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1. BACKGROUND TO THESE DISPUTES 

 

As a component of the agreed upon maintenance procedures, the parties have historically reviewed benchmark jobs and 

mutually agreed to update, amend, add or delete benchmarks and reference jobs as organizational structures, job content 

and conditions evolve.  

 

The process for reviewing benchmark/reference jobs appears in the 17th Master Agreement at Article 28.2: 

 

28.2 Changes to the Job Evaluation Plan and Benchmarks/Reference Jobs 

(a) The Employer agrees that no changes to the job evaluation plan and benchmarks/reference jobs pertaining to positions 
covered by this agreement will be introduced without the mutual agreement of the parties.  

(b) To facilitate the orderly change in the job evaluation plan, a joint technical working committee will be used. There will be 
equal representation of technical experts from the Employer and the Union on this committee, and total membership from 
each side will not exceed four.  

(c) The Committee shall formulate any necessary changes or new benchmarks/reference jobs in the job evaluation plans 
used within the Public Service Bargaining Unit and shall make joint recommendations to the bargaining principals.  

(d) When a new or substantially altered benchmark/reference job covered by this agreement is introduced, the factor 
ratings shall be subject to agreement between the Employer and the Union.  

(e) Where the Joint Technical Working Committee is unable to agree to benchmark(s)/reference job(s) and/or agree on a 

factor rating, the matter may be referred to an agreed upon classification referee. The benchmark rating shall be effective 

on the date agreed to by the parties or the date set by the referee but, in any event, not earlier than the date of 

implementation. 

 

One benchmark job (Correctional Officer, referred to in this decision as the “CO”) and one reference job (Correctional 

Supervisor or “CS”) in the Correctional Services Job Family have been the subject of a lengthy job evaluation process and 

extensive discussions between the parties which extended into bargaining of the 17th Master Agreement.  The Union’s 

position throughout bargaining was the CO position should be reclassified, however the employer did not agree with the 

Union’s targeted point range of Grid 21.  Although the parties did agree that the CO would move from Grid 16 to Grid 18 at a 

minimum, there was no agreement on factor ratings or rating rationales for reclassification which accompanied that 

agreement.  As part of bargaining, the parties agreed via MOA (dated January 22, 2014) that the Corrections positions would 

be included as benchmark and/or reference jobs, and would be reviewed within one year of the signing of the 17th Master 

Agreement.  The parties subsequently undertook that review, resulting in a failure to agree on Factor1 Job Knowledge and 

Factor 5 Responsibility for Work Assignments in both positions.  These matters have now been referred to me as per Article 

28.2 (e) above. 

 

The Correctional Officer is derived from Benchmark #046 (Living Unit Officer – Maple Ridge) and the Correctional Supervisor is 

derived from Reference Job CR-#04 (Shift Supervisor, Mt. Thurston).  

 

It is important to note the distinction between a “reference” job and a “benchmark” job for job evaluation purposes.  

Benchmark jobs can be used universally to evaluate jobs within the Plan. Reference jobs can only be used to evaluate jobs that 

fall within their specific job family. In other words, the CO can be used as a comparator to any job rated under PSJEP, but the 

CS can only be used as a comparator to jobs within the Correctional Services Job Family. 

 

There are several important tests to be met when evaluating benchmark and reference jobs: 
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 Agreement must be reached on the benchmark (reference) job descriptions.  This has occurred for the CO and the CS 
positions. 

 A significant enough change in job content and accountabilities since the position was previously evaluated must be 
demonstrated before factor levels can be increased (or decreased).  However, where significant changes have occurred, 
this should not be interpreted to mean that all factors under the Plan will automatically change.  Only those factors where 
the factor definition, degree levels and specific Plan language are sensitive to those changes, will be affected.   

 Duties and responsibilities must be typical of the work being evaluated (using the agreed upon Plan definition of “typical”) 

 Existing agreed-upon benchmarks (and reference jobs within the same job family) that have similar responsibilities or 
working conditions are used for comparison purposes. Non-benchmark and non-reference jobs (which include any other 
jobs either covered by the PSJEP or existing elsewhere) cannot be used in the evaluation of either a benchmark or a 
reference job because the parties have not agreed upon them for comparison and rating purposes. 

 
Before addressing the specifics of each factor in dispute for each job, two of the above tests merit further examination and 
application to the jobs under review. 
 
Changes in Job Content: Comparison between Predecessor Benchmark Description BM #046 Living Unit Officer – Maple 
Ridge and Proposed Benchmark Description BM #046 Correctional Officer 
 
The Conservation Officer Service Referee Decision (Averill, February 2015)  included a number of principles governing 
benchmark and reference job disputes. One of those principles is fundamental to all benchmark and reference jobs: 
 

Significant change in job content between predecessor benchmarks and their proposed replacements must be 

demonstrated in order to justify a change in any factor rating 

 

In other words, the process of reviewing benchmarks is not a second opportunity to change a previous factor rating 

where agreement was reached between the parties and no change in job content has occurred.  There must be 

sufficient and valid changes in the functions and conditions of work to warrant a change in one or more factor ratings.   

