Library Directors Leadership Team
June 12, 2012
9 – 10:30am
202A Mann Library

Attendees:  Janet McCue, Bonna Boettcher, Mary Ochs, Curtis Lyons, Kornelia Tancheva, Steve Rockey, Femi Cadmus

Note Taker:  Tiffany Howe

Announcements:
· Mary – 
· completing searches for Business and Economics Librarian and Health Sciences Librarian
· Bonna – 
· successful reunion events
· Ares 4 may be better than current Ares
· digital scores are now in eCommons
· Janet – 
· Chris Halladay is facilitator for retreat; meet in 316 Lincoln Hall for retreat	
· ALA Public Services Big Heads reports are being posted to the LDLT wiki
· Steve – 
· reunion events (A Brilliant Mind showing went well)
· Steve attended conference about world digital mathematics library
· Liaison work – Discovery and Access is looking at a one box search
· Kornelia – 
· feasibility study is being completed for Uris path of access
· Annex webpage is up and running
· Liaison strategic team – we will now reflect liaison activities in Count It	
· PR needs – met with Communications and Assessment
· Curtis – 
· started book move yesterday
· Neely Tang is relocating to Philadelphia; will be working remotely
· Research Coordinator position – will be posted soon
· Femi – 
· filled technology services position; Dan Blackaby hired
· will have 2 positions posted in the fall

CUL Information Literacy Program and ACRL Info Lit Immersion Follow-Up (with Mary Ochs)
· See “Learning@CUL” document at the end of these notes for handout distributed at meeting
· Mary and Jaron Porciello are co-chairing the Information Literacy Task Force
· This document is a roadmap – it is a draft because it is a living document and needs input from people
· It will be a challenge to move forward – the task force, instruction committee, and people in units who do instruction are not necessarily all centrally based.  Now that the task force has done its summary thinking, the next steps need to come at the unit and discipline level
· How does this document fit with your vision for instruction and information literacy in your units, and how do we connect the parts?
· The immersion program was successful – how do we help staff translate what they have learned and their excitement for what they have learned, and retain that excitement, and move forward?
· There are concerns about staff being already over-extended – this document is to try and form a more cohesive program.
· Review of agenda items:
· Review draft program planning document 
· Discussion questions:
· How does the draft program plan fit with your vision for information literacy instruction in your units?  Which of the activities in the draft are feasible, and do any strongly resonate with the you?
· Should the instruction coordinator in each unit take a larger role in the plan and how should they be incorporated into the existing Info Lit Priority Task Force and CUL instruction team?
· Moving forward – 
· Are there 1 or 2 libraries that would like to be first in line to engage with the Info Literacy Task Force to develop a “pilot” program, and what might that look like for your unit? 
· If time -- How can we get started with assessment of Fall classes to gather helpful benchmark data?
· Not thinking about launching into something grand and new – what are we doing, how is it working, how do we make improvements – less grand and daunting
· People were learning new things about how to teach at the immersion program, and how do we apply this to how we are teaching now?
· How does the immersion program inform the ways we are instructing?
· Looking for new membership for instruction committee – does there need to be a more strategic way of populating this committee so that people who are on there have a liaison or reporting expectation to a certain group of people?
· Task force – working on future; instruction committee working on day to day; Jaron added cohesiveness because she was co-chair of both groups – she will still be on groups as liaison 
· Curriculum mapping – this is my program, and I can enhance it by doing x, y, and z\
· How is the committee thinking about curriculum mapping?
· Deb and Kornelia really want to be one of your pilot programs.  English is one of the departments you really want to explore.  What about something more contained (smaller)?  Anthropology and/or Near Eastern Studies and/or Government.  Particularly curriculum mapping. 
· Planning and AAP – what about cross college disciplinary programs (ex. Psychology and Human Development, Business, PAM, etc.)
· Pre-med information literacy program would be interesting – all over the campus, but common traits needed for information literacy for that program
· What can RAU do with institutional planning for a framework for curriculum and instruction?
· Core data/not busy work/ would be very helpful – especially for history because it is very massive and complicated
· This presents a challenge for EMPSL – first year is lab and coursework – have to be accepted into the major junior year (same as Music) – study them in junior year when they really start focusing on their major course work
· EMPSL has really ramped up their outreach work
· How do you do this specifically for your community?  Some undergraduates are reached through research project teams?   
· ILR may be a good test pilot too; Curtis will talk to Angela and Chris too; ILR only has one major, so curriculum mapping may be easier to tackle; ILR has about 1000 undergrads all together
· Big concern – keeping listening sessions comments in mind with doing more with less while thinking about the document.  May be one big initial push then not bad maintenance after that, but that big push is intimidating
· A lot of elements of this plan, and a lot of structures recommended – think of it with our priorities, and what are the dependencies?  Don’t want to make a big push at administrative level until we know we are successful at department level, and it’s sustainable!
· We see this as a roadmap for the next 5 years – if we are doing 3 pilots in the next year we aren’t necessarily doing all the things in the document
· Is this too heavy on an organizational structure, and if we have instruction coordinators in each of our units to serve as liaisons, will that help?
· Issue of administrative support.  This is a lot of work, could there be support from admin for TAs, or other types of support?  Should there be a central instruction coordinator for Cornell?  That doesn’t make sense – just adds an administrative layer.   Instruction committee has this as one of their priorities – they are helping liaisons work through all the issues.   
· If the committee is going to take this role, they are going to have to have the authority to make these decisions, and they are going to have to be efficient and have the leadership to do these things.
· Make sure all the clusters are represented on the instruction committee
· One of the things you are going to run into is scale – Hotel is about the same size as ILR, but we have much fewer FTE – do you set a minimum, or how do you set a true program coming out of this?
· Committee structure is out of control.  Complicated things by having 10 strategic teams with 60-70 people working on the teams.
· If there is buy-in at this level, then we are telling our staff that information literacy is important and should be a priority, if we can do that successfully then three years down the road we have begun a successful program
· We don’t have to do curriculum mapping for the whole university.  If you want to start a pilot program for one or two programs that do curriculum mapping, then that is wonderful
· The task force hasn’t talked at all about graduate and professional school programs
· There are some “pilots” that already exist, for example, Law, where all students participate in a literacy program as part of their major
· Didn’t want to lose momentum after the immersion program – instruction committee put in place small support teams (3-5 people), that continue to meet and talk about teaching and instruction sessions
· One of the take-away lessons from the immersion program:  If you are trying to improve your active learning part, for example, don’t open yourself up to all the critique or feedback, just ask your reviewer to review the one part that you are trying to improve
· TAs are very expensive – do any of the libraries have any TAs?   They are very expensive – fees, stipend, insurance – might consider non-academic teaching support staff part time
· TAs would help with grading, or teaching materials for librarians who may not have the time
· Could we agree to add an instructional designer to part of a new job?   Would be a decision around the LDLT table.
· Can we hire a grad or senior undergrad to work with Jaron for 10 hours a week to help design instructional materials, etc.?
· Would a donor be willing to help fund a TA position?   They would be helping a student going to Cornell.  Would have to have a department willing to work with the student.
· We may not need our own instructional design if we can take advantage of CTE’s services
· Librarians, in order to have a full program, will need some help both in and outside of the classroom.  TAs are not effective for this project at this time.  Library school interns may be a good use of time
· Take aways:	
· Prioritizing document
· Reconsider structure of instruction committee a little bit
· People are interested in pilots
· ILR – maybe
· Olin – 1 or 2
· Bonna – Fine Arts cluster
· Steve – Engineering grad students (1 program to start)
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Key participants: ILTF; RAU; instructors

