





























JOB EVALUATION WOES

After two decades, a noble idea wavers

in 1960 the Hospital Em-
ployees’ Union negotiated Job
Evaluation into contract lan-
guage for the first time in an
effort to end -~ for once and all
— wage rate discrimination
against women employees.

One day this spring — 19
years after that historic event —
an HEU staff member told a
representative of the hospital
industry he would have to lie
across a doorway if he wanted
to block the union’s removal of
furniture.

it was an office both had
shared on a joint committee
dealing with job evaluation.

To the casual observer, it
might have appeared like a
scene straight out of a comic
opera. But to those who had
been struggling so long toward
what they considered a noble
goal, this tlatest funny-sad
chapter had atmost tragic over-
tones.

After nearly two decades of
negotiations, arbitrations, gov-
ernment agreement, comrnittee
studies, constant conflict and
immeasurable amounts of piain
hard work, the elusive Job Eva-
tuation Program had plunged to
the ridiculous depths of petty
warfare, Its fate hangs in the
batance.

At this writing, the latest
developments were these:

-~ On April 23, the Joint Comn-
mittee on Job Evaluation adopt-
ed the motion of HEU Sec-
retary-Business Manager J.D.
Gerow to suspend the program.
Committee Chairperson Hugh
Wilkinson voted with Gerow.
The move was opposed by the
other member of the Commit-
tee, Health Labour Relations
Association representative Bill
Rolfe.

-— Gerow has reported that he
had no alternative. The plan
finally tabled by the committee
last December 20, he said, fell
far short of the original goal. “It
does not bring order to chaos —
it does not eliminate male-
fernale wage discrimination — it
does not establish wage rate
justice.”

— In the May edition of its
newsletter, Update, HLRA
moved quickly to blame Gerow
and the union, claiming HEU
apparently wasn’'t able to ac-
cept an equitable distribution of
wage rates. Gerow countered
that the lengthy attack stem-
med from the need for HLRA
President Chester Hooper to
“justify himself” when HLRA
met in conference at month’s
end.

— HLRA has turned to arbi-

tration to determine if the com-
mittee acted properly in sus-
pending the program, demand-
ed a replacement for Chairman
Wilkinson on the claim that he
abdicated his role, failed in its
threat to have HEU charged
with conversion for removing
and storing some Joint Com-
mittee furniture, and apptied for
a Labour Relations Board order
to keep the committee office
and staff functioning.
— At their June 1 Wage Policy
Conference, HEU delegates
moved to try and salvage the
Job evaluation pian at the bar-
gaining table. i this fails the
Provincial Executive is to act on
a standing resolution and take
what action it can to establish
the longtime objective of end-
ing discrimination and bringing
about wage justice,

If the executive decides final-
ly to end the Job Evaluation
Program, it must see that the
matter is first put to a member-
ship vote.

For a better understanding of
the effort that has been put into

the project {ithas costeach side
at least $350,000 so far) it is
necessary to take a quick look
at the history.

In 1960 HEU won contract
language which said a program
must be developed as soon as
possible and that a joint com-
mittee would work out details
for use in the next contract
negotiations. In 1962 job des-
criptions were produced for
hospitals in the East and West
Kootenays. This was worked
out with the B.C. Hospitals’
Association, which preceded
HLRA as an unaccredited bar-
gaining agent for the industry.

The process was slow. By
1968 HEU and BCHA had nego-
tiated the first provincial stand-
ard agreement pavirg the way
for establishment of a joint
committee that would developa
Job Evaluation Program. De-
tails were to be worked out so
that the program coutd become
a feature of the next round of
negotiations.

By 1870 there was agreement
that the White Rock Hospital
would be the first test hosital. in
1871 and 1972 the now defunct
B.C. Mediation Commission
ordered continuation of the
existing contract language.

The union continued the fight
and in 1972 it scored its first real
breakthrough in two stages: it
processed pay rate arbitrations
to eliminate wage rate discrimi-
nation based on sex and for the
first time succeeded in winning
equal pay for practical nurses
and orderlies.

