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1. Membership (assessment sub-group)
· David Ward, Chair (ex officio - Director of Teaching and Learning)
· Belinda Bolivar (ex officio - Library Assessment Specialist)
· Joe Lenkart- Area Studies Representative
· Matthew Roberts - Arts and Humanities Representative
· Kristen Wilson - Special Collections Representative
· Rachael Johns - Technical Services Representative

2. Executive Summary

The assessment subgroup convened in March 2023 to address two elements of the Teaching and Learning Task Force Charge:
1. Identify metrics and methods to demonstrate how and where Library instruction makes an impact on student teaching and learning; 
2. Coordinate with Library colleagues on developing a comprehensive teaching and learning assessment and reporting program connected to reporting structures of the Library, campus, and profession (e.g. ARL/ACRL); 

The group decided to employ a two-pronged approach to answering these questions.  Identifying existing local practices and the needs of UIUC Library instructors would be investigated through a survey, which was launched in late May 2023 and ran through the end of June 2023.  In parallel, another subgroup conducted a literature search to identify broader trends in the profession, as both points of comparison for the survey results, and as indicators of potential metrics and methods that would be part of the recommended teaching and learning assessment program.  

The results of the survey and the literature review are combined below and resulted in a series of recommendations for how to build an instructional assessment support structure for the University Library.  As the survey had 7 participants, the feedback shared below is suggestive of viable pathways to follow, but additional, longer-term consultations with colleagues will inform how to shape a responsive instruction assessment program.


Metric and Methods
There was interest in all the options for metrics and methods presented in the survey.  Specific preferences are noted below in the discussion of the survey results. Current practice uses a more limited palette (predominantly surveys with some interviews), but survey respondents were interested in learning about additional options to expand their toolkit for assessment.  The literature review found that most studies examined used surveys and focus groups, and sometimes analysis of student work.

The literature review found multiple articles connecting student success outcomes as potential goals for measuring the impact of library services and instruction, across different student groups.  However, there is a limitation, in that there are many factors that contribute to student success, therefore it would be difficult to ascertain the individual impact of library instruction.  Additionally, there are many different definitions of what student success involves, so the Library must come up with what this means to us.

Many of the measures described in the literature involved accessing and connecting learner data, which is currently challenging in our local environment due to both insufficient infrastructure, and the need for policies and guardrails establishing privacy needs.  Examples include performance data, but could also include reframing student feedback from surveys or focus groups into instruction. 

Assessment program
The Task Force combined internal discussions with the divisional representatives, a survey of colleagues involved in instruction, discussions with the Library Assessment unit, and a review of the literature to compose the recommendations below.  These recommendations suggest both an organizational structure for supporting teaching and learning assessment work, as well as additional needs and next steps to build out a longer-term assessment support program.

3. Recommendations

1. Create a sustainable instruction assessment framework – Support for assessment requires a combination of structured and supported data collection and storage tools (such as LibInsight), professional development opportunities, and a leadership group to help build community and shared understanding of how assessment of library instruction can help improve practice and connect the work of the library to campus teaching and learning goals.
2. Form a community of practice – As part of the Task Force’s charge to recommend a structure to coordinate instruction activities, a team should be designated to identify needs, lead discussions, and organize workshops and related professional development opportunities for instructional assessment.  The team should have a clearly defined role which articulates its relationship to other assessment groups, such as the Library assessment office, and to campus-level teaching and learning objectives.  Results from the survey indicate interest in a broad range of metrics and methods, but little use, which aligns with respondent desire to learn more about how and when to best incorporate unfamiliar metrics.
3. Conduct more investigation into metrics that connect to positive learning outcomes, student success, and willingness to engage with the Library – The survey results confirm findings in the literature review, which indicate that connecting attendance or participation in library workshops to student learning outcomes is fraught with challenges.  The team’s findings were not definitive enough to address the charge’s call to identify specific metrics where an impact on students was made.  More investigation into what impacts Library instructional practices have on student learning at UIUC should be conducted, and it should consider the role of instruction alongside other Library services in contributing to student learning outcomes.
4. Develop shared assessment strategies - Survey data reveals common interests in both currently applied assessment methods and areas where new or different methodologies might be investigated.  As part of the community of practice, methods for documenting and sharing common assessment strategies should be developed - such as a library assessment toolkit, similar to what the University of Minnesota Libraries and others have created.
5. Identify an infrastructure for data collection and sharing – Multiple methods for storing data are currently used, which can make comparing and learning from colleagues challenging.  Through guidance from the Library assessment office, a data storage and analysis system which enables easier collaboration and adoption of best practices should be designed.

