Minutes MAUT-LS Meeting December 12, 2005

Time: 4:10pm 

Attendance: 32 (quorum)

Invited: Michael Smith (MAUT President)
Welcome and call to order: Sharon Rankin called the meeting to order at 4:10pm.

1.  John Hobbins moved to approve the agenda, D.Boyer seconded. Agenda approved.

2. Minutes for May 20, 2005 approved.

3. Business arising from May 20 meeting. No business arising.

4. Chair's report.

S.Rankin reported that there have been monthly meetings with the Director J. Schmidt and the MAUT-LS executive. Reports of these meetings are sent out on the listserv, and are vetted by the Director. The meetings last about an hour.

D.Boyer: What is usually covered in these meetings?

S.Rankin: It depends on, often however, it can be controversial, certainly the discussions regarding merit were. Please send us any items or subjects of concern and we will raise them with the Director. Also, send questions about the reports if you have any. On October 14th there was a motion to ask about distribution of merit awards. The Director has refused to release this information.

Joan Hobbins: Did you mention that previously we had access to this information?

S.Rankin: Yes, but she said that deans normally do not distribute the distribution. This year’s merit awards were distributed in a normal curve; the majority of the awards were in the middle three categories, with little in the top and bottom categories.

P.Riva: This would not necessarily account for all the money being spent. 

S.Rankin: There was also a discussion of the appeals. 26 librarians appealed in the first round, and about 12 continued on to the second round. MAUT has provided advisors to help with this stage.

M.Smith: If those who have appealed do not get any word back by the second week of January let us know.

S.Rankin: We can't speak about the proceedings of the regulations committee until we have an official release or statement.

S.Rankin grants the floor to M.Smith.

M.Smith stated that he has spent a lot of time with librarians discussing merit primarily, and the regulations. There are a range of problems, but he is not sure if they are recognized. He suggested that we need to think about how we will respond to the new document on the regulations. This should is slated to be presented in February.

5. Treasurer's report

A.Jerabek reported that the finances are stable, and supplied a detailed report.

6. Professional Issues Committee (PIC) report

A.Jerabek reported that the committee had met once this term to discuss the merit process and to suggest possible activities related to reading the regulations.

7. Librarian Regulations Committee 

P.Riva reported that H.Meadwell has prepared a brief report that states the mandate and deadlines and will discuss the previous framework document, clarifies the roles of C.Renahan and V.Di Rienzo-Campbell. The committee met six times and there has been a lot of discussion to date. There was a change of chair last meeting and reports will now come from H.Meadwell who promised that there would be opportunities for discussions with librarians. P.Riva regreted that she could not present a draft document at this time.

E.Burnham asked if it was a narrower or wider mandate to re-write the regulations.

P.Riva replied that the mandate is mainly narrower, but they are taking the opportunity to work on the larger re-write.

E.Maclean asked if the proposed new organization was about the structure or the rank of librarians.

P.Riva replied that there is no proposal to change the ranks. She said that she hopes that when we have the opportunity to go over the document librarians will be vocal with their comments.

John Hobbins said that he hopes the committee representatives will emphasize that we are committed to the framework document that already exists. 

P.Riva replied that as a representative she is committed to that document and will operate on the assumption that that document is the basis of the revisions.

D.Boyer asked M.Smith if he had discussed the regulations with H.Munroe-Blum. M.Smith replied that he had discussed it with the Principal, but not in detail only in terms of the process and the length of time that this is taking. He pointed out that it is not a responsible way to proceed, and that it is a problematic and unreasonable delay to resolving this issue.

E.Burnham ask what would happen if nothing was presented to Senate. M.Smith replied that we would continue to operate under the old regulations. He added that what lead to the acceleration of activity was the motion by librarian senators, and that the Principal has set the February date. L.Weatherby added that this deadline may be extended to March or later if necessary. John Hobbins remarked that this is usually done by agreement with the association. K.Wallis asked what is the relationship of the regulations with the Board of Governors. M. Smith answered that the Board usually approves what Senate recommends. The Board's say is the final one however. But they wouldn't necessarily pass quickly something the Principal wasn't comfortable with. P.Riva asked what the reaction would be if the librarians hadn't had a chance to see or comment on the document. M. Smith replied that naturally there would be objections.

8. MAUT VP Communications report

D.Cowan reported on the activities of the MAUT email list, web site, and newsletter. She said that she would like to get information about the Regulations into the newsletter and is looking for content. She also asked the membership to contact her with suggestions for contributions to the newsletter.

9. Senate report

J.Henderson reported on the five meetings held this fall. Among the highlights are the master plan and capital campaign, information on which can be found on the McGill web site. The harrassment policy was approved, and the librarians' regulations did come up at Senate briefly.

