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Members: 

Marlayna Christensen (2nd year), Arwen Hutt (1st year), Heather Smedberg (1st year), Kelly Smith (2nd year) 

Appointment Files: 

CAPA reviewed six appointment files for the positions below, and all files reviewed by CAPA resulted in the 
candidate’s acceptance of the position. One substantive process change was suggested by CAPA and accepted 
by Business and Enterprise Services (BES) and Library Administration, wherein CAPA appointment letters will 
now be shared with the hiring Program Director. 

• ALP Assistant Program Director/Health Sciences Librarian 
• First Year Experience Librarian 
• Data Science Librarian 
• Digital Scholarship Librarian 
• Clinical Librarian 
• Digital Archivist 

Academic Review (AR) Files Statistical Summary: 

CAPA reviewed 26 AR files. 

• Nine files included PD recommendations for extra points (three for 2 points, six for 1 point). One file 
was ultimately awarded 2 extra points and eight were awarded 1 extra point. 
 

Summary of Recommended Actions/Decisions by Reviewing Body 

Action Recommendation Decision 
  Program Director   Ad Hoc CAPA University Librarian 

No Action              3         1      4 4 
Career Status + Merit increase              2        2     2 2 
Career Status + Promotion + Merit 
Increase 

1        1     1 1 

Merit increase 14      13 131 
Promotion 6 6   6 6 
Total files reviewed 26 10 26 26 

 

                                                           
1 One file awarded a standard merit increase was formally appealed for an extra point, but the decision was unchanged. 
 



Summary of Recommended Actions and Points by Reviewing Body 

   Program Director 
Recommendation 

Ad Hoc 
Recommendation

 

CAPA 
Recommendation 

UL 
Decision 

No Action + no salary points 3 1 4 3 
No Action + salary points     1 
Granting Career Status only     
Career Status + Merit Increase 1 1 1 1 
Career Status + Merit increase + 1 
additional salary point  1 1 1 1 

Career Status + Merit increase + 2 
additional salary points      

Career Status + Promotion + Merit 
increase + 1 additional salary point 1 1 1 1 

Merit increase 8  8 7 
Merit increase + 1 additional 
salary point  3  3 5 

Merit increase + 2 additional 
salary points  3  2 1 

Promotion 5 4 5 5 
Promotion + 1 additional salary 
points  

1 2 1 1 

Promotion + 2 additional salary 
points  

    

Total files reviewed 26 10 26 26 
 

Committee Actions and University Library Decisions (Actions and Points) 

Action Ad Hoc CAPA UL 
Agree with Program Director recommendation 8/10 21/26 21/26 
Disagree with Program Director recommendation 2/10 5/26  5/26 

 Agree with Ad Hoc recommendation  9/10 9/10 
Agree with CAPA recommendation   23/26 

 

Files by Rank at Time of Submission 

  Rank # of Files 
Assistant Librarian 2 

 Associate Librarian 12 
Librarian 12 

 



Files by Rank and Program Director/AUL Recommended Action 

Rank at Time of Submission Program Director/AUL Recommended Action # of files 
 Assistant Librarian No Action 1 
 Career Status + Promotion + Merit increase + 1 additional 

salary point 
1 

 Associate Librarian Career Status + Merit increase 1 

 Career Status + Merit increase + 1 additional salary point 1 
 Merit increase 2 
 Merit increase + 2 additional salary points 2 
 Promotion 5 
 Promotion + 1 additional salary point 1 
 Librarian No action 2 

 Merit increase 6 
 Merit increase + 1 additional salary point 3 
 Merit increase + 2 additional salary points 1 
 Total Files Reviewed  26 

 

 
Observations and Recommendations  
 
General notes 
This was the first year with Cassi Benavides replacing Doug Spence as the BES person handling the AR process. 
Cassi was great to work with and her assistance, as well as Maria Din’s, was valuable to and appreciated by 
CAPA. That said, we recognize that there was a learning curve for all of us in handling the many and varied 
details of the AR process. We appreciate the patience and flexibility demonstrated by candidates, designated 
reviewers, Program Directors, and Ad Hoc committees as we worked through the process. 
 
Timeliness 
With a large number of files during this review cycle, CAPA strived to communicate early and often with 
candidates, Program Directors, and AULs about the need for timely submission of files. We were grateful to 
receive 11 files (42%) by the official deadline, and 24 of 26 files (92%) were received within 30 days past the 
deadline. No files were submitted more than 60 days late. This was a considerable improvement over the 
previous year, in which no files were received by the deadline and 3 of 11 files were submitted more than 60 
days late. 
 
This timeliness helped CAPA to return reviews to the University Librarian by the April 27, 2018 deadline. CAPA 
returned all but one review on time, with the final one returned on April 30, 2018. 
 
Recommendations: 

1. As nine files were sent back to the Program Director for clarification and/or missing information, CAPA 
and BES should update training materials/sessions for PDs to highlight common errors to help ensure 
all requirements are met when files are submitted. 



Date of File Submissions 

Date # of files 
By February 23, 2018 (original deadline) 11 
1-30 calendar days late (by March 25, 2018) 13 
31-60 calendar days late (by April 24, 2018) 2 
More than 60 calendar days late 0 

 
  
Academic Biography  
In general, the Academic Biography forms were well-used during this cycle. Last year’s CAPA prepared a new 
document to provide guidance on where to place specific types of information on the “new” Academic 
Biography form, and that seems to have helped candidates structure their biography forms more consistently -
although additional training on this may be helpful. Four files, however, were sent back to candidates to 
correct forms, as the candidates had not migrated their information to the recently-updated and now-
mandatory (as of July 2016) form. A few files did not make full use of the academic biography form, instead 
including much of that information in the self-review document, and a couple of files did not follow much of 
the recommended structuring for the biography form. 
 
