MAUT LIBRARIANS’ SECTION

Minutes of the Meeting

December 12, 2008

Invited guests: M. Baines (MAUT President), H. Kerwin-Borrelli (MAUT Administrative Officer), J. Vargas (MAUT Professional and Legal Officer) 

Attendance: 31 members, 3 non-members.

Welcome and call to order: J. Henderson called the meeting to order at 12:10, thanked A. Lannon and C. Penner for their role in arranging the location, and welcomed the guests.

1. Approval of agenda

Motion to approve the agenda by M. Richard, seconded by C. Leive.

2. Approval of minutes of spring general meeting

Motion to approve the minutes, moved by S. Rankin, seconded by C. Oliver.

3. Business arising

The prize for the School of Information Studies has not yet been awarded, but J. Henderson has been in touch with France Bouthillier.

E. MacLean will speak later concerning the Library Tenure Committee.

Members will notice in their pay stubs that fees have been raised as per the decision at the spring general meeting.

4. Reports

(a) Chair’s Report – J. Henderson
J. Henderson had sent emails about the revised vacation policy in the summer, copying MAUT. A response was received on September 30 from W. Foster, Associate Provost.  Following further correspondence, a copy of a note to E. Zorychta, MAUT President, who had also written was received in which the Associate Provost agreed that a subcommittee of CASP (Committee on Academic Salary Policy) would be created. We are waiting for this subcommittee to be formed and the policy will then be looked at. S. Rankin asked whether PIC will also look into this issue. Joan Hobbins replied that she is on PIC and CASP so comments can be sent to her. 

J. Henderson reported on the CAUT (Canadian Association of University Teachers) Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee which was formed in the spring to investigate the situation of McGill librarians. They visited Montreal in July and in September, and will visit a third time in January. The report will not be ready before February or March at the earliest. The process they will follow is laid out on the CAUT website. MAUT has expressed the view that the committee was not set up according to proper policies and that internal procedures had not been exhausted. The MAUT-LS executive disagreed. The Committee was formed “after reviewing the material that had accumulated over the past several years” (quote from a letter from Jim Turk, CAUT Executive Director) and will look into the events of the previous few years.

John Hobbins asked what was meant by MAUT. J. Henderson replied that he was referring to the executive. M. Baines said that according to CAUT’s own policies, when there are sufficient issues of a serious nature, the local association should be contacted. MAUT was caught off guard when this did not occur. J. Henderson replied that MAUT had been consulted and had been in touch with CAUT in the past. M. Baines clarified that he meant CAUT, not the librarians, should have consulted MAUT. John Hobbins expressed a desire for MAUT and the Librarians’ Section to work together. M. Baines said that K. Jensen, J. Henderson, himself, E. Zorychta, and W. Foster have been engaged in a process of dialogue with the Director of Libraries.

J. Henderson provided further detail on the meetings with the administration. The administration wrote to the Librarians’ Section asking about the issues that had led to the investigation. Two meetings have taken place so far. The administration asked for these meetings to be held in confidence. A third meeting to be held last week was cancelled.

S. Rankin asked whether the substance of the meetings was confidential for all at the table. J. Henderson said yes. K. Jensen added that those meeting could issue a statement together. S. Rankin said that knowing the meetings are occurring is positive.

V. Mayman asked what will happen after the report is completed. J. Henderson answered that it will be sent to those named and the process involving the local association and the administration will begin. K. Jensen added that the report is confidential unless the process is unsuccessful in resolving the issues, at which point the report would be made public by CAUT. J. Henderson said that the ultimate step is for a university to be censured. At a recent CAUT Council meeting, a university in Saskatchewan had been censured and Acadia University warned of a possible censure. Censuring a university is a rare event and involves a long, drawn out process.

J. Henderson asked that members let the executive know if there is anything they feel should be discussed, e.g. the number of librarians resigning, the breakfast meetings between librarians and the administration, changes in scheduling.

J. Henderson thanked the members of the executive, especially K. Jensen who has been accompanying him to the meetings with the administration. He also thanked MAUT for work done to date.

(b) Secretary/Treasurer’s Report – C. Penner

C. Penner reported on the Section’s finances, which are healthy after the recent fee increase.

(c) Senate – M. Richard.

