
Minutes

LAUC Executive Board Meeting

3/9/04, 1pm –3:00 pm

Telephone Conference Call

Present: Linda Kennedy, President (D), Joan Ariel (I Chair),  Ellen Broidy (LA Chair), Greg Careaga (SC Chair), Cathy Chiu (SB Chair), Kuei Chiu (R Chair), Tammy Dearie, SOPAG Representative (SD), Jim Dooley (M Chair), Sam Dunlap (SD Chair), Esther Grassian, Past President (LA), Ann Jensen, SLASIAC Representative, (B), Terri Malmgren (D Chair),  Keir Reavie (SF Chair), Barbara Schader, Secretary and Recorder (LA), Allan Urbanic (B Chair),

Absent:  Terry Huwe, VP/President Elect (B), Paul Weiss  (Parliamentarian),
Presiding:  Linda Kennedy, President (D)

1 & 2. Call in (530-754-5347) and Call to order 

President Kennedy called the meeting to order at 1:05 p.m. after each of the attendees called in.

3. Announcements and Campus updates

a.
LAUC Stationery
Kennedy obtained new LAUC stationery with Merced on it.  For an extra charge, she obtained an electronic version.  She was able to manipulate it so that she could remove “Office of the President” - so it could be used for LAUC divisions.  Chairs indicated they would be interested in receiving a copy to use for local purposes.  ACTION:  Kennedy will forward as an e-mail attachment.

b.
Spring Assembly (K.Chiu, R)
The Spring Assembly web site is linked to the LAUC web site; K. Chiu (R) urged everyone to register ASAP so UCR can determine size of rooms needed.

K. Chiu asked how many were coming the day before (Wed) so he would know how many rooms would be needed.  He also wanted to know if we wanted the Friday Executive Board meeting at the Mission Inn.  Everyone was in agreement that the Mission Inn would be an easy place to meet for the Executive Board meeting.

Kennedy clarified we will need 4 hrs for the Executive Board meeting.  It was decided to schedule the Executive Board meeting for 8-12 am.

K. Chiu gave a recap of the Spring Assembly planning so far:

· The meeting will be in Room 240 of the Science Library with lunch in the patio close to the meeting.

· A back-up meeting place has been determined in case weather is bad.

· UCR has secured the webcast for the LAUC program for free.

· Food option – it is important for attendees to take the food offered as part of the Assembly: menu on website.  Other options for eating on campus are not very good and the wait is long.

· UC parking permits are valid at UCR.  We need to let him know if we need a parking permit.

Kennedy asked about picking people up at airport and this is taken care of.

K. Chiu asked how many attended the Spring Assembly at UCSD.  Dearie volunteered to check on this for him.


c.  Acronyms page (A. Urbanic, B).

There is a page of LAUC and University acronyms that had been maintained by someone who has left the university. This page is linked to from both the LAUC page and the Systemwide Academic Senate page. Sue Koskinen has agreed to take on responsibility for updating.  


d. Status of UL recruitment at UCSC (G. Cariega, SC)

4 candidates were interviewed and a recommendation made to the Chancellor and Executive Vice Chancellor and shortly thereafter, Chancellor announced she will be taking over the #2 spot system wide.  April 1st the EVC will become the interim Chancellor and it is unclear whether or not the recruitment will continue or if it will be on hold until a new chancellor is on board.

4) Approval of minutes for February Executive Board conference call 


Everyone has until 3/23 to send minor changes to Schader who will then get the revised minutes out to everyone on the 24th.

5) LAUC Program Planning  

The ad hoc program planning committee was composed of Kennedy, Jensen, Schader and Huwe.

Huwe will be the moderator and will provide an overview.  There will be 3 speakers and a Q & A period.  The general topic will be:  One University, One Library:  Campus Budgeting Perspectives. The program will be in the afternoon on April 13, 1:15-3:00 pm and it will be web cast.

Of the three proposed speakers, we have two confirmed speakers; we are working on a third speaker.  We had hoped to have one of the ULs speak but that is the same time as ARL meets so no ULs will be available.   The confirmed speakers are:

Campus Library perspective: George Bynon, Deputy University Librarian at UC

Davis.  He has extensive experience preparing, defending and supporting UC Davis General Library Budget.

