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Executive Summary

The PEARQZEvolution Across Abimensionssirtual conference was held JulgcJuly22, 2021. The
fifth annual Practice & Experience in Advanced Research Computing (PEARC) coefgienee the
current practice and experience in advanced research computing including workforce devatppme
training, diversity, applications and software, and systems and softWwéuie.report summarizes
results from the PEARCRvaluation activities.

Summary of Findings

1
T

PEARC21 registration remaingtdong butg & R2 ¢y F NBRstwrichigha & &SI ND A&

Acracss the board, survey respondents rated conference activities highly, with most at or above
4.0 (on a 5.0 scale) in terms of satisfaction and value.

While a slight majority of respondents agree tleenote conferenceavorked well, qualitative
responses indida that manyattendeesare losing patience with the virtual format and are
eager to be back in person.

Respondents are both optimistic that PEARC22 will be in person and interested in keeping many
of the benefits of a virtual conference.

CKAA & SNBINGAS ORY TSR R dzO S RINRaAnpResekitilbdS, Rroviding a pre
recorded video ahead of the sessiadfihile many respondents appreciated the change, most
NBELR2NISR GKIFIG AG 6l ayQid Ot SIENIeé& 02YYdzayA Ol GSK
time should have been allotted in the schedule to view the presentations.

Respondent$ound the papersubmissiorrequirements angrocessunclearand frustrating.

LikePEARC20ttanding presentationsand tutorials and/or workshopwere the top reasoms
for attending PEARXT. Thisdiffers fromin-personPEARC conference years, when networking
with colleaguesasbeen the primary reason for attendance.

Diversity across all areas of conference programnaioigtinues to be a goaseveral
respondents offereadtoncrete, practicable suggestions to continue to improve the conference.

Theworkshop and tutoriategistrationprocesdeft attendeesconfused and unable to update
their choicesMany seemed frustratedybbeing stuck with their selection and not being able to
hop from one to the other

While nmentorswere generally very pleased with their experienseme felt inadequately
prepared for the role due to insufficient guidanftem program organizers



ii
1 Among PEARC2ttendees, D%indicatedtheir likeliness to request assistance for childcare,

eldercare, or for those with disabilities and travel companions should it be available for
PEARC22.

1 Conference attendees faced mangability issues with #gnPathableplatform, includingslow
LI 3S t2FRAY3IAT NBf2FrRAYy3a (2 GKS RSTlrdzZ G OFf Sy
gamification modal boxes obscuring information.
1 Thepurposeof usingtwo unrelated calendaplatformst Schedand Pathable continues to
elude respondents, witmany reportingcreating an agenda on Sched tluad not transfer to
Pathable.

1 Exhibitors were not well served indhvirtual conference environment.
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Summary of Recommendations

Respondents offeretargelyconstructivesuggestionshat, while focused mainly on the virtual aspect
of the conferencesuggesimany opportunities for improvemenirhese data inform the following
recommendations:

T
1

If PEARC22 is in person, consider a hybrid solution for people whanbaattend virtually.

Continue to broaden participation and promote a sense of community by establishing and
deepening relationships with organizations beyond the NSF and the XSEDE project.

Prioritize timely, clear, and frequent communications withgir audiences.

Place a priority on offering higduality, relevant, and nogcommercial plenargsession content.
The plenary speakers should reflect the message and tone of the conference.

Make deadlinesind formatting requirements clearer fovorkshop/tutorial submissions.

Consider removing the paper submission requirement ofcallimn review format and a-2
column publication format.

Whether virtual or irperson, ontinue to prioritize networking oppaunities and social events.

Leave time in the schedule for attendeestéde quick breaks and move between sessions, be
they physical or virtual.

Take care to ensure that the conference remains affordable and within reach of all members of
the community.

To ensure a successful studementor program, clearly communicate to mentors their roles
and responsibilities.

Continue to expand efforts to increase diversity and representation across all aspéoe
conference.

Improve the conference website and manize its value as a tool to communicate with
audiences.

Explore options for providinghildcare, eldercare, or assistance for those with disabilities and
travel companions
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INTRODUCTION

The EEAREL conference, heladnline July18¢22, 2021, explored the current practice and experience
in advanced research computing including workfodeselopment, training, diversity, applications and
software, and systems and softwar@.

PEARC2liroughttogether community thought leadersyberinfrastructureprofessionals, and

students to learn, share ideas, and craft the infrastructure of the futditee program offered tutorials,
workshops, plenary talks, and-depth technical content that served to inform experts in the field,

while also providing introductions to the tools, technologies, and methods of computational science to
new users, studentgnd young professionals.

PEAREI also continued its student, studembentor, and exhibitor programs and diversity efforts,
bringing together researchers, technologists, industry professionals, students, and prospective users
from underrepresented groupgsliverse backgrounds, and new disciplines.

METHOD
Evaluation of the PEARTC&nference consisted of five participant surveys:

Afull-conference survey
Atutorial sessiorsurvey
A student program surwe

A studentmentor survey

= == = =2 =

An exhibitor survey

Partigpants were sent email invitations (and multiple email reminders)dmpletesurveys for the full
conference and any tutorial sessions for which they had registStdients and student mentors

were likewise invited to complete surveys for their programs. Conference exhibitors were also invited
to complete a survey about their experiendgl evaluations were conducted online.
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RESPONDENTS

Response rates for PEARConference assessments ranged fr@&1% to 57.% (Table 1).

Table 1. Survey response

Survey Number in Sample NUTIEE7 @) Response Rate
Responses
Workshop/ Tutorial Sessions 772 231 29.9%
General Gnference 941 208 22.1%
Sudent 60 18 30.0%
Sudent Mentor 38 22 57.9%
Exhibitor 20 5 25.0%

Many of the respondents to the full conference survey (Table 2) weretiiingt attendees 26.9%,
56/208), those supporting campu$2.0%,129 208) or federallyfunded (28.4%6,59/208) resources, or
membesrs of the Campus Champions organizati@i.@%,57/208). Overthree-fourths of respondents
compriseresearch staff16.8%,35/208), research computingnd dataoperations/support staff
(31.7%,66/208), or those in executive/leadership role21%,46/208). Most attendees came to
attend presentations{0.2%,146 208), attend tutorialsand/or workshopg69.26,144/208), and/or
give presentations33.7%, 70/ 208). Even with the remote forma28.8% E0/208) of attendees were at
the conference to network with colleagudsor 13.9% of respondents29/208), PEARQ2vas their

first remote conference experience.

All students who attended the conference were invited to participate in theposference student
assessment, including those not part of the formal program (Tabl@&rhalf of students responding
were firsttime attendees §1.1%,11/18) andhalf were undergraduate students50.0%,9/18). A

guarter of thestudents heard about PEARIrom their faculty advisord7.8%,5/ 18). Nearly halfof
student respondents44.4%, 8/ 18) indicated that PEARC®asthe first time they had participated in a
remote corference.

October2021
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Table 2Full conference survey respondent demographics

. . Number of | Percentage of
PEARCrelationship Responses N (208)
This is my first time attending PEARC conference 56 26.9%
| am a Campus Champion 57 27.4%
| operate or support campus research computing resources 129 62.0%
| operate or support federally-funded research computing resources 59 28.4%
| operate or support research computing resources funded by some other organization 25 12.0%
| am part of an advanced cyberinfrastructure organization or project 61 29.3%
PEARC21 was my first remote conference experience 29 13.9%

. ’ Number of | Percentage of
Primary reasons for attending the PEARC21 conference Responses N (208)
Make a presentation 70 33.7%
Attend presentations 146 70.2%
Attend tutorials and/ or workshops 144 69.2%
Network with colleagues 60 28.8%
Interact with funding agency representatives 5 2.4%
Attend exhibitor forums/interact with exhibitor representatives 7 3.4%
Get technical information/ specifications 53 25.5%
Demo and/ or exhibit projects 10 4.8%
Demo products/ participate in an exhibit 4 1.9%
Other 7 3.4%

. . Number of | Percentage of
Job title / Academic status Responses N (208)
Executive leadership (e.g., VP, AO, director, manager, etc.) 46 22.1%
University faculty or equivalent 19 9.1%
Research staff 35 16.8%
Research Gomputing and Data operations/ support (non-executive leadership) 66 31.7%
Postdoctoral fellow 2 1.0%
Graduate student 9 4.3%
Undergraduate student 6 2.9%
High school student 0 0.0%
Qorporate/ Industry professional 6 2.9%
Other 6 2.9%
. Number of | Percentage of
Race/ Bhnicity —— N (208)
American Indian or Alaska Native 1 0.5%
Asian 30 14.4%
Black or African American 9 4.3%
Hispanic or Latinx 9 4.3%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 1 0.5%
White 132 63.5%
Other 2 1.0%
Prefer not to disclose 16 7.7%
Number of | Percentage of
Gender Responses N (208)
Male 119 57.2%
Female 52 25.0%
Non-binary 6 2.9%
Other 1 0.5%
Prefer not to disclose 13 6.3%

PEARCR
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Table 3Student program survey respondent demographics

Number of | Percentage of

f ?
How did you hear about the PEARC conference? nses N (18)

Another conference 2 11.1%
Qollege 3 16.7%
Department 3 16.7%
Faculty advisor 5 27.8%
HPQUniversity.org website 0 0.0%
Shodor website 0 0.0%
Sudent organization 1 5.6%
XSEDE website, event, and/ or training 4 22.2%
Other 4 22.2%
. . Number of | Percentage of
PEARCrelationship Responses N (18)
This was my first time attending a PEARC conference 11 61.1%
| use XSEDE resources (computational, training, outreach, etc.) for my research/work 7 38.9%
| am an XSEDE Scholar 1 5.6%
| participated in the Advanced Gomputing for Social Change Program 0 0.0%
| attended as part of a Research Bxperience for Undergraduates (REJ) program 0 0.0%
This was my first time participating in a remote conference 8 44.4%

Ibtitle / Academic status MITIEEr €7 | FEEizes o

Responses N (18)
Postdoctoral fellow 0 0.0%
Graduate student 7 38.9%
Undergraduate student 9 50.0%
High school student 0 0.0%
Other 0 0.0%

- Number of | Percentage of

Race/ ethnicity Responses N (18)
American Indian or Alaska Native 1 5.6%
Asian 4 22.2%
Black or African-American 1 5.6%
Hispanic or Latinx 0 0.0%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 0.0%
White 10 55.6%
Other 1 5.6%
Prefer not to disclose 1 5.6%

Number of | Percentage of
Gender Responses N (18)
Male 10 55.6%
Female 2 11.1%
Non-binary 4 22.2%
Cther: 0 0.0%
Prefer not to disclose 0 0.0%

Number of | Percentage of

Parent / guardian level of education nses N (18)

High school or less 1 5.6%
Some college 2 11.1%
Associate's (two-year) degree 1 5.6%
Bachelor's degree 2 11.1%
Master's degree 8 44.4%
Professional doctoral degree (e.g., MDY DO, EID, DMD, DDS, OD, EHED, DS, etc.) 1 5.6%
PhD 0 0.0%
Other 1 5.6%
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FINDINGS

General Conference

GENERALLY POSITR#&Spondents to the general conference survey rated the value of conference
activities (Table 4) and their satisfaction with the conference (Table 5) highly, with mean value and
satisfactionnear4.00 (on a scale of 5.0). Whiletworking opportunitieq3.5/5.0), the exhibitor
program(3.7/5.0) and one Plenary sessi¢8.5/5.0) wererated as less valuablgy some most
respondents agree or strongly agremat their goals for attending the conference were meév.8%,
151/194) and thatthe knowledge/skillsgned at PEARC21 will contributetteir work/research
(90.2%,175194). Further mostrespondents agree or strongly agree that presenting at PEARC will
enhance their career8@.1%, 98118), andthat there was an adequate variety of sessioffered

during the conferenc¢84.2%, 165/196). Most report thélhey are planning to atten®@EARC2a
person(71.1%, 138194)andwould recommend the conference to others in the futui@0.4%,

179198).

When asked about the strengths of PERRCespondentsapplaudedthe quality and diversity of
topics and presentersSome comments include:

1 The variety of workshops was great and the presenters were wonderful.
9 Lots of diverse speakers and presentations on DEI.

1 Despite attending mostly for technicaformation, there was a lot of variety in the topics presented
on that included social and less technical information that | found valuable.

1 Great breadth of focus on research computing support, and | really appreciate the blending of HPC
facilities and @ud services.

1 There weren't any major technical glitches, which is impressive. As with previous PEARCs, |
appreciate the variety of submissions that PEARC has. There was a lot of DEI content this year. |
hope this trend continues. | love how much our camity cares about inclusion.

1 PEARC is the de facto conference for RCD professionals. This is our only venue to share knowledge

specifically about RCD/CI work. This is the anchor event for our community.

1 A great mix of technologists and weablased methodalgies for getting research done. | really have
the sense that those who share are sharing from their work experience and vendors who come are
interested in helping us solve our technological problems for conducting our research.

1 The presenters were tepotch. | think this is a great community and am glad to be a part of it, and
the information presented was relevant to my work.

9 The diversity of attendees roles and job responsibilities, the types of institutions and the specifics of

the groups they belong timside their institutions. This is very important for me, because especially
when working in a smaller group that reports to central IT, it can feel very isolating from the rest of
campus. It helps me tremendously to speak to other people who woffkeirenli types of roles but
have the same goal of supporting research computing.
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Table 4. Value of conference sessions

Not at all Not very Extremely
valuable valuable Neutral value Valuable valuable
Activity (1) (2) (3) 4 (5 Mean | StdDev | Total

Plenary Session | (Desmond Patton) 0 0.0% 2 14% | 24 |163%| 69 |46.9%| 52 |354%| 416 0.74 147
Poster and Visualization Showcase 1 |osw| 2 | 15%| 20 |223%| 77 |s5920| 21 |162%| 3.89 071 130
Plenary Session Il (Salwa Alamir) 3 [53%| 8 |140%| 13 |228%| 26 |456%| 7 |123%| 346 104 57
Plenary Session Il (Melissa Woo) 0 |00%| 6 |47%| 21 |163%| 57 |442%| 45 |34.9%| 4.09 0.83 129
E’gg:g program (plenary session forums, 2 [ 16%| 9 |72%| 32 |256%| 62 |496%| 20 |160%| 371 0.87 125
Networking opportunities (during breaks, etc., 5 | 43%| 12 |103%| 30 |336%| 30 |336%| 21 |181%| 351 | 104 | 116
various times)

VIRTUAL CONFEREN®IE many respondents, the virtual nature of PEAR&IIPwed them to attend
the conference this yeaSomevoiced concern about technical glitches, lack of communication, and
limited networking.Despite many frustrationg slight majorityagree or strongly agre@ able 5that

the remote conference formaworked well §9.0%,115 195). Some comments include

1

PEARCR

The online version was incredibly valuable to offer. | was only able to attend last year and this year
because of the online access.

Online format meant | did not have to travel, whiclgénerally something I'm not able to do for
most conferences.

| found that this conference was the best networking opportunity | had virtually this entire past year.
| liked that the webinars and tutorials were recorded and that files could be shared.

Beingable to watch recordings of presentations is convenient. Even for in person conferences, it
would be nice for when there's overlaps of two talks in real time.

Attending virtually didn't help to network with peers. Would prefer aparson conferenceBut
recording sessions and making them available for viewing later helps as there are so many parallel
tracks and the ability to watch some of the sessions we couldn't attend in person is an added bonus!

The online platform felt pretty clunky and the tidirait and overlapping of the Q&A made them feel
rushed and of little value to me.

This may not apply to next year, unless it is virtual again, but captioning for presentations was
spotty. Some sessions used automatic live captioning, which was cerelpilyl.h The plenaries, at

a minimum, could probably have been captioned professionally (higher quality than the automatic
captioning) without significant added cost. Other panels/presenters should be encouraged to use
live captioning if they can.

The onihe format is starting to lose its luster with the formats that we are choosing. If we are forced
to be online, | would suggest more of a series of worksitigle on various topics instead of
presentation style.

Evaluation Report October2021



91 1 have mixed feelings about virtual confeces. On one hand, it's nice to be able to participate
during a pandemic or even after the pandemic is over and traveling is inconvenient or not practical.
An added benefit is that we can reduce our carbon footprints by not flying as much. On the other
hand, there's nothing quite like being there in person. Of course, these are the early days of virtual
conferences and in the future there will be demand for remote participation. One thing that could
help is to allow a little more padding between talks Isattit is easier to move between sessions.

1 The virtual conference format, though it may lack the physical touch, allowed more people like me
with lack of financial resources or others with disability to attend the events and enjoy the learning
experience.

1 Iliked the format a lot (flipped design, etc), but the pathables platform seemed to get bogged down
at times, and seemed a bit buggy (required many page refreshes, etc).

1 The two platforms created massive confusion, at least for me. | created a pergendbzon the
Sched site, and when the day of the conference came along, there was nothing on that site about
how to join. Not a link, not a hint that it was essentially deprecated. A series eabdbbrth with
the conference support staff finally rdged in someone sending me a link to join. And then it turns
out there is an entirely different agenda system for building personal agenda, and no mechanism to
migrate from Sched to the other.

1 The online format eliminated the most valuable part of BiEBARC conference: serendipitous
meetings and interactions. Also, because | didn't travel to attend the conference and was still at
home, | couldn't devote my full attention to the conference and skipped a lot of content that |
probably would have attendeifll was physically at a venue, away from home & family, and had
invested in travel.

91 Iloved the online version because | could stay up late and watch the sessions | had missed plus go
through and view all of the posters and visualizations. Even in pdraauld have a preference for
this online format to get to see what | had missed almost immediately and over breaks. It also make
making connections and networking easier than trying to exchange cell phone numbers.

QUALITY OF CONTENT, PLENARY, AND SR3EIONBlost respondents agree or strongly agree
(Table 5)hat knowledge/skills gained would significantly contribute to their work/resea®€20%o,
179194) and that the conference offered an adequate variety of sessiéh%,165 196). Many
were critical ofPlenary Sessioih How Al is Transforming the Technology Workpl&@emments
include:

1 The topic of the 2nd plenary, using Al to maximize developers' output and productivity, struck me as
an odd (and dispiriting) choice for a reseacomputing conference.

1 The plenary session by the speaker from JP Morgan Chase was not a good fit for PEARC. It was a little
dispiriting to hear about the application of Al to automated resume screening and squeezing just a
little more productivity out othe developers.
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1 The talk was from an industry perspective that | don't think translates very well to academia. There
was an underlying continuous message (quite possibly unintended) of 'we use ML models to squeeze
every last ounce of productivity from pae, irrespective of how they feel about it'. The 'people’
aspect of people mgmt, was completely either ignored or talked about as having little to no value.
The speaker also admitted to not really knowing what bias was in ML models or their influence on
them. In this day and age, we ought to know and do better.

PAPERSUBMISSIONN a majority of casesespondents agree or strongly agree that the submission
process was efficien7@.6%,82/ 113) and that submission deadlines were reasonaf&106,89 114)
(Table 5) Commentsuggest there is stilomeconfusionand displeasureelated to the submission
process:

9 The submission process is terrible, with the requirements that the initial submission be made in one
column format and the final version in &wcolumn format. | don't blame the PEARC21 program
committee since this policy was set by the ACM. Nonetheless, I'm hoping that ACM will get feedback
from PEARC and other conferences that the this is not a good way to do things.

I Main suggestion is to notadve a zillion people hours spend converting papers between single
column, double column, etc. The ACM requirements are very onerous and cause many to wonder if
it's worth the bother to try to submit.

9 The submission process with the ACM guidelines wasanriolethe review format and page length
with little information clarified until the final week for submissions.

1 Submission process was more complex than it needed to be. However, the support was excellent.

NETWORKING AND BREA¥&working with colleaguelas been dop reason given for attending
PEARConferences in the past. Even in a virtual forn@&& 0% (19189) of respondents agree or
strongly agree that the schedule provided enough breaks in the schedule for informainketgy
(Table 3. Many expressed an interest more networking opportunitiesand adesirefor more formal
breaks in between sessioifduture conferences are virtual

1 1think more of irbetween breaks would be beneficial for everyonestalibrate, recharge and
enjoy the whole conference much better.

1 The breaks were too short and too few for any real networking. The webinar format for
presentations also inhibited networking.

1 OK for disseminating information, but no real networking opyoities.

1 The remote format makes it difficult to create networking opportunities with peers.
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10

REGISTRATION AND CONFERENCE WERBSpbEdents were largely positive and in agreement that
the registration proceswasefficient (85.7%, 162/189). Howevernly 66.5% (133/200) agree or
strongly agree thathe information on the conference website was adequate for plantiegy

PEARC21 experien€Bable 5)A number of respondents noted areas for improvement in the online
registration process, as well as thenference websiteand schedule:

1

PEARCR

There was a schedule on the website that did not have all of the sessionsdiafletiore

importantly, it did not describe how sessions would berpoarded. Therefore, | did not plan out my
week with time built in to wich content. That is so incredibly unfortunate, as | could not attend the
Plenaries and then ended up so frustrated that | didn't attend any of the sessions. | was very
frustrated that the schedule was not complete on the website

The public schedule on tixebsite & sched lacked many sessions and made the conference hours
appear much shorter. This decreased the apparent value in advance of the conference and prevented
planning work schedules around the conference in the prior week.

The keynotes weren'slied on the PEARC21 website before the conference started. The
https://pearc21.sched.com/ schedule was incomplete. Signing up for workshops and tutorials was
confusing.

The registration was confusing regarding the workshop selection. It defaulted td teya
workshop and my admin filled it out for me and didn't realize she had to select the two workshop
option. Once submitted, we couldn't change the registration without cancelling amgjistering.

Registration for workshops and tutorials was cafig and we should be allowed to change the
sessions we registered for.

The registration has been confusing the past 2 years (for oneself & when registering other people).
emergency contact info is unnecessary. if the registration fee for the virtualreanéeis the same
across the board there should not be so many registration options.
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Table 5. Full conference satisfaction

Srongly Neither agree
disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Srongly agree
Satement (1) 2) 3) (4) (5) Mean | SdDev | Total
1‘; ':Lou‘:’;‘i‘;g;/ys‘:vgfé?:‘szzjg FARCZL will 1 |os%| 3 | 15%| 15 | 7.79% | 114 |588%| 61 |314%| 419 0.68 194
E;T;;T?:';’;ﬁ:i ;Zen‘:;’mzi’?::;‘]’gs 10 | 50%| 25 |125%| 32 |160%| 83 |415%| 50 |250%| 369 | 112 200
",Ujfgf;hitzzz conference sessions | attended were 5 |25%| 5 |25%w| 14 | 71%| 116 |586%| 58 |203%| 410 | 083 198
gjﬁﬁ;ﬁ:ﬁrﬁeﬂiﬂgﬁtﬁ:g% time for 12 | 63%| 19 |101%| 39 |206%| 82 | 434%| 37 |19.6%| 3.60 110 189
The submission process was efficient. 5 4.4% 4 35% | 22 |195%| 49 |434%| 33 |29.2%| 3.89 1.01 113
Submission deadlines were reasonable. 2 | 18%| 3 | 26w| 20 |175%| 55 |482%| 34 | 20.8%| 402 0.86 114
Presenting at PEARC21 will enhance my career. 0 |oow| 2 | 17| 18 |153%w| s6 |47.5%| 42 |3m6w| 417 0.74 118
| plan to submit to a PEARCconference in the future. 1 0.6% 5 28% | 37 |208%| 79 |444%| 56 |315%| 4.03 0.83 178
g;g‘;s%‘v‘i’ft:’ra;"g?” advertised (i.e. website, 3 | 17%| 13 | 76% | 54 |314%| 62 |360%| 40 |233%| 372 0.96 172
The online registration process was efficient. 3 16% | 10 53% | 14 | 74% | 85 |450%| 77 |40.7%| 4.8 0.90 189
m‘;’i’%"t"ﬁs s;n"f"gf’;]‘ge variety of sessions offered 1 | o5%| 8 | 41%| 22 |112%| 100 |515%| €4 |327%| 412 0.80 196
I plan to attend PEARC22 in person. 4 | 21%| 9o |46w| 43 |222m| 67 |345%| 71 | 366%| 3.99 0.98 194
My goals for attending the conference were achieved. 7 3.6% 5 26% | 31 |16.0%| 102 |52.6%| 49 |253%| 393 0.91 194
The remote conference format worked well. 19 97% | 24 | 123%| 37 | 19.0%| 69 | 354%| 46 |236%| 351 1.25 195
I would recommend this conference to my colleagues. 1 0.5% 1 05% | 17 8.6% | 95 |48.0%| 84 |424%| 431 0.69 198

DIVERSITWewfor 2021, respondents were asked how the PEARC conference series can prioritize
efforts to support and expand its diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) activities. Suggestions addressed
the needs of many underrepresented groups:

T

PEARCR

Make sure the venue hageommodations for differently abled people. Assure that the language at
the conference is inclusive. Be sure to reach broadly to solicit proposals and attendance from as
broad a community as possible. Put DEI at the forefront of the values for the caaferen

If funds are available, provide registration fee waivers for participants from MSIs

More diverse organizations (beyond must academic institutions). Our community can always use
more diversity from underrepresented groups.

Closed captions and/or texb speech would be great. This helps neurodiverse folks as well as folks
with hearing impairments.

Could there be a workshop just for learning what kind of issues people with disabilities face in the
sciences and in the computing field? Thisfrequently overlooked issue in the sciences, and there
are entire professions dedicated to inclusivity.

Pronouns; virtual participation option (even aftefgarson resumes); options for dependent care,
breastfeeding facilities, disabilities; session opriowing DEI in advanced research computing,
including invited/plenary talks from folks who researched or have succeeded in some efforts
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I'm fairly sure part of the answer here is more advertising to MSls and EPSCoR sites... but that's hard.
Studentsupportprograms are useful, and ensuring that standards during the review process include
guidelines to support newcomers to the RC world would help. | ran into other reviewers who did not
seem accepting of that sort of content, which is a significant barrigmiorld where publications

are a hiring metric, but folks at resourtimited institutions are working with 10yr old refurbished
hardware... Please also continue to support content that may be primarily useful to RC support staff
rather than only work wh domain science merit.

Many of the DEI initiatives/activities don't seem to explicitly include a disability perspective.

Reach out to develop programs and activities between conferences, which are then presented or
otherwise demonstrated at the conferess; to enhance visibility and interaction.

Talk to people working in the field in these arebgng more diversity into the planning committee
these are not impossible problems to solve. Have true representation from the different
economic/racial groupsvolved in Cl. Work hard and get the correct people involved.

COSTMany respondents indicated that they were only able to attend PEARC21 due to the reduced
cost of the virtual conference. One attendee highlighted a connection between inclusivity and the
lowered registration fee, suggesting an alternating schedule-penson and virtual conferences going
forward. Some comments include:

T

PEARCR

It would be great to do a hybrid attendance model next year. Not everyone gets travel budgets
through work, so the costf attending is a barrier. If PEARC really is dedicated to inclusion, it really
needs a hybrid model.

It was worth it for me to attend this year because the cost was reasonable for the one workshop |
wanted to attend and a couple of extra sessions. Iis@erthe costs would go up hugely (travel,
lodging, food), and | would still only attend 1, maybe 2 sessions a day. The topics of many of the
sessions don't pertain to my work.

If PEARC would alternate live and virtual years, that would allow for goodrieng for those able

to afford to travel in person, and for excellent participation of those not as able to travel, in the
alternating years. One of the great things about the last two years is how many more people were
able to attend virtually than woultdlave been able to attend in person.

| won't be attending in person to PEARC'22 as being UK based and with little travel budget, that isn't
an option. If the conference is run in a hybrid fashion with online attendance available, | would very
much be inteested in participating.
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SCHEDULIN®any respondents indicated a need for short breaks between sessions to allow
movement betweervirtual meetingrooms Respondents lamentdaaving to choose between multiple
great optionsand suggested that workshops/tttials and BoFs be spread out over the wegtme
comments include:

9 I had big issues with the schedule | had registered for being incorrect and incomplete on the online
platform used. | had to get help to get into one of the tutorials | signed up fonasdtb remake my
schedule for the rest of the program as nothing | had signed up for past Monday showed up on the
virtual venue platform.

