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Introduction

In September 2005, a new process for determining the merit award for librarians was implemented by the Director of Libraries.  This new process has raised a number of serious concerns among librarians, both in terms of how it was introduced and of its operational details.  The Executive of the MAUT Librarians' Section has requested the MAUT-LS Professional Issues Committee (PIC) to examine these concerns.  The following is PIC's report to the Executive on this matter.
Terminology

In this report, the following terminology will be used:


1998 Process: This phrase will refer to the library merit award process which was introduced in 1998 and which, with slight adjustments over time, remained in use up to and including the merit exercise conducted in 2004 to cover the 2003-2004 evaluation period.


2005 Process: This phrase will refer to the library merit award process which was introduced in 2005 and which was first used for the merit exercise conducted in 2005 to cover the 2004-2005 evaluation period.
Development of the 1998 Process
Prior to 1998, each administrative unit within the McGill Library System carried out its own separate merit evaluation.  This approach had a number of disadvantages.  Unit administrators rated their staff without the benefit of uniform guidelines, and without being able to compare the activities of their staff with those of librarians in other units.  Because each unit was allocated its own narrow portion of the total Library merit pool, unit administrators had to fit their staff members as best they could within the cramped range available to them.  This range was further limited by the parameters of the merit policy: the requirement that each unit not exceed the amount allocated to it, and the requirement that no more than a certain percentage of staff be placed in each merit category.  If the application of these requirements was inconsistent from one unit to another, these inconsistencies would then have to be reconciled by the Director of Libraries when he or she received each unit's merit ranking recommendations.
In 1997, as part of a larger initiative by the Academic Salary Policy Subcommittee to improve the merit process at McGill, it was proposed that a new library-wide method of recommending the merit award be developed.  The goal was to make the merit award process more objective and transparent than had been the case hitherto.  

The Office of the Director of Libraries and the MAUT Librarians' Section began consultations to develop this improved method.  Two features of the new process would be the allocation of a point value to each work activity element listed by librarians in a report of their activities for the past year, and the use of a mathematical formula to compute a final score from these numbers.  This approach was based on a system which was used by John Hobbins, then Acting McLennan Librarian, to determine merit in the Humanities and Social Sciences Library in 1997, and which was later discussed by the Director's Senior Management Group.  Another feature would be the evaluation of librarians as a single group by a committee using one set of criteria.  This method would allow work activities to be compared more broadly and uniformly between librarians.  It would also have the advantage of keeping the Library's merit funds in a single broad pool, and of producing a single ranked list of librarians which could then be fitted more easily into the merit categories.
The draft methodology developed from these consultations was distributed by e-mail to all librarians in November 1997 for information and comments, as well as for discussion at the MAUT Librarians' Section membership meeting later that month.  Work was also done to establish the terms of reference of the Merit Implementation Standing Committee, which were finalized by June 1998.  The details of these procedures (i.e., the 1998 Process) were announced to all librarians by the Director of Libraries in a letter dated 8 July, 1998 (a copy of which is appended to the present report).  Accompanying this letter were Vice-Principal Chan's memo describing the academic salary policy for 1998/99, the Merit Increase Methodology for the libraries, the Merit Implementation Standing Committee's terms of reference, and the Librarian's Review of Activities form (see appended copies).  
The 1998 Process was well-received by McGill librarians, as illustrated by the December 17, 1998 letter (appended) sent by the Director of Libraries to the MAUT Librarians' Section Executive.  In this letter, the Director mentions her pleasure at reading in the December 1998 MAUT Newsletter about the positive response by librarians to the new merit procedure.  She goes on to thank the librarians who were involved in developing and implementing the process, and indicates that she would welcome input for fine-tuning it in the future.

