MAUT LIBRARIANS’ SECTION

Minutes of the Meeting

June 15, 2009

Invited guests: Richard Janda (MAUT President), Edith Zorychta (MAUT Past-President) Malcolm Baines (MAUT past Past-President), Honore Kerwin-Borrelli (MAUT Administrative Officer), Joseph Varga (MAUT Professional and Legal Officer) 

Attendance: 29 members, 5 non-members.

Welcome and call to order: J. Henderson called the meeting to order at 12:10. He welcomed the guests and expressed thanks to the Faculty of Management and Amber Lannon for the use of the room.

1. Approval of agenda

Motion to approve the agenda by J. Hebert, seconded by R. Canuel.

2. Approval of minutes of spring general meeting

Motion to approve the minutes by K. Wallis, seconded by L. Robertson.

3. Business arising

The prize for the School of Information Studies has not yet been awarded, but the section will make sure it gets awarded soon.

K. Wallis brought up the issue of being appointed to the Library Tenure Committee while on vacation. It was decided to discuss the issue of selection for committees under New Business.

4. Reports

(a) Chair’s Report – J. Henderson

J. Henderson reported on a busy year. The section has tried to make progress on issues and has held meetings with the administration, but without much success.

The CAUT Ad Hoc Investigatory Committee has completed a draft report and the CAUT has sent letters to the parties involved. There will be a time period during which responses may be received from the parties, then the final report will be completed and submitted and there will be negotiations. Depending on the outcome, the report could be made public. In the case of intransigence on the part of the university, CAUT could go through the process of warning about the possibility of censure, then censuring the university. 

S. Rankin asked if the Librarians’ Section would be involved in the discussions relating to the report or whether it would be between CAUT and the administration. J. Henderson and K. Jensen thought the Section would be involved. R. Janda said that this will be a difficult period and advised working on keeping the lines of communication between MAUT and the Librarians’ Section open in order to come up with a common approach. He expressed concern that MAUT had received a letter as a party that may be subject to adverse findings in the report. This puts MAUT potentially in conflict with the Librarians’ Section, but R. Janda would like to avoid a division. The letters are very general in nature and are difficult to respond to. K. Jensen responded that it is impossible for the Section to give an opinion without seeing the letter; however, the Section’s goal is not to have the report published but to see the librarians’ concerns addressed. J. Henderson expressed a desire to work more closely together with MAUT than in the past. 

L. Kloda asked whether librarians would see the report if it were not published. K. Jensen responded that in the case of non-publication, only the MAUT executive, the Librarians’ Section executive, and the administration would see the report.
J. Henderson added that as a result of the situation at McGill and McMaster, CAUT is looking at the general situation of libraries and how they’re administered across Canada. This is a positive step.

Meetings have taken place between J. Henderson, K. Jensen,  E. Zorychta, M. Baines, the Director of Libraries, and W. Foster. At the last meeting in February, the Section was told there would be further meetings but these did not occur.

J. Henderson noted that although Joan Hobbins is taking over as Chair, the Section does not currently have a Chair-Elect. Some possibilities will be pursued.

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

C. Penner reported on the Section’s finances.
(c) Committee on Academic Salary Policy / Professional Issues Committee – Joan Hobbins

Joan Hobbins reported that the pay raises will occur in June 2010 rather than in December 2009. It has been difficult for the university to come up with the cut they needed to make, and salaries accounted for the biggest portion. The Committee is attempting to put in place a three year rolling policy.

Joan Hobbins thanked E. Zorychta for convincing the Provost to have a subcommittee on vacation policy. John Hobbins was asked to be on the subcommittee to provide historical context.

John Hobbins noted that the deferment of pay raises has an impact on those taking retirement, as their pensions will be based on their salary as of May 31.

S. Rankin asked whether there would be merit pay this year. E. Zorychta said there would be, but it would only take effect in June 2010.

John Hobbins explained the vacation policy issue. Originally librarians received 22 days of vacation, but in 1973 when librarians were granted academic status, they first worked on job security, then on ranks, then on vacation policy. At the time John Hobbins was the President of AMUL, the precursor to the Librarians’ Section. Parallels with teaching faculty were discussed, but faculty only need to be on campus from September until Convocation, so a policy specifying the number of vacation days was needed for librarians. Parallels with the M staff were thought to be more relevant for this reason. The vacation policy agreed upon was 22 days, then 27 upon promotion to Associate Librarian, then 32 upon promotion to Full Librarian or after 20 years of service. This was in the early 1980s when librarians were already academic staff.

