
Ministry of Culture

MERC MEETING MINUTES 

May 15, 2006 (1:00 p.m.)

Ontario Science Centre, 770 Don Mills Road

Admin Tower, 5th Floor, Main boardroom

Attendees (for the Employer): Mary Ferguson (Meeting Chair), Kristine Murphy, Denise Olubick, Bob Hogan (Regrets), Cindy Lam (Regrets), Joanne Bénard (Regrets) 

Attendees (for the Union): John Carter (Co-Chair) Rod Sawyer, David Poholko, Judith Marion (Job Security Officer) 

Guests: Todd Kilpatrick, A/ Director Corporate Resources Branch (via Teleconference) 

Recorder: Jaime Urban (Human Resources Branch)

1. MINUTES

· Minutes of March 3, 2006 meeting - signed and posted. 
2. OPENING REMARKS

· The Union suggested that the minutes be developed and agreed to during the meeting by using a laptop on-site.  After the meeting the draft minutes could be circulated for a short period of time for final review and signing.
· The Union also stated that both sides can respond to action items before the next formal meeting.
· The Union requested that all LERC minutes be provided to the MERC committee members.
· The Union requested that if a committee member, with a specific item on the agenda, is not able to attend the meeting that they send a representative on their behalf who could speak to the item.  If no representative is available, the item would be deferred to the next meeting.
· Management agreed to the request re guests and will identify an alternate management rep to speak to a specific item where possible.
Action required:

· Management will consider the Union’s suggestions regarding minute taking and will respond prior to the next meeting.
· Management will follow up with the Union’s request to ensure LERC minutes are provided to MERC members. 
3.
BUSINESS ARISING

a) Quality Service – Employee Survey Questions

· This item was referred to MERC from the Ontario Science Centre’s LERC regarding the disclosure of the OSC Employee Survey questions.

· Management provided an update and advised that that OSC is in the process of finalizing the survey questions and will provide a copy to the MERC Co-Chair and Job Security Officer prior to the survey being sent to staff.

· Management also advised the OSC was working towards a pre summer launch for release of the questions to staff.

· Management advised it is the Ministry’s practice to share survey questions in advance with MERC / LERC Co-chairs as was done with the previous MCL employee survey questions.  

· The Union requested that they receive a copy of the survey questions far enough in advance of the survey launch so that they would be able to review and provide comments.

· The Union asked the specific date of when the survey will be launched and when the questions will be shared with the co-chairs.

· Management responded that the survey will be launched in late May/early June 2006.

· The Union indicated that the OSC was excluded from the MCL Survey and the recent OPS Survey.

· Management advised that the OPS Survey was administered corporately using the WIN system and since many OSC staff do not have access to WIN, they were missed.  

· The Union advised they will be sending a letter to the Deputy indicating that the MCL and OPS surveys don’t accurately reflect the Ministry because of how it was distributed.

· Management reminded the Union that the OPS-wide survey was initiated by MGS, not the Ministry. 
· Action required: 
· Management to provide a copy of the survey questions to the MERC Co-chairs and Job Security Officer when finalized, prior to launching the survey to OSC employees.

· Management to provide specific timing regarding the survey launch date to the Union when known.

b) Staff involvement re: OMDC (survey results): 

· Management reported that the OMDC employee survey was conducted as part of the sunset program review which was done by an external consulting firm.  The survey results were not provided to the Ministry as a separate document but were incorporated into a confidential report on the program review that has not been released.   

· The Union inquired about why the report is confidential.

· Management responded that they will look into this inquiry.

· The Union indicated that they will apply Article 16 and write a letter to the Deputy regarding this issue.

Action required:

· Management to follow up as to why the program review report is confidential.
c) Workplace Wellness:  
· The Union provided a written information note on the workplace wellness issues in the Heritage and Libraries Branch.  The issue was initially discussed at LERC but the Union felt that the Employer did not satisfactorily respond to the issues raised at LERC and have referred the item to MERC.
· The note identifies staffing concerns in the Heritage Operations Unit, during a period of time where two staff members were on leave, and their positions were not backfilled on a full-time basis.  The Union highlights that this is a high-pressure unit, and that this and the lack of resources created a great deal of stress for staff. 
· The note also identifies that the Libraries Unit has 10 staff including the manager.  A vacant Librarian 4 position was removed from the organizational chart.  The Unit serves approximately 400 libraries province wide and works on high profile work such as public Internet access, partnerships, literacy promotion, and with Service Ontario.  One staff member has experienced health issues. When the Union inquired as to why the position was removed, the former MCL Deputy said there was no funding for the Librarian 4 position, but new AMAPCEO positions were created during the same time.
· The Union requested a formal written response addressing the rational for abolishing the Librarian 4 position, why the archaeologist position was not replaced, and the Ministry’s plans for future leaves and replacing full time staff in the Heritage Operations Unit.
Action required:

