
ALA Midwinter Conference, San Antonio

ACRL Information Literacy Advisory Committee
Sunday, January 22, 2006

Gonzales Convention Center, Room 201

Members Present: Elizabeth Dupuis (chair), Terese Heidenwolf (IIL), Lisa Hinchliffe (IS), Mary
Ellen Davis (ACRL Executive Director), and Lynne King (ACRL Board Liaison)

Members Absent: Drucilla Guillion (AASL/ACRL Interdivisional Committee on IL)

Visitors: Amy Deuink (AASL/ACRL Interdivisional Committee on IL), Abbie Loomis (IIL), Jill
Newby (IIL), Elaine Reeves (IIL), Susan Macicak (ANSS), Christina Smith (ANSS), Patti
Caravello (ANSS), Triveni Kuchi (ANSS), Sophie Lesinska (LES), Barbara Norelli (LPSS),
Jeanne Davidson (STS), Virginia Baldwin (STS), and John Russell (RUSA History Section)

I. Welcome and Introductions
The meeting was called to order at 4:05pm, and attendees introduced themselves and the
Section, committee, or unit they represent.

II. Approval of Minutes from 2005 ALA Annual Conference
M. Davis corrected section “IV. Update on Subsequent Activities” as follows: “…input
given by the two-person review team -- Bonnie Gratch-Lindauer and Lori Goetsch -- that
examined the document prior to STS sending it to SAC.  Two other reviewers identified by
ACRL were Susan Barnes Whyte and Craig Gibson.”  The minutes were approved with this
revision.  

ACTION: E. Dupuis will see that the minutes are revised as approved and added to the
ACRL web site.

III. Announcements and Round Robin Updates
A. IS will webcast their 2006 Annual Conference program entitled “Leadership for

Learning: Building a Culture of Teaching in Academic Libraries.”  The IS Teaching
Methods Committee created an “Information Literacy in the Disciplines” site, pulling
together resources such as the discipline-specific information literacy standards created
by ACRL Sections.

B. LPSS has completed its draft of the “Political Science Research Competencies
Guidelines” and is moving ahead with discussions with the related professional
organizations.  They are also developing a repository of examples of discipline-related
assignments that address various student learning outcomes.  

C. ANSS received funding from ACRL to bring faculty to ALA and send librarians to
other professional organizations to cultivate faculty contacts.

D. AASL/ACRL Interdivision Committee has plans for 2006 Annual Conference program
related to how librarians have shared the results of the ETS ICT and SAILS assessment
tools with their administrators.  The INFOLIT list -- encouraging conversations
between school, public, and academic librarians about information literacy -- now has
about 1000 subscribers.  The group is also developing a toolkit for collaboration
between school and academic libraries and librarians.



E. STS has completed their standards and hopes to have final approval from ACRL soon.
Their 2006 Annual Conference program will focus on science literacy.

F. Institute for Information Literacy is developing a Track 3 for experienced instructors.
The Immersion alumni are hosting a program at the 2006 ALA Annual Conference to
spotlight information literacy successes presented by Immersion alumni. IIL is also
responsible for the ACRL Information Literacy web site.

G. LES has developed standards that are awaiting approval from the Standards and
Accreditation Committee.

H. RUSA History Section is beginning development of history-related information literacy
standards.

I.    ACRL Board received action plans requesting funding for librarians to reach out to
faculty to co-develop information literacy standards such as by attending professional
conferences and approved those requests.

IV. Discussion Items
A. Guidelines for subject-specific information literacy standards

Attendees discussed the draft document entitled “Developing Subject-Specific
Information Literacy Standards Tip Sheet” which had been created by an ad hoc
working group composed of Jeanne Davidson (STS), Doug Cook (EBSS), Barbara
Norelli (LPSS), and Lisa Janicke Hinchliffe (IS and ILAC).  The working group had
been charged “to develop a tip sheet that outlines the required structure of a subject-
specific information literacy standards document and the recommended process for
involving faculty and other associations, including having the draft document reviewed
(with subject expertise and information literacy expertise, including faculty and
librarians), gathering comments, resolving conflicting suggestions, and obtaining
approval from all appropriate groups such as the ACRL Board, Standards
(Publications) Committee, and other interested professional organizations.”

We briefly reviewed the genesis of this initiative to develop guidelines for Section’s
interested in developing subject-specific information literacy guidelines.  The tip sheet
was proposed reduce the ambiguity in the process, provide some consistency between
and credibility among the final products, and improve the efficiency in the process for
all involved.  M. Davis reminded the group of the rationale for incorporating a review
by information literacy experts along with the review of the Standards and
Accreditation Committee, and that this process was recommended by attendees at
ILAC meetings in 2005.  The involvement of faculty and other professional
organizations early in the process is another important element.  It was also noted that
approval from other professional organizations may demand that the format of the
document varies from the original information literacy standards, and increased latitude
in varying the format of the subject-specific standards may be needed.   

