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crnFUSEDBY yruR' Ml\YPAYCHEQLES?

Many of you have queried the amount of your May 1984 paycheques. Your Association
has come to the conclusion that the employer has not calculated the salaries
of the CUASA bargaining unit in accordance with the provisions of the Collective
Agreement. The dispute over the proper way to calculate 1984-85 salaries wi I I
ultimately have to be decided by an independent arbitrator.

Understanding the basis of our dispute with the administration requires a brief
review of the history of salary policies at Carleton. Since the first CUASA
Collective Agreement which was signed in 1975, salary scales have always been stated in
terms of , "nominal" salaries rather than actually paid salaries. In order to
assure orderly career progress, adjustments which might temporarily distort a member 's
salary in any given year (augmentations, such as temporary stipends for chairmen
etc. and diminuitions, such as reduced sabbatical payor various forms of partially
paid or unpaid leaves etc.) were excluded by establishing a system which provided
for a "nominal" salary for each individual during each salary year. Tliis "nominal
salary II is calculated by increasing the previous year's nominal salary by the
scale increase called for by the Collective Agreement ( for 1984-85 for example,
this scale increase is 5.7%) and then adding the Career Development Increment (COI)
for those qualifying for one,i .e. all those not over the COI ceiling or not duly
denied a COl. Thus, the formula for the 1984-85 nominal salary for all CUASA
bargaining unit members is:

1983-84 nominal salary x 105.7 plus applicable CDI

Any individual's actual salary can then deviate form his/her nominal salary due to
particular circumstances. For example, in 1983-84 certain diminuitions, NOT
anticipated by the parties, affected the salaries paid to certain memberSi3s the
result of Provincial restraint legislation. The crucial element in dispute between
your Association and the employer is just what the 1983-84 nominal salary should be.
The formula for the 1983-84 nominal salary appears to be straightforward:

1982-83 nominal salary x 1983-84 scale increase plus 1983-84 CDI

It is on the value to be assigned to the scale increase and the cor in the above
formula that we have parted company with the employer. CUASA contends that the Ontario
Inflation Restraint Act 1982 only affected II compensation rates" i.e. actual salaries
paid during the "control" year. If CUASA is right, the scale increase used to calculate
the nominal salary should have been the 8.95% specifiedby the CollectiveAgreement
and not the 5% to which the actual compensation rate was cut during the "control"
yearlb-Y the Inflation Restraint Act.

Similarly, if CUASA is right, the COI for employees earning more than $35000.- should
have been included in the calculation as reqalyedby the CollectiveAgreement,rather
than being reducedto zero because it was not actually paid during the "control"year.

Thus,essentially,what is in dispute is the interpretationof the proper meaningof
the term, "nominalsalary" in the Collective Agreement. We have been advised by our
legal counsel that this is not a question of the application of the Inflation Restraint
Act 1982, nor of the Public Sector Prices and Compensation Review Act 1983, since