Recommendations: 

1. All candidates should make sure to migrate older biography content into the now-mandatory form 
prior to submitting any future review. 

2. Candidates should review relevant documentation on the recommended structuring of the biography 
form and strive to place material in appropriate sections, highlight the material that pertains to the 
current review cycle, and list items in chronological order. These actions will make it much easier for 
CAPA to review the forms and help to ensure that relevant information is not overlooked. 

3. CAPA should address these issues more thoroughly in the training sessions to make sure everyone is 
aware of the “new” form and structure recommendations. 

 
Ad Hoc Committees  
Ten files required Ad Hoc committees: (6) promotion, (1) career status + promotion, (2) career status, and (1) 
CAPA disagreement with the PD’s recommended action. Because of the large number of files this year, CAPA 
and BES (with approval from the LAUC-SD Executive Board) made a permanent change to the timeline for Ad 
Hoc committees. In the past, Ad Hocs had 30 days to submit their report. Now, Ad Hocs will have 3 days to 
notify BES of its first meeting date. If a committee is not able to meet within 7 days of being called by BES, an 
alternate member will be named to allow the group to meet within the next 3 days. The committee then will 
have 7 days after its first meeting to submit its report to BES.  

This process worked well, and CAPA appreciated that librarians were responsive to their Ad Hoc commitments; 
we did not have to call on an alternate for any Ad Hoc committee and all committee reports were submitted 
within 14 days, with an average of 10.8 days. CAPA uniformly found Ad Hoc input thoughtful and valuable in 
helping us to assess these files.  

We did note some inconsistency in how Ad Hocs handled promotion candidates’ career arc discussions and 
returned some of these reports for additional input/clarification. Also, some Ad Hoc members noted that the 
process for posting files for Ad Hoc review was inconvenient in various ways. We think this was largely due to 



this being Cassi’s first year doing the AR process, and trust that she will make appropriate corrective changes 
for the future.  

Recommendations: 

1. BES should ensure that the new timeline details are accurately reflected in instructions to Ad Hoc 
committees. 

2. BES should review instructions to Ad Hoc committees and make appropriate changes to the language 
to provide better guidance on addressing career arcs. 

3. BES should review procedures for posting files for Ad Hoc review to address the various concerns 
relayed this year. 

Summary of Ad Hoc Duration  

Length # of files 
  0 – 10 days 6 
11 – 20 days 4 
21 – 30 days  
31 – 40 days  
41 – 50 days  
51 – 60 days  

 

Point Recommendations  
Nine of 26 files (35%) requested additional points in this review cycle, which is roughly on track with the 
previous review cycle. In 2016, the then-University Librarian expressed concern about the rising number of 
files with extra point recommendations and expressed a strong view that, as excellence is the expectation for 
UCSD librarians, extra points should be reserved only for truly exceptional files. This was a guiding principle for 
CAPA in reviewing all files during this cycle. With a new University Librarian in place as of 2018, CAPA believes 
it would be useful for him to go “on record” in regard to his own views on extra points. 
 
Recommendations: 

1. CAPA recommends that the new University Librarian attend training sessions for PDs and for 
candidates to share his views on extra points. 

2. While it would be difficult, if not impossible, to define what is “exceptional” in terms of extra points, 
CAPA believes it would be helpful to have clearer guidance to help candidates and PDs properly gauge 
expectations and assess performance within the context of the broader Library environment. 

 
Reference Letters  
As noted in previous CAPA reports, the number of reference letter requests has increased over the years 
despite efforts to limit requests for standard merit increase files. For this cycle, however, this was not an issue. 
While we had 29 letter requests for 14 files this review cycle, only three of those files were not requesting 
career status, promotion, or extra points (1 was a no action file, 2 were standard merit files).  

Conversely, CAPA notes this year that some candidates whose files may have benefitted from reference letters 
did not request them. Additionally, one PD noted to CAPA after reviews were complete that s/he 
recommended against a candidate asking for reference letters, despite an extra points recommendation, 
because of prior emphasis on limiting “non-essential” reference letters. 



For clarity, CAPA reiterates that reference letters are not required for standard merit increase files and are 
discouraged unless needed to convey important information not otherwise captured in the review material. 
Reference letters are not mandatory but are strongly encouraged for any file requesting “special action,” such 
as career status, promotion, or extra points. 

Recommendations: 

1. CAPA should ensure that this issue is adequately addressed in future training sessions and training 
materials. 

2. PDs/AULs should encourage candidates to request reference letters in the case of career status, 
promotion, or extra point recommendations.  

Confidential Reference Letters Requested by Recommended Action 

Program Director Recommended Action Number of files Average # letters/file 
No action 1 2 
Career Status + Merit increase 1 3 
Career Status + Merit increase + 1 additional salary points 1 2 
Career Status + Merit increase + 2 additional salary point   
Career Status + Promotion + Merit increase + 1 additional 
salary point 

1 1 

Merit increase 2 1 
Merit increase + 1 additional salary point   
Merit increase + 2 additional salary points 2 3 
Promotion 5 2.2 
Promotion + 1 additional salary point 1 2 
Total files and total letters requested 14 29 

 

 

 
 