(at page 3) 

 
In the Correctional Officer benchmark dispute, the Union is contending that the position has evolved and expanded, and is 
now operating with greater responsibility due to the following conditions:  
 

 Its various roles and functions occur in a more complex institutional setting than the environment in which the 

predecessor benchmark operated; 

 The inmate population is more complex in nature, including a change in demographics, the number of mentally ill inmates 

and a more violent inmate population overall; 

 The occurrence of a variety of emergency incidents and crises that can develop due to stressed and overcrowded 

conditions; 

 The requirement to analyze appropriate case management interventions and approaches through various programs, and 

to plan ongoing assessments and evaluations of inmates; 

 The inclusion of several rotational assignments including “core program facilitator” (a rotational assignment where the 

Correctional Officer delivers standardised programs including those in a classroom setting) 

The Employer, while recognizing certain changes in the environmental conditions under which the Correctional Officer works, 
is of the view that the main purpose of the CO role has not changed significantly or sufficiently to warrant changes in the 
ratings for the two factors remaining in dispute.  This is taking into the account the inclusion of all rotational assignments now 
included in the benchmark description as well as the detailed job description. In the Employer’s view, credit has been given to 
all of the rotational assignments and to the highest typical responsibilities which now includes those assignments.    
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Both parties were somewhat more global than specific in demonstrating exactly where job content change had occurred. To 
ensure I was clear on previous duties, and duties now included in the agreed upon benchmark description, I compared the 
two documents, identified the differences in duty statements and reviewed all of the evidence in detail to aid in my 
interpretation of what had changed, and how those differences have impacted the ratings for the two factors in dispute.  
 
In summary, I found the changes made to the proposed benchmark description for the Correctional Officer fit into four types 
of language categories: 
 
1. More descriptive, contemporary and reflective of current practices or procedures, without changing the original 

objective/intent of the function or activity 

Examples:   

Duty 2 a:  “provides counselling on acceptable behavior” has been changed to 1 c “assists and counsels inmates to cope 

with problems and during periods of stress, controlling hostile and aggressive behaviour, and encourages positive 

behaviour; 

 

Duty 2:  “Inmate caseload service” has been changed to “case management functions” and “facilitates programs for 

inmates” 

 

2. Activities were added, but it seemed apparent that those activities would have been previously carried out and not 

included in the predecessor benchmark description. 

Example: “provides clear, concise direction to inmates during emergencies (eg code yellow (officer assistance), code blue 
(medical emergency), code red (escape), fire drills and emergency lock downs)” 
 

3. Function/activity was deleted. 

Example: “distributes medication to inmates and ensures that it is taken” 
 

4. New function/activity was added.  There are two types of new duties.  Type 1 new duties are found in the main Job Duties 

and Tasks section (with some overlap into the rotational duty). These are: 

 initiates deployment of OC Spray and Taser 

 operates information technology for documentation and communication (eg CORNET), logs information in inmate 

client log on information systems relatives to conduct, behavior, programs and activities 

 operates automated building video security and control systems (eg DVMS); and monitors and responds to safety and 

security systems (eg personal alarm transmitters and portable radios) 

 facilitates programs for inmates within the designated area of responsibility as required 

 provides . . . problem solving, community re-entry planning, placement referrals, program recommendations to 

ensure that their time is being used constructively while in custody 

 facilitates and supports offender programs (eg Essential Skills to Success Program) 

 trains/evaluates/instructs inmates in a variety of work, recreation and leisure activities . . . to enhance skills and 

develop meaningful work habits; provides performance related feedback to the inmate 

 

Type 2 additions are the following rotational duties as expanded upon in the generic job description: 

 Performing external security duties 

 Performing prowl duties; responsible for controlling and security scanning inmates, visitors and equipment . . .  

 Performing control duties; responsible for all staff, inmate, visitor and vehicle movement inside the correctional 

centre . . .  

 Performing change room duties . . . .  
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 Performing health care duties; responsible to orchestrate all inmate movement in and out of health care, in 

conjunction with the duty nurse . . . . 

 Performing reception duties . . .  

 Performing visits duties . . .  

 Performing runner duties; responsible for relief of officers for meal and rest periods, completion of unit checks and 

counts . . .  

 Performing core program facilitator duties; responsible for the delivery of core programs to inmates through direct 

contact, supervision and follow up documentation.  Trained officers facilitate the delivery of standardised Corrections 

Branch programs to upwards of 12 selected offenders in a classroom setting using prescribed manuals, teaching aids 

and adult education techniques. 

 Performing gang duties; responsible for the supervision and coordination of inmate work gangs 

The new duties isolated through the comparison exercise for the CO will form the basis for determining if their addition has 
sufficiently changed the way in the job operates with respect to the two factors in dispute. 

