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SECTION ONE - GENERAL INFORMATION

1.1 The purpose of this Request for Proposals (RFf®)engage a Consultant to assist the American
Library Association and the Western Council of &tabraries (WCSL) (hereafter referred to as the
“Contractor”) in identifying and selecting assesatmaethodologies for validating learning of
competencies by library support staff who will legtified in the Library Support Staff Certification
Program (LSSCP). The competencies are staterofptsficiency (skills, knowledge and abilities) in
eleven competency areas related to librarianshipupport staff (e.g., Technical Services, Markgtin

At this point, a selection will be core and the a@maler will be elective competency areas. The Acaer
Library Association is the contractor’s signee.e@ontractor, by means of this RFP, invites alli§jad
Proposers to submit Proposals in accordance wéthetuirements outlined in this RFP. The Contracto
anticipates that, based on its review and evalnatfaghe Proposals received pursuant to this RR#i|li
select a Proposer and execute a contract wherel®rdposer renders Services to the Contractor, in
accordance with terms and conditions set fortthédontract.

1.2 In general, LSSCP is seeking an expert cangult assessment to advise LSSCP Project Staff.
The consultant inot expected to design assessments for the entiregondgut to advise the staff and
review their work. LSSCP Project Staff would liéepert advice on the following (further definedelat

in the RFP):

A. Should the program adopt individual assessmestgalure(s) or approve education
providers to offer approved coursework to certtiécapplications?

B. The various strengths and weakness of individaaéssment methodologies, including,
but not limited to portfolio assessment and testing

C. The challenges of establishing a national imtiligl assessment methodology.

D. Are LSSCP competency statements sufficient §seasment purposes?

E. How to assess prior learning.



13 Assessment doest refer to assessing the progress or impact ofveeadl project. A separate
expert has been contracted with for that evaluatiime project evaluator will work on the Projetafé
team with the Assessment Consultant.

SECTION TWO: BUDGET

2.1 The LSSCP has a budget of $10,000 for conguitah the development of assessments
including all travel and expenses. The Projectf 8tgpect most of the work to be done electronicait
email or by phone, and with one or two face-to-fareetings. Project headquarters are in Chicatoeat
offices of the American Library Association. Prdjeo-directors are based on Seattle, Washingtdn an
Denver, Colorado. Face-to-face meetings will faleee at a location convenient to all participants.

SECTION THREE: SCHEDULE OF EVENTS

3.1 The Contractor will make a good faith efforfatiow the timeline below for evaluating,
negotiating and issuing an award:

Event Dates
RFP released Thursday, January 31, 2008
Deadline for questions Thursday, February D82
Proposals due Monday, February 26, 2008

5pm Standard Mountain Time

Proposal review Tuesday/Wednesday, Februa3822008
Contract negotiations March 1-15, 2008
Contract signed March 15, 2008
Work begins April 1, 2008
Work ends June, 2009

SECTION FOUR: BACKGROUND INFORMATION

4.1 Over two-thirds (69%, 160,150 nationally) ofrikkers in U.S. academic and public libraries are
support staff (LSS) holding jobs not requiring adtéa’'s Degree in Library Science (MLS). The MLS is
typically held by librarians. This project addres$.SS needs for a national certification prograrndip
the profession standardize expectations for LSIp;the large number of LSS master critical job
competencies; provide educators with guidanceréining curriculums; and help employers articulate
job requirements.

4.2 In 2005, the ALA Office for Human Resource Depenent and Recruitment (HRDR) and
members of the Library Support Staff Interest Roliatle (LSSIRT) received responses from 3,318 LSS
to a survey about professional development andication. Eighty-six percent of respondents thioug
that a certification program would be benefici8keventy-six percent said that nationally recognized
professional standards were important and 66% stippmational certification program to help them
provide better service and grow in their choserigzsion.

4.3 This project will design, test, and implemdr# first national, competency-based, LSS
Certification Program (LSSCP) for LSS in public aaghdemic libraries. The LSSCP will include staff
that are known as or may call themselves parapsiofesls, library technicians, library assistantd an
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associates, para-librarians, etc. The project doesiclude school LSS because many states have
training and licensing requirements that diffemfrthe potential requirements of the LSSCP.

