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ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING 

Research Council Employees’ Association 

Wednesday, October 3, 2012 

Auditorium Building M-50 

 

Minutes 

 

The President, Serge Croteau, called the meeting to order at 4:40 p.m. He welcomed attendees, 

introduced himself and the head table: Cathie Fraser, 1st Vice President, Joan Van Den Bergh, 

Negotiator and Senior Labour Relations Officer, Andy Gabe, Recording Secretary and welcomed 

Michelle Lévesque, 2nd Vice President, and Jeff Fraser, Treasurer. 

 

1. Rules of Meeting 

 

The meeting was conducted using Robert’s Rules of Order. 

 

2. Minutes of Annual General Meeting – October 5, 2011 

 

MOTION: “That the minutes of the Annual General Meeting, held October 5, 2011 be 

adopted.” 

 

MOVED:  by Kurt Konieczny (ST); seconded by Kerry Foster (ITSS). 

 

CARRIED. 

 

3. Guest Speaker, John R. McDougall, NRC President 

 

Key Points:  

• Great to come and have a chat. We should be working and talking together. 

• I share the view of wanting the NRC to be successful in Canada and the world. 

• Current transition may appear as if it’s coming apart instead of coming together. 

• Canadian situation regarding innovation is broken. We do great science but are lousy 

innovators. We want to be competitive. If we want to continue to enjoy the same standard of 

living, we have to do something about that. 

• Industry is not as well engaged as they need to be. Industry told the Jenkins panel that most 

public programs aren’t very well known by industry (other than notable exceptions). They were 

categorized as “a bewildering array of programs.” 

• Multi-nationals are harvesting ideas here and taking the value elsewhere. 

• The NRC has a tremendous track record of contributions to science, but fundamental problems 

(e.g., spending more than it’s taking in). Would have been insolvent in ~6 months by any 

normal business measure. So early things were to address that. Were losing confidence from 

our major stakeholder. Good news: they wanted to fix us because they saw the NRC had been 

strong and important. 

• We’ve done a lot, but are not finished, which leaves some frustrated. Some may not feel fully 

informed, focused, worried or observing some paralysis. I’m frustrated too. Trying to make 

change in a highly politicized environment. It’s taking longer than I would like. However, in 

other agencies, I’m hearing amazement that we’re moving so fast. 
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• General Managers, senior executives and business support people met for a week to look at 

what we can do to move the process more quickly and build a greater sense of urgency. We 

want the process to be completed, so it’s easier to see results. Like renovations, you keep 

exposing things you didn’t expect. 

• There have been a lot of accomplishments: the basic strategic direction is set; values have 

embedded into the business decision process; the deficit is fixed; financially weak processes 

and controls were uncovered; a new accounting structure is in place (which some are not yet 

comfortable using); the senior executive team has been rebuilt (smaller, three new people from 

outside, three new from the NRC); the senior leadership group now have general managers in 

place. There were challenges with government advertising which constrained recruiting. Two 

outsiders have come in and some acting people. The new people’s skills are in managing in 

science and business. Business development building blocks have been developed. Roll out will 

be in the next few weeks. 

• Common Services was done for two reasons (centralization vs. de-centralization).  De-

centralized is nice, close to the action, but leads to high levels of variability. It was over the top. 

Everything was different. Pull together common standards and then will likely ease off some. 

o We want to be able to do comparative analysis of the organization as a whole.  

o New performance management system in place with a drive towards outcomes and 

making things work more quickly. 

o Trying to change purchasing and re-invest savings into research and development.  

o New project management system in place has 2000+ projects. May need bigger 

projects, so we don’t have so many. 

o New investment process in place for capital. 

o Painting the wind tunnel sends a quality message to people. 

• Struggle with program design. People have struggled to move away from “how do I keep busy” 

to “how to make a difference in the longer term.” Painful for many people – all of us. Now 

~1/3rd capacity of the organization has programs. 