1. Examine results of activities/assessments in targeted courses, report, and revise
Benchmark: results of assessment for at least one learning outcome in a course
shared by library instructors with stakeholders in procedure to be designated in
future assessment plan

Il. Engage stakeholders from across campus in implementing information
literacy instruction

A.  Create strategic plan for stakeholder engagement. Define where most logical
inputs are invested for optimal paradigm shift. Define detailed plan for logical
sequencing of outreach activities.

Key participants: AULs for Teaching Research Learning & Outreachi Services, and/for, Digital

Scholarship & Preservation Services; Director of Information Technology & Chief Technology.
Strategist; ILTF, Library Unit directors

1. Enlist help of Library administrators to identify ways to engage with CU
administrators
Benchmark: discussion meetings; library Instruction included in their plans and
documents

B. Engage with University administrators (vice provosts & deans)

Key participants: AULs for Teaching Research Learning & Outreach Services, and for Digital
Scholarship & Preservation Services; Director of Information Technology. & Chief Tiechnology.
Strategist; ILTF, Library Unit directors

1. Enlist help of Library administrators to identify ways to engage with CU
administrators
Benchmark: discussion meetings; library Instruction included in their plans and
documents

C. Engage and inform Library administration at all levels (UL, AUL, Managers'
Council and Unit Directors).

Key participants: Chair(s)iof ILTF; Unit|Library!directors

1. Meet as well as communicate via other means, with various groups to inform on
progress and solicit ideas on how to engage with faculty.
Benchmark: explicit input in tailoring IL Program template according to unit or
discipline




image6.jpeg
D. Identify and engage with campus partners (education-related partners; Center for
Teaching Excellence (CTE), Academic Technologies (AT), Knight Institute, museum, etc.)

