M&P MEETINGS TO DISCUSS THE FUTURE PRIORITIES OF THE LIBRARY

The purpose behind this series of lunches is to offer an opportunity for M&P staff to share ideas from different parts of the Library, and to guide the University Librarian and through her, the Library’s senior management, in making improvements to the way we do things, and identifying problems. 
 
=======================

Staff Training and Evaluation
July 20, July 27

The following members of Library staff attended these two lunches: 

July 20: Marybeth Bean, Susan Burdick, Bernadette Cioffi, Marsha Garman, Stephen Jones, Nancy Lyon, Karen Reardon, Kari Swanson

July 27: Steven Arakawa, Mary Ellen Barbarito, Ellen Doon, Rebecca Hamilton, Carol Jones, Tobin Nellhaus, Joanne Rudof, Michael Scott, Susan Tucker.

The discussions were free-flowing and without a specific agenda beyond the headline topic. Among the issues raised and views expressed, in some cases at both meetings and in others just at one of the two meetings, were the following.

A need for good communications about training programs and what to expect.

A huge sense of overload and as one person expressed it, “battle fatigue” resulting from the succession of new initiatives.

The importance of documentation such as FAQs, cheat sheets and checklists. It needs to be well designed and pitched at the right level. There was a question about who has the responsibility to maintain documentation and ensure it is done well. It was observed that the Library lacks an institutional commitment to documentation. We need to commit time to this important activity. Several people commented on the helpfulness of on-line tutorials. 

The amount of time taken up by performance evaluation and other innovations of the past few years. What return does the Library get on the investment of staff time?  (We returned to this theme later in other specific contexts.)  Supervisory evaluation is proving difficult, with at least one supervisor having the uncomfortable experience of staff asking her what they should say, and/or how to fill out the form. While it was agreed that all staff should be included in evaluations, one group in particular expressed a wish to see C&T evaluation separated out from M&P, with separate forms, more tailored to the needs of the two separate staff groups.

The loss of opportunity to write narrative self-evaluations and performance appraisals of staff aroused strong views in one group. There is a sense that the new forms are oriented far more to what can be measured. More than one person expressed the view that we measure what it is easy to measure and then tend to neglect the more qualitative elements of performance. We also had a discussion of SMART goals: what is meant by the word “achievable”?  From one perspective, goals need to stretch people, and making them “achievable” is seen as failing to do that.  Seen from another point of view, it is important to make goals realistic, even though also stretching, and the “achievable” element in SMART goals conveys that. 

There is seen to be a failure of accountability. Historically supervision has not been good, and we need to figure out what sort of support people need to help them do better. This is where the need for adequate time came in again. Supervisors need time to do the job of supervision adequately. Expanding on this theme, one person observed that “there is a lot of brainpower that isn’t being used”, and supervisors need to do more to get the best from staff.

Surveys were mentioned among the initiatives that, for some, created an unwelcome extra burden.

Jargon was an issue: at least some people find the way HR documents and forms are written to be unsympathetic, ‘too corporate’, often difficult to understand.

Some useful classes that people had experienced included the Learning Center Pathways courses, and classes on managing the union contract. It was suggested that every new member of M&P staff should receive training on the latter topic. It was generally agreed that the Library should provide both more cross training between and within departments, and more training focused on the job or task.  People worried about staff who ‘fall through the cracks” and have not really learned the skills they need but may be afraid to admit it. Refresher courses would be helpful, at many levels. In all cases, documentation was agreed to be critically important. The ALA programs for support staff are well designed and we should make more use of them.

Cross training was discussed at some length by the second group. Cross training within units is important both as job enrichment & in maintaining the unit's flexibility. Cross training has always been a fact of life in the smaller units, but in large units it sometimes needs to be encouraged in order to resist overspecialization. The Learning Plan is seen by some [most?] as going well now, but there is a problem with the “one size fits all” approach. The structure of the LP form creates some problems, but on the other hand, it does encourage people to search out appropriate courses. Meanwhile there are other less formal types of training and learning, e.g. shadowing staff who do other jobs; open house days. There was some enthusiasm for recent open house days, e.g. in Preservation. The Learning Plan form needs to be more flexible, and needs some revision in the language used. There may be a lack of clarity about the distinction between job goals and Learning Plan goals, and the relationship of both to promotion and performance evaluations.

