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Background and Planning

In the fall of 2006, Irma Dillon, chair of the Library Assessment Review Committee, proposed that the University Library Council co-sponsor with the library a Library Summit.  The University Libraries and the University Library Council agreed to co-sponsor the Library Summit which was held on October 19, 2007. The summit was planned by the Library Assessment Review Committee (LARC) and the staff from the Center for Leadership and Organizational Change (CLOC). The purpose of the summit was to learn more about responses received in two of the dimensions measured in the LibQUAL+ ® survey –Information Control and Affect of Service. 
Faculty and graduate students were invited to participate in roundtable discussions. CLOC trained and provided fourteen facilitators for seven tables. Six tables included faculty and one table included graduate students. 
The members of the faculty invited were nominated either by their deans or by the library liaisons. Graduate students were randomly selected from the UHR list of graduate assistants. The response from faculty was excellent and with a few exceptions because of scheduling conflicts all respondents attended. Graduate student response was poor and only seven respondents attended. 
The participants were provided with a packet prior to the day of the summit which explained the summit’s purpose, provided 2005 LibQUAL+ results and explained the survey itself. 
Summary of Results

The participants were very engaged in the discussion and provided valuable information. They were asked to discuss where they felt the library was performing at or above expectations; where it was performing below expectations; and to provide suggestions for improvements.  It should be noted that many of their concerns and comments were in agreement with comments made by respondents to the LibQUAL+ surveys conducted in 2003 and 2005. 
The dimension Information Control relates to the availability, timeliness and appropriateness of library resources, service hours and delivery options.
Areas of Information Control in which the participants felt the libraries are performing at or above expectations include.
· Collections

Electronic access
The participants agreed that access to electronic materials has improved with the caveat that there is still improvement needed. They enjoy the ability to access e-journals remotely
“Need to keep pace with the digital age” 
“Now easier to access but not dramatically”.  
Really good access to journals especially Physics
· OPAC
"Find It" is a great tool “
Areas of Information Control in which the participants felt the Libraries are not performing up to expectations include
· Web Page/ Online Public Access Catalog (OPAC)/ ResearchPort
There was general agreement among the participants that the Web page, OPAC and Research Port are not user friendly.

The participants felt that the Web Page is outdated, the design is clunky and it does not provide clear information on how to use the page and what can be found on it. For example finding subject guides is challenging.
“Get it like Google”

“No one to contact if something goes wrong while using Web - need a "contact us" button.”
· Research Port

“Search engine is terrible/counterintuitive”
ResearchPort needs to be simplified / need longer search box / sessions disconnect / too many clicks to get to journals.
“Lots of free resources that are not linked to RP (Arxiv for math & physics)” 
When logging into ResearchPort must use barcode ID not University ID, this could present a security issue if ID card is lost.
· OPAC

Catalog needs visual redesign - publisher information needs to show when display a record too many clicks need to get to the information.

The online catalog needs much work – subject headings need to be revised.

Indexes are poorly designed.
Information about materials availability is often incorrect.

“Books not on shelf - where to complain?”
· Collections 
Print

The concerns expressed about the print Collections were varied and in some instances reflected the discipline of the participant.  Concern was expressed that book selection is worsening /and that it unknown how selection is done.
Several participants felt that there is a huge hole in print collections from the 1990’s. Participants felt that the materials are below expectation and that many books on the shelf are in poor condition.

 While agreeing that the electronic journals are needed they felt that physical access is still important.
The reference section is now smaller.

Biology and Life Sciences collections split between McKeldin & White Libraries making access to information and research more difficult.
The foreign language collections are inadequate.
McKeldin's collections is woefully inadequate (scope) - no access to old books/journals - unusable to undergrads.
Almost everything older than 10-15 years is unavailable-“the library should be the place to get the hard-to-get, not just the easy to get.”
Difficult to use offsite storage. Especially hard when need quantity of materials to evaluate for research
The resources for ARHU are shrinking because of the expense of science/medical 
resources. Even some basic data bases are not available.
· Journals
The attrition of journals was a major concern.  One participant describes it as “demoralizing and embarrassing”. The participants agreed that with increased interdisciplinary teaching and courses that decisions for journal cuts should not always rest with one school or department. Access to some print journals needs to be maintained for visually related fields such as Architecture and art history. 

There was a feeling that serials cancellation/ procedures are not well established - should be ongoing
· General
When doing research outside of one’s field not knowing to whom to go, who would know your info, can't get answers is often a problem. The absence of staff that is research trained for specific areas is a problem.