As previously mentioned, a number of adjustments were made to the process over the years.  Some adjustments involved the way in which the Merit Implementation Standing Committee functioned; these are described in the next section of this report ("Operational Details of the 1998 Process").  Some adjustments involved the Review of Activities form, later called the Librarian’s Annual Report form (a copy of which is appended).  This form was used to report the work done by librarians each year in their three areas of academic duties (position responsibilities; research and other scholarly and professional activities; contributions to the University and scholarly communities).   The basic categories remained similar as the form evolved, though their order changed somewhat; explanatory notes were added to some items to clarify what they covered, and subsections were introduced under some categories to group the details more finely.
Operational Details of the 1998 Process

Initially, the Merit Implementation Standing Committee consisted of the Staff Development Librarian, three other selected members of the Director of Libraries' Senior Management Group, and an MAUT Librarians' Section Observer jointly selected by the Director and by the Chair of the MAUT Librarians' Section.  The group was later expanded to include all SMG members who were unit heads, as well as the Library Personnel Officer.  By including all SMG unit heads, the expanded Committee could count on having at least one member who could speak with direct, detailed knowledge about the work activities of every librarian being evaluated.
The Director of Libraries did not serve on the Committee.  The Committee was initially chaired by the Staff Development Librarian.  When the Staff Development Librarian eventually retired, various members of the Committee were appointed by the Director from year to year to serve as Chair.

The documents considered by the Committee were the Review of Activities form filled out by each librarian, and the Supervisor's Evaluation of each librarian written by his or her immediate supervisor.  Every year, as the end of the academic year approached, the Director of Libraries would send out these report and evaluation forms to all librarians, with instructions that they be completed and submitted in May or June. This would allow the Merit Implementation Standing Committee several weeks to review this documentation prior to the late summer or early fall meetings at which the merit rankings would be conducted.
In reviewing the documentation prior to these meetings, each member of the Committee was given or chose a staffing area for which he or she would be primarily responsible. (This practice was brought in later to save time.) For example, in the interest of objectivity, members might be asked to rank staff from library units other than their own.  Members would then read and comparatively evaluate the files for which they were responsible, and would report their assessments to the Committee when it met to conduct the rankings. 
At the start of its deliberations, the Committee would discuss the methodology to be followed, covering such details as the activities to be counted and the way in which these activities would be scored.  The Committee would evaluate the activities of every librarian (except members of the Director's Senior Management Group) in all three areas of academic duties.  The Director evaluated the work performance of those reporting directly to her, while the Committee evaluated SMG members in the second and third areas of responsibility. 

The Committee endeavoured to work from written guidelines to ensure that different types of activities were scored as consistently as possible from person to person, while at the same time being flexible in situations where it would be fairer to make adjustments.  For example, when rating performance in position responsibilities, the Committee would start by allocating five points to everyone.  Five points represented the notion that the individual was performing all position responsibilities in a superior fashion. Points were added for going above and beyond or for some special circumstance. Points were deducted if not all the job was done or done well based on the supervisor’s evaluation. The assessments presented by each member would then be further compared to make sure that, for example, the librarian’s committee work was being reported in the same way by everyone, and that committees were being rated in a way which fairly reflected how much work each committee actually involved.   

The weighting prescribed by the Merit Increase Methodology was 70%-80% for position responsibilities, and 20%-30% for the other areas of responsibility (i.e. 10%-15% for research and other scholarly and professional activities, and 10%-15% for contributions to the University and scholarly communities).  The percentage distribution to be used in a given year was decided by the Committee.  In nearly all instances, the distribution used was 75% position responsibilities and 25% other areas; in only one year was a distribution of  80% and 20% used.  
Once the point totals were computed for each person, the Committee would produce a ranked list of librarians.  As was done in the case of the McGill Pay Equity exercise, the Committee would then review this list to make any final minor adjustments that were required.  The Committee would then submit the list to the Director of Libraries.

At this stage, the Director would determine where members of SMG would fit into this ranked list, and would add their names to the list at the appropriate point levels.  The general understanding was that the Director would not otherwise alter the rankings recommended by the Committee.  The budget officer then took the ordered list to determine where the cut-off lines would be between the various merit award categories prescribed by that year's academic salary policy.  The cut-off lines between categories would be placed to make the awards fit the money allocated to the Libraries for that year.    It was understood that the Director would try to establish the cut-off lines in such a way that two librarians of equal ranking would not end up with different merit awards.  