• There will be areas that we find unnecessary. Trying to gently find ways to move truly 

academic areas to academia. I feel that’s where that work should be done. We want to align 

more with the mandate: economic development agency. That hasn’t changed from what the Act 

said. We shouldn’t be doing things that don’t have the potential to do that. 

• We’ve dealt with the deficit reduction action plan (part of the budget), largely through 

efficiencies, so fewer people impacts than originally expected. We were overall a winner in the 

budget. IRAP did very well. What was B-money and was targeted to clusters, is moving over to 

support our transition, but is ultimately to roll into the A-base. 

• Pleased with what we’ve accomplished and frustrated with what we haven’t. Two things: 

o The hardest is to define the problems you should be working on. In the past, it was 

easier: post-war, the fundamental job was to make technologies available to industry. In 

the last while, more difficult. It’s a very different time globally, so we have to find ways 

to make rational investments in our national future. 

o “How to stop doing something” is really hard. But if risks and cost are rising, it’s hard 

to be convinced. 

• Today we are close to a tipping point where the momentum starts to build. By early 2013, we’ll 

know what we’re doing with the transition programs and the focus will be staffing for program 

implementation. I encourage you all to be flexible and look for places where you can 

contribute. We will try to re-assign people where we can. 
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• We are setting up the organization for growth. There will be a little paring to do that; but the 

expectation is more people not less. We think this time next year we will be talking about new 

programs and new people – real solutions to real problems. 

  

Q&A 

 

Q: Regarding the funding that you think may be rolled into A-base. Is that an item in the budget? 

 

John McDougall: It won’t be permanently in the budget, but as we finish our job, the expectation is 

that it will go to the A-base. 

 

Q: With the change in direction of less blue sky research and more industry, it seems to be a more 

TOs versus ROs ratio now. It may take some time, because a lot of managers are RO based. Would 

NRC accept a 0% salary increase in exchange for job security? 

 

John McDougall: I won’t bargain here, but it’s a good question we should be looking at. There 

needs to be flexibility and we need innovative ways to reward success. I’m open to different 

models. If we’re willing to work together as a team, we’ll succeed. I agree the ratio will change. 

 

Q: Regarding the overall organization, I understood the new concept was somewhat of a matrix 

(e.g., someone in portfolio A required a facility in portfolio B); but in reality, the portfolios are 

becoming portfolio centric/silos. Is it a growth problem, or is it being looked at? 

 

John McDougall: I agree. I know that’s happening. We want to get horizontal programs going. 

People do tend to think about protecting their own instead of getting the best advantage from 

everyone. Wherever you draw the line, it’s hard to avoid all ‘silo-ing’. We need to create more 

‘dashed-line’ mobility. If you have things you know others should and could be using, ask your 

boss why not. There will be a natural tendency to want preferential use. The mindset of ‘highest 

use’ will come later. If you get push back, we would like to know that, because we can push from 

the other end. Typically you need to push from both ends to get rid of silos. 

 

Q: You keep using a business model, but the NRC isn’t a business. 

 

John McDougall: Actually it is. It depends how you define business. It’s not to raise profit for 

stockholders, but the public are investors. We’re like trustees, like the executor of an estate whose 

job is not to make sure the money stays there, but to make a return and is otherwise liable under 

law. The public is our trustee. Our job is to get the most out of what the public entrusts us with. We 

also have components that are a true business model. I have no problem with charging a business 

for things they want and re-investing that (not re-distributing). We are entrusted with public 

money. Our job is not to waste it, but to get value out of it. 

 

Serge Croteau: Questions regarding Common Services and the transition period. Will the transition 

period be extended if programs are not officially approved by the NRC by the end of the year? 

 

John McDougall: That’s the hardest question to answer. We want to be done with it on one hand, 

but that would be a bit draconian, so we’re working hard to provide assistance so people can get 
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them done in time. But if we see a lot not getting there, we’ll have to take action, because we’ll say 

we’ve got the wrong leadership. 

 

Q: Our efforts being capitalized on by industry makes sense, but for new projects, trying to get the 

big fish negates our past with small industry. Some of our past clients are saying “What’s going 

on?” 