Key! participants: Chair(s)iof ILTFE; ILTF, library/instructors; liaisons, CTE, AT, Knight Institute,

etc.

1. Enlist help of Library administrators to identify ways to engage with campus
partners
Benchmark: develop some shared goals for incremental integration of IL
components at different levels (assignments, syllabus, instruction); participate in
joint meetings

2. Enlist library staff to brainstorm ways to engage stakeholders
Benchmark: series of small-group discussion meetings to gather feedback

3. Partner with AT on librarian Academic Technologies "Immersion" (or professional
development program on instructional technologies)
Benchmark: librarians use new technology to teach IL

E. Identify ways to engage with faculty (including post-docs, adjuncts, etc.)

Key! participants: library liaisens, library instructers, ILTF, communication department, AULs,

Immersion participants, faculty, CTE, AT

1. Enlist help of library liaisons to brainstorm ways to engage with faculty about IL
Benchmark: series of small-group discussion meetings to gather feedback

2. Develop toolkit/guideftips to help advance conversation on IL with faculty
Benchmark: make toolkit available (print, online, etc.)

3. Invite faculty “success stories” to library panels at CTE events as part of Faculty
Teaching Certificate program
Benchmark: converted faculty become panelists and library integration in
Faculty Teaching Certificate program

4. ldentify departments we are interested in working with and chairs and meet with
them )
Benchmark: 50% of our identified department chairs meet with us

5. Adopt common teaching and instruction language across CUL
Benchmark: development of 'sound bites,' definitions

6. Participate in CTE course design institute with selected faculty (see
http://www.cte.cornell.edu/coursedesign/index.html)
Benchmark: joint program development for CTE presentations

F. Identify ways to engage with graduate students who teach

Key!participants: library liaisons, teaching library staff, ILTF, CTE, graduate  students

1. Identify large departments with Teaching Assistant training
Benchmark: list of departments and chairs by Spring 2013 (target early
adopters)
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2. Formalize agreements with CTE in their Graduate TA Excellence series and
Graduate Research and Teaching Fellowship Program (GRTF)
Benchmark: library integration in Graduate TA Excellence series and GRTF

3. Formalize agreements with Knight Institute and programs such as those
associated with Office of Undergraduate Biology and the Office of Undergraduate
Research in order to integrate IL instruction into their programs
Benchmark: establish research strategies module for FWS classes and other
groups

4. Plan and schedule graduate student events for teaching with library
Benchmark: pilot event is successful

G. Identify ways to support teaching librarians/staff

Key participants: PSEC |nstruction, All GUL

1. Develop communication tools (e.g. promote common language, sound bite,
elevator pitch)
Benchmark: agree on 5 common terms & use them: create face-to-face and
online opportunities for exchange: e.g. immersion program; all-instructor
summits; open forums for brainstorming and gathering feedback; communication
vehicle (listserv, wiki, etc.)

H. In a subsequent IL Program phase, identify ways to engage with public —
community outreach (Local HS, alumni, etc.)

Key. participants: TBD

1. Make plans & policies; set CUL goals; decide where public engagement fits with

our IL goals
Benchmark: TBD

lIl. Build an environment that promotes effective, capable and confident library
instructors

A. Educate library instructors in effective pedagogy/instructional design theory (NOTE: This
objective covers teaching of theory, B promotes putting the theory into practice).

Key participants: Al library instructors; PSEC instruction: instriiction coordinators from; units; HR;

CTE; AT; CUL administrators; IT

1. Bring Immersion program to CUL
Benchmark: Immersion program in May 2012

2. Create or use repository of tools for teaching (e.g., LibGuides, MERLOT,
Blackboard Course Packs)
Benchmark: platform and content for the repository; training for CUL instructors
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on different technology tools and pedagogical best practices for using them;
easily accessible and usable site for repository with training/advertisement and
instructions for contribution for all instructors; contributors’ contact information so
others can contact if they have questions

3. Reinstate LIPP Program, perhaps with new design
Benchmark: program design with detailed steps and activities; create a list of
people willing to act as mentors; mine material that was created for the original
LIPP program.

