Minutes 

LAUC Executive Board Meeting

1-5pm

Thursday, May 29, 2003

University of California, San Diego 

Seuss Room, Geisel Library

Present: Myrtis Cochran (B), Patricia Inouye (D), Pauline Manaka (I), Michael Oppenheim (LA), Jim Dooley (M), Stefanie Wittenbach (R), Elizabeth Cowell (SD), Keir Reavie (SF), Mary Larsgaard (SB), Deborah Turner (SC), Ann Jensen, SLASIAC Representative (B), Tammy Dearie, SOPAG Representative (SD), Alice Perez, Secretary (SD), Linda Kennedy, Vice-President (D), Debbie Murphy, Past-President (SC), Paul Weiss, Parliamentarian (SD)

Guest: Marie Bronoel (R)

Presiding: LAUC President Esther Grassian (LA)

1. Call to order 

President Grassian called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. 

2. Agenda Review

Items added to the agenda were: 

· 7a. Executive Board Purpose & meetings

· 8f.  CDL Users Council Representative

· 8h. LAUC Committee on Committees, Rules and Jurisdiction
3. Introductions

Members introduced themselves. Grassian welcomed everyone. 

4. Announcements

· Cowell announced that members going to dinner will meet at 5pm. 
· Grassian thanked Cowell for the arrangements made for today’s meeting and tomorrow’s Assembly.  
· Grassian welcomed the LAUC Travel Award recipient, Marie Bronoel, UC Riverside. 
· The Position Paper Review Task Force will not be attending the LAUC dinner this evening. 
5. Secretary’s Report: Approval of minutes – 7 Mar 2003 Executive Board meeting 

Perez received corrections from Jensen (B); these were noted. Perez called for other corrections to the minutes; three more corrections were made, and the minutes were approved.  

6. President’s Report Update 

Grassian managed to get on the agenda for the first meeting this academic year, of the University Committee on Library (UCOL) of the statewide Academic Senate on June 9, 2003. She and Kennedy will be attending the meeting and they will have an hour and a half with them. The Chair of this Committee is the Chair of the UCLA-COL. The Head of Grassian’s Library has already gone to the UCLA Committee and talked about information literacy and the committee is very enthusiastic about this. The UCLA-COL also wants the University to pay for UCLA’s OPAC rather than having the library pay for it. Grassian will report tomorrow that they have a half hour on the agenda to talk about LAUC and an hour to talk about information literacy. Information literacy is just one example of several areas of interest that LAUC has. 

Grassian thanked Murphy for starting the tradition of a President’s Report. 

7. New Business

a. Executive Board Purpose & meetings

Grassian asked Weiss to say a few words about the Executive Board purpose and meetings because some members have asked him why the Executive Board meets right before the assemblies. The Bylaws say that the purpose of the Executive Board is to conduct the business of the association between assemblies. Members asked Weiss why we meet the day before; are we doing the same thing that the Assembly does? Kennedy said that in the past the Executive Board used to meet the day after the Assembly to do the follow-ups from the actions of the Assembly. The reason for meeting the day before was to expedite some of the busy work and organize the work for the Assembly. There is a value to meeting ahead of time to organize the work, but not co-opting the work of the Assembly, and there is a value for meeting after the Assembly. Part of the reason for having the Executive Board meet before the Assembly was due to financial reasons. Executive Board members had to be at the Assembly anyhow, so meeting the day before or after the Assembly saves on travel expenses.

Grassian said that people do want to be a part of the decision making; they don’t want to feel that everything has been decided ahead of time. Weiss suggested that the agenda be clearer. Grassian believes questions arose regarding the purpose of the Executive Board meeting the day before the Assembly is partly because we had agenda items which were too brief. She said that adding the word “logistics” to some items may help people feel more comfortable. Kennedy suggested that we try to make an agenda that indicates what the nature of the discussion is and to limit it to that.  Murphy suggested that we eliminate Committee Report listings from the Executive Board agenda because they are already on the Assembly’s agenda. It was decided that Committee Reports be eliminated from the Executive Board agenda unless the Chair or LAUC Representative has questions/comments for the Executive Board. 

· ACTION: Tomorrow Grassian will inform the Assembly that in the future Executive Board agendas will be clearer and Committee Reports will be removed from the Executive Board agendas unless the Chair or LAUC Representative has questions/comments for the Executive Board. 

