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Background & Goals
Creating a formal instructional leadership and support group addresses many of the goals of both individual colleagues we consulted and the Library.  The Teaching and Learning Task Force appointed a subgroup to investigate an organizational model to sustain coordination of the teaching and learning support needs identified through the task force’s work.  Many of the earlier recommendations produced by the task force (such as the professional development subteam’s report) identified the need for an ongoing instructional support structure to take ownership of the programs and support work previously identified.  The structure would be part of an overall network of support for Library instructors, complementing and filling gaps of other teaching support organizations such as CITL and professional societies (e.g. Immersion).  While individual needs are defined below, an overall goal is increasing the impact and connectedness of Library teaching and learning, through a combination of support for individual instructors and strategic leadership and relationship building with campus partners.

The organizational subgroup pulled needs from prior reports to develop a matrix of teaching and learning activities that would fall under the scope of an instructional support entity.  We then investigated potential models for the support entity, drawing from feedback in prior reports, larger task force discussions, and conversations with peer BTAA libraries, including Michigan, Indiana, Maryland, Minnesota, and Wisconsin.  Three potential models emerged as avenues to pursue.  These models are defined below, and an attached spreadsheet provides a matrix comparing how each model addresses the instructional support needs we identified.

Discussions of pursuing a new organizational model were challenging.  The framing and recommendations in this report, while reflecting the majority opinion of the task force, were not unanimous.


Unmet Teaching and Learning Support Needs

1. Professional development organization
2. Providing support to formal and informal communities of practice 
3. Leading workshops/consultation on more advanced concepts like scaffolding/curriculum mapping 
4. Instructional Repository development, documentation, and maintenance 
5. Documenting and organizing best practices for instructional design 
6. Administering instructional grants for library instructors to develop new workshops, courses, online programs, and related instructional content in partnership with campus departmental instructors
7. Library-wide instruction assessment leadership, including collaboration with departmental libraries and Library Assessment on standards and reporting requirements, as well as organizing assessment activities to be conducted at library-wide scope
8. Providing support and consultation with Library IT on educational technology needs and training, including classroom space development 
9. Connecting library instruction to campus strategic teaching and learning discussions/initiatives
10. Formally liaising with CITL and other campus teaching and learning leadership groups to connect library teaching and learning to broader initiatives

Models
Three models were developed:
1. Current/status quo Model
2. Committee Model
3. Instructional Unit Model

Model 1: Current Model
This model is provided as a control to establish the impact on ability to meet the goals defined above with no changes to organizational structure, instructional services at the unit level, individual responsibilities, or influx of new funds.  In our current model, units and individuals manage their own instructional services to support most teaching and learning needs connecting to academic programs on campus.  The unmet needs identified above emerged from the current model, and surfaced from earlier task force subteam investigations, such as the reports from the Professional Development Working Group and the Institutional Repository Working Group.  While some units have made strides in a few of these areas, the permeation of success and best practice is not felt broadly across instructors.  Our analysis of the unmet needs and feedback from peers indicates no current capacity to meet these needs under the current model.

Model 2: Committee Model
Role and Structure
Following similar practice with groups such as the Collection Development Committee and Reference Management Team, this model posits a separate team or committee that provides leadership and support. Membership would be voluntary with a coordinator, based on roles and job description, and/or divisionally represented.  Members would rotate, with the potential for ex-officio roles based on fit with job description and responsibilities.  

Advantages and Disadvantages
Our evaluation of the Committee model suggests it has the potential to address the professional development needs (#1-#3) and Administration/Oversight needs (#4-#8).  This model is a poor fit for the needs related to connecting library teaching and learning to campus initiatives (#9-#10), with the rotating nature of committee structure membership making it difficult to establish relationships with campus partners.

This model would provide the benefit of representational input from across the Library, potentially leading to better understanding of different instructional practices, more informed discussions around priorities for professional development and administrative support, and a single contact point for colleagues within the library to voice ideas and concerns to.  A strength of this model is facilitating communication across divisions, and providing regular opportunities for members to learn about other teaching practices from colleagues.

Among the primary disadvantages to this model is that within the Library, internal committee work is generally perceived as low-value in formal evaluations, and low-priority for individual, volunteer members, especially compared to home-unit work.  Additionally, many divisions are small and already over-taxed by representational committees.  The rotating nature of members also creates a situation where institutional memory may be lost, and potentially limits building progressive programs in areas such as professional development.  Finally, past experience with other divisionally-represented committees shows varied levels of enthusiasm and commitment for committee work.  Additionally, given the ongoing operational needs defined above, a committee would have a high functional workload outside of regular meetings. 

Resource Needs
Support for a committee structure should include funding for a grant program, consistent with other committees such as the Outreach and Engagement committee and Library Assessment committee, and potentially hourly help to organize logistical needs such as intake for the repository, scheduling professional development sessions, etc.