 
The Inclusion of Rotational Assignments and Their Impact on “Typical Duties” and Rating 
 
Letter of Understanding #2 (Adult Custody Division), tabled as evidence by the Union, provides guidelines for rotating 
corrections staff through work groups for specified periods of time.  The purpose of rotational assignments broadens 
employee diversity and expertise, enhances overall centre operation and promotes professional development. 
 
Both parties are in agreement that one of the goals of the benchmark reviews for the Correctional Officer and Supervisor was 
to incorporate duties for all potential rotational assignments into the new benchmark description and as such, give credit for 
all of the rotational assignments when rating the job under PSJEP under the definition of “typical duties”.  Therefore, no one 
rotational assignment or facility in which they are being carried out makes that assignment unique or distinct from any other 
assignment for the purposes of rating the CO/CS under the Plan.  In other words, the entire classification benefits from being 
evaluated on the sum total of the main and rotational duties.  
 
This is consistent with the fourth principle as set out by the Parties in the Letter of Understanding #2, which states: 
 

“the rotation of post assignments is intended to afford each employee the opportunity to work through a variety of 
posts within their classification throughout their career” (emphasis added) 

 
 
One other general principle applies to these reviews. 
 
Environmental Conditions and their Impact on Factor Application 
 
A great deal of evidence was tabled by the Union on environmental conditions specific to Adult Custody, including the October 
2013 Profile of BC Corrections, the January 2015 Auditor General BC Corrections Report, the 2011 Boyd Report, A Safety 
Review of BC Corrections (Laurie Throness, December 2014) and the BC Corrections Violence Statistics 2011-2015.  These 
were extremely valuable references for me, and lent context to both reviews overall.  I appreciate their inclusion, and have 
taken all information into account when rendering my decision. 
 
However, the Employer, in its submission, took exception to the Union’s evidence in this regard and stated the following: 
 

“The employer agrees that corrections staff operate in an environment where threats are varied and emergent.  In 
such an environment it has become necessary to maintain real time awareness and control over the operating 
environment.  This is the case in the living unit areas.  Assault statistics show that a number of assault incidents 
requires the COs to “prevent” injury to other inmates.  These examples demonstrate the CO carrying out the primary 
and integral protection and security services of the job.  However, the employer does not find that any of the 
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evidence relating to the work environment supports the argument for changes in Factor 1 Job Knowledge or Factor 5 
Work Assignments.  Rather, the work environment for the CO has been documented and credited in other more 
appropriate factors, such as Factor 12 Surroundings and Factor 13 Hazards.” 

 
Point factors plans such as the PSJEP, no matter how simplistic or complex in design, operate under one common premise. 
Compensable factors selected to measure work are intended to measure distinctly different elements of that work.  This is to 
ensure factors take into consideration all of the elements which are of monetary value within a defined occupational group 
without measuring the same thing twice.  While there are certainly correlations between some factors within the same job 
evaluation plan, the factor definitions delineate the differences.  They must be carefully crafted by the designers to clearly 
describe those differences, and be sufficiently well understood by those applying the factors to eliminate overlaps. This is not 
unlike a recipe, where each ingredient is different and distinct.  Individual ingredients stand on their own, and have their 
separate reasons for being included in the list of ingredients, but all ingredients are needed to yield the final product. 
 
This is a highly relevant fact when considering the evidence placed before me in these two disputes.  Adverse working 
conditions such as exposure to workplace violence, biohazards, high inmate to staff ratios and the many other work 
circumstances described in the evidence do not necessarily, of themselves, impact all of the factors under PSJEP.  They most 
certainly influence the rating of factors that are specifically designed to measure those individual work circumstances , like 
Factors 9 (Responsibility for Well-Being/Safety of Others), 10 (Sensory Effort /Multiple Demands, 11 (Physical Effort), 12 
(Surroundings) and 13 (Hazards).  I note that both the CO and the CS have been rated at the highest levels possible under 
Sensory Effort/Multiple Demands and Hazards, and the second highest level under Surroundings.  In the Wellbeing/Safety of 
Others factor, the CO has been rated at the second highest level, and the CS at the highest.  
 
Whether the environmental conditions have influenced expectations around increased job knowledge or freedom to act will 
be based on the evidence, which must demonstrate significant changes from the way the predecessor benchmarks/reference 
jobs operated, sufficient to place them squarely within the higher level definitions for the disputed factors than previously 
rated. This was the case in the Deputy Sheriff Reference Job Decision (Averill, June 2016).  While the actual position of Deputy 
Sheriff is a reference job and cannot be used as a valid comparison to the Corrections Family, the principles at work act as 
reminders that each job must be examined on its own merits but within the Plan’s definitions: 
 

“There is no doubt that the changes in job content and working conditions have evolved significantly since the role 
was last evaluated in 1996.  This has resulted in a corresponding requirement for additional knowledge in order to 
carry out the functions of the work.  The difference between Degree F and Degree G in the Deputy Sheriff job comes 
down to the definitions in the Plan for those factors and the application of benchmark jobs evaluated at both of 
those degrees.” (page 2, emphasis added) 

  
As the Union wishes to change the ratings proposed by the Employer, it bears the onus to demonstrate that the 
environmental conditions have not only significantly changed, but actually have an impact on the factors in dispute. 
 
