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Department Information 

Names of Programs within the Department 
 
The Library & Learning Commons is comprised of several departments.  Most of these perform 
operational functions, with the exception of Instruction, which provides a program of direct 
information literacy instruction, curriculum development, and assessment. 
 
Instruction 

Information Literacy Instruction, Curriculum, and Assessment 
Collection Development  
Department Liaison Program 
Reference and Copyright Compliance 
 

Technical Services 
Cataloging, Technical Processing, and Authority Control 
Acquisitions and Fund Accounting 
Integrated Library System and Web Management 
Serials Control and Claiming 
 

Access Services 
Circulation, Inventory, Stacks Maintenance, and Reserve Reading 
College Archives, Digitization, and Electronic Resources 
Document Delivery and Interlibrary Lending/Borrowing 
Community Outreach and Event Planning 
 

Administration 
Budget Control, Policy Development, Personnel, Strategic Planning, Program Review, IPEDs 
Reporting, Grant Application/Administration, Space, Management Reports, Marketing and 
Promotion 

 
Mission/Purpose Statement(s)—Department & Programs 

The Library & Learning Commons (LLC) acquires information resources integral to the 

college learning process and provides access to them.  We place the highest priority on building 

connections between learners and the information literacy skills they need to continue and 

complete their work at GRCC or transfer to another institution. 

Innovation and creativity—using current technologies, the LLC provides anytime, anywhere 

access for many of its resources, including online full-text journals, streamed media, electronic 

books, and reference works. 

High quality learning environment—the LLC provides comfortable surroundings conducive to 

study and research.  The LLC provides individual and group instruction to teach students how to 
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locate, use, and evaluate information regardless of format.  It is the goal of the LLC to increase 

information literacy and critical thinking skills as students develop and execute research 

strategies. 

Strong community connections—the LLC collaborates with a wide variety of community, state, 

and national libraries and agencies for interlibrary loan and shared union catalogs such as 

MeLCat and WorldCat.  Librarians cultivate relationships with area libraries and community 

resources. 

Collaborative working environment—the LLC supports a working environment characterized by 

collaboration and shared responsibility by 1) participating on campus-wide committees, 2) 

providing liaisons to the various departments of the college, and 3) enlisting the help of faculty 

in the selection of materials that support the various curriculum needs of the college 

community. 

Diversity—the LLC values inclusion and encourages respect for others through materials it 
acquires and programs and displays throughout the year. 
 

Document the department history from the last eight years 
On February 6, 2005, the LLC surpassed 4,000,000 visitors.  Even as we intentionally 

redirect more resources from traditional print to digital formats, the pressure for instructional 
and collaborative space continues.  Collaborative space has been a priority since the decision to 
incorporate the Learning Commons idea into our focus.  Encouraging collaboration and 
incorporating Tutoring into Library space has, however, greatly increased noise complaints.  The 
following table documents the number of visitors entering the Library & Learning Commons 
since July 1, 2004.  Usage has been relatively constant over time and has been affected by other 
services housed in the building, e.g., Tutoring, IT Help Desk, and so on.  A detailed Capacity 
Study is one of our Department Action Projects for FY 2013-2014. 
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FY12 167044 

 
The Library & Learning Commons has been under the direction of Patricia Ingersoll since 

October 2008.  After the retirement of the previous Director, Susan Bergin, the department 
temporarily reported directly to Dean Trepkowski.  Prior to that, the LLC was part of the Learner 
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Resources and Technology Services (LRTS) Unit established by CampusWorks and led by Ray 
Neff, Bill Ouchark, and Vicki Janowiak. 

All faculty and adjunct faculty provide core services that include:  Reference, Information 
Literacy, Collection Development, Liaison Service, College Service, and Professional 
Development.  In addition, most faculty members lead one of several focus areas including 
Information Literacy, Collections, College Archives, Systems/Web, and Technical Services.  Two 
full-time tenure-track faculty members, Lori DeBie and Nan Schichtel, achieved tenure in the last 
eight years.  One temporary contractual employee is at the beginning of her third year of 
service.  Six adjunct faculty members provide supplemental and emergency services.   

The LLC currently employs six hourly employees.  Their areas of specialization include 
Acquisitions, Serials Control, Interlibrary Loan, Administration, and Circulation. 

 
Document the program history from the last eight years or duration of program (for programs 
currently being offered) 

Nan Schichtel has led the Information Literacy Instruction program since 2006.  Miriam 
Thompson preceded her.  Nan formalized many of the procedures related to instructional, 
curriculum, and assessment efforts of the faculty.  Promotional efforts resulted in increases in 
instructional sessions taught without concomitant increases in library faculty. 
 

Year 
# 

Classes # Students 
Research 
Sessions 

# Research 
Students 

 

FTE 
Librarians 

FY 2005 259 6938 124 
  

5 

FY 2006 162 5782 140 
  

6 

FY 2007 164 8573 158 
  

5 

FY 2008 301 6936 186 4048 
 

4 

FY 2009 301 7471 213 4603 
 

6 

FY 2010 455 10071 213 5682 
 

5 

FY 2011 404 8917 174 3584 
 

5 

FY 2012 420 9626 149 2761 
 

6 

 

 
 
Program Student Learning Outcome 

1. Determines the nature and extent of the information needed. (ACRL Standard #1) - GRCC 
ILO - Critical Thinking Skills – Students will be able to gather and synthesize relevant 
information, evaluate alternatives, and implement creative and effective solutions. 
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2. Access needed information effectively and efficiently. (ACRL Standard #2) - GRCC ILO - 
Critical Thinking Skills – Students will be able to gather and synthesize relevant 
information, evaluate alternatives, and implement creative and effective solutions. 

3. Evaluates information and its sources critically and incorporate selected information into 
his or her knowledge base and value system. (ACRL Standard #3) - GRCC ILO - Critical 
Thinking Skills – Students will be able to gather and synthesize relevant information, 
evaluate alternatives, and implement creative and effective solutions. 

4. Individually or as a member of a group, use information effectively to accomplish a 
specific purpose. (ACRL Standard #4) - GRCC ILO - Critical Thinking Skills – Students will 
be able to gather and synthesize relevant information, evaluate alternatives, and 
implement creative and effective solutions. 

5. Understand many of the economic, legal, and social issues surrounding the use of 
information and access and use information ethically and legally. (ACRL Standard #5) - 
GRCC ILO - Critical Thinking Skills – Students will be able to gather and synthesize 
relevant information, evaluate alternatives, and implement creative and effective 
solutions. 

 
Internal collaborations & partnerships 
 The six full-time and six adjunct faculty members of the LLC collaborate closely with each 
other and with the Coordinator for Information Literacy and Outreach.  All library faculty 
members collaborate with classroom instructors to establish learning outcomes for each 
session.  Working in collaboration, Library Faculty members continue to test and improve 
appropriate assessment methodologies with the goal of continuously improving the quality of 
instruction. 
 Each librarian develops and updates Subject Guides appropriate to the contextual 
content for each class.  Sometimes this involves creating a new guide, but frequently it is a 
review process resulting in currency and incorporating newly available resources. 
 
External collaborations and partnerships 
 Essential to the Information Literacy program is the collaboration between the Faculty 
Librarian and the classroom instructor.  By default, this is a team teaching situation in which 
both teachers need to be clear about the course outcomes and the information literacy 
outcomes planned for the class sessions held in the LLC. 
 Support from the Dean and the Curriculum Specialist have  established a long-needed 
structure for assessing instruction outcomes for the Information Literacy Program that have 
already helped faculty understand the potential for program improvement. 
 To complete scheduling and keep records, several LLC staff members participate in 
posting hours of operation and specific instruction sessions to the campus calendar system.  We 
are responsible for scheduling the LRC LLC 206 computer classroom, but also frequently arrange 
room use for other campus classrooms/computer labs, as well as satellite locations and regional 
centers.  The information literacy librarian coordinates the delivery of various library services to 
those off-campus locations, and serves as a point of contact with each site. 
 We also work with the Office of Institutional Research and Planning to create, distribute, 
and tabulate student questionnaires as required each semester.  We will also work with them to 
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arrive at methods by which we can provide indirect measures concerning the value of the 
program. 
 
Evaluation Questions 

1. Is the purpose/mission statement for the department/program(s) current and relevant? 
We review our mission statement on a regular basis during the annual strategic planning 
exercise.  We adjusted it this year to reflect the Completion Agenda focus.  The 
Information Literacy program is the primary academic program of this department.  
Other LLC units complement the efforts of our teachers to achieve student learning 
outcomes. 
 

2. Does the program design and structure reflect external standards and best practices?  
Please explain. 
Program design is informed by national standards established by the Association of 
College & Research Libraries (ACRL).  We report on ways we incorporate these standards 
through participation in the Teaching & Learning Quality Model. 
 

3. Do the Program Learning Outcomes reflect the demonstrable skills, knowledge, and 

attitudes expected of students by the end of the program?  Are the Program Learning 

Outcomes clearly stated and measurable?  Please explain. 

Library Faculty members strive to effectively measure the knowledge students attain 

through instruction in the program. 

 

4. Are all four of the ILOs and associated competencies integrated into the program?  Do 

students have the opportunity to build the knowledge, skills, and attitudes associated 

with the ILOs throughout the program?  Please explain. 

There is no doubt that by definition, the primary focus of Information Literacy instruction 

is Critical Thinking, although there are also outcomes relevant to the other ILOs 

 

5. Does the program prepare students for a constantly changing environment, and prepare 

students to expect and manage change?  Please explain. 

The program is based on broad information seeking concepts instead of proprietary data 

environments and keystrokes. 