Joan Hobbins reported that this vacation policy was recently changed unilaterally. R. Janda said that the Director of Libraries initially insisted that this was an administrative matter only, but MAUT was concerned about lack of collegial consultation. The Provost agreed that consultation should take place. MAUT wanted to identify problems with the policy and present substantive changes. Proposals and counter-proposals were made. MAUT was focused on grandfathering in those librarians who would have had a reasonable expectation of meeting the next increment, but the Provost was resistant. R. Janda and Joan Hobbins will prepare a list of those currently at the rank of Associate Librarian who should be able to expect a vacation increase.
V. Mayman asked why librarians received 22 days, given that faculty have discretion not to be on campus during Study Week while librarians must be present, and given that librarians need to use their vacation days for family care, religious holidays, etc. J. Henderson said that 22 days is the largest number of working days in one month, and faculty receive one month of vacation.  L. Kloda noted that an email on salary policy had just been received during the meeting. Joan Hobbins observed that this issue is obviously still in discussion.

John Hobbins expanded on the notion of grandfathering, which normally means you don’t lose what you had. Those who have worked for 10 or more years under the old policy expected a certain amount of vacation. The issue of collegiality is important. The Director of Libraries claimed to have discussed it with librarians, but only with those directly affected, meaning former Library Professionals who were affected by the difference between 20 and 22 days of vacation (but those John asked about it had not been approached by the Director). She did not consult with the Librarians’ Section executive or with those who would be grandfathered. This issue should have been discussed collegially. John recommended that the Librarians’ Section have regular meetings with the administration.
K. Wallis noted an ongoing trend. When issues arise in Senate that the Provost does not want discussed, he claims they are administrative, not academic matters. This “administrative, not academic” tactic is being more and more widely used, encroaching on working conditions. Librarians may be the canaries in the coal mine.

L. Kloda had assumed her promotion to Associate Librarian would mean 5 more vacation days, but asked whether this was still being looked at. J. Henderson said it was.

M. Baines said that there is an implicit contract when you go to an institution. This is a sort of “bait and switch”. Vacation is part of total compensation. He found this issue disturbing, as well as the “administrative, not academic” explanation. 

Joan Hobbins also reported that the Gender Equity study has gone to Senate. Gender Equity will hopefully be evaluated every year, so that gains will be maintained.

The Professional Issues Committee has not met, but there are topics that should be looked at.

(d) Staff Benefits – J. Hebert

J. Hebert reported on the Staff Benefits Advisory Committee. It  has had one formal meeting since her report at the December 2008 meeting, to review the adjusted 2008 financial results and 1st quarter 2009 financial results, analyze the claims experience trends, and discuss possible cost saving measures in view of the university’s financial exigency. Our plans are in good financial shape, and we experienced better results for 2008 than allowed for, once all claims submitted by March 31, 2009 were counted in.  Both plans ended the year with a small surplus.

Fewer members on campus took advantage of the flu vaccine shot than in the hospitals.  It was suggested that a system of mobile vaccination units visit each building on campus with a widely-publicized schedule, as happens in the hospitals, which might increase the level of vaccination among McGill staff members.

Membership in both the Dental and Supplemental Health plan has steadily increased over the last 5 years, with over 900 more members in each plan in 2008 than we had in 2004.  The premiums paid by members have also gone up during this period but so have the range of benefits covered and the maximum reimbursement level in each plan.  The Committee’s guiding philosophy is to have the best possible insured benefits for our members’ needs, while keeping the plans affordable for all members.

SBAC members were notified that as part of the campus-wide budget cutbacks, the University intends to reduce its contribution to the Plans by $1,000,000, beginning in January 2010.  Further meetings will be necessary to see where the cuts might be most easily absorbed.  We will look at areas where our plan gives benefits or reimbursement levels that are above the market average of similar plans across Canada.  Recommendations will then be made to senior administration and the final decisions will be made at this level and by the Board of Governors.  One small way that all employees can help reduce plan expenses is to use Manulife’s electronic services, such as direct deposit of reimbursement cheques, and email for payment statements.  This would reduce the administrative fees charged by Manulife for administering the Plans.

