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Revisions to the Annotated Language in PEARLS

The LAUC-D Peer Review Documents Committee (PRDC) is submitting its final report with updates to the annotated language in the PEARLS documents. The revisions to the PEARLS documents can be seen on the LAUC Davis website. 

The ad hoc Peer Review Documents Committee was charged by the LAUC-D Executive Board to review the PEARLS documents for any revisions necessary with respect to changes in either the Academic Personnel Manual (APM) or the UC-AFT Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that refer to the performance review of librarians in the General Library.  The PRDC was charged to identify potential areas of conflict due to changes in the MOU or APM, resolve those conflicts and insure that the references to the APM and MOU in the annotated language point to the most current documents.
The PRDC examined the annotated language and its references in relation to the following documents:
· the UC-AFT MOU Article 4, Process for Merit Increase, Promotion, and Career Status (effective March 2008)

· New Article – Criteria for Appointment, Merit Increase, Promotion, Career Status Actions (effective March 2008)

· New Article – Definition, Criteria, and Terms of Service for Appointment and Promotion (effective March 2008) 

· Academic Personal Manual (APM) 360 (Appointment and Promotion, Librarian series)

· APM 210-4 (Instructions to review committees which advise on the appointment, merit increase, promotion, career status actions for members of Librarian series)

· Review Procedures for Appointees in the Librarian Series 

· LAUC-D CAPA and its Instructions
· PEARLS Forms

During the course of the Committee’s work two meetings were held with the  LAUC-D membership and the Committee received written comments from the LAUC-D Executive Board and from a LAUC-D member.  The committee carefully reviewed all the suggestions, incorporated some and referred others for further LAUC-D study in the coming year.
Below is a summary of some of the suggestions brought to the PRDC’s attention with Committee response.
After the April 21st LAUC-D meeting:

Article 4
1. Article 4.C.1.b (p. 2) was not deleted from the UC-AFT MOU and needs to be

 re-inserted.

Committee re-inserted the paragraph to the MOU language.  It had strike out   lines on it and difficult to tell that it had not been replaced during negotiations.


2. Annotation to Section c.5, p.3-4 (when a librarian may request and receive 

an accelerated merit review) is ambiguous.
Committee revised the 1st paragraph to make it clearer and made slight change to last sentence in 2nd paragraph to avoid any issue that this request needed to be supported by the review initiator.
3. Should we drop annotation associated with Section C.7 since doesn’t add much.

Committee felt this might be helpful to candidates, especially new people and left it in.

4. Section C.8 annotation on confidentiality and redaction of letters more properly belongs under C.8.b.

Committee moved to C.8.b.

5. Section C.8.a  -- add that the candidate be notified of the disqualification decision by the University Librarian as soon as that decision is made.
Committee made the requested change.

6. Section C.9  (Contents of the Academic Review File) should be re-structured so they conform to the evaluative categories of the MOU.  Biography Form Annual Supplements should be merged into one single document and Statement of Responsibility needs to be revised according to MOU.

Committee felt that the current order of the Contents listed here were helpful to a review initiator starting to write the review since they followed the order of documents needed in drafting the review.  Also, allowing candidates to select whether to submit Biography Form: Annual Supplements in accumulated, merged form or as separate years allowed more flexibility to the candidate and might reduce unnecessary work.  The Committee did not see any conflict in the annotated language in Section C.9 with the MOU language.

7. Section C.9 paragraph 2 on the review initiator’s letter doesn’t add much and should be dropped to D. Documents, retaining only the paragraph beginning “It is required that the Review Initiator….”

Committee left it in believing that there was a great deal of useful information here in helping understand the process.
8. Section of the annotation D. Documents2 is missing a word or two…[in support of]  Also, typo in Section C.17a  “arriving at iTs recommendation – T is missing)

Committee added the language.


