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ACRL Instruction Section 
Conference Program Planning Committee 2009 

 
ALA Midwinter, Multi-Committee Meeting I 

Saturday, January 24, 2009, 1:30-3:30 pm 
Denver Grand Hyatt, Pyramid Peak Ballroom 

 
Members Present: Robin Lockerby, Brad Sietz, Stephanie Owen, Dominique Turnbow, Louise 
Ochoa, Merinda McLure, Wendy Holliday (Ch.), Annette Marines, Sarah McDaniel (Exec Liaison) 
 
Members Absent: Sue Sampson, Virtual Member 
 
Minutes taken by Stephanie Owen 
 
I.  Introductions 
  
II. Approval of Agenda 

• Wendy Holliday moved to approve meeting agenda 
• Seconded by Brad Sietz to approve agenda 

 
III.  Report from Advisory Council Meeting 

• The time of our presentation/program is different from previous years. Normally IS has their 
program on earlier on Sunday; this year it is at 3:30. There may be overlap with other 
presentation so we may not get the attendance numbers we once had. 

• Call for nominations for IS Executive Committee. Also, if you’re interested in serving on 
the committee, fill out the form at http://tinyurl.com/atfytg 

• Some discussion on whether committees will be required to meet during Midwinter or if 
there will be a push to meet through web-conferencing tools.  

 
IV.  Selection of Research Submissions 

• Brad Sietz announced the top overall picks were number #2 and #4; #1 was close, but Brad 
Sietz pointed out it is unpublished, so we might not have as much information about it.  

• Dominique Turnbow felt #1 didn’t fit the criteria and Brad felt there wasn’t enough research 
done on it. 

• Wendy Holliday wondered how #2 and #4 could fit together (cohesion).  
• Dominique Turnbow’s issue with #2 was that it lacked the “why” factor or why would it be 

important for libraries and librarians. 
• Discussion turned to the merits of each one and how they’re going to be used (scenario). 

About #1, Louise Ochoa liked the assessment aspect (big focus today) (of both #1 and #2). 
Brad Sietz felt #1 and #2 could be linked under the theme, “What’s the best way to prove 
students have learned.”  

• No one wanted to consider #3. 
• Brad Sietz felt #4 focus was too specialized on a particular population. He wondered how 

many librarians work in that sort of environment. Annette Marines felt it would be an 
advantage because you can take the study and translate it to your own population (and other 
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related groups too – 1st

• Wendy Holliday felt #2 and #4 have the most in common. Can use those articles to discuss 
student assessment, self-assessment, and assessment tools and how they can be used to 
measure effectiveness of information literacy.  

 generation, etc.) and it also has been published. Dominique Turnbow 
knows one of the authors and felt the page length would make it easier to get out. 
Dominique Turnbow felt that if we wanted to present a pre-question to the audience, it could 
be “What population might this be good for?” Wendy Holliday felt one possible scenario 
could be getting them to talk about how it can relate to their population, by having one 
panelist introduce the article as relevant and another questioning its relevance to broader 
populations. Dominique Turnbow also felt that it is a necessary topic to address in college. 
Brad Sietz was unfamiliar with the population studied in the article and felt if we decided to 
go with this article, it would need to framed carefully. Wendy Holliday and Dominique 
Turnbow also felt it would be a great opportunity to discuss how K-12 exposure to libraries 
affects college freshmen’ perceptions of libraries. A bibliography could be provided to help 
supplement the article’s specificity (Brad Sietz’s comment).  

• One approach is to compare the 2 articles and explore some of the general challenges. 
Consensus: Everyone agreed to liking #2 and #4 and felt the panelists could summarize the 
research, but have them limit it to 2 scenarios (someone suggested using all three articles, 
but others felt that would be too much). Brad Sietz wondered which one is a better lead into 
the other. Annette Marines felt we should lead with #4 (but felt only one scenario needed to 
be developed).  

• Brad Sietz and Wendy Holliday both agreed that a “script” or an outline would need to be 
written. 

• Dominique Turnbow would also like to evaluate/assess about 6 months out and ask if the 
audience learned from this experience.  

• Consensus: that everyone liked #2 and #4 best, but differed on how the two can be 
combined. 