As mentioned earlier, a non-voting MAUT Librarians' Section Observer was appointed to the Committee every year.  Until 2002, the Observer was present for the evaluation of  all three categories of academic duties.  After 2002, the Observer was not included in discussions of work performance, but was present for discussion of the other two categories.

When the merit award process was completed for a given year, the Observer would report back to the MAUT Librarians' Section Membership.  For reasons of confidentiality, the Observer's report would not discuss the specifics of any particular case; it would simply consist of a statement as to whether, in his or her opinion as an independent observer, the work of the Committee in that year had seemed fair and objective and had followed proper procedures.  In some years, this statement was supplemented by a statistical report from the Director to the MAUT Librarian's Section indicating, under each merit category, the number of librarians who were awarded that category.  
The 1998 Process, with its occasional revisions, was on the whole seen as fair, objective and transparent by McGill librarians.  Problems with the process, where they existed, were few in number and minor in scale.  For instance, not everyone may have been comfortable with the fact that the membership of the Committee was entirely appointed, nor with the fact that part of the merit rating for SMG members was done by the Director — although, in fairness, it would have been a delicate matter for the Committee members (since they were drawn from SMG) to evaluate themselves on job performance.  The occasional lack of consistency, clarity or completeness on the part of librarians filling in the annual reports and of supervisors writing performance evaluations sometimes complicated the work of the Committee.  In an effort to be fair during the first few years, the Committee contacted  librarians who had forgotten to add a crucial point to their annual report.  This situation improved as more guidelines were developed for filling out reports and evaluations; for instance, the MAUT Librarians' Section once arranged a group workshop to advise librarians on how best to prepare their annual reports.   The annual report form, while retaining its open design of having broad  category headings followed by blank spaces below, gradually evolved so that it could be filled in with more consistency.  More subcategories were introduced under each area of activity, and in later years the form was accompanied by a detailed instruction sheet for librarians and supervisors.  The form's open-ended design was appreciated for working well, for being flexible and for allowing the opportunity to provide explanations where these could be useful.
A list of the main features of the 1998 Process can be found in point form in the tables provided later in this report.

Introduction of the 2005 Process
In the months which immediately followed the arrival in early February 2005 of McGill's new Director of Libraries, the Librarian’s Annual Report form normally sent out by the Office of the Director of Libraries in April or May was not issued.  On June 30, the customary memorandum summarizing the Academic Salary Policy for the current year was e-mailed to all academic staff by (then Interim) Provost Anthony Masi.  

In September 2005, one month prior to the Payroll Office's October 3 deadline for receiving notification of merit award decisions for 2005, a new library merit procedure was introduced by the Director and announced to librarians by e-mail.  This procedure, which was introduced without consultation with the MAUT Librarians' Section, included a new merit committee structure, a new merit evaluation process and a new Annual Performance Recognition and Development Report form.  The introduction of the new procedure took place in the following steps: 
On September 6, the Director announced by e-mail that she was putting together a small working group to advise her on merit:  

“The full committee will consist of:



Trenholme Director of Libraries



Associate Director, Systems & Technology



Senior Management Representative



Library Professional Representative



Manager, Administration & Personnel


I am now calling for nominations from the librarian tenure stream (excluding 
members of Senior Management).”