Faculty & Staff 
 

Professional Development Activities 
 

Terhune Personal Listening Profile 9/18/13 
Effective Decision Making 2/13/13 
Writing With Your Students 4/16/13 
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DeBie American Library Association Annual Meeting 6/29-07/01/2013* 
Understanding Teaching and Assessment Projects in the GRCC Faculty Evaluation 
System 6/18/2013* 
Developing Substantive Projects 06/18/2013* 
Developing Faculty Performance Evaluation Plans and Reports 06/18/2013* 
West Michigan Information Literacy group meeting 05/30/2013* 
Understanding "Proportional Work for Mid-Point Merit" 05/15/2013* 
Introduction to the Faculty Evaluation System 05/14/2013* 
Innovative User's Group Annual Conference 4/23-4/26/2013* 
Sabbaticals at GRCC 04/12/2013* 
Disability Etiquette 03/26/2013* 
GRCC Race, Ethnicity & Identity Conference 3/25 & 3/28/2013* 
Gale Webinar: Using LitFinder 02/07/2013* 
Creating Accessible Documents 01/31/2013* 
Gale Webinar: Creating Subcollections in the Gale Virtual Reference Library 
01/28/2013* 
Accessible Learning Spaces 01/10/2013* 
Accommodating Learning Styles 01/10/2013* 
Disability Rights--FLD Keynote 01/10/2013* 
Students with Disabilities Panel 01/10/2013* 
University of Milwaukee-Wisconsin 3 credit class: Metadata; completed 
12/11/2012* 
OCLC Webinar: A Look at Content DM from Different Perspectives 11/1/2012* 
Innovative Leaders Forum 10/15-10/16/2012* 
MCLS Webinar: Overview of Serials Description in Resource Description and 
Access 10/10/2012* 
ORS Retirement Reform 10/02/2012 
The Smoothies Class 09/19/2012 
Universal Design/Accessibility 09/13/2012* 
University of Milwaukee-Wisconsin 3 credit class: RDF, Ontologies, and the 
Semantic Web; completed 08/05/2012* 
Michigan Innovative User's Group Annual Meeting 07/27/2012* 
Copyright Infringement 07/01/2012* 

Schichtel GRCC Academic Program Review, December 7, 2012 
American Library Association Midwinter Conference, Seattle. January 24-29, 
2013 
Panel Member - New Members Discussion Group  at ALA Seattle January 27, 
2013 
American Library Association Annual Meeting 6/29-07/01/2013 
Accessible Learning Spaces 01/10/2013* 
Accommodating Learning Styles 01/10/2013* 
Disability Rights--FLD Keynote 01/10/2013* 
Students with Disabilities Panel 01/10/2013* 
ContentDM Basic Skills 1 - Getting Started with ContentDM* 
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ContentDM Basic Skills 2 - Working with Text in ContentDM* 
ContentDM Basic Skills 3 - Maintaining Collections in ContentDM* 
webinars Summer2012 -December12, 2012 
Chasing Copyright webinar 3/13* 
Copyright Clearance Center webinar 10/3/2012* 
Nursing Central training 1/13* 
Gmail Migration Discussion 1/2/13* 
Family Medical Leave Act at GRCC  4/2/13* 
Springshare LibGuides &LibGuides CMS Admin webinar 4/29/2013* 
Springshare Springy Widgets and API  webinar 5/6/2013* 
Springshare Springy Camp  5/16  & 17 /2013 webinars* 

Rabey “How I stopped worrying and learned to love Institutional Repositories” 
presented at LibTech Conference March 20-21, 2013* 
American Library Association 6.27-7.2.13* 
Association of College & Research Libraries Conference 4.10-13.13* 

Schoen GRCC Compliance Training Fire Extinguisher Training 7-1-12* 
GRCC Compliance Training Discrimination: Avoiding Discrimination 7-1-12* 
GRCC Compliance Training Sexual Harassment Staff to Staff 7-1-12* 
GRCC Compliance Training Health Emergencies: Allergies 7-1-12* 
Webinar: Deflection on WorldCat Resource Sharing 7-17-12 * 
ORS Retirement Reform 10/2/12 
Webinar on OCLC’s Article Exchange with Addons for ILLiad 10-23-12* 
Webinar on OCLC’s Resource Description and Access in Serials Cataloging – 10-
11-12 2* 
The Five Dysfunctions of a Team GRCC Workshop 11-1-12* 
Deflection on WorldCat Resource Sharing Webinar for brush up 12-11-12* 
Set up and attended Improving ILL Workflow webinar/Digital Library Systems 
Group for Interlibrary Loan workflow 12-19-12* 
Gmail Migration Discussion 1/2/13* 
Survey Do’s and Don’t’s  GRCC Workshop 1-8-13 
Conquering Information Overload GRCC Workshop 1-10-13* 
OCLC WorldShare Management Services webinar 1-15-13* 
WorldCat Resource Sharing Custom Holdings Webinar 1-16-13* 
Motivating Others GRCC Workshop 1-22-13* 
Effective Decision Making GRCC Workshop 2-13-13* 
Problem Solving Techniques GRCC Workshop 2-25-13* 
Staff meeting on campus Security and Safety as pertains to the Library 3-5-13* 
Attended ESP Learning Day on ADA 3-6-13* 
Attended Safety on Campus GRCC Workshop 3-14-13* 
Attended 2013 ILLiad International Conference* 
Attended staff meeting on Family Medical Leave Act at GRCC 4-2-13* 

Lyons Being A Leader Where You Are  
Adapting to Change  
2013 ESP Learning Day  
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Problem Solving Techniques  
Effective Decision Making  
Five Dysfunctions of a Team  
Disability 101  
Motivating Others  
GMail Migration Discussion  
Project Management 101  
MC Pay for Performance  
Bullying in the Workplace  
Personal Listening Profile  
SFMT Training 

McNeal Certificate of Participation of ESP Learning Day 3/6/2013* 
Motivating Others 
Disability 101 
Five Dysfunctions on a Team* 
Effective Facilitation Skills 
Effective Decision Making 
Problem Solving Techniques 
Adapting to Change 
Customer Service 
Boundaries in the Workplace* 
Being a Leader Where You Are 
Generational Differences 

Cwayna Budget 101 
ORS Retirement Reform 
Raw Foods 101 
Yoga for Stress Reduction (x4) 
Core/Barre (x10) 
Juicing 101 
Disability 101* 
Lunch and Learn – Forks Over Knives 
Gentle Yoga 
Obesity Epidemic 
2013 ESP Learning Day* 

Lee GRAULS Annual Meeting (5/22/13)* 
ESP Learning Day* 
North American Serials Interest Group (NASIG) Annual Conference 6.6-6.9.13* 
Institute for Healing Racism* 
Stay Healthy in a Hectic World 
Generational Differences 
Boundaries in the Work Place* 
Simple & Delicious Meals 
Disability 101* 
Cross Cultural Communication* 
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Gmail Migration Discussion* 
Making Change Happen* 
ORS Retirement Reform* 
Happiness Habits* 
SFMT Training* 
Cooking with Healthy Grains 

Yahne Disability Etiquette 3/26/13* 
Simple & Delicious Meals 3/22/13 
2013 ESP Learning Day 3/6/13* 
Be a Better Writer at Work 10/17/13* 
Moving up – Career Advancement 10/17/13* 
The Smoothies Class 9/19/12 (1.5) 
Michigan Library Association Annual Conference 11.7-9.13* 
Association of College & Research Libraries Conference 4.10-13.13* 

Ingersoll Understanding Teaching and Assessment Projects in the GRCC Faculty Evaluation 
System 6/18/2013* 
Developing Substantive Projects 06/18/2013* 
Developing Faculty Performance Evaluation Plans and Reports 06/18/2013* 
Understanding "Proportional Work for Mid-Point Merit" 05/15/2013* 
Introduction to the Faculty Evaluation System 05/14/2013* 
Michigan Academic Library Council Executive Board (Secretary) 2010-2013* 
GRCC Development:  Learning Styles*, Effective Decision Making, Five 
Dysfunctions of a Team, Accessible Learning Spaces*, Institutional Change, 
Disability Rights—FLD Keynote*, Students w Disabilities Panel*, Mobile Device 
Focus Group, Performance Evaluation—Employees, Personal Listening Profile, 
MC Pay for Performance, SFMT Training*, Adjunct Observation/Feedback* 

Thompson Did not respond 

Klawitter Did not respond 

*relevant to direct program support 
 
Faculty & Staff Accomplishments/Awards 
 

DeBie Nominated Team Captain for United Way 2012 Campaign 
Completed Certificate of Advanced Studies in Digital Libraries, University of 
Wisconsin—Milwaukee, December 2012 
Presented at Teaching, Learning, and Technology Showcase on SubjectGuides for 
Library Research, March 2013 

Cwayna College Holiday Breakfast volunteer (November-December 2012) 
Serves on the Space Planning team 
Serves on the Wellness Team 
Part of ETWG / Muslim Journey Team 

Schichtel Internal 
Served on AGC, successfully presenting the Collection Development Policy  
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Create and curate a wide variety of Subject Guides 
Publish and distribute the CONNECT newsletter, updating the graphics this year 
Wrote the library section of the Medical Assistant Accreditation Report 
Serve on Centennial committee 
Saved several thousand dollars in Spring 2013 through cancellations and moving 
to online 
 
Presentations 
CLS100 FYE faculty training presenter 
New Faculty Presenter 
American Library Association Midwinter Conference—ACRL new members panel 
1/27/13; Back in the Stacks panel member 
With an LCC colleague, wrote a proposal that was accepted for the Michigan 
Library Association conference scheduled for Fall 2013 
 
Industry related 
EBSCO eBook Advisory Council 
eBrary Focus Group 
umUC CIP Registration interface beta tester  
 
Profession 
CJCLS past-chair 
CJCLS nominating committee chair 
ACRL excellence in academic libraries committee 
Nominated for, but did not accept, ACRL member at large due to health reasons 
NCLR treasurer 
 
Community 
St Mary's Visitation history editor 
GR Historical Society Trustee 
Elected GR Historical Society Secretary Feb13 

Lee Part of the team that organized Exam Cram, Fall 2012 and Winter 2013 
College Holiday Breakfast volunteer (November-December 2012)  

Schoen Part of the team that organized Exam Cram, Fall 2012 and Winter 2013: 
approached J Bos Vending Services for donation; updated, ordered and set up 
distribution of posters and table toppers; held contest and awarded student 
assistant a prize for best quote to use on stress balls; sent announcements and 
follow-up reminders for GRCC Today.  
Did research and contributed input concerning scanner technology that would 
be suitable for Interlibrary Loan use. 2-27-13  
Participant of Access Team, DIG Team, and Space Team.  
With the Access Team, planned and ordered pizza for the spring Student 
Assistant Pizza Party. 
Facilitated LLC ADA Workgroup Meetings 1-28-13 - 
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Participated in Periodicals Space Planning Meeting with Architects 2-11-13  
Received an SSPD Grant to attend the 2013 ILLiad International Conference. 

McNeal Certificate of Participation of ESP Learning Day 

Lyons Part of the team that organized Exam Cram, Fall 2012 and Winter 2013 

Yahne Part of the team that organized Exam Cram, Fall 2012 and Winter 2013 
SSPD grant recipient for ACRL Conference (February 2013) 
College Holiday Breakfast volunteer (November-December 2012) 
Co-Chair of Sponsorship and Advertising MLA Conference Committee (February 
– November 2012) 

Ingersoll Successful grant application for the National Endowment for the Humanities 
award of the Muslim Journeys Bookshelf 
St. Luke's Theological College is an institution offering advanced education in 
leadership, management, and theology in Bor, South Sudan.  A group of 
Michigan citizens is working with attorneys to incorporate as a non-profit 
organization in this newly independent nation.  Pat Ingersoll has been named to 
the Board of Directors. 

