Library Assessment Working Group

Meeting Minutes 11/8/10

Present: S. Avery, S. Braxton, K. Dougan (chair), L. Hinchliffe, C. Phillips, M. Robak, E. Phetteplace (GA)

Absent: K. Kern

1. Quick topics

a) Welcome to new LAWG member Michael Robak (Law)

b) Desk Tracker encouragement presentation at next faculty meeting (Dougan, Phetteplace) – happening at next faculty meeting, Wednesday, November 17th.

c) Assessment projects list dissemination (all) – continue to encourage other libraries to add projects to the list, talk to colleagues. It's not meant to be a LAWG stamp of approval, just an information tool.

1. User Education Committee saw lots of assessment presentations. Add a paragraph with one-liners about each presentation, perhaps under a new Instruction header.

2. Make site into a project database with beginning and end dates such that anyone can see which are active? Add a date added to each project. Include emails or links to librarians' pages.

d) Usability WG funding request (see forwarded email from 11/2 for proposal) (all) – LAWG will look at this but does not have funding now. Research & Publication Committee probably cannot approve because the request was too operational, geared towards fixing single website, not framed as a research project to further professional understanding. LAWG will have to clarify that the project lacks funding.

e) READ pilot (all)—Carissa called Dominican and talked to Bella Gerlich. She is available anytime after 10am on Thursday if we would like to talk to her about a campus visit. Have to ask what they take from our participation, whether IRB might be required.

f) Meeting with embedded librarians to gauge their assessment needs—Associate University Librarian for Services Scott Walter is still asking for this.

1. LAWG is not to assess them separately but support them. There is no a clear demarcation for embedded librarians; is there a list? Perhaps Scott needs to talk to LAWG to come up with a clearer plan of action.

2. Without a set of outcomes or some standards, it is hard to say how the embedded librarians differ from subject librarians (like at MPAL and Math). Some librarians sit on department committees, but that does not necessarily differ from subject librarianship (Sue Searing sat on the GSLIS curriculum committee during and after the Library & Information Science library turned virtual). Berkeley & Minnesota have standards for subject librarians which could be investigated.

2. Library Assessment Conference (Hinchliffe) – the preponderance of the sessions involved not only data collection but also resulting actions. We are progressively, as a profession, moving towards a full assessment cycle involving concrete outcomes.

a) There are metrics in the University Library's strategic plan and LAWG may have a chance to participate in constructing those this Spring. The metrics currently are predictive figures, not goals to be reached.

3. LibQUAL planning (all)

a) Send a response to University Librarian Paula Kaufman about what we need to be effective.

b) Set up implementation group? —would this be the most effective means? They would not be solely responsible. It would be great to find someone outside LAWG who would be willing to help, as with the READ working group. Someone from Technical Services would be good, given that Information Control was the biggest satisfaction gap from 2008.

c) IRB status (Hinchliffe) – Eric will send the IRB form from 2008 along with answers to some of the most pressing questions, such as population samples and possible incentives.

d) We cannot take on many commitments beyond READ and LibQUAL+, which are both very time-consuming.

4. Out of Scott's discussion with the Executive Committee (EC) about assessment he's suggested that we compose a general response to EC and Paula proposing a better process for LibQUAL+—outlining what LAWG will be responsible for (e.g., running LibQUAL+ and disseminating results within Library) and what we suggest others take responsibility for (helping to come to specific conclusions based on results and targeting actionable items, communicating changes to users that have occurred due to LibQUAL+, etc.).

a) As a working group this is difficult to achieve; hopefully enthusiasm behind LibQUAL+ and assessment in general will promote another search for the Assessment Coordinator position.

b) ACRL's Value of Academic Libraries includes a section on “creating systems for assessment,” “using existing data,” and “creating library assessment plans.”  Lisa could propose a discussion of this for the faculty meeting.

5. Future topics

a) Assessment grants program proposal (Scott would like us to send this proposal to him and EC)

b) Assessment of outsourced personnel/librarian expectations (from SAC discussions) – see 1.f) above, discussion on embedded librarianship assessment