Systemwide budget and planning office perspective: Trudis (Trudy) Heinecke

(Director, Long Range Planning for UCOP Budget Office)

Kennedy mentioned suggestions for additional speakers include MRC Greenwood, Judson King’s replacement, Berhdahl, former Berkeley chancellor or even Judson King. Kennedy asked for other speaker recommendations.  Broidy recommended Steve Olson at UCLA who does the budget preparation for UCLA.  Jensen mentioned the fellow who is Head of Scripps.  He has been recommended as he has held several UC Administrative positions.

Kennedy also suggested someone from CDL to discuss changes in the way library budgets have gone in terms of collections.  So much of our campus budgets are tied up in CDL commitments. 

6) Distinguished Librarian Designation follow-up

Kennedy wrote a letter to Karen Butter proposing the creation of a joint LAUC - University Librarian committee to address the Distinguished Librarian designation.  Kennedy mentioned that the product could be a statement of criteria for advancement to and within the distinguished steps.  It might also address the placement of the distinguished steps and issues such as should the distinguished step be decoupled from the salary scale.


Karen Butter responded right away that she would put this on agenda for the next ULs meeting, April 6th.


Kennedy hopes for a mutually agreed upon charge for both LAUC and the Uls and then each group would recommend names for the committee. 

Working out a charge will some time.

7) Position Paper Review Task Force Charge (to be sent separately)


Turner has reviewed the charge and it has been posted on the LAUC website.  Turner has been involved in the UL search process but is back now and ready to start working on new charge.

8) Information Literacy follow-up  (see attached letter to Karen Butter,

and Report of UCOL meeting  of 2/11/04)


Kennedy requested that Karen Butter appoint the member of LAUC to the Information Literacy Common Interest Group which reports to HOPS and Kennedy wrote up the proceedings of the assembly on Information Literacy and sent that to Carol Hughes, chair of the CIG and to Isabel Stirling, chair of HOPS.  She received a nice thank you from both Hughes and Stirling thanking LAUC for excellent work.

ACTION ITEM:
Kennedy will copy John Tanno on her letter to HOPS.


Academic Senate has been almost completely consumed by the Elsevier issue and so Information Literacy has generally not been addressed.  LAUC will have to become more proactive in getting this to the Academic Senate.  Grassian mentioned UCLA tutorial on intellectual property, plagiarism etc called Bruin Success with Less Stress.  This type of Information Literacy update would be useful to send to UCOL.  

ACTION ITEMS:  Grassian will send out the URL for this tutorial. Kennedy agreed that it made sense to send mailing to UCOL during the year as there is information to report.


Ariel suggested that the LAUC representative be encouraged to see that campuses build on each others web pages.  If this is delegated to the CIG what is the role of LAUC vis a vis the Academic Senate on each campus?  Grassian felt that it is the CIG where this information will be gathered.  They will function as a clearing house.  Kennedy stated since several campuses have LAUC representation on the Academic Senate Library Committee, this was a good opportunity for them to discuss this directly.


Grassian thanked Linda for the great letter to UCOL.

9) Professional Governance Committee Interim Report (distributed earlier)


Kennedy requested that chairs review the report and the summary to ensure that the information accurately reflects the campus practices.


Dooley brought up the point that Merced was not included in the survey.

ACTION ITEM:  Kennedy agreed that she should send a message to all committee chairs to make sure that they include Merced in campus surveys even if they do not have a Merced Division member (via a message to the LAUC-M Chair). This should also be included in future committee charges.


Kennedy then continued regarding the report: we must first determine the accuracy of the report and then decide what do we want to do with this survey now that it is done.  Are we going to do something with it or was it informational?  Ariel asked that the campuses be polled to see if the LAUC Executive Board on each campus was involved in this survey.


B – Urbanic stated no executive board member worked on this – it is assumed that the Berkeley representative to the Professional Governance Committee completed the survey.  Aside from one minor point, the Berkeley responses are accurate.


D – Malmgren is a member of the Professional Governance Committee and worked on this survey (she consulted with the Davis Review board).


I – Ariel did not see the survey.


