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ACRL Information Literacy Institute 

Best Practices Project 
Minutes of Meeting Monday, January 15, 2001 

9:30 AM to 3:00 PM  
 

Present: 
 

Andrea Bartelstein, Best Practices Project Team 
Nancy Becker,  “ ” “ ” 
Terese Heidenwolf, “ ” “ ” 
Margit Watts,  “ ” “ ” 
Steve Gilbert,  “ ” “ ” 
Rebbeca Jackson,  “ ” “ ” 
Janet Key,  “ ” “ ” 
Tom Kirk,  “ ” “ ” 
 
Lisa Hinchliffe, Best Practice Advisory Panel 
Teresa Neely,  “ ” “      ” 
Jeanne Davidson, “ ” “      ” 
 
John Pollitz,   guest 
Leslie Murtho,  guest 
Sharon Huge,   guest 
Kendall Reid,   guest 

 
I. Revision of the statement on characteristics of best practice.   
 
The assembled group worked through the 4th draft dated January 2001.  The group: 

1.  Reordered the sections so that they are now: 
  #1 Mission 

#2 Goals and Objectives 
#3 Planning 
#4 Administrative and Institution Support 
#5 Articulation to the curriculum 
#6 Pedagogy 
#7 Staff 
#8 Collaboration with faculty 
#9 Outreach 
#10 Assessment     

2.  Closely edited sections #1, 2, 3 and 4.  In so doing there was an attempt to 
a. draft the text to indicate an information literacy program is the responsibility of 

the institution and is not a library program with collaborators. 
b. show collaboration among units of the institution is important. 
c. simplify the language. 



3.  Agreed that the definition of information literacy should be included in the preface or 
footnote to the statement and each program should define information literacy as 
part of their goal setting or planning process. 

4.  The points under each category should be ordered with the most important first. 
5.  After spending approximately 2 hours on the first four sections the group agreed to let  

Tom Kirk revise those sections as the group had done and then to project the ideas 
forward into a revision of sections 5 through 10.  He will post the revised 
document in the next couple weeks for review by the Team and Advisory Panel. 

 
II. The Conference1 application and process. 

1.  The gathering is scheduled to proceed ALA 2002 in Atlanta and will be an evening 
and most of two days following, probably Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday, 
June 11-13. 

2.  Tom Kirk reviewed a possible time line, based on the original project proposal. 
a.  The Project Team finalizes the application form and time line at Annual 

Conference in San Francisco/ 
b.  The gathering is announced in August-September time frame 
c.  Applications due in late November time frame. 
d.  Project Team reviews applications at Midwinter 2002 in New Orleans 
e.  Invited institutions notified in early February. 
f.  Gathering held evening of June 11 and June 12 and 13, 2002 in Atlanta. 

3.  The group reviewed the draft application form prepared by Terese Heidenwolf and 
Margit Witt. (Read this section in conjunction with IV below.) 
a.  The group agreed the form was basically in good shape. 
b.  Additions include the notation that the application should be a team effort; 

should demonstrate collaboration.  The application should specify the 
Project’s expectations: preparation of materials describing their 
information literacy program prior to the gathering; participation at the 
gathering, participation in preparation of materials after the gathering. 

                                                           
1The word conference is the wrong one and we need to find a more appropriate term.  The 

gathering of 8 to 10 invited institutions, the Project Team and the Advisory Panel, is a stage in 
the process of refining the statement of characteristics of best practice and developing 
documentation of model programs. This is not a program for others to attend and learn from.  
The assembled groups will be working intensely to study the implementation of information 
literacy programs and what can be said about the characteristics of effective programs and 
examples of programs that exemplify those characteristics.  Out of the gathering will come 
documents that can be disseminated and the gathering content can be the content for workshops 
and conferences in future years.  The gathering is the next step beyond the drafting of the 
characteristics of best practice. 