The significance of these principles will become apparent as the substance of the disputes under Factor 1 Job Knowledge and 
Factor 5 Responsibility for Work Assignments for both jobs unfolds. 
 

2. CORRECTIONAL OFFICER: ANALYSIS OF FACTORS AND DECISION 
 
The parties have agreed on the rating for all but two of the factors.  The following table summarizes the original benchmark 
ratings, the agreed upon changes to those ratings, and the two factors which remain outstanding. 
 

Factor Original 
Benchmark 

 

Changed 
Employer 
Rating – 

Updated BM 

Union 
Ratings 

Job Knowledge F F G 

Mental Demands E E E 
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Interpersonal Communication D D D 

Physical Coordination/Dexterity D D D 

Work Assignments D D E 

Financial Resources B C C 

Physical Assets/Information C D D 

Human Resources A B B 

Well-Being/Safety E E E 

Sensory Effort/Multiple Demands D D D 

Physical Effort C D D 

Surroundings D D D 

Hazards   E E E 

 

Of the above factors, the Employer recognizes significant change in job content and accountabilities by proposing an increase 
from the original job ratings for Factors  6, 7, 8 and 11.  

 
Factor 1:  Job Knowledge 
 
The Union, through its evidence, believes that the highest level of knowledge required to perform the typical duties of the job 
has changed since the predecessor benchmark of Living Unit Officer was evaluated at Degree F.  The Union is of the view that 
in particular, the addition of the rotational duties in the areas of case management services, program facilitation and 
counselling have elevated the requirements as warranting Degree G and should be added to the rating rationale.  
 
The primary distinguishing feature between Degrees F and G is in the requirement at F to have a practical understanding of a 
trade, craft, operational, professional or technical area and apply that knowledge to vary applications or procedures to deal 
with unusual situations in doing the work versus at G, to understand the principles of a trade, craft, operational, professional 
or technical area with the requirement to analyze, diagnose, interpret and apply that area’s standards in doing the work at 
Degree G.  
 
The Union states that the wide range of institutional settings in which COs operate, and the requirement to deliver case 
management and enhanced inmate learning programs within those settings (which involve the completion by COs of a 
targeted training program lasting 6 weeks and covering multiple subjects) is a broader role than the previous “inmate 
caseload service” duty included in the predecessor benchmark. The inclusion of other rotational assignments such as 
participation in the Integrated Offender Management (IOM) Program, performing records management duties and occupying 
a Mental Health Liaison Officer role, amongst others, also leads the Union to the conclusion that the CO role is required to 
understand the principles of correctional rehabilitation in order to analyze, diagnose, interpret and apply standards, 
consistent with Degree G. 
 
To further support its case, the Union cited benchmarks at Degree G which included Firefighter, Conservation Officer, 
Vocational Rehabilitation Counsellor, Recreation Therapist and Supervisor of Instructors, along with additional data on 
working conditions which in its view, justifies a higher degree of knowledge. 
 
The Employer maintains that the degree level has not changed, but does acknowledge the shift in duties sufficient to revise 
the rating rationale to incorporate the requirement for a practical understanding of custodial supervision, local standing 
operating procedures and criminal behaviour, and added a specific reference to performing case management functions 
which had not been included in the previous benchmark rationale.  
 
The parties provided additional evidence at my request on the elapsed time required to complete the Security Officer 
Orientation (SOO) Training Program.  This program is designed specifically to provide new COs with the knowledge they 
require in order to carry out the duties of the position.  The program covers a broad range of topics, and takes about 6 weeks 
(231 hours) to complete.   
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Within that formal classroom SOO program is a case management module.  The learning objectives are: 

 Define case management 

 Describe the general case management process 

 Describe the role of staff and case managers in the case management process 

 Summarize the additional duties of an assigned case manager 

 Use information resources and the INA inmate interview process to complete an Inmate Needs Assessment 

 Describe the purpose and components of a case plan 

This module is scheduled within the program to comprise 8 hours (or 3% of the overall program).   
 
The Union provided evidence on the practical and experiential learning completed on the job, which is divided into two 
additional phases once the SOO phase has been completed.  The Basic Security Officer (BSO) phase is completed over the 
following six months during which time no formal training other than experiential is provided, and the Advanced Security 
Officer training is completed over the next 18 months, depending on each correctional centre’s needs.    
 