4.4 In June, 20Q7he federal Institute of Museum and Library SersigdILS) awarded a grant from
the Laura Bush Z1Century Library Program to the Contractor to supfite “Library Support Staff
Certification Project.” This project seeks to depea national voluntary certification program fitarary
support staff to be administered by ALA.

4.5 The original grant application and other infatimn about LSSCP are available at:
http://www.ala-apa.org/certification/supportstaftgditmil

4.6 The following is a summary of the project’gemttives, schedule, and activities.

Objective One. Develop a set of national core competenciesitioaly support staff that are applicable
in academic and public libraries.

Activities and scheduleA draft set of competencies will be completedlapuary 2008 and the final set
will be reviewed by the project’'s Advisory Commita June 2008.

Objective Two: Develop and implement certification program piels and procedures.
Activities and scheduleThe Advisory Committee will review a final sdtpmlicies and procedures by
June 2009.

Objective Three: Provide options for assessment of current kndgée experience and new learning.
Activities and scheduleThe project will hire an assessment expert ¢wigde guidance on how best to
incorporate assessment methodology into the pragrm assessment methodology will be finalized by
June 2009.

Objective Four: Thorough test the model at five demonstratiosssind officially establish a
certification program at ALA.

Activities and scheduleFrom July 2009 to May 2010, five sites will ube competencies and
implementation model with LSS in their service aramtest and make needed modifications in thé fina
model. The five sites will include a regional Ay cooperative, a state library, a library asdamiaa
community college, and a division of the Americabrary Association. The parameters of the models
will be developed in 2008. Each of the sites wilplement the demonstration differently based @n th
roles and responsibilities of each organizatiomALouncil (the governing body of the American
Library Association) will be asked to adopt thegmam in June 2010.

4.7 The detailed information about Objective ThreeAssessment can be found on page 6 of the full
Project Narrative However, since the beginning of the project, our thoughts on assessment are
lessdefinite than indicated in the proposal. Wewould like a thorough examination of multiple
assessment options.  Given this caveat, the detailed information onedtive Three is repeated
below.:

Objective Three: Provide alternative options for assessment of current knowledge, experience and
new learning.

Assessment will be a major component of this ptoj@tiree major issues are involved. First, ALAlan
WCSL are committed to designing a certificationgweam that does not rely on the number of courses
taken as evidence of the applicant’'s mastery ottmepetencies.




Second, ALA and WCSL will investigate the issugeaifognizing the knowledge of experienced
applicants. This assessment is necessary becdukmgevity is not a proxy for competency.
Conversely, longevity may bring competency. Onfgiaassessment can determine this.

Third, ALA and WCSL do not want to develop a teaséd assessment method. Project directors will
investigate what other methods are appropriatesess knowledge.

Project directors will use the following principlasselect an assessment method. It will be et)th the
competencies; 2) include a method to assess clmemtiedge and experience; 3) practical, cost-
effective, and accessible in its implementationagplicable across geographic and library type;5nd
inclusive of evidence of understanding and perforrea

In Year Two, project directors will work with a cauitant, an expert in psychometrics or education
assessment, who will provide advice and assis¢Weldping a valid and reliable assessment. Project
staff, the Committee, WCSL, and ALA will decide tlireal assessment strategy.

Result of Objective Three: Methods of assessment developed and readyeldrtisting.

4.8 In general, LSSCP is seeking an expert consulteassessment to advise LSSCP Project Staff. The
consultant isot expected to design the entire assessment buviseatthe staff and review their
work. LSSCP Project Staff would like expert advicethe following, which includes a mix of
models that have been introduced and are underdewagon since the project’s inception:

A. Should the program adopt individual assessmengpiige(s) or approve education
providers to offer approved coursework to certticapplications?

= Assessing the work of each individual participantne LSSCP — Current
expectations are that applicants must demonstratdltey have met all the
competencies in the core competency areas.

= Assessing individuals’ work through the proxy opepved educational providers
— One potential way of assessing individuals wdnddo approve educational
providers in the competency areas and acceptdahs@ssment of individuals.
We consider this a proxy for LSSCP assessmentatf iedividual.

= Assessing providers to deliver content specifiethencompetencies — If LSSCP
approves providers, how should these providerstational offerings be
assessed to ensure that they are teaching the tamjgs and assessing the
LSSCP participants in a reliable and valid way?