1 Idisliked the Sched vs Pathable process. In Sched it was easy to see which sessions would be relevant
to me and regster for them but this DID NOT TRANSLATE TO PATHABLE. | did not like the Pathable
"My Agenda" that defaulted to the calendar of some event the week before the conference, and | did
not like the forking of the sessions being presented "in Pathable" amadoim".

1 The only 10 minute window for the presentations was way too short. It was also hard to move from
one session to the next without missing part of one of them.

1 Please spread out the BoF sessions to not occur at the same time.

1 Please don't schedriall the tutorials and workshops on one day. | feel this is the greatest strength
and best part of this conference and having them all on one day prevented us from participating in
more than one, if we chose a full day tutorial or workshop.

9 This is comma on the Pathable system not the conference content. There was not enough time
between sessions to even swap meetings in the browser and then open up Zoom live meeting
without missing the first few minutes of each session which was very short. Evenauhs&tayed in
a track you were always disconnected from Zoom and had to go back to the schedule to get a new
link to Zoom session. Very inefficient for remote conference... actually worse than in person hiking
across a hotel/conference center because exqignt was different.

CONFERENCE COMMUNICATI®@bI8ss all areas of the conference, qualitative and quantitative data
suggest that communications have improved but could be even better yet. The virtual nature of the
conference introduced some uniqgue commacation challenges. Respondents voiced frustration about
having to use multiple platforms to learn about and access events, faglinfprmed about how

poster sessions were being conducted, and being unaware that many presentations were pre
recorded. Sora comments include:

9 1did not receive enough information on how the poster presentations were being conducted, and the
website was not informative towards that end nor were the emails | received.

9 The communications advertising the conference was lackidgyatting updates made to the
website was not timely.
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1 Itwasn't clear that the presentations were meant to be viewed before the session until a few days
before the conference started. | would prefer a format in which even though a presentation is
virtual, it plays in real time. The author could then answer questions in chat while it is playing. Time
is blocked off to attend PEARC. This method of presenting requires the attendee to do homework.

1 I'm sure this was largely my fault, but | didn't realizeew the conference was taking place until a
week before registration was closed. | think | heard it on a CaRCC webinar.

1 Better communication on format of sessions. | didn't realize many sessions were prerecorded until
day of the session itself.

1 Have onechedule. Post clear instructions for how to attend workshops.

DEPENDENJAREWhile the prohibitive cost, liability and safety concerns, and space limitagions
along with a perceived lack of demagdhave prevented PEARC conference organizers @fbening
dependent care services in the past, the desire to increase representation among underrepresented
populations makes thissue a matter of principle.ohelpinform datadriven decisions,
PEARCRattendees were asked about the likelihood of their usingste assistance for childcare,
eldercare, or assistance for those with disabilities and travel companions should it be available for
PEARC2Z hough dargemajority of respondents indicated théhey are extremely or somewhat
unlikely (77%149 193 to utilize this servicajependent cares an avenue toward inclusion and
diversity that should be considered. The number of respondents indicating that they would

be extremely and/or somewhalikely use such services (112¢) 193) exemplifies an opportunity to
address the needs of an underrepresented group in HPC.

Tutorials and Workshops

Despite the many technical challenges of virtual presentatioostrespondents agree or strongly
agree that the renote format of their tutorial/workshop worked well (81.3%, 165/208yditionally,
83.7% (170/203) of respondendggree or strongly agree thaeir tutorial/workshop experiencevas
successful (Table 6)utorial participants expressed the need foore breaks during and/or between
the full-day and hakdaysessionsSome indicated that the presentations felt rushed, making it difficult
to keep up with hand®n exercisesComments and satisfaction tables for individesaessiongan be
found in the Appendiat the end of this reportComments include:

1 The virtual format made workshops difficult, because the presenters couldn't simply walk around to
help people out. Also, the workshops | attended seemed rushed. Like trying-tbsbparate
tutorials or talksin a single 3 hour session. | rather take a deeper dive, with more hands on, into
fewer topics than have a brief overview of lots of topics. However, the conference was overall well
organized, and despite these complaints, | had an overwhelmingly pasipesience.

9 Break up the tutorials. 6 hour tutorials are far too long. Why not have these chunked/factored out
more to spread out over the conference? By hour 3 most people are frazzled and burnt out, it just
isn't a good experience for either the presanstor people participating.
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1 The virtual format made workshops difficult, because the presenters couldn't simply walk around to
help people out. Also, the workshops | attended seemed rushed. Like trying-tbsbparate
tutorials or talks in a single Jolr session. | rather take a deeper dive, with more hands on, into
fewer topics than have a brief overview of lots of topics.

Table 6. Aggregate workshop/tutorial satisfaction

Srongly Neither agree
disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Srongly agree
Satement (1) 2 3 (4) (5 Mean | SdDev | Total

xzﬁiovaelj for attending this tutorial/ workshop were 4 | 20m| 5 | 25%| 25 |124%| 102 |507%| 65 |323%| 409 | o085 201
The tutorial/ workshop was well organized. 4 2.0% 7 34% | 18 89% | 89 |438%| 85 |41.9%| 4.20 0.88 203
iDni rt'itr’rl]‘fe'l‘;;'gt fs?ggﬁf;mmanyngate”a]s wasconducted | g | 5400 | 5 | 260 | 30 |157%| 74 | 387%| 76 |39.8%| 409 | o097 101
The presenters made appropriate modifications to 2 | 10%| 3 | 15%| 29 |146%| 90 |455%| 74 |37.4%| 417 | oso 198
maximize learning/ knowledge transfer for the remote
The presenter(s) stimulated my interest. 5 2.5% 8 40% | 21 | 104%| 92 |455%| 76 | 37.6%| 4.12 0.92 202
L?f;]’;ae)‘:;;gn‘:;dema”d' ngof thistopicasaresult | 5| 5500 | 4 | 2006 | 17 | 84% | 101 |500%| 75 |371%| 417 | o8 202
:ri?nf;/”;‘:f:; J:‘ﬁ:ds‘i‘vg:’lz" incorporate this topic 7 |35%| 8 |40%| 33 |167%| 88 |444%| 62 |313%| 39 | 098 198
The length of the tutorial/ workshop was appropriate 4 20% | 16 79% | 28 |13.9%| 93 |46.0%| 61 |30.2%| 3.95 0.97 202
The content was presented clearly. 5 2.5% 5 25% | 23 |11.3%| 102 |50.2%| 68 |33.5%| 4.10 0.87 203
The exercises/ hands-on activities were adequate. 8 48% | 12 72% | 29 |175%| 67 |404%| 50 |30.1%| 3.84 1.08 166
Lﬁ’f‘i”;rl't?gsoed little to no significant technological 7 |35%| 12 |60%| 14 | 70%| 78 |3020| 88 |4420m| 415 | 102 199
1 would recommend this tutorial/ workshop to others. 7 3.5% 4 20% | 25 |124%| 82 |40.6%| 84 |41.6%| 4.15 0.95 202
ggjrr::; amount invested, | am happy with what I've 5 |25%| 10 | 49% | 22 |108%| 8 |424%| 80 |394%| 411 | 095 203
w:il remote format of the tutorial/ workshop worked 5 |25%| 3 | 15%| 30 |148%| 8 |424%| 79 |389%| 414 | 089 203
ao‘s’i[i';'ss"f"&”'d rate my tutorial/ workshop experience | 7| 500 | 3 | 150 | 23 |113%| 87 | 429%| 83 |409%| 416 | o093 203

Student Program

Student assessent ofthe overall value of student program sessions (Tapleaspositive Even in a

virtual environmentLJ- NI A OA LI yGaQ 20SNI ff &l vias e high{TabBy & A U
Studentsagree or strongly agrehat their goals for attending the ederence were achieve®4.1%,

16/17), would recommend the conference to other studer®8.26, 15/17), and would rate their

experience as successf@B(26, 15/17). Student satisfaction witthe studentmentor programwas
mixed(Table9). Whilemost students agree or strongly agree that their mentor wasowledgeable

and could answetheir questions(83.36,10/12), only50%(6/12) agreeor strongly agree thathe

virtual format worked well for the studernmnentor program.Some student comments to consider:

1 My assigned mentor did not show up, so | was 'adopted' by another mentor. The new mentor was
not in the field of study | was interested in, so their ability to give advice relevant to me was limited.

9 1do not yet have a plan in place to continue interadiavith my mentor. | am struggling to set one
up as they do not seem particularly interested in being a mentor. | am going to keep trying but |
don't know how successful | will be.
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I The student program resembles resources persistently available to meuyivaysity. | appreciate
the effort and the goal but these were not unique events or opportunities, and from my previous
PEARC attendance and my experience this year with the student program, | still did not find
attending PEARC as an undergraduate to lralaable experience | would pursue again, even
though | do intend to stay in research computing.

Table7. Value of student program sessions

Not at all Not very Extremely
valuable valuable Neutral value Valuable valuable
Activity (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Mean | SdDev | Total
0, 0,
Student Welcome and Orientation Day 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 13.3% 6 40.0% 7 46.7% 4.33 0.74 15
0, 0/
Sudent-Mentor Program 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 385%| 8 | 615%| 4.62 0.45 13
0, 0, 0,
Extibitor Q%A and Job Fair 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 1 333%| 4 333%| 4  333%| 4.00 0.83 12
0, 0,
FitchiT Workshop 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 7 87.5% 4.88 0.37 8
PO 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 9.1% 10 | 90.9% 491 0.31 11
ResumeQdinic
0,
Bxtra Life ing 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 2 40.0% 1 20.0% 1 20.0% 3.40 0.83 5
0, 0, 0,
Student Competitions Panel 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 7 77.8% 1 11.1% 4,00 0.47 9
0, 0, 0, 0,
Poster and Visualization Showcase 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 3 | 188%| 9 |563w| 3 | 188%| 381 0.96 16
0, 0, 0,
Plenary Session | (Desmond Patton) 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 7.7% 5 |385%| 7 538%| 446 0.64 13
0, 0, 0,
Flenary Session Il (Salwa Alamir) 0 0.0% 1 7.1% 1 7.1% 7 50.0% 5 35.7% 414 0.86 14
Plenary Session Il (Melissa Woo) 0 ) 0 ) 0 ) 0 ) 0 ) ) 0 0
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Table8®d { GdzZRSy G LINBINIY LI NGAOALIyGaQ 20SNItt aldAraatlOiArazy gAidK O

Srongly Neither agree
disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Srongly agree
Satement (1) (2 3) (4) (5) Mean | SdDev | Total

My goals for attending the conference were achieved. 0 0.0% 1 5.9% 0 00%| 12 |706%| 4 |235%| 412 0.68 17
'r:gu';‘gs’es‘ed in doing research involving advanced computing 0 |oo%| 1 |59%| 3 |176%| 3 |176%| 10 |588%| 420 | o096 17
My background knowledge and slls were asufficient foundation |5 | 4y go0| o | 0006 | 1 | 59% | 7 |4a12%| 7 |412%| 400 | 124 17
for participation in the tutorials | attended.
My background knowledge and sklls were a sufficient foundation || g0 | 3 1760 1 | 59%| o |s20%| 4 |235%| 382 | o098 17
for participation in the overall conference.
The student activities | attended were well-organized. 1 5.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9 52.9%| 7 41.2%| 4.24 0.94 17
| enjoyed the format of the student program activities. 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8 50.0%| 7 43.8%| 4.25 0.97 16
| connected meani ngf_ullywnh sagnnst;/ researchers who use high 1 6.3% 1 6.3% 3 18.8% 6 37.5% 5 313%| 381 113 16
performance computing systems in their work.
| connected meaningfully with other students at the conference. 0 0.0% 3 17.6%| 3 17.6%| 7 112%| 4 235%| 371 1.02 17
| would recommend this conference to other students. 1 5.9% 0 0.0% 1 5.9% 6 35.3% 9 52.9%| 4.29 1.02 17
The remote conference format worked well. 1 5.9% 2 11.8%| 5 29.4%| 6 353%| 3 17.6%| 347 1.09 17
Overall, | would rate my experience as successful. 1 5.9% 0 0.0% 1 5.9% 9 52.9%| 6 35.3%| 4.12 0.96 17

Table9. Student satisfction with student mentor program

Srongly Neither agree
disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Srongly agree
Satement (1) 2 3) (4) (5) Mean | SdDev | Total

The scope of the student-mentor program met my expectations. 0 0.0% 1 8.3% 2 16.7%| 4 333%| 5 41.7%)| 4.08 0.95 12
My mentor was knowledgeable and could answer my questions. 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 16.7%| 4 33.3%| 6 50.0%| 4.33 0.75 12
| had enough time to talk to my mentor during the conference. 1 8.3% 3 25.0%| O 0.0% 5 41.7%| 3 25.0%| 3.50 132 12
| have a plan for keeping in touch with my mentor after the 1 8.3% 2 1679%| 1 83% 2 167%| & s00%| 383 140 12
conference.
The virtual format worked well for the student-mentor program. 1 8.3% 1 8.3% 4 33.3%| 2 16.7%| 4 33.3%| 358 1.26 12
I would remmmgnd that other students participate in the student- 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 ©67% 3 2500 7 583|442 076 12
mentor program in future years.

Student Mentor Program

Participants who responded to the Studevientor Survey expressed generally positive attitudes about
the program (Tablel0), with most agreeing or strongly agreeing thatiet expectationg86.4%,

19/22), and that they would recommend the program to others in the futl@®.96,21/22). While

only half of the students agree, 90.9% (20/22) of menfeed the program worked in a virtual format.
Mentors expressed room for improvement in terms of the amount advance guidance provided by
program organizers, withearly a quarter (23.8%, 5/2t)sagreeing or strongly disagreeitiat they

had received sufficient guidance to adequately prepare for their role as a mehustrover halbf the
respondenty52.4%, 11/21agree or strongly agree that they had enough opportunities to talk to their
mentee during the conference.

Some comments provided by mentors include:

1 Maybe | missed the sessions, but | would have like to have more times to talk with the mentee other
than the one Meet & Greet. | would have liked to have a meeting with past meattaik tabout
what has worked or not worked with other mentor/mentee activities.

PEARCR Evaluation Report October2021



18

1 The virtual format was a significant burden on the mentor/mentee relationship and made it difficult
to connect with the mentee. The few video call interactions we had were sudbstitute for real
connection.

1 My mentee did not want to engage, so beyond our initial meeting we did not speak at all.

1 Conferences such as PEARC can be overwhelming for students, especially when they are concurrently
enrolled in coursework. Having a nter that can listen to the interests of a student, and be able to
guide them through the program, as well as expand upon novel ideas as they encounter them, can
really help them be more engaged with the conference experience. Additionally, | was asked
numerous questions that | think helped my student as he continues in his own professional
development how did | get where | am, why did | make the decisions | did, etc. Of course | answered
technical questions, but | think the additional life perspectis@hts were being sought in this
relationship, and appreciated as they were provided.

1 My student and | both appreciated the kioK event on Sunday as it allowed us to engage with
others as well (although Sunday afternoon was somewhat of an inopportumeg. ti think setting up
group events after the conference would be excellent, as it provides additional networking
opportunities; monthly or so frequency, and attendaogtional would probably be the way to go.

9 1think my student and | were motivated take this work, and so we both found it very successful.
In person will always be better, but the program was enriching nonetheless.

1 Really impressive student! Not sure how you matched us but it is a great fit. We plan to continue our
relationship.

1 1 LOVEHat the students have access to a mentor. | firmly believe that mentors can make a
difference.

Tablel0. Mentor satisfaction with student mentor program

Srongly Neither agree
disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Strongly agree
Satement (1) 2) ) (4) (5) Mean | SdDev | Total

The scope of the mentor program meets my expectations. 0 0.0% 1 4.5% 2 91% | 10 |455%| 9 |409%| 4.23 0.79 22
The mentor/ mentee program worked well in a virtual format. 0 0.0% 2 9.1% 0 00% | 11 |50.0%| 9 40.9%| 4.23 0.85 22
| am satisfied with the mentee/ mentor matching process. 2 9.1% 1 4.5% 2 9.1% 9 409%| 8 36.4%| 391 12 22
The Student-Mentor Meet and Greet event was successful. 0 0.0% 1 5.6% 0 00% | 10 |55.6%| 7 38.9%| 4.28 0.73 18
;‘:&f:::fh opportunities to talk to my mentee during the 2 |o5%| 3 |143%| 5 |238%| 7 [333%| 4 |190%| 338 | 121 21
| engaged meaningfully with my mentee. 1 4.5% 2 9.1% 1 45% | 11 |50.0%| 7 31.8%| 3.95 1.07 22
| plan on keeping in touch with my mentee after the conference. 1 4.5% 2 9.1% 3 13.6%| 8 |36.4%| 8 |364%| 391 112 22
'a‘(’j":;ugg; ;‘; gi?ofﬁiﬁfégTO:ZZf'%?mm'“ee to 2 |os%| 3 [143%| 2 |osw| 7 |333%| 7 |333%| 367 | 132 21
I would rgcommend that others participate in the student-mentor 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 45% 7 a1awl 14 | 636%| 459 058 2
program in future years.
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Exhibitor Program

The virtual conferenceformat continues to be challenging fdine exhibitor prggram(Table 1). Please
note that theExhibitorsample size for PEARC21 vi@g (4)respondents.

Half of respondentsgree or strongly agrethat the virtual format worked well for interacting with
attendees $0%,2/4) or sharing information about their organization's products and services (50%,
2/4). All respondents indicate that thearganization is interested in exhibiting at PEARQRRY% 4/4).
Exhibitor comments include:

1

| believe there should be a more focused group of students for each focused exhibitor. For instance,
the exhibitor could check which degree titles they are looking for, so no one's time is wasted.

The fact that it was esy to set up our own booth this year, talk to attendees 1:1, and also set up
meetings was great. Also to get lists of who visited the booths during the conference was great. The
only thing to add would be to "see" the attendees when they enter your bodtias you could try

and engage with them while in the booth would be nice.

Overall, this year was better than last year. presenting planning could have been better (earlier, and
more thorough) seems there was more online/virtual participation.

PEARC21 hadlot of students who provided us information (which we were aware of before going in
to this) however, that is not really our target audience.

Table 1. Exhibitor satisfaction with the conference experience

Srongly Neither agree
disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Srongly agree
Satement @ (@) 3) (4) (5 Mean | SdDev | Total

My expectations for exhibiting at PEARC21 were met. 0 0.0% 1 25.0%| O 0.0% 3 75.0%| O 0.0% 350 0.87 4
m};torgamzanon's expectations for exhibiting at PEARC21 were 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 w00 2 50.0% 1 25005 400 071 4
The virtual format worked well for interacting with attendees. 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0%| 2 50.0%| O 0.0% 325 0.83 4
Z?Sanwirzt:taij 0;?;??&"53:?;&'\' i'ﬂ;oore:ha""g informationabout my || 009 | o |o0o%w| 2 |s00%| 2 |s00%| o |oow| 3s0 | os0 4
The PEARC‘:conferenoe‘ser!es‘attraas a sgnlflcant number of 0 0.0% 1 |os0ml o 0.0% 1 |os0ml 2 s00%| 400 122 4
attendees in my organization's target audience.
:N(Ict’L %Zisb;?g?ﬁﬁ';‘gg‘ei’ ZL%?S@"’“) engaged sufficiently o |oow| o |oow| 2 |soow| 2 |s00w| o |o0ow| 350 | o050 4
My organization's investment in PEARC21 was worthwhile. 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 |100.0% O 0.0% 4.00 0.00 4
My organization is interested in exhibiting at PEARC22. 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 | 75.0%| 1 25.0%| 425 0.43 4
;\:I)Z orgamzz;non would be interested in increasing its support level 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 |1000d 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 300 0.00 4
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Participant feedback suggests that the PEARC21 was generally well received, with major criticisms
focused on registration, the Pathable platform, and paper submission requiremé&hite many
commentsfocused on the virtual aspect of the conference, opporties forgeneralimprovement

were also identifiedFeedback from PEARLCattendees informs the following recommendations,
which may help to focus and refine the planning of future PEARC conferdiecdeey faceo-face or

virtual:

T

If PEARC22 is in pers consider a hybrid solution for people who can only attend virtually.
While providing this option adds complexigxpenseand planning timeit greatly expands the
reach of the conference.

Continue efforts to increase diversity across all areas efcnference, not only in terms of
minority and gender representation, but also in terms of content, attendee background,
academic/institutional affiliation, and research interest. Seek to establish and deepen
relationships with organizations beyond the N&d the XSEDE project.

Prioritize timely, clear, and frequent communications with target audienard letter useof
the website and social media channels to ensure that attendees are awaoheflules and
session descriptions.

Place a priority on offring highquality, relevant, and nocommercial session contentjith an
increased level of transparency and rigor in the content review and selection process. This is
particularly recommended in the selection of plenary sessions speakers. Secure plenary
speakers as early in the planning process as possible.

Make deadlines and formatting requirements clearer for paged workshop/tutorial
submissions. I€arly define the procesandarticulate the goals and benefits tife submission
process in terms of iproving the conference content and attendee experience.

Consider removing the paper submission requirement ofcallimn review format and a-2
column publication format.

Whether virtual or irperson, continue to prioritize networking opportunities and sbevents.
Consider adding breakout sessions and-gagt meetup opportunities if the conference is
virtual.

Allow time in the schedule for attendees to take quick breaks and move between sessions, be
they physical or virtual.

Take care to ensure that treonference remains affordable and within the reach of all
members of the community.

To ensure a successful studanentor program, clearly communicate to mentors their roles
and responsibilitiesSuch communication could happen in a{qoaference mentotraining
session or via an FAQ section on the PEARC conference website.
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1 Continue to expand efforts to increase diversity and representation across all aspects of the
conferencelnclude introductory sessions for attendees who are new to the field.

1 Improwe the conference website and maximize its value as a tool to communicate with
audiencesConsider utilizing aommunicationapplicationto better inform conference
attendees.

1 Explore options for providinghildcare, eldercare, or assistance for those with disabilities and
travel companiong\lternatively, investigate offering dependent care grants, even if on a
limited, trial basis, and/or provide attendees with a list of local resources that they could
investigate and procure independently.

1 If future conferences are virtuadvenues to help improve the attendee experierst®uld be
considered

o0 Improve &cess to and communications about specific sessidtisndees of an online
conferenceshouldbe able to se theentire conference schedulesee the sessions for
which they are registergdand jointhosesessions from one site.

o Provide training on best practices for online presentatiansluding monitoring chat
and questions, using the mute button, understamgl the Code of Conduct, controlling
the timing of presentations, and allowing time for Q&A.

o0 Increaseexhibitor visibilitywith dedicated exhibitoonly sessions, obvious avenues to
the exhibitor spaces, and explicit times in the schedule for attendespaak with
exhibitors.

o Add more and/or longebreaks between sessiomg give participants an opportunity to
step away from their computer€onsider ending sessions 5 or 10 minutes before the
hour.

0 Schedule networkingnly sessions. Provide breakout roofos attendees to have a
place to chat with colleagues.

o Qarify tutorial/workshopavailability during the registration process so that attendees
are aware when a session is faild whether they can hop between different sessions.

o0 Make theCode ofCanductprominent on the website; mak#he process foreporting
iIssues easy, obvious, and transparent.

o Toimprove acessibility caption sessions in real time. Alternatively, record and caption
all sessions and makhem available to all conference attendees

PEARCR Evaluation Report October2021
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PEARC21 Conference Survey [Response rate: 22% (208/941)

Part I: OveraExperience To what extent do you agree with the following statemeatmrding PEARC21?

Strongl Neither Strongl
: rongly Disagree = agree nor Agree gy Std
Question disagree ; agree  Mean Total
(2) disagree (4) Dev
(1) o ®)

The knowledge/skills | gained a

PEARC21 will contribute to my 1% 1 2% 3 8% 15 59% 114 31% 61 4.19 0.68 194
work/research.

The information on the

conference website was

adequate for planning my

PEARC21 experience.

In general, the conference

sessions | attended were well 3% 5 3% 5 7% 14 59% 116 29% 58 4.10 0.83 198
organized.

The conference schedule
allowed sufficient time for
breaks and informal
meetings/networking.

The submission process was
efficient.

Submission deadlines were
reasonable.

Presenting at PEARC21 will
enhance my career.

| plan to submit to a PEARC
conference in the future.

The conference was well
advertised (i.e. website, 2% 3 8% 13 31% 54 36% 62 23% 40 3.72 0.96 172
Facebook/Twitter, etc.)

The online registration process
was efficient.

There was amadequate variety
of sessions offered during the = 1% 1 4% 8 11% 22 52% 101 33% 64 4.12 0.80 196
conference.

| plan to attend PEARC22 in
person.

My goals for attending the
conference were achieved.
The remote conference format
worked well.

I would recommend this
conference to my colleagues.

56 10 13% 25 16% 32 42% 83 25% S50 3.69 1.12 200

6% 12 10% 19 21% 39 43% 82 20% 37 3.60 1.10 189

4% 5 4% 4 19% 22 43% 49 29% 33 389 1.01 113

2% 2 3% 3 18% 20 48% 55 30% 34 4.02 086 114

0% 0 2% 2 15% 18 47% 56 36% 42 4.17 0.74 118

1% 1 3% 5 21% 37 44% 79 31% 56 4.03 0.83 178

2% 3 56 10 7% 14 45% 85 41% 77 4.18 0.90 189

2% 4 56 9 22% 43 35% 67 37% 71 399 0.98 194

4% 7 3% 5 16% 31 53% 102 25% 49 393 091 194

10% 19 12% 24 19% 37 35% 69 24% 46 351 125 195

1% 1 1% 1 9% 17 48% 95 42% 84 431 0.69 198
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You indicated thatyod RA & ANBEShH 2NJ aadNepy3Ifeé RAaAlFINBSE ALK
guestion. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC
conference experience.

9 Better organization expected

1 Please spread athe BoF sessions to not occur at the same time. I'd rather have live presentations that
are more interactive than prerecorded sessions.

9 Exhibition Hall was cumbersome.

1 1was disappointed that i could not easily move between workshops. The one ifpidkedregistration
process was just a place holder in anticipation of more careful study of the offerings. It turned out to be
a decent choice, but some of it was known and redundant, so i would've moved if i could've. It should
have been made clearitially that workshop choices were final.

9 there was a schedule on the website that did not have all of the sessions-distethore importantly, it
did not describe how sessions would ber@@rded. Therefore, | did not plan out my week with time
built in to watch content. That is so incredibly unfortunate, as | could not attend the Plenaries and then
ended up so frustrated that | didn't attend any of the sessions. | was very frustrated that the schedule
was not complete on the website

9 1did not receivenough information on how the poster presentations were being conducted, and the
website was not informative towards that end nor were the emails | received.

i I found pathable schedule difficult to navigate (schedule on PEARC? web site earlier was M@ easi
navigate but | was unable to find the link again)

9 I had trouble navigating the website that all the events were on. The time differences were [not]
explained well and lead to me missing/ arriving late to some sessions. Maybe ask for the time zone we
are in when we apply for the program then have have all those times and links for the sessions on a
simpler platform.

1 The online schedule was difficult to follow. | am more interested in being able to filter by day instead of
by type of event (workshop, fppanel, etc). Some events were listed in more than one category which
caused confusion when planning.

1 The communications advertising the conference was lacking and getting updates made to the website
was not timely.

1 Please have PEARC22 béngperson conference. Our reason for attending this conference is to
network, maintain a presence in the community as an institution, and to learn necessary skills related to
HPC computing. The virtual experience allows this, but to a marginal degree.
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Theregistration was confusing regarding the workshop selection. It defaulted to the all day workshop
and my admin filled it out for me and didn't realize she had to select the two workshop option. Once
submitted, we couldn't change the registration withaaincelling and reegistering. The sessions that
were ‘flipped’ were back to back and didn't allow time to watch the video beforehand to prepare for the
session. As a workshop organizer, it was confusing to have the platform and zoom open with chat in
both.