Model 3: Instructional Unit Model
Many of our peers in the BTAA have instruction departments, and some also have dedicated educational technology staff or instructional designers.  While there is no single model for a unit-based structure, they are typically broadly collaborative across the library, with a focused core of individuals working jointly with subject and functional specialists to organize leadership and support of Library teaching and learning.  

The Instructional Unit model would consist of a small core of individuals with a subset of their job responsibilities scoped to cover library-wide roles matching items #1-#10 above.  These individuals would come from existing Library staff with teaching and learning expertise, from across units. The team would work with a rotating affiliate group (described below) to provide leadership and support for teaching and learning activities.  Without hiring anyone new, this model would require significant re-shaping and re-prioritization of existing individuals’ position descriptions in order to be realistically possible, as well as making changes to unit and Library organizational structures.  The changes may result in further downstream impacts on library units and campus academic units that should be evaluated as part of the implementation process, as re-aligning priorities will result in “either-or” choices, rather than “both-and.”
Given the particularly strong interest the task force has heard for developing and leading a professional development team, the team would function in many ways like a CITL for the library, organizing support and providing opportunities for colleagues to develop and share pedagogical practices which emphasize the unique needs of Library teaching and learning.

Roles and Structure
The number of individuals and structure of the unit, as well as reporting and budget lines, would need to be investigated separately as part of the current library strategic planning process and the implementation group scoped below; however, based on the number of needs identified above, at least 4-5 individuals would be required.  Members would be assigned to the unit based on role, expertise, and need, with a mix of specialized and tenure-track faculty, AP, and other classifications anticipated.  

The unit could be created as a subset of an existing unit, or a stand-alone unit.  Peer academic libraries have implemented leadership structures in multiple ways, with Michigan, for example, recently combining their teaching unit within a broader user services structure.  While many of the functions identified in this report would be handled collectively, some have a higher workload and would need significant oversight in order to be performed effectively. Individuals in these roles would have organizational responsibilities, and would also be tasked with engaging in service and research to bring knowledge of evolving professional practices back from conferences (e.g. LOEX, ACRL) and professional workshops.  

Roles should be created based on matching the teaching and learning needs articulated above with Library colleagues’ expertise and interest, as part of the implementation team’s work.  Potential roles might encompass pulling multiple needs into one position.  For example, creating a role scoped to cover range of professional development needs, one for collecting and disseminating best practices, etc.  Roles should be defined after identifying individuals with interest and expertise, as part of the implementation process.

Rotating Affiliate Group
A rotating affiliate group, composed of individuals external to the unit with complementary teaching and learning expertise, would provide an opportunity for broader contributions to instructional leadership while maintaining a reasonable time commitment for individuals not formally assigned to the unit.  The affiliate group would provide flexibility to support timely instructional initiatives and develop more nuanced and advanced professional development opportunities.  This group would function as a working group, following organizational models used by groups such as CAPT and CDC.  In addition to disciplinary expertise, affiliates could also be individuals with expertise in particular teaching pedagogies, methods, novel disciplinary uses of materials, particular literacies (e.g. data literacy), and experience working with a variety of audiences (e.g. community-based instruction).  

The affiliate group would be self-selecting, and work collaboratively with the team to identify priorities for each academic year.  As with the core team, individual job responsibilities would need to be shifted for members of the group during their appointment, in order to facilitate sufficient capacity to commit to the work in a way that is mutually beneficial for the individual and the Library at large.

Advantages and Disadvantages
As with the committee model, the structure would seek to reduce silos by encouraging a culture of sharing and cooperation among library staff when promoting library instruction.  Having individuals with dedicated, library-wide responsibilities for professional development would more robustly build-up skills and knowledge in areas such as critical pedagogy, e-learning, curriculum development, active learning, and assessment.  The stability of a core leadership group with dedicated responsibilities would cultivate sustained internal partnerships among library staff interested in literacies such as information literacy, visual literacy, and data literacy.  In working with both internal and campus partners, the core team provides a clear point of contact for collaboration and strategic planning.

A significant disadvantage of this model is that it is resource-intensive, and could not be accomplished without members giving something else up, as well as a larger organizational strategic re-prioritization of the value of teaching and learning to facilitate job description changes.  Attendance at professional conferences and other professional development to support the work on the unit and bring expertise back to the University Library would be needed, Additionally, We heard concerns both as part of our investigations and feedback from the earlier instructional marketing subgroup that if a central team was successful in promoting the value and impact of Library contributions to teaching and learning, it would generate more instructional requests for individuals already taxed by other librarianship responsibilities.  A re-calibration of the value of teaching support as part of the evaluation of librarianship , with commensurate support in the promotion and tenure process and the FRC annual evaluation process, would significantly impact willingness of colleagues to participate.

While individuals we consulted were enthusiastic about opportunities to have centralized teaching and learning support, our long-standing siloed culture requires significant buy-in and support from across the organization.  Specifically, individuals consulted about the affiliate group expressed interest in potentially joining, but would need their unit heads to agree to a re-structuring of duties in order to create capacity to participate during their term.