Joan Hobbins noted that the Task Force has been making proposals. E. Zorychta is on the Task Force and thinks cuts can be made without affecting benefits.

K. Wallis asked whether if the university’s contribution goes down, ours will go down also. J.  Hebert responded that yes, our contribution would go down, but we may pay more out of pocket if there were less coverage.

(e) Senate – M. Richard

Reports on Senate Meetings have been distributed throughout the year. 

M. Richard commented on the April 29 meeting. At its March 25 meeting, Senate had approved a list of names proposed by the Senate Nominating Committee to fill various committee vacancies.  The individuals approved included a number of librarians. However, at the April 29 Senate meeting, the Senate Nominating Committee proposed that these librarians be removed from the committees on which they had been approved to serve and replaced with faculty members. John Hobbins put forward a motion to retain the librarians, which led to a lengthy discussion but was eventually defeated in a split vote. The proposal to remove the librarians was adopted, also by a split vote. A number of speakers felt this raised serious issues and that the underlying concerns needed to be discussed at a further meeting of Senate. Senators will need to look at the situation and determine how to address them when Senate reconvenes in the fall.
John Hobbins reported that his term in Senate is finished, but as he said at the pre-Senate MAUT meeting, the fundamental issue is what does the academic status of librarians mean? The Provost had not wanted librarians to have tenure, but he lost and the new Regulations were passed. The removal of librarians from the committees to which Senate had approved them is another attempt to minimize librarians’ status, and could lead to loss of sabbaticals and so on.
J. Hebert suggested the Librarians’ Section should consider what this means for our tenure committees. Senate apparently believes librarians are not faculty members’ peers, yet we have faculty members on our committees.

V. Mayman expressed reservations about librarians on faculty tenure committees, but believed librarians have an important role to play in governance. 

R. Janda said that he gathered that the issue was that tenure committees with librarians on them could be grieved by those not getting tenure. The Principal called for a vote right after that issue was raised, and the outcome might otherwise have been different. M. Richard responded that one of the committees was not related to tenure: it was the Appeal Committee on Student Discipline. John Hobbins noted that another issue was that the person involved was not full time.

K. Wallis thanked M. Richard for his excellent reports, and asked why the number of Senate meetings has been reduced. M. Richard said that the rationale given by the Administration was the smaller number would be more in line with the practice at other universities.  He felt, however, that the real question should be what is optimal for McGill. The possibility was raised of having meetings scheduled in reserve in case of overflow, but this idea was dismissed by the Administration.

R. Janda had proposed to review the reduced number of meetings after one year instead of after three years, but was unsuccessful. He noted that Senate has a role different from senates at other universities. It is meant to be the locus of decision-making about all matters of academic policy, the main deliberative body of the university. Reducing the number of meetings is an attempt to curtail functioning of that body especially in relation to the Board of Governors. We are facing legislation that would increase the powers of the Board. This, together with the abolition of some Senate committees, is part of changes to governance and comes back to the issue of what is administrative and what is academic. MAUT’s position is that academic matters with financial implications should still go through the Senate. In the past, the Principal was not the only one to chair Senate, but now she insists she chair, despite the fact that it is hard for her to make Senate meetings due to travel. 
J. Henderson introduced the new Senators: Joan Hobbins, M. Richard, and J. Hebert.

(f) FQPPU – M. Richard

M. Richard explained why he would not be reporting on FQPPU. MAUT is entitled to send three voting members plus one or more observers to FQPPU Council meetings.  J. Varga is normally one of the people sent; he attends as an observer, since he is part of the MAUT staff rather than an MAUT member.  Under FQPPU voting procedures, MAUT can only exercise its full voting power if it sends a full delegation of three voting members.   There are usually three meetings per year.  Prior to the February FQPPU meeting, MAUT made a decision to send only the VP External and J. Varga.  M. Richard was not informed and only found out when he inquired. As a result, M. Richard withdrew from further service on MAUT's delegation.
John Hobbins asked why three voting members are not sent. M. Richard said that this question would need to be directed to the MAUT Executive, but added that it is not crucial to have a full voting delegation at routine FQPPU meetings, although there could still be important votes at such meetings.  When Université de Montréal and Université Laval were members, they could each send 4 voting representatives in view of their large number of academic staff.  Each voting delegate receives a card representing a portion of the delegation's total voting points.  A single delegate is not permitted to hold more than one of the delegation's voting cards; this measure is intended to encourage attendance by a full slate of voting members.
R. Janda promised to discuss this issue later with M. Richard.

