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Library Assessment Working Group Meeting Minutes

November 6th, 2009

In Attendance: K. Dougan, K. Kern, A. Paprocki , L. J. Hinchliffe, S. Braxton, E. Phetteplace
Absent: J. Jacoby 
Orders of Business:

1. Assessment Coordinator Update
a. A person has been identified for interviews and Human Resources has been told to set up a meeting. Hopefully it will occur sometime this month. Scott Walter will go ahead and schedule after hearing from Cindy Kelly. Person will not be in place by Fall but might be able to have an initial vision and agenda-setting meeting before Spring.  Will be in place probably by Fall 2010; possibly Spring 2010.

b. Website has the correct LAWG roster. Some email lists have been outdated; please match them with the website roster (under the LAWG link).
2. Eric’s Update – These are the projects the LAWG GA has been working on:

a. IDEALS Metadata - only 4 fields which the author is required to provide for all items: Title, Date Published, Subject, and Type (as in type of file). Here is a link to the IDEALS Metadata Policy. Here is a link to general submission guidelines. Data sets are acceptable as well as unpublished materials.

i. Could our community have additional required metadata? For instance, in data sets, all variables should be defined, collection mechanism should be clear, focus group questions listed, target population indicated, et cetera. Some data may be too confidential, may have to be restricted within IDEALS to the library audience.

ii. ACTION: Susan will write up a cover sheet for the process behind LibQual+ which can serve as an example for other data sets.
iii. IDEALS could be a depository for the data behind assessment activities that are falling through the cracks right now and hard to retrieve. Spreadsheets in the G Drive don’t have technical documentation accompanying them, like the Circulation data.

iv. We could, as LAWG, model some data sets for  submission, template for libraries to follow, offer technical support, support for a meaningful guide to the data. New Service Model works with similar topics and might be able to provide suggestions.

v. ACTION: Eric can meet with JoAnn Jacoby to brainstorm ideas about how to handle IDEALS data deposits.

vi. ACTION: Eric will start a document of recommendations for coordinator priorities on G Drive.

b. Desk Tracker macro in Excel – Eric has been working on the Excel files that Desk Tracker outputs to try to make the data into a more useful format with better graphs. Current focus is on being able to see individual branch busyness by day of the week by hour.
c. Metrics research on peer institutions – I have been researching U Chicago and UW Madison to see if they use the ACRL metrics in their own assessment practices. Neither library has a centralized assessment website like UIUC and I have not found any evidence in the affirmative thus far.

d. Sports’ games impact on busyness – I have been analyzing the number of reference interactions in RRGIS that occur during football and basketball games to see if the data warrants a reduction in staff during sporting events.

e. I have also been updating the Assessment website, fixing broken links, and setting up LAWG meetings in Oracle.
3. READ Scale Discussion

a. Send out to individual branches, overview why it would be beneficial for them to participate, what we will do in terms of training, and what the commitment entails. To do this well we will need commitment. 

b. Everyone needs a calibration; libraries must do the calibration or they cannot participate. Bigger commitment than Sweeps Week. Should calibration be heterogeneous so there’s a wide variety of sample questions? Or is it better for each branch to be together at the calibration?

c. Would READ only be at reference locations? Circulation would have trouble implementing. Will depend on each unit; would be difficult to implement at Undergrad, training all the students at the Circ desk. Could do at a reference desk and then decide whether to expand elsewhere within the branch.

d. Would we do it for just a few weeks then stop or continue for the future? Only select units would provide useful data. Maybe a Central Reference/Undergrad pilot and then decide whether to open up.

e. For training documents: add in examples that are UIUC-specific and explain why we’re doing it, what we’re going to get out of it. 

f. Why is LAWG doing this? It’s not going to be library-wide, maybe should be just within the specific branches. LAWG can provide some support, i.e. training, but there should be a clear limit. Hard to decide capacity without a coordinator.

g. Could be very meaningful comparing departments: i.e. small, specialist branches do almost all in-depth research consultation (5 or 6 on READ scale) while something like Central Reference provides directions and referrals to those branches (1 or 2), thus setting up the later interaction. Useful for analyzing effect of New Service Model and mergers.  Determines branch model: do you need a reference desk? Could it be staffed by a student who provides referrals for in-depth questions which occur in office?

h. Might be too busy in the Fall to start; start in the Summer when things are slower. But is Summer data useful since it’s so different? 

i. ACTION: Annie will write up a summary document about what it would look like, how we benefit, implementation plan, and who would do it.
4. Next meeting: Friday November 20, 10am, 230b Main Library
a. Agenda items

i. Each member should do a personal liaison with every committee they’re been in touch with regarding LibQUAL recommendations, nudge them. Is this the AUL’s responsibility or LAWG? Make a chart for the G Drive, not necessary to have the Comprehensive Review of Assessment Priorities but just a simple chart with committee, related LAWG member, and advised action.

ii. LibQual+ Wrap-up/Next Steps: was on the agenda but did not get covered during this meeting.