c.  Furthermore the application should indicate that the invited institutions will 
receive a travel stipend that would cover three but as many as five could 
come if their institutions could cover the extra expense.  Extra points will 
be awarded to applications that include a senior academic administrator in 
their team.  



d. The application should provide a space for a signature indicating acceptance of 
the obligations of participation in the gathering and the pre- an post-
gathering activities. 

e. The application should ask applicants to provide several questions they would 
like to ask participants in the gathering related to the implementation and 
maintenance of an information literacy program and the statement of best 
practices. 

f. The Project Team agreed that institutions at which the Project Team and 
Advisory Panel are employed are not eligible to apply for the gathering. 

 
4. Terese and Margit will revise the application and distribute a new draft in the next few 

weeks. 
  
III. Tom Kirk reported that he is working on the funding for the gathering.  The ACRL 

Information Literacy Consultant’s are working on possible grant or sponsorship support.  
Tom has also submitted a draft budget of $50,000 for the gathering as part of the ACRL 
2001-2002 budget in case the grant is not received. However it will need to be revised 
and updated before conference. 
 
The grant size is based on the following parameters: maximum of ten institutions with an 
average of three representatives from each institution, the Best Practices Project Team 
and Advisory Panel, one speaker.  Two  nights and three per deims.  Travel is paid only 
for invited institutions’ representative but all on-site expenses are paid for Project Team 
and Advisory Panel who will be facilitators at the gathering and will be extensively 
involved in the development of documents after the gathering.   

 
IV. The gathering content and plan. 
 

A plan was presented by Nancy Becker and Andrea Bartelstein which stimulated 
considerable brainstorming and exploration.  The conclusion of the discussion was that: 
1.  The goals of the gathering as stated by Nancy and Andrea are appropriate: 

**To share ideas and to explore in-depth the statement of characteristics of best 
practice developed in Phase I. 

**Enrich the participants’ understanding of how information literacy programs 
can function efficiently. 

**Provide a greater depth of understanding about the implementation and 
operation of information literacy programs. 

**Develop in-depth descriptions of model programs. 
2.  The gathering should focus on the analysis of programs and not on the invited 

institutions describing their program.  However there is some need for base line 
common understanding of the programs.  Therefore either the application for 
participation or a brief description of each program provided by the selected 
institutions will be distributed before the gathering. 

 
3.  During the gathering the sessions should focus on questions which stimulate 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D r a f t 

 
 

discussion of the characteristics and their appropriateness as indicators of best 
practice. This will be done through a series of small groups and plenary sessions 
that are the institutional teams or inter-institutional groups that focus on parts of 
the characteristics statement.  The groups will be asked to develop consensus 
responses to a set of questions. 

 
4.  The outcomes of the gathering are a revised statement of Characteristics of Best 

Practice in Information Literacy Programming, a set of descriptive models of 
programs that illustrate those characteristics and discussion of answers to 
questions discussed at the conference. 

 
5.  Andrea Bartelstein and Nancy Becker will revise the gathering schedule and distribute 

a draft in next few weeks. 
 

6.  Terese Heidenwolf mentioned a series of case studies that were written as preparation 
for an invitational conference. Those case studies and a brief description of the 
process of preparing them and holding the conference are available at 
http//www.clir.org/pubs/reports/pub85/contents.html There are  few parallels to 
what we're trying to do, so I thought that others – particularly Nancy and Andrea -- 
might get some ideas from looking at this. 

 
V.  The Project Team will meet in San Francisco on Monday, June 18th, 9:00 AM ‘till 3:00 PM 

will be reserved.  Terese Heidenwolf will convene the meeting because Tom Kirk will not 
be at conference.  The agenda for the meeting will be: 
1) Revision of the application form and finalize plans for publicity. 
2) Finalize time line for receipt and review of applications.   
3) Finalize schedule and structure of gathering (and name). 
4) Develop preliminary plans for post gathering activities. 
 

 
 


