LABOR MANAGEMENT COUNCIL MEETING

April 18, 2011
UC 264
Present:
Jeff Arnold, Mary Duesterbeck, Denise Ehren, Dylan Eory, Sean Heiser, Dave Holly, Dean Look, Julie Marino, Greg Marti, Amy Sexton, Dave Skelton, David Soliz, Ross Sprague, Greg Swanson, Dawn Truelsen
The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. by Jeff Arnold.
Discussion/Approval of March 28, 2011 minutes: Minutes were approved on a motion by Dean Look and seconded by Dawn Truelsen. 

Vacancy Report: Reviewed. Question was asked why #4031, custodial position under Alan Goytowski, was “on-hold”. Amy answered that it was a question of what the hours would be and once that is decided then the recruitment would begin. Jeff Arnold asked the union representatives if they felt this was a “normal” volume of vacancies. Julie Marino indicated that she felt it was at an increased level. 
Contracting for Services: Dean Look began the discussion by noting that with projects over $25,000 it is understandable to use outside sources, but for smaller jobs they’d like a commitment from UWW that UWW will look into using campus workforce. Dean stated even with overtime factored in it would be more cost effective to utilize our manpower than to contract out, and wondered if UWW can encourage decision makers to look in-house as first option. Dawn Truelsen asked if a system of checks and balances could be initiated, i.e. supervisor having a project reviewed “one level up”, reviewed by Budget or Jeff Arnold, or HR Director, etc. Sean Heiser asked if a project list could be made available. Julie shared that the request for all of this is to give reassurance that the system is not being abused, to ensure that the cheapest route is being used, and indicated that this would seem to be helpful in budget tracking also. To these comments and questions the following explanations and reassurances were given: Greg Swanson indicated that the FP&M website lists projects and is updated monthly. Because of the volume and ever-changing nature of projects it would be difficult (time consuming) to do this on a daily or weekly basis. Greg explained there are no hard and fast rules; He would prefer in-house, but there are various factors to consider. Before a project is underway they do check with staff and do use in-house personnel for small and for large projects. Greg shared that projects/jobs are critiqued before, during, and after on ways to keep costs down, best use of our manpower, why projects go over budget, and if anything can be done differently in the future to improve further in a similar circumstance or project. Jeff Arnold agreed that good business sense leads UWW to looking at in-house utilization first, but factors such as required skills, timeline, manpower availability, and equipment may lead to contracting out. For instance with the current vacancies we have, keeping projects in-house may be difficult to accommodate. Jeff further reminded the group that each project has a different set of circumstances. He emphasized that “where it makes sense to do in house, we will do in house”, and that UWW will be sensitive to the issues and concerns brought forth in future decisions. 
Use of Scheduler: Julie began this topic by stating the feedback she has received is that it would be helpful for employees to have use of the Scheduler, just as other campus personnel have use of Outlook Calendars, simply put, to know if “someone is here, or not here”. Greg Swanson explained that generally C3 (Custodial Leads) and above are those who have access because it was designed as a supervisory tool. Dave Skelton shared that the Scheduler is a tracking mechanism for supervisory staff regarding their employee’s attendance and personal information and that not everyone should be able to view that personal information. Greg Marti questioned whether Outlook Calendars could be utilized or if we could make it a policy that all personnel use Calendar. Denise Ehren shared that the function of Calendar would depend on if an employee logs into their own computer, or into a shared computer. Dylan Eory offered that George Jura in iCIT is willing to begin offering an Office 2010 overview with the new Office 2010 rollout, and that this might be helpful for those who are not familiar with the Calendar function. Jeff Arnold summarized that the main point in this discussion is continued and improved communication and he would continue to emphasize this to supervisory staff and also continue to investigate ways to assist this process through a mechanism such as Outlook Calendar. 
Snow Removal Policy: Dylan Eory shared the posted “FP&M Snow Removal Plan”, which encompasses not only FP&M, but also UC, Residence Life, and other departments. A brief overview was given on procedure from supervisors Skeleton and Soliz as to the responsibility of each division for snow removal. It was explained that Steve Bertagnolli has a survey form that he and other supervisors hand out each fall to all custodial personnel. Based on this survey a call list is compiled and staff is trained on equipment use and policy and procedure. Dylan Eory offered to submit this form and the procedure documents to union secretary and president each fall so that it can be posted and otherwise distributed in the event that an employee was missed during the initial sign-up.  
Miscellaneous items: 


Dean Look stated that no safety shoe allowance has been paid and that in the past everyone received this allowance. Amy Sexton explained that the safety shoe list has been compiled and has been forwarded to Financial Services for payment. The payments will be mailed directly to employee’s homes. The use of safety shoes is determined on a case-by-case basis by the supervisors, that not everyone receives the allowance, and this list has decreased significantly over the past few years. WSEU employees receive a $30 allowance and other unions have negotiated varied allowances. 

Julie Marino questioned the hours for a recently filled vacancy. Apparently the incumbent left the position because of the hours required, however, when posted the hours had changed and now the current employee is working different hours than what was required of the past employee. It was explained by Dave Soliz that the new employee is working a different schedule for training purposes. Dylan Eory then verified with Dave Soliz that the new employee will revert to the standard hours for that position upon completion of the training period, which is not expected to exceed the new employee’s probationary period. Dave Soliz confirmed that to be the case. 
Meeting adjourned @1:58 pm on a motion by Dawn Truelsen and seconded by Julie Marino.

Minutes respectfully submitted by Amy Sexton.