A one day formal advanced case management course is scheduled in the 18 months (2739 hours) following completion of the 
six month BSO phase.  It also includes completion of three on-line assignments within the 18 month timeframe. The advanced  
course includes the following objectives: 

 Explain the decision making process and how it impacts the role of a case manager 

 Identify the various information sources utilized in the case management process 

 Utilize information sources and INA inmate interview process to complete an Inmate Needs Assessment 

 Define the purposes of a case plan 

 Identify core programs and additional resources, and describe how they are utilized in the case management process 

 Explain how the documentation of the inmate’s progress and behaviour impacts key dates such as TAs, Parole and 

Remission 

 Describe ways to support inmates in release planning 

 Succession completion of the course requires attendance, plus participation in inmate needs assessment role-plays and 

the development of a case plan 

For the final phase of on the job experiential training, this means the advanced case management course comprises .02% of 
that final phase. It is recognized that the experiential phases of the job include hands on case management activities, but 
there are many other duties that are linked more to the main components of the work which is stated in the benchmark and 
job descriptions as “maintaining safety, care, security and custody of inmates within care”.  
 
While the Plan does not measure the length of time knowledge relevant to the job takes to complete, the Job Knowledge 
definition states “this knowledge can be obtained through any combination of related formal education, training, experiences 
or self-study”.  A logical assumption to be made is that higher amounts of information and understanding necessary to 
perform the duties of the job (as defined by the degree definitions in Factor 1) will be achieved through more extensive forms 
of formal education, training, experiences or self-study.  
 
I also examined the detailed generic job description under the Selection Criteria section as well as the sample job posting for 
Corrections Officer that was provided by the parties.  The job description does not contain formal training in case 
management as a pre-requisite, nor does it reference case management or counselling as separate and distinct disciplines in 
the technical competencies to be achieved after hire and training. It does refer to the broad behavioural requirements of 
listening, understanding and responding, conflict management and developing others, although the latter is clarified by the 
reference “its focus is on developmental intent and effect rather than on a formal role of training”.  
 
When considering the benchmark job cited by the Union at Degree G, all of those benchmarks apply principles of their area of 
discipline to activities which are not consistent with the duties performed by the CO.  For example,  the principles of 
“correctional rehabilitation” as carried out by the Supervisor of Instructors relates to overseeing the delivery of work and 
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instructional programs through other instructors, which is not a function of the CO. The CO’s role is to maintain the safety, 
security and management and control of inmates, which also involves some case management activities but not to the same 
extent as those roles which are case management subject matter experts.   
 
I have carefully reviewed the evidence and argument of both parties.  Although there have been changes made between the 
Living Unit Officer-Maple Ridge and the proposed Correctional Officer benchmark descriptions, particularly in the references 
to case management as well as the inclusion of certain other rotational assignments, I do not agree that those changes are 
sufficiently substantive to justify the application of Degree G to the Job Knowledge factor.  I agree with the Employer that 
while duties have been added to the proposed benchmark and those include case management, the rating of Degree F fully 
credits the job knowledge required to conduct the highest typical duties in all of the main as well as the most complex of the 
CO rotational assignments, for the reasons stated in the Employer’s rationale. 
 

Factor 5:  Responsibility for Work Assignments 
 
This is a complex factor to both understand and apply.  Simply put, it measures the impact (or comparative effects) the job has 
in applying knowledge and skills in combination with the freedom to act or the latitude to establish or change work or the way 
work is performed.  Freedom to act is measured by determining the existence of policies, procedures, guidelines, standards, 
goals and objectives, and how prescribed or flexible those are in relation to the duties which are the most representative of 
the role.  
 
The original benchmark job was rated at Degree D.  The combination of work circumstances which justified this degree is that 
the job has moderate or medium term impact with an external impact on clients by delivering enforcement or protection 
services, with work being guided by general procedures and requires selecting alternative courses of action. The Employer 
maintains both the degree and the overall rationale are still applicable to the CO, but has added  “emergency situations and 
incidents” to the rating rationale to both clarify and recognize current circumstances under which the duties are performed.    
 
The Union agrees with the Employer’s assessment of the impact rating (ie moderate or medium term impact), but bases its 
case for increasing the freedom to act component to recognize the addition of inmate rehabilitation standards to apply 
accepted work method in a different way to provide individual and group rehabilitation programs and services, which in 
combination with the impact, justifies a rating at Degree E.  The increased freedom to act flows from the Union’s argument 
that the changes made to the role in the areas of assessing individual needs, determine appropriate intervention/ 
rehabilitation approaches through case management and program facilitation, monitoring and assessing inmate progress and 
making recommendations on whether or not the inmate ought to receive full remission, impacts the inmate’s access to 
freedom and therefore, public safety.  
 
To support its case, the Union again cited the benchmarks of Vocational Rehabilitation Counsellor (guided by vocational 
rehabilitation counselling standards) and Recreational Therapist (guided by recreation therapy and work unit standards), as 
well as Conservation Officer (guided by environmental protection policies and legislation, independently investigates 
infractions).   
 