 

John McDougall: Some of the past clients were conditioned to get pretty good deals. We’ve tried to 

differentiate between technical services (which businesses should pay for) and true strategic things. 

The reason the NRC has this type or organization exists is to buy down some of that risk for them. 

But we also want to do things that have enough impact that it’s worthwhile. Sometimes we’ll get 

out of things even if a company or two benefited, but it’s not worth it for just two companies. We’ll 

have to call it case by case. Programs are not likely to be so tight that there’s no wiggle room. And 

we’re trying to have capacity to do exploratory things that won’t necessarily be in programs yet 

(e.g., maybe a one off that we should help this guy who’s been around a long time). We don’t want 

to be so rigid as to freeze everything out, but also not so generous that we do everything that comes 

along. 

 

Q: Joan Van Den Bergh: You talk about re-appointing people. What do you mean? 

 

John McDougall: An extreme example is a TO in Genetics who runs a piece of analytical 

equipment that’s not obsolete, but has an opportunity to run a gas chromatogram. If the individual 

is willing, we could send them on a course. Flexibilities are what are important, because our 

programs will come and go, including equipment. Same in Common Services: someone working in 

Finance might end up in Procurement. If people are willing then we’re more able to provide 

continuity of employment. In the past, roles were so narrowly defined that we couldn’t do that. I 

like to think of the organization as a family. I want to keep it together. 

 

Q: Joan Van Den Bergh: So managers are being encouraged to consider re-training rather than 

letting people go and hiring people? I don’t think it’s filtering down. 

 

John McDougall: Probably not totally yet, but it is the mantra we’re putting forward. As 

emphasized in the comments, it takes someone who’s willing. I’m not interested in someone who 

moans that they don’t want to do this; but if they’re willing, I’m willing. 

 

Q: So a budget for re-training will be available? 

 

John McDougall: Absolutely. I would expect organizations like this would have to do a fair amount 

of re-training. Training will be an important part of our budget – sometimes for facilitating 

adjustments, sometimes for a new area where we want new skills. 

 

Q: Are the 50-60 people who were laid off at IBD being re-trained?  

 

John McDougall: I can’t tell you about individual people, but you’re looking at stages. Some want 

to leave, some skills are hard to shift (e.g., scientific).  If we have people who are willing and able, 

and we have places we can put them, we’re trying to do that. Let me know if you’re seeing places 

it’s not happening. 
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Q: Regarding the items with Treasury Board that have been there for some time, is your office able 

to nudge them to sign off? It’s been stagnant for 9 months. 

 

John McDougall: Some things I can’t go into here, but one hurdle is Treasury Board. There is a 

whole bunch of stuff at play right now with the NRC and the government. We’re busy trying to 

juggle them. Some are easier to push than others; others you have to use political capital to push. 

You have to be careful what you decide to push. I’m trying to manage those things carefully. It 

doesn’t make your life easy, but we do all we can. We’re all pushing. 

 

Q: If I’m on contract ending November, will the people who were laid off have priority over me? 

 

John McDougall: I don’t have every aspect of it down, but we have different classes (permanent 

and term employees) which have different levels of risk. The RCEA can address that specifically. 

 

Q: You mentioned the implementation of the business plan suffering some paralysis. All across the 

country, employees are still waiting. What percentages of programs have been accepted? 

 

John McDougall: Something in the order of about 1/3 capacity is through. That’s more important 

than the number of programs. The pace is increasing, which is good. In the last 10 days, we looked 

at ~10 programs. The bad news is that we’re still only at 1/3rd. That’s not enough, but they are 

starting to come forward. We have kicked the ball as hard as we can. Why they’re not happening?  

When people package the same thing and call it something different, when it doesn’t make sense to 

keep doing it. That’s a natural process people go through rather than dealing with actually 

changing. We tell them, no, you have to actually work this out – show us it has value/that someone 

cares. It’s hard, without being a bit nasty. A tendency adopted from granting council applications is 

to try to write a good story; but a story is a work of fiction rather than based on fact. A problem we 

have is people try to embellish too much (e.g., a sensor for measuring water in rock on the moon, 

but that could only be sold to one user). Tell us the truth of what you are really doing it for. 

