Library Consultation Working Group Meeting Minutes 
January 30, 2020 – 3:30 p.m.- 4:30 p.m.
Main Library, Room 106

Attendees: David Chasco, Ariana Traill, Greg Girolami, Tom Johnson, Bob Morrissey, Lori Newcomb, Aric Rindfleisch, Lynne Thomas, Cynthia Oliver, Tom Teper, Matthew Tomaszewski, and John Wilkin. 
Minutes taken by: Lucretia Williams and Kaci Dunnum
Tom Teper opened the meeting by announcing that Wendy Wolter is out on medical leave and Lucretia Williams is taking minutes in her absence. Lucretia requested that for today’s meeting that everyone introduce themselves before speaking so that she could have accurate minutes/records.
David Chasco read over the agenda. He asked if there were any points of clarification and/or points that the committee would want to emphasize. There are additional meetings that David and Ariana will be attending; Humanities Council is February 4th, LCWG meeting is on Wednesday, February 5, 2020. The Faculty Senate Library Committee Report on February 21st will be attended by: Lynne, Lori, and David. This will be the second meeting with the Faculty Senate Library Committee.  The other two meetings are requests that came in this week. The 100% submittal has already been sent to the Provost Office and they will distribute to those on the Dean’s Council. The LCWG efforts for the most part today will be to discuss the final report of the committee as well as discuss a verbal overview of the Town Hall presentation for Special Collections Facility.
David Chasco – Are there any thoughts comments on the Town Hall?
Bob Morrissey mentioned that it was a good discussion at the Town Hall and the water issue has really taken center stage in a lot of the conversations here recently. He appreciated the fact that this was discussed early and in a way that was reassuring to people, that the committee is seriously addressing this. He noted that water issues have been discussed since 2017.
Ariana Traill – There is some consensus that the undergrads really don’t know much about this project, and that some ideas emerged to publicize it a little better through the library forums. 
Tom Teper –I believe that Wendy put up the posters of the Main and Special Collections projects in the UGL on Friday. David Ward from the Undergraduate Library and John Laskowski have already been talking with the Assessment Committee about having some focus groups for various things like this. 
David Chasco – Thanked Tom Teper for working so hard on this presentation. There were a lot of requests 2-3 days before. There were some issues that emerged that needed to be focused on: 1) Making sure everyone understood the difference between the Conceptual Redevelopment Plan 100% submittal, which is a plan that allows us to quantify/qualify the task at hand and get conceptual budget numbers as opposed to the A/E  Full Service  documents, which is a long effort of programing, design, design development and  construction bid documents. 2) Request for recognition of quality standards for both for General Collections and Special Collations. 3) Develop a proactive risk assessment for the Special Collections Facility that would start at the beginning of the contract to verify assumptions and uncover any unknowns. This will ensure that we can indeed proceed with the project; investigations of the perimeter, waterproofing, history of mechanical failures, etc.  
Tom Teper- Addressed to Ariana that there was some follow up discussion on the pump failure and they were able to get more details on the water incident. 
David Chasco discussed agenda items #4 and #5 – 
4.  Major Items: Main Library.
· Collection size of 3.9 million volumes vs 4.1 million volumes.
· Number of study carrels: 40 new carrels in open space vs 200 new lockable carrels vs 
 	       151 currently.
· Departmental Libraries increased space that recognizes current square feet or previous collection and spatial size prior to downsizing to current space allotment. 
      Departmental Libraries have differing spatial and square footage needs.
· Collection Management Plan flexibility with Library/Faculty Committee/Subject Librarians.
· Remote Storage increased capacity - timetable for building.
· Phasing and continuous access to collection. Campus awareness.
· Inclusion of the undergraduate voices in the overall commentary.
· North-South Circulation spine enhanced with greater architectural design, and attention to North entry.
· No southwest building entry.
· Glass enclosed courtyards program: art performances, study, café, etc.
· New landscaping plan between Main and the Special Collections facility.
· 4th floor a graduate program destination place.
· Anchor Spaces: Learning Center and Media Commons, Scholarly Center and Cooperative Research Commons, Graduate Commons and Community Hub.
· Public/Event Spaces: Café and Flexible Instruction/Event Space.
· User Spaces: Flexible Collaboration/Hangout Space, Individual Research Spaces
 	       Blended Staff and User Space, and Collaborative Space.
· Primary Adjacency Diagram.