4. Develop pedagogy workshops for instructors, perhaps leading to a certificate for
instruction
Benchmark: program design with schedule for first year; create a list of modules
and requirements necessary to receive certificate and people willing to act as
instructors

B. Identify best pedagogical practices/activities, including for teaching with technology, to
integrate IL outcomes in the classroom and train library instructors in these

Key participants: Immersion participants, ILTF, PSEC |nstruction

1. Create content/toolkit/modules and disseminate/share with all of CUL
Benchmark: design delivery method; guidelines for content; framework,
coordination and space to share modules

2. Work with PSEC on professional development plan for instruction
Benchmark: identify desired skills and behavior of staff instructors to facilitate
optimal programming (e.g. conferences, webinars, workshops, etc.)

3. Identify key staff to hold collaborative conversations (AUL for Digital Scholarship
and Preservation Services; AT; PCAC, LOL, etc.)

Benchmark: lead conversations with key staff and stakeholders

IV. Consider changes in organizational structure to better support and maintain
our library IL program

A. Determine “changes” to the CUL work environment and workloads for library instructors.
(NOTE: More specific objectives and benchmarks TBD)

Key participants: ILTF, Instruction Coordinators, Library’administration

1. Recommend new approaches to an instruction structure that will reflect current
conditions of instruction. Describe how a successful IL program will have on CUL
work environment and workloads
Benchmark: TBD

2. Collaborate with faculty about CUL instruction (when, how, how often, what level,
etc.) to build better relationship and standing for CUL instructors
Benchmark: Engage CUL administrators to assist in these endeavors

3. Create forum for CUL instructors to discuss these issues (perhaps with CUL
admin at times)

Benchmark: At least biannual meetings to discuss IL issues
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Learning@CUL

Information Literacy Taskforce

Goals and Objectives, 2011-2015

Cornell University Library, May 2012

Background

Toward 2015: Cornell University Library (CUL) Strategic Plan offered a bold vision for the future
of CUL and identified seven vitally important goals for attaining this vision. This document
addresses the activities that will be essential to realize Goal IV-

GoaL IV: Strengthen the educational impact of library programs for students at

all levels.

In addition to the visionary goals, the strategic plan broke each goal into a more concrete series
of objectives that could be used as measures of successful achievement of the associated
goals. From the dozens of objectives that were identified, ten Priority Objectives were selected
for immediate implementation. For Goal IV, given the inclusion of Information Literacy as a
student learning outcome for Cornell University as a-whole, the objective given the highest
priority was IV.1a: “Build Information Literacy programs to achieve college learning outcomes.”

When implementation of the Priority Objectives began, the Information Literacy Taskforce (ILTF)
was formed and charged with the successful execution of Priority Objective IV.1a. The
assembled members of the ILTF are a diverse team of individuals with expertise and experience
in information literacy, library instruction, and associated issues.

Contributing to the development of information-literate students has long been a goal of CUL.
This means that there have been many teams and committees that the ILTF has been able to
capitalize on by absorbing previous work and feedback. The 2011 All Instructors’ Summit,
previous environmental scans of library instruction, and the Cornell Undergraduate Information
Competency Initiative were particularly important and useful in defining and refining these goals
and objectives and in the creation of this preliminary work plan.
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This document identifies some of the major goals, objectives, and activities that the ILTF will
need to address over the next three years; the stakeholders that are necessary to help us
achieve these goals; and our basic criteria for success. It is not designed to be a comprehensive
and inflexible plan, or a document used to describe our information literacy efforts to
stakeholders outside the library or in public documents.

Rather, it is an internal “living document” designed to help us as library instructors chart our
course to an integrated Information Literacy program in a more coherent and coordinated
fashion. It will evolve over time, incorporate the feedback of all stakeholders (including
yourselves) and realign goals as objectives are accomplished and changes in the instructional
landscape become evident.

The major goals and objectives that are outlined below will allow us to chart what we want
students to learn and when we would like them to learn it, where we can most effectively target
our instruction to achieve this, how we can work amongst ourselves and with others to meet our
targets, and how we can equip ourselves as instructors to meet the challenges. There are, of
course, other goals that will need to be addressed in the future, but we feel that these are the
main ones that will begin to build the foundation of an integrated and coherent IL Program for
the library and the university.

The ILTF realizes that we can't be successful by doing this alone and, as library instructors,
most of you will be affected by the goals and objectives the taskforce has outlined. In light of
these two facts, the ILTF believes that it is absolutely essential for CUL Instructors to be actively
engaged and involved in shaping and implementing CUL's IL Program.