Reports on Senate meetings have been distributed by email on behalf of M. Richard, J. Hebert and John Hobbins. K. Wallis expressed his thanks for these reports.

(d) Senate Committee on Libraries – C. Leive.

C. Leive reported on the Senate Committee on Libraries on behalf of A. Lannon and herself. There have been three meetings.

At the first meeting in September, the Director updated the Committee on microfilm, CRKN, the budget, the ARL survey, LibQual, collection management, renovations, laptop lending, e-theses, and Richard Landon’s report.

At the second meeting in October Johanne Pelletier was there to discuss the review of the terms of reference and composition of the Committee. The role of the Committee in advising the Director on the budget was discussed. She will return with the draft terms of reference. The Director also updated the Committee on library activities, the A grade received, the Osler photo collection, space improvements, and new staff.

At the third meeting in December Joseph Hafner reported on collection service, Diane Koen and Carole Urbain reported on staffing in the Humanities and Social Sciences Library, and the Director circulated the draft of the strategic plan.

Meetings are planned for January, March and May 2009.

V. Mayman asked about the terms of the committee members. C. Leive described the terms. 

K. Wallis asked about the controversy surrounding the fact that the Provost was chair. C. Leive said this was discussed before she was on the Committee. 

K. Wallis asked if there was any discussion about eliminating librarian membership on the Committee. C. Leive said no. 

S. Rankin asked if the minutes were online. C. Leive said they are not online but they are distributed and not confidential. She will look into this matter.

(e) Committee on Academic Salary Policy (CASP) / Professional Issues Committee (PIC)  – Joan Hobbins

Joan Hobbins reported that news on salaries is not great because of the current financial crisis. The next couple of years have not yet been discussed. The gender equity study is almost finished; we should see it in the new year. CASP has been given a new draft mandate. The last meeting was cancelled. CASP will meet next in December or January.

Anyone who is interested in joining PIC should contact Joan.

K. Wallis asked about the vacation policy. Joan Hobbins said there has been no discussion yet as the subcommittee has not been formed. A. Holland asked whether that was not already settled. Joan Hobbins responded that the process was not collegial so it needs to be discussed. M. Baines clarified that the original policy is still in effect until CASP discusses it. S. Rankin asked about those librarians who have employment letters specifying vacation entitlement different from the original policy K. Jensen said that all Assistant Librarians should have 22 days. 

A. Lauder asked whether CASP was also discussing the changing use of stipends. Joan Hobbins said this has not been discussed. They are thinking of moving certain issues to benefits. She will bring up the issue of stipends.

V. Mayman asked about the issue of anomaly and retention and whether that is only an option when a job offer at another institution has been received. Joan Hobbins says academic staff without job offers may also complain to their Dean who will bring the matter forward if they so choose. Reports are also produced to look at inequities. M. Baines clarified that, as advisor to some who have received anomaly corrections, those who find in discussion with your colleagues that they make significantly less must make their case and prove to the Dean that they’ve been disadvantaged, and then launch a sort of grievance based on administrative and evaluative procedures. It is a difficult process and the staff member must do all the legwork to prove the case. As regards a job offer letter, this is a difficult card and can only be played once. You are only in a good position to do this if your departure would leave a big hole.  John Hobbins said that the difference between anomaly and retention is that anomaly is for those who are underpaid and retention is for those with job offers. A. Lauder asked whether there are adjustments if it turns out that stipends are responsible for anomalies. Joan Hobbins said that stipends aren’t considered in the analysis. John Hobbins asked if we could get a list of the positions which have stipends attached. Joan Hobbins will investigate. 

J. Henderson mentioned that we just switched to a three year rolling plan before the economic crisis. This should be good for salaries. M. Baines clarified that as we do not have a collective agreement, this is only a promise from the senior administration. 

J. Jara de Sumar asked about the 20 versus 22 days vacation and when this starts. Joan Hobbins said that it used to always be 22 days, but then we found that some had 20 and some 22. We asked for it to be uniform. J. Jara de Sumar said it is not 22 in Present. V. Mayman said the confusion arose in the transition from Sessional Librarian to Library Professional.

