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Agenda 
•  How it all started 

•  The IL award 
•  Undergraduate Research Fair 

•  The application and adjudication process  

•  Stats and Themes 

•  Insights into students’ information literacy skills & perceptions  

•  Conclusion 

•  Questions and discussion 
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Genesis of the IL Award at York 
•  Inspired by others’ success stories 

•  Visit to Augustana in Fall 2011 - IL Award for Students and Faculty 
•  Penn State University , Oregon University Libraries,  

•  Did our homework: Solid IL Award proposal 
•  Purpose, rationale, criteria, adjudication, potential funding sources, 

communication and promotion and next steps. 
•  Secured Library Administration support 

•  Synergies and serendipity - strength in broader context! 
•  Parallel proposal in the works for an Undergraduate Research Fair 

•  Inspired by University of Victoria and UTSC 
•  Joined forces! 
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Genesis of the IL Award at York 
•  Transformation into the Undergraduate Research Fair  

•  Be strategic -  university partnerships and support 
•  Leveraged University strategic priority of research 

intensification 
•  Sought champion within University Librarian’s Office  

•  Catherine Davidson, AUL, Collections and Research. 
•  Formed allies with Office of the Vice President, Research and 

Innovation (VPRI) and Faculty of Liberal Arts and Professional 
Studies (largest Faculty on Campus) 

•  Funding offered 
•  Connections à Food Services; Bookstore; Printing Services 
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The Undergraduate Research Fair 
•  From proposal to Fair in 6 months!  
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Back to the Undergraduate Research Fair 
2013	
   2014	
  

IL award = $600 
 	
  

IL award = $600  
+ honourable mention = $100	
  

Best lower-year project = $500 
 	
  

Best lower-year project = $500 
+ honourable mention = $100	
  

Best upper-year project = $500 
 	
  

Best upper-year project = $500  
+ honourable mention = $100	
  

Best poster presentation = $500	
  
Best thesis = $500 
+ honourable mention = $100	
  

 	
  
Best Poster Presentation = $500  
+ honourable mention $100	
  

 	
  
Best Group project = non-monetary  
+ honourable mention =non-monetary	
  

 	
   People’s Choice award = non-monetary 	
  

 	
    	
  
During the adjudication process, we decided to 
add honourable mentions for all categories! 

The honourable mentions had to be 
non-monetary! 

 	
  

And then things changed…….even during the awards 
ceremony!  

	
  



7 

The committee and the IL Subgroup Structure 
•  The Committee - the importance of wide representation  

•  Librarians / Library Administrators / Faculty members / Students 
 

•  Subgroup of the Undergraduate Research Fair Steering Committee 
Struck specifically to draft and finalize IL Award criteria and adjudication process 

•  Responsible for reviewing all IL award applications 
•  Small and nimble with cross-section of disciplinary expertise (2-3 people) 
•  All members were librarians 

•  Sought input from other librarian colleagues on committee also 
 

•  Additional adjudication criteria for the IL application 
•  Time commitment 
•  Specific lens 
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Application Process 
To submit an application to present a poster session to the Undergraduate Research Fair, 
please complete Part 1, below. 
 
To be considered for the Information Literacy Award ($600), please also complete  
Part 2, below. 

•  Part 1 
•  Demographics  
•  Course information and professor contact 
•  ABSTRACT (suggested limit max 250 words) - major adjudication criteria. 

 It is very difficult to produce an effective short summary of a paper! 
•  Attach the graded paper 

•  Part 2: Information Literacy Award  
3 major questions with a suggested limit of 250 words each.  
•  Find and Identify resources 
•  Evaluate and Analyse resources 
•  Library Services used 
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IL Award Application - Question 1 
 
 
Identifying Resources 

2013 

•  Describe strategies that you have developed to find and identify relevant 
resources (keyword searches, databases, approaches to developing or 
refining search strategies, etc.) 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
2014 

•  Describe strategies that you used to search for relevant resources for this 
research project. For example, outline why you chose specific 
databases or other search tools/engines available at the library or beyond 
it, provide examples of keyword searches used, and approaches you 
applied to develop or refine your search strategies as your research 
progressed etc. Please be as detailed as possible. 
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IL Award Application- Question 2 
Evaluate Resources 
 
2013 
 
•  Describe strategies that you have used for evaluating your resources. 