At the same time HEU filed
more than 500 male-female
wage rate discrimination com-
plaints with the B.C. Human
Rights Commiision. The second
step came Aug. 3, 1973, when
the union and provincial Health
Ministry concluded a series of
tough meetings with an agree-
ment that was to end such dis-
crimination through the pro-
cess of Job Evaluation.

There might have been some
light at the end of the tunnel if
opposing forces hadn't been
busy erecting a wail of resist-
ance. In the six years since that
fandmark government agree-
ment the job evaluation ques-
tion has gone from a special
Administrative Committee {two
reports) to an arbitrtator, then
to the Joint Committee on Job
Evaluation — the body that is
now suspended.

Slowly and painfully, the
Joint Committee worked its
way through the firsttwo stages
of a three-stage program. The
first phase invoived job descrip-
tion, a routine administrative
function. Phase Two was diffi-
cult: itmeantestablishing a sys-
tem that would measure the
relative importance of jobs
through the use of 10 common
factors. Involved were such
points as experience, educa-
tion, Mental demand, physical
demand — even such environ-
mental considerations as hot
and cold working conditions.
The goal was toevaluate the job
— never the individual em-
ployee.

The breakdown came with
Phase Three. With the use of the
common factors, a point system
was set up and a line drawn to
supposedty put the job catego-
ries in their proper place. It was,
in a sense, the profile of Job
Evaluation.

There was no way the umion
could accept the proposition.

“Every job below thatline was
held by a Female. It clearly
showed that discrimination ex-
isted,” said Ray McCready,
HEU's Director of Membership
Services, and one who has

worked on the Job Evaluation
scheme since the beginning.

McCready said the industry
line drawn by Chairman Wilkin-
son was an “academic” line —
one that failed to eliminate
discrimination, but  which
simply showed how Job A
related to Job B.

Also unacceptable to the
union was what it considered
severe red circling of jobs —
those where wage increases
would be restricted.

Gerow, HEU’s nominee to the
Joint Committee, since Febru-
ary this year, won majority
approval for his motion April 23
that Job Evaluation be sus-
pended, Wiikinson voted with
him because he had wanted
unanimity before implementing
a plan.

Six days earlier the HEU Pro-
vincial Executive had looked at
all aspects of the matter and
found itself at odds with HLRA's
position that the test hospitals
for the program should be
increased in number to 25 per
cent, rather than the three
already considered.

“"HEU cannot accept that
inflexible position,” the union
reported Aprit 24. “Too much
time would be required before
any implementation would oc-
CUr.”

Since then, HLRA has turned
once again to the arbitration
avenue - this time to try and
upset the committee’s decision
to suspend the program.

The suspension appears to
have caused more than the
usual ruffting of feathers. HEU
showed up to remove some of
the furniture it had shared in the
committee’s Kerrisdale office.
And once the furniture was
gone, HLRA threatened legal
action to get it back.

Each side spent in excess of
$6,000 on furniture for the
office, a location supplied by
the Ministry of Labour. In addi-
tion, there was a staff of six job
analysts and acouple of clerical
employees, as well as some
additional expensiveequiprment

The decision to suspend the
program meant the clerical
empioyees and the job analysts
had to be released. Each side
found work for the job analysts.

To the union, the most sur-
prising development  was
HLRA’s effort to prevent the
removal of furniture. There had
been a clear agreement thatthis
could be done. When it voted to
put the program into suspen-
sion, the committee afso agreed
that if either principal desired, it
could take its share of the furni-
ture to its own offices for stor-
age. This was on the under-
taking that it would be returned
if needed.

But when HEU showed up
with some Teamster movers to
take just three of the eight desks
and three of eight chairs, there
was a confrontation. An HLRA

representative showed up and
— in spite of the legal argument
presented hirm — said the furni-
ture was not to be removed.

He appeared to be holding his
ground pretty well until his HEU
counterpart told him if he
wanted to block the move he
woufd have to lie across the
doorway.

