Library Assessment Working Group

Meeting Minutes 9/13/10

Present: S. Avery, K. Dougan, K. Kern, S. Braxton, C. Phillips, E. Phetteplace

Absent: L. Hinchliffe, J. Jacoby

1. LAWG Funding

a) AUL for Services suggested we ask for our own budget line, or could continue to go through Services Advisory Committee (SAC).

b) LAWG can get its own budget line and would not have to go through SAC every time.

c) Uncertain how much LAWG had in the past. LibQual and WOREP were past uses, through SAC.

d) If LAWG has its own funding, must set criteria for what would be funded. A good standard would be public dissemination of assessment. Could draft up a couple paragraphs with requirements like having a brown bag, deposit results in IDEALS, or an announcement on LibNews-L listserv. Could also have a monetary maximum so that no single request would use up entire budget; contingent on size of budget itself.

e) Model on Research and Publication Committee (RPC). RPC has an informal rolling percentage so they distribute bits as they go along.

f) What would we fund? Student wages, incentives, programming (as in WOREP), must be studies for benefit of the library.

g) Would not fund: cannot be for your own personal research, that should go through RPC. Unless perhaps they have already maxed out available RPC funds then can go to LAWG for a little. Will not fund travel unless budget is significant. Can give feedback on requests on how they could change to fit criteria. Must have Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval if applicable. Evaluating personnel performance will not be funded, but broad investigations of service/instruction quality are okay.

h) Not everything has to be addressed, cases can be handled one-by-one as issues arise.

i) Action Item: Kirstin will draft up criteria and talk to Scott Walter about size of budget.

2. Funding Request from UGL (Lori Mestre)

a) LAWG does not have funding right now so this request will not be fulfilled. Would be a potential project though once LAWG has funding.

b) Looks good but must be careful to follow rules on incentives (see OBFS on Human Subject Payments for full details). Rules pertain only to non-resident aliens but leaving those students out would badly skew any sample. Pizza is good because it does not have to entered into Banner so it can be taxed. Even gift cards have to be taxed.

c) Do we help people with some of these requests? Maybe an advantage for requests is letting LAWG be involved in the process, like Data Services has proposed a preference for research which involves one of their members.

d) Could allocate a set of GA hours, makes a case for keeping the LAWG GA. Providing GA hours in lieu of or in addition to money. Might not want to publicize this if it overcommits the GA; wouldn't want to run out of hours doing work for others' projects.

e) If LAWG can offer assistance, then great, but there is no claim to expertise or supervising assessment projects. LAWG can admit that it has no one with an expertise pertinent for particular projects.

f) Action Item: Kathleen will write up some language regarding loaning GA hours and the limits of LAWG assistance for projects.

3. NISO Stats Webinars

a) 2nd webinar is an analysis of individual item usage statistics including e-resources metrics like COUNTER and SUSHI. Wendy Shelburne would be pertinent library staff member.

b) Who would be interested in attending? Beth Woodard already did one NISO webinar. 

c) This is more a staff development and training thing. Every NISO seminar warrants having someone from the library attend.

d) Maybe too late to get the wheels in motion; 2nd webinar is on Wednesday of this week. Will know about future NISO seminars sooner and should take advantage of this resource.

e) Action Item: Get on the NISO listserv.

4. Embedded Librarians and READ Scale

a) Interest from Kathleen and David Ward as well. Yoo-Seong Song from Business is also interested.

b) Scott Walter talked to Yoo-Seong, he thinks the current Desk Tracker form does not mesh with his workflow. Would the READ Scale better represent what embedded librarians contribute?

c) An embedded librarians form in Desk Tracker was developed already, for use by LIS, Biotechnology, Global Studies. Inspecting those libraries in Desk Tracker, the form does not appear to be in operation yet.

d) READ Scale is free, only requirement is calibration which would mainly matter if large groups (like UGL or RRGIS) need to be trained.

e) READ Scale would really help identify referrals – 4, 5, or 6 interactions need to be moved to a research consultation off the reference desk.

f) Action Item: Create a working group for implementing READ so responsibility can be spread around a little more. A timeline is the first order of business. Yoo-Seong, Carissa, and Kathleen can start but bring in others as well.

g) There's a danger of measuring the embedded librarians differently and thus having no metric to cross-compare to libraries. 

5. Report back on SQ Academy Recommendation to SAC

a) Lisa and JoAnn were not present and so we did not address this item.

b) Addendum: LAWG's recommendation was accepted on Wednesday, September 15th.

6. LAWG directions for 2010-11

a) see Meeting Minutes from July 2010

b) Should we do LibQual again? [Lisa expressed support in an email] It's on a 3-year cycle so Spring of 2011 would be the next iteration.

c) Possible use of LibQual Lite. Is it cheaper? How does it compare to LibQual? Can it be adapted to the library's needs?

d) What do we need to do between now and Spring?

1. Submit IRB form

2. Register to do LibQual Lite, will have deadline

3. Decide if we're doing the same sampling or not, there's some office on campus for mailing list distribution and that costs money

4. Tina Chrzastowski's files are good documentation of this process

e) Scott Walter advised that LAWG not take on too much. This would take up much of LAWG's Spring/Summer availability.

f) LAWG cannot force results from survey, but could encourage follow-up assessment which obtains more actionable data at a lower level (LibQual is a very high-level view of library system).

g) Group continuity is better this time around, longitudinal data will help to make the case in other forums like faculty meetings and committees.

h) Action Item: Kirstin will contact Tina and get further information. Should   Lisa and JoAnn be contacted? There seems to be consensus behind LibQual Lite and they were already in support of it.

i) Action Item: Eric will research LibQual Lite. Find example of LibQual Lite survey (what does it look like?), dates, cost, comparison to LibQual, are local questions allowed? Can Information Literacy questions be added in?

