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ACRL Institute for Information Literacy 
Best Practices Information Literary Project 
Project Team 
Minutes of Meeting 
July 7, 2000 
 
Present:   Project Team Members: Andrea Bartelstein, Nancy Becker, Steve Gilbert, Terese 

Heidenwolf, Rebecca Jackson, Thomas Kirk, Janet Key, Margit Watts,  
Advisory Council Members: William Orne, Loanne Snavely,  Debbie Tenofsky. 

 
Corrections to address list:  Steve Gilbert’s email is stevegilbert@tltgroup.org    
 
1. Introductions. 
 

Each member of the Project Team and attending Advisory Group members 
introduced themselves and talked about their backgrounds and what specific 
interests b ring them to the Information Literacy Best Practices Project. 
 

2. What is the project all about? 
 

1. Tom Kirk reviewed the context and background of the Project.  Without 
summarizing all that was said, he highlighted the following points: 

1. Institute for Information Literacy and its three initiatives: Immersion  
Program, Community Partnerships, and Best Practices.  
 

2. The intent of the Best Practices Project. 
1 Develop criteria for assessing information 

literacy programs. 
2. Identify model programs that exemplify 

significant achievement of the criteria. 
3. Distribute information on model programs 

and the criteria. 
 

2. This overview elicited the following questions? 
3. Do we need a research agenda to defend the selection of characteristics 

of model programs? 
 
4. Is best practice the right terminology?  Do we mean “good advice”. 

 
 
5. Further questions about best practice:  Of what?  Better than what?  

How do you know it is better? 
 
4.    The conclusion of discussion of these questions were: 

1. The best practice approach is not a definitive, scientific 
defining of specific methodologies for carrying out a 
program. 
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2. Best practices are educated identification of the 
characteristics, which those in the field believe are critical 
to the creation of a quality program. 

3. Best practice does not identify the best model but a series 
of models that exemplify aspects of best practice. 

4. The Project needs to draw from the literature in education 
and business an appropriate way to define and present the 
concept of best practice. 

 
6. Much of the discussion used the example of curriculum integration.  

We tend to define programs as course-related or separate courses.  Is 
one a better practice?  The conclusions reached were: 

5. We are not likely to develop research documentation that 
one is better than the other is. 

6. The issue is not the bi-polar course-related/separate course 
choice.  Instead the characteristic we are looking for is 
close integration of information literacy, in all its parts, into 
the curriculum.  Such integration might be played out in a 
variety of ways.  The emphasis is that the integration will 
be reasonable given environmental context.  

7. The characteristics don’t specify methodology but rather 
elemental aspects of a program that contribute to the 
program's effectiveness. 

 
7.  The audience of the statement of characteristics is the higher education 

community –librarians, classroom faculty, academic administrators, 
and information technologists. 

 
3. Review of first draft of characteristics. 
 

The Project Team reviewed the drafts, not for detail in the individual sections, but 
for fit of categories, way in which the summaries were handled and how we 
should proceed.  The following decisions were reached. 
 
3. The categories should be left as is except that Administrative Support 

should be changed to Institutional and Administrative Support to indicate 
multiple types of support.  As part of this discussion the question arose 
about how to capture in the characteristics the notion that the institution 
has assigned and holds accountable some body and/or some bodies for the 
implementation and operation of an information literacy program.  

 
4. The characteristics should be written as succinct, but specific statements in 

active voice, e.g., information literacy program has adequate staffing; 
e.g., Information literary program includes assessment mechanisms built 
in. 
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(Editorial comments: In the course of the discussion there was no decision 
made about how qualified or detailed a statement might be.  For example, 
should we make any effort to define staff adequacy, or what assessment 
mechanism. I would interpret the sense of the group to be that if we can 
provide details without specifying what we call methodology or must 
statements that could be added.  One of the tasks of this next stage of the 
process will be to specify the characteristics more crisply and to explore 
more detail.) 
 

5. Contradictory statements from the discussion threads should not be 
papered over but should be presented as alternative statements of 
characteristics that will later have to be sorted out. 

 
6. We should take the following steps between now and the January, 2001 

meeting: 
 

7. Within the next few weeks the authors of the summaries should rewrite 
them to the guidelines above. 

8. The revised statements should be posted and the Project Team and 
Advisory Council conduct another round of the Delphi process.  We 
should be particularly attentive to whether issues and language are too 
librarycentric* as opposed to having an institution wide perspective. 

9. Each member of the Project Team and Advisory Council should seek 
out a faculty member or academic administrator to review the new 
drafts and give feedback.  
We should ask them to look at the statements from their perspective to 
see if the issues seem to clear to them and relevant to their concept of 
an information literacy program. 

10. Once the this mini-round of Delphi is completed the statements will be 
revised again and a well publicized attempt to get input on the 
statement will be undertaken leading to a penultimate draft and 
discussions at ALA Midwinter. 

 
IV.  Project status. 

 
7. The timetable still seems reasonable. 
 
8. Volunteers from among the Project Team will work on further planning: 

11. Plan and budget for Preconference 2002 on information literacy best 
practices: Nancy Becker and Andrea Bartelstein. 

                                                           
* Librarycentric as used in this context means library focused or from the library perspective.  While 
information literacy programs may, and usually do, emanate from the library, the view held by the BP Project 
Team is that information literacy is as aspect of general/liberal education and should be addressed as an 
institutional concern.  Therefore characteristics of best practice that are stated as though the library has 
exclusive responsibility are library responsibility.  
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12. Application and criteria for selection of participants in information literacy 
conference: Margit Watts and Teresa Heidenwolf 

 
 
Compiled by Tom Kirk 
July 7, 2000/revised 8/8/00 
 

 
 