· Management will review the workplace wellness issues and respond in writing to the Union’s request.
d) OPSEU Unclassified List:

· The Union advised this item was brought forward at the May 4, 2006 CERC meeting and that the Employer was advised that all Ministries would be directed to provide the OPSEU unclassified list on a quarterly basis as of July 2006.  The vacancy list was also discussed at the CERC meeting because they are concerned that all vacancies are not being captured on the list.
· Management responded that they will follow up with MGS regarding direction in this matter. 
Action required:

· Management to follow up with MGS.

e) CA Article 1.4:

· The Union advised that this item was addressed at the May 4, 2006 CERC meeting because all ministries have not been complying with the requirements in this article.

· Management responded that they recognize the need to keep an inventory of the information provided to the Union and that they are in the process of developing a spreadsheet which would include information such as: Branch, date of disclosure, classification, compensation group, and position title.  When a new job description is sent to the Union, a copy of the spreadsheet would be included. 

· The Union was agreeable to this proposal and requested that the spreadsheet be sent to them electronically whenever job descriptions were forwarded to them.

· The Union also advised they have not received copies of any new job descriptions.

· Management responded that they would look into the matter

Action required:

· Management to follow up and send the Union copies of any new job descriptions.
4.  STANDING ITEMS

a) Results Based Planning / Program Review / Budget –Update provided by Todd Kilpatrick:

· Management provided an update on the Results Based Planning (RBP) process.  The Results Based Planning 2006-07 Briefing book was provided to all members.  Management highlighted budgetary differences compared to last year and provided corresponding information.
· The Union inquired about how the RBP connects with the Business Plan.
· Management responded that the Business Plan is now the Results Based Plan.
· The Union requested that in future, if there were any handouts related to a specific item on the agenda, that they receive them in advance of the meeting so that they would have time to review them and ask questions at the meeting.
Action Required:  Where possible, handouts related to a specific agenda item will be shared with the parties in advance of the meeting.   
4.  NEW BUSINESS

a) Successor Rights:
· The Union advised that this item was discussed at the May 4, 2006 CERC meeting and provided background information on the item.  Successor Rights is a campaign that the Union is involved in.  Leah Casselman sent a letter to the Premier on April 26, 2006 regarding Successor Rights.  A letter was also sent to the Deputy. 
· The Union requested a written response from the Deputy in response to the first letter from the Union regarding Successor Rights as the Union is interested in the Ministry of Culture’s position on the item.  The Union also advised they would like a response from the Premier with confirmation of the timeframe when the issue will be resolved.
· Management advised they would follow up on the Deputy’s position on the matter, however, the Union would have to follow up with CERC with regard to the Premier’s position on the matter as the issue was raised at the CERC table.
Action required:

· Management to follow up the status of the response from the Deputy regarding the Union’s letter on successor rights.

b) MCL Business Plan

· Management advised that the Business Plan, now the Results Based Plan, will be posted on June 8, 2006.  The Plan lists the priorities of the year as well as the printed estimates.
· The Union will wait until the report is posted in June before discussing the item any further.
Action required: None

c)  Mileage Rates

· The Union provided information on mileage rates emphasising that the current rate is inequitable and that members are subsidizing the cost of the Employer.  The OPS rate is 33.75¢ in Southern Ontario and 34.25¢ in Northern Ontario.  The Union provided information on Federal rates (49¢ to 57¢ per kilometre), and Municipality rates (38¢ - 45.5¢ per kilometre).

· The Union’s position was discussed at the May 2006 CERC meeting and they requested that the Ministry provide their position on  the mileage rate inequality.

· Management inquired when the current rates were set and the Union advised that the rate was set in 2001 as the changes were part of the new Collective Agreement.

Action Required: The matter is being dealt with at the CERC.   

Next Meeting:  September 18, 2006  

	For the Union:

Original signed by J. Carter July 7


	For Management:

Original signed by M. Ferguson July 13
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