Thompson Did not respond 

Klawitter Did not respond 

Rabey N/A 

 
 
Faculty Development for Upcoming Year 
 

Terhune Making Change Happen 
Preparing for Life Transitions 
Group Coaching-Initiate Change 
Direction That Motivates 

DeBie MCLS or OCLC Webinars/classes on Resource Description and Access 
Springshare Webinars on LibGuides 
Library of Congress Cataloger’s Learning Workshops 
Computers in Libraries Conference, April 2014 
Innovative User’s Group Annual Conference, May 2014 
American Library Association Annual Conference, June 2014 
Student Advising 

Schichtel Copyright webinars or applying for ALA's information literacy seminars. 
With a librarian from Lansing Community College, a proposal for an outreach 
program at MLA in Fall 2013 was accepted. 
CMU Off-Campus Library Services conference in Denver in April 2014 or  
Community College Library Conference in Peoria IL Fall 2013 or 
Learning Commons Conference 

Rabey Student Advising 
one Academic Library Conference 

Schoen Innovative training in Sierra 
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On-site, tune-up/training from Atlas on ILLiad 
Webinars available at my desk for Microsoft office 

Lyons As a supervisor responsible for hiring new student assistants, I’d like to see 
training geared toward how to know who to hire and how to 
supervise/motivate student assistants with different learning styles 
ESP evaluation process 

McNeal New ESP evaluation form 
Cooking Classes 
Pottery Classes 
Motivational Speakers 

Cwayna MLA Annual Conference 
2014 ESP Learning Day 
Wellness Activities, e.g. Zumba 
Resource Description and Access 
FRBR 
New ESP evaluation process 

Lee GRAULS Annual Meeting (Spring 2014) 
North American Serials Interest Group (NASIG) Annual Conference (Summer 
2014) 
Resource Description and Access 
ESP evaluation and merit form 
Institute for Healing Racism  
Stay Healthy in a Hectic World  
Generational Differences  
Boundaries In the Work Place  
Simple & Delicious Meals  
Core Barre  
2013 ESP Learning Day  
Disability 101  
Gentle Yoga  
Cross Cultural Communication  
Making Change Happen  
ORS Retirement Reform  
Happiness Habits  
SFMT Training  
Cooking With Healthy Grains 

Yahne The Career Portfolio 
Communication Effectiveness 
Resumes and Cover Letters 
Rethinking Body Image 
Digital Nation 
Defusing Rude Behavior 
People Reading Skills 
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Positive Mental Attitude 
Self-Awareness & Self-Management 
Provide Constructive Feedback 
Life Plan Seminar 
Time Management for Peak Performance 
Power of Gratitude 
PowerPoint: Basic Presentation 
PowerPoint Animations & Media 
Stay Healthy in a Hectic World 
Volunteer for another committee with MLA or ALA 
New ESP evaluation form 

Schoen Resource Description and Access 
New ESP evaluation form 

Ingersoll Student Advising 
New evaluation procedures for all ESP, MC, and Faculty categories 
Fundamentals of Accounting 

Thompson Did not respond 

Klawitter Did not respond 
 

Evaluation Questions 

1. Is the professional development faculty/staff are receiving sufficient for them to 

maintain currency in their field and area(s) of expertise? 

In the LLC, it’s especially important to support professional development opportunities in 

areas that are job-specific because that training cannot be developed locally.  In the last 

couple of years, faculty and staff have been very successful in seeking and securing IIPD 

and SSPD grants as well as support from other sources.  Both Staff Development and the 

Center for Teaching Excellence do an excellent job of identifying essential training and 

making it available on a timely basis.  It’s apparent that we at GRCC value professional 

development and support it with appropriate resources. 

   

2. Are additional faculty/staff development resources needed to support the goals of the 

department over the next four years? 

With the opportunity to seek grant funding and with continuing C-3 funding available to 

faculty, the LLC currently has the minimum resources needed to support professional 

development goals.  Additional resources would certainly be welcome, but those 

available are adequate for the short term.  We could not make that kind of an assertion 

without the strong campus programs available through Dr. Jeremy Osborn and the 

Center for Teaching Excellence along with Marybeth Beighley and Julie Otte from the 
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Staff Development Office. 

 

3. Is the professional development faculty/staff are receiving sufficient for them to 

maintain currency in their field and area(s) of expertise? 

Job-specific expertise is supported at the minimum level necessary; additional support 

would be welcomed. 

 

Department/Program Data 

Department Outcomes & Indicators (data that will be used to measure success) 
This selection of outcomes and indicators is not intended to be exhaustive, but to be 
representative of a range of sample measures. 
 
Principle One:  Institutional Effectiveness—Libraries define, develop, and measure outcomes 

that contribute to institutional effectiveness and apply findings for purposes of continuous 
improvement. 

Outcome:  Students improve their academic performance through contact with the library. 
Indicator:  Information Literacy instruction contributes to improved student success. 
Data and Discussion:  The Dean of Institutional Research & Planning (IRP) met with LLC faculty 

on February 26 to consider the efficacy of replicating an experiment conducted at the 
University of Minnesota in 2013.  We acknowledge with gratitude the work of Heath 
Chelesvig on this effort. 

  Results from the data tests appear to confirm the results seen in the original study and 
demonstrate that Information Literacy instruction positively contributes to student success 
and retention.  There is a significant statistical difference in the grade point average of 
students who received or did not receive Information Literacy instruction.  The mean GPA for 
students who received instruction was 3.24 and the mean for those who did not receive 
instruction was 2.92.  The model explains 14.4% of the variance of cumulative GPA of 
students that participated in Library Instruction.  These tests also provide statistical evidence 
that students who receive Information Literacy instruction at GRCC are retained at a rate 
that is 1.89 times higher than students who have not received library instruction. 

Demographics 
N= 4055 

 
 
 
 
This table describes the characteristics of the sample. 

 
 
 

 N % 

Female 2393 52.20% 

African American 487 12.20% 

International 81 2.20% 

Pell Grant 1014 25.00% 

Veteran 202 0.05% 
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GPA Differences Participants vs. Non Participants 
 
 Instruction No Instruction        t SE (95% CI) d         . 
 N M (SD) N M (SD) 
GPA 3042 3.24(.73) 1013 2.92 (.69) 10.02 .05(.23,.14) 0.31 

This table shows a statistical difference in GPA between students that participated in Library 
Instruction and those that did not.  The magnitude of the difference is moderate (.31, Cohen's D) 
 
Regression Model Predicting Library Instruction Cumulative GPA 
 
Predictor B  SE 

Constant 1.89 0.12 

Female 0.14 0.02 

African American -0.17 0.03 

International -0.03 0.04 

Veteran -0.07 0.14 

ACT 0.05 0.02 

Pell -0.12 0.02 

Participant 0.24 0.04 

R₂ 14.40% 

This model explains 14.4% of the variance of Cumulative GPA of students that participated in 
Library Instruction. 
 
Logistic Regression - Effect of Library Instruction on Student Retention 

 
Predictor B SE Wald's Odds Ratio 
Female -0.52 0.14 0.64 0.71 
African 
American 

0.26 0.24 1.1 1.45 

International 1.57 0.74 4.02 4.22 
Veteran 0.32 1.11 0.08 1.37 
ACT -0.05 0.02 0.52 1.04 
Pell -0.07 0.25 0.03 1.09 
Info Literacy 0.47 0.18 7.58 1.89 
Constant 3.27 0.92 14.02 22.8 

Students that receive Library Instruction are 1.89 times more likely to be retained. 
 

Principle Two:  Educational Role—Libraries partner in the educational mission of the institution 
to develop and support information-literate learners who can discover, access, and use 
information effectively for academic success, research, and lifelong learning. 

Outcome:  Students and faculty consult with librarians on work requiring information resources. 
Indicator:  LLC personnel collaborate with instructional personnel and others regarding ways to 

incorporate collections and services into effective learning experiences for students. 
Data and Discussion:  The number of information literacy class sessions is shown in detail in the 

Program History section of this report.  It visually demonstrates that the number of 
instruction sessions provided by LLC faculty has grown steadily and that FTE staffing levels 
have remained flat.  Some of the fluctuations in the upward productivity trend represent 
medical leaves of absence. 



Library Program Review 

ISIS 1/15/2013  17 

Every instruction session is an opportunity for librarians to collaborate with a classroom 
instructor to deliver an experience to students that contextualizes research strategies with a 
meaningful assignment.  The team approach reinforces learning the research process and 
research shows that contextualizing the process improves the retention of what was 
learned.  Because the process is essentially built on an interdisciplinary team-teaching 
platform, each session requires significant preparation time.  For off-campus locations, that 
preparation includes technology checks, since learning environments vary widely from site to 
site and from visit to visit at the same site. 

One of our department action projects this year is to evaluate the capacity of our 
departments to accommodate instruction requests and increase the saturation of 
information literacy sessions across the curriculum.  This is desirable because of a recent 
study by Soria, Fransen, and Nackerud (2013) that suggests a direct effect between 
Information Literacy instruction and GPA, as well as retention (see Principle One). 

In addition to instruction sessions, the LLC also collaborates with instructional personnel 
to incorporate collections and services into Subject Guides, a recently acquired product that 
allows targeted assistance by topic.  Many of these guides are tailored to a specific 
instructor’s needs or instruction event so that students can extend their learning beyond the 
brief instruction period through review of the sources introduced in a formal session. 

 
Principle Three:  Collections—Libraries provide access to collections sufficient in quality, depth, 

diversity, format, and currency to support the research and teaching missions of the 
institution. 

Outcome:  Faculty and students have access to resources that meet the needs of class 
assignments and accrediting bodies. 

Indicator:  Collections are aligned with the curricular needs of academic departments. 
Data and Discussion:  There are several ways that we work to align LLC Collections with the 

campus curriculum.  We begin with a liaison program that assigns a Library Faculty member 
to each of our campus departments or programs, see 
http://cms.grcc.edu/library/facultyresources#liasion.  Factors such as liaison input, 
accreditation schedules, current enrollment, and ACS enrollment change reports are used to 
establish an internal allocation target when we close out the Acquisitions budget each year.  
This process has improved annually since implementation and has been instrumental in our 
ability to provide convincing evidence that our purchases represent equitable and 
appropriate growth of LLC collections for each curricular area.  The next step needed to 
improve the process is to incorporate order records so that all print and electronic periodical 
subscriptions can be accounted for in a more granular subject category instead of in the 
aggregate. 

At the time of the 2012 IPEDS submission, the LLC held 67,659 print books and 93,604 
electronic books.  The allocation for printed books decreased from $141,377 in 2006 to 
$110,377.00 in 2012, reflecting the shift from print to electronic resources.  Increases in the 
Electronic Resources account were proportional. 

An effective Collection Development Policy is one of the foundational ideas of 
librarianship, so GRCC has almost certainly always had one in place.  In the GRCC Collection 
Development Policy, as in most of higher education, it is stated that libraries purchase 

http://cms.grcc.edu/library/facultyresources#liasion
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materials that supplement students’ ability to do research; they do not purchase textbooks.  
That, after all, is normally the role of the bookstore.  In order to resist a directive to purchase 
AFP textbooks, the LLC embarked on a sustained ratification effort for the Collection 
Development Policy, http://goo.gl/AkBc3, through the Academic Governing Council (AGC) 
that was overwhelmingly endorsed by faculty and administration. 