 

Q: Is the government imposing a deadline to accept a certain number of programs? 

 

John McDougall: The government imposes its desires through the budget process. Back to the 

earlier question about B funding, they say “Get your transition done this year. If you do, here’ll be 

the resources to carry on. If you don’t, you won’t need as much money.” 

 

Serge Croteau thanked the President. 

 

4. President’s Report 

 

Bienvenue, welcome to the 2012 Annual General Meeting. 

 

I would like to welcome representatives from the Regions and Technology Centers to Ottawa.  It is 

important to acknowledge the work of all representatives and your commitment in helping your 

fellow members by taking on the duties of shop steward; it is greatly appreciated, thank you. 
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During this past year the RCEA was faced with many challenges; an outlook on some of those 

challenges and up-coming changes will be addressed.  The RCEA continues to include the 

participation of all representatives to the monthly meeting of the executives via conference call.  

With a member distribution of more than 40% being outside the National Capital area it was 

important to consider the participation from the Regional Institutes and Centers. 

 

You will have the opportunity of viewing the Treasurers’ Report; it will give you a better 

understanding of the financial demands on the RCEA when serving its members.  You will also we 

have the opportunity of reviewing the Financial Report for the fiscal year ending June 2011. 

 

Bargaining for all of our groups has started. Information on this will be provided by Joan Van Den 

Bergh later in the meeting. 

 

The creation of the Shared Services Canada is now fait accompli.  The impact on the RCEA was 

significant; we lost approximately 78 members from our CS Group who are now being represented 

by the Professional Institute of the Public Service of Canada (PIPSC).  The Order in Council for 

the transfer of the dues remittance from the RCEA to the PIPSC became effective June 1st. 

 

Ongoing changes within the NRC’s organization with the introduction of flagships and programs, 

continues to raise many concerns and worries to the members.  The change from a research and 

technology oriented organization to a more business-like model has created many challenges for 

the RCEA and all its members.  The research will be more of an on-demand research to help 

Canadian industry.  Concerns over the length of time for the approval of programs has many 

worried on where they would fit in the grand scheme of things.  We have continuously approached 

the NRC for updates and relating the concerns brought to us by our members, but very little to no 

clear answers have been given.  The first round of reductions was much less than previously 

anticipated.  We have lost ~100 members through Workforce Adjustment including Shared 

Services.  We anticipate more reductions to be coming our way this fall once the majority of the 

programs have been approved and the second phase of the deficit reduction plan comes into effect. 

 

The announcement on April 17th of the closure of IBD in Winnipeg came as a surprise to many of 

us.  Joan and I visited the members shortly after the announcement to help our members as much as 

possible during this difficult period.  Due to the circumstances, we extended the invitation to our 

counterpart and invited Neil Harden, Employment Relations Officer from the PIPSC office in 

Winnipeg and members of PIPSC to attend.  I will say that this was not an easy thing to do.  The 

level of emotion and disbelief after the announcement could be felt in the room.  The meeting went 

very well despite the circumstances; the members appreciated the information and clarifications we 

were able to give them. 

 

Last January, the review of NRC’s Workforce Adjustment Policy was completed.  The review of 

the policy was well overdue.  Following the massive cuts at CISTI in 2007 some modifications 

were added to the new revised WFA policy.  We now have a renegotiated WFA policy that has still 

not been signed.  We have been told that this is because Treasury Board has still not approved it.    