McKeldin has some problems - scale is larger so staff is spread thinner
The dimension Affect of Service relates to the attitudes and abilities of employees when assisting others.
Areas of Affect of Service in which the participants felt the library was performing at or above expectations include
· Access Service ( Includes Circulation, ILL/Document delivery and Reserves)
Circulation 
The electronic notices is a good service.
ILL/Document delivery

In general the participants felt that ILL was working well and was fairly fast. Online loan request is working well. There was some concern expressed that at times no explanation is given when a request is denied. All agreed that document delivery was a very good resource and should be better advertised to all faculty.

Reserves
Scanning of materials has definitely improved. 
· Staffing

The staffs were described as dedicated professionals. The question was asked how do we let the staff know they are appreciated?  One participant stated the staff was the”jewel in the crown” the primary strength of the library. Another said that the library staffs were intellectually engaged.”Specifically cited were the staffs of EPSL, Chemistry, NonPrint and Government Documents.

Circulation staff
On the whole the staff at the circulation desk was commended. 
User Education

Provides great library sessions

Library Liaisons

It was appreciated that all liaisons were available and willing to work with faculty. Specifically cited were:
Eric Lindquist - stellar - creates research bibliographies - knows what faculty need
Alan Mattlage – subject guides in Philosophy
Yelena Luckert – library sessions to class in Jewish studies
Svetla Baykoucheva - knowledgeable / teaches undergrads how to access information
Karen Patterson - excellent preparation
It was mentioned that new liaisons should be provided more training in how to work with faculty. It was also suggested that a handbook for both library and faculty liaison could be developed.
· Copy Machines

Participants agreed that the copy machines were greatly improved.
· General

Front desk people have improved; it appears that they are concentrating on customer service.

Areas of Affect of Service in which the participants felt the Libraries are not performing up to expectations include
· Circulation

The self-checkout machines were cited as a problem. They often are not working, must go to circulation desk. Instructions for the use of the machines should be improved.
Service at the circulation desk is uneven some staff are cranky and unreasonable.

The shelving of books needs to improve.

There is no way to report that a book is not on the shelf when catalog lists it as such.

Off-site storage is difficult to use when need quantity of materials to evaluate at one time.
· Reserves

There was general agreement that the reserves system is not effective. Participants stated that there was no follow up when items were placed on reserve and that they did not learn that an item was unavailable until students inform them. They also stated that it took a long time for items to be placed on reserves.

· General

Library hours need to be extended on weekends. Absence of librarians on the weekend is hindrance to research.
It difficult to use public access terminals in McKeldin for research, too many people are using them for email.

Separate libraries make it difficult for interdisciplinary work.

Hornbake is underutilized space.

Art and Architecture libraries need more space – not enough computers.

Microfilm readers are difficult to view and print on one page. Equipment is not easy to use and because of overuse often break down.
Don’t understand study carrels – how to obtain, who can use, etc.

Suggestions from Participants
During the course of the discussions suggestions were made which included how to improve relations with faculty and staff and to assist the library in becoming more visible to the university community
The participants agreed that there is a need to improve the users’ knowledge of the availability of resources. One suggested a newsletter such as produced by OIT.  
They also suggested that tours be given at the beginning of each semester for new faculty and graduate students
There is big movement towards interdisciplinary work - if McKeldin were able to grow and be that 'one' space and so much more it would be a benefit. Continue to move towards the Information Commons. "Heart of the Campus" Improve physical space make it more comfortable - more welcoming to students and faculty. They also felt that the library needs to be more aware of reorganizations of departments 
There was a suggestion to host library symposiums on issues that are relevant to bring campus together
The Faculty needs to get more involved in putting pressure on campus to better fund the libraries. “If we expect to have even a middling library 5 years from now, major changes need to take place in funding streams just to keep up”
Needs to be more interaction between faculty and library staff – would increase understanding and support. 
Frustration with impact of how library decisions are made; want to know who makes the decisions and how. Lack of consultation with faculty is frustrating. 
Advertise services/resources better, e.g. OIT monthly newsletter.

Conclusion 
An important outcome of the summit is the fact that much of what we heard supports the anecdotal information heard from staff and from library surveys previously conducted. Based upon some of the services requested and or suggested during the summit it is apparent that we are not effectively informing the university community of our full range of services. We need to examine what we are currently doing and look for new ways to improve how we communicate, advertise and market our services and resources. 
We need to continue to provide additional training to faculty and graduate students on how to identify, locate and use library resources more effectively and to develop methods which meet their specific needs.
We need to develop methods of garnering faculty support for the libraries in general not just discipline specific.

We need to continue to push for an ‘Information Commons’ approach to providing services taking into account the increase in interdisciplinary teaching.
Next Steps
Meet with the University Library Council 
to discuss the results and to receive their input.

Provide the report to the library staff.

Plan and hold a summit for all library staff to discuss results and solutions.
Provide a recap of the meeting to the participants from the Dean and Chair of ULC.

Provide report to faculty library liaisons.
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