Needless to say, there was a
reluctant surrender. The Team-
sters moved in. And the furnij-
ture moved out.

But the furniture Merry-Go-
Round didn’t even rate mention
in Gerow's report when he
stood before the 172 delegates
to the HEU Wage Policy Con-
ference. The vital question per-
tained to Job Evaluation and its
future — if, indeed, it still had
one.

The main objective of the
union, of course, is the defeat of
wage discrimination. Job eva-
luation is simply a name, a title.

Or, as Ray McCready puts it;

“The union’s position is that it
must be an anti-discrimination
program, of which Job Evalua-
tion is the vehicle.”

That's why HEU wants it back
at the bargaining table. The
objective was the same, said
Gerow, when the agreement
was reached six years ago with
the government.

“In the event this essential
principte is not given full recog-
nition by the Joint Committee,
the members of the union will
have no alternative but to reject
Job Evaluation,” Gerow told the
delegates.

“Today, Job Evaluation is still
a strike issue.

“But there may be a differ-
ence — instead of striking to
force the implementation of Job
Evaluation, the members of the
union may decide to strike to
prevent the implementation ofa
Job Evaluation Program that
falls short of the original pur-
pose of Job Evaluation.”

AFTER 2 YEARS

Two years of waiting for a
collective agreement under the
Essential Services Disputes Act
have come to an end for 500
Lower Mainland hospital work-
ers. :

Victoria lawyer, Dermod
Owen-Flood, brought down the
revised majority arbitration a-
ward June 12th, covering Alta-
mont, Inglewood, Como Lake,
King George, Florence Night-
ingale, Ladner and Parkridge
Private Hospitals and the Hos-
pital Employees’ Unjon, Local
180.

Earlier this year, the seven
employers had appealed the
board's original award to B.C.’s
Supreme Court, asking the
Court to quash the decision.

H.E.U. members responded
with a series of spontaneous
protest actions including sit-ins
and pickets and, even in one
case, the locking out of man-
agement personnel. By a Sup-
reme Court order in March,
1979, the matter was referred
back to the same arbitration
board, which postponed the
wage increase and changed
some sick leave benefits while,
at the same time, introduced
new benefits in the fields of
extended health care, uniforms
and an additional wage in-
crease effective in 1980.

J.D. Gerow, the Hospital
Employees’ Union Secretary-
Business Manager, comment-
ing on the final award, said that
the two year experience tells
“better than any words of the
enormous problems inherent in
the Essential Services Disputes
Act.

“On December 1, 1977, after
months of negotiations with
intransigent employers”, he
said, “this Union elected 1o
arbitrate under the Act. A full

eight months passed until the
first hearing day was held on
August 1, 1978.

“These hearings continued
throughout the fail, producing a
majority award five months
after the hearings began. But a
final award was not determined
until six months later, a full two
years after the previous con-
tract had expired.”

Gerow laid most of the blame
on the Act itself, which he said
encourages the delays which
lead to “explosive” .employee
frustration and anger. '

“What is worse”, he con-
cluded, “is that the Act is an
open invitation to the courts to
intervene in tabour relations - a
development that is both count-
erproductive and regressive.”

The Qwen-Flood arbitration
was the Hospital Employees’
Union’s second experience
with the Essential Services
Disputes Act. The first instance
between H.E.U. and Health
Labour Relations also ended up
in the Supreme Court in the
summer of 1978.

Gerow said the Union was not
pleased with some aspects of
the revised Owen-Flood award.
In particular, “there seems to be
no justifiable reason to post-
pone a wage increase prev-
iously awarded.

“We oppose the very prin-
ciple underlying such a
change”, said Gerow. Despite
the fact that the revised award
“is ultimately superior in strictly
monetary terms, the entire ex-
ercise under the Act has been
both arbitrary and destruct-
ive of any sensible labour-
management relations.

“As aresult, the Act should be
repealed or drastically amend-
ed to eliminate its inherent anti-
employee biases.”

Chair tacing basket: Depressing symbol of a troubled ideal.
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