The video on demand format didn't really work for me, it felt poorly communicated and a day before
starting the conference | suddenly had a lot of 'homework' to do in order to feel that | could participate
the next day. When combined with the heavertapping of the Q&A sections, this made it really
difficult to keep up. Not a ding on you guys specificddlyt Pathable feels like it was the wrong choice
for a platform, that thing felt like a mess.

| credit the organizers for the hard work they ddabs put in to make PEARC a reality, but the inverted
conference format did not work well. (Perhaps it was just nonintuitive to do, after years of attending
events in person?) Furthermore, the online conference platform was slow, cumbersome to use, and
detracted from the experience. Even viewing the schedule (') was clumsy and slow to load.

There were too many overlapping sessions (particularly from the same author). The submission process
with the ACM guidelines was unclear for the review format andepegth with little information

clarified until the final week for submissions. The pathable platform was not good, navigation was
clunky and often took you back to the whole agenda instead of what you were looking at or your own
schedule. You could gnéxport calendar sessions one at a time. Presenter files uploaded were

duplicated by the conference attendees, papers were not linked to sessions, and presenter expectations
were only communicated days prior to the conference-{peerding and in persopresentations felt
redundant).

Loved the ability to watch preecorded paper presentations at my leisure. However, having ofll$ 10
minutes for recap and Q&A and then no time between these sessions made it difficult to attend them
back to back. Would & preferred 15 mins for short papers and 20 for long and then 5 minutes in
between to hop from session to session. | felt the range of session topics was less than previous years
but that could be because of the virtual format. As a speaker, | thohghtlatform was great, the

process of getting on the session ahead of time worked perfectly, and overall was much better than
2020. Thanks for all the hard work you all put in to make the event happen!

| think the virtual format of the conference when thes a lot of pandemic fatigue meant there wasn't
as much volume and variety of submissions. I'm not sure | have any insights on how to remedy this.

| won't be attending in person to PEARC'22 as being UK based and with little travel budget, that isn't an
option. If the conference is run in a hybrid fashion with online attendance available, | would very much
be interested in participating. Thanks!

The format of listening to talks in advance with such short Q&A sessions did not allow for much
interaction bewveen presenters and audience. For example, during the sessions last year | often chatted
privately with other attendees while listening and asking questions. | understand that there are social
sessions planned for this sort of activity, but somehow thatrsecontrived in a web format.
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The submission process is terrible, with the requirements that the initial submission be made in one
column format and the final version in tvemlumn format. | don't blame the PEARC21 program
committee since this policy wast by the ACM. Nonetheless, I'm hoping that ACM will get feedback
from PEARC and other conferences that the this is not a good way to do things.

It wasn't clear that the presentations were meant to be viewed before the session until a few days before
the conference started. | would prefer a format in which even though a presentation is virtual, it plays
in real time. The author could then answer questions in chat while it is playing. Time is blocked off to
attend PEARC. This method of presentingireguhe attendee to do homework.

The remote conferencing system was problematic. It was confusing and the streaming was not
adequate- | had to go out to the Zoom links to get anything usable. It was really not clear how to get to
all sessions. | dorthink it is related to the fact that it was remote that it was confusing... I've done

other remote conferences that were more straightforward. Actually, | thought PEARC19 worked better if
| am remembering correctly.

The PEARC website schedule did nogeawith the pathable.co site.

The two platforms created massive confusion, at least for me. | created a personal agenda on the Sched
site, and when the day of the conference came along, there was nothing on that site about how to join.
Not a link, not &hint that it was essentially deprecated. A series of fzaukforth with the conference

support staff finally resulted in someone sending me a link to join. And then it turns out there is an
entirely different agenda system for building personal agemaia no mechanism to migrate from Sched

to the other. Maybe this will not be an issue next time (assuming it's fudgrgon), but | personally

found this a real pain. Maybe I'm the only one, in which case, no big deal.

Being able to switch workshopsthout having to register for a specific workshop

Registration for workshops and tutorials was confusing and we should be allowed to change the sessions
we registered for.

The time between the short presentations on Wednesday were to short, since tieelpagk to back.

There should have been a couple minutes between them so people could join before the presentations
started. One other thing | would like to point out was the the virtual conference calendar was really
slow and didn't always work. It wadso really annoying that it would go back to the first day of the
conference every time it would load.

the conference platform was sort of awful. the alerts about getting "points"” for attending sessions was
annoying and the interface was hard to navigate.

The web interface was confusing.
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1 This is comment on the Pathable system not the conference content. There was not enough time
between sessions to even swap meetings in the browser and then open up Zoom live meeting without
missing the first few minutes ebch session which was very short. Even when you stayed in a track you
were always disconnected from Zoom and had to go back to the schedule to get a new link to Zoom
session. Very inefficient for remote conference... actually worse than in personatifdsg a
hotel/conference center because expectation was different.

1 The submission process was not communicated well enough. It was unclear which activities were
dependent on other activities, which muddied the deadlines. In particular, it wasn't commewhiloat
presentations needed to be prerecorded until 2 weeks before they were due. | was totally unprepared for
that and had difficulty scheduling in time for the recording. The schedule needs to include travel time
between sessions, even virtually. Mayfrom one presentation room to another takes time, even on
Zoom. The flipped presentation schedule did not work well because the live portion of the conference
was not adjusted accordingly. There was still a full day of programming and you had toaNdkbeh
presentations around that. It was very tiring and stressful. It would be great to do a hybrid attendance
model next year. Not everyone gets travel budgets through work, so the cost of attending is a barrier. If
PEARC really is dedicated to induasit really needs a hybrid model. PEARC should continue recording
sessions, even in person. The recordings are great to refer back to and allow attendees to see
presentations that they missed due to being in the same timeslot as other presentatibimk panels
should have their own time slot that doesn't overlap with paper presentations, i.e. do all panels Tuesday
and all presentations Thursday and Friday. Panels tend to overlap with the paper presentations | want to
see, then | have chunks of timbiere there are no events that I'm interested in. If virtual is needed
again, | didn't like the webinar format for Q&As. | would have preferred the regular Zoom meeting for
that. | was also disappointed that Pathables didn't seem capable of embeddied cimgtions.

9 the registration has been confusing the past 2 years (for oneself & when registering other people).
emergency contact info is unnecessary. if the registration fee for the virtual conference is the same
across the board there should not be sany registration options.

1 Itwas a little confusing to understand how to register as an exhibitor vs. attendee. | had trouble
accessing my virtual booth to set it up as the link was sent to the wrong person in my organization. Also,
if there is any way t&now when someone is actually in your booth to engage in a virtual conversation
with them at that time would have been nice. (that is if there is another virtual PEARC!) hopefully not.

1 The flipped aspect of the conference did not work well for me. | gctmference to get dedicated time
(both from work and personal life) to focus on the content being presented. Because of the remote
format, | had meetings scheduled during the normal business hours in which the conference was not
being offered, and my noral personal meetings and obligations still needed to be met. | didn't have
time to view the presentations separate from the conferenegpecially ahead of time since the videos
were only posted a few days before the conference. | also feel thaeryibard to recreate the
colleague interactions that an in person format enable. While some of the online things enable some
interaction it is very difficult to reproduce the richness of the in person format.
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1 The "prerecorded talk + lightning talk” formfatr the technical sessions was awful, especially because
there wasn't enough time between the live sessions to watch the prerecorded talks before the live talk
happened if you hadn't already done so.

1 The online format eliminated the most valuable partled PEARC conference: serendipitous meetings
and interactions. Also, because | didn't travel to attend the conference and was still at home, | couldn't
devote my full attention to the conference and skipped a lot of content that | probably would have
attended if | was physically at a venue, away from home & family, and had invested in travel.

9 The public schedule on the website & sched lacked many sessions and made the conference hours appe:
much shorter. This decreased the apparent value in advance obtifierence and prevented planning
work schedules around the conference in the prior week. There was very little content on HPC training &
education this year, unfortunately. | hope that will grow again in the future. Also, having each 10
minute talk in aseparate "room" made it very difficult to move between them and very disruptive. It
would have been better for a track to be in a single "room" but with the times of each talk announced
(the problem last year was that all were listed asm8idute talks atthe same time, so it's good that that
was resolved).

1 The platform had issues; the registration process was fraught with issues and some aspects of the
conference lacked direction (posters and exhibitors/Job Fair, for exangiledy knew what was going
on). The issues are attributed to the platform and general lack of understanding. There must be better
online platforms.

9 1did not like that | couldn't zoom chat with anyone who was presenting a poster during the poster
session. | did, however, enjoy thiatthe virtual format, meetings could be recorded and saved in the
conference.

T 1'wouldn't have known about PEARC21 conference, were it not for the fagpénadij came to my
hackathon event (www.hackhpc.org). | did not see any advertisements fromrsecia either, but that
does not mean that PEARC21 advertisements did not reach a sizable amount of people elsewhere.

9 For tutorials/workshops, even though | had registered, the site said "Not allowed to join this meeting."
Whenever | joined a live sessi@ven after clicking join by computer audio, there was no sound. Luckily,
| found the fine print that said if you are having audio issues, use the Zoom application instead. That
worked. Once | was already in the conference, | noticed that some ahtiiks dad a "reminder"” that it
was a flipped conference format, and we needed to view the videos ahead of the sessions. Did | miss an
original announcement that this would be the case? It would have been good to know before the
conference. The video doet seem to be available for a BOF | would like to review. Will the
proceedings be available? If so how? That hasn't been made clear. It was somewhat strange having the
two platforms, Sched and Pathable. Even if | was viewing My Agenda, and thelo &es@ssion,
clicking Back to agenda would go back to the full agenda. | would then have to click My Agenda again,
but would then wind up on the first day of the conference. It would be better to have something to find
the next thing on my agenda qulgksince meetings were back to back. From a COVID standpoint, | do
not believe irperson conferences will be safe, even next year.
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It was really confusing having two scheduling platforms with differing information on them. Also | wasn't
able to get intoone of the workshops and | am still confused why. | mentored a student and she was very
confused about these things too.

The workshop | attended on developing your research computing pitch was fantastic! | enjoyed the few
other sessions | was able to atteas well. When | missed a part of a session on the first day, it was
available for me to view later. But the next day | had to miss a session, and | was not able to view the
recording. What is the point of having an online, flexible conference if Idawtithe sessions | had to

miss when | finally have the time to watch it? That was disappointing. | wanted to see the session on
"Inclusive Terminology'please let me know if | can access that after the fact. | also think that the
registration process v&a little cumbersomelots of questions. | know you love your data, but | would
shave that down a bit for a better user experience! Thank you!

If we ever have to go remote again... 1) It would have been nice to know that the presentations sessions
werent full presentations, but you had to watch those in advani€gou didn't the information given

was much too brief 2) Having to go through multiple clicks to get to every session was inconvenient,
especially on a mobile device... a) Go to the agendad)ybdur place in the agenda, because it

inevitably didn't go back to the right place on the schedule c) click on the session d) click to join the
session e) click to clear the "game points" f) Go back because you missed the "X" and are now in the
"game pants" screen instead of your session gliek to join the session h) click the link to join the

zoom instead i) click to join with computer audio j) try to figure out the context because the presenter is
already a minute into his alreaebnly-five-minute session

Some of the comments below may not apply to aparson meeting (which we all hope to have next

year). 1. The Pathable platform was not really ready for prime time. | think that most things worked out
okay in the end, but there were way too nyaglitches that had to be handled at the last second. | also
found the schedule to be very difficult to navigate. 2. The notion of separate registrations for PEARC21
and for Pathable was problematic, especially because of the manual labor required ta make

Again, it worked out in the end, but was the cause of serious angst. 3. There was insufficient "passing
time" between sessions, especially for attendees, but also for session chairs. 4. | actually like the flipped
conference model at least fpapers, and it might be something to consider for use even in-pergon
conference. Conceptually, it should lead to higher quality presentations (for papers) and should allow
attendees to prepare more insightful questions to stimulate discussion aheyiapers.

| think the question was about being well advertised. I'm sure this was largely my fault, but | didn't
realize when the conference was taking place until a week before registration was closed. | think | heard
it on a CaRCC webinar.

There need® be time between events.

The format was peculiar. Why were the tutorials front loaded and so monolithic? Why not break them
up? And then, why were the talks given back to back to back with only 10 minutes for the speaker?
Virtually each talk | was inlferushed, confused, and not able to meet the time constraints. | just couldn't
quite understand why the format was done this way, though I'm sure there are reasons. And hopefully,
next year, none of this matters.
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| want to start off by saying thanks anlddt | appreciate all the very hard work that went into preparing

for and putting on this conference. All of the conference staff | interacted with were very kind and

helpful. | did get some useful things out of this conferences, and | know virtual coefesre

challenging, but with that said, this conference was among the most frustrating virtual conference
experiences | have had. First, the combined choice to do 20 minutecprded videos with a 10

minute session which included a 5 minute "overvieamd 5 minute Q&A did not work for me. Watching
videos ahead of time is not feasible for me, given my schedule. The whole point of a conference is to get
a break from my schedule and have dedicated time to learn about what a community is up to. Having to
do homework ahead of time to get anything out of the sessions is a big problem. The 5 minute overviews
were often not long enough to be useful, and 5 minutes of questions is similarly too short. The format
simply didn't work as a vehicle for disseminatinfprmation. The bacto-back sessions, together with

the pathable platform itself, were also a real barrier to having a good conference experience. First, the
session links were not available until the moment (to the second) the session started. \vigy&@bBeto

join a session even just a minute or two ahead of time would have helped work out issues, because many
times | was not initially able to join a session using the link, and the only fix offered was to "restart your
browser". | saw this many tinsan the comments of sessions from others as well, including at
keynotes/plenaries. Combined with backback sessions, | simply decided part way through the
conference that | could only do at most every other session. That's a lot of missed sessadysthEi
moderators for the sessions | attended by and large did not do a great job. This critique is especially
difficult for me to bring up because | know these folks are volunteers with incredibly busy schedules, and
| do think the platform and appr@é made it really challenging, as mentioned above. With that said,

many moderators seemed to disappear and leave finding and fielding the questions to the speaker. Some
chose to cut the speaker off right at the 5 minute mark even though there no questidiyet been

asked in the chat, and very often no questions were asked, so effectively the session just ended after 5
minutes. (The moderator could have had questions ready to go, to help break the ice, but they often
didn't). Other moderators didn't enfoe the 5 minute limit at all. At any conference, there will always be
some variance, but this conference really stood out ta+perhaps it was just the sessions | attended
though. | am sorry if this sounds overly critical. | truly appreciate all thke e¥dhe organizers and all

the volunteers, and | am very glad to be part of this community.

The paper presentation format meant that viewers watched 20 minutes of video for 15 minutes of
content- | don't think that this reduced the 'zoom fatigue' intfexacerbated it. The pathable software

is pretty bad and made the conference experience unpleasant for me. This includes: very slow loading of
the schedule page, the fact that the schedule defaulted to showing the meetings on Monday, July 12
every timeit loaded and then very slow loading when you try to scroll the the current day/time. The

modal dialog boxes that display the game points obscure the useful page elements (and required extra
clicks to get rid of them). The audio did not work for me iretinbedded live zoom meetings (worked ok
when | used the zoom s/w linkut again required more clicks).

1 Spacing out the Q&A and allowing for more than 10 min would be good.

1 The online platform was very confusing and difficult to use, but the content weis ihe fight.
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This online format was highly inadequate. Some of the presentation recordings were difficult to hear,
and for one session | was unable to attend anything-timdy the chat option. The PEARC20 solution,
with a live set of Zoom links, wesich better than this preecorded option.

| have never been able to attend PEARC in person because of funding and distance and schedule
conflicts, so | already know | won't be able to attend a version that's only in person. | really hope you
continue to dfer an online edition whether or not there's an in person edition, because the online edition
is my only hope of attending!

The three different agenda sites were very confusing. Pathable was pretty awful. The other two (cevent
and sched) were basicallyalsss. cevent didn't even have timezones...

| was disappointed that | was not able to attend any workshop or tutorial session given my registration
included workshops and tutorials. This is a different experience than at an in person event. | die not car
for the format that required doing "homework" of viewing talks in advance. Given the virtual format, |

was taking care of normal work duties during hours before and after the PEARC events. Breaks were no
long enough nor uniform across all event typg@s/en that the conference had attendees from a range of
time zones, having each break sufficiently long that someone can grab a meal if needed would be very
helpful.

The virtual format made workshops difficult, because the presenters couldn't simplgraalid to help
people out. Also, the workshops | attended seemed rushed. Like trying 4 siep@rate tutorials or

talks in a single 3 hour session. | rather take a deeper dive, with more hands on, into fewer topics than
have a brief overview of lots tfpics. However, the conference was overall well organized, and despite
these complaints, | had an overwhelmingly positive experience.

The Pathable format was confusing and | could not get onto it the first day. | had to revert to Zoom. The
schedule feaire was cumbersome and confusing.

| personally hated the format the 10 minute live sessions, watch the talks on your own time thing was
terrible, and the online schedule not making any of this clear was crazy (if you wanted to watch 6 talks, it
took anhour on the agenda and your calendar, actually required 3 other hours in your day that wasn't
planned, and you had 6 choppy QAs for things you had seen hours and days before). The keynotes
seem to be of decreasing relevance to research computing, atidytarly large scale research

computing, though the speakers themselves gave good talks.

PEARC still suffers from growing pains. From what | know about how the conference is administered,
there is a distinct lack of continuity from year to year, leadirgg I €24 2F g2NJ] GKI
GKSNB gl a 06SGGSNI 1{y26ftSR3IS FyRk2NJI SELISNRSYOS N
gleé¢ YR GKSe GSYyR (2 oOoONARYy3a GKSANI 24y LIS2L)X S G2
that to keep continuity, positions are divided into two groups. Each group serving alternating two year
commitments. That way 1/2 of the committee stays the same and can assist with the knowledge and
experience transfer.

[N
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Trying to go from one session to anothléthin 10-minute venues for talks was too difficult. That

structure works in person when the audience sits and the presenters get up and take turns, but online
going from one room to the next was too cumbersome. The posters online worked out really avell a
audience member, I'm not sure that this would have been the best experience for the poster presenters?
Did they get good feedback and interaction? | didn't see the option to leave comments for the posters.

10 minute sessions were difficult to attenid Yathable-too much starting/stopping Zoom, and | kept

losing my place in the Pathable schedule. Also, 10 minute sessions are too short for any meaningful
content plus Q&A. The Pathable "points” for attending sessions were distracting. The keynetes wer
listed on the PEARC21 website before the conference started. The https://pearc21.sched.com/ schedule
was incomplete. Signing up for workshops and tutorials was confusing. The ACM copyright process was
confusing.

As a student, | was prompted to selety session workshops as a part of the registration process.
However, we were not automatically registered for those sessions. Pathables was good, but there were
some issues. Meetings should open 5 minutes before. Q&A after webinars should be longer than 10
minutes. The desktop refreshed randomly, and sessions got removed from my agenda. The mobile
iPhone app could not handle chats in the public discussion space on pathables. | did not learn what |
hoped to learn, which was Python. | use Ruby, C++, and luatTax not well versed in Python. An
interactive ground zero workshop would be good to include.

The only 10 minute window for the presentations was way too short. It was also hard to move from one
session to the next without missing part of one of them.

The Pathable platform took some getting used to; particularly the embedded video format and the chat
etc. The flipped format did not work as well possibly also due to lack of time for preparation on my end

Pathable was not a great platform, sessions | pearegistered for were not added to my Agenda and |
was completely unable to get added to one of them. Waste of tutorial $$.

Had trouble with pathable not going to correct time/day when going back to schedule. Was using
chrome on a linux laptop. Timerguming to find navigate schedule listing.

Submission process was more complex than it needed to be. However, the support was excellent.

Some sessions were titled in a confusing way. | expected to learn some better ways to manage my
equipment or workvith my faculty but all | kept hearing was folks talking specifically about their clusters
and not about any of the tools or processes they use or how to better manage resources etc.

| disliked the Sched vs Pathable process. In Sched it was easy tockesessions would be relevant to

me and register for them but this DID NOT TRANSLATE TO PATHABLE. | did not like the Pathable "My
Agenda" that defaulted to the calendar of some event the week before the conference, and | did not like
the forking of the sgsions being presented "in Pathable" and "via zoom".

Te networking part of the conference was completely missing. Remote format is OK to disseminate the
information, but nothing beyond that.
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You indicated that you do not intend to attend PEARC22 in pdtkase share what would prevent your
attendance. Select up to three (3) options.

Answer % Count
Lack of funding support from attendee institution 26% 6
Travel restrictions from attendee institution 17% 4
Health concerns 39% 9
Other (pleasespecify): 17% 4
Total 100% 23

Other (please specify):

1
1

| expect others to attend

It was worth it for me to attend this year because the cost was reasonable for the one workshop |
wanted to attend and a couple of extra sessions. In person, thewostd go up hugely (travel, lodging,
food), and | would still only attend 1, maybe 2 sessions a day. The topics of many of the sessions don't
pertain to my work. Thank you.

Schedule conflicts with other conferences more directly relevant to my role thaicbhasistently
happened the same week

| loved the online version because | could stay up late and watch the sessions | had missed plus go
through and view all of the posters and visualizations. Even in person, | would have a preference for this
online fomat to get to see what | had missed almost immediately and over breaks. It also make making
connections and networking easier than trying to exchange cell phone numbers.
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Part Il: General Conference Activitiétow valuable were each of the following f@ence sessions or
activities to you?

Plenary Session | (Desmonc

Patton)

Poster and Visualization
Showcase
Plenary Session Il (Salwa

Alamir)

Plenary Session Il (Melissa

Wo0)

Exhibitor program (plenary

Not at all Not very Neutral Extremely

Valuable Std

Question valuable valuable value valuable Mean Total

) @ 3 @ (5) Dev

0% 0 1% 2 16% 24 47% 68 36% 52 416 0.74 147
1% 1 2% 2 22% 29 59% 77 16% 21 3.88 0.71 130
5% 3 14% 8 23% 13 46% 26 12% 7 3.46 1.04 57
0% 0 5% 6 16% 21 44% 57 35% 45 409 083 129

2% 2 7% 9 26% 32 50% 62 16% 20 3.71 087 125

session forums, exhibits)
Networking opportunities
(during breaks, etc., various 4% 5 10% 12 34% 39 34% 39 18% 21 351 1.04 116

times)

You indicated that you fourat leastone2 ¥ G KS | OGAQGAGASA ftAa0SR Ay (K
ayz2uad o IFfte DlrfdadofSd tftSlIasS akKIFINE Fye AyaaiaaKd
deficiencies you experienced.

1 The way the presentation described the compe Qa dzaS 2F 'L FfS¢ Ay GKS
previous day. She seemed totally unaware of the biases that could crop up in the technology.

1 The remote format makes it difficult to create networking opportunities with peers.

1 Presenter was solidhaechnical details, but quite weak on the social implications of her work. | actually
felt a little bad for her, because she did not even understand some of the questions put to her.

1 Networking didn't really feel like it existed for me in this format

1 Thetopic of the 2nd plenary, using Al to maximize developers' output and productivity, struck me as an
odd (and dispiriting) choice for a research computing conference.

9 The plenary session by the speaker from JP Morgan Chase was not a good fit for PEaSROitlkew
dispiriting to hear about the application of Al to automated resume screening and squeezing just a little
more productivity out of the developers.

1 Not enough critical reflection about how Al practices were employed in workplace

I Thesocial get togethers over zoom just don't work great.

I The ML plenary session about resume sorting did not take bias into account and that made it effectively

useless if not dangerous.

€Ny
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The talk was from an industry perspective that | don't think transhe¢eg well to academia. There was

an underlying continuous message (quite possibly unintended) of 'we use ML models to squeeze every
last ounce of productivity from people, irrespective of how they feel about it'. The 'people’ aspect of
people mgmt, was copietely either ignored or talked about as having little to no value. The speaker
also admitted to not really knowing what bias was in ML models or their influence on them. In this day
and age, we ought to know and do better.

The breaks were too short anada few for any real networking. The webinar format for presentations
also inhibited networking.

Even in person, | don't find interactions with vendors at conference any more helpful than working with
vendor reps who already know my organization/needspregiate, however, that vendors/sponsors are
an important part of keeping conference prices low, so | made a point to watch some videos and
download files.

While | have attended a few PEARC and SC conferences | do not "know" other participants. Dtopping in
"lounges" with ongoing discussions was uncomfortable as it felt like | was listening to private
conversations. | rarely stayed for more than a minute as | recall. Had this bgersam | would not

have just entered a circle of people engaged in caat®n as that feels rude.

Many plenary topics were not relevant to me personally.

posters need interactionto have the visualizations present and not posters seems off. Communication
about posters was limited and disorganized

It's hard to network virtally, this isn't really the conferences fault.
It's difficult to network online.

Body language and facial expressions are important parts of communication. This gets lost in a virtual
environment, which makes networking much more difficult.

I am not lookig to purchase products

This was just the nature of the conference being remote. Networking isn't that easy. The networking
sessions didn't help much either. Particularly the stand up comedy one. | was appreciative of the break,
but it didn't exactly hed networking.

Not clear how the organizers envisioned any networking in the remote platform.
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Please check all of the following statements that apply to you.

Answer %  Count

This is my first time attending PEARC (or a prior XSEDE conference) 13% 56
I am a Campus Champion 14% 57
| operate or support campus research computing resources 31% 129
| operate or support federallfunded research computing resources (please specify the agency): 14% 59
| operate or support research computingsources funded by some other organization (please speci 6% o5
organization):

I am part of an advanced cyberinfrastructure organization or project (please specify): 15% 61
PEARC?21 was my first remote conference experience 7% 29

Total 100% 416

| operate or support federalfunded research computing resources (please specify the agency):

1 NSF 1 on-prem supercomputer (which has use from
1 XSEDE many funding agencies, CloudBank, NIH, NSF
1 NSF - NSF

1 NSFMRI 1 Nih

1 Many 1 NCAR

1 NSE MRI 1 Mississippi State University HPCC
T NSF . NSF

1 NSF - NSF

1 NSF - NSF

1 NSF, The Federal Reserve Bank, NIH T NSF, NIH

1 NOAA, USDA, DOD 1 nsf

1 NSF T NSF

T NSF - NIH

1 NSF 1 NSF,DOE

T NSF . NSF

T NSF - NSF

1 NSF 1 XSEDE

1 NSF T NSF

1 NSF 1 NSF

1T NSF 1 NSF, NIH

1 NIH, DOE, HHS,DOD T NSF

T NSF T NSF
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NSF

XSEDE

NSF, NIH, NASA, DOD
NSF

NIH

NSF

NSF

= =4 -4 -4 -—a -2
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NSF, NIH

NSF

NSF

NSF

NSF

TACC Supercomputers

| operate or support research computing resources funded by some other organization (please specify
organization):

= =4 -4 -4 -4 -8 -8 -2 -2

| am

= =

= =4 -4 -4 -8 -2 -2

=

Mass TeclCollaborative

State

subscriptions

EPSCoR

Mississippi State University
University of Cincinnati

NIH

Howard Hughes Medical Institute

| run what equipment we have for
Southwestern Oklahoma State University

XSEDE

= =4 =4 4 4 4 -8 -8 -8 -

Department of Science and Technolagy
Advancedscience and Technology Institute

Simons Foundation

Johns Hopkins University

University of lllinois UrbanaChampaign
a campus

Louisiana Board of Regents

campus

state

CMU, WVU

Ansys

Several

part of an advanceasyberinfrastructure organization or project (please specify):

SGCI
CaRCC, CC, CASC

Institute for Computational and Data Sciences
(ICDS) PSU

U of Hawaii System

TACC

On campus HPC system.
XSEDE

ClLogon

Purdue Research Computing

XSEDE, USign LEARN Technical Advisory
Board, NRP/PRP

XSEDE
RCD Nexus, CaRCC

= =4 =4 4 48 a8 -8 -8 a5 -2 -2

Kentucky Cyberteam
XSEDE

XSEDE

Carcc

NCSA

XSEDE

NCSA

GPN

XSEDE

XSEDE

| run our campus research computing services
(from central IT org), and partner closely with
our eScience Institute.

