Minutes
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
Library Faculty Meeting 
December 06, 2023
3-4:30
Via Zoom 

1 Call to order
Meeting called to order at 15:05:28 pm. 63 participants.
2 Standing items
2.1 Adoption of the agenda 
2.2 Approval of the minutes of the October 10, 2023, faculty Meeting
Nancy O’Brien suggested that the approval of the minutes be delayed until they are revised due to errors. 
2.3 Introduction of New Employees.
No new employees were introduced.
2.4 Executive Committee Report & Discussion (15 minutes-Chris Wiley) 
Chris reported that: 
--EC has met 4 times since the last Faculty meeting on October 10, 2023, and she reminded everyone of the names of the current members, notably Dean Stewart, Nancy O’Brien, Amy Fry, Ellen Swain, Sarah William, and Kirstin Johnson.
--EC and BHRSC discussed current processes for AP and Faculty searches, including the role of AULs, the Directors and the Unit Heads in shaping positions and or bringing positions forward.
--EC also met with LSSC and LCP leaders to discuss civil service and academic professional employees’ ability to serve on Library Committees. It is important that the staff know they can serve and that they should volunteer through the Library volunteer form. 
--They also discussed the Dean’s and EC’s call on committees to submit revisions to their charges and key documentation. They are meeting with PTAC and Mary Laskowski next week to iron out and discuss these revisions. 
--Also discussed was the role of EC in approving committee changes. The EC approves straightforward changes that are not pursuant to Library bylaws, but those related to PTAC, FRC, NEVP, and Grievance committee policies are approved by a faculty-wide vote.
--They also recommended peer mentoring committees, and the EC addressed NEVP’s question concerning the eligibility of the specialized faculty to vote in the upcoming PTAC election. The EC agreed that the specialized faculty should be eligible based on the specialized faculty task report.  
No questions
2.5 Report of the University Librarian (15 minutes-Dean Stewart)
--Dean Stewart started her report by sharing the news that the provost has agreed to add 1.5 million dollars to the budget for the building work in the former Undergraduate Library. The deal still needs to be approved by the Board of Trustees, probably in January, she added. She thanked all those who have worked on this project to keep it moving forward, in particular Tom Teper and Tim Newman who worked intensely to see what could be removed from the budget or covered in other ways to save the Library some money.
--The Dean informed the faculty that there would be miniature horses in the Library on December 7 as part of a student de-stress event, and thanked everyone who made that happen. She also reflected on the fact that today is the end of instruction and the beginning of the exam period which is a period of stress. She expressed sympathy with all the students, many of whom she had seen in the Library’s hallways, and thanked the librarians who support them and look out for them. 
--She mentioned that there has been a group working on inclement weather procedures and thanked all those who contributed to that work. She forwarded the recommendations emanating from that work to the provost and will be talking to him about it on December 17. 
--She announced that the Library received its budget instructions and that the budget proposal is due on February 2; the AULs and Directors have started sketching out an outline of what the documentation might look like.
--She reminded everyone that there is a period of time during which this is shared out to the EC and the Leadership Group as representatives of the faculty, and added that due to the short timeline, there won’t be any broad-based discussions that would include the professional staff and the civil service staff, but that if there is anything that we want to see included, we should talk to our AUL or our Director, and that this is going to be an intensive piece of work for them over the next 2 months. 
--Dean Stewart also reported on a meeting she just had with the Senate Library Committee which David Ward and Victor Jones attended to talk about space and some of the studies being done about what students need, and how they respond to the Library. She remarked that the Committee was impressed and very supportive of the high-quality information which clearly shows how seriously everyone in the Library is taking the needs of students. She thanked the faculty for this and for creating as many opportunities as possible to hear and learn from them.
No questions were asked.
2.6 Senate updates (15 minutes-Amy Fry)
Amy reported that the Senate has met three times since the last Faculty meeting on October 10; they met on October 16, November 13, and December 4. She said that she was going to report only on the December meeting. She referred faculty to the Senate website for information on the other meetings.
--At the December 4 meeting the chancellor talked about his recent international travel on behalf of the University and the Association of American Universities. He visited 6 countries and was especially impressed with the two weeks that he spent in India where he received a 12.5 million-dollar gift.
--At the same meeting the senate approved a proposal to confer honorary degrees on the following three people: Dr. James D. Anderson of U of I, Dr. Eman Lee of Harvard, and Dr. Larry Smarr of the University of California at San Diego.
--The Senate also approved a proposal to reduce the minimum residency requirement for undergraduate students from 60 to 45 hours, at the same time acknowledging that some majors will need to have more hours of residency than 45. 
