
LAUC-SD Membership Meeting 

Tuesday, 7/28/2015, 2:00PM – 3:00PM, BLB Events Room 

Updates / Announcements  

 New Members Welcome  

Penny officially welcomed three new librarians, Sibyl Schaefer (RDCP), Jin Moon 

(ALP), and Sarah Buck Kachaluba (ALP). 

 Introduction of CEP Fellows 

Cristela Garcia-Spitz introduced this year’s two CEP Fellows, George Martinez and 

Hanne Nabahe. They are giving presentations tomorrow at 9:30, sponsored by the R&PD 

committee, talking about the projects they’ve worked on this summer. Hanne is working 

in SC&A, processing the José Villegas Collection, and George is in LSV, working on the 

LibGuide for the Library’s Digital Collections. 

 Academic Senate Library Committee Meeting. 

Teri Vogel reported that this committee met April 22. At the meeting Brian spoke on the 

proposed revisions to the APM to make it more in line with the MOU, and on the 

definitions of librarians and the librarian series. There may be a joint task force with 

LAUC to discuss these issues. 

 Penny announced the new LAUC-SD Executive Board for the upcoming year: Heather 

Smedberg, chair; Cristela Garcia-Spitz, in-coming chair; Marlayna Christensen, 

secretary/treasurer; Reid Otsuji, delegate; Ryan Johnson, member-at-large; Penny 

Coppernoll-Blach, past chair. 

 

New Business 

 Academic Review Ad Hoc Committees & Minor Revisions to the ARPM – Annelise 

Sklar, CAPA Chair 

Annelise presented two documents. The first has some statistics on the past year’s review 

process, and is a preview to CAPA’s annual report. All review documents were submitted 

to the campus on time, and CAPA and the Library administration agreed on the 

promotions and points for all 16 files. 

The second document contained some proposed revisions to the ARPM and to the review 

process. Annelise and CAPA have questions for LAUC-SD on these proposals. The 

issues and proposals are: 



o The academic biography currently asks for personal information like address, 

emergency contact, etc., and there are concerns about CAPA being able to see this 

information. LHR will remove this section and not send it to CAPA. Adolfo 

Tarango asked about the fact that the academic bio is a public document. Tammy 

Dearie clarified that the last page is available to public but the personal 

information will be redacted. The full form goes to campus but not to CAPA, to 

forestall concerns that CAPA may discriminate if it can see personal information. 

o Non-discrimination statement. CAPA recommends updating this statement to 

include the groups mentioned in the MOU. Lia Friedman agreed with doing so but 

raised a question about the specifics in the MOU’s parenthetical statement, like 

“cancer-related or genetic characteristics” and wondered at the need to get 

specific and not just say “medical conditions.” It was agreed to not change the 

language but just accept what is in the MOU. 

Annelise made a motion to update the non-discrimination clause in the ARPM to match 

the language in the MOU. The motion passed unanimously. 

o Ad hocs and when to call them under the new point system. This year’s CAPA 

conducted the review process with the assumption that Ad Hocs should be called 

anytime a PD recommended additional points (i.e., a merit increase). Many PDs 

requested additional points, though, so there were many Ad Hocs, creating 

something of an administrative burden. Also, CAPA began to think that this 

practice wasn’t effective because the Ad Hocs can’t see the nuances that CAPA 

sees when looking at all the files together. Now CAPA is proposing to not have 

Ad Hocs just for reviews asking for extra points, unless CAPA disagrees with the 

PD. 

Annelise and Dominique Turnbow spoke more about the nuances. Of the 16 files 

that CAPA looked at, nine were normal files and of those nine, seven asked for 

extra points. Because of the variability of PDs requesting different points, the Ad 

Hoc reports were not useful for CAPA. They were either more stringent or more 

willing to give points than CAPA itself was. Cristela remarked that the Ad Hoc 

report is helpful when CAPA is on the fence.  

Mary Linn Bergstrom argued in favor of the importance of Ad Hocs and didn’t 

feel that the difficulty in managing them should be a consideration. Cristela 

explained that matching librarians to Ad Hocs is challenging, and so CAPA is 

able to make better selections if there are fewer Ad Hocs to convene. 

Another issue that received some discussion was how to handle the fact that the 

candidates themselves also always have the option of requesting an Ad Hoc. 

CAPA brought up the idea of adding a checkbox to the review form, which 

librarians can check to request an Ad Hoc. CAPA also suggested emailing all the 

candidates once the process is underway to tell them they can request an Ad Hoc. 



The membership in general disagreed with these steps. Adolfo felt that a 

checkbox could lead to everyone checking yes, although Adele thought that 

perhaps with training the candidates wouldn’t overuse Ad Hocs. Also, Heather 

Smedberg remarked that candidates won’t know, when filling out their forms, if 

CAPA will have a disagreement with the PD. Mary Linn spoke in favor of a 

consistent procedure and not leaving it up to individuals, and Sue McGuiness 

agreed with the importance of consistency. 

A motion was proposed to accept CAPA’s recommendation c. ii. but with slight 

modification – “CAPA will call an Ad Hoc only in cases of promotion, career status, or 

termination, or when CAPA disagrees with the PD’s recommendation of points or 

action.” – and also to accept c.iii but adding CAPA and striking the option of including a 

checkbox in Appendix XI – “Candidates, Program Directors, CAPA, AULs, and 

University Librarian maintain the right to call an Ad Hoc if they so choose.” The motion 

passed unanimously. 

o The make-up of Ad Hocs. The current ARPM doesn’t forbid having members of 

an Ad Hoc from the same program as the candidate or each other. Dave Schmitt 

explained that this proscription was purposefully left out of the ARPM revision 

during the time of split assignments. CAPA asked the membership if we should 

change the ARPM to be more specific and proscriptive about the composition of 

Ad Hocs. Brian spoke in favor of the flexibility that the current language gives to 

CAPA and the Library administration. They generally try to avoid having 

members of an Ad Hoc come from the same program, but it can be challenging. 

A motion was made to not change the language of the ARPM and to retain the current 

flexibility. It passed unanimously. 

o Lastly, CAPA proposed creating a template, like the self-review template, for Ad 

Hoc reports. The Ad Hocs would be encouraged to use it but not required, and it 

will be living document on the website and not part of the ARPM. The 

membership supported the creation of this template. 

Brian finished the discussion by praising this year’s CAPA for doing a great job. 

 eScholarship Submissions Update – Marlayna Christensen, R&PD Co-Chair 

Marlayna explained that the past procedure for papers written by librarians was that 

R&PD approved the submission to eScholarship and then an AA did the work of 

submitting the paper. This role, of approving open access deposits, however, is not in 

R&PD’s charge. We either need to change the committee’s charge, then, or change the 

procedure and allow self-deposit. Annelise clarified that librarians can self-deposit papers 

unless they want the papers to be part of the UC San Diego Library collection in 

eScholarship. 

The membership generally spoke in favor of allowing self-deposit of papers to the 

Library space, without R&PD or anyone else acting as a gatekeeper. Marlayna will write 



up a proposal to make this practice official, and then SCWG and R&PD will meet and 

figure out the details. Please send comments to either of those groups. 