Concluding the meetings with a quick round-the-table question about positive aspects of recent developments, people mentioned:

Performance evaluation forms are cumbersome, but even so, the framework and mechanism for addressing performance questions is appreciated.

NELINET Voyager training was appreciated, and it was also observed that when staff return from training of this sort, they could help others including their supervisors, to learn new techniques. There is a demand for an ongoing program, using the NELINET model for learning basic procedures. However, when initial Voyager training took place, we were all at the same level of ignorance, and all staff shared the same start-date, so group training made sense. Group training of new staff would have to be batched in order to be economically feasible, and for essential procedures (again using Voyager as an example) supervisors cannot wait, so new-hire training is normally going to be done at unit-level, often customized to the unit's workflow. A stronger rationale for a recurring program would be as a refresher workshop in basic procedures, although those who might need it the most may be the least likely to sign-up. Online tutorials, especially for procedure-driven tasks, may be one way to supplement, refine and refresh staff knowledge, ensure that everyone is on the same page, and generally improve quality and efficiency. Online tutorials allow for greater flexibility in scheduling, more staff initiative, ability to learn at one's own pace, sometimes provide more content detail than general workshops,  involve less supervisory time, and are easy to program into the Learning Plan. But these tutorials are labor-intensive to create and maintain, often requiring close collaboration between staff who are familiar with the software and staff who are familiar with the procedures. At their worst what's learned can seem as canned and abstract as some of the surveys others have complained about elsewhere. 

The promotion process is popular, including the introduction of promotion for staff on the M grades.

One group mentioned the on-line student hiring process as being a great help.

HR gives a great deal of support to supervisors when dealing with disciplinary or other problems, and this is appreciated.

The supervisory discussion group is helpful, and training for supervisors much appreciated. More is needed.

There was also explicit mention of the value of having support staff on committees. Supervisors like this because it gives their staff a perspective on the management of the Library, and helps them understand better what the supervisors do when they go off to meetings. It also helps personal development.

Meetings like these lunches are also popular, and people appreciate the chance to offer their views and advice.

=======================







Cataloging Standards and Workflow, and Issues to do with Metadata
August 3, August 10

The following members of Library staff attended these two lunches: 

August 3: Eva Bolkovac, Ellen Ellickson, Sarah Elman, Eric Friede, Jane Gillis, Daniel Lovins, Christopher Smith, Dajin Sun, Stephen Young.

August 10: Jeffrey Barnett, Thomas Bolze, Daniel Dollar, Rebekah Irwin, Youn Noh, Anthony Oddo, Emily Ray, Britta Santamauro, Karen Spicher.

August 3:

There was a general question about overload: “What do we ever drop?”  

Another comment focused on the need to engage catalogers in every aspect of their work; it was seen as distressing that DPIP was planning to set up a separate metadata unit. We can train our cataloging experts to create other, non-MARC metadata records, but there is a very important technical side that needs to work in tandem with the content creation, and if the Cat Dept had such a technical expert in XML/XSLT and related programming languages like Perl, it would be a huge advantage and very efficient in terms of our metadata workflow.

The conversation moved on to the new stance on cataloging standards now taken by the Library of Congress. Where was the “acceptable” standard, and how much real consultation had taken place?  The influential report by Karen Calhoun blurs the distinction between the best and the acceptable. Necessary distinctions are not being made.  Hidden collections will only be exposed in the most superficial sense if important distinctions are not understood and preserved. Doing away with Sars was especially damaging in the case of non-roman scripts. 

(Note: Daniel Lovins has since provided the following links:

( http://library.yale.edu/~dlovins/ccq/news20060603.html) - SARs

( http://www.library.yale.edu/~dlovins/ajl/ajlprotest20060607.html) - non-Roman script issues.

More positively, it was noted that since the early spring, Yale catalogers have had a fundamentally different relationship to records because of our contract with an excellent cataloging company that achieves a really high standard.

An underlying theme of the conversation was that of trying to cut back on less highly skilled work in order to focus on the work that only Yale catalogers could do. Where should the lien be drawn?  Hidden collections remain hidden because of a lack of expert resource. One person commented that we should reduce our standards in English language cataloging (we don’t need CIP) and focus on the more unusual materials. Is shelf-listing still important, it was asked. It is a major consumption of time for copy catalogers. Do the public really use the shelf-list for browsing?

There was reference to NC State’s innovative use of the Endeca system of hierarchies. 

