November 5, 2003

TO:  LAUC Members

FROM:  Linda Kennedy

RE:  Proposed Revisions to Position Paper No. 1 from the Position Paper Review Task Force

Why are we still discussing LAUC Position Paper No. 1? LAUC did not finalize action on LAUC Position Paper No. 1, “Criteria for Appointment, Promotion and Advancement in the Librarian Series” at the Spring Assembly. A successful motion at the Assembly both accepted the revisions proposed by the Committee on Professional Governance in its Spring 2002 report AND referred the paper to the Position Paper Review Task Force.  Since there were a number of differences in wording to be resolved, it may have seemed a better solution to refer the document and all of the various campus comments to the Position Paper Review Task Force rather than to go over them at a meeting with limited availability of time. Because of the wording of the resolution, all the revised changes were incorporated into the current version of the position paper posted at http://www.ucop.edu/lauc/paper01.html. If you want more background information, please consult the task force web site (http://www.ucop.edu/lauc/pptf/).

As you can see from the committee’s web site and the documentation attached to this report, the Task Force has done a very thorough job. As requested, the Task Force reviewed all the campus comments on the recommendations of the Professional Governance Committee dealing with Position Paper No. 1 and researched the background of the paper. The Task Force then produced a new draft on which it solicited comments. Those comments resulted in further revision of the draft. A new draft, and copies of the comments received, are attached.  The attached report from the Position Paper Review Task Force explains each recommended change. The result is not simple.   

It is the LAUC Executive Board's intention to obtain a vote on the proposed revisions to Position Paper No. 1 at the Fall Assembly on December 5th. I am asking each campus to review the new draft and come prepared to vote, or to make specific recommendations for changes that can be discussed and voted upon at the Assembly. For the Fall Assembly, we dispensed with a program in order to ensure sufficient time for business.

Please note that Position Paper No.1 deals with criteria, specifically, “Criteria for the Appointment, Promotion and Advancement in the Librarian Series.” The position paper was originally developed to provide guidance to divisions on the criteria for advancement. The draft revision does not provide a “definition” of distinguished achievement, although it has been suggested that it do so, or that a separate document defining distinguished achievement be drafted. 

Both the original language of paragraph 8 regarding criteria for advancement to the top steps of the librarian series and the proposed language are quite brief. The new language, in my opinion, helps to interpret the criteria in the Salary Scale note (“Advancement from Step V to Step VI is reserved for Librarians with a distinguished career history who have demonstrated significant achievement since attaining Step V”). It has the advantage of clarifying that we are not talking about requiring some major accomplishment after attaining the penultimate step, but simply “continuing achievements that can be regarded as distinguished.”    

If we were to try to further explicate distinguished achievement, what words would you suggest? In my own opinion, examples of individual achievements that have been judged distinguished could be useful, but a laundry list of what constitutes distinguished performance seems neither feasible nor desirable. As academic professionals, our achievements are each unique. They need to be judged individually, since careers take many paths. We have a peer review process to make those judgments, and the review criteria need to be flexible enough to account for the variety of career paths. And, extensive language beyond the existing statement can have the unintended effect of  making the interpretation of the criteria much more stringent.  

This position paper on criteria can't define where the distinguished step falls. That needs to be addressed through other channels. Further discussion of LAUC opinions on the placement of the “distinguished step or steps” needs to be handled as a separate issue. I would appreciate knowing whether divisions are interested in exploring specific recommendations on the placement of the step at this time, or whether we should defer the topic until we have had more experience with advancement under the new salary scales. If divisions are interested in exploring the issue now, a committee can be charged.