We have made several inquiries on what was the status of having the policy signed, with the 

answer that it was still on the President of TBS desk.  I have also made a call to TBS to get an 

update on where it stands.  Unfortunately, I was given the same answer that it was on the 

President’s desk and was not a priority at this time.  I have expressed that this was unacceptable 
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that it would take such a long time to get the approval for signing a policy that all parties have 

agreed to.  Even with the small improvements that would be applied, we are still a long way from 

the WFA in the core Public Service negotiated through the NJC.  We have filed a Statutory Freeze 

complaint to the Public Service Labour Relations Board.  A mediation hearing is scheduled for 

October 16th; we are not optimistic of success at mediation and believe that the only remedy is 

through a hearing at the PSLRB. 

 

I am happy to update you on the draft of the RCEA Constitution.  The Committee did meet several 

times to review the final draft of the Constitution.  We have submitted the final draft of the 

Constitution to our Legal Counsel for review. We are presently working on finalizing the by-laws; 

we anticipate submitting the Constitution and By-laws to the membership for a vote by early 2013. 

 

The Classification Renewal Project is ongoing; the RCEA had several consultations with the 

Classification Renewal Committee.  Percy Fisher continues his role as consultant for the RCEA for 

the Classification Renewal Project.  Since the beginning of the AS /AD first group to be reviewed 

we have introduced language in the project charter to ensure that no one loses as a result of any 

changes to the classification system.  The proposed job family structure and benchmarks were 

approved.  This past June, the managers and supervisors of potential benchmark positions 

participated in a webinar training session on benchmarking exercise.  At this time approximately 

two thirds of the job descriptions have been submitted.  We hope to have the remaining 

submissions completed sometime between mid-October to late October.  A representative for each 

of the Group’s has been selected; Steve Lussier representing the AD Group, and Nathalie Séguin 

representing the AS Group, who is members of the Project Consultation Committee. With the on-

going activities happening at this time with NRC’s restructure, we expect some delays, but the 

Project is going forward as planned. 

 

The last update on the Pension Surplus litigation undertaken by the 18 federal public service unions 

together with the FSNA and the RCMP, mentioned that, applications for leave of appeal were filed 

by the bargaining agents and organizations.  The Supreme Court of Canada has granted the Public 

Service bargaining agents and Representative organizations the applications for leave.  The 

Supreme Court of Canada had the hearing on the Pension Surplus appeal on February 9, 2012 by a 

panel of nine judges.  The SCC judgement is normally rendered 6 months after the hearing.  We are 

still awaiting the decision of the SCC.  Updates on the Pension Litigation will be posted on our 

website as soon as we receive the decision. 

 

The RCEA participates on numerous committees, the Joint Consultation Committee “JCC” which 

meets every 3 months.  Typically, the RCEA brings forward issues that are of concern to a majority 

of members.  Minutes of these meetings can be found on NRC Zone. 

 

As Co-chair of NCOSH National Committee Occupational Safety and Health with PIPSC and 

NRC, the Committee meets four times each year and is devoted solely to safety and health issues at 

NRC. 

 

The RCEA is also a member of the National Joint Council, which is a bilateral body made up of 

most Public Service employers and all Public Service bargaining agents.  The NJC is responsible 

for the development, negotiation and management of the Public Service Health Care and Dental 

Plans.  It is also responsible for the negotiation of Public Service wide directives or policies, such 
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as government travel, relocation, occupational safety and health, official languages, Foreign 

Service directives, etc.  As President of the RCEA, I sit on the National Joint Council itself; as well 

I am Chairperson on the Occupational Safety and Health Committee.  Joan Van Den Bergh is a 

member of the Government Relocation Committee. 

 

We did not have the opportunity to visit many members in the regions.  We were unable to secure 

dates for Edmonton, Saskatoon, Vancouver, Penticton, London and Charlottetown locations prior 

to the AGM.  These visits are important and are great opportunities for the members to express 

their concerns or just have discussions.  The opportunity of meeting face to face with Joan and me 

is appreciated.  The feedback received from the members of the regions is always welcome. 

 

We continue the communications between the RCEA and our Regional Representatives via the 2nd 

vice-president.  I would like to welcome Michelle Lévesque as interim 2nd Vice-President.   We 

continue to include the participation of the Regional Representatives for all RCEA regular and 

special meetings of the executives.  We continue to look at better ways of improving their 

involvement. 