9.  There is a contradiction between the last paragraph in the note following 

     Section C.17.b and the note following Section C.20.  One directs requests for 

     redactions of confidential materials to the Library Personnel Officer; the other 

    directs the same requests to the Vice Provost – Academic Personnel.
The Committee requested clarification of this issue through the Office of the Vice Provost – Academic Personnel.  The official response indicated that communication should be directed through Library Administration (i.e. Library Personnel Officer) to the Vice Provost Office.  Therefore, at the end of the review process, candidates may submit written requests for redactions of confidential documents to the Library Personnel Officer. 
New Article – Criteria for Appointment, Merit Increase, Promotion, Career 
Status Actions
     10.  Section b.1 note begins: “In considering a recommendation for acceleration,     
the academic review record must demonstrate that the candidate ranks clearly 
ahead of his/her peers.”  This appears to set a higher standard than the MOU; and 
the peer group is not defined, nor is the process whereby it is evaluated.”  The 
requirement should be deleted.


Committee reviewed the language and believes that there is no conflict with the 
MOU language and, in fact, means the same thing.  The MOU language states:  
“…, accelerated promotion is possible if achievement has been exceptional…”  
Also, we now have new required language from the Office of the Vice Provost 
(B.1) which requires us to specify in more detail what makes a particular case an 
acceleration and to specify what is expected for normal advancement and to 

indicate clearly how a particular person’s case justifies the requested acceleration.
      11.  Section B.3 annotated language about flexibility seems to be denoting extreme 
scenarios.  Concern that this language could be used to regularly advance people 
whose primary job responsibilities are very great and absolve them of the 
necessity of participating in one or more of the other criteria normally required for 
advancement.

Committee left the language as is since it doesn’t contradict the MOU and it is, in 
fact, helpful for new librarians, review initiators and reviewing bodies in 
understanding the inter-relationship of our criteria for work within the library and 
outside professional activity.  
New Article – Definition, Criteria and Terms of Service for Appointment and Promotion
     12.  Review the annotated language regarding non-salary action, especially the terms 
used:  “decelerated salary action” and “neutral salary action” in this article C.5.A 
and C.5.e annotations.  Define deferral.

Committee has changed the annotated language in C.5.b and C.5.d to eliminate 
the term “”decelerated salary action” which may seem to have a negative 
connotation, and use the term “neutral merit action” instead.  The term neutral 
merit action is meant to imply a non-prejudicial action where an individual 
remains at his/her rank and step, but still has the option of submitting their 
paperwork for advancement to the next steps at a time they feel is appropriate.  

A deferral is a different action, where an individual in a salary action year 
(meeting specific requirements and with review initiator’s approval) requests to 
forgo a salary action for one year.  All librarians are required to come up for 
salary action at intervals specified by their rank, either for merit or acceleration or 
for a neutral salary action, such as remaining at Associate Librarian Step VII, 
Librarian V, VII, or VII.  So deferrals fall into a different category.
      13. Annotated notes formerly under this article,  C.5.b and  C.5.d  have been 
recombined and moved back to Article 4.C.1 (p.2).  This paragraph discusses out-
of-sequence reviews and says that once you have been through a step, if you put 
yourself up before your next regular salary action period, it will not be considered 
an accelerated action.  Some of the language here has been revised based on 
current practice (i.e. movement from Librarian V to VI requiring full career 
review and being based on Distinguished Status.  Further clarification may be 
necessary beyond the role of this Committee.
Revisions made since the June 23rd  LAUC Davis General Membership meeting:

Article 4:
       1.
New annotated language was accidentally inserted in the middle of a quoted  

paragraph in two places, Article 4 C8a, p. 5 (version 16).  Both sentences were 
moved out of the middle of the quoted letter and slightly revised.  Also, one of the 
sentences was 
revised to clarify that both the University Librarian and/or the 
Vice Provost, Academic Personnel would be responsible for notifying the 
candidate as soon as they made a decision on the disqualification request 
(version 17, Article 4 
annotated language C8a, p. 6.
      2.  A word in Article 4 C8a, p.6 was corrected in two places:  term “Review Board” 
changed to “CAPA.”
New Article-Criteria for Appointment, Merit Increase, Promotion, Career Status Actions:
      3.   On page 2 (B.1), the Office’s name in “Direction’s from the Office of the Vice 
Provost, Academic Affairs was updated to Office of the Vice Provost, Academic 
Personnel. 
Forms and Procedures Documents

The PEARLS forms, CAPA instructions and Review Procedures documents were 
 
updated to reference the latest versions of the new MOU and APM.  All the 
forms were reviewed, but many were unchanged.