The Director's e-mail solicited nominations for these elected representatives, specifying that no SMG members would be eligible, and giving a nomination deadline of September 7 with a voting deadline of September 9.  Customary library election procedures were not followed; for example, electors had to devise their own ballots.  No mention was made of the Merit Implementation Standing Committee created in 1998, of the established procedures for determining its composition and chair, or of the MAUT Librarians' Section Observer.  
On September 9, the MAUT Librarians' Section Executive met with the Director to discuss merit and other concerns.  The Director did not agree to have an MAUT Librarians' Section Observer present on the Merit Committee being formed.  The Director indicated that she believed that a new merit process was necessary, but did not communicate the reasons for her decision in a memo to all librarians.
On September 14, in an e-mail to all librarians, the Director proposed that the members of the committee advising her on merit could, if they were willing to do so, also meet with her to work on the ongoing matter of revising Chapter 2 of the Handbook of Regulations and Policies for Academic and Librarian Staff.  The Director indicated that, if the members of the Merit Committee did not wish to become involved in revising the Regulations, a different committee would be formed to work on the Regulations.  This second option is the one which was ultimately followed, with the exception of the Senior Management Representative who was automatically put on the Regulations Committee.
On September 19, the Director distributed by e-mail a new Annual Performance Recognition and Development Report form (a copy of which is appended).  This new form differed substantially from the earlier Librarian’s Annual Report form: it introduced new evaluation criteria and a new rating scale, which it applied retroactively to the already-completed 2004-2005 year.  The new form also introduced sections dealing with future career advancement targets and knowledge/skills to be developed.  The Director's e-mail set a deadline of September 26 for returning the forms, leaving librarians with only five business days to write their annual reports and for supervisors to write performance evaluations for each of the librarians reporting to them. 

On September 22, in response to concerns expressed regarding the short time frame for submitting the Performance Recognition and Development Report form, the Director extended the submission deadline to September 30 for those librarians who, because of absences, were not able to meet the September 26 deadline.  
Operational Details of the 2005 Process
The methodology followed by the Merit Committee during its evaluation meetings — one on the morning of Wednesday, September 28 and one during the afternoon and evening of Sunday, October 2, in addition to one or two preliminary meetings to discuss the Annual Performance Recognition and Development Report form — is not known.  The merit award letters sent to each librarian indicated that the weight allocated this year to position responsibilities was 85%, while the weight allocated to the second and third duty categories combined was 15%.  One member of the Merit Committee was authorized by the Director to present at a meeting of the MAUT Librarians' Section (held on October 14) his general impressions of the process, without going into the specifics of how the Committee conducted its work.  No other details have been released.   
A comparison of the main features of the 1998 Process with the known details of the 2005 Process is provided in the tables below.

Comparison of 1998 Process and 2005 Process
Table 1: Merit Process Development
	Merit Process Development (1998) 
	Merit Process Development (2005) 

	Collegially developed by the Director of Libraries and the MAUT Librarians' Section.
	Unilaterally introduced by the Director of Libraries.

	Developed in 1997-1998 over the space of approximately one year.
	Announced in September 2005 and used that same month to conduct the merit award exercise for the 2004-2005 fiscal year.

	Proposed methodology distributed to librarian staff for feedback during the course of the development process.
	Methodology to be used by Committee not released; no feedback on methodology sought from librarian staff.

	Full details of the Merit Increase Methodology, the Merit Implementation Standing Committee's terms of reference, and the Librarian's Review of Activities form mailed to all librarians once finalized.
	Announcements from the Director of Libraries covered only the election procedure and the details of the new Annual Performance Recognition and Development Report form.

	Report forms and process gradually refined in the years following implementation as experience is gained with them; details of revised methodology mailed to staff as needed.
	No revisions to process or to the form have as yet been formally communicated through e-mail memo or other documentation to the librarian staff.


Table 2: Annual Reports
	 Annual Reports (1998-2004)
	Annual Reports (2005)

	Titles: Review of Activities form; Librarian’s Annual Report form.
	Title: Annual Performance Recognition and Development Report form.

	Annual report component of the form is distinct from the supervisor's evaluation form.
	Combines annual report form and supervisor's evaluation form into a single document having parallel columns for each component. 

	Categories correspond to the position responsibilities and other academic duties of librarians, providing a detailed breakdown of scholarly activities, teaching and service to the profession and to the university.
	Categories emphasize tasks, accountabilities and projects related to position responsibilities; details of other academic duties are almost entirely absent and are for the most part reduced to a single general category; no reference to teaching.