 

The RCEA continues to give a high level of support to its members.  The RCEA is committed to 

ensuring that our members are always supported. 

 

I would like to acknowledge the contribution of those representatives who have left the 

organization: Robert Walker of HIA in Victoria, Nadine Vibert of AMTC in Montreal, Greg 

Kresko who was Treasurer for the RCEA for 20 years, Greg Scriver who was 2nd Vice-President 

and a member representative for 8 years. Their contributions to the organization are greatly 

appreciated.  On behalf of myself, the staff and the members, I thank you for your willingness in 

helping your fellow members. 

 

I would like to acknowledge the help of the members who participated and/or continue to do so, on 

the various committees; starting with, Greg Scriver, Jim Jennings, Cathie Fraser, Dave O’Neil and 

Greg Kresko for the Constitution Committee and the participation of Gordon Fougere on NCOSH.  

I also would like to thank the AGM Committee who was tasked with looking at various ways of 

improving the AGM and its participation.  The Committee was composed of Kurt Konieczny, 

Steve Lussier and Anthony Ifill, thank you for all the work. 

 

At this time, I would like to acknowledge the participation of members as Group Committee 

Chairs: Floyd Toll for the Technical Group, Steve Lussier for the AD Group, Nathalie Séguin for 

the AS Group, Gerry Kennedy for the PG Group and Peter Sullivan for the OP Group. 

 

I give many thanks to the office staff: Laurette Ernst, Joan Van Den Bergh and Suzanne Clarke.  

Without saying, I am always impressed to see the extraordinary amount of work being produced.  

Special thanks also go to the 1st Vice-President, Cathie Fraser, to the 2nd Vice-President, Michelle 

Lévesque and to the Treasurer, Jeff Fraser, for all of their support during the year. 

 

Thank you. Merci. 
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5. Treasurer’s and Auditor’s Reports 

 

Jeff Fraser summarized points from the Auditor’s Report. He thanked Greg Kresko for his work as 

Treasurer for 20 years and for supporting him to take over. He introduced the Auditor, Simon 

Lavigne. The Auditor’s Report is available on the RCEA website. 

 

The basic job of the Treasurer is to sign cheques, take care of payroll and have slight oversight of 

the monthly expenditures. Jeff thanked Laurette for doing the bulk of the work. 

 

Membership has dropped by 105 members. Greg Kresko forecasted this and compensated with 

increased dues last year. Revenues were down from 2011, so there was still a loss. The main reason 

for this was that some expenses increased considerably. Even though there were fewer regional 

visits, there was other travel for legal reasons. These expenses increased by 26% and legal fees by 

over 200% due to a large number of grievances. Member loss in the coming year cannot be forecast 

as there is less information than there was last year. There will be some losses; there may also be 

some gains. The same level of legal advice is anticipated. The financial documents are available on 

the RCEA website. 

 

MOTION: “That the Treasurer’s and Auditor’s reports be accepted as presented.”  

 

MOVED:  by Frank Zarboni (ASPM); seconded by Laurie Scott (FB) 

CARRIED. 

 

6. Collective Bargaining Update  

 

Joan Van Den Bergh gave an update on the Collective Bargaining process. The TO Group has 

requested the establishment of an Arbitration Tribunal as they were unable to reach agreement with 

the NRC through mediation. The hearing will likely take place in December. October 5th, there is a 

hearing in front of the Labour Relations Board to object to an addition by the NRC to do with the 

Workforce Adjustment Policy. The RCEA will continue to fight through arbitration if not 

successful. Arbitration is a three person tribunal, one from the NRC, one from the RCEA and a 

jointly selected chairperson. It is now apparent that changes to severance pay will happen; but the 

NRC is trying to go further than what is in the Public Service, so that’s being fought. The AD, AS 

and PG Groups will be at the table jointly for the first time, with a bargaining committee from all 

three groups. The meeting with the NRC to exchange proposals hit some road blocks. The RCEA 

invited the NRC to look at their mandate and come back in May, and they’ve yet to come back. We 

suspect everything is in a holding pattern waiting to see what happens with the TO Group. The OP 

Group have submitted, but have not had their first bargaining session yet. The CS Group needs 

volunteers to create their bargaining committee. 

