EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Minutes
October 9, 2023
1:30-3p.m.
106 Main Library

Attendees: Claire Stewart (Chair), Chris Wiley (Vice-Chair), MJ Han, Kirstin Johnson, Nancy O’Brien, Ellen Swain (recording), Kelli Trei, and Sarah Williams.  Absent:  Amy Fry.

Invited Attendees:  Mary Laskowski, Chris Prom, and Tom Teper. 

Public Session:
1. Question Time: 
Claire discussed three topics:
a.) EC’s plan to meet twice per month would reduce open sessions to a monthly schedule.  Open session content could focus on substantial topics more heavily.  Claire will introduce this idea at an upcoming Hang-Out.
b.) Christina Bonse is contacting committee chairs to submit their bylaw/document changes, concerning the new specialized faculty track.  EC will discuss when all are submitted.
c.) Claire is improving/clarifying/re-envisioning the Library’s policy on inclement weather closures.  She will discuss her efforts at an upcoming Hang-Out.  No questions.

Closed Session:
1. Questions
Nancy mentioned that Division coordinators should be reviewed every three years, but the pandemic may have interrupted this process.  Claire will mark the topic for a later discussion.  Kelli will send Claire a recent Life Sciences Division Coordinator review, as an example.  In relation to EC’s proposed meeting changes, Kelli suggested that LSSC and LCAP visits are invaluable.  AULs provide reports at a variety of venues (example: Hang-outs, faculty meetings) so their EC visits could be scheduled “as needed.”

1. Approve minutes- October 2, 2023 
The October 2, 2023, minutes were approved upon a motion from Nancy O’Brien and seconded by Kelli Trei.

1. Appoint PRC 

1. EC Meeting Agenda for October 23, 2023
Claire outlined the October 23rd meeting agenda.  EC will host an extended discussion with EEO members and BHRSC staff concerning search committee guidelines, policy, and expectations. Vice Chair Chris Wiley will lead the discussion with LSSC and LCAP chairs/co-chairs (2:30-3p.m.), as Claire must leave early.  No open session. 

1. 2-2:30 p.m. Systematic Reviews Service Proposal Discussion -Megan Sapp-Nelson
Megan discussed her proposal to harness three new health science librarian hires with a team of library liaisons to create a Systematic Reviews Service, involving (tiers): 
1) skills development; 2) project specific consultations; 3) search proof-reading; 4) string search development; and 5) cost recovery review guidance.  The full extent and impact of UI librarians’ work in this area is not fully assessed, defined, or advertised.  The addition of new health sciences librarians makes it an opportune time to coordinate this work.  Division feedback is positive concerning tiers one through three; more policy discussion is needed concerning tiers four and five.   

EC discussed hosting an external expert to train graduate assistants in evidence synthesis searching at a spring retreat workshop.  The Library could rely on student expertise while developing the service more fully in the first years.  In terms of research for tenure, librarians have no incentive for conducting this type of research (author credit is a barrier) unless systematic reviews are accepted as equal to other research. Claire stated that our research evaluations should be more inclusive of this work. 

Megan and a team (to be determined) will refine the proposal, with input from appropriate Divisions, unit heads and others.  The process for establishing the Research Data Service (RDS) (through task force and standing committees) may serve as a good model for this work.  Funding sources, including the campus and College of Medicine, will be important.
UI Library should develop a listing that defines the different types of systematic reviews.

1. Meeting with AULs and Directors – Mary Laskowski, Chris Prom and Tom Teper
Claire discussed her plan for a “call” for faculty and staff position proposals, specifically addressing: the value of a general call; the necessity of a job description requirement; and the inclusion of all faculty and staff categories.  The group discussed the proposal process including use of a current submission template; tie-in to the campus strategic plan (currently in process); and required consultation with Divisions and AULs.  Kirstin Johnson suggested a “crowdsourcing” option (modeled after conference proposal process) in which library employees can post position ideas to an open list and work together with others on brainstorming requests.  This practice would reduce duplication and enhance coordination.  The submission template should include confirmation that the appropriate AUL, Division or unit head was consulted.  The proposer also should recommend a position category (AP, Civil Service, faculty type) with rationale.  It is important that the Library communicates clearly that funding is limited.   

Claire reported on the systematic reviews service proposal discussion and asked about processes for forming a new library-wide service.   The process for establishing RDS and the Scholarly Commons are good models, with initial administrative coordination followed by the formation of taskforce and standing committees. 

Meeting adjourned at 3p.m.