» Methods of assessment other than a written testereTmay be methods other
than testing that are suitable for LSSCP competanegs. How do we
determine whether an LSSCP participant has metah®etencies? What other
methods are valid and reliable?

The Certified Public Library Administrator Prograadministered by ALA-ALA

(www.ala-apa..organd the Western Council’s Library Practitionert@ieate

(http://certificate.westernco.olgdpproves providers and accepts their evaluation o

student work.

B. The various strengths and weakness of individusgssnent methodologies,
including, but not limited to portfolio assessmantl testing.
= |f the project chooses to recommend an assessrhizmdtididual applicants,
which assessment type would 1) achieve the cettific project’'s goals and 2)
what resources are generally needed to implemahatisessment type?
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4.9

= Development and implementation of a national té&bst national certification
programs use one. How are such tests developdut ddes such development
typically cost? What are the ongoing costs? \8liliis method popular?

The challenges of establishing a national individissessment methodology.

= Except for New Mexico and civil service exams inafN¥éork State, the library
profession does not require state or national festsither library support staff
or librarians. Instead state certificate programesbased on applicants
completing certain number of courses. If Profgtetff recommends an
individual assessment method, the consultant walide assistance in
developing rationale for this approach.

= A small number of ALA staff will administer this @gram.. What would be
necessary to use volunteers as part of an indiveksessment method?

» Advising on the feasibility of assessment altenesifor individuals, providers,
and the LSSCP program. How can the tension betaetirentic assessment and
national “do-ability” be resolved?

Are LSSCP competency statements sufficient forssssent purposes?

*= Reviewing competency statements and advising on @ifanges should be made
for assessment purposes. The LSSCP Advisory Cogerhits developed
competencies in 11 areas of typical library woblepending on the chosen
assessment method, what changes are needed #wethampetencies are clearly
understandable for both educational providers dividual participants?

How to assess prior learning.

= Some LSS have been performing their jobs for maars. How can LSSCP
assess their prior learning in relation to the cetapcies? What are the
advantages and disadvantages of doing this?

The LSSCP will make a final determination @& thethod(s) to be used to assess new and prior

learning. Appendix A outlines some of the issuneg aire being considered. A critique of the

information in Appendix A is welcomed. The finaassment method(s) needs to have the

following characteristics as outlined in the progdasarrative:

1) Appropriate for the competencies;
The LSSCP staff and Advisory Committee have createdpetencies in 11 competency
areas that relate to the work of library suppatfst

2) Include a method to assess prior experienthiag;
Many library support staff have been working irrditbes for many years. In the survey,
they requested a component to assess their paoniteg as validation of their possession
of the competencies. The Advisory Committee askatiwe investigate if this can be
done. Ifitis, the assessment of prior learnixgegience must be rigorous and valid.

3) Practical, cost-effective, and accessible imiglementation;
LSSCP is conceived as national program with patéparticipants spread around the
country. Implementation of the program and asseasmust be practical and cost-
effective on a national basis. Because some assassnethodologies may be evaluated
by volunteers (committee members), the program e stbjective and clear.

4) Applicable across geographic and library type;
The audience for LSSCP includes library suppoff stao work in academic and public
libraries, serving all population sizes, ruraldaoge urban. The program will not be
designed to meet the needs of school media oradpixcary support staff.

5) Inclusive of evidence of understanding and pertoce.
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The method(s) should allow participants to undestand demonstrate that the
competencies have been met.

4.10 Final Report
A A flnal report will be required and should inde at a minimum:
An executive summary that provides a brief ovewiof the assessment issues

* Recommendations for different types of assessiebé used, including pros and cons
of each type of assessment recommended

* A discussion section which explains the pros emds of each assessment method and
why one or more were chosen over others.

* A methodology section that includes recommeratetion managing assessment in a

national program in an efficient yet valid and able manner.

4.11  Short interim reports will be required evdree that summarize the discussions and preliminary
recommendations.

4.12 Timeline

A draft report will be submitted for review to tBérectors by January 1, 2009. The final report hé
submitted by March 1, 2009.

4.13 Meetings and Travel.

The Directors will meet by phone with the Propdsdaviarch 2008 and will communicate by phone and
email on a regular basis. Project Directors gudita that at least two face-to-face meetings weill b
necessary to achieve a full understanding of assagsoptions and implementation. Dates and looatio
of these meetings will be determined by mutual agnt.