 

For new people wondering about the process: the NRC is a separate employer, but their money is 

still governed by Treasury Board, so before they can bargain, they have to get a mandate from 

Treasury Board who generally don’t give that mandate until most of the bargaining with the big 

Public Service groups is resolved. The NRC can come to the table and deal with things not 

controlled by Treasury Board, but not money and language things that cross the whole public 

service. We could probably have had deals with some groups, but the NRC is trying to throw road 
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blocks in. They said their hands were tied, that Treasury Board is really controlling this year, and 

that they didn’t even have the mandate to “change a word”; but in bargaining with the TO Group, 

they added many words, including some not found anywhere else in the Public Service. So we are 

still trying to figure this out. We are also dependent on volunteer members. I can’t bargain without 

members behind me. The split to Shared Services has created a bit of a problem; in the past we 

haven’t had issues with getting volunteers for the CS’s. 

 

Discussion 

 

Q: Regarding the TO Group, if arbitration is in December, how long does it take after that? 

 

Joan Van Den Bergh: Probably mid- to end of January for the Arbitration Board Report. 

 

Q: Roseanne Tom: How many people do you need for the Bargaining Committee for the CS 

Group? 

 

Joan Van Den Bergh: At least four. 

 

Q: How do the RCEA and the bargaining agents decide what to include in the next round? 

 

Joan Van Den Bergh: I keep track of what’s going on in other agreements. We don’t want to fall 

behind improvements and increases in other groups in the public service. These were put on the 

website for people to let me know concerns with the collective agreement. 

 

Q: Regarding what the NRC is adding, are they trying to take away the lay-off settlement? 

 

Joan Van Den Bergh: They’re proposing to take away severance pay for resignation and retirement 

(i.e., you could cash out your severance pay and not accumulate any more, or leave it there and 

cash it out when you leave). The NRC is saying if someone cashed it out now and is laid off down 

the road, the Workforce Adjustment they’d be entitled to would be adjusted by a formula so that no 

one who cashed out now would ever get more than someone who doesn’t. The maximum 

entitlement is 70 weeks, so the combination of Workforce Adjustment and Severance could never 

exceed that. But we’re talking about two different things. Workforce Adjustment is compensation 

for losing your job. If you get laid off and hired back again, there’s no lifetime entitlement in the 

package that says you can’t get it again. It never came up in the face-to-face. They used the same 

language there as in the Public Service. It was only when it was submitted to the Arbitration 

Committee that they put this in. It would represent a loss and would mean our members are being 

treated far differently than the Public Service. 

 

Q: Is it a weather vane that there’ll be more lay-offs? 

 

Joan Van Den Bergh: Really don’t know trying to figure it out. I don’t think it’s about saving 

money. They said they don’t want a member who cashes out to be treated the same as those who 

don’t. We’ve said they both have the same opportunity, the same right to make a choice. That’s the 

only explanation they gave – fairness. 
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Q: Why is our Workforce Ajustment Policy so different than the Public Service historically? 

 

Joan Van Den Bergh: The NRC is a separate employer, not under the Public Service Employment 

Act or the Public Service Commission... Priority people here don’t have access to priority positions 

in the Public Service, because it’s under different legislation. So the NRC said they couldn’t give 

the same notice etc. – that they couldn’t sustain that because there are fewer jobs here. 

 

7. Questions from the Floor 

 

Q: With the change from institute- to program-based, will representatives be regional? What about 

the different buildings in Ottawa? 