	Format is open, allowing detailed written descriptions under every category.
	Form prescribes a five-point letter-grade scale to evaluate various activities.

	No equivalent in the form used from 1998 to 2004.
	Form introduces evaluation categories for oral communication, written communication, interpersonal effectiveness, client service, organizational ability, judgment, application of knowledge / problem solving, leadership, resource management, flexibility, IT skills, diplomacy / tact and teamwork / cooperation.  The categories do not state how these terms are to be interpreted for evaluation purposes.

	No equivalent in the form used from 1998 to 2004. 
	Form includes sections asking about the librarian's career advancement targets for the next five years, knowledge or skills to be developed, and areas for improvement with target dates.


Table 3: Merit Committee
	Merit Committee (1998-2004)
	Merit Committee (2005)

	Name: Merit Implementation Standing Committee.
	Name: Merit Committee.

	Composed of Senior Management Group (SMG) members (number has varied over the years), the Manager, Administration & Personnel, and an MAUT Librarians' Section Observer. The inclusion of all SMG members ensures that at least one person is familiar with the type of work performed by each librarian. 
	Composed of the Trenholme Director of Libraries, the Associate Director, Systems & Technology, a Senior Management Representative, a Librarian Tenure Stream Representative, a Library Professional Representative, and the Manager, Administration & Personnel.

	All members appointed.
	Three members elected.

	Director of Libraries is not a member of the Committee.
	Director of Libraries is a participating member of the Committee.

	Committee chaired by the Staff Development Librarian (initially) and by another SMG member (in later years). The Chair worked with the MAUT Librarians’ Section Professional Issues Committee to improve the annual report form.
	Committee chaired by the Director of Libraries.

	Librarians have access to the annual report form before the year begins so that they know how they will be assessed. They have months to fill in the form.
	A new 2004-2005 form is issued Sept. 19, 2005. Librarians and supervisors have five business days to complete the annual reports and subsequent performance evaluations.


(Table continued on next page)
Table 3: Merit Committee (continued)
	Merit Committee (1998-2004)
	Merit Committee (2005)

	MAUT Librarians' Section Observer present in all years for evaluation of second and third categories of duties, and present in some years for evaluation of position responsibilities.
	No MAUT Librarians' Section Observer permitted to be present at any point. 

	Committee work typically done over several weeks. Members see all of the librarians’ files in advance of the meeting so that they can familiarize themselves with achievements. 
	Committee work done in a few days.

	Assessment of the fairness of the process followed by the Committee issued by MAUT Librarians' Section Observer at the end of the merit exercise.
	No assessment issued since MAUT Librarians' Section Observer was not allowed to participate in the Committee's work.

	In some years, a statistical summary of the number of librarians in each category is issued by the Director of Libraries at the end of the merit exercise. 
	Statistical summary requested by the MAUT Librarians' Section from the Director of Libraries.  No statistical summary issued.


Table 4: Merit Evaluation Method
	Merit Evaluation Method (1998-2004)
	Merit Evaluation Method (2005) 

	Evaluation methodology discussed by Committee members at the beginning of each year's merit exercise.
	Process not disclosed.

	Written evaluation guidelines used as much as possible.
	Process not disclosed.

	Methodology stresses counting activities as uniformly as possible for all librarians.
	Process not disclosed.

	Point system used to evaluate activities by librarians in all three areas of responsibility.
	Process not disclosed.

	In six years out of seven, position responsibilities count for 75% while the other two areas of responsibility count for a combined total of 25%.  For the 2002-2003 merit year, the ratio is 80% to 20%.
	Position responsibilities count for 85% while the other two areas of responsibility count for a combined total of 15%.

	Committee evaluations yield a ranked list of all librarians, for submission to the Director of Libraries.
	Process not disclosed.

	Director of Libraries conducts merit ranking of SMG members for all three areas of responsibility or, in some years, only for position responsibilities.
	Process not disclosed.