Explain how this may have influenced your decision about what sources to 
use or not use (i.e., relevance, currency, authority, etc,... for print or 
electronic resources). 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
2014 
 
•  Describe strategies that you used to select the relevant types of 

resources for this research project and explain how this may have 
influenced your decision to use them (i.e. relevance, currency, authority, 
purpose/point of view, scholarly vs. popular, peer-reviewed, primary 
vs. secondary sources etc.) 
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IL Award Application - Question 3 
 
 

Library Services  
 
2013 
 
•  What library services and information resources have you used to complete 

your research process? What new services / resources have you learned 
about through this process? Have you used any services / resources that you 
were already familiar with in a new or innovative ways? (e.g., consultation 
with a librarian, “Ask Chat with a Librarian”, Learning Commons services, 
library drop-in workshops or library classes, etc.) 

___________________________________________________________________ 
2014 

•  How did you use library services and/or library resources for this research 
project? (i.e. Did you consult with a librarian or archivist? Did you use the 
library catalogue to find your resources? Did you use virtual library help? 
Did you attend library drop-in sessions or library classes? Did you use 
LibGuides/Research Guides? What new library services and /or resources 
did you learn about in conducting this research project?) 
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IL Award Application Process 
 
 

Criteria: 
•  Finding and identifying 

appropriate scholarly 
sources 

•  Evaluating sources 
•  Engaging critically with 

sources 
•  Made effective use of 

library services and 
resources. 

 
3 Questions 

•  2013 vs. 2014 
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IL award statistics 

Non IL 
Applications 

37% 

IL 
Applications 

63% 
2013 

Total applications = 95 

Non IL 
Applications 

48% 

IL 
Applications 

52% 
2014 

Total applications = 110 
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IL award statistics 

Accepted 
Non IL 
30% Accepted IL 

70% 
2013 

Total Accepted Participants = 37 

Accepted 
Non IL 
38% Accepted IL 

62% 2014 

Total Accepted Participants = 57 
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IL award statistics 

58% 
15% 

11% 

8% 
8% 

2013 

SOSC  HUMA GL ENVS FA 

….of the 70% (or 26)  Accepted IL participants…. 

41% 

12% 
12% 

23% 

3% 
9% 

2014 

SOSC  HUMA GL HH ED SC 

….of the 62% (or 34)  Accepted IL participants…. 
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IL award statistics 

2013 and 2014  >70% in upper- year courses  
 
   

Future plans à analyze annual reports / statistics to see 
correlation between Fair IL participants and IL classes @ York  
 

         ? 
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Feedback from students 
•  Application process:  

96% of respondents found it excellent or good 

•  Communication with organizers:  
100% of respondents found it excellent or good 

•  Workshop on poster presentation skills:  
90% of respondents found it good, excellent or satisfactory 

•  Fair Day experience:  
96% of respondents found it excellent or good 

•  Over-all Fair experience:  
95% of respondents found it excellent or good 
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Insights into Students’ IL Skills 
 

•  Common threads in 2013 and 2014 

•  Star performers  
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Identifying Information Sources 

¡ Finding: JSTOR, Google Scholar, Proquest, 
and PubMed mentioned and used more 
frequently than subject-specific databases.  

¡  Implication: IL instruction needed to help 
students navigate and understand value of the 
subject-specific databases. Use Pre-tests to 
determine students familiarity with common 
databases. 
 
Note: some similar findings from the ERIAL Project (Duke 
& Asher, 2012) 
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Identifying Information Sources 

“I chose databases and search tools and 
engines such as PubMed and Google 
Scholar, according to relevance to my 
topic, namely perceptual 
neuroscience.” (2014) 

“In the first year of university, the topic of 
resource evaluation was introduced and it 
was taught that sources for academic 
papers must be scholarly journals. With 
this in mind, the first step in researching for 
any topic starts with searching familiar 
databases, such as JSTOR and ProQuest”. 
(2013)  
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Identifying Information Sources 

¡ Finding: Students understand the concept 
of browsing by call number and of finding 
relevant sources using keyword searching.  
 
Implication: More scaffolding required to 
foster learning about value of keywords 
vs. subject headings.  

 
“Whenever I found the certain book that I had 
searched for and needed, I began to examine 
the other books surrounding it on the same 
shelf, and on the shelves above and below it, as 
more often than not, those books also dealt with 
the same subject matter”. (2013) 

“Whenever I clicked on 
the title of the books I 
found the section 
keywords useful because 
it gave me other words 
related to my research 
project. This is where I 
usually found titles of 
other authors who wrote 
on the same subject 
matter as my topic”  
(2014) 



22 

Evaluating and Critical Engagement  
with Information Sources 

¡ Finding: Checklist approach common. Authority and 
currency most often mentioned but not always 
contextualized. Students understanding of evaluating 
resources quite often limited to whether sources are peer-
reviewed or scholarly. 