XEDE
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My research has been funded under a NSF
CC* grant and through Southwestern
Oklahoma State University

gateways

University of Delaware
SGCI

Mississippi State University HPCC
MARCC

XSEDE

XSEDE, NCSA

NCSA

University of Utah, CHPC
campus core

Internet2, XSEDE, CaRCC

CASC, CaRCC, CAREERS Cyberteam, CNCT.CI,

LCI

XMS

TACC

XSEDE, RSOC
CC* Cyberteams
XSEDE

XSEDE

XSEDE

XSEDE

XSEDE

JHU

TACC

Eastern Regional Network

Campus Champions, CaRCC, Virtual
Residency, Linux Clusters Institute etc

SDSC

38
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What were your primary reasons for attending the PEARC21 conference? Select up three (3) options.

Answer

Make a presentation

Attend presentations

Attend tutorials and/or workshops

Network withcolleagues

Interact with funding agency representatives

Attend exhibitor forums/interact with exhibitor representatives

Get technical information/specifications

Demo and/or exhibit projects

Demoproducts/participate in an exhibit

Other (please specify):

Other (please specify):

)l
)l
1
)l

prepare for my first presentation in the future
Part of PEARC committee
Attend BoF

conference committee member

%

14%
29%
28%
12%
1%
1%
10%
2%
1%
1%

Total 100%

Count

70

146

144

60

53

10

506

Planning strategies fdvuilding a local RSE group, improving training and development for research

support engineers.
all of the above

Get training
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What were the strengths of the PEARC21 conference?

1 Easy to access all confernece information in one place. Infact émimat was more efficient than
in-person attending as there was no necessity to run between various conference rooms

1 Well attended.

1 Audience of academics.

1 Wide variety of tutorials, workshops and content

9 The virtual format especially the presentation oé thapers recording was helpful. | could watch the
recording of papers | was interested in and then attend the Q&A. Even though it was helpful it did
take a lot of time to prepare to attend the conference. Liked this format as most of the time we
listen  the presentation at the conference, then read the paper and then reach out to authors with
guestions if any. Also the fact that recording are available for a month is really helpful to catch up
on sessions we missed.

1 Well done during covid.

9 tutorial + workshop

91 Full online, recorded sessions

1 The Students Program activities and the platform for the remote event.

1 The sessions were quite good, both in material and how run. The remote functions were less than in
person, but really as good as could be fotual.

1 The variety of workshops was great and the presenters were wonderful.

1 There are a very diversity of HPC related topics in the conference and they are very good.

1 Lots of diverse speakers and presentations on DEI

1 The resume clinic and pitchit workshapare very helpful.

1 The workshops used Zoom really well.

91 1liked that there were quite a few panel discussions with lots of opportunities for questions.

1 Quality presentation with preecorded additional materials

I Presentations

1 The content that was preserdavas very interesting and valuable. The virtual platform used this

year was much better than last year even though there were still some minor issues.
9 Nice content

9 It was better organized for a virtual format than PEARC20.
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the live presentation but got a lot of value in watching the presentation.

The informaiton provided in sessions/workshops is invaluable to research computing professionals.

Good programflipped conference format, good attempts to mitigate the virtual format (w.r.t. social
interaction)

Information on sessions that | couldn't attend are available online. This is EXTREMELY important to
me. There are only so many hours in the day but betgta go back and look at videos and docs
from other groups is very helpful.

Despite attending mostly for technical information, there was a lot of variety in the topics presented
on that included social and less technical information that | fotaidable.

Remote format, preecorded video presentations, Pathable platform

| think PEARC remains the premier conference for advanced research computing.
Breadth of topics for various sessions

The capability to attend remotely, which was overall well hedd

The keynotes and plenaries were great

Fantastic technical program, good variety of topics, (mostly) great plenary speakers.
Provided information on integrating HPC in the curriculum.

My students participated in the Student Program and found the ses$iobe very informative.
They were also assigned a mentor

The workshops were really informative. | was in the spark workshop and | really admired the hands
on experience it provided.

Well organized. The online platform worked well.
Well organized with geat content!!
Broad range of topics.

The site that you used to attend had some glitches, but overall it was a big boon to organizing your
schedule and joining virtual meetings.

Meeting people
the openness of the community

| liked the prerecorded present#ons-- gives you a chance to see a lot of content.
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Great breadth of focus on research computing support, and | really appreciate the blending of HPC
facilities and cloud services.

Good variety of valuable information.
Strong content, great presenters. Werepared Workshops and Tutorials.
There was a lot of good information shared with a focus on research computing.

The variety of topics and that they were recorded so | could take in sessions that coititadedas
very useful, especially since | ladake a sick day during the conference and | was able to just go
and watch all of the sessions | would have missed.

Always an amazing group of people doing outstanding work.

Great virtual conferencing platforrexcept for the agenda page. Good varietyadks, panels and
BoFs. Easy to network with everyone.

It's a well rounded conference.
Very knowledgeable presenters. Good choice of subjects.

The sessions started and ended on time and were interesting. | found the panel discussions to be of
most value Also, the presenters were very generous with giving out their contact information which
| really appreciated.

Well organized and nearly no technical program.
Wellorganized

Being able to connect with peers/colleagues Workshops Presentatipreciated the emphasis on
workforce development this yeat felt that the track was better represented than in past
conferences

Well organized conference.
lots of diversity content, still work to be done
Great workshops and presentations. Great to aier sites with similar issues.

There weren't any major technical glitches, which is impressive. As with previous PEARCS, |
appreciate the variety of submissions that PEARC has. There was a lot of DEI content this year. |
hope this trend continues. | leynow much our community cares about inclusion.

The online format
the speakers/community
Lots of great sessions

The breadth of papers was great.
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Being able to watch recordings of presentations is convenient. Even for in person conferences, it
would be nie for when there's overlaps of two talks in real time.

enthusiastic presenters, organizers, and participants with interesting ideas and accomplishments
having the networking sessions on Tuesday afternoon this year was great!

Community

| think the organizer did a good job of providing activitieeven down to gamingto engage
attendees.

It introduces HPC related technologies that can be incorporated into HPC

| found that this conference was the best networking opportunity | had virtually this entirgqeast
| liked that the webinars and tutorials were recorded and that files could be shared.

Lots of information

N/A

smooth

The continent is advanced and rich.
Quality of the tutorials

PEARC21 conference provided me with a lot of support to take fulltadeaof my experience here.
I love the staff and organizers because they truly care about how each of us experience this
conference remotely.

Great variety of papers. Great discussions.

Diverse keynotes. Good opportunities for students. Sessions wereagigitated and presented.
Good diversity of topics. Topics that were relevant.

The variety of topics that were available as well as their diversity.

Easy to navigate the schedule, good variety of session types/formats, easy registration.
The people invobd who helped network and give information.

great workshop and sessions

Technical info and plenary speakers

The planner and generally the conference site was very good (especially when | think about the
horrible AWS conference planner from 2019).

Adiverse set of presenters
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PEARC is the de facto conference for RCD professionals. This is our only venue to share knowledge
specifically about RCD/CI work. This is the anchor event for our community.

The diversity of attendees roles and job responséslitihe types of institutions and the specifics of

the groups they belong to inside their institutions. This is very important for me, because especially
when working in a smaller group that reports to central IT, it can feel very isolating from thd rest o
campus. It helps me tremendously to speak to other people who work in different types of roles but
have the same goal of supporting research computing.

This year's remote format worked very well. There was enough time for colleagues to network.
Therewas a good mix of content for any research computing facing professional

Low price.
The range of topics and people from various organizations and projects.

As always the content is good with interesting presentations, panels, BOFS, tutorials and plenary
session.

Being the foil for universities and computing centers against SC.

Online format meant | did not have to travel, which is generally something I'm not able to do for
most conferences.

No travel required; highly competitive to get published in the e@mice

The online version was incredibly valuable to offer. | was only able to attend last year and this year
because of the online access.

Talks and content were interesting.

The presenters were amazing, particularly, the plenary sessions.

The focus of ta conference was aligned with my field

Low barrier to attendance with virtual format, no travel time or travel expense.

The focus on practical aspects of HPC. Supercomputing is far too theoretical, but PERC has a great
focus on what tools, practices, appiches, really help users and the sites. | like it much better than
Supercomputing.

Student program was very well done.
Varied discussions and topics.
networking and Exhibitors

Excellent tutorials and paper presentations! Great group of attendees to attefth. The
condensed format was great, compared to last year when those of us on ET had to trade between
family time and PEARC (toddlers always win). Pathable was much nicer than Brella, fwiw.
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Diversity of participants

A great mix of technologists andovk-based methodologies for getting research done. | really have
the sense that those who share are sharing from their work experience and vendors who come are
interested in helping us solve our technological problems for conducting our research.

Great tednical content. High quality papers.

1.Good organization 2. A great conduit for untessourced institutions especially via SGCI

Diversity of topics

Easy to use web site! Easy to view presentations you might have missed due to scheduling conflicts.
Amaing presentations

Variety of topcs and presenters

Have access to resources such as files, presentations, and videos.

Learn some on hand experience

Breadth and depth of topic areas

It was a great way to meet more people in a field that | don't know nivagret

The presenters were tapotch. | think this is a great community and am glad to be a part of it, and
the information presented was relevant to my work.

well organized, especially given the insanity of having to be virtual.
None really. Hard to belie but PEARC 2020 was better.

Interesting talks and posters

AYLINR@SYSyi(a 62df R 82dz adzZ338ad F2NJ ySEG @8
The scheduling website is very good and probably can be enhanced to make it more user centered.

The 5 min talks for shorigpers was too short and most people expect to hear broader overview. Too
short overview leads to lack of immediate questions or interaction.

Better online platform if we have to do online. Exhibitor/networking was almosemrctent.

Some hiccups with piaable tutorial/workshop attendance and occasional audio problems that
required switching to Zoom

Attending virtually didn't help to network with peers. Would prefer aparson conference. But
recording sessions and making them available for viewitey lzelps as there are so many parallel
tracks and the ability to watch some of the sessions we couldn't attend in person is an added bonus!
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I hope those that want to attend remotely can.
It is great!

Keep it online, or at least hybrid. Pathable tile videfault) of the agenda could offer a better
experience.

Specific place to the Students Job Fair, not in the same Exhibitors page. More highlight for the
posters.

| would suggest ensuring all your presenters are well informed on the format of their @gsent
Hope to see in in hybrid mode (Both Virtual and Real Place) in next year.

More time for the workshops. Many of them have to rush through their presentations.

The networking opportunities were not promoted well.

Information provided over email sometes did not match the information in Pathable and the
presenter FAQ which was a bit confusing.

Not to be virtual.
A different tool for managing the schedule. | found it did not interact well with my Chrome browser.

If virtual - provide platform training mierials to users/exhibitors earlier. Have information on the
website updated earlier.

Have the conference-person.

It might be helpful to circulate papers pcenference for PEARC22 so people have a chance to read
and think before attendingresentations. Also, | ended up loving the flipped conference format but
it was not at all clear to me how that was supposed to work until a day into the conference. More
communication!

In person!

Be in person, but find a way to allow remote participationfolks who are remote and cannot
travel.

Maybe try to find a way to collect in person materials/presentations and post them online. | realize
that papers are available on ACM but surely we can post more material even for in person events?

The online @tform felt pretty clunky and the time limit and overlapping of the Q&A made them feel
rushed and of little value to me

If an online component is used, consider using last year's platform. Hosparson component if
possible.
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Please don't schedule #ile tutorials and workshops on one day. | feel this is the greatest strength
and best part of this conference and having them all on one day prevented us from participating in
more than one, if we chose a full day tutorial or workshop.

Better communicatin on format of sessions. | didn't realize many sessions were prerecorded until
day of the session itself.

The zoom sessions could have started earlier, say 5 min before the start. The format of the technical
presentation should have been communicated &ett was not aware they were prrecorded, if |

was, | would have watched them in advance. The recordings should have been available at least a
week in advance to give enough time to watch them.

If we are going to go live, let's give people good timegfesentations schedule them on the half
hour so that presenters have 25 minutes for talks and Q&A.

Push ACM to streamline the submission process (no more initial submissiorcoiwme, final

version in twecolumn). Yes, | know this is beyond our anbut it doesn't hurt to try. Get rid of the
re-submission of rejected full papers as short papérstead, stick with a onretep process. If going

online or hybrid in PEARC22, give the speakers longer presentatiorbgldtsninutes for

short/long papers is not enough time. More carefully screen the plenary speakers. Salwa Alamir was
a great presenter, but it was just the wrong topic for PEARC.

Extend times for some sessions where there are multiple speakers.

More time for submissions

Be sure to |an for plenty of time for people to physically move between sessions.
If virtual, block out time for all presentations.

| think the change to #person will be a big improvement.

Do it live.

Lots of networking opportunities being in person again is agodeal!

One virtual platform please!

In-person works better.

The student mentoring program needs to ensure participation. | had my student mentor completely
drop off.

Going back to in person will be great. While travel and long days can be hard tlaetioteby
being in the same place is worth it.

Keep recording the sessions! That added a lot of value.

I love PEARC in any form | can get it.
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Spread out the BOFs. It was difficult to choose between Open Ondemand, OpenHPC and Coldfront
BOFs that were at thsame time

Expand its reach to other parts of the world

Emphasizing networking opportunitiesspecially since we will be-rerson. | appreciate the

content of this conference, but some of the content can be repetitive if you are engaged with this
comnunity all year long. It is almost as though PEARC is a culmination of a year's worth of work (not
necessarily a bad thing). More emphasis on novel, but applicable content.

I had significant issues with the pathable platform, it kept losing the place aitchdvack to the
beginning of the conference, and while the webinar quality was adequate, the interaction between
that and Zoom didn't work that well, since the Chat windows seemed separate, and while the Zoom
sessions continued to the following preserdas, the screen share didn't seem to work in the next
session, and then the zoom session was abruptly disconnected in the middle of a session.

The platform was awful. i also didn't like the 20 minute talks with "10 minute" Q&A sessions. It
wasn't clear thayou should watch the sessions ahead of time and the QA was too short because the
first 5 minutes was recap

See previous answer.
online registration platform/intake

Have the presentations during the conference rather tharrpcerded and intended to baewed
ahead of the Q&A.

I know the last one had problems with overfull rooms. If it's not possible to schedule large enough
rooms (perhaps because demand is unknown), provide a recording of the session (or even a remote
option?)

publish all the sessionsot just some, so people can see what they're signing up for and the value in
attending

It will be better inperson. I'm sick of virtual.
keep introducing HPC related tools

I would suggest different networking opportunities. | liked how the student pnodpad an assigned
mentor, maybe there should be some way to pair up-stodents with other nosstudents
temporarily throughout the conference in groups that have to interact with each other?

The read first then attend with questions was a little unconafiold:
N/A
let more people know and more global!

The website schedule page seemed laggy and somewhat difficult to navigate for me.
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I think more of ifbetween breaks would be beneficial for everyone to recalibrate, recharge and
enjoy the whole conference mubktter.

I hear that it will be in person. That is disappointing given that COVID is still raging. | hope you will
at least offer a remote option. Better communication about the format would be appreciated. For
example, | still don't know whether, wh, or how the proceedings will be available. Furthermore,
once | was already in the conference, | noticed that some of the emails had a "reminder" that it was
a flipped conference format, and we needed to view the videos ahead of the sessions. ®ahl mis
original announcement that this would be the case? It would have been good to know before the
conference. If there is a remote option, please address things like the following for next year:
========= For tutorials/workshops, even though | hadteegit the site said "Not allowed to join

this meeting." Whenever | joined a live session, even after clicking join by computer audio, there was
no sound. Luckily, | found the fine print that said if you are having audio issues, use the Zoom
applicationinstead. That worked. The video doesn't seem to be available for a BOF | would like to
review. It was somewhat strange having the two platforms, Sched and Pathable. Even if | was
viewing My Agenda, and then went to a session, clicking Back to agendd gaback to the full
agenda. | would then have to click My Agenda again, but would then wind up on the first day of the
conference. It would be better to have something to find the next thing on my agenda quickly, since
meetings were back to back. =——====

Have one schedule. Post clear instructions for how to attend workshops.

| had big issues with the schedule | had registered for being incorrect and incomplete on the online
platform used. | had to get help to get into one of the tutorials | sigipefbr and had to remake my
schedule for the rest of the program as nothing | had signed up for past Monday showed up on the
virtual venue platform.

The scheduling of some workshops/tutorials made it difficult to attend others that may have been
interestirg.

In-person will make a big difference all around. I'm looking forward to it!

Pathables has been a terrible experience. 1) Needing a link for logins rather than using
username/password. This caused an issue for me where | somehow had 2 accounts created wh
using the same login link. 2) Updating bio is very buggy. You cannot type for an extensive amount of
time before the textbox stops, shrinks, and interrupts where your text cursor is actually typing. (such
as into the email box) 3) Slow. Loading the vitelis slow as well as loading the agenda. 4) Agenda
page had a hard time showing and loading the specific day.

simpler registration process
Remote platform, if needed

Hopefully be in person! Main suggestion is to not have a zillion people hours speaecicogn
papers between single column, double column, etc. The ACM requirements are very onerous and
cause many to wonder if it's worth the bother to try to submit.
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I'm not sure. | am hoping that | will be able to attend in person for the first time, wiilide an
entirely different experience!

Please peereview plenary talks. Plenary talk by Dr. Alamir was very exclusionary and does not hold
up to the standards of this community.

Publish the schedule earlier. More time between sessions.

Break up theutorials. 6 hour tutorials are far too long. Why not have these chunked/factored out
more to spread out over the conference? By hour 3 most people are frazzled and burnt out, it just
isn't a good experience for either the presenters or people participating

In the event that PEARC22 has to be remote | do not think that the "20 minutes of video for 15 mins
of content” format should be used. | also suggest not using pathable unless it has improved
considerably in the meantime.

I would select a different onknplatform or plan for an iperson conference.

Maintain an online component for those who cannot travel! While | will likely be able to make it to
Boston, much farther than that would be out of reach for me and mean | cannot attend.

If a remoteoption is made available, only allow live presentations and interaction and not force pre
recorded paper presentations.

I think there are still ways to make the method of attending thertenute-burst sessions easier
both for attendees to navigate and fgour volunteer staff to get from point to point. | help run a
500-person conference that's gone all online recently, and I'm happy to brainstorm logistics with
anyone who's interested.

Use one organizational platform that is not Pathable.

Give more advarezl notice and access to psession material/videos. It was difficult trying to watch
pre-recorded videos during the week of a packed conference.

In person would make the conference significantly better
Sufficient breaks for informal networking. No homekvor

I'm an exhibitor and the run up to presenting our tutorial was badly organized. W didn't even have a
URL until the workshop started. There needs to be much more coordination before hand.

Better communication between presenters and learners at tutorials.

Get some different presenters in there. The current group has too many of the same presenters over
and over.

More Exhibitors related to ML and HPC

Back in person will of course help. But get back to the roots on topics. If at the end of an invited talk,
we're asking "but what does this have to do with research computing”, that's not a good sign.
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Spread out the tutorials and workshops! The Gateways 2020 entfeihas been the best example

of this I've yet seenthese were done a week before on a separate track. Now, | know that won't be
doable during an ifperson event, but IF PEARC goes virtual again, it was much easier to participate
in these sessions withwider schedule. IRC PEARC '19 did a better job of this, but | also recall
sprinting from room to room trying to both see important talks and get to my own. PEARC always
has excellent Workshop/Tutorial content, and it's almost always jammed into a diagle

Make agenda available earlier
Make it a dualoption for inperson and online both.
Go back to 30 minute paper presentation slots next yeld minutes is too short.

This may not apply to next year, unless it is virtual again, but captioning feemations was

spotty. Some sessions used automatic live captioning, which was certainly helpful. The plenaries, at
a minimum, could probably have been captioned professionally (higher quality than the automatic
captioning) without significant added cosOther panels/presenters should be encouraged to use

live captioning if they can.

Keep it there.
Simplify website design. Personal profile editing interface was problematic.

Some way to force networking. | heard that the trivia night had random grospitogking
together. That could be something interesting to do for a larger group.

Choose a platform other than Pathable

Even if it'll be in person, to keep these resource access structures, | think it would be interesting.
more presentations in the 3,4tfays.

Easier paper submission process.

maybe breakout sessions focused on helping new folks in HPC

This remote conference solution (Pathable) was integrated with the schedule very well. Also, | missed
the opportunity to get a PEARC21 shirt!

Invite me to fk all the issues with this conference. The entire conference felt like it lacked coherency
and was not indicative of the level of effort put in by some people. As a community we should be able
to do better- with ease.

In person, please
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Are therecomments you would like to share about the virtual conference format?

1 Very efficient, except somewhat lack of personal touch.

1 Some modification in time is needed. The conference can be stretched to two w8edkays but
half a days except for workshopstbrials.

1 The online format is starting to lose its luster with the formats that we are choosing. If we are forced
to be online, | would suggest more of a series of worksitigle on various topics instead of
presentation style.

Need a better format for @working.
Worked for me
Great conference.

| enjoy the virtual format, even if | would attend in person

=A = =4 =4 =4

The virtual conference platform worked quite well. The only glitch occurred in the validating my
registration, which | was able to solve with online wlbentation and bit of fiddling.

1 My only suggestion would be to make the gamification on the site optional. I'm at PEARC for my job,
not to play games. | get that others may enjoy it, but it should be optional.

T No
1 The format in this year is very good.

91 Iliked it, but The times for each session should be more clear especially with everyone being in
different time zones.

T No.

91 1 had some sound issues when viewing Webinar sessions in Pathable, though it was always
completely fine when switching over to Zoom.

1 Fromdiscussions with attendees, many were not clear about the "flipped" content with papers in
particular with the 10 min Q&A sessions. As well, some complained that presenters ended up doing a
recap for 5 of the 10 minutes anyway.

No
We're all sick of it
Forits limitations | think it went well the last two years.

Maybe it's not for me it was my largest complaint about the conference.

= = =4 =4 =4

See above. | did not find it very usable, especially for talks. Tutorials are better suited to the online
format.
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N/A
See myprevious comment.

| mentioned this already. the pygrecorded talks / live Q&A format was not an improvement over
last year. It felt more "canned'the same criticism | have with ISC. Last year, with all the foibles of
live talks, still felt "live"

I hawe mixed feelings about virtual conferences. On one hand, it's nice to be able to participate
during a pandemic or even after the pandemic is over and traveling is inconvenient or not practical.
An added benefit is that we can reduce our carbon footpriptsdi flying as much. On the other

hand, there's nothing quite like being there in person. Of course, these are the early days of virtual
conferences and in the future there will be demand for remote participation. One thing that could
help is to allow dittle more padding between talks so that it is easier to move between sessions.

| love the virtual format.

This was my first experience with a flipped conference format, and | wasn't expecting it. Had to catch
up on the submitted videos after the presetia time for the first couple of sessions, then | got the
routine.

Attending zoom sessions all day is exhausting. | appreciated that the track presentations were
available ahead of time and that the track sessions were a quick recap followed by Q & A.

Did not agree with it. Prefer live sessions, followed by recorded sessions with the author attending.
I had a very hard time with it. | didn't like the inverted presentations, either.

virtual makes it possible to attendthank you!

It was well done- probably the best virtual conference I've been to so far.

Dual platforms created a lot of confusion.

The Pathable framework was error prone, especially on the first day. The integration between
sched.org and pathable was not great.

Adjusting to the 3 houtime difference was harder without the shock of actual travel. Trying to keep
online to the end of the conference day made for a late evening. The 10 minute sessions were good
but the calendar was a bit of a pain with the dynamic loading given that gdudjump back to it
between each session to find your next one. Having the option to just load the entire calendar and
not do the dynamic load based on scrolling would have made it far more userfriendly. Also maybe
moving to a 12 or 13 minute sessiorthma 23 minute lag between the scheduled starts would have
allowed people to get into the next session instead of constantly missing the first 30 seconds to
minute of the talks and feeling rushed.

Recordings were great. It was so easy to go to tadkad sessions via zoom.

| did get owned by my own lack of planning. But that is on me.
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NA

The virtual calendar needs to improve. It was slow and didn't always work and didn't stay updated to
the current day or time.

| felt the platform was much more usfiendly than in past years. | was happy it used Zoom, which
is what | am most familiar with. Overall, | thought it was well done.

See my previous comment.

Already shared... not enough time between sessions anddist@nnect from Zoom for concurrent
sessios in the same track was not efficient.

See previous answer

For the exhibitor part of the conference it was better than last year. It was easy to talk and set up a
meeting with attendees. And to be able to set up your own booth made it so much easiaughltho
there was any way to know when people were in your booth to engage with them at that point in
time would have been nice.

There was a lot of switching Zoom meetings (and some delays because of the slowness of the
Pathable website).

While I'm not a g fan of large virtual conferences, it was better than not having it! Website with
schedule was hard to navigate, in part because sessions listedaaltioors in the summaries, so it
was a lot of scrolling.

Having each I@ninute talk in a separate "roofrwas very disruptive cognitively and logistically. It
would be better to have a track use one room, so people could stay in place. The key is to announce
what time each talk is (last year, all were announced for the same start time, which was very
confusng, so this was a definite improvement this year).

SwapCard is much more efficient as a virtual platform.

The short format sessions were well done and | appreciated theepoeded videos and shared files.
The quick hopping from one to another was disigt

N/A

N/A

thank you much

Did not really care for the

The virtual conference format, though it may lack the physical touch, allowed more people like me
with lack of financial resources or others with disability to attend the events and enjoy the learning
experience.
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For tutorials/workshops, even though | had registered, the site said "Not allowed to join this
meeting." Whenever | joined a live session, even after clicking join by computer audio, there was no
sound. Luckily, | found the fine print thaidsif you are having audio issues, use the Zoom

application instead. That worked. Once | was already in the conference, | noticed that some of the
emails had a "reminder" that it was a flipped conference format, and we needed to view the videos
ahead ofthe sessions. Did | miss an original announcement that this would be the case? It would
have been good to know before the conference. The video doesn't seem to be available for a BOF |
would like to review. Will the proceedings be available? If a&@hdhat hasn't been made clear. It

was somewhat strange having the two platforms, Sched and Pathable. Even when | was viewing My
Agenda, and then went to a session, clicking Back to agenda would go back to the full agenda. |
would then have to click Migenda again, but would then wind up on the first day of the

conference. It would be better to have something to find the next thing on my agenda quickly, since
meetings were back to back.

The paper sessions where you had 10 minutes a paper and théragda leave that session and
join another always meant | had to miss out on a bit at the start of end of another. Why not use the
same room for the same serries of papers?

Though the format is not preferred, it was well organized and perforpnefssionally.
Fun

Everything worked smoothly for me

Very inconvenient (see my "strongly disagree" statement)

The Q&A could have been longer in many cases. There was inconsistency between the files uploaded
for each session.

The agenda views were clunkjhe calendar view was almost useless. | have significant eye sight
issues and navigating the agenda views was cumbersome.

See my previous comments.

1. Using pathables on day 1 was a challenge. | had to obtain zoom coordinates from organizers. It
was a snooth sail from day2. 2. | wish | knew what the "points” would fetch. For exam@é¢here a
reward in the end for person with most points? 3. Pathables did not present intuitive way(at least
for me) to network. | used platforms like zoom, slack andietm connect and schedule meetings

with colleagues. 4. | like the ample networking time optithre days are not jaspacked.

No.
| added my comments in a previous comment box.

| do not think the format of having pmecorded videos of presentations ik 10 minute live session
worked well. That created a disconnect between the session and the interactive period. In general,
the 10 minute sessions were a rehash of the presentation and there was no time for questions.
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As | mentioned in other feedbackreally did not like the conferencing software nor the 15+ 5+ 5
min content delivery format. | seem to remember PEARC20 having a more user friendly virtual
conference structure.

Allowed for greater flexibility in my time commitments and the ability terad when otherwise |
may not be able to travel to the location.