10. Senate committee on Libraries.

S.Rankin reported that there were three meetings held this fall, with the next meeting scheduled for December 16. J.Schmidt made a general budget presentation at one meeting, and that the mandate was being re-formulated with respect to the purpose and constituency of the committee. S.Rankin indicated that a new mandate may be adopted at the December 16th meeting. S.Rankin and J.Henderson were both reappointed as librarian reps on SCL. K.Wallis commented that the minutes of these meetings were unclear. S.Rankin agreed and said that they were working to provide clearer reports.

11. Committee on academic salary policy (CASP)

Joan Hobbins reported  that apart form the name change, the committee is working on a gender anomaly study, a G10 comparison on benefits, summaries of salary anomalies (there are no perceived problems). Regarding the merit awards money is always spent with only a small amount held back as a provision.

M.Smith added that some suggested that the Board of Governors should consult with Human Resources. The MAUT does not think that this is necessarily a good idea, since HR is not responsible for academic salary and that it would not serve the interests of anybody if HR interfered.

S.Rankin asked who chairs this committee, and Joan Hobbins replied that it was the Interim Provost A.Masi.

12. Staff benefits

J.Hebert reported briefly and reminded the membership that the complete report had been circulated by email, and that if any questions arose they could contact her.

13. FQPPU update

M.Richard sent out a detailed report to the members prior to the meeting and open the floor to questions. K.Wallis asked if there were any consequences from the vote to not withdraw from the FQPPU. M.Richard said that he had not heard of anything in particular, although he does suspect that the FQPPU is relieved at the outcome of the vote.

14. New business

14.1 CAUT Librarians' academic status policy [http://www.caut.ca/en/policies/academicstatusandgov.asp]

S.Rankin discussed the CAUT Librarian's academic status policy and reported that she and Pat have been looking at other institutions and their status of librarians. The CAUT document should be carefully considered during the work on the regulations to ensure that the new regulations are consistent with CAUT policy and to ensure parity with other institutions. She pointed out as especially important sections 1.1, 1.2., and 1.3 of the document. M.Richard pointed out that both the CRL and ACRL have similar documents, and that in the United States there is a greater use of the term "faculty status" while in Canada the term "academic status" is preferred.

14.2 Framework document [http://www.library.mcgill.ca/mautlib/librarian_regulations_final_draft.doc]

P.Riva  provided the background, the history, and the current status of the document. The document was originally approved by A.Masi in November 2003. All discussion about the regulations proceed from the basis of this document.

E.Burnham asked if this framework were to be adopted would that entail that all Library Professionals would become Assistant Librarians. P.Riva confirmed that yes, A.Masi had agreed to this. 

M.Smith asked what the difference was between "secured appointment" and "tenure". John Hobbins replied that the difference was a difference in terminology only. S.Rankin asked whether the notion of "secured appointment" had an academic freedom component. There followed a general discussion by the members on the nature and meaning of "academic freedom" and the relative differences, or lack of differences between the terms "tenure" and "secured appointment" with several members raising concerns about having the freedom to pursue research interests that were not supported by the library administration. M.Richard pointed out that the Grey Book did not have any explicit provisos about academic freedom. M.Smith added that one would not necessarily want to commit such a thing to writing but would want to retain a broad interpretation of the general concept.

In light of P.Riva's presentation of the framework document and the meeting's discussion on the issue of the regulations John Hobbins submitted a motion:

Whereas the members of the MAUT-LS are eager to see a satisfactory resolution to the debate about the regulations governing librarians; 

Whereas a number of concerns about the status of librarians and their ability to exercise academic freedom have been raised; 

It is moved that the MAUT Librarians’ Section request that the members of the Task Force on the regulations governing librarians continue to engage in the negotiations based on the existing framework document. 

Moved on December 12th 2005 by the members of the MAUT Librarians’ Section

P.Miller asked if SMG were discussing the many issues raised by the merit exercise this year. John Hobbins replied that just the form will be changed and some of the elements will be removed from the part of the form, and that J.Schmidt has indicated that there will be a general meeting in January to explain the new form.

John Hobbins moved to adjourn. Seconded by E.Burnham.

Meeting adjourned at 6:10pm.

Respectfully submitted by A. Jerabek
March 6th 2006
Appendix A
Whereas the members of the MAUT-LS are eager to see a satisfactory resolution to the debate about the regulations governing librarians; 

Whereas a number of concerns about the status of librarians and their ability to exercise academic freedom have been raised; 

It is moved that the MAUT Librarians’ Section request that the members of the Task Force on the regulations governing librarians continue to engage in the negotiations based on the existing framework document. 

Moved on December 12th 2005 by the members of the MAUT Librarians’ Section