8. Old Business

a. Spring Assembly 

1) Position Paper #1 – proposed revisions – logistics

Grassian gave a quick review: In Spring 2002 the Committee on Professional Governance (CPG) recommended changes to Position Paper #1 and reiterated that recommendation at Fall Assembly 2002. At Fall Assembly 2002 the delegates dealt with all the recommendations in that report except for proposed revisions. Everyone wanted more time to discuss at the local level; therefore, we postponed a decision on that recommendation until Spring Assembly 2003. Grassian described how she organized the recommended changes for tomorrow’s discussion. After a short discussion it was decided to begin at the top of Position Paper #1 and go through each recommended change in sequential order. 

Cowell said that LAUC-SD prepared some comments for tomorrow’s Assembly. There were also comments and/or changes from LAUC-Davis, LAUC-Irvine, and LAUC-Santa Cruz. All four will be distributed at tomorrow’s Assembly. Kennedy said that thirty minutes will not be enough time to discuss this agenda item. Grassian asked how we wanted to handle the various comments from the campuses: discuss in a group, discuss today or tomorrow. A member suggested that we forward all of our changes to CPG through the campus representatives. Grassian responded that this could be made as a motion tomorrow if the discussion became too complex. Kennedy said that if we’re able to come to a consensus at the Assembly then we may choose to do something else, but we have to make an attempt. This has been going on too long and people will come ready to discuss it. Grassian recapped that we want to start the discussion as we should; we have thirty minutes. If after twenty minutes we’re getting nowhere and we haven’t come to agreement and there’s still a lot left to be discussed then Grassian will tell the Assembly that we can think about the possibility of doing something else.  A motion can then be made. 

Per Grassian’s request Perez read the ACTION item from the Fall Assembly 2002 minutes: Take Position Paper No. 1 suggested revisions to local divisions to discuss and bring comments back to Spring Assembly 2003 for a vote on the proposed revisions.

It was decided to add fifteen minutes for a total for 45 minutes for this discussion item and to distribute the comments from LAUC-Davis, LAUC-Irvine, LAUC-San Diego and LAUC-Santa Cruz to Executive Board members to read before tomorrow’s Assembly. 

Grassian said that there are three suggested revisions that could be dealt with quickly and easily: the title, in number 5 the wording changes about the probability of reaching Librarian rank, and the last sentence in number 5 which deletes the word “step.”  Grassian, Kennedy, and Murphy will discuss the order during dinner this evening.  At the last Assembly it was suggested that a sixth position paper be developed focused on the Distinguished Step. Grassian said that Myron Okada last fall said that the faculty has been talking about their Distinguished Step, and it would be interesting for whoever works on ours that they look into what the faculty are doing: how do they define Distinguished Step, how do they award it, and is it decoupled. 

· ACTION:  At tomorrow’s Assembly Grassian will announce that there will be 45 minutes to cover this agenda item.  

2) ULs Program – logistics

Grassian reminded everyone that the ULs have asked for fifteen minutes at the beginning to present a report on their retreat. After that we have nine questions and Grassian will be asking the questions. But if any of the questions are answered in their report, she will focus on those questions that have not been answered. Then there will be thirty minutes for anyone to ask questions. 

b. LAUC Nominating Committee Update

No update. 

c. LAUC R&PD Committee Update

No update. 

d. LAUC CPG Charges

Grassian reminded everyone that CPG had five charges at the beginning of the year.  

· Charge #1 -- Position Paper #1 recommended changes. This will be discussed at tomorrow’s Assembly.  

· Charge #2 -- issue of librarians at UC who are not in the librarian series, e.g., at the CDL. It was decided that we no longer wanted them to deal with this charge; this charge has been dropped. 

· Charge #3 -- investigate whether LAUC members are interested in having the committee investigate the issue of faculty status for librarians at the UC. After conducting a straw poll of the campuses, this charge has been dropped. 

· Charge #4 -- investigate the issue of upward evaluations and an increased focus on management skills in reviews. This charge is still active. 

· Charge #5 -- create a website linking divisional documents on peer-review procedures for represented and non-represented librarians and to outline an overall plan and methodology for reviewing these documents to identify issues of significance to LAUC members. This charge is still active. 