4. Detailed Analysis
Seven total participants replied to the internal call for information on instructional assessment practice. Analysis revealed some areas of strong agreement or shared practice, but also a diversity of approaches.  There were 7 total respondents.

Types of instruction
Participants reported a variety of instructional session types (Table 1), and a mix of audiences (Table 2), focused primarily on Undergraduate (n=6) and Graduate (n=6) students, with some Faculty (n=4) as well.  All participants (n=7) selected Course-integrated instruction, with many also providing Workshops and small group sessions (n=6) and/or general orientation sessions (n=5).  Self-paced tutorials and mini-courses were less prevalent, and no participants taught semester-long courses.  

Table 1 - What types of instruction do you currently provide (check all that apply) 
	
	Yes
	No

	Course-integrated instruction (e.g. one-shots)
	7
	0

	Workshops and/or small group sessions
	6
	1

	General orientation sessions
	5
	2

	Self-paced tutorials
	3
	4

	Mini courses/series
	2
	5

	Semester-long courses
	0
	7

	Other
	0
	7



Table 2 - What audiences have you designed instructional experiences for? [Check all that apply]
	
	Yes
	No

	Undergraduate Students
	6
	1

	Graduate Students
	6
	1

	Faculty
	4
	3

	Staff
	2
	5

	Local Community Members
	2
	5

	Visiting Scholars
	2
	5

	Alumni
	0
	7



Instructors listed a large variety of session goals (Q2), with one noting that a lot depended on the goals that the course instructor established.  Common goals included introduction to the library, research skills [connected to the class or assignment], tools for research in a specific field [databases, websites, etc.], evaluation of information, and citation management, among others.  In assessing their instruction work (Q4), we again saw a broad range of metric used (Table 3), with most respondents recording input data (n=6) and using quizzes or other tools to assess student learning and performance (n=5) although all methods were employed by at least 3 participants.  Participants (6 out of 6 total responses, one blank) used this data primarily to plan future sessions (Q5), and consider appropriate content to teach.

Table 3 - What metrics or measures are important to you in assessing your instruction work? [check all that apply]
	
	Yes
	No

	Input data (counts of sessions, attendees, demographics, days and dates, instructional guide usage, etc.)
	6
	1

	Data assessing student learning or performance related to the concepts taught (e.g quizzes, grade improvement/GPA, retention, quality of bibliographies produced, achievement of instructor learning outcomes, etc.)
	5
	2

	Data assessing student emotional or affective engagement with the concepts taught (e.g. student self-perception or confidence in the material, students reactions to the class, instructor, or topic, etc.)
	4
	3

	Data assessing student cognitive engagement with the concepts taught (e.g use of strategic learning strategies)
	3
	4

	Data investigating instructor goals for library instruction (participant learning outcomes, skills or concepts to impart, etc.)
	3
	4

	Data investigating instructor perceptions of the role or efficacy of library instruction
	3
	4

	Other
	0
	7



Assessment methods 
Surveys (see Table 4) were the favored assessment method (n=5) in responses to Q5, with less than half of respondents using polls (n=3) or qualitative methods like interviews or focus groups (n=2 for each).

Table 4 - What assessment methods (formal or informal) have you used in the past? [Check all that apply]
	
	Yes
	No

	Surveys
	5
	2

	Polling
	3
	4

	Focus Groups
	2
	5

	Interviews
	2
	5

	None
	1
	6

	Other
	1
	6



Assessment Tracking
Data gathered from assessments (Q9) was typically stored in multiple locations (Table 5).  Formal locations, such as University Library repositories like Libinsight, personal annual reports, and unit annual reports were prevalent, but most respondents (n=5) also used personal storage as a supplement.  External use of data was limited, with only 2 reporting inclusion in presentations, and none using data for publications.

Table 5 - Where do you typically store or report your instruction assessment results? [Check all that apply]
	
	Yes
	No

	Libinsight/Desk Tracker
	5
	2

	Personal storage (box, google drive, spreadsheet, email, etc.)
	5
	2

	Unit Annual Reports
	4
	3

	Personal Annual Reports
	4
	3

	Publications
	2
	5

	Presentations
	0
	7

	Other
	0
	7




Effectiveness of assessment 
Responses to the question about which assessment methods were most effective (Q7) typically noted that “all” methods were effective.  One participant qualified this by noting that in class activities seemed most effective, and another indicated it was “hard to tell.”  Assessments as a tool to improve the class content were noted by the participants, however two of these also noted that measuring student learning gains or the impact on student learning of an instruction session was challenging and not a common use case.