The Employer countered in its rebuttal that the most representative duties of the CO relates to sentence management, the 
administration of a wide variety of programs including CORE programs and case management, but also those associated with 
work programs, food services, alcohol and drug, first nations liaison, visits and contracts and regulation duties such as 
disciplinary hearings, investigations, procedural and human resources issues.  It also referenced standards (compliance with a 
wide range of acts and regulations), staffing and operations.   
 
In order to carry out this vast array of duties, the CO is governed by procedures and protocols which are prescribed, rather 
than exercising latitude to apply more general policies to apply work methods in a different way to handle unusual problems.  
Since the environment in which COs operate can escalate quickly into high risk, emergent situations, the requirement for 
immediate action and a consistent response is necessary to make split second decisions on next steps.  It is fully 
acknowledged that this does not allow the time to step back and analyze next steps, or to seek prior approval or direction 
from a supervisor.  For this very reason, COs are expected to apply procedures, tools and tactics learned through custom 
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designed and rigorous training to assess and respond, all of which restricts the freedom to act because of the acuity of the 
impact.   
 
To further support this assessment, the Employer tabled a number of checklists which described detailed steps to be followed 
in the event of fire evaluation on night shift, tactical operations cell entry and extraction, bomb threat, total evacuation, 
hostage taking, natural disasters/flood, inmate escape/walkaway, riot major disturbances and telephone threats.  These are 
established procedures that are to be followed by all COs in all circumstances.  
 
This is not the first time the degree of latitude or freedom to act in emergent situations has come before me.  The Deputy 
Sheriff benchmark decision (Averill, 27 June 2016) states at page 4: 
 

“As acknowledged in Factor 1, extensive training on procedures, rules and instructions is provided to the Deputy 
Sheriff to ensure when faced with critically escalating situations, the Deputy Sheriff applies those rules to limit the 
potential for choosing a less than optimal action.  This restricts the job’s ability to deviate from those policies, 
procedures and work methods, and therefore, freedom to act (ie freedom to act within the definition of Degree D). . . 
. . the safeguards that have been put into place to protect colleagues, clients and the general public and therefore 
mitigate the potential for choosing an inappropriate action under pressure through extensive training and drilling, 
also serve to limit freedom to act.” 

 
With emergent conditions eliminated from consideration for the higher level of freedom to act the Union is seeking, that 
leaves the Union’s contention that the most representative duties of the job, including those which are rotational in nature 
and which do justify consideration in Factor 5, are those associated with case management and rehabilitation.  
 
Through the evidence, it became clear that although the CO plays a critical role in its primary function of maintaining safety, 
care, security and custody of inmates in care, and carries out some case management functions within a well established 
structure and clearly prescribed procedures, it is not a specialist in addictions or rehabilitation.  Unlike the benchmarks cited in 
the area of vocational rehabilitation or recreational therapy, it does not make decisions on program design, readiness or 
evaluation.  There is a team of players specializing in those areas.  The Case Management Responsibility Chart tabled by the 
Employer (at Tab A7 of the Employer’s submission) summarizes responsibilities assigned to the Correctional Officer, 
Supervisor, Health Unit/Probation staff, Assistant Deputy Warden, Deputy Warden and Warden, all positions which 
participate throughout all phases of inmate participation in various program and rehabilitation activities.  Of particular note is 
the summary under the Health Unit/Probation staff category which states: 
 

“In a team environment, the nurses, LPNs, psychiatric nurses, mental health social work or nurses, drug and alcohol 
counselors, doctors, psychiatrists, mental health screeners, psychologists, dentists, probation social worker provide 
health and social services including . . . mental health screenings within 24 hours after admissions to the centre, 
identifying those with mental health and/or addiction issues and those at risk for staff harm, uses formal counselling . 
. . provides direct clinical intervention, mental health assessments and treatment . . . prepare detailed psychiatric 
nursing assessments . . . consults in the development of comprehensive treatment/care plans, conducts co-therapy in 
group counselling . . .  “ 

 
This does not in any way diminish the importance or value of front line activities which Correctional Officers provide to 
inmates.  However, when it comes to freedom to act as defined by the Plan, the availability and interventions employed by 
specialists in the field restrict the latitude that can be exercised by individual Officers in carrying out their assigned duties. 
 
Unlike the Conservation Officer benchmark, the CO does not carry out independent investigations where there is latitude to 
choose alternative ways under broadly defined policies and legislation. I am also swayed by the comparison to the reference 
job of Shift Supervisor, Mt Thurston, which operated within the Corrections Family in a corrections institutional setting as a 
direct supervisor before this institution’s closure in 2002. This reference job was and is rated at Degree E.  In reviewing the 
relationship between the Shift Supervisor at Degree E and the proposed Correctional Officer, there are clearly demonstrated 
differences in freedom to act that, based on the above evidence and analysis along with the application of the Plan’s 
definitions, do not warrant a change in rating for the CO position. 
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For these reasons, I agree with the Employer.  The appropriate rating for Factor 5 is Degree D as documented in the 
Employer’s proposed rationale.  
 