J. Henderson thanked M. Richard for his role on Senate and the FQPPU.

5. New Business – J. Henderson

V. Mayman raised the issue of people being appointed to tenure committees without a proper process. She asked whether the Library Tenure Committee is also the reappointment committee, or how do people get nominated? J. Henderson had looked at the July 2008 document and said the calls for committees of tenured librarians were selected by a documented collegial process. K. Jensen said the process was documented but was not collegial. John Hobbins suggested coming up with a list of committees to which we should elect people. K. Jensen observed that people weren’t happy with the process in July 2008.  Joan Hobbins noted that it was intended to be temporary. L. Kloda noted that in July 2008 there was one vote for two separate committees. K. Jensen added that the Director and E. MacLean selected members based on a ranking, which is not a true vote. 

K. Wallis noted that most Faculties have a Faculty Council without official status, but we have no corresponding body. J. Henderson believed that all librarians would be an equivalent to a Faculty Council. 

L. Robertson supported an election; last year’s process was temporary and in future there should be elections. K. Jensen also supported an election for the committee to reappoint the Director.

R. Janda is a member of a small faculty with a Faculty Council. It is an important mechanism in the life of a Faculty. He asked whether this should be part of what MAUT seeks on behalf of librarians. 

John Hobbins noted that a Library Council could have a nominating committee. M. Baines said that tenure committees are drawn broadly from the university. John Hobbins said that for the University Tenure Committee, Senate names three members and the Faculty names two. R. Janda asked whether Library past practice was to hold elections. J. Henderson and K. Jensen said that elections were held through the Librarians’ Section. E. Zorychta thought the Faculty of Science was a good model to follow in forming a Council.  

J. Henderson asked the Professional Issues Committee to look into forming a Library Council.

J. Boruff observed that approximately 25 librarians are up for reappointment and should present their dossiers in May, but they are uncertain how to proceed. M. Fitzgibbons asked who will serve on the committee. K. Jensen wished to avoid another instance of emergency measures. A. Holland asked if an information session on early tenure and/or reappointment could be held. L. Kloda said the only guide is the Guidelines for Reappointment and Tenure. John Hobbins said that reappointees don’t need to meet tenure requirements but only to show reasonable promise. M. Baines observed that in the professorial stream, it would be naïve and suicidal to think expectations for reappointment and tenure were identical. M. Richard noted that at the sessions on tenure that are held every year, Bill Foster says showing reasonable promise means you have to be moving in the right direction at the right speed, so that if you continue you’ll achieve requirements by the time you come up for tenure. J. Boruff and J. Jara de Sumar felt a need for further practical guidance. L. Kloda suggested the Professional Issues Committee come up with a collegial document.
V. Mayman asked about the Advisory Committee for the Reappointment of the Director of Libraries and how the four Library representatives would be determined. M. Richard had noticed that the time frame for submitting comments was vague, but it seems that when the composition of the committee is announced there will be more time to comment. John Hobbins said representatives should be nominated and elected before September. K. Jensen said that the Sections’ nominating committee would put out a call and hold an election. John Hobbins reminded the committee to send the notice to all librarians, including those who are not members of the Section. A. Lauder asked whether comments could be funneled through the Section. John Hobbins said comments must be individual. J. Henderson said the Librarians’ Section executive could submit comments concerning the Section’s relationship to the Director, but not comments on behalf of individuals.

J. Henderson turned the meeting over to Joan Hobbins, the incoming Chair.

Joan Hobbins expressed gratitude to everyone for the work that had been done so far.

The meeting was adjourned at 1:58 p.m., moved by K. Wallis, seconded by John Hobbins.
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