Prerecorded paper presentations had variable media quality (video, audio) that needs to be curated
in as high a level as the ACM paper formats.

| think this year's scheduling site was easienavigate than last year's, but there are still some
areas for potential improvement. Accessibility is a big one. Small breaks betweeto ok
sessions is anotherif these were in person sessions, you'd allow room passing time; the same
consideation is still a kindness in the online world. Full communication of requirements for
participation is anothef- the game session in particular didn't provide enough information for
people to be able to assess whether or not they would or could partic{ftatas basically a title

with a blank card, followed by a PowerPoint slide shared in Zoom with pointers to multiple other
platforms and those instructions were incorrect). These are all fixable thingsuldn't bother
pointing out things | didn't tmk were fixable! | love the online conference concept and want to
encourage folks to make it as smooth as possible.

| enjoyed the remote format and options.
It was difficult to work through the workshops. It was easy to feel detached from the event itself.
It's much easier to attend a virtual conference thaipénson, so thank you!

| have ADHD and | simply do not do well with virtual events. | think that the Pathables platform was
very helpful for navigating the event.

Personally | prefer the4person coference as it allows me to focus on the conference and network,
discuss better. Pathable was ok once you got the hang of it, but as a newbie it took a bit to learn
how to get around.

Look at ISC for a way,way more effective model of taped vs. liveg tbisirfiormat, the online
agenda was basically a lie.

Good job managing the time zone issue! The condensed day was helpful, though this was still a
rough week in terms of zoom fatigue. | don't know what the right answer is... | think links to papers
shouldhave been provided in the sessions; | frequently found myself jumping to the ACM DL rather
than listening to a recorded talk (personally, | hate watching videos but enjoy interacting with people
over zoom).

Some times the schedule menu didn't work wedlybe browser problem

The Pathable setup seemed rushddoken links and blank pages at conference start. Seems like
additional conference support staff were needed.
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| liked the format a lot (flipped design, etc), but the pathables platform seemed tagged down
at times, and seemed a bit buggy (required many page refreshes, etc).

Was a little confusing how to join sessions. Also i would have liked to see session attendees remain in
the session to end? There was a session i was grouped with peopleftdhoihg activities...lol...

ditch Pathable
| personally enjoyed this experience.

The site (pathable) pages were opening with a delay (because of excessive animation) which was
slightly annoying.

Excellent!
nah

My selections in Sched did ridnsfer to Pathable. This caused confusion and could have been done
better. The games were not very engaging.

It was awful- why did we have to jump through so many hoops?

OK for disseminating information, but no real networking opportunities.

How wouldyou like to see the PEARC conference series change or develop in the future?

1

Keep the format of scheduling website and access to all information (videos,chats, etc) online, even
tough the conference will be-person in future.

N/A
| would like to see itgand and have more offerings in terms of workshops.

More workshops, they had a better format than the tutorials. | liked the break out rooms because it
made it easier to ask questions.

LQY y20G adz2NB L g2dz R GNI @St { Bretb pramdte what mékes/ T S NB
it unigue and worth my time.

More, more of everything.

Be welcoming to authors who have little experience writing technical papers, but also have high
standards for peer review so it is a premier publishing venue.

I am a big fan bBPEARC! | might like to see it move out of the summer months if possible.
It would be great to have an education program of the scale of the old SC Education Programs.

| would be hopeful that next year's event could be in person.
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In person conference isce but the virtual format is convenient when one has a conflict. | would like
to keep a hybrid format available for the future.

IF PEARC would alternate live and virtual years, that would allow for good networking for those able
to afford to travel in peson, and for excellent participation of those not as able to travel, in the
alternating years. One of the great things about the last two years is how many more people were
able to attend virtually than would have been able to attend in person.

Include moe tutorials.

Include more applications.

leave conference recorded sessions available for a longer period
Going back to #person would be nice.

Hybrid!

PEARC does a great job of trying to include as many areas as possible and | want to encourage this
growth in the future. | am excited to see more people from other groups. | would love to have a
humanities BOF or a math BOF or discipline specific workshops. | love learning about containers and
Open On Demand. But this is for the practitioners of cyber infictare. Practice and experience

with advanced research computing also can encompass the users, and | always want to encourage
casting a wide net. PEARC does a great job and | know that in time, different domains are going to
start to speak up at theseternational conferences. Keep up the good work friends!

Please provide a virtual component for future in person conferences. Many HPC staff like me have to
choose between SC and PEARC. | have been able to attend both in the same year virtually due to
covidbut that will not happen if it is only an-erson event. I'll have to alternate between the two

every year. It would be great if | can attend one in person and the other virtually every year.

NA
More Cyber security training and presentation focusinghenunique needs of cyberinfrastructure.
Perhaps an integration of online and in person meetings

I would like to see increased diversity in organizations/attendees (specifically other research
computing/ advanced CI groups and organizations beymadiemia). | know there are a few people
(federal reserve and some of the labs). Would a more diverse organizational demographic change or
improve (or take away from) the existing content to any degree?

I would love to see more participation from NIH anbHUnded institutions.
In person!!!

Don'ttry to do it all. Part of the appeal of PEARC was it was a smaller conference, and not as
overwhelming as SC. While it getting bigger means it's successful, it also looses something if it
becomes a few thousarmakople. Stay focused on research computing
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There is no substitute for-person conferences.

Communications could have been launched earlier. There wasn't much information available via
social media until late. Luckily, this community generates its owrrewvess, but if the conference
hopes to grow and diversify, communications should be improved.

N/A
N/A
hybrid forever!

Because | am currently a student, | would love to see more teaching sessions or tutorial workshops
that let me be involved with the techlogyy in a hand®n way.

The virtual platform is good to maintain, but needs a lot more polish for scheduling and also for more
seamless changes between papers/presentations in the same serries.

None at the moment.

I would like to see more professional deyenent. | have been doing research computing for many
years, but i have only been a facilitator less than 2 years, and most of that time was spent working
remotely due to covid. | have ambitions for the group | work for on campus, and also for myself
personally. While I'm not in a leadership position now, | would really like to be someday soon. I'm
lucky to have bosses that listen to my ideas and | am learning about my institutions politics, but it is
very helpful to hear things from people who havemé the field longer. It would be good to see
more support for earkgareer Cl facilitators. | am fairly outgoing and enjoy networking, but for
many of my colleagues are less likely to reach out and ask for help from people they don't know. |
think this is a tall order, given the diversity of roles and responsibilities in CI facilitator jobs, and the
differences between different institutions and how the groups on campus that support research
computing operate.

| wish we could have at least somenaeaes and workshops/talks be precorded, so that even
when the conference takes placegarson, remote participants can still get some value out of the
conference.

N/A

While | certainly appreciate an-person event and will travel to one if | can drtliere easily, |
would definitely like to see a continuation of online attendance so that distant travel is not required.

Offer a track for norResearch Computing specialists to learn about the resources available to
advance their science.
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I would love tesee a session or series of sessions that bring actual researchers into the room to tell
us their experiences with research IT and how we can make things better for-thetha session

where the audience goes "well actually," a session where the atterldgten to the voices of the
people we're here to servéN@dmg does a session like this with undergraduate students on our
campus, andNlamdq did a session with our own faculty and researchers. I'd love to hear from some
other universities' faculty, soexcan hear from them what goes well on their campus and what still
needs work.

NA

Accept more papers and encourage students and early career people to submit. They have good
ideas and good observations that the world needs to learn about.

Free snacks.

| prefer the conference focus on the practice of research Computing and data, rather than academic
paper presentations. There should be opportunities to give talks that aren't tied to a paper that is
evaluated on research criteria

In-person next year no mattevhat.

More continuity from year to year. An understanding that DEI is more than race, nationality and
gender.

I'd like to see PEARC extend to the whole week! | think there's enough content, and the community
would benefit from extra schedule room; evei was used to simply allow more time for extra
curricular/networking activities.

Showcase smaller institutions with smaller budget. Maybe send invitations to this institutions earlier
Reconsider the relationship with ACM. The ACM position on Open &ageasceptable.

Make them more often

More longer tutorials over multiple days.

improve industry outreach and involvement

Encourage some form of pestnference networking

dunno

The real strength is the presenters, who are sharing kmmiwledge. This is a simple slideshow
format, but some presenters left time for a Q&A at the end of the discussions. | would like to see that
promoted more, to increase interaction and participation.

Scrap 2021 return to what was good in 2019.

In personplease



What best describes your job title or academic status?

Answer

Executive leadership (e.g., VP, CIO, director, manager, etc.)

University faculty or equivalent

Research staff

Research Computing and Datperations/support (norexecutive
leadership)

Postdoctoral fellow

Graduate student

Undergraduate student

High school student

Corporate/Industry professional

Other (please specify):

Total

Other (please specify):

1

= = =2 =

Nonprofit education staff

University staff

University IT Staff.

Engineer

Campus IT staff with pattme affiliation with research team

Research Computing Team Lead

%

24%
10%
18%
34%
1%
5%
3%
0%
3%
3%
100%

Count

46

19
35

o O o ©Oo N

195
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With which race and/or ethnicity do you identify? Select all ipaly.

Answer

American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian

Black or African American

Hispanic or Latinx

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
White

Other (please specify):

Prefer not todisclose

Other (please specify):

 Russian Jewish

9 Two or more races

%
1%
15%
5%
5%
1%
66%
1%
8%

Total 100%

Count

1
30

132

16
200

62
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What is your gender?

Answer % Count
Male 63% 119
Female 27% 52
Non-binary 3% 6
Other (please specify): 1% 1
Prefer not to disclose 7% 13
Total 100% 191

Other (please specify):
1 gender fluid

How likely are you to request assistance for childcare, eldercare, or assistance for those with disabilities
and travel companions should it be available for PEARC22?

Answer % Count
Extremely unlikely 64% 123
Somewhat unlikely 13% 26
Neither likely nor unlikely 12% 24
Somewhat likely 8% 15
3% 5

Extremely likely
Total 100% 193
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Please share any suggestions about how the PEARC conference series can prioritize efforts to support
and expand itgliversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) activities.

1
)l
1

Encourage underrepresented member papers and use diversity as a criterion for awards.
| think advertising PEARC to diverse groups and research programs would help.
| do not know what to suggest.

Instead ofa stipend for Campus Champions to attend, how about a stipend only if you bring one
underserved person to the conference?

More targeted outreach to noon traditional communities for reviewers, for authors, and for
attendees.

Maybe start at the high schotdvel with more focused outreach to high schools?

My earlier comment about alternating live and virtual conference formats was based on
participation with an eye toward DEI activities.

If funds are available, provide registration fee waivers for partidcpfiom MSls
Provide support for MSI faculty

The comic assumed no one in the audience was from Japanese origins when he mocked getting sushi
from a bag that said "Just like Mom used to make!" So make sure that comics aren't making fun of
people.

| love dl the work PEARC has done, and | want to continue to share fun things with my community to
help out. One of my favorites is the Women in HPC talks. Thank you for all your hard work!

Publish registration numbers wrt diversity for the conference duringltsing ceremony. Also,
show historical data to show trends.

NA

More diverse organizations (beyond must academic institutions). Our community can always use
more diversity from underrepresented groups.

Closed captions and/or text to speech would be grehis helps neurodiverse folks as well as folks
with hearing impairments.

Promote the conference to the NSF REU graduates and students, which is a very diverse group.

Make sure the venue has accommodations for differently abled people. Assure ttaighage at
the conference is inclusive. Be sure to reach broadly to solicit proposals and attendance from as
broad a community as possible. Put DEI at the forefront of the values for the conference.
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It's important to have diverse plenary speakers; | Idvatfon and Woo's messages and work/career
trajectories. They serve as positive examples for many. | missed Alamir's presentation (will catch it
later online), but heard from others that she didn't properly address questions about Al bias
(underserved comanities, for example). | felt bad that Woo had trouble with her slides, but so did
Bill Gropp and a few other icons. This was symptomatic of the platform glitches, | betégare.
Melissa was seffleprecating (saying CIOs aren't technical), but @vedy was having trouble.

could there be a workshop just for learning what kind of issues people with disabilities face in the
sciences and in the computing field? This is a frequently overlooked issue in the sciences, and there
are entire professions degdited to inclusivity

N/A
to DEI, and A for access!

pronouns; virtual participation option (even afterperson resumes); options for dependent care,
breastfeeding facilities, disabilities; session on improving DEI in advanced research computing,
includinginvited/plenary talks from folks who researched or have succeeded in some efforts

In years past | have made comments to presenters about the visual accessibility of their slides. | did
not have to do that this year. Thank you. | am legally blinthvesight- but have a couple of

significant issues that include total colorblindness and am extremely nearsighted. In the past for in
person conferences | have requested a large monitor for myself in tutorials and workshops. This has
been granted, thank yoagain. | say these things in the hope that sufficient accomodations can
continue to be made for those that need them.

1. The committee should please preview plenary speaker's talks. To have listened to Dr. Alamir's
research that actively excludes seveagadups of population on a platform as big as PEARC was
triggering, to say the least. 2. This year had a good gender mix for presenters. Kudos to DEI Chair.
3. I am not sure | have the solution but finding ways to include and encourage remote parsicipant
even for a scheduled-merson meeting is a worthy cause. Examples of conferences that did this
would be : Virtual Residency and-BEF conference in 2016/2017.

N/A

Find people outside the academic community doing research on new tech like blockciaivoult

be some diversity of culture and thought. I'm aware of at least a few groups doing this kind of thing,
and they are publishing papers as well, so it may be a great opportunity for someaohosation of
ideas and culture.

I'd love to talk withsomeone about some humaniti#formed considerations around the blending

of professional and private identities on platforms like Slack, Discord, and the game platforms. I've
also got a bunch of material about the difficulties that people who use sceselers have with both
Slack and Discord, and several observations on Pathable accessibility problems. Continuing to offer
online access is also significant for DEI wekkave data from my own conference about how many
people would have been unable ttiemd an inperson version even though the vast majority of our
employees are in the same single town.
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Some terrific discussions this year. More technical talks from members of under represented groups
would be great.

Focus on the studentisthis is already a strength. Maybe sponsor some activities at the conference
for Women in HPC and similar groups?

Some of the leaders are large personalities and can be aggressive with their language and approach.
It really makes it difficult for early career (at leaslated to HPC) and members can feel grossly
inadequate and unwelcome. A focus on a supportive, educational and empathic approach to
leadership would be a welcome change.

I'm fairly sure part of the answer here is more advertising to MSls and EPSE€oPbsit¢hat's hard.
Studentsupport programs are useful, and ensuring that standards during the review process include
guidelines to support newcomers to the RC world would help. | ran into other reviewers who did not
seem accepting of that sort of comiie which is a significant barrier in a world where publications

are a hiring metric, but folks at resourtimited institutions are working with 10yr old refurbished
hardware... Please also continue to support content that may be primarily useful tgp Rt staff

rather than only work with domain science merit.

Many of the DEI initiatives/activities don't seem to explicitly include a disability perspective.
Increase/extend incentives for attendance to minority institutions and small business?

Reach outo develop programs and activities between conferences, which are then presented or
otherwise demonstrated at the conferences, to enhance visibility and interaction.

| believe some support incentives to minority groups and students might be interesting.
I am not aware of the efforts PEARC has taken, so maybe my suggestion is to publicize them more.

Talk to people working in the field in these arehsng more diversity into the planning committee
these are not impossible problems to solve. Have truesemtation from the different
economic/racial groups involved in Cl. Work hard and get the correct people involved.

Please note any additional comments you would like to make regarding PEARC21.

)l
)l

Thanks to PEARC21, XSEDE and NSF

Remote participation shoulde available even if in person conference to increase participation and
to reduce carbon footprint.

thanks
No

In general, | enjoy PEARC every time | have the opportunity to attend. Congratulations and keep the
good work!

Good job, everyone!
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Thanks be t@veryone that worked so hard in putting on PEARC21!
Thanks for another fun year!

Thank you very much! My comments about the format notwithstanding, this was an excellent
conference. The organizers have my gratitude and that of many other people. THANK YOU!

| enjoyed my first PEARC Conference.
| enjoyed it, but felt like | was talked over by dudes at certain times.
Great job "PEARC21" team ... looking forward to next year (22) event!!

I couldn't make the plenaries because of schedule conflicts with locllsvort very much regret
missing them!

Overall, a fabulous forum.
Well done!!! Thank you for all your efforts, they are much appreciated.

PEARC has been a bright spot in my professional career, and a beacon of hope in my personal life. |
truly enjoy thepeople, the topics, and the passion that comes through the PEARC experience. Thank
you to all the presenters, organizers, and everyone who has made this possible.

Great conference

Great conference. Thank you to the planning committee for their effortse Hre benefits to virtual

vs inperson (like being able to juggle work, life, and the conference), but | look forward to seeing
colleagues irperson again. | was pleased with the plenary speakers and hope future conferences will
continue to push the envegbe by securing inspiring, relevant and interesting speakers. From a virtual
perspective, while this was laid out very well and it ended at a reasonable time, it was hard to find
time to watch all of the preecorded content.

Thank you to the team for plittg together a great conference.

The student program was outstanding. Kudos to the organizers! It's not easy pulling off a virtual
conference. While this one was not without issues, it was overall a worthwhile experience and
appreciated. Thank you.

N/A
N/A
nothing right now thank you again!

For me, the conference went pretty well. I'm not sure that | really like the "flipped" format, but it
may be the best way to do things and I just should have prepared more for it.
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Dr. Alamir's plenary talk was an exarmpf providing a technology solution for a problem while not
necessarily considering DEI implications of the solution;The solutions presented in the talk are
actively excluding certain soegwonomic and geographic class of people interested in contrgutin

to the company and broadly to technology field. | am unsure as to why the PEARC Committee does
not peerreview the plenary/keynote talks. However, questions on the chat and from moderator
demonstrate the high standards this community holds for DEl.Haoi am very appreciative.

N/A

This was not easy to pull off given the circumstances, so despite some of my friendly critiques, | just
wanted to say fantastic job pulling this off. Kudos, and | look forward to next year!

Thank you for another wonderful mi@rence experience, and | look forward to future ones!

You guys did great. The survey is asking for where to make things better, so | gave you a bunch of
places to make tweaks, but | LOVE that you made it available online and | hope to see more of them
in the future.

Good job.
Give more opportunity for minority grad students

This is a great conference; it's one of the only places to facilitate content around theahomcal

aspects of RC/CI, while also giving voice to the invisible tech workers (R@ siafijpgho may not

typically be acknowledged via publications) behind the scenes. | always push this as a great option
for students who are interested in HPC / Cl administration, and | hope that PEARC continues to grow!

The diversity panels this year wereally good and | was so interested in the research of Dr.
Desmond Patton. More presentations like that would be amazing.

PEARC21 Rocked!!
| think Zoom is good, but it could be streaming on other platforms i.e. Google Meet, etc.
Looking forward to aim-person conference.

Good luck! Hope 22 is better. Please avoid using pathable.



PEARC21 StudentSurvey | Response rate: 30% (18/60)

How valuable to you were each of the following activities?

Not at all
Question valuable
(1)

Student Welcome and

0,
Orientation Day 0% 0
StudentMentor 0% 0
Program
Ex_h|b|tor Q&A and Job 0% 0
Fair
PitchIT Workshop 0% 0
Resume” Clinic 0% 0
Extra Life Gaming 0% 0
Student Competitions 0% 0
Panel
Poster and Visualizatior 6% 1
Showcase
Plenary Session | 0
(Desmond Patton) 0% 0
Plenary Session Il o
(Salwa Alamir) 0% 0
Plenary Session llI 0% 0

(Melissa Wo0)

2dz AYRAOF GSR

5

Not very Neutral
valuable value
(2 (3
0% 0 13% 2
0% 0 0% O
0% 0 33% 4
0% 0 0% O
0% 0 0% O
2000 1 40% 2
0% 0 11% 1
0% 0 19% 3
0% 0 8% 1
7% 1 7% 1
0% 0 0% O
OKIG @é2dz 7T

tfSIFas

2NJ afleg i OFrGidz 6f S
address the deficiencies you experienced.

Valuable
4
40% 6
38% 5
3% 4
13% 1
9% 1
20% 1
8% 7
56% 9
38% 5
50% 7
0% O
2dzy R
a Kl NB

S|

Extremely
valuable
5
47% 7
62% 8
33% 4
88% 7
91% 10
20% 1
11% 1
19% 3
54% 7
36% 5
0% 0
G f
by @

Mean

I
A

4.33

4.62

4.00

4.88

491

3.40

4.00

3.81

4.46

414

0.00

<,
Q¢ i

Std
Dev

0.70
0.49
0.82
0.33

0.29

1.02

0.47
0.95
0.63
0.83

0.00

2
A3
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Total

15
13
12

8

11

16
13
14

0

yS
Kia

1 To bedirect, | found the plenary talk by the speaker from JPMorgan to be awful. It felt like she was
using a slide deck designed to outline her business unit's contributions on DevOps to internal higher
ups within JPMorgan. It did not seem appropriate in conge technical sophistication for the
PEARC audience. Perhaps plenary speakers from industry could be vetted by the conference
organizers with experience in that sector. On the other hand, the first day's plenary talk was an
exciting illustration of themportant social benefit of the work that comes out of research

computing.

1 The student program resembles resources persistently available to me by my university. | appreciate
the effort and the goal but these were not unique events or opportunities, andrfrg previous
PEARC attendance and my experience this year with the student program, I still did not find
attending PEARC as an undergraduate to be a valuable experience | would pursue again, even
though | do intend to stay in research computing.
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What impovements would you suggest for the PEARC Student Program?

1 The program over Pathable was confusing at times: things didn't seem to work as intended. I've used
several virtual platforms during the pandemic, and Pathable is my least favorite. For any future
virtual conferences, it might be useful to have a Zoom and put students into different breakout
rooms each day for-h0 minutes so they can get to know each other by themselves. The
cybersecurity session was ok, but | think speakers that can't make tred aeision should be cut
from the program, i.e. no preecorded videos. The laptop prize is a great idea, but | worry that
basing eligibility on answering questions over Zoom might disadvantage students with poor internet
connectivity. Maybe vendors coudé enticed to give students more swag at conferences, e.g.

Google Cloud credits, etc. | found the student program coordinators to be really great, and | would
recommend this program to students in the future.

9 1 wish we could choose more workshops to attend
1 Ildon'thave any ideas. The student program was already the best part.

1 Have the website change the time zones to the user time zones. This can be accomplished easily in
multiple programming platforms, including python. Figuring out what time things cedwvas
difficult at times, with communications being in Pacific time and a few websites being in Eastern and
others in Pacific.

None
I wish the posters could have had a presentation (or at least been informed of it).

let more folks know about it globally

= = =2 =

Please include more inclusive measures like closed captioning especially on zoom meetings as it helps
alot. This is probably just a problem for me but | missed events due to confusion between

navigating all the different platforms and finding zoom limksvhether general conference events
conflicted with the student program. | think this is less of an issue in person for the conference so its
unlikely to be a planning factor for future ones but if there is a virtual component it can be super

helpful to fave things like google calendar events or making it very clear where a master list of all

the information can be found (or who to ask for specific questions on where things are).

f ¢KS NBa2dz2NDSa 22dzQNBE 2FFSNRAY I lediB thesgereral public. JI A f
Resume building workshops and random industry professionals giving advice to students does not
KStLIZ AGQa 2dzad Y2NB 2F gKIG ¢S |f NBFRe KI @Sy
opposed to offering us concrete aves to success. Sponsor students and their continued research,
offer scholarships and paid internships, make mentorship commitments longer and more reliable.

Find a way to promote the students who show up to PEARC instead of stuffing them into the student
pocket of the conference. If you cannot meaningfully affect student lives through the conference,
O2yaARSNI y20 RSYAINF GAYy3I GKSANI LI NIGAOALN GA2Yy ©
these kids are more professional and well prepared fonthikforce than your typical attendees;

KStf LI GKSY akKAyS 2N 0 €tSrad R2y Qi aS3aNB3IFGsS GK
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Did you patrticipate in the PEARC21 Studiéeitor Program?

Answer % Count
Yes 71% 12
No, but considered 24% 4
No, and did not consider 6% 1
No, Ididn't know about it 0% 0
Total 100% 17

To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding your experience in the PEARC21
StudentMentor Program?

. S.trongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Std
Question disagree @) agree nor ) agree Mean Dev Total
(1) disagree(3) (5)

The scope of the student
mentor program met my 0% 0 8% 1 17% 2 33% 4 42% 5 408 095 12
expectations.
My mentor was knowledgeable
and could answer my 0% 0 0% 0 17% 2 33% 4 50% 6 433 075 12
guestions.

| hadenough time to talk to my
mentor during the conference.
| have a plan for keeping in
touch with my mentor afterthe 8% 1 17% 2 8% 1 17% 2 50% 6 3.83 140 12
conference.

The virtual format worked well

for the studentmentor 8% 1 8% 1 33% 4 17% 2 33% 4 358 126 12
program.

| would recommend that other
students participate in the
studentmentor program in
future years.

8% 1 25% 3 0% 0 42% 5 25% 3 350 132 12

0% 0 0% 0 1% 2 25% 3 58% 7 442 0.76 12
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Fad €SI a

previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the

PEARC conference experience.

1 My assigned mentor did not show up, so | was ‘adoptedniogreer mentor. The new mentor was
not in the field of study | was interested in, so their ability to give advice relevant to me was limited.

1 1'wish there was more time allocated to talk to my mentor during the orientation day.

9 Ithink having one more eventhere we connected with our mentors would help establish a better

relationship.

91 1do not yet have a plan in place to continue interactions with my mentor. | am struggling to set one
up as they do not seem particularly interested in being a mentor. | amg ¢ keep trying but |
don't know how successful | will be.

To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding your overall experience at

PEARC21?
Strongly
Question disagree
(1)
My goals for attending the 0% 0

conference were achieved.

| am interested in doing researct

involving advanced computing 0% O
resources.

My background knowledge and
skills were a sufficient foundatiol
for participation in the tutorials |
attended.

My background knowledge and
skills were a sufficient foundatiol
for participation in the overall
conference.

The student activities | attended
were wellorganized.

| enjoyed the format of the
student program activities.

| connected meaningfully with
scientists/researchers who use
high performance computing
systems in their work.

| connected meaningfully with
other students at the conference
I would recommend this
conference to other students.
The remote conference format
worked well.

Overall, | would rate my
experience as successful.

12% 2

0% O

6% 1

6% 1

0% O

6% 1

6% 1

6% 1

6%

6%

0%

18%

0%

0%

6%

18%

0%

12%

0%

0

Disagree agree nor

()

Neither
disagree
(3)
0% O
18% 3
6% 1
6% 1
0% O
0% O
19% 3
18% 3
6% 1
29% 5
6% 1

Agree

4)

71%

18%

41%

53%

53%

50%

38%

41%

35%

35%

53%

12

Strongly
agree

(5)

24%

59%

41%

24%

41%

44%

31%

24%

53%

18%

35%

4

10

Mean

412

4.29

4.00

3.82

4.24

4.25

3.81

3.71

4.29

3.47

412

Std
Dev

0.68

0.96

1.24

0.98

0.94

0.97

1.13

1.02

1.02

1.09

0.96

Total

17

17

17

17

17

16

16

17

17

17

17
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If you disagree or strongly disagree with any of the statements above, please explain here.

1 The tutorials | attended were too advanced for my knowledge level. Also, the virtual experience
makes meetingpeople/networking very difficult.

1 There were research papers/presentations that were difficult to understand and required more
training/learning.

I The poster session could have been a lot more interactive if it was in person.

1 1didn't have many opportunitieto meaningfully connect with students or other people during the
conference just because of how zoom works and not having opportunities for natural conversation.

91 1 had only registered for two tutorials/workshops, and neither were properly added to MyAge
that | could actually attend them, somehow | did not have access to join at all. | waited for over an
hour on the first one for this to be fixed and completely missed the setup of the tutorial, and the
aS02yR 2yS 461 a& YdzOK & KEINIBNI K IVIRT LG RS RYQYS it NHIA
recording will be quickly sent to all attendees as planned to make up for this!