The benchmark of Correctional Officer remains at Grid 18, with a total of 626 points. 
 

 
3. CORRECTIONAL SUPERVISOR ANALYSIS AND DECISION 

 
The Correctional Supervisor is the highest level of correctional officer position in the Union’s bargaining unit.  
 
As with the Correctional Officer, the parties have agreed on the rating for all but two of the factors.  The following table 
summarizes the original benchmark ratings, the agreed upon changes to those ratings, and the two factors which remain 
outstanding. 

 
 

Factor Original 
Reference 

Job 
 

Changed 
Employer 
Rating – 

Updated RJ 

Union 
Ratings 

Job Knowledge G G H 

Mental Demands G G G 

Interpersonal Communication D D D 

Physical Coordination/Dexterity D D D 

Work Assignments E E F 

Financial Resources D D D 

Physical Assets/Information F E E 

Human Resources DF DF DF 

Well-Being/Safety F F F 

Sensory Effort/Multiple Demands D D D 

Physical Effort C D D 

Surroundings D D D 

Hazards   E E E 

 
 
Factor 1:  Job Knowledge 
 
In its evidence, the Union described the evolution of the Correctional Supervisor role from three former Senior Correctional 
Officer reference jobs, two of which have been removed from the Plan and are no longer available for comparison purposes. 
The Union makes the claim that the Employer’s subsequent creation of a number of excluded Assistant Deputy Warden 
positions (to which the Union agreed via Memorandum in June 2006) has “simply resulted in former SCO duties being 
downloaded onto the newly created Correctional Supervisor position”.  To counter this claim, the Employer provided 
additional evidence from Corrections management representatives that the majority of the work of the SCO3 (formerly 
classified at Grid 27) was transferred to the ADW position, and that the Correctional Supervisor work described in the 
proposed Correctional Supervisor benchmark at Grid 24 has not expanded or changed in complexity as a result. 
 
Notwithstanding the history, two former reference jobs are unavailable for comparison purposes, leaving only the reference 
jobs for the Mt Thurston Shift Supervisor and Deputy Director-Lakeview, plus benchmarks for Deputy Director-Chilliwack and 
Supervisor of Instructors as the highest level corrections-specific comparisons.  I agree with the Union that only the actual 
duties being performed by the proposed Correctional Supervisor reference job (as described in the benchmark description and 
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further supplemented by both the Employer and Union evidence) will be used as the basis for rating the job under the two 
disputed factors. 
 
The Union submits that the appropriate rating under Factor 1 for the Correctional Supervisor is Degree H, one level higher 
than the CR-04 reference job of Shift Supervisor, Mt. Thurston.   
 
The Employer proposes to retain the previous rating from CR-04 at Degree G for the Correctional Supervisor. 
 
As in the Correctional Officer decision noted above, an assessment of the job content changes that have occurred between 
the previous reference job and those carried out by the proposed benchmark job is necessary to determine if those changes 
are significant enough to impact the rating under Factor 1.  The Employer provided an analysis of the Union’s view of 
expanded duties at page 25 of its submission under Factor 5, which also proved helpful in evaluating arguments made by both 
parties for Factor 1.  Also similar to the Correctional Officer and according to the CS reference description, rotational 
assignments to a number of supervisory roles in a variety of program areas have been added.  These program areas include 
Operations (central control, disciplinary hearing Coordinator), Programs, Staffing (scheduling, recruiting, training) and 
Sentence Management (conditional release coordinator, classification, records, custody case coordinator and integrated 
offender management). 
 
The Union provided an expanded generic job description for the CS role, which listed details concerning the rotational roles 
and gave additional context.  Although this job description has not been formally agreed to between the parties, the 
Employer’s view is that it reflects the same responsibilities as the more streamlined and agreed upon reference description 
and in any case, the Employer has credited all rotational posts as typical duties in its rating of Degree G. 
 
The same principles covered in the preliminary sections of this decision and throughout the CO review are at play for the CS.  
All duties included in the reference description including those of a rotational nature will be taken into consideration when 
reviewing the evidence and in determining the appropriate rating for Factors 1 and 5.  As these are all determined to be 
“typical duties”, those operating at the highest level will be included as justification for the rating. 
 
Turning briefly to the Plan’s degree definitions for Factor 1, positions operating at Degree G must understand the principles of 
a trade, craft, operational, professional or technical area(s) with the requirement to analyze, diagnose, interpret and apply 
that area’s standards in doing the work.  Degree H positions must understand the theory of a trade, craft, operational, 
professional or technical area(s) with the requirement to plan, research and review complex issues with many factors to 
consider OR adapt systems or responses to correct problems in the area(s).  The third statement in the degree definition 
relating to inspection is not relevant in this case. 
 