Some said RDA would introduce another layer of inconsistency into Yale cataloging practice; some others regard RDA as a great advance.

The Aquifer program was regarded with great enthusiasm by those who had been to Katherine Kott’s presentation, and people were really looking forward to the day when Yale finally has a digital repository. We have so much to offer in the digital environment.

August 10:

The conversation kicked off with a question about whether there may be too much “irrational exuberance” around the idea of metadata (i.e. electronic metadata). Karen Calhoun’s report to LC might risk throwing out the baby with the bathwater. There was resistance to the idea that keyboard searching might be an adequate alternative to LCSH. This was expressed as coming from the researcher’s point f view, not necessarily the cataloger’s.

Others however liked the visionary element in Karen Calhoun’s report and other papers, and pointed out that we do have huge backlogs. We need to do some things differently in order to make more material available.

On the more traditional side of the argument, it was observed that some people feel they are being seen as library dinosaurs, and are asking where they fit in. There was some discussion about the way in which this is not, in fact, an “either or”. Far from being in any way discarded or sidelined, by streamlining some processes, people will be freed to bring their irreplaceable expertise to bear on the most important “traditional” cataloging work. This process is not a dumbing down, but something that can help all catalogers to do their work better.

Meanwhile, some of the younger librarians are eager to “jump on the train” and do not see an opportunity to do so. This is worrying.

There was a question about how blogs, wikis etc. affect access to materials. Are the evangelists for a new digital era neglecting key issues such as copyright?  Perhaps, without seeing the issue in simple terms as one of digital versus print, we should be worrying about presenting the user with too many, bewildering, starting points for their search.

A new topic in the conversation was the role of instruction, and the role of the Library within the University. We need more feedback from users, and should expect different answers form undergraduates, as opposed to faculty members. Our users, we were reminded, include also the employers who are looking for employees with high levels of information literacy. We have an important role in training.

We should focus on areas of excellence. Personal interactions are enormously important.

“Our tools do not define us”, it’s what we use them for that matters. Patrons are frustrated, and we need to build better tools.

There was much discussion about the connection between reference and cataloging. All catalogers present said they would like to have some role in reference services, which they find helpfully inform their own work in producing the records that readers use. We diverted for a while to the role of librarians as college fellows, where there are sometimes opportunities for a closer interaction with students.

We were reminded of the many interdisciplinary meetings and interactions that do go on in the Library, e.g. through POG, DPIP, VITAL, etc. Cross training is also seen as being very valuable.

=======================
Preservation of Collections
August 31 


The following members of Library staff attended:  Robert Babcock, Sarah Burge, Mary Caldera, Stephen Naron, Laura O’Brien Miller, Roberta Pilette, Susanne Roberts, Nanette Stahl, David Walls, Richard Warren, and Patricia Willis.

We started with a discussion of the University’s plans to create a shared conservation/preservation facility in which staff and equipment from the libraries, art galleries and the Peabody Museum would work together, sharing expertise in the various fields of preservation that the collections require. All agreed on the inadequacy of our current facilities, and the value of sharing expert knowledge and doing reciprocal work. Plans for the shared facility (known as “site 2”) are at present unclear, though a committee led by Bobbie Pilette present a report to the Provost’s Office in 2005, with a breakdown of functions and space needs.

There was a concern about general preservation. Environmental controls in many parts of the Library are poor. There should be a defined minimal level of preservation provision, akin to minimal level descriptive standards in cataloging. The Library has a massive amount of material in need of preservation. Energy and focus can be diluted by the need to scramble for money to do the work.

The Collections Collaborative is drawing attention to the dire condition of Yale’s pamphlet collections. The experience of dealing with a few pamphlets in a small focused project is valuable, and the work can be scaled up. (Again, an analogy was drawn with the experience of cataloging.)

There was some conversation about Yale’s leadership role in the brittle books program, which was based on a preservation survey twenty years ago. Our reputation for high quality preservation is no longer supported by our performance (because of inadequate resources, and despite the wonderful quality of our staff) and there was agreement about the daunting scale of the tasks we face. 

Other points made during discussion included:



The need to share our work with other libraries



Video preservation needs attention



There is a paucity of vendors for outsourcing (e.g. in video)



Some parts of the Library (e.g. Beinecke, LWL, Medical Library) already do offer preservation awareness training for library staff. This should be extended to all. 