--Finally, the Senate also approved an amendment to the bylaws, which will allow senators to participate remotely, then vote electronically in meetings under certain circumstances, which will improve accessibility of Senate meetings, and also still meet the standards of Illinois Open Meetings Act. The quorum, it should be noted, will still need to be met by senators attending the meetings in person.
No questions were asked of Amy.
3. Discussion items 
3.1 Task force report from the Mentoring and Evaluation Committee (15 minutes- Chris Prom).
Chris introduced the report from the Mentoring and Evaluation Task Force, and he encouraged the faculty to read it if they haven’t done so already, and to submit comments to EC. His understanding is that EC has deferred the discussion of the report until the work of the specialized faculty task force is completed. The objective of his talk, he explained, is to give the faculty a little bit of background on the report and on the task force. The issue, he said, goes back to the pre-pandemic era when he was working in the role of Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, a role that Mary Laskowski is filling now. They had, at that point, approached EC and discussed the idea of charging a task force to look at the Library’s mentoring and evaluation framework, essentially the PRC structure, and make some recommendations for its future.
He said that the group was charged prior to the pandemic, but when the pandemic hit the work of the group stopped. Faculty on the tenure track did not want changes in procedures at that time. The group resumed work in 2022 after the pandemic, and after looking at the work they had done previously, they recommended that PRCs be eliminated and replaced with peer mentoring committees, and that the evaluative work of the PRCs be transferred over to PTAC and FRC, so that the dossiers and reports that tenure-track faculty write would go directly to PTAC and FRC who would evaluate them and provide evaluation directly to their authors.
The rationale, he said, is that the mentoring and the evaluation would be decoupled from each other so that the PRCs are not trying to evaluate and mentor at the same time. This would allow the PRCs to focus on mentoring work in earnest.
Chris ended his introduction by encouraging Faculty to take a look at the report, and by remarking that the adoption of this structure would be a long process, as we would have to train mentors and come up with ways to develop a supportive mentoring structure that may involve a valuable team of people. He also emphasized that moving in the direction laid out in his introduction would involve additional work to figure out how specifically the mentoring committee and the PTAC and FRC would work.
Kyle Rimkus pointed out that a huge part of what one does on a PRC is advise someone on how to write their statement, and he asked if that will not be the case in the new structure, to which Chris responded that it remains to be determined what types of training and support would be provided. He recalled that in the past there had been requests for help with writing statements, and they have tried to provide direct advice on writing the various statements. It is possible, he surmised, that the peer mentoring committee could take on that role as well, though the difference would be that the evaluation of the statements would come directly from PTAC and FRC as opposed to being filtered through the PRC.
Lisa Hinchliffe asked whether Chris was asking for feedback right now or giving us a heads-up to read the report for future time. She added that she was logistically lost.
Chris responded that he was speaking to us today because EC asked him if he would introduce the report that, he believed, was still on the EC’s desk. He asked if there was an EC member in the audience who could clarify where they are with regard to their process, or what level of input they are looking for at this point.
Dean Stewart confirmed the fact that EC just wanted the report to be introduced to Faculty, with the anticipation that it would be discussed more substantially at a later faculty meeting or a special meeting. She also thought that we should focus on reading it and that it would be helpful for us, and for EC if we could suggest questions and ideas about the process part of it, i.e., when and how we should discuss this as a faculty. She explained that we are a little off on the sequencing and that it is taking longer because she did not communicate clearly what we were asking people to do with the specialized faculty work.
Asked whether this does help answer her question that she posed to Chris, Lisa Hinchliffe responded that it does, and she explained that her confusion emanated from the fact that, because we were told that this report existed, she read it quite a bit ago and was ready for the next step, in advance of where we collectively are.
3.2 PTAC updates (15 minutes-Jennifer Teper and Heidi Imker)
Jennifer: Jennifer and Heidi have been doing a range of workshops over the fall and asked that we, in particular those of us who are currently serving on PRCs or are interested or considering going up for full professorship, send them ideas for other workshops. They also recommend reaching out to any PTAC member, in particular herself and Heidi, who would work to get those ideas on the calendar and meet any information needs that we might have.
Heidi and Ellen Swain have been working on trying to get prepared for incorporating and giving appropriate guidance for the new requirement for the DEIA statements in the dossiers. There have been a couple of open sessions and brainstorming sessions about what kind of guidance would be best to give as well as what those statements would look like. They did two sessions and Merinda Hensley did two great workshops on writing research statements and giving people feedback and examples of approaches to research statements.