 
Principle Four:  Discovery—Libraries enable users to discover information in all formats through 

effective use of technology and organization of knowledge. 
Outcome:  Faculty and students can access collections needed for educational and research 

needs from all user locations. 
Indicator:  The LLC creates and maintains interfaces and system architectures that include all 

resources and facilitates access from preferred user starting points. 
Data and Discussion:  In our discussion of Principle Three, we noted the trend to purchasing 

materials that are “born digital”.  This represents a significant body of essential research 
materials.  Increasingly, there are additional materials that have value 

The Integrated Library System allows us to produce a very large number of management 
information reports such as number of online catalog searches executed, circulation by type 
of patron and database usage.  Some of these reports are a staple of the weekly reports we 
have been sending to the Associate Dean since July 2010.  The following table demonstrates 
indirect collaboration through usage and is typical of an online catalog usage report for a 
two week period. 

From Tuesday April 16 03:18AM, to Tuesday April 30 03:00AM 
Number of User Keyed Searches  11,868 
Number of System Suggested Searches  123 
Number of Records Retrieved  714,240 
Number of Searches Limited  16 
Number of Exported Records  210 
Number of Displays Invoked  17,793 

 
From this use report, we can gain some general insights.  For instance, an average of 60 

records was retrieved for each user search.  Researchers then probably browsed the retrieval 
set, selecting one or two titles (number of displays).  Online catalog searching retrieves 
primarily non-fiction books.  The substantial numbers suggest that the GRCC book collection 
is meeting a heavy demand, and therefore chances are likely that the collection is 
appropriate for our curriculum.  In addition to tracking the number of catalog records 
students retrieved, we can determine the number of items checked out against those used 
inside the LLC and what type of patron it was that checked the item out. 

We want to review similar information for journal articles.  Because of our efforts to 
make a transition to digital formats, a growing percentage of articles held at GRCC are 
available to students online.  This helps us serve more students during more hours from 
more locations.  To remain in compliance with our licensing agreements, we ask those doing 
article research to authenticate to a LLC server account.  Doing that also provides an 
opportunity to know which article databases are most heavily used and to which category 
the patron belongs.  We can also determine how many article searches were done on 

http://goo.gl/AkBc3
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campus, and how many from off-campus locations.  Generated reports show nearly 
7,000,000 article searches were done by GRCC students, staff, or faculty during 2012 in more 
than 43 subscription databases.  At the end of 2012, only 39.34% of database searches were 
done from campus locations.  The other 60.66% were executed from off campus.   

While door counts are becoming less important in an era when more interaction is 
conducted virtually, face-to-face collaboration opportunities are still desirable for a 
significant portion of GRCC students.  Details for building usage are given in the Department 
History section above.  Usage is fairly consistent over time, but has varied somewhat 
according to which other units are housed within the building.  Data submitted to IPEDS for 
2012 indicates that 3,213 is a typical number for a weekly gate count across 52 weeks.  Total 
annual usage was estimated to be approximately 167,000.  If we use the approximate FTE of 
10,000, then, on average, students may visit the LLC approximately 16.7 times each year. 

In the last two strategic planning cycles, the LLC has developed a Knowledge 
Management system, or Institutional Repository (IR) to help us organize the legacy 
intellectual capital of the College.  I would like to use this opportunity to recommend that 
this project needs to have college-wide participation and should be converted to a CAP for 
full implementation.  This proposal relates to one of the recent recommendations we 
received from the Higher Learning Commission (HLC). 

Because of the trend toward cloud computing, storage, and processing, it is increasingly 
crucial to have an excellent web-based information delivery environment.  In many cases, 
the LLC has resorted to third-party software to deliver content because of the restrictions 
that are enforced in the GRCC web screen templates.  Examples of third party products 
include RaiderCat, RaiderLoan, and Subject Guides.  We also employ deep linking to selected 
resources such as Google Scholar. 

 
Principle Five:  Professional Values—Libraries advance the professional values of intellectual 

freedom, intellectual property rights, and values, user privacy and confidentiality, 
collaboration, and user-centered service. 

Outcome:  Students have timely access to an extended collection of resources. 
Indicator:  The LLC engages in collaboration externally as well as within the campus community.   
Data and Discussion:  For the discussion of this principle, the focus will be collaboration.  The LLC 

has a long history of resource sharing and collaboration with other libraries.  We were a 
charter member of the Michigan eLibrary (MeL), a group that has grown to hundreds of 
members https://elibrary.mel.org/patroninfo~S15 .  This service is funded by the Federal 
Library Services and Technology Act (LSTA) via the Institute of Museum and Library Services 
(IMLS) through the Library of Michigan.  MeL costs approximately $5 million per year and 
represents an estimated savings to the state's libraries, schools, colleges and universities of 
over $72 million per year.  The Library of Michigan administers MeL in partnership with 
libraries throughout the state.  They maintain an infrastructure that allows residents to 
obtain most printed and online materials owned by member libraries within a few business 
days.  Additional information about federal grants in Michigan libraries is available at 
www.michigan.gov/lsta. 

The LLC offers two methods of delivery for materials we borrow for use by our patrons.  
Borrowers can either pick them up in the LLC or request Home Delivery service.  While Home 

https://elibrary.mel.org/patroninfo~S15
http://www.michigan.gov/lsta
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Delivery takes somewhat more time, it is one of the ways that our Interlibrary Loan 
Department is able to provide resources to Satellite and Regional Center students that 
approximates equitable access to what students have on the Main Campus.  RaiderLoan is 
the name of our self-service interlibrary loan option.  Since inception (9.29.10), there have 
been 333 registered users.  Of that total number, 132, or about one third, have indicated a 
preference for home delivery of books or other printed materials.  All registrants indicate a 
preference for electronic delivery of articles. 

The MichiCard project is a voluntary program that began with public libraries in 1990.  
GRCC was among the early academic participants.  All types of libraries are currently eligible 
to participate in what is envisioned to become a state-wide library card. 

 
Principle Six:  Administration—Libraries engage in continuous planning and assessment to 

inform resource allocation and to meet their mission effectively and efficiently. 
Outcome:  The LLC demonstrates accountability and compliance with federal, professional, 

college, and accreditation reporting to make data available for benchmarking and service 
assessment. 

Indicator:  All required reporting is completed by deadlines. 
Data and Discussion:  Because of the nature of the LLC within the structure of the organization, 

there are reporting requirements pertaining to both the academic and administrative units 
of the College.  Examples of these reports include, but are not limited to Program 
Review/Annual Assessment and Report, Department Strategic Plan, Milestone Reports, 
Teaching & Learning Quality Model Report, Budget Review, Performance Review, and so on.  
In addition, the LLC files federally-required reports with the Integrated Postsecondary 
Education System (IPEDS) which is managed by the National Center for Education Statistics 
(NCES), United States Department of Education.  This reporting is done independently of the 
larger institutional submission.  Examples of data collected about libraries by IPEDS includes 
categories and salaries of staff members, materials expenditures, numbers and categories of 
materials added and deaccessioned, numbers of materials leant and borrowed from library 
partners, transactions for circulation and reference services, number of students and class 
sessions, hours, and annual visitors.  The last category of report is a professional accounting 
to the Association of College & Research Libraries (ACRL).  Their data collection is similar in 
some ways to data categories required for government reporting.  Like the IPEDs, the ACRL 
survey contributes data points to a national understanding of benchmarks at peer libraries. 

The following table represents a sample of reports, due dates, and submission dates.  
We are highly successful in our early delivery targets.  This is possible, in part, by initiating 
work immediately upon receipt of a request.  FY2013 presented additional challenges in 
report submission because of the large number of new procedures and their associated 
forms.  Reporting burden is generally reduced as new forms become more familiar and the 
prior year’s submission can serve as a model. 

 
 

Report Due Submitted 

Department Report to ISIS 
Leadership 

Wednesday by noon each 
week 

5/7/2013 (Tuesday) 4:55 PM 
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Budget Review to Budget 
Review Implementation Team 
(BRIT) on a three year 
schedule 

May 30, 2012 5/25/2012 10:33:25 AM 

Program 
Review/Assessment/Annual 
Review to Dean of 
Instructional Support 

May 31, 2013 May 31, 2013 

Department Strategic Plan to 
Executive Budget Control 
Officer 

Friday, February 15, 2013 Posted on PS early 

Teaching & Learning Quality 
Model Report to Provost 

TLQM report request 
received 7/2/2012 3:13 
PM with a first annual due 
date of July 15.  This 
timing is a challenge due 
to faculty summer 
absences 

7/17/2012 9:45 AM  
Original report was to the 
Provost only, but subsequently 
invited for Deans’ Council 
presentation in October. 

IPEDS Biennial Survey to the 
National Center for Education 
Statistics 

February 26, 2013 Early (web submission) 

ACRL Annual Survey to the 
Association of College & 
Research Libraries 

April 30, 2013 Early (web submission) 

Milestones Report to the 
Provost 

July 10, 2012   riday,   une  1 ,   01 ,   4:22:09 
PM 

Submit MC Performance 
Report to HR via Associate 
Dean/EBCO 

September 30 
February 1 
May 30 

9/26/2012 12:59 PM 
1/17/2013 1:48 PM 
5/7/2013 3:51 PM 

Performance Reviews/Job 
Descriptions/Learning Plans 
to HR 

June 30, 2012 
 
June 1, 2013 

All 6 requisite discussions held 
and documents submitted 
6/22/2012 1:29 PM 
 
There was some confusion 
regarding the New Pay for 
Performance system.  Staff 
training would have been 
desirable. 
 
Documents submitted on June 
3, 2013 

ESP Employees Mid-Year 
Performance Review to HR 

February 14, 2013 1/22/2013 4:46 PM 
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FGIP Classroom Checklist to 
Provost 

Spreadsheet designates 
due dates for fall and 
winter: FGIP 
receipt/discussion, 
classroom 
observation/meeting, 
portfolio 
receipt/discussion 

Final checklist submission 
pending portfolio discussion 

Budget Blanket P.O.s and 
Rationales to Purchasing 

May 6, 2013 4/2/2013 10:48 AM with 
Purchase Requisitions 
submitted the prior week 

Student Feedback 
Management Team Report to 
Monitoring Team 

Semiannual, Friday, May 
17, 2013 

May 10, 2013 

Fiscal Year End Audit June 30, 2013  

Annual Capitalization Report July 8, 2013  

 
Other Principles inherent to the mission of the LLC include those that address Space, Personnel, 
and External Relations.  Please refer to http://www.ala.org/acrl/standards/standardslibraries. 

References 

Soria, K.M., Fransen, J. and S. Nackerud. “Library Use and Undergraduate Student Outcomes: 

New Evidence for Students’ Retention and Academic Success.” portal: Libraries and the 

Academy (2013). 