LA – Broidy saw the survey but the Executive Board did not.


M – Dooley did not know about the survey and Merced was not included.


R – K. Chiu was one of the Review Board members and did work on this.


SD - Dunlap did not know about the survey.  He wanted to know when the questions were asked (Kennedy stated they were part of this year’s charge) 


SF – Reavie stated all of LAUC worked on it together as they are a small group.


SB - C. Chiu did not know about the committee


SC - Careaga has seen it.


Kennedy reiterated that if we think it is important for the campus executive board or chair to see something that is being done by a committee, then it should be in the charge.


At least one campus is particularly interested in Q#3 (role of UL in review process) and the last Question regarding the review committee reporting to LAUC.  That campus felt LAUC would benefit from further examination of these 2 issues.  There is concern that without more accountability of the data and issues that emerge, the peer review dimension of our reviews will be further diluted. 


Another executive board member suggested that a question not included but that she would be interested in seeing answered is the relation between LAUC peer review structure and the Library Human Resources Department. What is the role of Library Human Resources and how do they interface with LAUC?  This question is of concern at a couple of campuses.


Kennedy stated that it is important for each campus to post their review procedures and keep them up to date, make it available or accessible to all LAUC members.


An Executive Board member stated it is not easy to obtain answers by reviewing campus peer review documentation on the web as some of this data is not included.  She is also concerned that some items which should be in the purview of LAUC are now being taken over by Library HR.  She felt this document should NOT be sent out “as is”.


Kennedy suggested that we handle this report in first correcting any errors and then she asked the members if there are specific questions we would like to have further analyzed.  She polled the Executive Board again:


B – document needs to be held back a bit longer to make minor corrections.


D – hold document back so we can read everything.  As far as what to do with it next, she would take this to the Davis Executive Board for their comments.


I – felt that we need to read all campus comments so we have a system wide perspective not just the local perspective.


LA – hold back; UCLA is in the process of doing a complete review of the Peer Review process.  So, by June this may be an historical document for UCLA. Broidy wants to look at all campus responses and then think very carefully about how UCLA framed its responses in regard to what is happening.


M – needs to be held back; he feels there are many questions to be answered first.  He stated it is not unusual for us to charge a committee and then not know what to do with the results.  He was amazed at the extreme differences among the campuses for many of the questions.


R – nothing to add


SD – comments for UCSD are accurate but wants to read entire document before it is sent out.  He feels local CAP or CAPA committees would be interested.


SF – it should be held back.  He is noticing some inaccuracies for UCSF and so would want to correct these and read everyone else’s,


SB – C. Chiu will take this to her Executive Board to discuss.  She feels Executive Board will wonder what they are supposed to do with this.


SC – wants to hold up on the distribution until he looks at all responses.

Since this was a product of information needs of the Executive Board members,  we were not asking the committee to do anything at that time.  We need to evaluate carefully and decide if there is something more we want the committee to do or whether this is raw data we can use. We can either discuss this in April or hold to May.

Jensen is interested in LA’s process for looking at their Peer Review.  She feels this could be very informative for LAUC systemwide.  The responses we currently have in this document are the product of historical development.  Broidy responded that it is very early in the process and we have just appointed the committee – 5 appointed by LAUC and 5 appointed by Library Administration, cochaired by the LAUC Peer Review Coordinator (who is also the LAUCLA vice chair) and the Director of Library Human Resources, so it is an unusual committee.  Broidy stated as LAUCLA moves through this process, she would like to share information with LAUC statewide Executive Board both to provide information and possibly for advice. 

In response to a question on the purpose of this LAUCLA Peer Review review, Broidy explained it was a very anomalous year last year for peer review with an interim University Librarian who did things very differently than they had ever been done before at LA and there is now a new University Librarian and a  relatively new HR director.  Library Administration is very concerned that LA’s Peer Review structure is so different from any other Peer Review committee in UC.  So there are a number of streams that are feeding into this issue of looking at the process, reviewing and revising it.  LAUCLA is hoping to make the most of this but we are too early in the process to know how this is going to go.  We are tying to be done by July 1 for the next review process.