 

A: Serge Croteau: The regions won’t really change because the Institute names won’t exist 

anymore. In Ottawa, we’ll send the nominations to the building number and hope that 

representatives will come forward. A list of institute or shop stewards and their locations will be 

posted on the website, so you can see if there’s one in your building. But all shop stewards 

represent everyone. The past formula was 1 representative / 50 members. Now, once the 

nominations come back, if there are three in one building, we won’t take them out, because there 

might be one less elsewhere, and the more representation we have the better. We’re working on 

really having better exposure. In the past, we asked representatives to go around and ask members 

if they’d like Joan and me to come and talk at lunch. We know NRC is picky on meetings during 

work time, but we are open. If interested, contact a representative. The nominations will be sent out 

as the terms end. We’ll probably select per building. It will be a bit of a challenge. We’ll see what 

we get. If many, then we’ll have elections; if just enough, we’ll welcome them. 

 

Q: Will there still be monthly meetings? 

 

A: Serge Croteau: Yes, every 4th Tuesday except July and August, plus some special meetings. 

 

Q: I don’t believe IBS had a representative. 

 

A: Nominations are usually in the fall, after the AGM. Some buildings had no representative for 

quite some time. 

 

Q: I’ve had a few members who wanted to be on COSH. Do they have to be approved by the 

union? 

 

A: Serge Croteau: Yes, I believe there were about nine. Quite a few were approved. The letters 

should be coming soon. 

 

Q: Is there anything on the table for terms to be permanent? 

 

A: Joan Van Den Bergh: Yes, we have a demand. That there should be an automatic conversion 

after three years.   We also have a demand for severance pay for term employees for all groups. A 

demand doesn’t mean we’ll get it. For the first round, we put our demands and the employer’s on 

the website as an education process. 

 



 

- 12 - 
 

Q: Is the WFAP the main outstanding issue? 

 

A: Joan Van Den Bergh: The severance issue, and the fact that they wouldn’t bargain – that they 

wanted to tie everything to severance caused us to break off. We could have agreed, but they threw 

this in. If the Labour Board throws out their proposal, we won’t need arbitration. 

 

Q: Is the NRC currently hiring a negotiator? 

 

A: Joan Van Den Bergh: They had two negotiators in the past. They declared them surplus and 

only had one (for ten collective agreements). They brought one surplus person in at negotiation. 

The new person had no experience and didn’t work out. The previous person is retired so can only 

work six months and has winter vacation. He’s leaving soon. 

 

Q: Is there no recourse for the time? 

A: Joan Van Den Bergh: Our lawyer said we can file bad faith bargaining against them, because 

once we serve notice, bargaining is supposed to take place in a timely manner. And this might 

make them think twice about dragging it out in future. To make them come to the table now is very 

difficult. They do this with PIPSC too. 

 

Q: John McDougall said we have to manage these things carefully and that we’re all pushing for it. 

If it’s just a signature we’re waiting for, what’s to be managed? 

 

A: Joan Van Den Bergh: I think he didn’t know you were talking about WFAP. If he did, then I 

don’t know. In other [areas] they’ve agreed (most of the provisions of the new WFAP). For two 

that aren’t applied, we’ve said, “What will Treasury Board say if you implement the whole thing?” 

Apparently now because we’ve been pushing so much, Pat Mortimer wrote a letter for McDougall 

to Treasury Board. I don’t think that’s what he was talking about. 

Comment: I heard him say there were things that are important and he has to push for those, and 

that because our thing isn’t moving forward he doesn’t think it’s important. 

 

Q: What are the major changes in the WFAP that are waiting to be signed? 

 

A: Joan Van Den Bergh: They are not implementing a change from $400 - $600 for financial 

planning and post lay off status so someone who’s laid off can apply in internal competitions Other 

elements they are implementing: if someone is declared surplus, they get an eight week marketing 

period. We’ve negotiated an adjustment period of two weeks before that time for people to come to 

grips with it, get resumes ready and complete questionnaires (so the marketing period is not eaten 

up). Also new: the eight week period can be extended to 12 weeks, but the additional 4 come out of 

the notice period, so you can remain in the workforce for longer, but it will reduce the final 

package.  Those are the main changes. 

 

8. Adjournment 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:40 p.m. 

 