=======================
Library Reference Services and Instruction:
September 7, September 14

The following members of Library staff attended: Kathrine Aydelott, Charles Greenberg, Emily Horning, Kelly Barrick, Kathryn James, Diane Kaplan, Dana Peterman, Mark Gentry, Todd Gilman, Denise Hersey, Julie Linden, Andrew Shimp.

Discussions at these two sessions ranged widely. Alice began by saying that reference and instruction are high on her list of priorities for enhanced attention in the coming year. She would like to see a much higher profile for Library services in these areas. 

People identified some of the difficulties:


“Information literacy” is not a persuasive offering for faculty. It is not treated programmatically, either within the Library or in the Yale curriculum.


Faculty members are not eager to spend time meeting personally with librarians to discuss services: they often send their research assistants in their stead. Beyond this, there is a widespread belief among faculty and in Yale College that students really do not need to know anything about the Library, beyond simply using the books.


Students and faculty are naturally unaware of what they don’t know, and what they may be missing: so we need to enhance publicity and marketing of these services significantly.


The reference desk in SML and some other libraries needs to be more visible. There are other difficulties connected to the use of physical space at various points on campus.


Certain departments were identified as being more open to discussion with librarians than others.


There is some resistance on the part of other units to including the Library fully in their programs: the Writing Center and the McDougall Center’s Teaching innovation Fair were mentioned specifically. It is difficult to get librarians’ email addresses on to Sakai, let alone persuade instructors to use the Librarian role on Sakai.

We discussed some successful models within the Library system. The Medical Library’s designation of personal librarians, and use of the term “curriculum support”; and their “Publication support survey” of faculty needs, which elicited a good response. Their development of competencies for people working at the reference desk was also mentioned. In other parts of the Library, the library liaison role working with particular departments can be very successful, again depending on particular departments.

Much of the discussion at both lunches centered on what we could and should be doing differently, with corresponding requests to consider carefully just what can be dropped to make space for new ways of doing things. Proposals included:


Focus on the Library’s web site. There was praise for Katie Bauer’s work on usability, and insistence that we need to use the site to fulfill users’ expectations better. Library departments (e.g. MSSA) need more systems support, and would like to have some kind of e-commerce site. We need more analysis of the efficacy of our site.


Use instant messaging, “go to where the students are”, i.e. on their PDAs.


Make full use of tools like “Endnotes” and “Refworks”: patrons are not embarrassed about needing advice on how to use them. Along these lines, we need to develop better tools (e.g. from NC State and Penn were mentioned.)


Can we develop a “curriculum support group”, or designate “outreach librarians”?


We need to take a hard look both at our library hours (too short in some places, but not in demand in others) and at the way we staff our reference desks. 

The overall message from both of these meetings is that we need to focus on what is most effective about our reference and instruction services, and we need an intentional program of advocacy for the Library’s services and librarians’ skills.

=======================
The Uses of Library Space
September 19 
The following members of Library staff attended: Katie Bauer, Rob Daigle, Victoria Gardner, Tara Kennedy, Mary LaFogg, Bill Massa, Haruko Nakamura, Rich Richie

The discussion raised issues about the identity of the Library, and how it is connected to the ways we use our physical space.

We also discussed the Library’s virtual space. Katie referred to the findings of the Cyberinfrastructure survey of faculty needs which she designed an analyzed: #1 on their list was easier access to digital information and materials.

We have to provide more digital teaching resources. We also need to identify what we uniquely provide at Yale, and make the most of that. Our service orientation is extremely important.

There were questions about social sciences and the plans for an SOM campus without physical library space. How can we work to show off our web resources to SOM, and ensure they still come to us for help with library provision?

We need to promote the work of faculty and students in both our physical and our virtual spaces, e.g. by exhibits or allocated public shelves in library spaces, and through links form the front door on the web site. The Dunham building showcases posters of students’ work. We should do more of that.

Much of the Library’s physical space is unfriendly/difficult to use/difficult to work in. There was specific reference to Manuscripts & Archives’ dreadful environmental conditions, and the user-unfriendly stacks in Mudd. Library space needs to be fit for use: the growing architectural archives badly need more suitable space for both storage and processing. Some staff spaces are really poor quality, and we badly need to pay attention to improving them. At the other end of the scale of attractiveness, some of our public spaces are hugely impressive; students are awed and/or delighted by them, and we should make the best possible use of this asset.