The parallel question about which methods were not effective (Q8) received sparser replies, with 3 blank responses, and one comment that “it’s hard to tell.”  One participant did mention that pre/post tests were helpful in identifying how to change up future instruction, and another noted that while surveys are useful, it is hard to find time to work them in to sessions.

Building assessment expertise
Two questions explored where and how participants might expand their expertise with assessment techniques.  Q10 asked “What learning assessment metrics or methods would you like to know more about for potential future use?” and Q11 followed with “What support would be helpful in either creating, administering, or interpreting instructional assessments?”  The responses to Q10 were varied, although 6 out of 7 participants indicated strong interest in building knowledge of assessment techniques, with one noting that even “quick and dirty guides” would be helpful to get started.  Areas for exploration noted were:
· Any (n=3)
· Student cognitive engagement (n=2)
· Electronic polling (n=1)

The types of support for expanding assessment expertise (Q11, 6 responses) ranged from informal methods (n=4) such as conversations, shared examples, or a community of practice, to formal methods (n=2), including workshops and semester long courses.

Finally, the survey concluded with a general question (Q12) asking for other suggestions.  There were two responses.  One was an additional call for shared expectations and noting a feeling of isolation in regards to instruction, which harkened back to the calls for informal community in Q11.  The other response noted the need for caution in exploring what metrics may indicate success for one-shot instruction, since traditional success metrics like GPA might not be fully inclusive of instructional impact.

Literature Review
To supplement local survey data and anticipate future assessment opportunities, the assessment 
subgroup completed a small literature review. The research addressed how library instruction (broadly defined) bears on student success and related matters. Members of the subgroup selected articles (17 total), shared them in a Zotero Web Library, and discussed them briefly. 

A smaller group consisting of Rachael Johns, Belinda Bolivar, and Matthew Roberts analyzed each article according to a rubric. The report enables committee members and outside audiences to gain an overview of each article, its key takeaways, and potential impact. However, several of the articles arrived at similar conclusions, albeit according to different modes of analysis or research methodologies.

Key Findings #1: Student Success Metrics

The literature review underscored a few important matters that relate to the survey data. Nearly all of the articles that address student success base it on metrics such as GPA and student retention. 
Walters, W.H., Sheehan, S.E., Handfield, A.E., López-Fitzsimmons, B.M., Markgren, S., & Paradise, L. (2020) delineated metrics according to “inputs” and “outcomes,” providing a useful dichotomy to conceive of assessment date. Inputs refer to numerical/statistical data, such as sessions taught, students per class, etc. Outcomes refer to measures that evaluate the effect of the instruction on the student.
Local assessment data demonstrates that those surveyed predominantly value gate count stats and metrics such as GPA, retention, etc., when structuring and evaluating their library instruction. While it is easy to assess “input” data points, all of the articles demonstrate that it is much more difficult to determine whether or not library instruction causes students to earn higher GPAs and graduate. Moreover, nearly all of the articles demonstrate that these outcome metrics do not paint a holistic picture of student success. This raises an important question: what is student success and how does its operative definition determine assessment metrics?