Standards for libraries in higher education. (2011). Chicago: Association of College & Research 
Libraries. 
 
Program Outcomes & Indicators data (data that will be used to measure success) 
Upon completing the Information Literacy Program, the student will be able to: 
1. Complete library and/or research related assignments. 
2. Transfer the knowledge they have gained to the instruction in other courses and at their 
transfer institutions or in work life. 
A standard rubric is under development to assure that program outcomes are consistent across 
all sections taught. 
 
Library faculty chose to individually select the ACRL Standard to assess, so all ACRL Standards 
are listed in column 3 of this initial report.  As the project progresses, each full-time librarian 
with the classroom faculty member will select the ACRL Standard and the final report will reflect 
those selections. 

Program 
Name  

Program 
Outcomes 

Student 
Learning 
Outcomes 

Assessment Project Description 

http://www.ala.org/acrl/standards/standardslibraries
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at the 
Program 
Level and 
Associated 
ILOs 

Library 
& 
Learning 
Commo
ns 

Upon 
completing 
the 
Informatio
n Literacy 
Program, 
the student 
will be able 
to: 
 
1. 
Complete 
library 
and/or 
research 
related 
assignment
s. 
 
2. Transfer 
the 
knowledge 
they have 
gained to 
the 
instruction 
in other 
courses 
and at 
their 
transfer 
institutions 
or in work 
life.  

1.  
Determine
s the 
nature and 
extent of 
the 
informatio
n needed. 
(ACRL 
Standard 
#1)  - 
GRCC ILO - 
Critical 
Thinking 
Skills – 
Students 
will be 
able to 
gather and 
synthesize 
relevant 
informatio
n, 
evaluate 
alternative
s, and 
implement 
creative 
and 
effective 
solutions 
 
2. Access 
needed 
informatio
n 
effectively 
and 
efficiently. 

Assessment Project description: Library faculty use ACRL 
Information Literacy Standards in concert with GRCC’s 
Institutional Learning Outcomes.  While individual 
librarians routinely assess their instruction and student 
learning in different ways, we are not experienced in 
doing this collectively or reporting out on what we’ve 
learned.  Last year’s assessments fell short when we 
attempted to apply one ACRL standard upon all classes.   
 
Librarians have little latitude in content since information 
literacy instruction topics and skills are based on what the 
classroom professor requests. In addition, and equally 
important, the students need to be able to successfully 
accomplish certain goals by the end of the class in order 
to complete their classroom assignments in a timely 
manner.  For these reasons, early connections with a 
professor willing to participate in assessment with us are 
key to success.   

1. Each librarian will select at least one class (but is not 
limited to one) where assessment of student learning 
will take place.   
 

2. The librarian,  working closely with the classroom 
professor (potentially from within a liaison 
department), will select an outcome relating to an 
ACRL Information Literacy Competency Standards (see 
attached), develop a plan for assessment, use a 
common rubric created rubric for that outcome,  
teach the class, and, complete that assessment before 
February 15, 2013. 
 

3. Each librarian will assist in creating a common rubric 
for the ACRL standard chosen, write a summary of 
their process and results and will present that to 
librarians at the February 19, 2013 librarians’ 
meeting.  In this way, we likely will have tried 
different ways of assessing student learning, and, will 
have created up-to-5 rubrics which can be used by 
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(ACRL 
Standard 
#2)  - 
GRCC ILO - 
Critical 
Thinking 
Skills – 
Students 
will be 
able to 
gather and 
synthesize 
relevant 
informatio
n, 
evaluate 
alternative
s, and 
implement 
creative 
and 
effective 
solutions 
 
3.  
Evaluates 
informatio
n and its 
sources 
critically 
and 
incorporat
e selected 
informatio
n into his 
or her 
knowledge 
base and 
value 
system. 
(ACRL 
Standard 
#3) - GRCC 
ILO - 

other librarians and/or the classroom professors. 
 

4. The draft report will be submitted by the information 
literacy librarian in early March. 
 

5. The final report will be submitted in late March. 

Student Learning Outcome to be assessed & specific 
objective / competencies ( if applicable)/ ILO to be 
assessed: This will vary with each full-time librarian and 
their chosen classroom faculty member. 
 
Assessment Methods: This will vary with each full-time 
librarian and their chosen classroom faculty member. 
 
Direct/Indirect Measures of Student Learning: This will 
vary with each full-time librarian and their chosen 
classroom faculty member. 
 
Data Collection Strategies: This will vary with each full-
time librarian and their chosen classroom faculty 
member. 
 
Data Analysis/Reporting Strategies: This will vary with 
each full-time librarian and their chosen classroom faculty 
member. 
 
Assessment Timeline: The timeline is pushed to the 
earliest part  (Jan-March) of the Winter 2012 semester 
since the IL librarian must complete assessment reporting  
before hand surgery in early April. 
 
Initial Plan:  4 meetings were scheduled for all FT faculty, 
2 in each semester.  The first 2 were planning, the 3rd 
was to get the assessed sections scheduled, and the 4th 
was to discuss our findings with other librarians.  
 

Project Results:  
 
Initial plans were to have all assessments completed early 
in the semester, so the report could be finalized in late 
March prior to the Information Literacy Librarian’s 
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Critical 
Thinking 
Skills – 
Students 
will be 
able to 
gather and 
synthesize 
relevant 
informatio
n, 
evaluate 
alternative
s, and 
implement 
creative 
and 
effective 
solutions 
 
4. 
Individuall
y or as a 
member of 
a group, 
use 
informatio
n 
effectively 
to 
accomplis
h a specific 
purpose. 
(ACRL 
Standard 
#4)  - 
GRCC ILO - 
Critical 
Thinking 
Skills – 
Students 
will be 
able to 
gather and 

surgery.  The “best laid” plans” had to changed due to 
several factors: 

1. Classroom faculty scheduled far fewer than 
normal IL sessions during January and February so 
there were fewer classes to select and in which to 
develop a partnership. 

2. One agreed-upon class assessment had to be re-
scheduled when the adjunct faculty partner was 
not assigned classes this semester. Miriam 
Thompson is working on another assessment at 
this writing. 

3. Due to a rapidly increasing workload for the 100th 
Anniversary, Mike Klawitter was unable to 
schedule a class to be assessed.  He will do this 
during the first few weeks of May prior to the new 
deadline.  

4. Lisa Rabey was unable to participate in classroom 
instruction much of the year for medical reasons, 
so she opted to assess student learning during 
one-on-one instruction at the Reference Desk.  The 
plan for that, expected in January and again in 
March, has yet to be presented to all librarians 
who will take part. The option of switching to a 
classroom assessment now she is back in the 
classroom is also available. 

5. Dorothy Terhune opted not to assess any class this 
semester but was planning to take part in the 
Reference Desk learning assessment.  
 

Nan Schichtel and Lori DeBie finished their assessments 
within the timeframe initially planned, and Nan Schichtel 
ran a slightly different second round to operationalize 
how she normally teaches and assesses.  Since the 
deadline for completion was moved back to 
accommodate the later schedulers, Lori DeBie kindly 
agreed to assist with reporting in Nan’s absence. 
 
The new deadline for librarian completion is May 24, so 
Lori DeBie can integrate those results into a written plan 
due May 30. 
 
Librarians met Friday March 15 to discuss our findings so 
far.  Those included: 
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synthesize 
relevant 
informatio
n, 
evaluate 
alternative
s, and 
implement 
creative 
and 
effective 
solutions 
 
5. 
Understan
d many of 
the 
economic, 
legal, and 
social 
issues 
surroundin
g the use 
of 
informatio
n and 
access and 
use 
informatio
n ethically 
and 
legally. 
(ACRL 
Standard 
#5)  - 
GRCC ILO - 
Critical 
Thinking 
Skills – 
Students 
will be 
able to 
gather and 
synthesize 

1. The focus of the assessment may be one or more 
focused items on a worksheet, rather than the 
whole worksheet.  

2. Library faculty must keep track from one semester 
to the next how students as a whole rated for that 
item(s). These should be stored in the Curriculum 
Action Project Folders on S, but may also be 
copied into the corresponding departmental 
Library Instruction Folder on S. 

3. In addition to rubric or other scores, library faculty 
should track their recommendations for change 
from one semester to the next so they can be put 
them into practice. One way to do this is to add 
notes to the most recently used worksheet so they 
are there to be changed the next time the class is 
taught. 

4. An item bank of assessed questions, rubrics, and 
results may be useful as a resource for all library 
faculty and can be culled from individual project 
reports at year-end. 

5. While we shared these findings in a meeting, how 
do we share them with each other online? With 
adjunct librarians? At each monthly library faculty 
meeting, we should discuss what we have learned 
since the last meeting.  

6. One librarian said, “As I look so closely at certain 
elements of information literacy standards, I teach 
with more focus and share with students about 
how they will use the skills at their transfer school 
or in the workplace.” 
   

Assessment Project Specifics:  
 
 

DeBie PY201 
ACRL Student Learning Outcome to be assessed & specific 
objective / competencies / ILO to be assessed:   2-1 The 
information literate student accesses needed information 
effectively and efficiently. 

Associated GRCC ILOs:  state ILO and description:   Critical 
Thinking Skills: Students will be able to gather and 
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relevant 
informatio
n, 
evaluate 
alternative
s, and 
implement 
creative 
and 
effective 
solutions 

 

 

 

synthesize relevant information, evaluate alternatives, 
and implement creative and effective solutions. 

4 
(advanced) 
(90-100%) 

3 
(proficient) 
(80-90%) 

2 (satisfactory) 
(70-80%) 

1 
(developing) 
(less than 
70%) 

Locates and 
cites various 
discipline-
specific 
resources 
for the field 
or research 
topic 

Locates and 
cites quality 
information 
on a topic 
from a 
variety of 
sources. 
 

Minimally 
successful at 
locating and 
citing needed  
information. 
 

Unsuccessful 
at locating 
and citing 
information 
on the topic. 
 

18 students 
scored 90% 
or higher on 
the 
assessment 
(78%) 

3 students 
scored 
between 80-
90% on the 
assessment 
(13%) 

1 student 
scored between 
70-80% on the 
assessment 
(4%) 

1 student 
scored less 
than 70% on 
the 
assessment 
(4%) 

What went well: Of the 23 worksheets turned in, 78% 
scored in the advanced category, indicating they know 
how to locate and cite various discipline-specific resources 
for the field or research topic.  The next highest 
percentage (13%) of students scored in the proficient 
category. The handout created for this class had visual 
guides for finding information, and I think that helped 
when the students began their assignment. 