Ariel asked if all peer review committees are elected by LAUC and other than being elected by LAUC, do they have any additional relation to LAUC (e.g. report to LAUC).


B – appointed by LAUC chair with discussion between CAPA and LAUC Executive Board and LAUC chair then appoints committee members.  There are 7 members on 3 year revolving appointments.  No one on CAPA is on the Executive Board simultaneously and CAPA and Executive Board work independently.  CAPA chair is an ex officio member of the Executive Board.  CAPA is a LAUC committee.


D – elected by LAUC, the Chair, Vice Chair is elected.  There are 5 members with one elected and 2 appointed. They are a LAUC committee. 


I – elected by LAUC, no appointees, 4 members, 3 year rotating terms.  There is some question currently as to whether they consider themselves a LAUC committee.  Chair of the Review Committee has always been a member of the local LAUC Executive Board.


LA – peer review coordinator is vice chair, chair elect of LAUC.  45 people are currently on the peer review committee and they volunteer themselves and serve a 1 year term and can only serve every other year.  The Peer Review Coordinator, when there are files available for review, pulls together a 3 person ad hoc committee from this 45 or 50-member voluntary peer review committee.  There are a host of criteria and guidelines regarding how these committees can be pulled together.  The ad hoc committees are completely confidential and no one knows who serves on each of these committees.


M – They have a CAPA in their bylaws which is a LAUC committee.  There are so few people right now so there is a great deal of overlap between CAPA and the LAUC Executive Board.


R – Peer Review reports to Executive Vice Chancellor not LAUC, so that it functions like a chancellor‘s advisory committee.  The chair of LAUC is also a member of CACLS.  The committee is selected by the nominating committee of LAUC.  They chose 5 people and number them so that some are committee members and some alternates and this also determines who is chair.


SD – CAPA is a LAUC committee, members are elected, there are 4 members serving 2 year rotating terms.  The chair is on the LAUC Executive Board; CAPA gives an annual report which is given at the LAUC September meeting which reviews new appointments, review of the past year and also looks at potential changes needed to the APM.


SF – CAPA members are selected on a rotating basis because UCSF librarian population is so small.  CAPA members can be on LAUC Executive Board and it is a LAUC committee.


SB – CAB is a LAUC committee and the chair of CAB is a member of the Executive committee.  Chair of CAB submits a list of names to the HR director and HR director selects names from this list to serve on the ad hoc committee to review.  Each of the CAB members will chair an ad hoc group, depending on how many packets they receive.  There are usually 4 chairs for each ad hoc committee and there are usually 3 or 4 committee members.


Ad hoc committees are all secret.


SC – CAPA is LAUC committee, members at large are elected to 2 year terms and chair is elected to a 1 term.


Kennedy commented on the wide variety of procedures given that we all have the same criteria.  

ACTION ITEM:  Kennedy requested that each campus look at their campus comments and send any corrections to Sherry DeDecker (LAUC Executive Board can be copied if one wishes) and Sherry will reissue.  After this revised report, we will determine what to do next at April meeting.

10) LAUC Reimbursements, response to questions.


Nancy Soe said home addresses are requested because the PAC system will not send to departmental addresses.  There is no known mandate against using PO boxes.  She did not answer the question about timely procedures at the UCLA travel office but she did respond regarding reasonable turn-around times.  From time UCLA travel center receives travel expense voucher it takes 5 business days unless they are experiencing a heavy volume.  From the time the local campus sends it on, can be 2 weeks to 1 month, so if you have not received your check with in 2 months, then the librarian or the librarian’s library accounting office should contact Nancy Soe.  

ACTION:  Tammy Dearie will gather some data on irregularities and delays she has encountered in the reimbursement process.  

11) Wrap-up and adjournment


C. Chui asked if any campuses are doing strategic planning.  Malmgren said UCD is going through a budget assessment exercise.  C. Chiu wondered if LAUC was involved and Malmgren stated this is mainly a data driven exercise.  They have included how to account for professional development time but no LAUC participation per se.


Kennedy feels LAUC has library wide focus and so it would be desirable to have LAUC input on library wide issues. She asked that Executive Board members continue to share information on library-wide budget discussions, exercises and developments.  
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