The committee asked for more explanation by what is meant in Charge #4. They won’t be dealing with Charge #5 unless they have time to get to it. A member asked if another LAUC committee is dealing with issues in Charge #4 in regard to managerial responsibilities without extra compensation. Is this coming around to the same issue of stipends? What sort of accountability is there for the stipend? There are two elements: one is the managerial skill, the other is the upward evaluation. Kennedy suggested that we change the wording to: identify management issues that LAUC could examine such as improving supervisory skills, evaluating people on their supervisory skills, etc. There could be other ways of managing such as team management; we could broaden the charge. It was suggested that the committee may discover upward evaluation information when working on Charge #5. Kennedy asked if we want to reverse the order of Charges 4 and 5. Kennedy said that we could remind the committee that in their charge, in the bylaws, it says maintain access to campus peer-reviewed documents on the web or in electronic format and review those peer-reviewed materials on the website biannually in order to ensure adequacy and currency of materials. One part of that is to review the contents of it and the other one is to make sure that it is up-to-date. Grassian will remind the committee of this standing charge. The second part of Charge #5 says outline an overall plan and methodology for reviewing peer-reviewed documents to identify issues of significance to LAUC members. Grassian and Kennedy will revise/combine Charges #4 and #5. 

· ACTION: Grassian and Kennedy will revise/combine Charges #4 and #5. 

e. LAUC Rep Reports

1) SLASIAC – Ann Jensen

Jensen added to her written report that SLASIAC is actively seeking librarian input. Murphy asked about the University Bibliographer position mentioned in one of the reports; the position would report to UCOP. Jensen reported that the ULs are no longer discussing the University Bibliographer concept, but are moving forward on a systemwide librarian position for shared print collections. 

2) SOPAG –Tammy Dearie

SOPAG and the ULs met last week. There will be five papers coming through the pipeline. Part of SOPAG’s process is to ask the all-campus groups and LAUC for input. Some of these papers will get wide distribution.  There are two white papers; one report from the CDC on the shared print collection, and one from the task force on government information. Later this summer the digital visual resources planning report will be distributed.  Comments can be sent to directly to Dearie; she will then summarize, send the summary back to the Executive Board for review, and then send comments to SOPAG in advance of the SOPAG meeting. Most of the reports will be distributed in June with a short turn around of four weeks. Kennedy said that it may be appropriate at times, depending on the nature of the comments that we get, the issue, and how strong we want our comments to be, for a response to come from the LAUC President. 

The other two issues in the SOPAG meeting were; there was an email that was sent out talking about workshops and whether the ULs were going to support them this year with the budget crisis and yes, they are going to support workshops. They are looking for workshops that follow the existing agenda that they set somewhat in their retreat: shared collections, government information and privacy issues. SOPAG has also approved a new Common Interest Group on web services that will be reporting to HOPS for websites. Grassian said that we asked that Beth Dupuis, LAUC Web Manager be appointed to this group when it was an unofficial group. Should we go through the whole process of asking for applicants to be the LAUC representative to this new common interest group or should we automatically appoint our Web Manager. The Executive Board preferred the latter option. 

· ACTION:  Grassian will ask Dupuis if she would like to be appointed to this new common interest group on websites.  If Dupuis agrees, Grassian will ask the chair to appoint Dupuis to this new common interest group on websites. 

f. CDL Users Council Representative 

There was some confusion about this issue. Grassian said that we had discussed and come to a decision during our telephone conference call meeting that we no longer needed to have a LAUC representative on the CDL Users Council based on the recommendations of our two representatives, Christy Hightower, this year’s representative, and Brad Westbrook, last year’s representative. This group did not deal with policy issues, they only dealt with implementation, and there was plenty of campus representation on this group already. During the telephone conference call people said this was true, but that we needed some representation on other CDL groups. There was discussion about which committees and if we really needed representation on other groups. Grassian informed Dan Greenstein that we no longer needed a LAUC representative on the CDL Users Council. 

g. LAUC Web Site Redesign Update

Dupuis is looking at the website; it is very complex because there are many different parts to it, many different types of materials, e.g., WORD documents, a database, etc. The LAUC history is being scanned in. She will continue to work on the web site redesign and will come up with a rough draft of a redesign, but it may take a while.  

h. LAUC Committee on Committees, Rules and Jurisdiction

Grassian sent questions to the committee about their latest report. Kennedy asked about the issue of apportionment of the representatives and where this came from. Grassian responded that it was in their charge to investigate this issue because the numbers in the current bylaws are very large; these numbers were applicable when LAUC had many more members. Both Grassian and Kennedy have questions as to how the committee came up with the apportionment numbers in their recommendation. It was noted that this is an interim report. Perez asked about the bylaw regarding the secretary distributing Assembly minutes to the University Librarian on each campus because this is no longer the practice. Grassian asked that Perez send this feedback to Jim Crooks, Chair of this Committee. 

· ACTION:  Perez will send feedback to Jim Crooks, Chair of this Committee, about secretarial duties in the current bylaws which need to be evaluated.  