Jennifer offered a free-form workshop on looking at how an untenured faculty is going to approach the new librarianship statement which will be required for people bringing their dossiers forward this year, and how to bring those two statements to one. They are also working on defining the objectives of  this effort.
They announced that two workshops are coming up on dossier formatting, including some practical examples of dossier formatting, and that two different times will be offered in December and January. They will also offer two open office hours for general questions about annual reports or any other questions that people might have.
They are calling for ideas and suggestions about things that they are not doing that we think they should be doing, or things that they have done that we think should be repeated, suggestions that would help them with their future programming.
The main reason for their presentation, they say, is that they are in the middle of reviewing formal PTAC documentation which contains a lot of redundancies across our documentation, or disagreements between documents, which requires that they review them to make sure that they are current, have appropriate reference, and do not conflict with each other.
Their goal is to recraft the PTAC webpage and make formal PTAC documentation available, similar to the way the Provost’s Communications are presented: they are in a box drive or a similar repository. The expected result would be a more controlled resource where pdfs or documentation are deposited, and thus basically have a clearinghouse of verified and frequently reviewed PTAC documentation that is more text searchable.
Heidi emphasized the need for us to facilitate the transition between how things are presented for Communication 9 and how things are presented for the Library.
Emilee Mathews commended all the work PTAC is doing, and said that one thing that would be useful for those of us who attend those workshops and have lot of great ideas but perhaps do not have time right then to incorporate every single strategy that we heard about, is to have some kind of box folder that has the most recent workshops, so it has the research statement, the diversity statement, the librarianship statement, and whatever is the most recent flavor of that so that we can refer to those.
Jennifer responded that Emilee’s suggestion would be feasible where there are formal presentation recordings, especially if these are done via Zoom, but that some of them are informal and are not recorded at present. The task, then, is to find a way to move that information forward.
Dean Stewart thanked Jennfer, Heidi, and all PTAC members for their work. She shared her wonderful experience meeting with untenured faculty to talk about their research. She appreciated the efforts made by PRCs, PTAC, and FRC to guide and help the untenured faculty become successful. 
4. New Business
	No new business
5. Announcements
Celina Graves reminded the meeting attendees about the Generative AI Expertise survey that she sent to LibNews. The event is not happening until January, she said, but because it is going out into the greater campus, this might be the opportunity to share our insight that will lead to further discussions and involvement. She called on people to send her any upcoming events related to AI.
Dean Stewart announced that RBML is having a party tomorrow.
Tom Teper drew everyone’s attention to the announcement about the Elsevier agreement that goes live on January first. He said that there are a lot of Faculty on campus who publish on a regular basis with Elsevier, and we have an opportunity for them to opt in and have their articles published open access on a first come, first served basis for the next 5 years. https://www.library.illinois.edu/news/the-university-of-illinois-system-announces-open-publishing-agreement-with-elsevier/
He pointed out that while there are a lot of Faculty in life sciences, physical sciences, and medicine that are publishing with Elsevier and opting into open access, there are also many in the social sciences who have never opted into open access publishing for lack of resources. This, he said, is an opportunity to have some conversations with them about the opportunities for them to opt into open access without costs.
He recommended that people take a look at the following guide posted by Dan Tracy in the chat (https://guides.library.illinois.edu/oapolicy/ap) and send any questions they might have to him or to Dan. 
Dean Stewart: So, this involved collaboration with our UIS and UIC colleagues.
Thomas Yes, it's the whole university system. It is a great opportunity for us to bring along our colleagues in Springfield on a contract and really partner with our colleagues in Chicago.
Lisa Hinchliffe (after putting the following link in the chat https://calendars.illinois.edu/detail/4092?eventId=33476024,) reminded everyone that they have a second edition of the very popular Get It Done workshop that they did at the end of August; this workshop provides support for  research or writing that people would like to complete.
She also wanted to share that they are investigating the possibility of a full day Get It Done that would take place at Allerton at the end of the spring semester. So, if anyone has any feedback on that idea, or if there are any concerns that they'd have about that, they should send them her way.
Lisa added that Allerton has some wellness resources and programs that they can offer in case we're there for a full day, so it could be a writing retreat that's truly a retreat from campus.
She asked for feedback and hopes to see us in December.
Dean Stewart expressed how great it is to see that support, and she emphasized the big difference it's made for people who have gone through the workshop.
She reminded us again that we were spending the last hour of the official last day of instruction, and she encouraged everyone to take some time to rest after getting students through their exams.
The meeting was adjourned at 15:50:25
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