MAUT LIBRARIANS' SECTION

Minutes of the general meeting

December 2, 1999

Attendance: 23,  plus two guests (Su Chen and Sacha Jerabek)

1. Welcome, and Call to Order

Pat Riva, Chair, welcomed members and guests, and called the meeting to order at 12:15.

2. Adoption of the Agenda
The agenda was adopted as moved by J. Hebert, seconded by M. Richard.

3. Adoption of the Minutes of the Meeting of June 3, 1999
E. Maclean pointed out that the wording in item 5.3 was incorrect ("vote on unionization which the nays had carried"). A motion or a vote does not "carry" if the nays prevail, and the statement should read "vote on unionization which was defeated". With this correction, the minutes were adopted (moved by L. Rapkin and seconded by M. Berger).

4. Business Arising from the Minutes

There was no business arising which is not covered by the agenda.

5. Chair's Report
5.1 AMUL Award

-The "AMUL Award" was finally awarded to Sheila Farthing. The paperwork took several months to get sorted out, Accounting took the award money out of the wrong account and sent the cheque directly to Sheila instead of to the Section Executive for presentation. As this particular presentation of the AMUL Award was made in honor of Elizabeth Silvester, it is especially appropriate that the recipient is someone who worked with Mrs Silvester. The portion of the award that was contributed in Mrs Silvester's name is now spent. 

There do not seem to be any candidates for the award for this year; J. Hobbins pointed out that as the MLIS program can now be done on a part-time basis, the condition that the award be given to a student in the "first year" of the MLIS program is no longer valid. Discontinuing the award altogether can be considered, but there are administrative problems with this.

5.2 Committees:

- E. Yarosky has graciously agreed to participate on the Merit Committee

- Nominating Committee: E. Gibb, J. Aitkens, E. Yarosky

- PIC: C. Oliver (chair), S. Grant, S. Rankin, L. Piatti, E. MacLean. This committee has been asked to examine the points scheme currently in use for the merit exercise, and compare it with the definition of "academic duties". PIC was also looking at the ancillary documents, and to date no comments had been received.

5.3 New Regulations Update

- With the appointment of the new VP Academic (L. Vinet), the regulations discussions had stalled again. In response to a request for information from F. Groen, V. Lees stated that Vice-Principals Vinet and Pennycook had decided to put the Librarian's Regulations issues on hold for the moment, and will re-activate when VP Pennycook has decided it's appropriate. [Librarian's Section is not happy about this, as academic regulations are not supposed to be part of VP Pennycook's jurisdiction]. However, V. Lees said that she thought the changes looked reasonable.

J. Aitkens and P. Riva have an appointment to meet with VP Vinet in December to explain the issues. D. Crawford reminded them that it is important to point out that the regulations were changed, in part, to conform with procedures of the University Appeals Committee.

5.4. CAUT Librarians' Conference

-P. Riva represented McGill at this conference, and found discussions about workload particularly interesting. Our new regulations seem to be consistent with the general view of librarians' responsibilities.

5.5 Other Business

-Due to changes in lans and e-mail addresses, etc., it became crucial to have someone in the Systems Office as co-owner of the AMUL –L listserv. J. Aitkens has kindly agreed to take on this responsibility.

6. Chair-Elect's Report
Informational meetings on Pay Equity took place in June and September, and a meeting was held on October 20 to elect representatives for the official McGill Pay Equity Committee. Although this meting was poorly attended, over half the attendees were librarians. Joan Hobbins was elected to lead the group of 5 representatives for the Academic sector (alternate: S. Grant). V. Mayman asked how the findings of the Committee are likely to affect a female-dominated group such as librarians; L. Piatti explained that the committee will have to find another group with which to compare us, and then see if there is a salary differential. Male librarians will also be affected by any adjustment.

7. Treasurer's Report
The report had been distributed before the meeting; D. Cowan noted that the Accounting Department had taken the AMUL Award money out of the Endowment Interest account (which created a deficit in this account) rather than from the Award Endowment account. When she questioned this, M. Fransiszyn was  told that it was inadvisable to remove funds from the Award Endowment account. Money was therefore transferred from the section's bank account to cover the deficit in the Endowment Interest account. Finances are otherwise healthy.

8. Report on This Year's Merit Process

E. Yarosky reported that the Merit Committee met 5 times in September, each meeting lasting about 3 hours. Members of the Committee are J. Andrews, John Hobbins, D. Crawford and D. Duncan, with E. Yarosky as observer and liaison. Interesting situations this year included librarians who were on sabbatical or maternity leave: both groups were evaluated as usual, e.g. was the person available to participate in Committee work etc. And in one case, merit was pro-rated.

Weighting was 75% for Work Performance, and 12.5% each for the other two criteria (Contributions to the University, Contributions to the Profession). A points system was used within each category as follows:

Work Performance: 

-5 base points for superior work performance of regular duties

-0-2 points for significant extra duties

-0-2 points for excellence in performance

Contributions to the University

-no extra points for library committees that would basically be included as part of regular duties (though sometimes such a committee could be included in "significant extra duties" under Work Performance)

-for other committees, 2 points awarded for Chairing, 1 point for participating / member

Contributions to the Profession

-no points for job-related tours, instruction etc.