What needs work: For those students missing points on 
the assessment, by far the biggest issue was identifying 
the title of the journal in the citation (many listed the 
published name instead). In the future, more time should 
be spent reviewing specific elements of the citation, 
perhaps repeating the information several times and 
asking for more feedback in class. Also, the language on 
the worksheet should be changed to help students 
understand what is being asked (currently it says “Name 
of Publication” and some students understood that to 
mean the name of the publisher rather than the name of 
the journal title). Of those students scoring in the 
satisfactory or developing category, one student turned in 
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the worksheet unfinished, and the other found books 
instead of articles as requested. I’m not sure these 
students were even in the class at the time of instruction, 
since some worksheets were turned in late.  Class 
attendance would be important to indicate if the 
assessment is repeated.  

After taking a general tally of the worksheets, I went back 
to the worksheets to review each aspect of the citation: 
article title, author, name of publication, and article 
details (volume, issue, date, and pages). A score of 4 
indicates the student replied correctly to that particular 
section of the citation in all four questions. 

 

Klawitter did not submit a plan 
 

Rabey did not submit a plan 
 

Schichtel NUR 102 Thesaurus:  
ACRL Student Learning Outcome to be assessed & specific 
objective / competencies  / ILO to be assessed:  2-2-c-3 / 
GRCC ILO Critical Thinking 
 
ACRL Information Literacy Competency Standard # 2- The 
information literate student accesses needed information 
effectively and efficiently. 

ACRL Performance Indicator # 2-The information 
literate student constructs and implements 
effectively-designed search strategies.  

ACRL Outcome with Responsibility Tag:  C. Selects 
controlled vocabulary specific to the discipline or 
information retrieval source. /  Librarian 

Objectives for Information Literacy Instruction 
# and description:  #3. Identifies search terms 
likely to be useful for a research topic in 
relevant controlled vocabulary lists. 
 

Associated GRCC ILOs:  state ILO and description:   Critical 
Thinking Skills: Students will be able to gather and 
synthesize relevant information, evaluate alternatives, 
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and implement creative and effective solutions. 

Project Results:  

Question Class 1 
Rubric 
Score 
Average 

Class 2 
Rubric 
Score 
Average 

Class 
Combined 
Rubric 
Score 
Average 

#2 – providing 
main idea, 
synonyms, etc. 

2.3125 3.25 2.78125 

#3 – choosing 
thesaurus term 
and evaluating 
results 

2.4375 3.1875 2.8125  

 
Were the students where I would expect them to 
be?  Yes.  For most, this was their first 
introduction to the use of a database thesaurus.  
Most of these students have only known Google-
style keyword searching.  Most were introduced 
to basic Subject searching (not thesaurus 
searching) during their Nursing Library 
Orientation.  While a very few expressed that 
they are going to search the way they have 
always searched, many commented that the 
results are better when they used the correct 
thesaurus terms.  This, too, is typical. 
 
Class 2 did substantially better than class 1, and there are 
too many variables to attribute that to, including: my 
instruction; the information literacy skills with which the 
students came into the class; their different topical 
assignment from their nursing professor; etc. 
  
What problems did I note regarding the assessment? 
1. The assessment instructions were too detailed. 
2. The assessment doesn’t reflect the way I really teach 

or assess. 
3. The assessment was too time-consuming for students 

to complete and for the librarian to assess. 
 
What problems did I note regarding the students’ 
learning? 
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1. Students did not always follow directions; 17 of 32 did 
not consistently follow instructions (including but not 
limited to using the supplied thesaurus.) 

2. Students did not always use supplied thesaurus; 14 of 
32 did not use the thesaurus terms as directed.  

3. Students did not always understand their nursing 
professor’s assignment.  Typically, for our library 
interaction, all the students have the same 
assignment from their professors.  However, one of 
the assessed classes had a slightly different 
assignment that not all understood.  This was added 
on, rather than integrated with, the library worksheet 
we have successfully used for several semesters. 
While the students did not know that, it might have 
been confusing. 
 

What can I do to improve this? 
1. Have students share their CINAHL headings in class.. 
2. Use a less time intensive assessment. Make the 

assessment follow the way I normally teach – and 
add/integrate 1-2 items to the regular worksheet. 
Rewrite instructions; #2 can be shortened to just main 
ideas, and one broader term and one synonym term.  
#3 instructions can be put into bullets. 

3. Teach this  in 2 class sessions (not likely with the time 
constraints of the Nursing program) 
 

Schichtel Nursing Orientations 
ACRL Student Learning Outcome to be assessed & specific 
objective / competencies  / ILO to be assessed:  2-2-c-3 / 
GRCC ILO Critical Thinking 
 
ACRL Information Literacy Competency Standard # 2- The 
information literate student accesses needed information 
effectively and efficiently. 

ACRL Performance Indicator # 2-The information 
literate student constructs and implements 
effectively-designed search strategies.  

ACRL Outcome with Responsibility Tag:  C. Selects 
controlled vocabulary specific to the discipline or 
information retrieval source. / Librarian 

Objectives for Information Literacy Instruction 
# and description:  #3. Identifies search terms 
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likely to be useful for a research topic in 
relevant controlled vocabulary lists. 
 

Associated GRCC ILOs:  state ILO and description:   Critical 
Thinking Skills: Students will be able to gather and 
synthesize relevant information, evaluate alternatives, 
and implement creative and effective solutions. 

Assessment Methods:  Initial Plan:  This iteration of 
assessment was undertaken to operationalize the 
assessment of the subject searching and limiting process 
using a different and less professional resource than 
CINAHL searching, and to get a baseline number for 
sessions in which I always assess student learning. 

The incoming students for the Nursing program receive 
information literacy instruction on their orientation day 
which started when nursing students said they needed 
better IL skills before the program started. This 
orientation is a review for some, and brings others up-to-
speed.  For some with few IL skills, it is an opportunity to 
identify those needing more work before they start the 
program.  I typically ask 2-3 of 80 students to follow-up 
with me. More typically, 2-3 self-identify that they need 
help due to lack of experience or confidence.  Each time I 
teach these sessions, I assess each student’s results 
individually and the cohort collectively. Results are 
returned to students via mail, as they are not taking any 
one class at this time.  Some might never have taken a 
GRCC class, while others have failed courses in the 
program and have to begin again.  I always compiled 
what I should change or emphasize the next time, but did 
not keep scores or statistics.  That is why I chose to assess 
this project – to start tracking statistically what I regularly 
assess. 

Students identify a subject term in the controlled 
vocabulary used in Health Reference Center Academic 
and limit their results to a particular aspect of that topic 
using a subdivision, and note declining results numbers as 
they use limiters.   

Direct/Indirect Measures of Student Learning:  direct 
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Data Collection Strategies:  Each student is assigned his 
own research topic, but may choose a personal one if 
desired.  The student will locate the thesauri / subject 
guide in the database, and select a term applicable to the 
chosen research topic. The student then limits the results 
by selecting an appropriate sub-heading. The student 
reports the terms chosen, the number of matches, and 
then emails one article to himself to review at a later 
date. 
 
Data Analysis/Reporting Strategies:  Each student’s terms 
will be checked by the librarian within the thesauri, and 
the selection reasoning and interpretation of results will 
be measured against the rubric. 
 
Assessment Timeline: This assessment took place on 
March 19, 2013 with incoming Nursing students.  
 
Assessment Methods:  Ultimate Plan:  From the previous 
iteration, I had determined to make these changes to my 
instruction and edit the library worksheet accordingly: 

1. Emphasize copyright dates as an important element 
of a bibliographic citation, and important to nurses to 
ensure information is fresh. 

2. Emphasize the [Subject Search] function in Health 
Reference Center Academic, and the choice of a 
subheading with at least 100 matches. 

3. Emphasize the e-book title versus the article title in 
CREDO Medicine, as many students did not 
understand what material format they were using. 

Project Results: The librarian assessed the answers 
against the rubric. The entire incoming cohort was 
assessed together. Since I had not kept numbers from 
previous iterations, I cannot be specific that there was 
numerical improvement, but I believe there was.  The 
areas that I intended to emphasize, and did, have far 
fewer errors than in the past, and now I will have 
numbers to prove it. 

Skill Process Novice:  1-2-3 pts. Developing: 4-5-
6 pts. 

The student The student uses a The student 
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selects search 
terms and/or 
controlled 
vocabulary 
and 
descriptors to 
be used 
within the 
search 
strategy  

term that is not a 
subject heading, 
selects an 
inappropriate or 
inexact subject 
heading, does not 
limit to a sub-
heading, or does 
not report the 
matching number 
of hits.  

selects an 
appropriate 
subject heading, 
limits to a 
subheading, and 
reports the 
matching 
number of hits.  

Distribution 
on rubric scale 

1= 2 students 
2=7 students 
3=1 students 
 

6=21 students 
 

 
Approximately 1/3 of this cohort (10 of 31) falls into the 
novice range, while 2/3 (21 of 31) appear to have the 
requisite basic skills to be successful in the NUR102 library 
component when the next layer of library skills is added.  
The average score of 4.6774 does not reflect the broad 
chasm between those who did well or did poorly – there 
was not a lot of in-between.  In terms of individual items 
on the assessed question: 

 Subject heading 3/31 = 9.68% incorrect  

 Subheading 1/31 = 3.23 % incorrect 

 Report matches 5/31 = 16.13% incorrect 
 
While not included in the assessed item, I post other 
results herein so all results are together and in case we 
decide to assess more items on the orientation 
worksheet. On the total worksheet, the average score 
was 95, and 27 of 31 students scored 95 or higher.  Two 
students self-selected to have one-on-one instruction at a 
later date. Other instructional hints for next time include: 
1. Remove “My topic” line; 2. Add  “Do not use neighbor’s 
or librarian’s choices;” 3. In Credo item, add Credo article 
title in addition to book title chosen; 4. Add step by step 
numeric posting to show narrowing of a topic. 
 
Were the students where I would expect them to be?  Yes.  
5 of 31 students had received at least some information 
literacy instruction before this orientation.  0 of 31 had 
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been introduced to the use of a database thesaurus, 
having relied on Google-style keyword searching 
previously.  As a group, students scored higher than 
previous groups and I am not asking any students to 
make an appointment for one-on-one assistance. I have 
asked those with scores in the Novice group to review 
where they went wrong and see if they can determine the 
right process. 
 
As more students are required to have information 
literacy instruction in CLS100, I suspect that the scores 
will change to reflect that experience.  
 
In the past an adjunct assisted with Nursing Orientation 
Instruction, since we usually work with up-to-80 students 
in 4 sessions. I recall the averages as being lower – high 
80s or low 90 - with scores ranging into the 50s in a few 
cases.  Are the students coming in with more knowledge?  
Are they learning more during this session?  Does one 
instructor and one scorer, rather than two, offer more 
consistent rating?  Do I get different results with LPN 
versus ADN students? These things I will ponder as we 
progress with assessment. 
  
What problems did I note? 
1. Students did not follow directions = 2 
2. Students did not use supplied thesaurus = 1 
3. My directions for numeric result reporting should be 

clearer. 
4. The rubric could be more detailed, and/or could have 

less of a range 1-4 instead of 1-6. 
 