  5. Major Items: Special Collections Facility
· Water infiltration. Establish complete record of mechanical failures. 
· University to enact an A/E focused study on soil conditions, waterproofing and water
activity, as part of the initial A/E Services prior to proceeding with final design.
· Air Quality Considerations: noted in the Special Collections Town Hall Slides.
· Vault Capacity and Growth noted in Phase 1 and 2. Why not all in Phase 1?
· Access to Special Collections during construction.
· Provide additional light wells for light and views from staff and student areas.
· Provide architecturally inspiring plaza level space for exhibitions and additional 
            educational opportunities (classrooms, meeting/conferencing rooms etc.).
              
David Chasco addressed Phase 1 and Phase 2, and why there are two phases. We’re going to have to be very diligent in the phasing of the library during construction. How do we market this? How do we get the information out in real time as to what collections are moving around? What will students and faculty need to do? This will be a continuous touch point.   

Greg Girolami - Can you add security and fire protection to this list?

Tom Teper – Yes, we can. We already have environmental guidelines that were presented during the Town Hall. The Special Collections and Conservation personnel have already gotten together and outlined this.

David Chasco – Why do we have the high density storage in the basement of the Main Library? Why the vault in Special Collections? All this addresses issues of security and will be addressed. 

Ariana Traill addressed mechanical failure such as leaks in the basement and preventative maintenance. 

David Chasco asked Matthew Tomaszewski about creating a fund for maintenance.

Matthew Tomaszewski - Energy Services has guidelines and plans that they do every year. They have a special team that looks at older buildings. 

David Chasco – What is the role of the teams that move around the campus looking at physical plant upgrades and energy savings? 

Matthew Tomaszewski – It’s been a really great mission. There are multiple teams as part of a project commission. They actually go through the process of testing every system, to make sure that it is in compliance. In addition, there is a retro commission team that has been visiting the older facilities and going back and visiting the system and repairing/replacing and making recommendations. 

David Chasco – Will the Library be part of a special commission schedule? 

Matthew Tomaszewski – There are units that have special needs. F&S is looking at the different service agreements. 
Ariana Traill – I am still concerned about issues. 
Lynne Thomas – F&S has been very clear and do understand that we’re a priority, and they’re on top of it. They have been very attentive and timely to our needs.
Matthew Tomaszewski - There is a 10-year plan on maintenance to make sure all the systems on campus are up to date.
Tom Johnson – Undergrads are being displaced from their current space, what’s a rough timeline? 
Tom Teper- It is hard to say. Anything can happen to delay or speed up the project. The students are going to be displaced one way or another. 
Matthew Tomaszewski –A rough timeline would be 18-24 months. 
Ariana Traill- What about focus groups with students?
Tom Teper- We want to do a focus group to help get the information out and hear about students concerns.
John Wilkin- Yes, there will be a lot of relocation. These plans are not 100% set in stone, but we will have a plan on how to communicate information to the students. 
Lori Newcomb- There were talks about an interactive map or App that can be updated in real time to inform students of the changes at the library during construction.  Is that still in the discussion?  There are a lot of unknowns, and it is causing a lot of stress. It was also brought up at the Town Hall about the membership of this committee, and that we don’t have an active grad student serving on the committee. Some students would be like to be asked to serve.
David Chasco- I’m not sure how much longer the committee will be meeting.  What else does the committee need to do for this project? 
John Wilkin- The plans and adjustment of plans have been good and have moved forward. The committee’s job is to do so and solicit feedback.
David Chasco- All of this is very common in a conceptual/redevelopment project regarding concerns about the Departmental Libraries, and stress of the unknowns. The committee has the knowledge and action on how to address these issues prior to the A/E contract. 
John Wilkin- Feedback to the plans extends the view of what we do with the architect, how we view the report and how we move forward with the process. It’s also important to get feedback as we move forward, and we share those with the architect. We should adjust the plans accordingly and it’s important to solicit feedback from the campus.
John Wilkin – The committee should give thought to making recommendations about ongoing public engagement. 
David Chasco- Move on to #3 on the agenda: Discussion of Final Report…..work of the LCWG Committee: Suggested approach for discussion.
· Concise 5 page report.
· Address general concerns of 100% Submittal vs A/E Full Service contracts, input of 
            undergrads and subject librarians and others, role of programming in entire process, 
            integrative service model for grads/undergrads, and role of Redevelopment Plan to 
            achieve creation of SPF Maintenance Fund to mitigate water and other issues.
· Address each of the Provost’s Charge Letter points in bullet point form.
· Address all items/issues including opposing viewpoints of the LCWG.
· Address items/concerns of all constituent groups such as; undergrads, grads, staff, and faculty. 
· Web site responses, meeting minutes etc.  
· Comments collected by report writers, Ariana and David.
· Draft report sent out to LCWG members for review and commentary by February 15.
· Final Draft forwarded to LCWG and the Provost by February 22.