¡   Implication: Role for greater attention to critical information 
literacy 

 

 

“The primary 
strategy used was to 
select articles and 
sources from peer-
reviewed journals…” 
(2014)  

“After reviewing articles from my 
course outline or course kit for key 
concepts, I would read the abstracts 
from each online journal, if available, 
to see if the argument is relevant to 
my topic or to the argument I 
proposed to make”.  (2013) 
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Evaluating and Critical Engagement  
with Information Sources 

¡ Finding: Frequent mention of the role 
of instructors and some mention of 
peers in deciphering what is relevant 
and what is not. Recognize the value 
of lists of references in helping them 
find important works in the  scholarly 
literature. 
¡  Role of librarian recognized in identifying 

sources (especially where  an IL class had 
happened) but not so much with evaluation 
piece.  

¡  Implication: Faculty/librarian liaison 
plays critical role. Advocacy role for 
librarians. 

 

 

Note: some similar findings from the ERIAL Project (Duke & Asher, 2012) 
 and Project Information Literacy (Head, 2013) 
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Evaluating and Critical Engagement  
with Information Sources 

“I engage in conversations with professors, Tutorial 
Assistants, and fellow classmates about topics that 
interest me and in the process find out about books, 
articles and authors that I find both interesting and 
useful to my essays” (2013) 

“my professor was kind and 
flexible enough to incorporate 
readings relevant to the temporary 
worker phenomenon within the 
course.” (2014) “…after reading a source I would always 

look at the footnotes and bibliography to 
find supplementary views and research 
done on the topic and would continue to 
assess those supplementary works.” 

 (2013) 
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Library Services 

¡ Finding: Students took advantage of 
and recognized value of using a 
variety of services included drop-in 
sessions at the Learning Commons, 
and course specific instruction. 

¡  Implication: We’re doing well! Share 
these testimonials with faculty and 
administrators. 

“I consulted with the research desk on the 
second floor of the Scott library when I 
needed to locate primary material. This 
was helpful as I was unaware that there 
were collections of old Chatelaine 
magazines available in the library.” 

  (2014) 

“In my first year I attended a 
workshop on how to 
navigate the online library 
system that I found very 
helpful”. (2013) 
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Library Services 

¡ Finding: Students took advantage of a variety of services 
included drop-in sessions.  

 

¡  Implication: Increase academic literacies integration using 
SPARK into IL instruction and faculty instruction.  

“The new Spark program also proved 
very helpful to me in organizing my 
time and my paper, allowing me to 
work to the very best of my abilities 
and be successful in this assignment.” 
(2014) 
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Library Services 

¡ Finding: Services sometimes 
conceptualized by students as e-
resources, circulation services or 
spaces, instead or in addition to public 
service directly associated with 
research help. 
 

¡  Implication: More promotion of 
research services of librarians 
needed.  

“The library information resource I took the 
most advantage of was borrowing 
Eresources”. (2013) 
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ACRL IL Framework:  
Threshold Concepts 
 
 
 

...Threshold concepts are the core ideas and processes in 
any discipline that define the discipline...They are the 
central concepts that we want our students to understand 
and put into practice, that encourage them to think and act 
like practitioners themselves (Hofer, Townsend, and 
Brunetti 2012, 387-88) 
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IL submissions: star performers 

Threshold Concept 1: 
Scholarship as 
Conversation 

“Scholarship is a 
conversation refers to the 
idea of sustained 
discourse within a 
community  of scholars or 
thinkers, with new insights 
and discoveries occurring 
over time as a result of 
competing perspectives 
and interpretations”.  
 
Source: 
Draft Framework for Information 
Literacy for Higher Education. 
2014. 
 
 

“Sometimes…specific 
researchers and studies are cited 
by other authors as strong 
authoritative pieces (or, as weak 
sources). By taking note of what 
other academics remark of a 
given study in their own writings, I 
can know not only the relevance 
of that article in relation to my 
research, but also what other 
reputable names in the field think 
of the piece”.  
(Winner Best Poster award, 
2013) 
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IL submissions: star performers 

“As our research continued 
beyond the initial phase, it 
became easier to find the specific 
types of articles we needed. Once 
we found review articles on the 
use of the ergogenic aid, we 
specifically searched for each trial 
study mentioned within. By 
repeating this process for multiple 
literature reviews, we were able 
to find a large number of relevant 
studies.”  
 