What potential changes will I make? 
1. Continue to stress the copyright, thesaurus and e-

book title options in the non-assessed items and 
consider assessing more items. 

2. Ask if a student found a differently-worded subject 
heading than the one he chose originally – and have 
him share it verbally with the class   

3. Rewrite instructions in assessed item in  numeric 
reporting area to reflect matches step by step 

4. Add a full journal bibliographic citation to this 
assessment. 

5. Rewrite rubric numbers to match items within 
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assessed item to make this be easier to assess. (6 
questions = 6 points?) 

6. We are using the (hopefully) improved assessment 
with Dental Professions students in May.  As part of 
the Dental Accreditation, those professors wanted to 
build in more information literacy instruction, and 
since the plan for nursing students has seemed to be 
fruitful, they were willing to try it too. 

 

Terhune did not submit a plan 
 

 

Thompson did not submit a plan 
 

 
Number of students served by the department and program(s) 
The LLC serves all faculty, staff, and students, although for students, Information Literacy 
program availability is mediated through a classroom instructor.  This means that marketing 
efforts need to be directed through the classroom instructor and the Coordinator must persuade 
faculty that library instruction provides a net benefit for the course outcomes. 

 

Assessment of Student Learning 

 or each librarian’s assessment project, the report includes the following: 

1. Program Learning Outcomes assessed 
2. The measures of student learning that were used 
3. The data and findings 
4. The specific systematic improvements or changes that you have planned or made to the 

curriculum 
5. Document the results (data and findings) after the specific systematic improvements or changes 

that were made to the course or program. (This will be reported on next year.) 

1. DeBie PY201 Assessment 

 Program Learning Outcomes assessed: Access needed information effectively and efficiently. 

 The measures of student learning that were used: Students completed a worksheet using the 
PsycArticles, PsycInfo, and Proquest Research Library databases to find scholarly articles on their 
topic. A rubric was applied to the worksheet that assessed whether the student’s worksheet 
score was advanced, proficient, satisfactory, or developing. 

 The data and findings: 78% scored in the advanced category, indicating they know how to 
locate and cite various discipline-specific resources for the field or research topic effectively and 
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efficiently.  The next highest percentage (13%) of students scored in the proficient category. The 
handout created for this class had visual guides for finding information, and I think that helped 
when the students began their assignment. For those students missing points on the 
assessment, by far the biggest issue was identifying the title of the journal in the citation (many 
listed the published name instead). 

 The specific systematic improvements or changes that you have planned or made to the 
curriculum as a result of what you learned from the measurement of Program Student 
Learning Outcomes: In the future, more time should be spent reviewing specific elements of the 
citation, perhaps repeating the information several times and asking for more feedback in class. 
Also, the language on the worksheet should be changed to help students understand what is 
being asked (currently it says “Name of Publication” and some students understood that to 
mean the name of the publisher rather than the name of the journal title).  

 Document the results (data and findings) after the specific systematic improvements or 
changes that were made to the course or program. This will be reported on next year. 

2.  Schichtel NUR102 Thesaurus 

 Program Learning Outcomes assessed: Access needed information effectively and efficiently. 

 The measures of student learning that were used:  :  Each student is assigned his own research 
topic.  Before using an online database, the student will list at least 3 applicable terms reflecting 
his research topic.  The student will locate the thesauri in a professional database, and, select at 
least three applicable terms reflecting that research topic, including an appropriate sub-heading 
if applicable. Students will rate the results from the 3 terms actually used in the search and 
explain whether the results which appear using that choice were helpful and why/why not. Each 
student’s terms will be checked by the librarian within the thesauri, and the selection reasoning 
will be measured against the rubric. 

 The data and findings:  

Question Class 1 
Rubric 
Score 
Average 

Class 2 
Rubric 
Score 
Average 

Class 
Combined 
Rubric 
Score 
Average 

#2 – providing main 
idea, synonyms, etc. 

2.3125 3.25 2.78125 

#3 – choosing thesaurus 
term and evaluating 
results 

2.4375 3.1875 2.8125  

 

Were the students where I would expect them to be?  Yes.  For most, this was 

their first introduction to the use of a database thesaurus.  Most of these 

students have only known Google-style keyword searching.  Most were 

introduced to basic Subject searching (not thesaurus searching) during their 

Nursing Library Orientation.  While a very few expressed that they are going to 
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search the way they have always searched, many commented that the results 

are better when they used the correct thesaurus terms.  This, too, is typical. 

Class 2 did substantially better than class 1, and there are too many variables to 

attribute that to, including: my instruction; the information literacy skills with 

which the students came into the class; their different topical assignment from 

their nursing professor; etc. 

 The specific systematic improvements or changes that you have planned or made to the 
curriculum as a result of what you learned from the measurement of Program Student 
Learning Outcomes:  

o Have students share their CINAHL headings in class. 

o Use a less time intensive assessment. Make the assessment follow the way I normally 

teach – and add/integrate 1-2 items to the regular worksheet. Rewrite instructions; #2 

can be shortened to just main ideas, and one broader term and one synonym term.  #3 

instructions can be put into bullets. 

o Teach this  in 2 class sessions (not likely with the time constraints of the Nursing 

program) 

 

 Document the results (data and findings) after the specific systematic improvements or 
changes that were made to the course or program. This will be reported on next year. 

3.   Schichtel Nursing orientations 

 Program Learning Outcomes assessed: Access needed information effectively and efficiently. 

 The measures of student learning that were used:  Each student is assigned his own research 
topic, but may choose a personal one if desired.  The student will locate the thesauri / subject 
guide in the database, and select a term applicable to the chosen research topic. The student 
then limits the results by selecting an appropriate sub-heading. The student reports the terms 
chosen, the number of matches, and then emails one article to himself to review at a later date. 

 Data Analysis/Reporting Strategies:  Each student’s terms will be checked by the librarian 
within the thesauri, and the selection reasoning and interpretation of results will be measured 
against the rubric. 

 The data and findings:  The librarian assessed the answers against the rubric. The entire 
incoming cohort was assessed together. Since I had not kept numbers from previous iterations, I 
cannot be specific that there was numerical improvement, but I believe there was.  The areas 
that I intended to emphasize, and did, have far fewer errors than in the past, and now I will have 
numbers to prove it. 

Skill Process Novice:  1-2-3 pts. Developing: 4-5-6 
pts. 

The student 
selects search 

The student uses a 
term that is not a 

The student 
selects an 
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Approximately 
1/3 of this cohort (10 
of 31) falls into the 
novice range, while 2/3 
(21 of 31) appear to 
have the requisite basic skills to be successful in the NUR102 library component when 
the next layer of library skills is added.  The average score of 4.6774 does not reflect the 
broad chasm between those who did well or did poorly – there was not a lot of in-
between.   

 The specific systematic improvements or changes that you have planned or made to 
the curriculum as a result of what you learned from the measurement of Program 
Student Learning Outcomes:   

o Continue to stress the copyright, thesaurus and e-book title options in the non-
assessed items 

o Ask if a student found a differently-worded subject heading than the one he 
chose originally – and have him share it verbally with the class   

o Rewrite instructions in assessed item in  numeric reporting area to reflect 
matches step by step 

o Add a full journal bibliographic citation to this assessment. 
o Rewrite rubric numbers to match items within assessed item to make this be 

easier to assess. 
o We are using the (hopefully) improved assessment with Dental Professions 

students in May.  As part of the Dental Accreditation, those professors wanted to 
build in more information literacy instruction, and since the plan for nursing 
students has seemed to be fruitful, they were willing to try it too. 

 Document the results (data and findings) after the specific systematic improvements or 
changes that were made to the course or program. This will be reported on next year. 
 

4. Rabey – Desktop Assessment -  May 2013 

• Overview: To assess librarian instruction at the reference desk to find out how to 

improve, enhance, or change methods of working with patrons.  

terms and/or 
controlled 
vocabulary and 
descriptors to 
be used within 
the search 
strategy  

subject heading, 
selects an 
inappropriate or 
inexact subject 
heading, does not 
limit to a sub-
heading, or does 
not report the 
matching number 
of hits.  

appropriate 
subject heading, 
limits to a 
subheading, and 
reports the 
matching number 
of hits.  

Distribution on 
rubric scale 

1= 2 students 
2=7 students 
3=1 students 
 

6=21 students 
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• Initial Plan: To create a form via Google Docs that would be made live on the RaiderCat 

machine, located on the reference desk.  The questions would be vetted by the librarians 

before the document was made live to the public.  After each reference transaction, patron 

would be asked to fill out a quick (five question) survey.  Submissions are anonymous.  Results 

would be collected in a spreadsheet that is auto generated by Google and would only be 

available to owners of the document (GRCC Library).  Four out of the five questions are 

required before submission.  In order to obtain a good sampling, the document would be kept 

live on the RaiderCat machine for one week.  Suggestions from literature have been to do 

assessment twice a semester (once early on and once later on).  A prototype of the form is 

available here: http://bit.ly/rategrcclibrarian.  The form questions were curated from several 

articles on the topic for best practices on data mining. 

• Outcomes: There were several hiccups in executing the original plan, as I was out on 

FMLA for a month and additionally was out for several conferences I was attending or at which I 

was presenting.  Currently the work completed has been extensive literature review and form 

creation. 

• Literature Review: List available upon request.  The overall summary of the materials I 

have currently read on the topics of “assessment” and “evaluation” seems to be 

interchangeable.  Additionally, how librarians view what they are doing at the desk varies from 

location to location.  Some are interested in pure stats (I’ve worked with X number of students) 

while some others are concerned about how the transactions are being conducted.  Because of 

the shifting use of language, teasing out specifics was often times difficult despite the large 

amount of material available on “desktop assessment.” 

• Next Steps: Since the project was not completed during the 2012 -2013 year, it will need 

to carry over into the 2013 – 2014 year. Here is the current plan: 

o June 7, 2013  - Librarians finalize questions on form 

o June 10 to 14 – Form will be made live on RaiderCat machine.  All librarians will be 

requested to ask patrons to participate in the survey after each desktop transaction 

o June 17 – Data will be collected and discussed at the next librarians’ meeting to better 

improve reference services.  Adjust form as needed. 

o September 2013 – With the adjusted form, repeat a week long survey as in June.  

o September 2013 – Collected data will be discussed at the librarians’ meeting . 

o December 2013 – Repeat as in September, but early of the month to catch students 

before finals. 

http://bit.ly/rategrcclibrarian
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o December 2013 / January 2014 - Collected data will be discussed at the librarians’ 

meeting. 

• Recommendations:  To continue to use the survey a minimum of 1x-2x a semester to 

correctly and accurately collect data on how reference services are being utilized, what 

improvements can/could be made to better service our community. 

5. Thompson—Citation Analysis Assessment, for Julie Spahn, EN 097   

The surveys were given after Library tour and prior to catalog/database instruction. 

Librarian Observations: 

These were Academic Foundations classes. 