SECTION FIVE - PROPOSAL CONTENT REQUIREMENTS

5.1 Provision of Information. Each Proposer musvjge current, accurate, and complete
information about all of the following in supporitits Proposal (please coordinate numbers with
responses).

5.2 Contact and Information

A. Name, address, telephone number, and tittheoperson(s) whom the Contractor can contact
about the Proposal

B. Names, titles, and resumes of Proposer ofigidno will serve as primary Proposer contacts.

C. Length of time and years during which the Begw has provided the Services specified in this
RFP.

D. Three (3) references for whom the Proposeviges or has provided similar evaluation Services;
and

5.3 Relevant Experience
A. Length of time and experience in assessment @gthfication projects
B. Experience with different methods of assessnmatiiding:
Assessments related to competencies
Assessments using providers as proxies
Assessment of prior experiential learning
Development of national or local written cert#imn tests

C. Demonstration that the Proposer has experigmoasing a variety of assessment methods in the
past there were appropriate for different situegio
D. Examples and explanations of assessmentbdlratbeen designed.
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E. Experience with a practical approach to a natioartification program. What implementation
issues arose that LSSCP should consider?

5.4 Description of Services

Provide a workplan describing the process you mepo order to meet the needs of the LSSCP for
assessment consulting. Be specific about how grperience and expertise are applicable to this
situation. We are particularly interested in Hemposer will assist in answer the questions ttiGe
4.8 (A-E)

5.5 Budget
A detailed budget and schedule of expendituressatidg specific consulting fees for all productsla
services, travel expenses, and billing procedundgpaocesses used by the Proposer.

SECTION SIX: ADMINISTRATION OF THE RFP

6.1 Right to Modify, Rescind, or Revoke RFP. Thanttactor reserves the rights to modify, rescind,
or revoke this RFP, completely or in part, at dmetprior to the date on which the authorized
representative of the Contractor executes a Cdniriéit the Selected Proposer.

6.2 Compliance with RFP Requirements. By submissica Proposal, a Proposer agrees to be
bound by the requirements set forth in this RFRe Tontractor, at its sole discretion, may disdyali
Proposal from consideration, if the Contractor datees a Proposal is non-responsive and/or non-
compliant, in whole or in part, with the requirerteset forth in this RFP.

6.3 Binding Effect of Proposal. Unless otherwigesad in writing signed by authorized
representatives of the Contractor, each Proposeeago and shall be bound by the information and
documentation provided with the Proposal, includiniges quoted for Services.

6.4 Requirements for Submission. Each Proposdrshamit one (1) digital copy via e-mail to
nancybolt@earthlink.net

6.5 Signature, Certification of Proposer. Eachppsal will be considered to be signed by a
representative of the Proposer who is authorizdaino the Proposer to the terms and conditions
contained in this RFP and to compliance with tHermation submitted in the Proposal. Each Proposer
submitting a Proposal certifies to both (a) the plateness, veracity, and accuracy of the informatio
provided in the Proposal and (b) the authorityhef individual whose name appears on the Proposal to
bind the Proposer to the terms and conditionsos#t fn this RFP

6.6 Deadline for Proposals. The proposal musebeived at the addresgmncybolt@earthlink.net

no later than 5:00 p.m., Mountain Standard TimehMonday, February 26, 2008. Any Proposal received
after EXPIRATION OF the DEADLINE will be immediatetisqualified FROM CONSIDERATION,

and the Proposer will be so notified.

6.7 Risk of Loss, Damage, Delay. Proposer ackndyés and agrees to release and hold harmless
the Contractor from and against all claims, lidpildamages, and costs, including court costs and
attorneys' fees, arising out of or pursuant tovéeji of the Proposal or failure to deliver the Rysgl.

6.8 Ownership of Proposals. All Proposals bectimephysical property of the Contractor upon
receipt.
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6.9 Costs of Participation. The Contractor speally disclaims responsibility and/or liability faul
costs, expenses, or claims related to or arisingfilne Proposers participation in this RFP preces
including but not limited to costs incurred becaaspreparing, copying, shipping, presenting, and/o
clarifying the Proposal and the information relemManthe Proposal.

6.10 Compliance with Applicable Laws, Regulatio@sdinances, Contractor Policies and Procedures.
By submitting a Proposal, the Proposer agreesdashall comply with all applicable local, state and
federal laws and regulations.