David Chasco – We’re not trying to negotiate these points, and we do want to capture everyone’s voice. It is probably a good idea to come up with an aggressive timetable. A suggestion is to collect everyone’s comments in bullet point form related to the Provost’s charge letter within a week. Then we will put them into several categories related to the Provost charge. This will help to organize very quickly. We will get a draft report out to everyone by February 15th, and then the final draft to the Provost by February 22nd. (actual report delivered February 27).
Cynthia Oliver – Question: We’re not soliciting additional points at this stage to include with the report? Some of the communications that I’ve had with you David, via email, is that something that is going to be a part of the official record?  
David Chasco – Could be, because there’s been clarification.
Cynthia Oliver – Some have been clarifications, but some have been concerns by faculty. I’m not sure that they need to be a part of the official record. So I just need to know for sure.
David Chasco – That’s a good point. Before we gather everything up, we should do our due diligence.
Cynthia Oliver – Can you say something about the volume of responses?  Have there been considerable responses?
Tom Teper – No, about 34 give or take.
David Chasco – Part of the draft report is to have a complete list of references that we have, that have been recorded by topic, and get that out to the LCWG committee. We need to make sure that we have appropriately identified everything, but it could also be something that shouldn’t go out. That is, make sure that all the members of the committee are aware of all we collected and that it’s going to be properly identified before it goes out to the public. We will work with Wendy and send the final draft to Provost and to all the constituent groups. The LCWG will make sure that it is a public report once it is fully reviewed by the Provost and the LCWG and its constituents.
Greg Girolami – Will the letter (Dept. of History) be included as supplemental material? Will there be a response commentary about it?
John Wilkin – There are concerns about that. It would be appropriate to include that response.
[bookmark: _GoBack]David Chasco – We will identify all relevant material to include in the report and include emails and the conversations (as necessary) that I’ve had with Ariana on the water issue and the history of the mechanical failures. 
Tom Teper – If we’re going to address the water issues, we will need the actual statement of what happened from Jeff Schrader and Facilities.   We want to include what actually happened. 
David Chasco – Is February 8th fine with everyone? We want key bullet points that address the Provost Charge items and after that, anything else that you want to address, because it’s all informative.
Lori Newcomb - Send us a list of the bullet points.
Tom Teper – Put in a Box Folder.  This will be convenient for everyone to add additional bullet points. 
Lori Newcomb – I want to express my gratitude for the commitment to have the risk assessment for the collections presented to the public. That is a very important piece.
Meeting adjourned 4:35 pm