Surveys need to be given prior to the class library visit. This will allow the librarian to know how 

familiar (or not) students are with the GRCC library and services that libraries offer.  

Perhaps classroom faculty could give an incentive for students to complete the surveys… (extra 

credit?) it would be helpful if we had them online.  

I do see where I should modify the survey. 

Traditional classroom faculty need to understand that the librarians need all pieces requested 

in order to complete our required assessment. Perhaps they can be rewarded for their 

cooperation somehow through the current FPE (college service?). 

 
Class 1 Survey Results 

1) Where would you look for magazine or news articles on a specific topic? Circle one 

Drug store or supermarket    At Home 

Target or Walmart             On the internet  3 

Public library  3  College library  8 

Bookstore                        Other ___________________ 

(multiple answers)  

student 1  – internet and public library 

student 2—public library, bookstore, internet, college library 
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2) Would you ask for help?  Circle one  

YES     15 

 NO 2 

 

3) Off the top of your head, write a short description of how you would locate a magazine 

article to help you write a paper for a college class. 

 

 I would google the topic and go from there 

 Go to the magazine stand and look there first, and if not there ask! 

 Prefer a directory on a computerized network. Searching is faster and much easier to 

pinpoint what you are looking for. 

 If I didn’t know you would go ask a librarian 

 I would go to the magazine area of the library and look for one. 

 I will go to the periodic section of this library and ask at the counter for some help 

and directions. 

 Come to the second floor of the library on the side by the books and look through 

the magazines you see on the side. 

 I would go to the public library and rent a magazine to research a magazzine article. 

 I would either ask a faculty member in the library for help or look it up on the 

internet usinggoogle. A card catalog will also help. 

 Upstairs to the rightlook at the magazine racks or ask for help. 

 You can just go upstair and ask for help.Ask for help at the periodicals desk. 

 Ask for help 

 Go to the GRCC Library on the second floor. 

 Go to the GRCC Library. 

 Ask librarian 

 
Class 2 Survey Results 12 responses 

1) Where would you look for magazine or news articles on a specific topic? Circle one 

Drug store or supermarket     At Home 

Target or Walmart               On the internet  4 

Public library  1   College library  2 

Bookstore   1      Other __no response _    1 

(multiple answers)  3 
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student 1  – public library, internet and college library 

student 2—at home and internet 

Student 3 – internet and Drugstore or supermarket 

2) Would you ask for help?  Circle one  

YES     10 

 NO 1 

No response 1 

 

3) Off the top of your head, write a short description of how you would locate a magazine 

article to help you write a paper for a college class. 

 

 I would locate a magazine or news article from a local store. I would look up articles 

from a computer 

 I would come to the college library and on the second floor find or ask a librarian for 

help. 

 Depending on what type of magazien but go to the periodical section 

 I would do some research online to see if I could find anything worth using. If I did 

not find anything I would go to library to find one. 

 It has many different ideas in magazines. So you can work your paper to be better 

than the magazines. Research something that you never knew. 

 I have not use a magazine to help me write a paper for a college class. The only 

information I have use to get help to find information is the internet 

 By searching through all the material the library has to offer. 

 I would google the topic and add the word magazine and see what that gives me 

 I would search by category. If I can’t find it, I’ll ask for help from the staff. 

 I don’t know 

 I would go into the library and then up to the second floor to the article section and 

then begin looking if I’m having trouble then I would ask for help. 

 Ask a librarian 

 
Survey Results Post instruction 

Survey given approx. 3 weeks later (by instructor J. Spahn) around the time research paper was 

due. Works cited pages requested, but not received. Responses returned without distinction 

between classes. 18 surveys returned 
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1) Where would you look for magazine or news articles on a specific topic? Circle one 

Drug store or supermarket  1  At Home 

GRCC Library databases  3 On the internet  9 

Public library  1   College library  1 

Bookstore    Other__no response _     1 

(multiple answers)  1 

student 1 -- Internet and college library 

2) Would you ask for help?   

YES   13 

NO     4 

No response  1 

Who would you ask? ____________________ 

 Teacher or librarian or someone who looks like they can help. 

 Librarian  4 

 Professor 

 Teacher 

 Person at desk 

 The Main Desk 

 Cashier 

 Someone who knows more about computers than I do 

 Store clerk 

 No response  6 

Now that you’ve had a GRCC Librarian show you some Library resources, would you do anything 

differently to find articles to write a paper for a college class?  Circle 

  YES     11 

  NO         6 

No response  2 

Explain (brief) 

 I would look on the GRCC database. If needed, I would ask for help. 
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 Still use internet at home. I don’t like to travel so far for the info. 

 Depend on the paper. 

 Use the college website search engine. 

 Makes it a little more simpler to find information cause everyone doesn’t know how 

to use computers. 

 Yes. I will know how to find books and know how to access the websites. 

 It would be easier on me to find info about something. 

 Finding old microfilm in the library 

 I would still ask for help 

 Go to the Library!! 

 No response  8 

 

 

6. Klawitter—Dental Student Assessment 

• ACRL Student Learning Outcome to be assessed & specific objective / competencies  / ILO to 

be assessed:    The information literate student accesses needed information effectively and 

efficiently. 

• Associated GRCC ILOs:  state ILO and description:   Critical Thinking Skills: Students will be able 

to gather and synthesize relevant information, evaluate alternatives, and implement creative 

and effective solutions. 

• Means of evaluation (rubric, etc.) approved by Katie and Nan. 

• Assessment Methods:  Initial Plan: Students will use the RaiderCat, Credo Reference, and 

Health Reference Center Academic to find scholarly information on dental topics. They will 

identify the elements needed to cite the materials appropriately. 

This assessment was given on orientation day to incoming students for the Dental program.  

Librarians have provided information literacy instruction for Nursing program orientation in the 

past and it has proven to help those students identify and develop the skills needed to be 

successful in their program.  The Dental program decided they wanted to implement a similar 

session during their orientation and this was the first opportunity to do so.  An assessment of 

this group will help provide a base line of what skills students entering the program possess and 

what skills we need to help them develop. 
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4 (advanced) (90-100%) 3 (proficient) (80-90%) 2 (satisfactory) (70-80%) 1 (developing) (less than 70%) 

Locates and cites various 
discipline-specific resources 
for the field or research topic 

Locates and cites quality 
information on a topic from a 
variety of sources. 
 

Minimally successful at 
locating and citing needed  
information. 
 

Unsuccessful at locating and 
citing information on the 
topic. 
 

 

• Direct/Indirect Measures of Student Learning:  direct 

 

• Data Collection Strategies:  Each student chooses a dental topic from a list. Using materials 

shown in class, each student will complete a worksheet showing they can access and cite 

materials from general and discipline-specific resources. 

 

• Data Analysis/Reporting Strategies:  The librarian will check the worksheets and measure the 

results against the rubric. 

 

• Assessment Timeline: This assessment will occur on May 15, 2013 during dental orientation. 

 

• Assessment Methods:  Ultimate Plan:  Worksheets distributed to students on May 15. They 

were graded and returned to professor, and the results were analyzed (see below). 

• Project Results:  
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4 (advanced) (90-
100%) 

3 (proficient) (80-
90%) 

2 (satisfactory) (70-
80%) 

1 (developing) (less 
than 70%) 

Locates and cites 
various discipline-
specific resources 
for the field or 
research topic 

Locates and cites 
quality information 
on a topic from a 
variety of sources. 

Minimally successful 
at locating and citing 
needed information. 

Unsuccessful at 
locating and citing 
information on the 
topic. 

79% of students 
scored 90% or 
higher on the 
assessment  
 
(23 students) 

17% of students 
scored between 80-
90% on the 
assessment  
 
(5 students) 

4% of students 
scored between 70-
80% on the 
assessment 
 
  
(1 student) 

0% of students 
scored less than 
70% on the 
assessment  

  

What went well: Of the 29 worksheets turned in, 79% scored in the advanced category, 

indicating they know how to locate and cite various discipline-specific resources for the field or 

research topic.  The next highest percentage (17%) of students scored in the proficient 

category. 

What needs work: Points subtracted on the assessment were due largely to two components of 

citation identification.  Being able to identify the publisher of a book was a challenge for 

approximately 25% of the students.  Many listed the city of publication instead of the 

publishing company.   The other citation component that students had trouble identifying was 

the volume and issue numbers for a journal article.  Eight out of the twenty nine students listed 

either one or both of these numbers incorrectly.   In the future, more time should be spent 

reviewing specific elements of the citation, perhaps repeating the information several times 

and asking for more feedback in class. 
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GRCC Program Review Follow-Up Action Checklist (4 year outlook)  
 Action 

Needed? 

Brief Action Statement  

Resources 

Needed 

Academic 

Year for 

Work 

 YES NO    

 

DEPARTMENT 

     

Internal Collaborations & 

Partnerships 

 X We will continue collaboration 

with all internal departments, 

especially classroom staff 

 Annual 

External Collaborations & 

Partnerships 

 X We will continue to monitor 

opportunities to partner with 

external partners, especially the 

State Library and Academic 

Consortia 

 Annual 

 

FACULTY/STAFF 

     

Faculty/Staff professional 

development 

x  We will continue to encourage 

and support job-specific 

activities through the LLC, IIPD, 

and SSPD grants. 

 Annual 

 

MISSION/PURPOSE 

(Department & Program) 

     

Mission/Purpose 

X  We will review our Mission for 

accuracy and alignment 

 Annual 

Target Audience 

 X Our primary audience for 

Collections is first and second 

year undergraduates. We play a 

secondary role in terms of 

service and classroom 

collaboration. 

 Annual 

Program Admissions 

Requirements 

 X N/A  N/A 

 

DATA 

     

Student Enrollment (# 

students served) 

 X All currently enrolled students  Annual 

Department Outcomes X  We will continue to monitor  Annual 
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outcomes 

Department Indicators X  We will continue to evaluate 

appropriate indicators 

 Annual 

 

PROGRAM  

     

Program structure X  Curriculum Model development 

and integration 

 Ongoing 

Alignment with external 

standards 

X  Monitoring  Ongoing 

Program Outcomes X  Monitoring  Ongoing 

Program Learning 

Outcomes 

X  Monitoring  Ongoing 

ILOs X  Evaluate the application of ILOs 

outside of critical thinking 

 Ongoing 

Preparing students for 

change 

X  Digital Initiatives-Knowledge 

Management 

The 

Institutional 

Repository 

should be 

moved into a 

CAP 

 

 

ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT 

LEARNING 

     

Identifying Measures for 

each Program Learning 

Outcome 

X  Improve and streamline 

assessment 

 Ongoing 

Reporting out longitudinal 

data in a meaningful 

format 

X  Contingent on standardizing 

assessment protocols 

 Ongoing 

Creating meaningful 

improvement projects 

X  Monitoring  Ongoing 

 

OTHER 

     

Other:      

Other:      

Other:      

Other:      