• Action item: Wendy Holliday will talk to panelists first since they’re going to have to “buy 
into it” (find that it’s a study worth discussing). She doesn’t feel it’s fair to give it to them 
cold. Pose some general concrete ideas/scenario to the panelists ahead of time. 

• Action item: Have a web conference with the panelists and members of the committee. 
Wendy Holliday will ask Sarah McDaniel about logistics of it having to be an “open 
meeting.” Dominique Turnbow suggested sending them the articles, asking them their 
opinions, and then following up in 2 weeks to discuss thoughts and set up scenarios.   

• Action item: Wendy Holliday will send an introductory email by end of Jan./early Feb. to 
the panelists with minutes and then schedule conference call with panelists. 

• We will determine interactivity based on set up scenarios. Have “script” by April.  
 
V. Scenario Planning 

• Wendy Holliday asked how we plan to map out the scenario with the panelists. A discussion 
on how the panelists would like to coordinate needs to be brought up with them rather than 
us deciding for them. 

• Action item: Some committee members will meet ahead of time to “rehearse”: Heidi, 
Randy, Michelle, Merinda, Brad, Wendy getting together to practice 
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• Action item: Wendy Holliday will meet with Randy at ACRL and discuss further with him 
about planning/interactivity plans. 

 
VI. Interactivity 

• Wendy Holliday informed committee about developing a low-tech solution for interactivity 
since wireless access may be iffy and/or too costly. She shared her discussion on this issue 
addressed at the ACRL-level planning meeting earlier today. 

• Dominique Turnbow had some issues with the clicker idea especially in a large group 
setting. Often times unfamiliarity with the clicker software has resulted in bad experiences. 
Felt if the clicker company (Turning Point) could load software and provide tech support 
during the presentation, then clickers could be feasible.  

• Wendy Holliday mentioned that the program is slated for Sunday, at 3:30 and we would 
have limited time to set up and that we needed to have a back-up plan for technology. 

• Dominique Turnbow wondered if we couldn’t develop an interactivity that went beyond the 
program, such as providing follow up online activities.  

• Some discussion on how clickers could be obtained (we would need a few hundred, at least) 
and how to ensure they work and getting them all back after the program. Dominique 
Turnbow suggested having groups share one clicker thereby limiting the number of clickers 
needed. 

• Wendy Holliday wondered if there weren’t other solutions such as taking questions, 
gathering questions/comments on cards, which would be collected by committee members 
(floaters) and later compiled and edited by Brad Sietz.   

• Dominique Turnbow also suggested that for those who didn’t get their questions answered, 
there could be the option to have presenters field questions online.  

• Wendy Holliday discussed how there would be two projectors in the room. One could be 
used for Powerpoints by the panelists while the other one could project audience questions 
(someone would have to type them up as they came up) 

• Dominique Turnbow wondered if articles could be posted ahead of time; and questions 
couldn’t be gathered prior to the program. 

• March/April is when hotel announcements will be made and they will have a better idea of 
Internet situation. Meantime, a low-tech process needs to be considered. 

• One possible suggestion was color-coded note cards. Will need more people involved 
collecting the cards if this is our option. 

• Another point made was that we may not get a lot of questions and several strategically 
placed microphones may suffice. Because of the short amount of time to field questions, at 
best we could end up with 5-6 questions.  

• Determined that we need to pick research first and ask what way is better for interactivity. 
Plan for low-tech solution and will know better in March. We can then investigate clickers – 
perhaps, get a vendor to showcase their product. A decision on who would be responsible 
for contacting the vendor could be made then. This would have to be coordinated through 
ACRL. 

• Consensus on low-tech interactivity: map out using cards/comments 
 
VII. Publicity 

• There are channels through ACRL that we can go through.  
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• Official publicity goes to ALA in March.  
• There are numerous newsletters (ILI. Discussion groups. Meetings. Facebook)  

 
VIII. Other Business 

• Action item: Need a reporter who can summarize what happened in session in 300 words, 
which will be published in C&RL News. Brad Sietz will write up this summary. 

• Action item: Dominique Turnbow agreed to compile the evaluations for the session.  
• Podcasting was also presented as an option, but will hold off until the scenarios are 

complete. 
 
IX. Adjourned 

• Brad Sietz motioned for us to adjourn 
• Adjourned at 3:22 p.m. 

 
Minutes taken by Stephanie Owen. 
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