6.11  Contractor's Right to Reject. This RFP dagsommit the Contractor to select a Proposer or to
award a Contract to any Proposer. The Contraegarves the right to accept or reject, in wholieor
part, any Proposal it receives pursuant to this.RFP

6.12 Rescission of Proposal. A Proposal can bednaivn from consideration at any time after
contacting Nancy Bolt at (303)642-0338 OR sendingeasage taancybolt@earthlink.net

6.13 Requests for Clarification. The Contract@erges the right to request clarification of any
information contained in a Proposal.

6.14  Questions by Proposers. The deadline fortigmsssubmitted by Proposers is February 19, 2008.
The Contractor will accept no questions after tldte. Questions must be submitted by email anckgen
nancybolt@earthlink.net Proposers considering submitting a responi@tdrFP who would like to
receive answers to any questions asked shouldaseathail to Nancy Bolt asking to receive these
answers. Questions will be answered as sooregsathive and sent to all who asked to be notified.

6.15 Addenda to the RFP. Each Proposer will bgiged with copies of Contractor-approved
addenda, including amendments to the RFP, if amesssary, as determined by the Contractor.
Proposers will, in turn, be allowed time to revisesupply additional information in response tolsuc
addenda.

6.16  Communications with Contractor Personnel. epkas provided in this RFP and as is otherwise
necessary for the conduct of ongoing Contractoinless operations, Proposers are expressly and
absolutely prohibited from engaging in communiaasiavith Contractor personnel who are involved in
any manner in the review and/or evaluation of tr@pBsals; selection of an Proposer; and/or negmtisit
or formalization of a Contract.

6.17  Evaluation of Proposals. The Project Direxsirall serve as the Selection Committee and will
review Proposals in accordance with the procedamdscriteria set forth in this RFP. Proposals #nat
(i) incomplete, (ii) not in the required format, @r) otherwise non-compliant, in whole or in partith

any of the requirements set forth in this RFP magisqualified by the Contractor and will not be
evaluated.

6.18 Proposer Presentations. Proposers may edrai present their program/service to the Project
Directors, who will establish the format, time, @aind location for presentations.

SECTION SEVEN - EVALUATION, SELECTION, AWARD

7.1 Discussions with Proposers. The Contractor casigluct discussions and/or negotiations with
any Proposer that appears to be eligible for awarduant to the selection criteria set forth i3 fRFP.
In conducting discussions and/or negotiationsQbetractor will not disclose information derivedfn
Proposals submitted by competing Proposers, exxephd if law requires disclosure.
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7.2 Selection of Proposer. The Proposer selectealfard will be the Proposer whose Proposal, as
presented in response to this RFP and as deterrynéie Contractor in accordance with the evalwatio
criteria set forth in Section 5.5, to be the maktaatageous to the Contractor. Proposers ackngeled
that the Contractor is not bound to accept the stypeiced Proposal.

7.3 Evaluation of Proposals. The Director$ evialuate the proposals. Submission of a Prdposa
indicates the Proposers acceptance of the evatuatazess set forth in this RFP and the Proposers
acknowledgement that subjective judgments mustderby the Contractor about the evaluation
process.

7.4  Criteria for Evaluation. Evaluation of Posals and award to the Selected Proposer wilbksed
on the following factors.

* Quality, thoroughness, and clarity of Proposal

» Demonstrated ability of the Proposal’s work planfulfill current and predicted Contractor
needs

» Proposer’s experience with similar projects

* Rates for Services quoted

7.5 Consideration of Additional Informationh& Contractor reserves the right to ask for andicen
any additional information deemed beneficial to @@tractor in evaluation of the Proposal

SECTION EIGHT - GENERAL TERMSAND CONDITIONS

The contract between the Proposer and the Contrsicédl contain the following provisions, and other
satisfactory in form and substance to the Contracto

8.1 Term. The Contractor anticipates a term ofdid 5, 2008 to March 1, 2009.
8.2 Termination. The Contract may be sooneriteatad as follows:

A. Termination without Cause. In the event thentCactor or the Proposer shall, with or without
cause, at any time give to the other at least §8 devance written notice, the Contract shall
terminate on the future date specified in suchceoti

B. Mutual Agreement. In the event the Contractathe Proposer mutually agree in writing, the
Contract may be terminated on the terms and digteated in the writing.