	Director of Libraries divides the complete ranked list into categories that will best fit the merit categories and the amount of merit money allocated that year.
	Process not disclosed. 


Concerns Arising from the Introduction of the 2005 Merit Process
As previously noted, the 1998 Process was generally regarded by McGill librarians as being fair, objective and transparent.  What few problems existed with the process were minor in scale, and in some cases were rectified over time — for instance, as more detailed subcategories for the various types of academic duties were introduced in the Librarian’s Annual Report form.
The 2005 Process, when it was introduced, replaced the Merit Implementation Standing Committee with a new Merit Committee which included three elected representative positions.  In principle, this new arrangement has helped address the concerns of any librarians who may have been uncomfortable with the fact that the Merit Implementation Standing Committee had consisted only of appointed members.  Likewise, the establishment of the new Merit Committee has potentially resulted in procedures whereby the SMG members are now being evaluated by the same committee for all three of their areas of responsibility — though, in the absence of information on what evaluation procedures the Merit Committee followed, it is not possible to know if this is indeed the case.
These two improvements, however, must be weighed against the serious concerns raised by the other changes summarized in the tables above.  These concerns mainly revolve around the following issues:
1) The uncollegial and hurried manner in which the 2005 Process was put into place.  
As described earlier, the 1998 Process was collegially developed by the Director of Libraries and the MAUT Librarians' Section.  The 2005 Process, by contrast, was unilaterally introduced by the Director of Libraries and immediately used to conduct the merit award exercise for the 2004-2005 fiscal year, all in the space of less than one month.  During that month, concerns regarding this new process were brought to the attention of the Director of Libraries by the Executive of the MAUT Librarians' Section and through postings by librarians on both the ALLIBRARIANS (McGill librarian staff) and AMUL-L (MAUT Librarians' Section) discussion lists.  Aside from the extension of the original submission deadline for the annual reports and supervisor evaluations from September 26 to September 30, no alteration to the 2005 Process appears to have been made as a result of the concerns expressed.
2) The introduction of a problematic annual report and evaluation form.  
Table 2 above outlines the main differences between the annual report forms used under the 1998 Process and the annual report and evaluation form introduced under the 2005 Process.  One of the most striking differences between the two is the extent to which the new Annual Performance Recognition and Development Report form downplays the responsibility which librarians have under article 1.3.2 of Chapter 2 of the Handbook of Regulations and Policies for Academic and Librarian Staff to engage in research and other scholarly and professional activities and to contribute to the University and to scholarly communities.  Academic duties are almost entirely absent and are for the most part reduced to a single general category.  The form no longer mentions the University's reporting guidelines on publications, an important detail which prescribes that only publications which appeared the previous calendar year (rather than fiscal year) should be listed.  Librarians who teach credit courses, or engage in other types of teaching activities, no longer find any reference to this activity in the form.  

At the same time, the new form introduces more than a dozen new evaluative criteria.  These criteria are expressed in vague terms — like "judgment" — with no guidance provided on how a supervisor is supposed to interpret the meaning of these concepts.  The form also includes new sections asking about the librarian's career advancement targets for the next five years, knowledge or skills to be developed, and areas for improvement with target dates.  These new sections contradict the principle set out in the Academic Salary Policy that merit must be awarded to individuals strictly on the basis of their academic performance during the fiscal year just completed.  If the Library administration wishes to request career-planning information of this nature, it would be preferable to do so through an entirely separate document so there is no possibility that it might inadvertently influence the deliberations of the Merit Committee.
3) The elimination of various mechanisms which the 1998 Process had used to promote the fairness and transparency of the merit evaluation process.  

One of the reasons which allowed librarians to have confidence in the 1998 Process is that its operational details were communicated in print to every librarian staff member.  By contrast, virtually no information has been released about the operating procedures used by the new Merit Committee under the 2005 Process to evaluate librarians for merit.  

