Library Assessment Working Group

Meeting Minutes 4/11/11
Present: S. Avery, S. Braxton, K. Dougan (chair), K. Kern, C. Phillips, M. Robak, S. Searing (Visiting from LIS), D. Ward (Visiting from UGL), E. Phetteplace (GA)

Absent: L. Hinchliffe
1. Reference NSM team (David Ward and Sue Searing—guests)
a. The Reference NSM team is charged with: “[determining] the data and methods for assessing the new reference service model in consultation with the Library Assessment Working Group.”
b. David provided a triple-tiered list of data to be collected: reference interactions, staffing model, and referrals. Since many library units have been collecting statistics in Desk Tracker already, longitudinal comparisons will be possible in some instances.

c. There will be a library-wide Reference Services Committee which will analyze results in conjunction with LAWG. Assessment is geared towards discovering the effectiveness of new service models and identifying potential improvements. We cannot return to old models so measuring the new versus old is not necessarily useful.

d. Can this be tied into the work behind the New Service Models planning? Can we point to scenarios outlined by NSM and say whether or not they came true?

e. Training sessions can generate dialog about evolving reference practices. Recommending wider READ Scale implementation as a goal, since that metric can effectively measure whether the highest level interactions are being dealt with appropriately (e.g. typically by library faculty, often in off-desk consultations).

f. One thing not outlined in the assessment plan was user feedback. LibQUAL+ is one potential measure, could compare next iteration with 2008 results. Will the average user notice a difference? Short user survey: “Were you able to get help in a timely manner?” LIS surveyed faculty after NSM, another possible option. Target students/faculty at the most affected departments.
g. A new version of the assessment plan will be emailed to LAWG for feedback.
2. Assessment grants program (all)
a. Kirstin solicited feedback on the documents related to the grants program: guidelines for the program, application form, and letter to the University Librarian. Guidelines are modeled on Research and Publication Committee and Marketing grant programs.
b. Question of devoting LAWG Graduate Assistant hours to other units’ assessment projects. Perhaps do not offer up front, but then for specific proposals, if GA has pertinent skills, offer time. Grants should not be used to replace hourly help.
c. Unit heads should sign off on the application form. Applications should be as open as possible, not limited to librarians (e.g. academic professionals can apply as well).
d. Change “units who have not previously received rewards” to recipients since large library units (UGL, RRGIS) can have different assessment programs for unrelated pieces of their operations. 

e. “What needs will this address?” additional application question. A checkbox for “I understand that if I want to publish/present my findings I most obtain IRB approval.” We can cut the guideline related to following IRB protocol.
f. Add a footnote for the IDEALS stipulation, such that it’s clear that IRB approval is necessary to allow unrestricted online access to results in IDEALS, but not if access to results is restricted to those in the library.

g. Remove “library administrative work” from items not funded, not clear what that means. Change to “personal research projects” legitimate assessment and research are not mutually exclusive. Should we not allow projects which have already received funds from RPC? Or allow projects to receive funds from both?
h. Change the wording to “We fund projects where the purpose is substantially or exclusively for the improvement of library collections, services, or processes.” Strikes a balance between the above.
3. LAWG GA sharing (all)
a. The position of the LAWG GA is currently shared/paired with RRGIS—do we want to continue this for next year?
b. No strong feelings one way or the other, generally RRGIS is accepted. Leave as is for now but revisit this issue each year in the future.
4. EDUCAUSE event update (Robak)
a. Room is ready to go, everything is checked out. Michael’s received some surveys in anticipation of the conference. There’s no phone in the room to call in questions. Not clear if there’s a phone jack available and where we get a phone. We could hook a microphone up to the computer, however.
b. All proceedings will be made available online post hoc.
5. IDEALS update (Robak)
a. Action Item: Eric will open up the two Assessment collections to University Library Staff. An email soliciting submissions from faculty will be drafted and sent to Libnews-L.
