use CI to enhance our research and education abilities?”  These notes provide a useful road map for how to help increase the use of cyberinfrastructure in New Mexico MSIs.
4. Suggestions for how to improve CI Day events for the future:

Respondents were asked for “suggestions for how to make events like this more useful.”  The 8 responses are below, clustered by topic:

· Please give people a little more lead time to make time for this event! I was very important and I wish I could have attended both days.  Actually, I would not call this event a conference, but a "Summit". A conference seems to imply that there is limited interaction and is mainly educational. A Summit, to me, seems to imply a problem-solving session.
· More preliminary planning necessary to increase attendance of minority (especially Native American) institutions.

· Try to get more faculty and student attendance.
· More lay persons.

· Give people more time to talk.  Also, this event was not very well promoted which is unfortunate.  Mostly only the speakers showed up to the event and it would have been nice to get more interested parties involved.

· More open time for discussion of non-scheduled efforts/ideas.

· More discussion time, less presentation time.

· This was a useful event, however, the presentations were too short and jammed together.
These comments were consistent with attendees’ post-event observations that the turnout for the event was not quite as hoped and that the attendees seemed much more attentive and invested during discussions than they were during presentations. 
5. Follow-up opportunities with MSI representatives in NM who want to know and do more in CI:

The notes from Amelia’s Rouses facilitated discussion on the last day provide specific ideas for how to help participants and their institutions move forward in their exploration of CI.  Another form of follow-up would be to contact individuals about particular topics in which they expressed interest.  At the end of the survey, respondents were asked, “Of all the topics and ideas you heard about at this event, which are you most interested in following up on, and in what way?”  Fourteen people responded, ten of whom gave their name so they could be contacted for follow-up.  The responses from those who listed follow-up interests are below, followed by names and email addresses for those who provided them.  After each name, I list any session topics for which those individuals indicated “I want to get involved ASAP.”
· Virtualization/Digitization of Resources. Ralph Chapman (ralphchapman@earthlink.net): Analytics & Visualization, Digital Assets (IP) Repositories.
· Internet 2 and NLR. Veronica Chavez-Neuman (veronica.chavez-newman@state.nm.us)
· I am interested in a mutually beneficial partnership with UNM CHPC.  I am also interested in working with people in order to figure out ways to bring broadband to remote locations in the state as I have a lot of experience in this area. Renee F. Brown (rfbrown@sevilleta.unm.edu): Instruments & Sensors, MSI-CIEC, NLR, CHECSnet, UNM’s CHPC.
· Creating a Virtual Museum as a Cultural Gateway to the Supercomputer. Mimi Roberts (mimi.roberts@state.nm.us): Science Gateways, Digital Assets (IP) Repositories, DineGrid.
· The entire notion of CI; Visualization. Ronald W. Maestas (robert.forman@state.nm.us): Shodor’s computational science education resources. 
· Keep me posted about opportunities in CI. Robert Forman (robert.forman@state.nm.us)
· Would like to see how CI ties into online teaching using and LMS. Denise E. Gibson (degibson@nmhu.edu)
· SciDesign - How to get people to collaborate. Max Baca (mbaca@nmhu.edu)
· Statewide open fiber networking. Richard Lowenberg (rl@1st-mile.com): CI Arts & Humanities.
· NLR. Jack Ox (jackox@hpc.unm.edu)
· Potential to involve groups at the community level and students - even in high schools - in massive data presentations and use, especially for decision support at local and national levels.
· The Shodor presentation was most interesting, but since I do not teach, it is not something I will necessarily follow up.

· Weather modeling.


· NM Computing Applications Center.  How it affects my location.



· TeraGrid
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