(Winner Best Group Project 2014) 

Threshold Concept 2: 
Research as Inquiry  
 
 “Research as Inquiry 
refers to an understanding 
that research is iterative 
and depends upon asking 
increasingly complex 
questions whose answers 
develop new questions or 
lines of inquiry in any 
field.”  
 
Source: 
Draft Framework for Information 
Literacy for Higher Education. 
2014. 
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IL submissions: star performers 

 “This search was done…
to find secondary sources. This 
means I went into the library to find 
the physical books …I looked at 
each book’s table of contents, 
bibliographies and indexes…many 
of my secondary sources discussed 
the importance of trains in the 
increase of travel. Yet, many 
authors also mentioned important 
books Victorians would use when 
they travelled, or how many 
Victorians wrote adventure stories 
based on their travels. This 
intrigued me and I started looking 
for the actual sources mentioned by 
the secondary source authors.”  
 (Winner IL Award, 2013) 

Threshold Concept 3: 
Format as Process 

“Refers to understanding that 
the processes of developing 
information resources 
originate from different needs, 
motivations, values, 
conventions, and practices, 
and result in different formats, 
but the underlying questions 
about value of the information 
and its potential use are more 
significant than the physical 
packaging of the information 
source.”  
Source: 
Draft Framework for Information 
Literacy for Higher Education. 2014. 
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IL submissions: star performers 
Threshold Concept 4: 
Authority is Contextual  and 
Constructed 

“Experienced researchers 
understand that the level of 
information quality needed for a  
particular purpose varies, will use 
various types of evaluative criteria to 
match that  purpose, and will trust 
the authority of that information with 
an attitude  of informed skepticism, 
remaining open to new 
perspectives, additional voices, and 
changes in schools of thought.”  
 
Source: 
Draft Framework for Information Literacy 
for Higher Education. 2014. 
 
 

“For this reason, I used participants’ 
data of ethnicity and country of origin 
for the statistical analysis. I first had to 
categorize their ethnicity and country 
of origin because the participants at 
the BCCHC were from 97 different 
countries and had a background of 52 
ethnicities. To do so, I searched the 
websites of Statistics Canada and of 
the United Nations. Ultimately, I used 
the classification system used in the 
database of Statistics Canada 
because my project was located in 
Canada. I also called Statistics 
Canada to clarify some statistical 
information regarding their random 
rounding practice in a chart.” (Star 
performer, 2014) 
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IL submissions: star performers 
Threshold Concept 5: 
Searching is Strategic 

“Experts use an overall 
strategic approach in 
designing searches, 
considering and selecting 
a  system to search, and 
reviewing search results”. 
 
Source: 
Draft Framework for 
Information Literacy for 
Higher Education. 2014. 
  
 

 
“I initially turned to databases 
in the environmental studies 
stream for information about 
state and international action 
on climate change. I quickly 
discovered, though, that these 
databases were more suitable 
for natural sciences students, 
and that I was looking at the 
politics of the environment, not 
the science of it.” 
 
 (Winner IL Award, 2014) 
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2013 IL winner 
4th year HIST 
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2013 star performer 

3rd year SOWK 
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2013 star performer 

4th year ENVS 
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2014 IL winner 

1st POLS 



38 
2014 honourable mention 

4th year GL (ILST) 
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2014 star performer 

4th year BIOL 
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Increase awareness of IL on campus  
•  The IL award and the multidisciplinary nature set this Fair apart from others on campus 

•  Deans & Administrators: 
“My office was honoured to be involved as a co-sponsor.” 
 

“I am delighted to see the level of interest from our students - this is great leadership from the 
Libraries!” [email] 
 

“What a buzz on campus!” [email] 
 

“Congratulations on the great success of this wonderful initiative.” [email] 

•  Librarians: 
“I want to congratulate all those involved in the Undergraduate Research Fair - it was a stellar 
success! Everyone I have spoken to from VPRI Haché, to Dean Singer, to various faculty 
and students, expressed that they can't wait until next year's Fair!!” [email] 
 

“It was great -- lots of energy and creativity. I am glad I went.” [email] 
 

“What a well-organized event!” [email] 
 

“I was extremely impressed as well, great job. The students had so much energy and 
commitment to their projects, very inspiring.” [email] 
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Research Gala 
“I guess it’s not everyday that the President gets  

to hear my name!” 
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Thank you 
 

Q&A 


