LAWG meeting minutes 3/15/10

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

Absent: K. Kern

1. Response to Coordinator Vacancy

a. Associate University Librarian for Services has said it’s a priority. University Librarian has said we don’t have resources for this any more than other open positions. Current plan is to wait until after voluntary separations and reopen the position in summer.

b. Voluntary separations around the library may enable the new position to be combined with another need from elsewhere. We would like to have the Assessment Coordinator be in discussions of post-separation positions by Service Advisory Committee from the very start rather than as an afterthought. People need to know we can rally around this since there is library-wide support.

c. Is there a way we could outsource this position? Is there another way to approach this? UL brought up these issues.

d. Action Item: Send a communiqué to AUL for Services about what LAWG will do for the rest of the year. Make it clear that a six-person working group is not a substitute for a coordinator. Argue for inclusion of a Coordinator position in SAC discussions and ask search committee chair (AUL for Services) to announce the failed coordinator search.

e. Action Item: We will need an interim co-chair when Kirstin goes on leave. Has SAC asked Kathleen to take on full chair responsibilities? Also remind AUL for Services of August turnover time, of the LAWG members whose two-year terms are expiring.  

2. LAWG LibQUAL Follow-up

a. Kathleen asked the AULs to respond in writing by today. Only action so far is a request to visit with Content Access Policy & Technology.

b. Action Item: Kathleen should send a follow-up or reminder to CAPT since the original request came from her.

c. Only AS 2c recommendation falls specifically to LAWG. Kathleen is in charge here because of her central role in IM/Chat and library-wide measures. RRGIS and UGL are the primary units. All the people who answer ER Tech questions (Janet, Wendy, Lisa [are these names correct?]) could also be included. Host a summit on the results, what people think is causing the results, next steps to be taken.

d. There needs to be a post-purchase process for electronic resources so that implementation options are evaluated by an appropriate group and actively selected rather than simply accepting vendor defaults.

e. Action Item: On recommendation AS 2b (Conduct a follow up study to determine the locus of undergraduates’ low expectations for service), prompt Undergraduate Library. The item implicates all libraries which deal with undergrads, which is more than just UGL, but UGL should take the lead. Assemble a focus group perhaps.

f. Service Advisory Committee is listed in several items, needs to be prompted so they make it onto the next agenda.

3. Desk Tracker macro

a. Figures without informational/directional would be useful, or a program comparing reference with directional.

b. The weighting might need to be changed, the translations (such as >30 mins. to 30) create inaccuracies. It is problematic to extrapolate a single number out of an interval, cannot do this sort of statistical analysis on categorical data.

c. Number of transactions matter. Might be good for staffing RRGIS Info Desk, but general purpose, library-wide graphs are not as useful, shouldn’t distribute to the library with the underlying assumptions basically only working for the Info Desk; it misrepresents trends and busyness.

d. Might still be recording some things as directional that really aren’t, they require a level of skill (i.e. “What library do I go to for women in sports?” which requires interpretation).

e. “Average minutes of Reference” not “Average minutes worked” since librarians are still working when not doing reference. Add to averages the N of interactions averaging.

f. Accumulate the different types of interactions just as Desk Tracker does, but in Excel. That way people could manipulate the data as they see fit. Split the data into meaningful worksheets (i.e. Head Count, Gate Count, Activities, remove the text strings and make numerical).

g. Macro that pulls out all Sweeps week data. Would not differ from the macro described in sub-point f.

h. Action Item: send macro to UGL? Would have to explain the translations and possibly change them to suit UGL’s need. We need an explanation for why the category translations are the way they are.

i. Action Item: write-up and distribute to the whole library a Desk Tracker standardization document which answers questions about how different interactions are to be categorized. Could model this on the READ Scale’s own explanatory documents.

