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Meeting type: Regular meeting 
 
Committee Members Present: Beth Blanton-Kent; Kathleen Hoeth; Elizabeth Kocevar-
Weidinger; Tammy Siebenberg (ch); Paul Hrycaj (intern) 
 
Virtual Members (not present): Marian Hampton; Barbara J. Nail-Chiwetalu 
 
Meeting was called to order at 9:35 a.m. 
 
VII. Review of Planning Process – continued from previous meeting 
 

• The committee determined that changes to the structure of the Instruction Section 
(resulting from the IS of the Future Task Force recommendations) would affect 
the kinds of recommendations for planning process changes that the committee 
might make.  Some of the scenarios that the committee considered were: 

o No change to the structure, that is, committee chairs serve for one year and 
may be appointed to a committee without having been a recent member of 
that committee. 

o Committees have chairs and vice-chairs who serve staggered two-year 
terms. 

o Committees have chairs and co-chairs who serve staggered two-year 
terms. 

o Committee chairs serve for one- or two-year terms and the next chair is 
appointed from among existing committee members, but there is no vice-
chair or co-chair. 

 
• Tammy Siebenberg raised the question of how task forces might work for a 

restructured IS.  She pointed out that, currently, task forces fill out reporting 
forms just like committees and on the same time line.  The committee later agreed 
that task forces could simply fill out an initial planning form when they are 
created and a measuring success form when they complete their task, particularly 
since many task forces complete their tasks very quickly. 

 
• Elizabeth Kocevar-Weidinger (Liz) raised the issue that, if chairs and co-chairs 

have two-year terms, this could increase the financial burdens on the holders of 
these positions, since they would be required to attend ALA Midwinter and 
Annual meetings for two years.  Kathy Hoeth noted that this could make members 
more reluctant to want to pursue the chair position. 



 
• Tammy suggested the idea of having a virtual meeting following Annual to get 

the planning process started, possibly in July or August.  Liz noted that there are 
strict rules for virtual meetings, e.g., meetings are supposed to be open to the 
public.  Kathy said that she thought permission for virtual meetings must be 
requested from the IS Executive Committee, and some reason must be provided to 
the Executive Committee as to why the work could not be done in a regular ALA 
meeting.  Beth thought a virtual meeting (or at least more email contact) after 
Annual and prior to Midwinter would make the Midwinter meeting more 
effective. 

 
• The idea of completing the Initial Planning Report after a committee meets at 

Midwinter was raised again.  Completion dates could be Annual of the following 
year (18 months later).  Tammy noted that such a schedule would probably 
present a problem for the Executive Committee in its reporting to ACRL.  The 
committee realized it needed more information about the reporting responsibilities 
and schedule of the Executive Committee. 

 
• The committee did agree that measurable data could be collected on the 

Measuring Success Form. 
 

• The suggestion was again made that the Midwinter progress report be eliminated.  
The initial planning report should suffice for IS’s reporting needs; the committee 
liaisons should also be aware of progress and/or problems.  Also, perhaps a form 
could be submitted if there is a major change in a committee’s goals. 

 
• There was some discussion of the point that the staggered 2-year terms suggested 

for chair and co-chairs of committees would make the planning process work 
better, since continuing projects could be carried on even prior to the Midwinter 
meeting. 

 
• Another suggestion was that, if there were staggered chairs, committees could do 

their planning at Annual.  The incoming chair would be there along with 
continuing members. 

 
• The committee members decided that they were ready to start compiling their 

recommendations in report form.  The following timetable for completion of the 
Planning Committee’s recommendations was settled upon: 

o First draft of recommendations would be completed by Tammy and sent to 
Committee members for review by the end of February. 

o The Committee members would have two weeks to review the 
recommendations and suggest revisions to Tammy. 

o Tammy would fine tune the recommendations and send them to Debbie 
Tenofsky by the 2nd or 3rd week of March. 

o Debbie would return the recommendations to Tammy with any suggested 
revisions by the 1st week of April. 



o Recommendations will be finalized by the end of April 
 

• It was pointed out that Debbie should be copied in any of our email discussions to 
keep her informed of our progress.  It was noted that she is a member of the 
committee's email discussion list. 

 
At this point, 10:50 a.m., the committee was joined by Planning Committee liaison 
Debbie Tenofsky. 
 

• The results of the committee's discussion to that point were shared with Debbie 
and she concurred with the proposed timeline. 

 
• Debbie was asked to find out from the Executive Committee the timetable for 

reporting to ACRL and kinds of information that must be reported and get that 
information to Tammy. 

 
The meeting is adjourned at 11:03 a.m. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Paul Hrycaj, Intern 
 


