Librarians’ Association of the University of California

Library Plans and Policies White Paper

May 19, 2005

Our specific charge (as a reminder)
Pursuant to our discussions, please lead the committee in a discussion of the relative merits of continuing the traditional charge of the Library Plans and Policies Committee, versus the separate formation of an Ad Hoc Committee that is comprised of LAUC statewide representatives. This group would take on a new advisory role to the LAUC Executive Board, taking maximum advantage of the representatives’ placement within the advisory structure of the University Librarians and the Office of the President. Please present your assessment in the format of a “white paper”, which the Board may utilize for further discussion.  

For purposes of your work, a “white paper” is defined as follows:  

An assessment and evaluation of the issues you are charged with, presented as analytical report that summarizes your activities, deliberations and conclusions, but does not make specific, formal recommendations for actions to be taken by the Executive Board.

Background
Because this year’s charge is about forming an Ad Hoc committee with statewide representatives, it is useful to review the active University Advisory Bodies on which LAUC has a representative (from LAUC website - http://www.ucop.edu/lauc/representatives/index.html).  They are:
University Librarians Advisory Structure:
Systemwide Library Advisory and Scholarly Information Advisory Committee 

(SLASIAC)

Systemwide Operations and Planning Advisory Group (SOPAG)

Library Privacy Liaisons (LPL)

All Campus Groups (Report to SOPAG):
Collection Development Committee (CDC)
Heads of Public Services (HOPS)
Heads of Technical Services (HOTS)
Library Technology Advisory Committee (LTAG)
Shared Library Facilities Board
Resource Sharing Committee (RSC)
Common Interest Groups:

Information Literacy Common Interest Group (Reports to HOPS)
Web-based Services Group (Reports to HOPS)
Additionally, a background report of the Committee’s activity since 1998 was prepared.  As can be seen below the Committee was not charged in two years (2000-2001 and 2001-2002), but more was active when issues warrant.  A key to the activity of the Committee is the LAUC President and his/her interests.  Those issues varied from deployment of workstations, to year-round scheduling, to scholarly communication and did not extend from year to year.
	Year
	Charge (in brief)

	1998-1999
	Monitor:

· progress towards user education in the effective use of online systems and electronic access
· deployment of computer workstations for access to online resources including librarian training
· LAUC member involvement in specific areas of the CDL


	1999-2000


	· Preservation of digital material

· future inadequacies of space in UC libraries.



	2000-2001


	· Inactive



	2001-2002


	· Inactive



	2002-2003


	Investigate and make recommendations on:

· year- round terms on UC libraries and LAUC members;

· liaising with HOPS to investigate the measurement and use of library use statistics;

· Identify additional library plans and policies which merit LAUC discussion.


	2003-2004


	· Examine the changing scholarly communication model and suggest ways that all LAUC members, beyond those involved in collection development, are aware of and involved in the discussion of these important collection development issues.




Discussion
Beginning on the next page, the following section contains issues to consider in the conversation.

Ad Hoc Committees

Creating Ad Hoc Committees, task groups or task forces would allow the President and the Executive Board to:

1. Clearly focus and define the parameters of a project (be it action or advisory).
2. Have flexibility in appointment of members, both in terms of numbers and length of appointment.

· The terms of office between the President and the Committee members are out of synch – the President's term of only one year while Committee member have two year appointments.  The appointment of Ad Hoc Committees may obviate this issue.

· Ad Hoc groups usually can be quickly assembled and members who are appointed have a definite terms and clear objectives.
3. Relieves local divisions of the often difficult task of finding a candidate (even though it is every 2 years) for yet another standing committee.
4. Comparing the brief charges with LAUC statewide representatives shows that issues dovetail well with the systemwide committees, e.g., scholarly communication (2003-2004 charge) and the Collection Development Committee.

· The LAUC representative to the appropriate advisory committee can be charged to Chair the Ad Hoc Committee.

5. Ad Hoc committees will enable statewide representatives to work more closely together to represent LAUC concerns.
However:

1. This may negatively affect communication from line librarians upwards by removing a standing LAUC Committee.
2. Although every effort is made, campus diversity in LAUC representatives to system-wide committees may not be ensured.  (Of course the President may name an Ad Hoc committee in consultation with the Executive Board to help ensure representation if needed.)
	Current System-wide Committee appointees by campus
(from http://www.ucop.edu/lauc/representatives/index.html)

	Campus
	System-wide appointees

	
	

	UCB
	4

	UCD
	0

	UCI
	0

	UCLA
	3

	UCR
	0

	UCSB
	1

	UCSC
	1

	UCSD
	2

	UCSF
	0


Retaining the current committee
Having a standing committee ready to act, not just in an advisory capacity, is an advantage because:

1. The current standing committee provides a ready source of person power.
2. Representation from each campus is insured.

3. As currently configured, the 2 year service of the membership provides some continuity.
4. With the basic "open" charge to the committee (albeit an advisory one), this standing committee has some flexibility in terms of assignments.

However:
1. The charges to the committee change with each new President.  Thus, the Committee’s work/findings may not follow through from year to year.  Because statewide representatives are appointed for multiple years, continuity on a given issue may be better established.
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