Resource Needs
Support from unit heads, groups charged with evaluating promotion and tenure cases, and library administration would be required in order to realign job duties and job descriptions to create the necessary institutional capacity.  

As with the committee model, if a grant program is to be supported, it would require a budget, although the unit model would be able to provide strong support for engaging in the campus partnerships and helping surface best practices from successful applicants.

Recommendations
The task force discussed the merits of the three models. Continuing in the current model does not address any of the unmet needs; indeed, by definition these needs grew out of the weaknesses of the current model.  Both the committee model and the unit model would help the Library move from silos of expertise to communities of expertise, and create a structure to grow, support, and promote best practices.  Additionally, either of these models would create opportunities for broader participation and more support for formal and informal communities of practice.  Both models face the challenge of time commitment and the need to restructure job descriptions and organizational culture and support to make a meaningful impact.  However, there is consensus that a shared teaching and learning organizational structure is preferred to a single point of contact.

The task force concluded that the instructional unit model (Model 3) was the best fit for the teaching and learning needs identified over the course of our investigations.   Given the significant departure this would represent from how other common/shared functions are managed, one approach might be to begin with an interim teaching and learning committee, charged with recommending a path for migrating towards a longer-term unit model. The interim group would serve as a bridge to address immediate needs while also having broad and inclusive discussions to help define both the composition of the unit model, and ensure that there is adequate administrative, financial, promotion, and tenure support for individuals forming the unit.  This interim committee would take on some of the work articulated above, but also focus on a transition plan with clear deadlines to move towards the instructional unit model.

Additionally, implementing the model will require a realistic look at how to compensate individuals, through relief of other duties or other mechanisms, for the extra labor required to join the team. The work defined under the “Needs and Responsibilities” section, as mentioned elsewhere in this document, is work for which no individuals or unit currently have capacity to perform.  These needs represent additional time, job responsibilities and position description updates, as well as access to funding and resources to fulfill the scope defined above.

Emergent questions which require a deep dive
A few common questions emerged from our discussion which require significant time and investigation as part of the implementation process, described in the section below.  we’re including them here for context and to help guide next steps.
1. How do we not create another silo?
In order to make a broad impact in library and campus teaching and learning, a new unit 	would need to be positioned to both solicit input and receive support from a broad 	range of colleagues, in order to represent the varied needs for teaching and learning 	support across the University Library.
2. How do we make participation options attractive to affiliate group members?
Creating appropriate compensation, release time, and support for affiliate group members to fully participate in shared work will be a critical part of both broad representation across library expertise.
3. How does this relate to the Library’s existing structures, especially TLAS?
A common question that came up in review of the Instructional Unit model was “isn’t this just TLAS?”  The needs articulated above arose out of the current organizational structure, and none of these needs are part of current job assignments for individuals in TLAS (or elsewhere in the Library).  In addition, the current structure of the Teaching, Learning, and Academic Support unit (see mission statement) is far broader than the scope of the Instruction Unit. The unit currently includes Info Desk and Orange Room management, government information services, business consultation support, student success services, public engagement and outreach, and some collections work, among other responsibilities.  

Our recommendation is that as part of the implementation process articulated below, individuals in TLAS who might have interest and expertise be considered alongside other colleagues for the roles the implementation team defines.  Additionally, at the point when the implementation team is ready to articulate how to position the instructional unit within the current organizational structure (Step 5 below), it would be appropriate to consider how the TLAS unit and relevant personnel might be impacted.

Implementation Team 
If one of the models other than the status quo is selected, we recommend an implementation team be formed to take a deep dive into how to prepare for installing the model chosen.  The group may be charged with the following responsibilities:
1. Draft a recommended charge and/or scope statement for the model chosen, including needs and responsibilities drawn from the list above and other emergent teaching and learning needs they identify.
2. Review, refine, and update individual roles and instructional work to be taken on by team members in the model selected, including anticipated time commitments for each role.
3. Create a broad, inclusive, and transparent process to identify team members to fill the roles defined.  
4. Recommend membership for the roles selected.
5. In consultations with Library HR, Library Administration, and relevant individuals and units, recommend a process to identify and implement the organizational changes required to adopt the chosen model, including elements such as changes to position duties, individual or unit reporting lines, and creation, modification, and composition of library units.
6. Articulate how the new unit fits within the current organizational structure, and in particular its relationship with the TLAS unit.
7. Create a transition and change management plan for impacted individuals and units, including any interim models of support.
8. Recommend funding and resources for the model required to provide capacity and compensate the increased labor taken on by team members.
9. Recommend a timeline for implementation.

[image: A diagram of a team workflow

Description automatically generated]
image1.jpeg
Implementation Team Workflow

Articulate Recommend
organizational policy and
structure and administrative
reportingines changes

Create
process tofill
roles

Finalizeneed [l Define roles to

list il metch needs