The only detail which is known about the Merit Committee's working method — the figures were stated in the merit award letter received by each librarian at the end of the process — is that position responsibilities were counted for 85% of the evaluation total while the other two areas of responsibility were counted for a combined total of 15%.  These two figures deviate by 10% from the normal ratio of 75% / 25 % used in six of the past seven years, and by 5% from the ratio used exceptionally in 2002-2003, as shown below:
1997-1998 = 75% / 25%

1998-1999 = 75% / 25%

1999-2000 = 75% / 25%

2000-2001 = 75% / 25%

2001-2002 = 75% / 25%

2002-2003 = 80% / 20%

2003-2004 = 75% / 25%

2004-2005 = 85% / 15%
Under the usual weighting ratio of 75% : 25%, position responsibilities counted for three times as much as the other two areas of responsibility combined.  Under the weighting ratio of 85% : 15% introduced by the 2005 Process, position responsibilities now count for 5.67 times as much as the other two areas of responsibility combined.  This change was made without consulting the MAUT Librarians’ Section Executive, which during the first few years of implementation of the 1998 Process was consulted by the Merit Committee through the Observer for input on the weighting of responsibilities.
The Merit Committee's composition, unlike its operating procedures, was communicated to all librarians; indeed, three of the positions on the Committee were filled by librarians who were nominated and elected by their peers.  Under the 2005 Process, the Merit Committee is chaired by the Director of Libraries, whereas under the 1998 Process the Merit Implementation Standing Committee operated at arm's length from the Director of Libraries, since the Director neither chaired nor sat on this Committee.  Although librarians were evaluated by the entire Merit Committee, they were entitled to vote only for one of the three elected members of the committee (the member corresponding to the staff category — non-tenure track, tenured/tenure-track, SMG members — to which they belonged).  The very short time (two days) allowed for voting, and the requirement that voters bring their ballot in person to the Office of the Director of Libraries, may have made it difficult for some voters (notably the ones who work at McGill's Macdonald Campus) to exercise their right to vote.  A certain amount of confusion about the mandate of the Merit Committee was introduced in mid-September when the Director of Libraries proposed that the Committee also be tasked to work with her on a revision of Chapter 2 of the Handbook of Regulations and Policies for Academic and Librarian Staff — an idea which was ultimately rejected.

The elimination from the new Merit Committee of the MAUT Librarians' Section Observer is a regrettable element of the 2005 Process, since it removes an accountability feature which fostered confidence in the process among librarians.  The release by the Director of Libraries of a statistical summary of the number of librarians who were allocated to each merit category, while it did not occur every year, was another mechanism which helped make the 1998 Process transparent.  It is especially unfortunate that the Director of Libraries has refused to release such a summary this year, given the many changes brought about by the introduction of the 2005 Process.
4) Retroactivity of the 2005 Process.
The new Annual Performance Recognition and Development Report form introduced in September 2005 changed the reporting and evaluation categories for the 2004-2005 fiscal year already completed.  This has caused great concern to the librarian staff.  Having set their goals for the 2004-2005 academic year under the assumption that they would be evaluated on the same basis as in the previous year, they were confronted in September 2005 with the retroactive imposition of new performance measures.  The absence of information on the merit evaluation process used by the new Merit Committee likewise prevents librarians from knowing if their activities were being rated for merit according to the expectations which were in place during the period under review.  The abovementioned lowering of the value of the second and third areas of responsibility from 25% to 15%, for example, may have penalized those librarians who were more active in these areas than their colleagues during the year in question.
It should be noted that while the 2004-2005 fiscal year was in progress, librarians were not informed that any changes were being contemplated to the annual report form or to the merit implementation procedures.  Indeed, for most of the year in question (from June 1, 2004, to January 31, 2005) the present Director of Libraries had not yet taken office.  After the Director took office on February 1, 2005, no announcement regarding annual report and merit procedure changes was made until September 2005, three months after the end of the 2004-2005 year.  
5) The implementation difficulties encountered when the 2005 Process was used in the merit award exercise for the 2004-2005 fiscal year.  
The great haste with which the 2005 Process was introduced and used to conduct a merit exercise at one of the busiest times of the year caused numerous difficulties.  Only a few days were allowed for librarians to complete their Annual Performance Recognition and Development Report, for their supervisors to write a performance evaluation, and for librarians and supervisors to meet in order to discuss and sign the forms.  Some units which had already taken the initiative to write their annual reports and performance evaluations in the spring using the previous year's forms had to spend time transferring their work to the new, different form as best they could.  Units which had not taken this initiative, since the call for reports and evaluations customarily made by the Office of the Director of Libraries in the spring was not made until September, had to scramble to complete the entire process in the very short period of time allowed.  At least three librarians did not have a chance to see their own evaluations before the Merit Committee met to consider them.  One unit was also hampered by the fact that its Administrative Librarian was out of the country at the time, and thus unable to write evaluations by the initial submission deadline.  