Which PEARC20 presentations did you enjoy most and why?

1 Day 1 plenary talk; inclusive terminology presentation; NVIDikskhop; and the Google workshop
on weather forecasting. The workshops had good hamdgaining.

1 1 enjoyed two handsn workshops about visualization in HPC (inam, tau)

9 The Cyber security careers panel. It was full of relevant advice and it was inspg@ggpeople of
many different backgrounds find success in the field.

1 The presentations about actual world things like the coral reef in Florida and the Hawaiian trees
were interesting because they were real world.

1 1 enjoyed the pitchit workshop becauseally enjoyed talking to people about my experiences and
learning how to market those experiences to employers.

1 Iloved the Q&A session towards the beginning. The advice they gave was very valuable.
1 environmental and apllication tutorials/workshops

91 theHour of Cl because it was very interactive and | learned a ton



How did you hear about the PEARC conference? Please select all that apply.

Answer % Count
Faculty advisor 23% 5
XSEDE website, event, and/or training 18% 4
Other (please specify): 18% 4
College 14% 3
Department 14% 3
Another conference 9% 2
Student organization 5% 1
HPCUniversity.org website 0% 0
Shodor website 0% 0
Total 100% 22

Other (please specify):
1 My work

1 Elizabeth Leake and HackHPC.org
I acm

1 Employer
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Please select all ttie following statements that apply to you:

Answer % Count
This was my first time attending a PEARC conference 41% 11
| use XSEDE resources (computational, training, outreach, etc.) for my research/wc 26% 7
| am an XSEDE Scholar 4% 1
| participated in the Advanced Computing for Social Change Program 0% 0
| attended as part of a Research Experience for Undergraduates (REU) program 0% 0
This was my first time participating in a remote conference 30% 8

Total 100% 27

Jobtitle/academic status:

Answer % Count
Postdoctoral fellow 0% 0
Graduate student 44% 7
Undergraduate student 56% 9
High school student 0% 0
Other (please specify): 0% 0

Total 100% 16



Race/ethnicity (select all that apply):
Answer

American Indian or Alaska Native

Asian

Black or AfricasAmerican

Hispanic or Latinx

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
White

Other (please specify):

Prefer not to disclose

Other (please specify):

T mixed

%
6%
22%
6%
0%
0%
56%
6%
6%

Total 100%

76

Count

18



Gender:
Answer % Count

Male 63% 10
Female 13% 2
Non-binary 25% 4
Other: 0% 0
Prefer not to disclose 0% 0

Total 100% 16

What is the highest level of education achieved by your parent and/or guardian?

Answer %
High school or less 6%
Some college 13%
Associate's (tweyear) degree 6%
Bachelor's degree 13%
Master's degree 50%

Professional doctoral degree (e.g., MD/DO, EdD, DMD, DDS, OD, EED, DSc, etc. 6%
PhD 0%

Other (please specify): 6%

Total 100%

Count

N P
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16

I



PEARC21 StudentMentor Survey | Response rate: 58% (22/38)

78

To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding your role as a mentor at
PEARC21?

5

Question

The scope of the mentor
program meets my expectations
The mentor/mentee program
worked well in a virtual format.

| am satisfied with the
mentee/mentor matching
process.

The StudentMentor Meet and
Greet event was successful.

| had enough opportunities to
talk to mymentee during the
conference.

| engaged meaningfully with my
mentee.

| plan on keeping in touch with
my mentee after the conference
| was given sufficient guidance
from the planning committee to
adequately prepare for my
mentor role at PEARC21.

| would recommend that others
participate in the student
mentor program in futureyears.

2dz AYRAOI (SR

Strondl Neither
. gy Disagree agree nor Agree
disagree )
(1) 2) disagree 4)
(3)
0% 0 5% 1 9% 2 45% 10
0% 0 9% 2 0% 0 50% 11
9% 2 5% 1 9% 2 41% 9
0% 0 6% 1 0% 0 56% 10
10% 2 14% 3 24% 5 33% 7
5 1 9% 2 56 1 50% 11
56 1 9% 2 14% 3 36% 8
10% 2 14% 3 10% 2 33% 7
0% 0 0% O 56 1 32% 7
GKFG @2dz aRA&al ANBSH

PEARC conference experience.

1 Maybe | missed the sessions, but | would have like to have more times to talk with the mentee other
than the one Meet & Greet. | would have liked to have a meeting with past mentors to talk about

Strongly

agree Mean

®)

41% 9 4.23
41% 9 4.23
36% 8 4.28
39% 7 459
19% 4  3.67
32% 7 391
36% 8 3.38
33% 7 3.95
64% 14 391

what has worked onot worked with other mentor/mentee activities.

91 Further warning on the time of the mentor mixer would be great, also | don't think there was any

Std
Dev

0.79

0.85

0.73

0.58

1.32

1.12

1.21

1.07

1.20

Total

22

22

22

18

21

22

22

21

22

2NJ GaldNRy 3t
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organmprsve the

criteria for mentor matching. | really enjoyed talking with my mentee, but | work for the US

Government and dis an Iranian citizen. | won't be able to continue a relationship with him and we

have very different interests.

1 The virtual format was a significant burden on the mentor/mentee relationship and made it difficult

to connect with the mentee. The few videal| interactions we had were not a substitute for real

connection.

w

e
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| was a last minute addition to the mentor roster and | wasn't given much in the way of expectations,
specifically which of the scheduled student events were important to attend.

My mentee/protoge was not present for the meet and greet, and has not responded to any of my
emails. | would suggest better ensuring active interest and participation. That said, due to the
"groups" set up at the meet and greet, | was able to connect with angifeoge, whose mentor
was not present. So it all worked out.

Given a virtual format, it was hard to connect during the conference (even though we tried). So, |
would suggest setting aside lunch or coffee hour time slots every day of the conference evhen th
mentors and mentees can connect.

My mentee did not want to engage, so beyond our initial meeting we did not speak at all.

It seemed awkward that | wasn't given more information about the program before being matched
with someone. Also, please keep themwvduring work hours as | do not work on the weekends.
Nevertheless, | found it to be a useful experience.

What are some of the strengths of the PEARC Stidentor Program?

)l
1

Great opportunity to recruit individuals and open doors for the next genetation

| LOVE that the students have access to a mentor. | firmly believe that mentors can make a
difference.

It's a great way to give new and upcoming community members a chance to learn from and hear
about the experiences of someone more senior.

Both studens and mentors are from diverse background.

| observed that the student was able to feel comfortable when engaging with the advanced research
community.

Alper is awesome!
Matching

Great networking for the undergraduate students and keeping mentors onttiesirand constantly
learning something new!

Being a mentor is great for my personal development and also is a great way to promote the RCD
field.

1) Students get a chance to meet the mentor virtually instead of by email 2) Students and mentors
share expdences in their current disciplines 3) Mentees and mentors learn from each other

A great opportunity to connect with other likeminded individuals and share knowledge.

Simple. Introduce two people with mutual interests and let them communicate!
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Conferencesuch as PEARC can be overwhelming for students, especially when they are concurrently
enrolled in coursework. Having a mentor that can listen to the interests of a student, and be able to
guide them through the program, as well as expand upon novel afetsey encounter them, can

really help them be more engaged with the conference experience. Additionally, | was asked
numerous questions that | think helped my student as he continues in his own professional
development how did | get where | am, why didnake the decisions | did, etc. Of course | answered
technical questions, but | think the additional life perspective insights were being sought in this
relationship, and appreciated as they were provided.

Really impressive student! Not sure how you rhattus but it is a great fit. We plan to continue our
relationship.

it serves to connect HPC incomers to people further along in their careers. My mentee had already
been in the field for four years and didn't really need a mentor, but it was great takomwith
him anyways.

How can the PEARBudentMentor Program be improved?

1
T

=A = =2 =2

I can't think of any improvements. Organization and execution were fantastic.
More training sessions for mentors.

| wish there were a way for mentors to se#flect from gool of resumes, but that might present
privacy issues. Maybe a doutibnd resume pool where all names and locations are stripped?

Complement remote with {person meetings.

The students do not always follow up after the conference. Maybe there cafetrenaore events
throughout the year?

More structured time for 1onl chats.
| don't see any way it can be improved give that this is my first time as a mentor.
Better confirmation of intent and active participation

Role and expectations for mentors were soper clear. Should mentors attend the student stand
ups? Perhaps a good suggestion is, at the introduction, suggest that student/mentor attend a
session or two together and then share notes.

My student and | both appreciated the kioK event on Sundags it allowed us to engage with

others as well (although Sunday afternoon was somewhat of an inopportune time). | think setting up
group events after the conference would be excellent, as it provides additional networking
opportunities; monthly or so fregmcy, and attendanceptional would probably be the way to go.

Send information about the program before matching. Keep events to work hours. Make an event
during PEARC for us to hang out with our matches.
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Please share with us any ideas you might haveiftrmentormentee activities at future conferences.

1

I think the meeting with the mentors ahead of time might be better on the morning of the
conference.

see previous frame.
Presenting a project together?

Post pandemic, we could meet in person and comeitipa project or problem that students care
about regarding their research interests.

To wait for the meet and greet event to pair up mentors with mentees.

As per earlier, suggest attending a session together, then comparing notes. Obviously, for an in
person meeting, a social session is probably a good idea too.

I think a mini computational task would be fupair up mentormentee to address a problem, run
some software, etc. Keeping it open ended to allow for creativity in the solution, while sk#ing t
barrier to entry low (e.g., seeking out some light cloud or institutional HPC support, but certainly
ensuring that it can run on minimal hardware too).

Trivia? Something fun. Time in the schedule to connect.

Please let us know if you have any recomnaginds about the virtual mentor/mentee engagements.

=A = =2 =2

| think the virtual mentor/mentee engagements is a good format for the interaction.
Is there a Slack channel?
N/A

Honestly, the hour went by too fast. Also having a few breakout rooms with differentggodup
people would be good.
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Please note any additional comments you would like to make regarding the PEARC2IM&nttent
Program or the conference itself, including any comments you may have about the virtual format.

1 Mentees have to commit to makeeetings with the mentor or the process doesn't work.
There should be a separate schedule that can be shared with a mentee.

N/A

= =

| think my student and | were motivated to make this work, and so we both found it very successful.
In person will always be ltet, but the program was enriching nonetheless.

Please indicate your race/ethnicity. Select all that apply.

Answer % Count
American Indian or Alaska Native 0% 0
Asian 5% 1
Black or AfricasAmerican 14% 3
Hispanic or Latinx 5% 1
NativeHawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0% 0
White 59% 13
Other (please specify): 5% 1
Prefer not to disclose 14% 3

Total 100% 22

Other (please specify):

 Russian Jewish



Gender:

Answer

Male

Female

Non-binary

Other:

Prefer not to disclose

Total

%

36%
45%
5%
0%
14%
100%

83

Count

10

22

What is your job title or academic status? Please select the response that best describes your

association with the Studeientor Program.

Answer

Instructor

Assistant professor

Associate professor

Professor

Privatesector industry professional
Other (please specify):

Publiecsector/academidandustry professional

Other (please specify):
1 NGO Director

1 Research Computing Staff

1 HPGysadmin

% Count
5% 1
5% 1
9% 2
0% 0
9% 2
14% 3

59% 13

Total 100% 22



Do you work at a Minorit$erving Institution?

Answer %
Yes 10%
Unsure 20%
No 70%
Total 100%

84

Count

14
20

In your workplace, do you patrticipate in programs to increase diversity and/or inclusion?

Answer %
Yes 74%
No 21%
Unsure 5%

Total 100%

Count

14
4
1

19



PEARC21 Exhibitor Survey | Response rate: 20% (4/20)

85

To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding your experience as a virtual
exhibitor at the PEARC21 conference?

Question

My expectations for exhibiting
at PEARC21 were met.

ae& 2NBIYyAT I GAZ2
for exhibiting at PEARC21 wer:
met.

The virtual format worked well
for interacting with attendees.
The virtual format worked well
for sharing information about
my organization's products anc
services.

The PEARC conference series
attracts a significant number of
attendees in my organization's
target audience.

| (or others representing my
organization) engaged
sufficiently withmembers of
our target audience.

a®@ 2NBIFYATFGA2
PEARC21 was worthwhile.

My organization is interested ir
exhibiting at PEARC22.

My organization would be
interested in increasing its
support level for PEARC22.

5

S-trongly Disagree
disagree
(1) (2)

0% 0 25% 1
0% 0 0% O
0% 0 25% 1
0% 0 0% O
0% 0 25% 1
0% 0 0% O
0% 0 0% O
0% 0 0% O
0% 0 0% O

2dz AYRAOI SR
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Neither
agree nor
disagree(3)
0% 0
25% 1
25% 1
50% 2
0% 0
50% 2
0% 0
0% 0
100% 4

Agree
(4)

75%

50%

50%

50%

25%

50%

100%

75%

0%

3

4

3

Strongly
agree
(5)
0% O
25% 1

0% O

0% O

50% 2

0% O

0% O

25% 1

0% O

@2dz aRAA&l ANBSH
previousguestion. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

Mean

3.50

4.00

3.25

3.50

4.00

3.50

4.00

4.25

3.00

Std
Dev

0.87

0.71

0.83

0.50

1.22

0.50

0.00

0.43

0.00

Total

2N daldNRy3If e

1 PEARC21 had a lot of students who provided us information (which we were aware of before going in

to this) however, that is not rdlg our target audience.

1 Two items: our workshop wasn't not recorded in it's entirethe recorded aspect is a part of the
value of being limited to virtual ; thus, the posted recording, doesn't work gmthe details around
how the presentation tols work came late; and thus, made planning a bit hectic as the conference
start approached - we recognize this is challenging with new tools but, perhaps a week or two of
testing with all the presenters (opting in to do test runs) would help
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Haveyou participated as an exhibitor in other virtoaly conferences?

Answer % Count
Yes 100% 4
No 0% 0
Total 100% 4

What were the most valuable parts of PEARC21 for you as an exhibitor? Please select all that apply.

Answer % Count

Informal networking opportunities 33% 2
Technical Program 17% 1
Tutorials 17% 1
Poster Sessions 17% 1
Student Program 17% 1
Visualization Showcase 0% 0
BoFg; Birds of a Feather 0% 0
Other (please specify): 0% 0

Total 100% 6

What would makesupporting the PEARC Conference Series more valuable to your organization?

i Better metrics

1 platinumsponsors having speaking opportunities, from leadership

The PEARC Conference Steering Committee is interested in increasing exhibitor participation in and
support for the PEARC Student Program. From your perspective, what would make participation in this
program more valuable to your organization?

9 hosting a handsn session with students to gain exposure on how our service works

91 I believe there should be a mofocused group of students for each focused exhibitor. For instance,
the exhibitor could check which degree titles they are looking for, so no one's time is wasted.

9 looking forward toin-person conference
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Please share with us any general comments ywe labout your experience as an exhibitor at PEARC21,
including suggestions for how we might make the virtual format more valuable to your organization
should it be necessary in the future.

1 We need to be able to "see" who is in the booth. As it was, @eaHiat of booth visitors but wanted
to be able to communicate with them while they were in our booth.

1 The fact that it was easy to set up our own booth this year, talk to attendees 1:1, and also set up
meetings was great. Also to get lists of who visitegl booths during the conference was great. The
only thing to add would be to "see" the attendees when they enter your booth so that you could try
and engage with them while in the booth would be nice.

1 We would have loved to have gotten the attendees fist just booth visits, ewven if this was only in
the higher exhibit tiers.

9 overall, this year was better than last year presenting planning could have been better (earlier, and
more thorough) seems there was more online/virtual participation good j@yyene
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PEARCZ Tutorial/Workshop  Survey | Response rate (aggregate) : 30% (231/772)

TUTORIAL: A Deep Dive into Constructing Containers for Scientific Computing and Gateways

Response rate: 33% (18/54)

Please indicate the extent to which you agneth the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were
achieved.

The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.
The presenters made
appropriate modifications to
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding o
this topic as a result of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

Thelength of the
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn
activities were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.
For the amount invested, | am
happys A 1 K g KI G L
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree

@)

12% 2

12% 2

12% 2

12% 2

12% 2

12% 2

12% 2

6% 1

12% 2

13% 2

18% 3

12% 2
12% 2

12% 2

12% 2

Disagree
2
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
6% 1
0% O
6% 1
0% O
6% 1
0% O
12% 2
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree

©)
18% 3
6% 1
29% 5
6% 1
12% 2
6% 1
12% 2
19% 3
12% 2
13% 2
12% 2
12% 2
6% 1
18% 3
6% 1

Agree

(4)

59%

59%

35%

41%

35%

53%

41%

56%

53%

44%

24%

47%

59%

47%

47%

10

10

Strongly
agree

®)

12%

24%

24%

41%

35%

29%

29%

19%

18%

31%

35%

29%

24%

24%

35%

Mean

3.59

3.82

3.59

4.00

3.76

3.88

3.71

3.81

3.59

3.81

3.47

3.82

3.82

3.71

3.94

Std
Dev

1.09

1.15

1.19

1.24

131

1.18

1.27

0.95

1.19

1.24

1.50

1.20

1.15

1.18

121

Total

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

16

17

16

17

17

17

17

17
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

9 The training account setup had issues and some time was lost while the organizers sorted out what
happened before resolving the issue.

9 horrible tutorial. horrible conference

9 There werdechnical difficulties at the beginning of the first harals session, but were thankfully
quickly fixed. However, it did waste some time to continue with the demonstration.

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 Great job asisual, thanks!
1 Superb tutorial, thanks!

1 As with all remote/virtual presentations, we are highly dependent upon a fully functioning network
infrastructure. | have found that Zoom as a presentation platform is much toeldstay (2+ GB/hr)
that stresses pgale who are stuck on remote or mobile networks. This data rate is rather extreme
considering all we are seeing is a screen share and a small video image of the presenter. My network
provider was frequently throttling my access. Generic observatiorer®ees should also be
mindful of their audio transmissions. They should pay careful attention to their audio levels so as
they are not too hot or too soft, and they should be prepared to use a good quality microphone.
Some presenters were more difficultitear than others. Session organizers should force mute all
nonspeaking participants, and speakers should be encouraged to silence cell phone, slack and mail
alert sounds, etc.

9 Thanks for great presentations.

1 The one issue that | had was more relatedhie Pathable format. | thought that | was missing the
instructions for what to install prior to the tutorial. | could not find any information on Pathable. It
turns out that no prior instructions were necessary. It would have been nice if a messdgpzhad
posted that we did not need to do anything to prepare for the session.

91 1 'will never attend this scam any more.

1 1'would have liked to see another harmis on something more intermediate, such as setting up a
container to be used with MPI.



TUTORIAIAN Introduction to Advanced Features in MPI

Response rate: 36% (5/14)

Pleasendicatethe extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.

Strongly
Question disagree
1)
My goals for attending this _ 20% 1
tutorial/workshop were achieved.
The tqtonal/workshop was well 20% 1
organized.
Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a 0% O
timely/satisfactory manner.
The presenters made appropriatt
modifications to maximize
. 0% O
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my 20% 1
interest.
| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this 20% 1
experience.
| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my 25% 1
current/future work.
The length of the
tutorial/workshop was 0% O
appropriate
The content was presented 20% 1
clearly.
The exercises/handsn activities 20% 1
were adequate.
| experienced little to no
significant technological 0% O
difficulties.
| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others. 20% | 1
For the amount invested, | am
KFELLR 6AGK sKb g 0% 1
The remote format of the 0% 0

tutorial/workshop worked well.

Overall, | would rate my

tutorial/workshop experience as  20% 1
successful.

Disagree
2
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
20% 1
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree (3
20% 1
20 1
20% 1
50% 2
0% 0
20% 1
25% 1
20% 1
20% 1
20% 1
20% 1
20% 1
20% 1
40% 2
20% 1

Agree

(4)
20%

40%

40%

50%

80%

20%

50%

40%

40%

60%

60%

60%
60%

40%

60%

agree
©)
1 40%

2 20%

2 40%

2 0%

4 0%

1 40%

2 0%

2 20%

2 20%

3 %

3 20%

3 0%
3 0%

2 20%

3 0%

Strongly

2

Mean

3.60

3.40

4.20

3.50

3.40

3.60

3.00

3.60

3.40

3.20

4.00

3.20

3.20

3.80

3.20

Std
Dev

1.50

1.36

0.75

0.50

1.20

1.50

1.22

1.02

1.36

1.17

0.63

1.17

1.17

0.75

1.17

90

Total
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous questiorPlease share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

91 larrived about 45 minutes late due to an authentication issue thighconference portal. | sat
through the rest of the workshop but couldn't overcome missing the first 1/4 of the presentation.

1 Victor is great at what he does.
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TUTORIAL: Boosting Performance of Machine Learning/Deep Learning afypbeations using the

MVAPICHZDR Library
Response rate: 16% (6/37)

Pleasandicatethe extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were achieved.
The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made appropriatt
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

Thelength of the
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
Kl LR & A (dained.K |
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly

disagree
(1)
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Disagree
2)
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree (3)
0% 2
20% 1
40% 2
20% 1
0% 0
0% 0
60% 3
20% 1
20% 1
0% 2
20% 1
20% 1
20% 1
0% 0
0% 2

Agree
(4)

20 1

20% 1

0% O

20 1

40% 2

40% 2

0% O

20% 1

20% 1

0% O

40% 2

40% 2

40% 2

40% 2

0% O

Strongly
agree

()
40% 2

60% 3

60% 3

60% 3

60% 3

60% 3

40% 2

60% 3

60% 3

60% 3

40% 2

40% 2
40% 2

60% 3

60% 3

Mean

4.00

4.40

4.20

4.40

4.60

4.60

3.80

4.40

4.40

4.20

4.20

4.20

4.20

4.60

4.20

Std
Dev

0.89

0.80

0.98

0.80

0.49

0.49

0.98

0.80

0.80

0.98

0.75

0.75

0.75

0.49

0.98

Total
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please sharany additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 Really excellent stuff. 1'm going towatch the video if it's available. (I hope itis.)



TUTORIARBuilda quick, effective coding tutorial

Response rate: 24% (4/17)

Please indicate thextent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were
achieved.

The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made appropriat
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

Thelength of the
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KIF LR ¢ A (déained.K I (
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree
1
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Disagree
2
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree

(3)

0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
25% 1
0% 0
25% 1
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0

Agree
4)

25%

25%

25%

50%

25%

0%

25%

25%

25%

25%

25%

25%

0%

0%

0%

Strongly
agree

()

75%

75%

75%

50%

75%

100%

75%

50%

75%

50%

75%

75%

100%

100%

100%

Mean

4.75

4.75

4.75

4.50

4.75

5.00

4.75

4.25

4.75

4.25

4.75

4.75

5.00

5.00

5.00

Std
Dev

0.43

0.43

0.43

0.50

0.43

0.00

0.43

0.83

0.43

0.83

0.43

0.43

0.00

0.00

0.00

94

Total
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Youindicatedd Kl & &2dz aRA&FANBShH 2NJ aadNpy3ate RAal INBS
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please sharany additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 1 enjoyed the discussion on experiences and tips on how to run workshops.

91 I'd love to see a fork of this for n@oding but still technical topics! Brian and | kind of improvised
that, but the coding spefic suggestions were so particularly helpful that I'd love to see a variation
on this lesson tuned for other technical tutorial types too.

1 Great job!

1 Very well done



TUTORIAL: Deploying Science Gateways with Apache Airavata

Response rate: 42% (5/12)

96

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals forattending this
tutorial/workshop were
achieved.

The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made
appropriate modifications to
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

The length of the
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.
Forthe amount invested, | am
KFELILR ALK gKI
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree
1)
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Disagree
2
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree

(3)

0% 0
0% 0
50% 1
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
50% 1
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0

Agree
4)

50%

50%

0%

50%

50%

100%

100%

0%

50%

50%

50%

50%
50%

50%

50%

Strongly

agree

()

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

0%

0%

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%
50%

50%

50%

1

Mean

4.50

4.50

4.00

4.50

4.50

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.50

4.50

4.50

4.50

4.50

4.50

4.50

Std
Dev

0.50

0.50

1.00

0.50

0.50

0.00

0.00

1.00

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

Total
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organmpreye the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 Great presentation! Looking forward to integrating this into some of our projects!



TUTORIAL: Deploying XSEDE Endpoints Using Giobest Server version 5

Response rate: 18% (3/17)

Pleasendicatethe extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were achieved
The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of anynecessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made appropriat
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topignto my
current/future work.

The length of the
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

Theexercises/hand®n activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KILILE 6AGK 6KI
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree
)
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Disagree
2
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree

3

0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0

0% O
0% O

Agree
(4)

67%

33%

67%

67%

67%

67%

67%

67%

67%

67%

33%

33%

33%

33%

33%

Strongly
agree (5) Mean
33% 1 433
67% 2 4.67
33% 1 4.33
33% 1 433
33% 1 433
33% 1 4.33
33% 1 433
33% 1 4.33
33% 1 433
33% 1 433
67% 2 4.67
67% 2 4.67
67% 2 4.67
67% 2 4.67
67% 2 4.67

Std
Dev

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

0.47

98

Total
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that couldutehe conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 Learning about the existence of the deployment_key.json file was helpful. It would be nice to see
more docunentation about how it relates to restoring endpoints, storage connectors, and collections
with their respective GUIDs. Thanks for the informative workshop!

1 Great job! Hands on part was very easy to follow.
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TUTORIAL: Empowering Research Computirguarganization Through the Open Science Grid

Response rate: 35% (7/20)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.

Strongly
Question disagree
1)
My goals for attending this 0% 0
tutorial/workshop were achieved.
The tqtonal/workshop was well 0% 0
organized.
Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a 0% O
timely/satisfactory manner.
The presenters made appropriatt
modifications to maximize
. 0% O
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my 0% 0
interest.
| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this 0% O
experience.
| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my 0% O
current/future work.
The length of the
tutorial/workshop was 0% O
appropriate
The content was presented 0% 0
clearly.
The exercises/handsn activities
0% O
were adequate.
| experienced little to no
significant technological 0% O
difficulties.
I WOl_JId recommend this 0% 0
tutorial/workshop to others.
For the aznour]t |ny§sted,J am g g
KILLlke 6A0K gKI U
The remote format of the 0% 0

tutorial/workshop worked well.

Overall, | would rate my

tutorial/workshop experienceas 0% O
successful.

Disagree
2
0% O
0% O
17% 1
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree (3)
14% 1
0% O
0% 0
14% 1
0% 0
0% 0
14% 1
0% 0
0% O
14% 1
14% 1
0% 0
0% O
0% 0
0% 0

Agree

(4)
71%

43%

33%

43%

43%

57%

43%

57%

S57%

71%

29%

43%
57%

57%

43%

5

Strongly

agree

®)
14%

57%

50%

43%

57%

43%

43%

43%

43%

14%

57%

57%
43%

43%

57%

1

4

Mean

4.00

4.57

4.17

4.29

4.57

4.43

4.29

4.43

4.43

4.00

4.43

4.57

4.43

4.43

4.57

Std
Dev

0.53

0.49

1.07

0.70

0.49

0.49

0.70

0.49

0.49

0.53

0.73

0.49

0.49

0.49

0.49

Total
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Pleaskare any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 The workshop was very well done. Thank you.

1 1wish the examples allowedrfa bit more time to play with the examples to see how modifying for
example the submit files impacts the computations
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TUTORIAL: Engineering your Application for Peak Performance with TAU and MVAPICH2

Response rate: 33% (2/6)

Please indicate thextent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were
achieved.