Recommendations for revision of draft document:
1. Clarify how much subject-specific standards can vary from the format (e.g.,

numbering, layout, language) of the original information literacy standards
2. Clearly identify required components vs. suggested components
3. Add specific tips such as “Use language as appropriate for the performance

indicators and discipline” and “Ensure new outcomes added are measurable.”
4. At each step of the process, articulate where the document goes next, who is

expected to be involved, and a proposed timeline



5. Involve the information literacy experts earlier in the process before the document
is reviewed by the Section’s Executive Committee – not as reviewers but as
consultants that can inform the document development earlier

6. Clarify authority for determining whether to accept/decline revisions (e.g., such as
having to list every individual department and discipline separately within the
introduction to the document)

7. Clarify the process to bring closure to the review/comment stages
8. Identify the final arbiter for the process, if one is needed
9. Clarify at what stage documents may be uploaded to Section web sites
10. Clarify what elements the Standards and Accreditation Committee covers in their

review and approval of publications

ACTION: E. Dupuis will work with ILAC members to revise the draft document by
March 31, with the goal of soliciting additional input from the Sections, Committees,
and the Standards and Accreditation Committee before submitting a final proposal to
the ACRL Board by the 2006 ALA Annual Conference.

B. Identification of information literacy experts to review subject-specific
information literacy standards 

Recommendations related to the identification of individuals and management 
of the process: 
1. Ensure or certify the expertise of the information literacy experts.  

Qualifications suggested include: familiarity with and strong understanding of the
original information literacy standards, expertise in teaching and learning issues,
fluency with the language of student learning outcomes and assessment, familiarity
with and/or strong interest in the discipline, and should have experience working in
collaborative environments.

2. Clarify the role of the information literacy experts.  
Participants must clearly understand their role, understand the relationship between
the original information literacy standards and subject-specific standards, be
familiar with the guidelines for subject-specific information literacy standards (in
development as discussed above), and be able to participate with the Section
throughout the term of the process. 

3. Clarify the authority of the information literacy experts.  
Participants must clearly understand the extent of their authority in informing and
guiding the final document, as will be described in the tip sheet.

4. Create a pool of information literacy experts.
Questions remain about how individuals will be identified as information literacy
experts for this process, which group should manage the process of identifying
individuals, and how individuals will be paired with Sections working on subject-
specific standards.  For identification, the ACRL Information Literacy Peer Mentor
Database was suggested as a potential resource for identifying interested and
qualified reviewers.  For pairing, Sections might select one or two people from the
pool they feel would be the best match for their goals, or the Standards and
Accreditation Committee might assign one or two people to work with a Section;
discussion seemed to favor the former suggestion.

ACTION: E. Dupuis will work with ILAC members to draft a proposed process by the
2006 ALA Annual Conference.



C. ILAC charge and related projects

We briefly reviewed the charge, membership, and original intent of this committee and
discussed in what ways the committee was meeting its charge well and in what ways
we could improve.

The four official members of this group represent Sections and Committees within
ACRL who have instruction and information literacy as the primary components of
their charge.  Over the past year and half, more Sections have demonstrated their
interest in exploring this topic as well.  While we have been focused on the subject-
specific information literacy standards, there has been a natural evolution of these
meetings to more of an open forum. One suggestion was for future meetings to consist
of two components.  The first half of the meeting would be an open invitation to any
interested Sections and Committees to share updates about information literacy-related
activities throughout the organization; rather than revising the official membership of
ILAC, this would allow for a hybrid model where Sections could choose to attend
when this issue seemed relevant to them.  The second half of the meeting would be
focused on advancing particular issues or activities as needed, much like the idea of the
Coordinating Committees or an Intersectional Committee; this may include negotiating
which groups should take leadership for certain projects, how best to ensure we are not
duplicating work, and identifying important new projects which ACRL should be
pursuing.  There seemed to be shared interest in finding better ways to partner within
the organization on projects within this area of focus.  Discussions about this topic will
likely continue with the committee this spring and at the next meeting in June 2006.

The ACRL Information Literacy web site was identified as an example of a project that
would benefit from some leadership from ILAC.  The Institute for Information Literacy
(IIL) Executive Committee has been struggling to maintain this content-rich site. The
site is becoming outdated and may not be making the best impression for ACRL.  T.
Heidenwolf suggested we identify an approach to updating this site that would not push
the workload to another Section or Committee that would be similarly overwhelmed.
Possibilities such as identifying a web manager, publication editor, or editorial board
exclusively for this project were mentioned.

ACTION: T. Heidenwolf, E. Dupuis, L. Hinchliffe, and M. Davis will develop an
approach for ensuring the ACRL Information Literacy web site is updated as soon as
possible, and for sustaining a dynamic site long term.

The meeting was adjourned at 6:15pm.

Respectfully submitted,
Elizabeth Dupuis, ILAC Chair