The short amount of time allocated to the Merit Committee to do its work raises additional concerns.  The Merit Implementation Standing Committee for the 1998 Process, it will be recalled, would typically devote several weeks to reviewing the librarian annual reports and the supervisor evaluations prior to holding its meetings.  As already noted, the Merit Committee under the 2005 Process devoted one or two preliminary meetings to discussing the Annual Performance Recognition and Development Report form, and devoted two meetings — one on the morning of Wednesday, September 28 and one during the afternoon and evening of Sunday, October 2 — to the merit evaluations themselves.  Given that some fifty-seven librarians were eligible for merit for the year under consideration, the Merit Committee may only have been able to spend a limited amount of time on each file, and may have had less opportunity than under the 1998 Process to compare the files to each other to ensure uniformity of scoring.
The merit exercise conducted in September 2005 resulted in some twenty-five librarians (out of about fifty-seven eligible for merit that year) filing appeals of their resulting merit awards.  The appeals filed tended to involve cases in which librarians who had been given high-level or even top-level evaluations by their supervisors had nevertheless received low or even no merit, and/or cases in which the content of evaluations by supervisors was questioned.  Librarians who filed appeals received a letter from the Director which communicated the Director's decision on their appeal and which included the Director's reasons, e.g., activities such as publication and conference presentations were discounted because not enough people did them; librarians who did not file appeals did not receive any sort of feedback on the reasons for the results of the merit process.  Approximately seven of the appeals not resolved at the level of the Director of Libraries were further appealed to (then Interim) Provost Anthony Masi; of these, four have subsequently proceeded to some stage of the grievance process.
Recommendations
In light of the difficulties outlined above, it is to be hoped that these problems can be addressed and resolved through discussions between the Director of Libraries and the MAUT Librarians' Section.  This partnership developed the 1998 Process which, over the course of seven merit exercises, was regarded by the librarian staff as being fair and transparent.  That confidence was disrupted by the advent of the 2005 Process and by the merit exercise which immediately followed its introduction.  It is imperative to restore this confidence in the next merit exercise.  To that end, we recommend that the following principles be applied in revising without delay the library merit process currently in place:

1) Librarian staff should know in writing by the beginning of any given fiscal year the reporting mechanisms, evaluative standards and committee procedures by which they will be evaluated for merit at the end of that fiscal year.

2) All details pertaining to the merit procedure should be collegially developed and applied.

3) Adequate time should be allowed for the merit evaluation committee to assess the annual reports and supervisor evaluations of all librarians, both individually and comparatively, to ensure that all activities are weighed consistently according to well-defined guidelines.
4) The evaluation procedures should accurately reflect the three areas of responsibility specified for librarians as they exist in the Handbook of Regulations and Policies for Academic and Librarian Staff.

5) Librarians should be provided with feedback which clearly indicates why they were given the merit award they received in any given year.

Respectfully submitted,
The Professional Issues Committee of the MAUT Librarians' Section

Louisa Piatti (Interim Chair)
Maryvon Côté

Lorie Kloda

Marc Richard

Phyllis Rudin

Natalie Waters

Elaine Yarosky
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