The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made
appropriate modifications to
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

Thelength of the
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KIF LR 6 A (dained.K I |
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, I would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree
)
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Disagree
2
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree

(3

0% O
0% 0
0% O
0% O
0% 0
0% O
0% O
0% 0
0% O
0% O
0% 0
0% O
0% O
0% 0
0% O

Agree
(4)

0%

0%

50%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

50%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Strongly
agree (5)

100% 2

100% 2

50% 1

100% 2

100% 2

100% 2

100% 2

100% 2

100% 2

100% 2

50% 1

100% 2
100% 2

100% 2

100% 2

Mean

5.00

5.00

4.50

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

4.50

5.00

5.00

5.00

5.00

Std

0.00

0.00

0.50

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.50

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Total
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please sharerny additional comments or suggestions you may have.
1 [None]



TUTORIAL: Interactive Scientific Computing on the Anvil Composable Platform

Response rate: 15% (2/13)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in reghrsl to

tutorial/workshop.

Strongly
Question disagree
1)
My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were 0% O
achieved.
The tgtonal/workshop was well 0% 0
organized.
Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a 0% O
timely/satisfactory manner.
The presenters made
appropriatemodifications to
L . 0% O
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my 0% 0
interest.
| have a better understanding of
this topic as aesult of this 0% O
experience.
| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my 0% O
current/future work.
The length of the
tutorial/workshop was 0% O
appropriate
The content was presented 0% 0
clearly.
The exercises/handsn activities
0% O
were adequate.
| experienced little to no
significant technological 0% O
difficulties.
I Wogld recommend this 0% 0
tutorial/workshop to others.
For the aznourlt my{ested,,l am g0 g
KILILke 6A0K GKII
Theremote format of the 0% 0
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experienceas 0% O

successful.

Disagree agree nor

(2)

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Neither
disagree
3
0% O
0% 0
0% O
0% O
0% 0
0% O
50% 1
0% 0
0% O
0% O
0% 0
50% 1
0% O
0% 0
0% O

Agree
(4)

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

100%

0%
50%

50%

50%

Strongly

agree

®)

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

0%

50%

50%

50%

0%

50%
50%

50%

50%

1

Mean

4.50

4.50

4.50

4.50

4.50

4.50

3.50

4.50

4.50

4.50

4.00

4.00

4.50

4.50

4.50

Std
Dev

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.50

0.00

1.00

0.50

0.50

0.50

104

Total
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. 2dz AYRAOIFIGSR (kKa iiNRYIALf & RRAZPANBESHe 2NI K G €SI a
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please share any additional comments or suggesfmnsnay have.

1 Great platform! Great presentation! | am hoping to integrate ANVIL into some of our projects!



10€

TUTORIAL: Lucata Pathfin@eTutorial: Nexgjeneration Computation with the Rogues Gallery
Response rate: 67% (2/3)

Please indicate the exteto which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Strongly Disaaree Neither
Question disagree g agree nor  Agree (4)

o Strongly Mean Std
D disagree (3)

agree (5) Dev Total

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshopwere 0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100 2 0% O 4.00 0.00 2
achieved.
The tutorial/workshop was wel
organized.
Distribution of any necessar
materials was conductedin 0% 0 0% O 0% 0 50% 1 50% 1 450 0.50 2
timely/satisfactory manner.
The presenters madt
appropriate modifications to
maximize learning/knowledgs
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated m
interest.
| have a better understanding ¢
this topic as aresultofthi 0% O 0% 0 50% 1 50% 1 0% O 350 050 2
experience.
| am confident that | can nov
incorporate this topicintomy 0% 0 0% 0 100% 1 0% O 0% O 3.00 0.00 1
current/future work.
Thelength of the
tutorial/workshopwas 0% O 50% 1 50% 1 0% 0 0% O 250 0.50 2
appropriate
The content was presente
clearly.
The exercises/handsn
activities were adequate
| experienced little to no
significant technologica 0% 0 50% 1 50% 1 0% 0 0% 0 250 0.50 2
difficulties.
| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.
For the amount invested, | ar
KI LI & A ldéinedl.|
_Theremote formatofthe o, 4 6o o 5096 1 50% 1 0% O 350 050 2
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experienceas 0% O 0% O 100% 2 0% O 0% O 3.00 0.00 2
successful.

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 2 0% O 4.00 0.00 2

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 2 0% O 400 0.00 2

0% 0 0% O 50% 1 50% 1 0% 0 350 0.50 2

0% 0 0% 0 50% 1 50% 1 0% O 350 050 2

0% 0 0% O 1000 1 0% O 0% O 3.00 0.00 1

0% 0 0% 0 100% 1 0% O 0% O 3.00 000 1

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 2 0% O 4.00 000 2
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 In hindsight it was nioa good fit for me. | was looking for an overview of the resources that were
available, what a typical engagement with the facility looks like, a success story, etc... | got most of
that in the first hour or so. The hands on part regarding how to progmaenof the available
resources was more detailed than | was interested in.

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 1'would have liked more detailed information about GraphBLAS. The tutorials were too focused on
details and diftult to run. It would be nice to have the tutorials at a higher level of abstraction. In
general, the access to the resources would better at a hilglvel. For example, instead of fine
tuning code at the array or element level, it would be bettendwe the code optimization happen
automatically by compilers and optimizers.



TUTORIAL: Managing HPC Software Complexity with Spack

Response rate: 37% (10/27)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in reghrsl to

tutorial/workshop.

Strongly
Question disagree
1)
My goals for attending this 0% 0
tutorial/workshop were achieved. 0
The tqtonal/workshop was well 0% 0
organized.
Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a 0% O
timely/satisfactory manner.
The presenters made appropriatt
modifications to maximize
. 0% O
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my 0% 0
interest.
| have a better understanding of
this topic as aesult of this 0% O
experience.
| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my 0% O
current/future work.
The length of the
tutorial/workshop was 0% O
appropriate
The content was presented 0% 0
clearly.
The exercises/handsn activities 10% 1
were adequate.
| experienced little to no
significant technological 0% O
difficulties.
I WOl_JId recommend this 0% 0
tutorial/workshop to others.
For the aznour]t |ny§sted,J am g0
KILLlke 6A0K gKI U
The remote format of the 0% 0

tutorial/workshop worked well.

Overall, | would rate my

tutorial/workshop experienceas 0% O
successful.

Disagree

)
0%

0%

0%

10%

10%

0%

20%

10%

10%

0%

0%

0%
20%

0%

20%

0

Neither
agree nor
disagree (3)
30% 3
20% 2
20% 2
0% O
10% 1
10% 1
10% 1
10% 1
10% 1
30% 3
20% 2
20% 2
10% 1
0% 0
0% 0

Agree

(4)
40%

40%

40%

60%

40%

40%

30%

50%

50%

30%

40%

40%
20%

60%

40%

4

Strongly
agree

()
30% 3

40% 4

40% 4

30% 3

40% 4

50% 5

40% 4

30% 3

30% 3

30% 3

40% 4

40% 4
50% 5

40% 4

40% 4

Mean

4.00

4.20

4.20

4.10

4.10

4.40

3.90

4.00

4.00

3.70

4.20

4.20

4.00

4.40

4.00

Std
Dev

0.77

0.75

0.75

0.83

0.94

0.66

1.14

0.89

0.89

1.19

0.75

0.75

1.18

0.49

1.10

108

Total

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10
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previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 The workshop felt very rbed. It felt more like a lecture than a workshop. Even though | was already
familiar with the material, it was difficult to keep up with the pace of instruction. It is possible that
there is too much content to cover in such a short time. In this coritexight be worth it to cover
less, as less can often be more.

1 The pace was too fast and it was hard to keep up. Didn't really understand what the commands were
doing since all we did was copy and paste commands from a website.

Please share any additiom@mments or suggestions you may have.

9 The workshop was great. | have a suggestion/comment. Time needs to be allocated in the
beginning for participants to obtain AWS info and login before starting the training. | know that
time was short and there welgarriers to providing the info to attendees before starting.

9 It might be valuable to have instructors that are not developers, as that can bridge the mindset gap
and knowledge gap between the expert and the amateur.

Awesome team and tutorial!
The presentes did a great job!

Great Job!!!

= = =2 =1

Maybe cover less material and teach at a slower pace. Give more intuition or a better idea of what
commands do and how Spack works.



TUTORIAL: Modern Tools for Supercomputers

Response rate: 23% (11/48)

Pleasendicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals forattending this
tutorial/workshop were
achieved.

The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made
appropriate modifications to
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

The length of the
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KILILE 6AGK gKI
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshopexperience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree
)
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Disagree agree nor

(2)

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

17%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Neither
disagree
3
0% O
0% 0
0% O
0% O
0% 0
0% O
17% 1
17% 1
0% O
17% 1
0% 0
0% O
0% O
0% 0
0% O

Agree

(4)

67%

83%

67%

100%

100%

83%

83%

67%

100%

50%

80%

83%
83%

100%

100%

4

Strongly
agree

®)

33%

17%

33%

0%

0%

17%

0%

17%

0%

17%

20%

17%

17%

0%

0%

2

Mean

4.33

4.17

4.33

4.00

4.00

4.17

3.83

4.00

4.00

3.67

4.20

4.17

4.17

4.00

4.00

Std

0.47

0.37

0.47

0.00

0.00

0.37

0.37

0.58

0.00

0.94

0.40

0.37

0.37

0.00

0.00

11C

Total
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future confergacezers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

9 This particular workshop contained labs, but most were skipped over. I'd recommend compressing
the lecture portion of the workshop to allows for lab work.

Please share any additional comments or ssijgies you may have.

1 create aworkshopsite that will be available long after the workshop is over
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TUTORIAL: Open OnDemand, Open XDMoD, and ColdFront: an HPC center management toolset
Response rate: 29% (16/56)

Please indicate the extent to whighbu agree with the following statements in regard to this
tutorial/workshop.

Strongly Neither
. : Disagree agree nor  Agree  Strongly Std
Question disagree 2 disagree 4) agree (5) Mean Dev Total
(1) 3
(3)
My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were 0% 0 0% O 0% 0 47% 7 53% 8 453 050 15
acheved.
The witorialfworkshop was well g0 o 005 o 00 0 40% 6 60% 9 460 049 15
organized.

Distribution of any necessary

materials was conducted in a 0% 0 0% 0 13% 2 33% 5 53% 8 440 071 15
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made
appropriate modifications to
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have aetter understanding of
this topic as a result of this 0% 0 0% O 7% 1 33% 5 60% 9 453 062 15
experience.

| am confident that | can now

incorporate this topic into my 0% 0 0% 0 13% 2 40% 6 47% 7 433 070 15
current/future work.

The length of the

tutorial/workshop was 0% 0 7% 1 0% 0 40% 6 53% 8 440 080 15
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological 0% 0 13% 2 0% 0O 53% 8 33% 5 407 093 15
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KIF LR 6 A (dained.K I |
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, I would rate my
tutorial/workshop experienceas 0% 0 0% O 0% 0 40% 6 60% 9 460 049 15
successful.

0% 0 0% O 7% 1 47% 7 47% 7 440 061 15

0% 0 0% O 7% 1 50% 7 43% 6 436 061 14

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 53% 8 47% 7 447 050 15

0% 0 7% 1 0% 0 47% 7 47% 7 433 079 15

0% 0 0% O 7% 1 27% 4 67% 10 460 0.61 15

0% 0 0% O 7% 1 40% 6 53% 8 447 062 15

0% 0 0% O 13% 2 27% 4 60% 9 447 0.72 15
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 1was unable to get Docker working on my laptop Mac so | could not follow along while the workshop
was being done. My Mac was recently updated to Big Sur, so maybe that broke things but even
reinstalling Docker did not resolve the issue. Still don't k&t the problem was, but | was able
to getDocker running on my office Mac later on (which is also running Big Sur) and the docker image
worked well.

1 There was a fair bit of technical setup for this hands on tutorial, and | did not prepare ahead enough.
| was able to overcome couple hurdles with the installation, but in the end | couldn't get the
exercises to work. | ended up thinking it was more important to listen to the content that to continue
fighting with my system.

Please share any additionahwments or suggestions you may have.

1 Ithought it was was excellent and the topics were prepared. | had a little difficulty keeping up and
getting started, as | had not fully read the instructions in advance of the workshop, and founds
myself getting lost @aumber of times. But the presenters stuck to the materials very well, so it was
easy to find my place and get current. The breaks were helpful. Perhaps the workshop could have run
a bit longer to ensure all topics were covered well and in a more relacsd phe two locations for
asking for help was a bit confusing (both zoom chat and slack), and two places in slack. Perhaps one
place (#pearc21) and cross post to other channels may be better for crossover, generic questions.

1 Perhaps it is outside of theape of this workshop, but would have been nice to go over the
deployment of OpenOnDemand as | am struggling with that. But will open up a ticket with the OOD
folks on it.

9 1 was not aware that there were instructions for us to setup git and docker fautitieal until | read
a email | received on Sunday the morning of the tutorial. | suggest sending this reminder a couple
days before the weekend to allow attendees time to setup the tools.

I The OpenOnDemand tutorial jumped around a lot

9 This was absoluteliantastic. Fasipaced, but | can't see how else to do it. Truly well thought out and
expertly delivered. Bravo!



TUTORIAL: Programming and Profiling Modern Multicore Processors

Response rate: 39% (12/31)

Please indicate the extent to which you agretiwhie following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop wereachieved.
The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made appropriat
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

The length ofhe
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KIF LR 6 A ldained.K I (
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree
)
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Disagree
2
0% O
9% 1
18% 2
0% O
0% O
0% O
9% 1
9% 1
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree

3
20% 2
18% 2

0% 0
27% 3
9% 1
0% O
18% 2
9% 1
9% 1
9% 1
0% 0
18% 2
18% 2
36% 4
18% 2

Agree
(4)

50% 5

45% 5

55% 6

45% 5

55% 6

50% 5

55% 6

55% 6

73% 8

73% 8

45% 5

55% 6

55% 6

36% 4

45% 5

Strongly Mean

agree (5)

30% 3

21% 3

271% 3

271% 3

36% 4

50% 5

18% 2

271% 3

18% 2

18% 2

55% 6

271% 3
27% 3

271% 3

36% 4

4.10

3.91

3.91

4.00

4.27

4.50

3.82

4.00

4.09

4.09

4.55

4.09

4.09

3.91

4.18

Std
Dev

0.70

0.90

1.00

0.74

0.62

0.50

0.83

0.85

0.51

0.51

0.50

0.67

0.67

0.79

0.72

114

Total

10

11

11

11

11

10

11

11

11

11

11

11

11

11

11
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previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 As someonavith very little recent C experience, | found this tutorial very helpful for learning the
nuances of multicore processing. The session, however, was very long and | found it difficult to keep
myself engaged toward the end. This may have just been meetiiggié from the first full day of
PEARC.

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 Thank you for the knowledge! :)
1 Thank you John, Lars, Matthew, and Amit! You are awesome! Very useful content and great training.

1 1. I was veryamiliar with this material and picked this workshop w/o much study since i expected to
be able to easily switch. Please pass along my disappointment at not being able to switch easily;
pearc should have made that policy change obvious in advance.abélihg said, i was a bit stale
and enjoyed the new stuff for me: especially the intel compiler avx512wsage option and the
OpenMP 4 simd construct. 3. There was a noticeable amount of duplication among the
presentations which could be viewed adaspor a minus. 4. | did not see many references in the
talks. | love to include Jon Bentley's "Writing Efficient Programs" while i mention that all those
techniques are now done automagically by compilers. This gives those application programmers
whose knegjerk reaction is to blame the compiler something to digest. Obviously, lots of other
books in this realm not to mention the 2 Pearls books. 5. There were a umber of slides where i was
fumbling with the zoom in/out, so i suggest a bigger fonadrowup next slide. 6. The labs went
pretty well esp. considering the virtual show. All in all, good job !



TUTORIAL: Python 201: Building Better Scientific Software in Python

Response rate: 43% (16/37)

Please indicate the extent to which you agvéth the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were
achieved.

The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made appropriat
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

The length othe
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KIF LR 6 A (dained.K I (
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree
)
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Disagree
2
8% 1
0% O
0% O
0% O
8% 1
8% 1
0% O
8% 1
0% O
25% 3
0% O
0% O
8% 1
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree

3

8% 1
8% 1
0% O
15% 2
15% 2
0% O
8% 1
23% 3
15% 2
0% O
0% 0
15% 2
15% 2
23% 3
15% 2

Agree
4

38%

15%

25%

31%

31%

38%

58%

23%

31%

42%

15%

15%

31%

38%

31%

Strongly
agree

(5)

46%

7%

75%

54%

46%

54%

33%

46%

54%

33%

85%

69%

46%

38%

54%

6

10

Mean

4.23

4.69

4.75

4.38

4.15

4.38

4.25

4.08

4.38

3.83

4.85

4.54

4.15

4.15

4.38

Std
Dev

0.89

0.61

0.43

0.74

0.95

0.84

0.60

1.00

0.74

1.14

0.36

0.75

0.95

0.77

0.74

11€

Total

13

13

12

13

13

13

12

13

13

12

13

13

13

13

13
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 It would have been helpful to have haraois exercises and time to work on them between lecture
portions.

I The training lacked hanes activities The training was not designed to accommodate accessibility
and learning issues.

1 |1felt the session was a bit toorlg and that we could have covered the same topics in probably 3
hours. | was starting to lose interest towards the end of the day since it was a long 7 hour session.

1 There was very little in the way of hands on exercise. Given the nature of the materddrstand
that it would have been very difficult to make the tutorial more interactive. Nonetheless, the tutorial
developer(s) should make an attempt to incorporate hands on exercises next time they present. They
might want to even consider having somatered down examples that can be executed in a Jupyter
notebook just so that the participants can do some quick tests to reinforce their learning.

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 1'would have loved to have time eitherthe end or better during the handms exercises where
participants can apply the skills to their own projects

1 This was an excellent workshop for this topic on python. The presenter did a wonderful job of
explaining the material in a systematic and engaginanner. | was extremely impressed with the
presentation and the content. | additionally liked that the material is available online for future
reference. This was a great workshop!

1 Being able to look through the webpage alongside the workshop was famtakad a problem at
0KS 0S3IAYyyYyAyad gA0GK ONBIFGAY3 LI O1F3Sazx odzi Ad
package folder. Maybe bolden and underline that part in the instructions..Otherwise, | had a great
time!

9 Things got too rushed at the drand less organized. It might be better to cut down on topics or
move through earlier ones more quickly.

1  Work with a campus expert in accessibility for how to adapt the presentation to be more
accommodating. Incorporate hands activities.
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1 Geoffrey was extremely capable and has a nice presentation style. His depth of knowledge was
readily apparent when he answered questions that were outside the tutorial's main topics (e.g.
digression on Python copy and deepcopy capabilities was handlednelyrwell). The material
presented in this tutorial will certainly help me turn my code into real software. It was probably way
too much material for anyone (or at least someone like me) to learn in-@aysession, but it
certainly gives me a jumpirgff point for further sekstudy. Finally, the presenter should consider a
substitute term for "sanity check" when talking about software testing since some consider it
offensive to those with mental health issues. Full disclosiuséll catch myselfsing sanity check
more often than I like to admit and have been trying to break the habit.



TUTORIAL: Securing Science Gateways with Custos Services
Response rate: 18% (4/22)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statemerggand to this
tutorial/workshop.

Strong| Neither Strongl
. rongly Disagree agree nor Agree gy Std
Question disagree ; agree  Mean Total
(2) disagree (4) Dev
(1) 3 5)
(3)
My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 100% 4 0% O 4.00 0.00 4
achieved.
The witorialfworkshop was well o, o 5506 1 5096 2 25% 1 0% 0 300 071 4
organized.

Distribution of any necessary

materials was conducted in a 25% 1 0% 0 0% 0 75% 3 0% O 325 1.30 4
timely/satisfactory manner.
The presenters made
appropriate modifications to
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my 0%
interest.

| have a better understanding ol

this topic as a result of this 0% 0 25% 1 0% 0O 7% 3 0% O 350 0.87 4
experience.

| am confident that | can now

incorporate this topic into my 33% 1 0% O 0% 0 67% 2 0% 0 300 141 3
current/future work.

The length of the

tutorial/workshop was 25% 1 0% 0 25% 1 50% 2 0% O 300 1.22 4
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological 0% 0 100% 3 0% 0 0% 0 0% O 200 0.00 3
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.
For the amount invested, | am
KILIL®E ¢gAGK gKI
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experienceas 0% 0 25% 1 25% 1 50% 2 0% O 325 0.83 4
successful.

0% 0 25% 1 25% 1 50% 2 0% O 325 083 4

0 25% 1 50% 2 25% 1 0% O 3.00 0.71 4

0% 0 50% 2 25% 1 25% 1 0% O 275 0.83 4

0% 0 50% 2 50% 2 0% 0 0% O 250 050 4

25% 1 25% 1 0% 0 50% 2 0% 0 275 1.30 4

0% 0 50% 2 0% 0 50% 2 0% O 300 100 4

0% 0 0% 0 50% 2 25% 1 25% 1 3.75 0.83 4
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You indicated thatyod RA & ANBSh 2NJ aaiGNRy3Ifte& RAalFINBSeE gAll
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 One of the demos was delayed about half andrby unexpected build issues.

1 The presenters did not give any information before the session. It would have been helpful to have
any necessary installation instructions beforehand.

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 The safu with the dependencies did not influence my ratings. | know that was out of the presenters'
control.
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TUTORIAL: Security Log Analysis: Real world hands on methods and techniques to detect attacks
Response rate: 21% (5/24)

Please indicate thextent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this
tutorial/workshop.

_ S_trongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Std
Question disagree @) agree nor 4) agree  Mean Dev Total
(D) disagree (3) (5)

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were achieved.
The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a 0% 0 20% 1 0% 0 40% 2 40% 2 4.00 1.10 5
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made appropriatt
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this 0% 0 0% O 0% 0O 80% 4 20% 1 420 040 5
experience.

| am confident that | can now

incorporate this topic into my 0% 0 0% 0 20% 1 40% 2 40% 2 420 0.75 5
current/future work.

Thelength of the

tutorial/workshop was 0% 0 20% 1 0% 0 40% 2 40% 2 4.00 1.10 5
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological 0% 0 0% O 0% 0 40% 2 60% 3 4.60 0.49 5
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KIF LR ¢ A ldéained.K I (i
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experienceas 0% 0 0% O 0% 0O 80% 4 20% 1 420 0.40 5
successful.

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 75% 3 25% 1 425 043 4

0% 0 0% O 0% 0O 80% 4 20% 1 4.20 0.40 5

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 80% 4 20% 1 420 0.40 5

0% 0 0% O 0% 0O 60% 3 40% 2 440 049 5

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 60% 3 40% 2 4.40 0.49 5

0% 0 20% 1 0% 0 60% 3 20% 1 380 098 5

0% 0 0% O 0% 0O 80% 4 20% 1 420 040 5

0% 0 0% 0 20% 1 60% 3 20% 1 400 063 5

0% 0 0% 0 20 1 40% 2 40% 2 420 0.75 5
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 The content was ctely set up for a different training, this was apparent by the host indicating that it
was 4 hours of materials given in 3 hours time. | think there are multiple things that could have been
done to help with the timing, especially asking thes@ssion swey questions of the attendees
beforehand so 1. time wasn't spent on them & 2. the hosts had a better idea of who they were
presenting too & would have been able to modify to better fit the audience.

Please share any additional comments or suggestiansay have.

1 Ithought this was a really great seminar, that | think could be very effective if some small
modifications were made.
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TUTORIAL: Visualize, Analyze, and Correlate Networking Activities for Parallel Programs on InfiniBand
HPC Clusters usitige OSU INAM Tool

Response rate: 50% (6/12)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this
tutorial/workshop.

Strongly Neither
. : Disagree agree nor  Agree = Strongly Std
Question dlsag;ree B disagree 4) agree (5) Mean Dev Total
3)

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were achieved
The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of anynecessary
materials was conducted in a 0% 0 0% 0 40% 2 20% 1 40% 2 4.00 0.89 5
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made appropriat
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this 0% 0 20% 1 20% 1 40% 2 20% 1 3.60 1.02 5
experience.

| am confident that | can now

incorporate this topic into my 200 1 0% O 20% 1 40% 2 20% 1 340 1.36 5
current/future work.

The length of the

tutorial/workshop was 0% 0 0% 0 60% 3 20% 1 20% 1 3.60 0.80 5
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological 2000 1 0% O 40% 2 40% 2 0% O 3.00 1.10 5
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KILILkE 6AGK gKI(
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experienceas 20% 1 0% O 20% 1 0% O 60% 3 3.80 1.60 5
successful.

0% 0 0% 0 40% 2 40% 2 20% 1 3.80 0.75 5

0% 0 20% 1 0% 0 40% 2 40% 2 400 1.10 5

0% 0 0% 0 60% 3 0% O 40% 2 380 0.98 5

20 1 0% 0 20% 1 20% 1 40% 2 3.60 150 5

0% 0 20% 1 0% 0 60% 3 20% 1 3.80 0.98 5

0% 0 25% 1 50% 2 0% O 25% 1 325 1.09 4

0% 0 0% 0 40% 2 20% 1 40% 2 4.00 0.89 5

0% 0 20% 1 20% 1 40% 2 20% 1 3.60 1.02 5

0% 0 0% 0 20 1 20% 1 60% 3 440 0.80 5
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous questiorPlease share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 Thetutorial must be broken into smaller parts so the audience can follow along much easier.
1 Il only added the tutorial/workshop for about &our. | left to attend another workshop (Build a

quick, effectivdd2 RAy 3 (dzi2NAFf 0 GKFG FAG Y2NB 6AGK Yeé A
were basically a result of me not attending the full tutorial.

Please share any additional commentsuggestions you may have.
1 The remote access to the INAM server was a little unstable, so I'd get disconnectpeenyid
(although this may, and probably was, entirely on my end). Otherwise, great workshop.

1 1 wishthere was a list of prerequisites, thaiudd have provided some general knowledge prior to the
tutorial.



WORKSHOP: ACM SIGHPC SYSPROS Symposium 2021

Response rate: 43% (12/28)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were achieved.
Thetutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made appropriatt
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as aesult of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

The length of the
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significanttechnological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KILIL®E gAGK 6KI{
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree
1)
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Disagree
2
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
9% 1
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree (3)
0% O
0% O
13% 1
18% 2
0% 0
0% 0
10% 1
271% 3
0% O
50% 2
0% 0
9% 1
0% O
9% 1
0% 0

Agree

(4)
27%

27%

13%

27%

27%

55%

50%

18%

45%

0%

27%

18%
27%

55%

36%

3

Strongly
agree

()
73% 8

73% 8

75% 6

55% 6

73% 8

45% 5

40% 4

55% 6

55% 6

50% 2

64% 7

73% 8
73% 8

36% 4

64% 7

Mean

4.73

4.73

4.63

4.36

4.73

4.45

4.30

4.27

4.55

4.00

4.45

4.64

4.73

4.27

4.64

Std
Dev

0.45

0.45

0.70

0.77

0.45

0.50

0.64

0.86

0.50

1.00

0.89

0.64

0.45

0.62

0.48

Total

11

11

11

11

11

10

11

11

11

11

11

11

11
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You indicated thatyod RA & ANBSh 2NJ aaiGNRy3Ifte& RAalFINBSeE gAll
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 I had trouble getting on the platform, sintee link | received in email did not work out of the box. |
had to strip the parameters out of the supplied url.

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 The virtual format was good/ok but we did miss out on the random chattiaghappens when
getting coffee or being able to see the questioning look on peoples' faces that helps drive the deeper
discussion when in person. But that all said it was pretty good and better than missing out.

1 SIGHPC SYSPROS puts on a great symposiynyeas. It's one of the highlights of PEARC for me.
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WORKSHOP: Building a Strategic Plan for your Research Computing and Data Program
Response rate: 31% (17/55)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statemerggand to this

tutorial/workshop.
Strongly Neither Strongly

Question disagree Disagree agree nor Agree agree  Mean Total
e 2 4) () Dev

disagree (3)
0% 0 0% 0 13% 2 60% 9 27% 4 413 062 15

Std

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were achieved.
The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a 0% 0 0% 0 13% 2 33% 5 53% 8 440 0.71 15
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters madappropriate
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this 0% 0 0% 0 2% 4 27% 4 47% 7 420 0.83 15
experience.

| am confident that | can now

incorporate this topic into my 0% 0 7% 1 13% 2 27% 4 53% 8 427 093 15
current/future work.