8.3 Indemnification by the Proposer. The Propageees to and shall indemnify and hold harmless
the Contractor and all its members and employess &nd against claims arising out of or attorneys’
fees and for general conduct, whether based upmpoBer, employment, apparent Proposer, joint
venture, partnership, or any other legal theorwhich liability is adjudged against Contractor fbe

acts, intentional acts, omissions, negligenceyosgynegligence of the Proposer and/or any personne
individuals providing Services on behalf of the @aator pursuant to the Contract. The indemniiocat
obligations set forth in the Contract shall surviganination or expiration of the Contract.

8.4 Right to Inspect. The Contractor retainsriplt to examine, inspect, audit, and copy, regesl|
of location, all documents, records, files, dataj mformation generated or utilized by the Propase
the performance of the Contract.



APPENDIX A

ISSUESRELATING TO ASSESSMENT
IN THE LSSCP
Submitted to the L SSCP Advisory Committee
By Nancy Bolt
January, 2007

There are several issues relating to assessmtre LSSCP. The project timeline calls for assessitoe
be discussed and decisions made in year 2. Howisgees relating to assessment impact the
competencies, the policies and procedures andeldetésts. There is funding in the budget in y2&o
employ an assessment expert to assist in detemgmiasgolution to these issues.

This paper will present an overview of the assessmegues in preparation for employing the assessme
expert.

Definitions

Certification (from the National Organization of i@petency Assurance)

“The certification of specialized skill-sets affisna knowledge and experience base for practitidneas
particular field, their employers, and the publitaage. Certification represents a declaration of
particular individual's professional competenceertication enhances the employability and career
advancement of the individual practitioner or ergpl.”

Assessment

Assessment is determining if the participants I5C® have met (achieved?) the competencies. There
are multiple ways described in the literature teeas learning. The most common are testing,
observation, portfolios, coursework and evaluatibprojects relating to the competencies.

This paper will discuss four possible assessmeproaghes:
1. Assessment of the learning by participants in @sjra/orkshops, and learning events provided
by approved providers
2. Individual assessment of participants’ achievenagéicbmpetencies whether they achieved the
competencies via new learning events or by demativgdr past learning
3. Assessment based on review of individual achievémepassing a national test
4. A combination of assessment approaches

Pur pose of assessment

The purpose of assessment is to establish a velidble, and consistent method of determining if
participants in LSSCP have met the competenciese dour reasons for establishing LSSCP is to
provide a consistent understanding of the role®® lin public and academic libraries and also tarass
(but not guarantee) potential employers that LS8fieel by ALA actually can perform as described in
the competency areas.

The only way to provide that assurance is througalial assessment.
Assessment approaches

Approve providers
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This approach would be very similar to what thetiied Public Library Administrator Program (CPLA;
www.ala-apa.org/certification/cplaproviders.htnd)already doing. The CPLA program is managed by
an affiliate of the American Library AssociatiohetAmerican Library Association-Allied Professional
Association (ALA-APA). ALA-APA would also manageSISCP once the program has been finalized
and approved by ALA. The providers are a proxyAbA-APA doing the assessment of each individual
participant. In applying for approval to be a pdwr, the providers indicate the following:

. the curriculum so that the CPLA review committes temngible evidence to verify that the
curriculum teaches all the competencies in a coempstarea

. the evaluation that allows the candidates to detrateshow they meet the competencies

. resumes of the course instructors to demonstratedbhility to teach and experience with the

subject matter
The actual degree of detail desired in an appbodtiom a provider (assignments, teachers/presenter
course purpose and philosophy) would have to bermahirted.

In order to be successful in obtaining approvadyters would have to understand the competen@sare
and competencies, as well as project evaluaticieqgeces. Are the competencies as currently writte
specific enough that it will be clear to a providérat must be taught/learned? Does LSSCP prefer a
specific type of evaluation; for example, portfalior demonstrations over a paper test? Are some
competencies more suitable for a certain meth@sséssment?

Once a patrticipant has taken a learning eventiongpetency area, either the provider or the ppgiti
would have to send information to ALA-APA indicajisuccessful achievement of the competencies. If
it is the participant who sends this to ALA-APAethrovider would need to give some secure evidance
the participant that can be trusted by ALA-APA ttiet achievement actually occurred.

