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Library Assessment Working Group Meeting Minutes

November 20th, 2009

Present: A. Paprocki, K. Dougan, S. Searing, K. Kern, L. J. Hinchliffe, J. Jacoby, S. Braxton, E. Phetteplace

Absent: none


Agenda
1. Sue Searing's follow-up to LibQUAL
a. Widest gap was library staff dissatisfaction with print collection. Staff was a self-selected category; we don’t know who they are  - staff, GAs, faculty, SAs, etc.

b. What went wrong? Did LIS branch buy the wrong stuff? Do people need non-LIS stuff (i.e. management materials)? Are staff members speaking to a perceived dissatisfaction on the part of their patrons and not with LIS materials?

c. On management materials: BEL’s monograph budget has been cut, they don’t have most recent management books which are useful for LIS research.
d. Question is: what’s next? LIS should take the lead with an issue of library staff dissatisfaction.  Focus group is a better next step than another survey.

e. Can use CARLI to investigate I-Share, identify materials by call # and publisher. Michael Norman is working on ways to see percentage I-Share circulation.  ILL reports can be generated as well.

f. LibQUAL might just be one data point in a larger assessment project, since a lot of change has happened since the survey data was collected (March 2008).
2. Embedded Librarians Assessment (JoAnn Jacoby)
a. JoAnn has setup a series of meetings, first was last week. Focus is: what are common metrics for embedded & virtual library programs, what are the desired outcomes?

b. Working on a common Desk Tracker form. Interested in capturing not just reference & directional but other office interactions which may cement contact or lead to further conversations.

c. We have to monitor these interactions for ALL librarians otherwise we won’t know what difference the embedded program is making.

d. ARL counts as reference the individual 1-on-1 session. We don’t count this, currently considered instruction. The “30+ minutes research consultation” (in Desk Tracker currently) does not quite cover these. Some differences are that 1-on-1s sometimes require preparation and are by appointment not random.

e. Definitions need to be clear. Identical interactions which occur in an office (not counted) and at a reference desk (counted) should be treated the same.

f. One of the tensions: embedded/virtual librarians see themselves as a different service but they also say they’re on the same continuum or spectrum as they were before (as specialist librarians). Some feel they are not yet distinct enough to warrant a unit annual report, others want to do this.
g. Embedded librarians still have staff. More useful to establish funding priorities via staffing profile handled by the librarian rather than cuts handed down by category (i.e. student staffing, GA budget, etc).  Metrics can help with this.

h. ACTION: JoAnn will continue conversation with embedded librarians, try to answer the questions posed here, and let LAWG know what the Desk Tracker template looks like.

i. ACTION: LAWG should define the difference between a 30+ reference consultation (in Desk Tracker), instruction sessions, and the appointments we’re talking about here.  Input from the embedded/virtual librarians groups would be useful here.
3. ClimateQUAL Meeting (Kathleen Kern)
a. Group met about ClimateQUAL, there’s a lot of interest in some sort of organizational climate assessment but CQ is expensive and lengthy and may not meet our desired outcomes. Emily Love is asking ISU and places in Nebraska about their experiences. 

b. Need to maintain anonymity; if you can see a respondent’s branch and gender, race, etc. it’s easy to deduce who they are. Might be able to categorize more broadly than by our current departmental structure for the survey or suppress access to the demographic data.

c. Looking into other types of climate assessment; there are other options but they are not library-specific. We could get a survey but the burden of analysis falls on LAWG. Yoo-Seong can help in identifying a proper instrument.  Cindy Kelly has agreed to ask other HR directors about instruments, if LAWG can tell her what we’d want.
d. We should identify what we want to know first (i.e. diversity) and then look for an instrument to fulfill that need. If diversity is what we want to know about maybe Library Diversity Committee should take over; if we’re interested in distributed workload questions, then a different group should take charge. 

e. It’s not clear who could act on problematic data on workload – unfair workloads across department would be the administration but within a unit is the unit heads. Maybe ask library administration “What would you do with this data?” to ensure someone will act. 

f. Doing a survey and then not addressing poor results in turn lowers morale, supported by literature. It’s a good time to measure morale because of reorganization, may influence how things are changed. Maybe ask what is our acceptable morale level before using instrument.

g. ACTION: needs more discussion. Someone needs to contact Administration or Library Staff Support Committee and determine who is willing to act on this.
4. Emails will go out to LAWG members about post-LibQUAL responsibilities, who takes over which items and what committee referrals occur.

5. Assessment Coordinator Interview - There’s a meeting at 4:00 today of search committee.

Next Meeting: Friday, December 12th, 10:00am, 230b Main Library