The length of the

tutorial/workshop was % 1 7% 1 13% 2 40% 6 33% 5 387 115 15
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological 0% 0 13% 2 0% 0 40% 6 47% 7 420 098 15
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KILIL®E gAGK 6KI{
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experienceas 0% 0 0% O 13% 2 40% 6 47% 7 433 0.70 15
successful.

0% 0 0% O 7% 1 33% 5 60% 9 453 062 15

0% 0 0% O 7% 1 47% 7 47% 7 440 061 15

0% 0 0% 0 13% 2 53% 8 33% 5 420 065 15

0% 0 0% 0 13% 2 47% 7 40% 6 427 068 15

0% 0 0% 0 20% 3 40% 6 40% 6 420 0.75 15

0% 0 7% 1 7% 1 33% 5 53% 8 433 087 15

0% 0 0% O 7% 1 40% 6 53% 8 447 062 15

0% 0 0% 0 13% 2 40% 6 47% 7 433 070 15
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Youindicatedtha® 2 dz ¢ RAalF ANBESH 2NJ aadNRy3afe RAalFIINBSeE ¢
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

9 This session should have been a full d&ere was not enough time to discuss all the content fully.
The content is all valuable, so | would not recommend trying to shorten the content. Also, the
breakout groups were a bit too large, which made discussions difficult.

9 It's possible that | misumastood what a workshop is but | thought we'd get tools to use rather than
help the organizers develop the tools. So it may have been a complete success from the second
perspective. | don't know.

1 Workshop could have been shorter by breaking up the breéajtoups into larger groups. A lot of
redundant comments in the report outs. The workshop could have been completed in less than 2
hours.

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
1 Great work, Alll Smooth flow, logical progressigmpd amount of info shared for the tinadlowed
(though | wish we'd had a whole day!).

9 ithink i knew more about the topic than i thought, but it was nice to talk to others in the field to get
ideas!

1 The facilitator was fantastic and the panelists cle&rigw what they were doing. My only critique
would be that the breakout room session questions were a little unclear so we spent time discussing
what the question was asking instead of actually answering it.

91 | appreciated that the groups were the same asrthe two breakout sessions. It helped with rapport
and saved time since we didn't have teimgoduce ourselves at the second breakout.

1 Thankyou!
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WORKSHORP: Fifth Workshop on Trustworthy Scientific Cyberinfrastructure (TrustedCIQPEARC21)
Response tta: 25% (9/36)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this
tutorial/workshop.

_ S_trongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Std
Question disagree @) agree nor 4) agree  Mean Dev Total
() disagree (3) (5)

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were achieved.
The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a 0% 0 0% O 0% 0O 56% 5 44% 4 444 0.50 9
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made appropriatt
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this 11% 1 0% 0 11% 1 56% 5 22% 2 3.78 1.13 9
experience.

| am confident that | can now

incorporate this topic into my 11% 1 11% 1 11% 1 44% 4 22% 2 356 1.26 9
current/future work.

The length of the

tutorial/workshop was 11% 1 0% O 0% 0 67% 6 22% 2 389 1.10 9
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.
Theexercises/hand®n activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological 0% 0 0% 0 11% 1 11% 1 78% 7 4.67 0.67 9
difficulties.

| would recommend this

tutorial/workshop to others.

E"l_rtEﬁLigougt;\”‘aeséed’é: g 1% 1 11% 1 11% 1 22% 2 44% 4 378 140 9
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | wouldate my
tutorial/workshop experienceas 11% 1 0% 0 22% 2 22% 2 44% 4 3.89 1.29 9
successful.

0%

o

11% 1 11% 1 56% 5 22% 2 3.89 0.87 9

0% 0 0% 0 22% 2 11% 1 67% 6 444 0.83 9

0% 0 13% 1 13% 1 25% 2 50% 4 4.13 1.05 8

1% 1 11% 1 11% 1 33% 3 33% 3 3.67 133 9

0% 0 0% 0 22% 2 44% 4 33% 3 411 0.74 9

50% 2 0% O 0% 0 25% 1 25% 1 275 1.79 4

11% 1 0% 0 11% 1 44% 4 33% 3 389 120 9

0% 0 22% 2 0% 0 44% 4 33% 3 389 1.10 9
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insightsabald help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

9 This topic would be more beneficial as a bootcamp over a few days than a series of lectures and links
for further reading.

Please share any additional comments or suggesijou may have.

9 It could be helpful to gather the references (links) from each presentation into a "referenceapage”
the end for easy review. To do so for the entire workshop would be spectacular.

1 Nicelydone!
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WORKSHOP: Fourth Workshogstnategies for Enhancing HPC Education and Training (SEHET21)
Response rate: 39% (14/36)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this
tutorial/workshop.

Strongl Neither Strongl
. wrongly Disagree agree nor Agree gy Std
Question disagree ; agree  Mean Total
(2) disagree (4) Dev
(1) 3 5)
(3)
My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were 0% 0 0% 0 15% 2 77% 10 8% 1 392 047 13
achieved.
The wiorialfworkshop was well o o gos 1 89 1 54% 7 31% 4 408 083 13
organized.

Distribution of any necessary

materials was conducted in a 10% 1 0% O 40% 4 40% 4 10% 1 3.40 1.02 10
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made
appropriate modifications to
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remoteormat.
The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this 0% 0 0% O 15% 2 69% 9 15% 2 4.00 055 13
experience.

| amconfident that | can now

incorporate this topic into my 0% 0 0% 0 38% 5 46% 6 15% 2 3.77 0.70 13
current/future work.

The length of the

tutorial/workshop was 0% 0 8% 1 8% 1 8% 11 0% O0 377 058 13
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological 0% 0 0% 0 17% 2 58% 7 25% 3 4.08 064 12
difficulties.

| wouldrecommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KILILE 6AGK gKI
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, I would rate my
tutorial/workshop experienceas 0% 0 0% O 8% 1 54% 7 38% 5 431 061 13
successful.

0% 0 0% 0 15% 2 54% 7 31% 4 415 066 13

0% 0 0% O 8% 1 54% 7 38% 5 431 061 13

0% 0 0% O 8% 1 77% 10 15% 2 4.08 047 13

0% 0 25% 1 25% 1 50% 2 0% O 325 083 4

0% 0 8% 1 0% 0O 46% 6 46% 6 431 082 13

0% 0 0% O 15% 2 46% 6 38% 5 423 070 13

0% 0 0% O 31% 4 38% 5 31% 4 400 0.78 13
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 Would have beehelpful to have agenda posted @fd of time.

9 1thoroughly enjoyethe workshop.



WORKSHOP: Refining Your Research Computing Pitch

Response rate: 39% (12/31)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were achieved
Thetutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made appropriat
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as aesult of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

The length of the
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significanttechnological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KFELILR gAGK gKI(
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree
(1)
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Disagree
(2)
18% 2
18% 2
0% O
0% O
9% 1
0% O
0% O
36% 4
0% O
9% 1
0% O
0% O
9% 1
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree

3)

9% 1
18% 2
20% 2
18% 2
9% 1
9% 1
0% 0
9% 1
18% 2
18% 2
0% 0
27% 3
18% 2
9% 1
18% 2

Agree

(4)

45%

45%

40%

45%

36%

64%

64%

36%

45%

36%

27%

36%
45%

27%

36%

Strongly

agree (5) Mean
27% 3 3.82
18% 2 3.64
40% 4 4.20
36% 4 4.18
45% 5 4.18
27% 3 4.18
36% 4 4.36
18% 2 3.36
36% 4 4.8
36% 4 4.00
73% 8 4.73
36% 4 4.09
27% 3 3.91
64% 7 4.55
45% 5 4.27

Std
Dev

1.03

0.98

0.75

0.72

0.94

0.57

0.48

1.15

0.72

0.95

0.45

0.79

0.90

0.66

0.75

Total

11

11

10

11

11

11

11

11

11

11

11

11

11

11

11
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You indicated thatyod RA & ANBSh 2NJ aaiGNRy3Ifte& RAalFINBSeE gAll
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 Overall, great work! Thank you for sharirgy knowledge and insights, and spearheading this
work! A couple of points for improvement: Length: The intro and polls could have been a little
AK2NISN) /2y (iSyaG Of FNRiGeyYy a2YS 2F GKS LRffa sSN
technicaity, really), but also from some uncertainty on when/whether to participate in all polls at
once, or one at a time. A defined timeframe to answer all polls (say, 5 minutes) then return to
discuss might have helped clarity (or perhaps | missed a cue?).

1 Toolong. The workshop could have been completed in 1.5 hours. | kept waiting for the useful part to
start. It was useful, however drawn out.

1 The content was a bit different from the description

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may hav

I The fact that the audience was remote seemed to be a benefit for this workshop because some
people were sharing relevant links in the chat. Those links were more useful than maroutend
that | have seen at faem-face workshops. Thanks to the pretss for breakout rooms effectively,
too.

1 Great workshopFeedback was valuable and it was great to see what other institutions are doing.
Great discussion.



WORKSHOP: What Does it Mean to be a Campus Champion?

Response rate: 23% (6/26)

Pleasendicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals forattending this
tutorial/workshop were achieved.
The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made appropriatt
modifications to maximize
learning/knowledge transfer for
the remote format.

The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

The length of the
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

Theexercises/hand®n activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KILIL®E gAGK 6KI{
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree
1)
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Disagree
2
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
25% 1
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
25% 1
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree (3)
25% 1
25% 1
25% 1
50% 2
25% 1
50% 2
0% O
25% 1
25% 1
50% 1
25% 1
50% 2
50% 2
25% 1
50% 2

Agree

(4)

50%

75%

50%

50%

25%

50%

75%

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

50%

2

Strongly
agree

®)

25%

0%

25%

0%

25%

0%

25%

25%

25%

0%

25%

0%

0%

0%

0%

1

0

Mean

4.00

3.75

4.00

3.50

3.50

3.50

4.25

4.00

4.00

3.50

4.00

3.50

3.50

3.25

3.50

Std
Dev

0.71

0.43

0.71

0.50

1.12

0.50

0.43

0.71

0.71

0.50

0.71

0.50

0.50

0.83

0.50

135

Total
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. 2dz AYRAOFGSR GKIG @2dz aRA&FANBSH 2NJ aadNpy3It e
previous question. Please share any insights that couldutehe conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 While engagement for #person tutorials is pretty easily achieved, in the virtual format it can be
more difficult to do so. This lecture felt much more like the stereotypical leghere the
participants just listen, which could just as easily be achieved from a recorded session. Although the
Pathable platform didn't seem to support it, finding one that handles things like breakout rooms
might improve engagement and the overall expace.

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 1 was expecting a lot more of the "what does it mean to be a campus champion" rather than the
fairly long introduction to "what is xsede and what are the available resources”

1 Speakes with multiple screens should rehearse sharing the correct screen for slide deck
presentations ahead of the sessions.



137

EXHIBITOR WORKSHOP: Optimize your Science & Simulations with AMD HPC Solutions

Response rate: 20% (3/15)

Please indicate thextent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Strongly

Question disagree
1)
My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were 0% O
achieved.
The tgtonal/workshop was well 0% 0
organized.

Distribution of any necessary

materials was conductedina 0% O
timely/satisfactory manner.
The presenters made
appropriate modifications to
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding o
this topic as a result of this 0% O
experience.

| am confident that | can now

incorporate this topic into my 0% O
current/future work.

Thelength of the

0% O

0% O

tutorial/workshop was 0% O

appropriate

The content was presented 0% 0

clearly.

Thg fa-xermses/handsn 0% 0

activities were adequate.

| experienced little to no

significant technological 0% O

difficulties.

I Wogld recommend this 0% 0

tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
AN 0% O

KI LJLJ ¢ A udained.K I

The remote format of the 0% 0

tutorial/workshop worked well.

Overall, I would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as 0% O
successful.

Disagree
2
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree

3
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0

50% 1
0% 0
50% 1
0% 0
0% 0
100% 1

0% 0
0% 0
50% 1
50% 1
0% 0

Agree
(4)

50%

100%

100%

50%

50%

100%

50%

100%

50%

0%

100%

100%
0%

50%

100%

Strongly
agree
®)
50% 1
0% O
0% O
50% 1
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
50% 1
0% O
0% O
0% O
50% 1
0% O
0% O

Mean

4.50

4.00

4.00

4.50

3.50

4.00

3.50

4.00

4.50

3.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

3.50

4.00

Std
Dev

0.50

0.00

0.00

0.50

0.50

0.00

0.50

0.00

0.50

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.00

0.50

0.00

Total
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previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please sharerny additional comments or suggestions you may have.
1 [None]
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EXHIBITOR WORKSHOP: BeW to Partner with Vendors for Grants and a Dell Technology Update
Response rate: 36% (5/14)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statesnn regard to this
tutorial/workshop.

Strongl Neither Strongl
. rongly Disagree  agree nor Agree gy Std
Question disagree ; agree  Mean Total
2) disagree 4 Dev
(1) 2 5
3)
My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were 0% 0 0% O 0% 0O 100% 2 0% O 4.00 0.00 2
achieved.
The witorialfworkshop was well g o 696 0 0% 0 100% 2 0% 0 400 000 2
organized.

Distribution of any necessary

materials was conductedina 0% 0 0% O 100% 1 0% 0 0% O 3.00 0.00 1
timely/satisfactory manner.
The presenters made
appropriate modifications to
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding ¢
this topic as a result of this 0% 0 0% 0 50% 1 5% 1 0% 0 350 0.50 2
experience.

| am confident that | can now

incorporate this topic into my 0% 0 50% 1 0% 0 50 1 0% O 3.00 1.00 2
current/future work.

The length of the

tutorial/workshop was 0% 0 0% 0 50% 1 50% 1 0% 0 350 0.50 2
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn
activities were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological 0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 2 0% O 4.00 0.00 2
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.
For the amount invested, | am
KFLILR gAUGK gKI
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience 0% 0 0% 0 50% 1 5% 1 0% 0 350 0.50 2
as successful.

0% 0 0% 0 100% 1 0% 0 0% O 3.00 0.00 1

0% 0 0% 0 50% 1 50% 1 0% 0 350 0.50 2

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 2 0% O 4.00 0.00 2

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 0% 0 0% O 000 000 O

0% 0 0% 0 50% 1 5% 1 0% 0 350 0.50 2

0% 0 50% 1 0% 0 50% 1 0% 0 300 100 2

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 2 0% O 4.00 0.00 2
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You indicated thatyod RA & ANBSh 2NJ aaiGNRy3Ifte& RAalFINBSeE gAll
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please share any additional commemtsuggestions you may have.
1 [None]
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EXHIBITOR WORKSHOP: Godgipical Cyclone Intensity Estimation using a Deep Convolutional
Neural Network

Response rate: 25% (5/20)

Pleasandicatethe extent to which you agree with the following statementsempard to this
tutorial/workshop.

Strongl Neither Strongl
. rongly Disagree  agree nor Agree gy Std
Question disagree ; agree  Mean Total
2) disagree (4) Dev
(1) ) ®)
My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were 25% 1 25% 1 25% 1 0% 0 25% 1 275 1.48 4
achieved.
The wtorialiworkshopwas well 50, 1 506 1 0% 0 25% 1 25% 1 300 158 4
organized.

Distribution of any necessary

materials was conducted in a 25% 1 25% 1 25% 1 0% 0 25% 1 275 148 4
timely/satisfactory manner.

The presenters made
appropriate modifications to
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding of
this topic as a result of this 25% 1 0% 0 0% 0 50% 2 25% 1 350 1.50 4
experience.

| am confident that | can now

incorporate this topic into my 25% 1 25% 1 25% 1 25% 1 0% 0 250 1.12 4
current/future work.

The length of the

tutorial/workshop was 0% 0 50% 2 0% 0 25% 1 25% 1 325 1.30 4
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn activities
were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological 5% 2 25% 1 0% 0O 25% 1 0% 0 200 1.22 4
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.

For the amount invested, | am
KFELILR ALK @KL
The remote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experienceas 50% 2 0% 0 0% 0 25% 1 25% 1 275 1.79 4
successful.

0% 0 0% 0 33% 1 33% 1 33% 1 4.00 0.82 3

0% 0 0% 0 25% 1 50% 2 25% 1 4.00 0.71 4

5% 2 0% 0 25% 1 0% 0 25% 1 250 1.66 4

25% 1 25% 1 0% 0O 25% 1 25% 1 3.00 1.58 4

5% 2 0% 0 0% 0O 25% 1 25% 1 275 1.79 4

25% 1 25% 1 0% 0O 25% 1 25% 1 3.00 1.58 4

5% 2 0% 0 0% 0 25% 1 25% 1 275 179 4
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You indicated thatyod RA & ANBEShH 2NJ aadNpy3aIfte RAalFINBSE gAll
previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 The tutorial seemed untested. The writtendrtial materials generally seemed more useful than the
instructors but the instructors were having to correct the documentation in the zoom chat. We spent
a large amount of time debugging and attempting to get the tutorial to actually work. Once most
peoplehad something working, the cloud resources allotted were overwhelmed and prevented us
from actually running the benchmarks. It was unclear how the entire exercise (benchmarking) was
related to the topic in the title of the workshop (weather modelingkas such a negative
experience that | did not decide to reconnect following the break for the second lab.

1 1am experienced at Slurm and TensorFlow and | should have been able to follow this. The login
coupon didn't work for me at first. By the time | gagded in, the speakers had moved from setting
permissions to using the terminal. Trying to catch up on permissions, | missed critical terminal
commands. Other users had problems too. The 3 presenters ended up providing 3 hours of support
for the one and oly (experienced) user who kept asking questions and managed to keep up. | stayed
on for 2 hours hoping to get to the good part but then gave up.

1 We were working with Google Cloud Platform and we ran into multiple technical issues setting up
the environmenneeded for the final demonstration. It will be helpful if the Google team took notes
of each technical issue that happened while setting up the environment on GCP. Moreover, if this
workshop can be rehearsed beforehand, few to no problem will be in the wa

Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.

1 The pace of walkhrough for the tutorials could be slower, especially for those new to google cloud.

1 I've taught live programming over Zoom and it is incredibly difficult but it is woese when you
have individuals creating their own environments. It seems like it would have made sense to provide
access to burner accounts that are qm@nfigured rather than give coupon codes to individuals to
use on their own accounts. I'd also sugdesring run through the tutorial a few times before
attempting to teach it as it was clear that the instructors had not interacted with the material
beforehand.

9 This tutorial had us setting environment variables and editing a config file with vim. Titeese a
distractions, not learning activities. Someone should design a scripted tutorial that "just works".
Interested attendees can always go back and read the script details later. This is what the morning
tutorial presenters did and that was entirely sucéelsgit was on Open Science Grid.)
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EXHIBITOR WORKSHORP: Intel Parallel Studio XE has become Intel oneAPI Toolkits How and Why!
Response rate: 14% (1/7)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this
tutorial/workshop.

_ S_trongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Std
Question disagree 2 agree nor @) agree  Mean Dev Total
(0] disagree (3) (5)

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were 0% 0 0% 0 100% 1 0% 0 0% O 3.00 0.00 1
achieved.
Thetutorialiworkshop was well 0. 00 0 100%6 1 0% 0 0% 0 300 000 1
organized.

Distribution of any necessary

materials was conductedina 0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1
timely/satisfactory manner.
The presenters made
appropriatemodifications to
maximize learning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding o
this topic as aesult of this 0% 0 0% O 0% 0O 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1
experience.

| am confident that | can now

incorporate this topic into my 0% 0 0% O 0% 0O 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1
current/future work.

The length of the

0% 0 0% O 0% 0O 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1

tutorial/workshop was 0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1
appropriate
LZZrT;ntent was presented g0 0 0, 0 0% 0 100% 1 0% O 400 000 1

The exercises/handsn

activities were adequate.

| experienced little to no

significant technological 0% 0 0% O 0% 0O 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.
For the amount invested, | am
KILIL®E gAGK gKI
Theremote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience 0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1
as successful.

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1

0% 0 0% O 0% 0 100% 1 0% O 4.00 0.00 1
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previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 [None]

Please share any additional comments or suggesfmnsnay have.
1 [None]



EXHIBITOR WORKSHOP: NVH2BX Practices for Operating a GPU system

Response rate: 24% (13/54)

Pleasendicatethe extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this

tutorial/workshop.
Question

My goals for attending this
tutorial/workshop were
achieved.

The tutorial/workshop was well
organized.

Distribution of any necessary
materials was conducted in a
timely/satisfactory manner.
The presenters made
appropriate modifications to
maximizelearning/knowledge
transfer for the remote format.
The presenter(s) stimulated my
interest.

| have a better understanding ol
this topic as a result of this
experience.

| am confident that | can now
incorporate this topic into my
current/future work.

The length of the
tutorial/workshop was
appropriate

The content was presented
clearly.

The exercises/handsn
activities were adequate.

| experienced little to no
significant technological
difficulties.

| would recommend this
tutorial/workshop to others.
For the amount invested, | am
KILIL®E gAGK gKI
Theremote format of the
tutorial/workshop worked well.
Overall, | would rate my
tutorial/workshop experience as
successful.

Strongly
disagree
1
0% O
0% O
9% 1
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
17% 1
8% 1
0% O
0% O
8% 1
0% O

Disagree
2
0% O
0% O
0% O
0% O
8% 1
8% 1
0% O
8% 1
0% O
0% O
0% O
8% 1
0% O
0% O
0% O

Neither
agree nor
disagree(3)
8% 1
0% 0
27% 3
17% 2
8% 1
0% 0
31% 4
8% 1
31% 4
33% 2
0% 0
8% 1
15% 2
8% 1
8% 1

Agree

(4)

54%

69%

55%

50%

62%

54%

31%

62%

38%

33%

50%

54%

38%

46%

69%

Strongly

agree

®)

38%

31%

9%

33%

23%

38%

38%

23%

31%

17%

42%

31%

46%

38%

23%

5

Mean

431

431

3.55

4.17

4.00

4.23

4.08

4.00

4.00

3.33

4.17

4.08

431

4.08

4.15

Std
Dev

0.61

0.46

0.99

0.69

0.78

0.80

0.83

0.78

0.78

1.25

1.07

0.83

0.72

1.07

0.53

145

Total

13

13

11

12

13

13

13

13

13

12

13

13

13

13
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previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the
PEARC conference experience.

1 The conference would've received benefit

1 1'wish | could'v&nown how exactly we can get the slides. Many people asked this question during
the session, on the chatbox on the PEARC agenda page, and also | sent a direct message to the
conductor, but no clear answer on that.

Please share any additional commentsuggestions you may have.

91 I really appreciate the panelists answering questions in the chats.
1 SHARE THE SLIDES

1 I really enjoyed this presentation. All of the presenters were very knowledgeable and walked
through their materials very well. | would definjteecommend this workshop!

1 Great session. I'd like to see more vendor sessions like this in the-fiveitead pretty good luck
with them.
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	What are some of the strengths of the PEARC Student-Mentor Program?
	How can the PEARC Student-Mentor Program be improved?
	Please share with us any ideas you might have for joint mentor-mentee activities at future conferences.
	Please let us know if you have any recommendations about the virtual mentor/mentee engagements.
	Please note any additional comments you would like to make regarding the PEARC21 Student-Mentor Program or the conference itself, including any comments you may have about the virtual format.
	Please indicate your race/ethnicity. Select all that apply.
	Other (please specify):
	Gender:
	What is your job title or academic status? Please select the response that best describes your association with the Student-Mentor Program.
	Other (please specify):
	Do you work at a Minority-Serving Institution?
	In your workplace, do you participate in programs to increase diversity and/or inclusion?
	PEARC21 Exhibitor Survey | Response rate: 20% (4/20)
	To what extent do you agree with the following statements regarding your experience as a virtual exhibitor at the PEARC21 conference?
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Have you participated as an exhibitor in other virtual-only conferences?
	What were the most valuable parts of PEARC21 for you as an exhibitor? Please select all that apply.
	What would make supporting the PEARC Conference Series more valuable to your organization?
	The PEARC Conference Steering Committee is interested in increasing exhibitor participation in and support for the PEARC Student Program. From your perspective, what would make participation in this program more valuable to your organization?
	Please share with us any general comments you have about your experience as an exhibitor at PEARC21, including suggestions for how we might make the virtual format more valuable to your organization should it be necessary in the future.
	PEARC21 Tutorial/Workshop Survey | Response rate (aggregate): 30% (231/772)
	TUTORIAL: A Deep Dive into Constructing Containers for Scientific Computing and Gateways
	Response rate: 33% (18/54)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: An Introduction to Advanced Features in MPI
	Response rate: 36% (5/14)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Boosting Performance of Machine Learning/Deep Learning and Dask Applications using the MVAPICH2-GDR Library
	Response rate: 16% (6/37)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Build a quick, effective coding tutorial
	Response rate: 24% (4/17)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Deploying Science Gateways with Apache Airavata
	Response rate: 42% (5/12)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Deploying XSEDE Endpoints Using Globus Connect Server version 5
	Response rate: 18% (3/17)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Empowering Research Computing at Your Organization Through the Open Science Grid
	Response rate: 35% (7/20)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Engineering your Application for Peak Performance with TAU and MVAPICH2
	Response rate: 33% (2/6)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Interactive Scientific Computing on the Anvil Composable Platform
	Response rate: 15% (2/13)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Lucata Pathfinder-S Tutorial: Next-generation Computation with the Rogues Gallery
	Response rate: 67% (2/3)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Managing HPC Software Complexity with Spack
	Response rate: 37% (10/27)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Modern Tools for Supercomputers
	Response rate: 23% (11/48)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Open OnDemand, Open XDMoD, and ColdFront: an HPC center management toolset
	Response rate: 29% (16/56)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Programming and Profiling Modern Multicore Processors
	Response rate: 39% (12/31)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Python 201: Building Better Scientific Software in Python
	Response rate: 43% (16/37)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Securing Science Gateways with Custos Services
	Response rate: 18% (4/22)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Security Log Analysis: Real world hands on methods and techniques to detect attacks
	Response rate: 21% (5/24)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	TUTORIAL: Visualize, Analyze, and Correlate Networking Activities for Parallel Programs on InfiniBand HPC Clusters using the OSU INAM Tool
	Response rate: 50% (6/12)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	WORKSHOP: ACM SIGHPC SYSPROS Symposium 2021
	Response rate: 43% (12/28)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	WORKSHOP: Building a Strategic Plan for your Research Computing and Data Program
	Response rate: 31% (17/55)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	WORKSHOP: Fifth Workshop on Trustworthy Scientific Cyberinfrastructure (TrustedCI@PEARC21)
	Response rate: 25% (9/36)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	WORKSHOP: Fourth Workshop on Strategies for Enhancing HPC Education and Training (SEHET21)
	Response rate: 39% (14/36)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	WORKSHOP: Refining Your Research Computing Pitch
	Response rate: 39% (12/31)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	WORKSHOP: What Does it Mean to be a Campus Champion?
	Response rate: 23% (6/26)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	EXHIBITOR WORKSHOP: Optimize your Science & Simulations with AMD HPC Solutions
	Response rate: 20% (3/15)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	EXHIBITOR WORKSHOP: Dell - How to Partner with Vendors for Grants and a Dell Technology Update
	Response rate: 36% (5/14)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	EXHIBITOR WORKSHOP: Google - Tropical Cyclone Intensity Estimation using a Deep Convolutional Neural Network
	Response rate: 25% (5/20)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	EXHIBITOR WORKSHOP: Intel Parallel Studio XE has become Intel oneAPI Toolkits How and Why!
	Response rate: 14% (1/7)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.
	EXHIBITOR WORKSHOP: NVIDIA - Best Practices for Operating a GPU system
	Response rate: 24% (13/54)

	Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements in regard to this tutorial/workshop.
	You indicated that you “disagree" or “strongly disagree” with at least one of the statements in the previous question. Please share any insights that could help future conference organizers to improve the PEARC conference experience.
	Please share any additional comments or suggestions you may have.