Approving providers may provide a funding streamAaA-APA.

Individual assessment of individuals’ achievemdrthe competencies

In this approach, no providers would be approvégich individual participant would be expectedaticet
courses or learning events to achieve the competeoc demonstrate that they already have the medjui
knowledge, ability and skills through past learnexgperiences at work.

Not approving providers

ALA-APA can forego approving providers. In thisesario, ALA-APA would develop a method of
assessing if participants achieved the competentiethis method, participants would need to bdé-we
informed and clear about what is required to agheompetency since ALA-APA staff and volunteers
(committee members) would be evaluating whetherpainyider submitted has imparted the learning
required, based on participant-submitted documientat

Assessing prior experiential learning

Many LSS have indicated a desire to demonstratdtibg are already competent based on prior
experiential learning. Susan Simoska\ssessing Learning makes the point that people should not
receive credit for past experience but for learriireg comes from that experience. She calls this
experiential learning and defines it that “expeceoften leads to learning and the learning to
understanding. From understanding comes theatiligeneralize and from that comes insight....
Experiential learning is defined as learning inaethihe learner is in direct contact with the regditbeing
studied or practiced to achieve a level of compeen a particular skill or knowledge domain.” uPa
Pottinger and Joan Goldsmith, editordafining and Measuring Competence, define this as “the
professional abilities to apply knowledge in thatext of specific tasks and situations and to iréty
11



knowledge, skills, and judgment in the many compecesses required on the job.” Demonstration of
experiential learning should be comparable andgasaus as taking a course in the same subject area

One approach to this demonstration would be thrqagticipants submitting portfolios. For this
approach to be successful, the project would haee tvery clear on its expectations for participant
demonstrating the competencies.

One method adapted from David Kolb’s “experiengalrning” model would involve four aspects:
1) Indication of past experience in the competenegar
2) Reflective observation on the learning from thgiezience
3) Reporting current research on new trends in thepetemcy area
4) Examples of possible future applications in the petancy area

Simosko also points out the difficulties of doitgs$e individual assessments. “What one hopes for i
any evaluation is that groups of experts can agréige criteria being set in the assessment proaess
that there will be consistency among experts makidgpendent judgments about those criteria.”

Thus, the process to allow participants to proa they have achieved the competencies would redjuir

. explicit description of the learning outcomes expddor the credit (Are our competencies
sufficiently detailed?)

. how that learning can be demonstrated

. explicit articulation of criteria to be used in &ating the work (what constitutes a minimally
acceptable response)

. training of the evaluators to insure consistenay fairness

Assessing individual's achievements toward the aemcies may be a revenue stream for ALA-APA.
A National Test

A national test could be developed and then adieirgid via a secure website by ALA-APA, on paper
facilitated by proctors at established locationadministered on-line or in print by an external
organization such as the National Center for Coempst Testing. The National Organization of
Competency Assurance specializes in helping orgéinizs and associations develop a national
certification program that meets standards forifigation programs. They also certify that ced#tion
programs meet these standards.

The national test could test all or some aspectvefy competency area. Participants, particularly
initially, would be responsible for preparing fbettest by taking courses or reading, relying @t pa
experience. ALA-APA might later provide study més for participants.

A national test requires a cadre of experts wilmglevelop a sufficient number of items for a testk.
Also, a test must be psychometrically sound, réqgian additional expert to validate the test, goas
and delivery.

Administering the test or the participant’s takofghe test may be a funding stream for ALA-APA.

Combining approaches

It would also be possible to combine some of th@r@gches outlined above. For example, ALA-APA
could approve providers and also allow for assessofandividual achievement of the competencies
where the participant wished to demonstrate legrfimm past work experiences.
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National tests could cover only some of the comptareas. Some competency areas could be
achieved through approved providers or individsslegsment.

In all of these approaches, participants will neggnsive guidance to help them decide which legrni
events to take, how to demonstrate their learrang,or how to prepare for a national test. Staff,
volunteers and providers will also need to undestaow to objectively, efficiently and effectively
manage their roles in this complex program.

For moreinformation, contact:

Library Support Staff Certification Program
American Library Association

c/o ALA-APA

50 East Huron, Chicago, IL 60611
312-280-2424

www.ala-apa.or g/certification/suppor tstaff.html

13