-publications: 5 points for books, 2 points for journal articles

-teaching at the University level: 1 base point for the course plus a point per credit.

The Committee admitted that it was sometimes not easy to define what was a "regular duty" as opposed to an extra one, and that evaluating committee work was also difficult. However, the system seemed to work well, and the committee was fair and objective in its deliberations. E. Yarosky advised everyone to make sure that their departmental evaluations were current and that their list of activities was complete and up-to-date.

John Hobbins assured everyone that the members of SMG were evaluated in the same way as the rest of the cohort, and that the members of the Merit Committee were as hard on each other as they were on the rest of the group.

M. Richard asked how the committee judged the worth of a paper or a presentation? D. Crawford admitted that it was not easy, and that it was necessary to trust people to report their activities honestly and to submit only the worthy accomplishments.

Breakdown of awards:
1999 (year in review = 1997)

1998 (year in review = 1996)




A: 11




A: 6




B: 20




B: 11




C: 18




C:26.8




D: 5




D: 7.375




_______



________




Total: 54



Total: 56

More money was available for this year, so the awards were a bit higher than last year.

9. Academic Salary Policy Sub-Committee
J. Parker-Hebert reminded us that the MAUT Bulletin for November reported on the activities of this sub-Committee. The first two meetings of this committee were cancelled by VP Vinet, and that the resignation of VP Heaphy also affected the schedule of meetings. As VP Vinet comes from a different administrative background, he doesn't feel that this committee has much to discuss, and needs to be educated as to its significance. The Chairperson of the ASPSC (Gloria Tannenbaum) wants some assurances that the University will put some money into addressing gender equity issues as well as pay equity. The Librarians' merit exercise (among others) was praised for its methodology. Apparently some departments in the University was not aware that a merit exercise was even underway until they were notified of the results by Human Resources. D. Crawford commented that the perpetual 1-year delay in merit exercises has been confusing for ages, and J. Parker-Hebert confirmed that ASPSC agreed, and was trying to get this cleared up.

Staff benefits: as we have to pay more now for various group plans, much of our recently-awarded salary advancements are effectively wiped out. ASPSC is trying to address the impact of benefit plans on salary policy. 

10. Senate Highlights
John Hobbins noted that Senate is supposed to concern itself largely with debates on issues of great interest, and the receiving and discussion of a large number of reports, some interesting, some (most) extremely dull. Issues over the past few months have included the exchange of information between McGill and le Ministere de l'Education du Quebec. The document Tradition and Innovation was brought to Senate for comment, as it was intended to present McGill to the government. After a lengthy wait, the government finally issued a response, and McGill was given only 24 hours to reply.

Although Senate has no budget authority, it likes to discuss the budget and financial matters anyway. At the joint Senate / Board of Governors meeting in November, a priorities exercise was carried out, wherein 7 categories were proposed for funding: academic renewal, compensation of faculty and staff, library collections, McGill capital campaign, student assistance, student recruitment / services, and 'other'.

Other issues that are being debated in Senate include the re-writing of the guidelines for Intellectual property; the Bookstore committee has been asked to investigate the chaotic situation of textbook orders; the library was mentioned in various contexts, mostly lamenting journal cancellations.

11. Senate Committee on Libraries

D. Cowan reported that SCL had met twice during the term, Sept 24 and Oct 29.  Highlights  included 

- the status of the Physical Education Reading Room: neither the Faculty of Education nor the libraries were able to commit ongoing funds to keep the library open, but the Dept of Physical Education was still trying to raise funds. A final decision will have to be made by May, 2000.

- the Director of Libraries and the VP (IST) are discussing the feasibility of an "Information Commons", such as the University of Calgary has recently implemented – a large area devoted to computer workstations, open for extended periods of time (Calgary's is open 24 hrs / day) and staffed by technical support and other resource people.

- SCL voted to write to the Principal, informing him of the need for the Libraries' collections budget to be increased by at least 25%

- CFI: a $20 million fund has been announced for national site licensing. 40% to come from CFI, 40% from the provincial government, and the remaining 20% from the institution.

- S. Rankin gave a demo of the new Aleph catalogue

- SCL is investigating the issue of copyright retention: at present authors must usually surrender copyright control of their articles in order to get them published, and the publishers therefore control future access to that information. There is a movement to have copyright control rest with the author or with the granting agency that funded the research, and the whole issue of publishing electronically is also of great interest.

12. FQPPU
L. Piatti reported that the Sous-Comité des Bibliothécaires was writing a report on the impact of new technologies. It is important to remember that this report is read mainly by professors, not librarians. At the forthcoming Congrès in May, libraries will be asked to comment on La Grande Bibliothèque, and to discuss the possibilities and constraints of providing electronic access in the age of the electronic / virtual library.

13. New Business

There was no new business.

14. Adjournment
Moved by J. Parker-Hebert, seconded by S. Slavin