7.  New Business

b. Proposed Patriot Act Resolution – logistics 

We’ll have copies for everyone at the Assembly of the Proposed Patriot Act Resolution along with copies of the written comments from LAUC-SD. Email comments had been sent previously from LAUC-SB. 

c. Upcoming LAUC LTAG Rep opening and other committee openings

Grassian said that the LAUC LTAG representative opening and the committee openings have been posted on the LAUC website. Grassian reminded everyone about the process. There will be a call for volunteers for the LTAG position that opens on October 1, 2003 and the Executive Board will submit a slate of three candidates to the ULs. The ULs will select a name from the slate. A member asked if the LTAG charge could be read at the Assembly tomorrow. 

· ACTION: Perez will give Grassian a copy of the LTAG Charge before tomorrow’s Assembly. 

d. Discussion: LAUC President’s Travel Award for new LAUC Members

Grassian changed the name of the travel award to the LAUC President’s Travel Award because she is the one who proposed it, wrote the criteria, decided on the winner, and it was funded by the LAUC President’s fund. This award is a pilot; we may or may not want to continue it. There were no objections to the name change of the award.  A suggestion was made to make this available not only to new librarians, but to those who haven’t been active in LAUC before. 

e. Discussion: Proposed LAUC Member-of-the-Year Award or LAUC Lifetime Achievement Award

Grassian said that the CARL Member-of-the-Year Award is a possible model for our awards. Another model is the Distinguished Librarian Award that is offered at LAUC-Berkeley and LAUC-LA. It was commented that there may be more than one retiree to be recognized in a given year. The idea of having two separate awards was suggested. After the discussion it was agreed that Grassian would appoint an ad hoc committee to look into this proposal. If the committee recommends award(s), they would need to develop criteria; the structure for selecting the person; the kind of presentation; the kind of award; etc. 

f. Discussion: LAUC Assemblies – order; co-sponsorship; dates

The LAUC budget has been stagnant for a number of years, and costs are going up for travel. The highest expense is travel. The discussion began with holding assemblies at the larger, cheaper to get to campuses. Dearie commented that she likes the idea of going to the larger, cheaper campuses that are more centrally located, but likes the concept of visiting the other campuses. It’s usually the only time one visits that particular campus. She suggested a hybrid model of having the Fall Assembly at the larger, cheaper to get to campuses and the Spring Assembly rotating among the other campuses. Grassian said she could set up a task force or ad hoc committee to look into this matter with a whole list of questions for them to answer. 

Grassian asked everyone to think of more money saving efficiencies. At tomorrow’s Assembly she will remind everyone to try and get the cheapest flights as soon as possible. Also, members should submit their reimbursements within a month after the Assembly. At tomorrow’s Assembly Grassian will report on today’s Executive Board discussion and get additional input. 

Kennedy proposed that the Spring Assembly be held in May; all agreed. There are other groups that meet in May which could conflict with the Spring Assembly.  Weiss suggested that Kennedy look at the ALA website which has a calendar of national professional meetings. 

g. Discussion: LAUC Past-President & SLASIAC

We have tried to figure out how we can provide advice to CDL and/or system wide library planning. For CDL we now found out that there may be one group that is advisory and that might be a possibility for a LAUC representative on that group. For system wide library planning Grassian had thought that the LAUC Past-President could be on SLASIAC. We already have a wonderful SLASIAC representative; this is not meant to remove Jensen. And we don’t know if SLASIAC would be amenable to having someone rotate on/off once a year. SLASIAC has been consistent in their desire to choose from at least three names so they could make a good fit for that group. It doesn’t mean that they may not be amenable to it in a new discussion, but adding in the factor of an annual rotation, this idea may not work for SLASIAC. Jensen said that having a three-year term on SLASIAC works well because it takes most of the first year to learning about the work of the committee. One member commented that she thought the LAUC President or the Past-President should be on SLASIAC because they are not members of any CDL or system wide planning group. Grassian said that we could suggest that the LAUC President be an ex officio member of SLASIAC. Another member said that she feels it more important for the LAUC President to meet with the ULs than to be on a group. 

9.   Other? 

Grassian and Kennedy will work out possible meeting dates for the Executive Board Transition meeting in August. 

· ACTION: Grassian will send the Executive Board, including the three candidates for Secretary, possible meeting dates for the Transition meeting in August. 

Meeting adjourned at 5pm.  

Respectfully submitted,

Alice Perez

LAUC Secretary 2002/2003
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