(f) Staff Benefits – Jodie Hebert

J. Hebert reported that the Dental Plan fees will decrease by 4% and the Health Plan fees will increase by 9%. The need for a doctor’s referral for massage therapy has been eliminated. The limit for paramedical services has been increased. 

Approximately 6-8% of staff have used the Employee Assistance Program (EAP). Academic staff account for 25% of users. Half of the users have been at McGill for over 10 years.

J. Hebert reminded members that expenses for 2008 must be submitted by March 31.

John Hobbins asked whether the possibility of covering dental implants has been discussed. J. Hebert said that dental implants would be the Cadillac treatment, whereas our plan is a Volkswagen.

(g) FQPPU – M. Richard
M. Richard distributed a report on FQPPU in advance of the meeting. He had additional information on the topic of university governance. The bill died because of the election call, but since the Liberals were re-elected, it may be reintroduced in some form, possibly revised as some parts of the bill are contradictory. FQPPU objects to boards of governors being accountable to themselves. It is not clear how much this bill, if passed, would affect McGill. The board should comprise 13-25 members. McGill’s has 25 members and it is unlikely this would drop. The legislation says that at least two third of the members must be independent and at least 25% from university committees, which leaves only 9% for academics, other employees, administration, and students. The Principal is not in favour of this bill. M. Richard will probably have updated information on what FQPPU is doing in February or March.

J. Henderson thanked M. Richard for his detailed careful attention and noted that MAUT has organized a conference on university governance to take place in February. M. Baines said that MAUT is concerned about this issue. When the board of governors was reduced from 45 to 25 members it lost some proportionality. There is a smaller number of people to present the academic case to the board: only four. Since much of the work of the board takes place in subcommittees, it is possible that there will be no academic representatives present. 

M. Richard noted that the Board of Governors controls financial matters and that under the Statutes the Board has final authority over the affairs of the University, so if there’s a conflict between the Board and Senate, the Board will win. He also brought up the question of who decides what is an administrative matter and what is a governance matter. The administration thinks they do. K. Wallis asked about the Committee on the Rights of Senate. M. Richard said that it only gets activated when Senate refers a matter to it.

(h) Library Tenure Committee (LTC) – Eleanor MacLean

E.  MacLean reported that the LTC is meeting and evaluating candidates. Matters are proceeding as they should. The list of member is up to date on the website.

Last summer the problem of establishing the chair was discussed. It is supposed to be the administrative librarian to whom the candidate reports. A difficulty arises if the administrative librarian is the Director. The Director chairs the UTC (University Tenure Committee) so can’t chair the LTC. The chair will have to be elected. The Regulations need to be revised to reflect this practice.

The new procedure is instead of requesting people run, a list of all eligible librarians will be sent out and librarians will vote for 10. E. MacLean believes this is a good idea because it may result in a greater variety of people and because it is a service you owe to your colleagues. 

E. MacLean urged Associate Librarians to apply to become Full Librarians. There are only five including the Director.

John Hobbins commented that he was elected to the LTC while on vacation. He suggests eligible librarians be given the opportunity to remove their names from the ballot ahead of time. E. MacLean reminded that key dates were missed. It may not be done this way again.

S. Rankin asked that the section bring up the issue of not being organized by the deadline. We need to make sure the process starts in time.

C. Leive asked whether, once members are elected, they receive a letter asking whether they choose to serve. E. MacLean said no. 

E. MacLean and the Director chose who among those elected would go to UTC and who to LTC. The decision was clear-cut.

5. New Business

S. Rankin asked whether MAUT has a position in the event of a MUNACA strike. The administration has made plans. M. Baines said it has not been discussed. If MUNACA decides to strike it will probably be at the time when this would have the greatest impact on the university. MAUT would then focus on ensuring that our services to students are unaffected. There are many unknowns that would need to be dealt with at that time. M. Baines and E. Zorychta are in sympathy with MUNACA, but at this time MAUT does not have a policy statement. John Hobbins said that in the event of a strike academic staff may conscientiously decide not to work, but then would not be paid.

J. Henderson recently attended a CAUT Council meeting where he heard the former director of Amnesty International speak. In honour of the 60th anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, J. Henderson brought reminders to write letters.

The meeting was adjourned at 1:37 p.m., moved by J. Hebert, seconded by M. Richard.
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