Key Findings #2: Cognitive and Affective Measures

Walters et. al. discuss cognitive and affective measures that could be included in assessment data. Cognitive measures are appropriate whenever the goal is to assess students’ learning or performance, such as their ability to remember, understand, apply, analyze, evaluate, or create. In contrast, affective measures are associated with students’ perceptions, values, and motivations.
Among those surveyed, these data points were not as commonly collected  as more traditional student success metrics, although some respondents did indicate . However, if it is impossible to determine if library instruction causes students to earn a higher GPA and stay enrolled in college (assuming these metrics still define student success), then cognitive and affective measures warrant more attention.
Key Findings #3: First Generation Students
Data suggests that library instruction negatively impacts first-generation students. See Rowe, J., Leuzinger, J., Hargis, C., & Harker, K. (2021). Given the UIUC Library’s commitment to first-generation students, and the University’s broader commitment to DEIA, it is worth investigating whether this data holds locally. If so, then it is worth asking how library instruction might change in order to meet the unique needs of first-generation college students.
Key Findings #4: Library Instruction is not a Golden Ticket
All of the articles discuss the limitations of situating library instruction as the primary factor when assessing a library’s impact on students and student success. Laura B. Wright (2021) discusses that students are more likely to believe that the library contributes to their success and overall well-being if they have a positive experience in the library. In other words, the library can contribute to students in a wide variety of ways (convenient place to study; center for reference consultations and research support, etc.). Library instruction is one of many services that a library can provide. It is important to situate and administer library instruction accordingly.
Key Findings #5: Understanding Student Success requires partnerships outside the Library
While the Library does collect student data, it is not enough to understand the impact on success. Many factors contribute to student success and to understand the totality of contributions to success, there must be partnerships with both in and outside of the Library. Oakleaf (2018) stated the importance of using both library and institutional data to get a fuller picture of the variety of contributions of student success. With this data, we could better understand the unique needs of different student groups to craft more tailored services. 
Key Findings #6 Using Assessment in Professional Development 
Strandmark (2019) illuminated the issues that instructors have when assessing student feedback and limitations of the type of assessments that have been conducted. Mirroring the experiences of the survey respondents, student feedback has been used for improvements for instructional sessions and not necessarily tracking student learning metrics. Feedback tends to more about the class taught rather than what was learned. Addressing this can be difficult which is why a variety measure should be collected. This would require a review of library instruction assessment and potentially collaboration with other campus units. 

Key Finding #7 Learning about assessment
There is a need for overarching assessment and assessment training to better understand unique user groups as well as develop metrics for instruction. Gullbekk, E., Rullestad, T., & i Calvo, M. C. T. 2013) delved into the unique needs of PhD students along with their use of the library. One of the takeaways from the article is that understanding the unique needs of user groups is necessary. However, what was reflected in the survey was a need for guidance on how best to assess the needs of the students. 
5. Appendices
Instruction Assessment Survey Questions
1. What types of instruction do you currently provide (check all that apply) 
a. Mini courses/series
b. Semester-long courses
c. Workshops and/or small group sessions
d. Course-integrated instruction (e.g. one-shots)
e. Self-paced tutorials 
f. General orientation sessions 
g. Other (please specify)
2. What goals or learning outcomes have you and/or the instructors you work with set for the students and classes you work with?
3. What audiences have you designed instructional experiences for? [Check all that apply]
a. Undergraduate Students
b. Graduate Students
c. Faculty
d. Staff 
e. Alumni
f. Local Community Members
g. Visiting Scholars 
h. Other (please specify)
4. What metrics or measures are important to you in assessing your instruction work? [check all that apply]
a. Input data (counts of sessions, attendees, demographics, days and dates, instructional guide usage, etc.)
b. Data assessing student learning or performance related to the concepts taught (e.g quizzes, grade improvement/GPA, retention, quality of bibliographies produced, achievement of instructor learning outcomes, etc.)
c. Data assessing student cognitive engagement with the concepts taught (e.g use of strategic learning strategies) 
d. Data assessing student emotional or affective engagement with the concepts taught (e.g. student self-perception or confidence in the material, students reactions to the class, instructor, or topic, etc.)
e. Data investigating instructor goals for library instruction (participant learning outcomes, skills or concepts to impart, etc.)
f. Data investigating instructor perceptions of the role or efficacy of library instruction
g. Other (please specify)
5. How do you typically use the metrics or measures you capture?
6. What assessment methods (formal or informal) have you used in the past? 
a. Surveys 
b. Focus Groups 
c. Interviews 
d. Polling 
e. Other (please specify)
f. None
7. Which assessment methods in #6 do you think have been effective in making an impact on student learning, and why?
8. Which assessment methods in #6 do you think have NOT been effective in making an impact on student learning, and why?
9. Where do you typically store or report your instruction assessment results? [Check all that apply]
a. Libinsight/Desk Tracker
b. Unit Annual Reports
c. Personal Annual Reports
d. Publications
e. Presentations
f. Other Unit Wide Reporting System(s) - Please Specify
g. Personal storage (box, google drive, spreadsheet, email, etc.) - Please specify
10. What learning assessment metrics or methods would you like to know more about for potential future use?
11. What support would be helpful in either creating, administering, or interpreting instructional assessments?
12. What other suggestions or feedback do you have on instructional assessment?

Zotero Web Library
https://www.zotero.org/groups/4980466/uiucteachinglearning/library

Literature Review Analysis Document
https://uofi.app.box.com/integrations/officeonline/openOfficeOnline?fileId=1190686867791&sharedAccessCode= 