Next Steps
Our aim in distributing this work plan now is to share our initial thoughts and also provide

context as we participate together in Cornell Immersion 2012. We will solicit your input post-
Immersion, as we move forward.

Acronym List

AT Academic Technologies

CTE Center for Teaching Excellence

FWS First Year Writing Seminars

GRTF Graduate Research and Teaching Fellowship Program
ILTF Information Literacy Taskforce

IRP Institutional Research & Planning

LIPP Library Instruction Partner Program

LOL Library Outside the Library

MERLOT Multimedia Educational Resource for Learning and Online Teaching
PCAC Public Services/Public Computing Advisory Committee
PSEC Public Service Executive Committee

RAU Research & Assessment Unit
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Information Literacy Program Outline

l. Establish an integrated and developmental information literacy sequence that is
coordinated with CU curriculum by discipline and level

A. Create map of university curriculum to identify where to target teaching of core
information literacy (IL) learning outcomes

Key participants: ILTF; Research & Assessment (RAU); Institutional!Research & Planning (IRP);

student intern; instructors; Knight Institute; registrars; heads of centers; headsiof student groups
with alresearchifocus.

1. Identify highest enrollment majors by college (undergraduate; graduate &
professional)

Benchmark: list of high enrollment majors to target for recommendation for
inclusion of an information literacy element

2. Identify any potential target core courses or distribution requirements in highest
enrollment undergraduate majors (Note: grad & professional may already be
clear)

_ Benchmark: list of courses to target for high enroliment majors

3. Identify highest enrollment undergraduate distribution classes and key FWS
classes
Benchmark: list of high enrollment distribution courses to target; continue work
with Knight Institute on WRIT 7100 (Teaching Writing - graduate course) and
expansion of activities and tools for FWS.

4. Create an inventory of faculty, starting with those we currently work with in
instruction (including undergraduate, graduate and professional schools)
Benchmark: produce a report of all of the specified activities and share with
library instruction coordinators for feedback and thoughts on next steps; conduct
focus groups with faculty to find out how they'd like to work with librarians.

5. Create an inventory of non-academic units, starting with those we currently work
with in instruction.

Benchmark: produce a report of all of the specified activities and share with
library instruction coordinators for feedback and thoughts on next steps; work
with non-academic departments (centers, student groups) to find out how
information literacy is integrated into their teaching activities.

B. Define criteria for IL student learning outcomes (general and discipline/level-specific)

Key participants: ILTiF; PSEC Instruction; RAU: instructors: curriculum committees; Faculty.

Library Advisory Board; additional stakeholders asidentified
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1. Develop criteria for each general library student learning outcome (see outcomes
at http://www.library.cornell.edu/sves/serve/classinst) with indicators of
successful or unsuccessful completion
Benchmark: list of at least 5 criteria for each learning outcome with some
indicators of successful or unsuccessful completion

2. Define outcomes for disciplines/levels based on existing standards and local
needs
Benchmark: lists of general outcomes modified by discipline (at least
humanities, social sciences & sciences) and by level (undergraduate,
graduate/professional). Work in unit groups/disciplinary teams.

C. Map IL student learning outcomes to high impact’ courses

Key participants: ILTF, RAU; student intern; librarian instructors

1. Gather & examine syllabi of high impact courses (as well as other courses we
already reach) to see where IL learning outcomes are in place or can be
addressed and identify gaps
Benchmark: curriculum maps of high impact areas

D. Partner with teaching faculty to include or strengthen learning outcomes in targeted high
impact courses from Goal 1, Objective A above

Key. participants: ILTF, RAU: student intern; librarian instructers

1. Create or modify activities and assessments that address specified learning
outcomes (with instructors)
Benchmark: at least one (or more) IL outcome factored into the syllabus
learning outcomes for a new high impact course each semester (emphasis on
high impact courses doesn’t preclude working with other smaller courses as
well).

E. Create plan to assess learning outcomes in targeted high impact courses

" High impact courses include those that reach a large number of students (e.g. high enroliment
distribution and core courses), those that reach students at critical points in the curriculum (e.g.
FWS, core major requirements, research methods, capstone and thesis courses), and those
that are significant in terms of visibility or relationship with important stakeholders (e.g. important
interdisciplinary or innovative project courses). Because of the variety of curricular paths that
students can take (depending on college, major, discipline, and level), the definition of a high
impact course will vary for each unit. This focus on high impact courses in the initial phase of
the work plan does not preclude our existing efforts with smaller courses or a later focus on
courses that bridge gaps in our coverage of the entire curriculum.