In the Union’s argument for Degree H, its position is that the CS must understand the theory of criminology, correctional 
administration and rehabilitation to plan, research and evaluate complex programs and operations of a correctional centre, 
including when supervising various program areas through rotation AND/OR to adapt responses as the single onsite shift 
supervisor during critical incidents in a secure correctional centre.  
 
Amongst the wide range of work examples that were cited by the Union to support its case for Degree H were the following: 

 Assisting with planning, organizing, directing, controlling and evaluating all responses to significant critical incidents, 

which requires a theoretical level of knowledge of overall law enforcement (rotational duty) 

 Assists with program planning and evaluation, special events and the resolution of conflicts between security 

requirements and program opportunities (rotational duty) 

 Ongoing IOM program administration and maintaining program integrity in partnership with program partners such as 

Probation Officers (rotational duty) 

 Assisting in planning, developing and monitoring correction centre programs and case management policies, requiring an 

understanding of criminology to review cases in order to advise and assist offenders (rotational duty) 

 Participating with the ADW on remission/review panels to ensure proper credit is given to inmates when calculating 

conditional sentence orders 
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 Providing overall supervision and coordination of inmate case management (rotational duty) 

 Under the direction of the ADW, responsible for the overall supervision and coordination of the admission and discharge 

of inmates, and short-term coverage for the ADW-Sentence Management for urgent matters (rotational duty) 

 Adapts systems or responses when acting as the single onsite shift supervisor position on night shift when responding to 

emergencies and assuming overall responsibility for security of the centre, and when on-site management is absent 

during day shift.  A variety of examples of incidents were provided, such as intentional flooding of cells by inmates, various 

threats and assaults, and other critical incidents. 

The Union goes on to describe the change in environmental conditions, similar to those described in the case of the CO. 
 
Benchmarks/reference jobs included the Deputy Director-Lakeview, Sergeant, Field Operations (Conservation), and Adult 
Probation Officer for their involvement in developing programs or managing delivery of a complex, multi-faceted service, 
although no comparator jobs are available for adapting systems or responses to correct problems in the area.  The Union 
believes the CS exceeds the predecessor job of Shift Supervisor, Mt. Thurston, which was rated at Degree G because it 
operated within an adult open correctional facility that closed in 2002.  The Union contends that an adult secure facility on 
shift as it exists today is not comparable to an open institution. Adult secure facilities are larger and have a different 
demographic population, requiring a higher degree of knowledge than the reference job at Degree G. 
 
The Employer believes the role of the CS has not undergone significant enough change to warrant a change in the original 
rating for the predecessor reference job, and should remain at Degree G.  The Employer is proposing a change in the rationale 
to recognize the inclusion of rotating assignments and to more accurately describe the supervisory role. 
 
The Employer’s position is that both the work examples provided by the Union, and the use of the benchmark/reference jobs 
at Degree H do not reflect the intent of the Plan’s language, and the way in which knowledge is actually applied within the 
context of the CS role.  The work examples provided by the Union are primarily conducted in a consultative setting, as noted 
by frequent reference to “assists with” or in partnership with a variety of other positions.  This is also clearly laid out in the 
Case Management Responsibility Chart, which demonstrates the roles played by other positions within the hierarchy for case 
management functions.   
 
I was struck by the Employer’s statement “the fact that positions work together does not make them equal to each other in 
job knowledge”.  Evidence submitted by the Employer on each work example and benchmark/reference job all led to 
supporting this statement.  For example, the IOM program is a rotational post that does not have the same case management 
role as a Probation Officer, so it is not equivalent to that benchmark. The CS is a contributor to the case management process, 
but on the knowledge side as it relates to the Plan’s definitions, it is not planning and reviewing probationary case files which 
requires an understanding of the theory of criminology.  
 
The predecessor reference job is, in the Employer’s view, virtually the same in its knowledge requirements as the CS.  The 
Employer points out that including all rotational assignments of a CS as typical duties regardless of their location does not lead 
to differentiation based on the type of facility in which the typical duties are carried out. 
 
I have noted that the inclusion of all rotational assignments in the ratings of all factors at the highest level will result in certain 
assignments actually operating at lower levels than the full reference job throughout the duration of that assignment.  For 
example, when acting as a core program trainer, Factor 8 would be rated lower than DF as the rotational assignment is more 
appropriately rated at B.  Because the parties have chosen to incorporate all rotational assignments as typical duties in one 
blended generic, those individuals carrying out rotational assignments with the potential for lower ratings in certain factors 
continue to be recognized at the full grid level which is the cumulative value of all assignments. 
 
Taking into consideration the decision made in the case of the Correctional Officer to retain Degree F in Factor 1, along with 
the evidence submitted by both parties for the Correctional Supervisor, I am in agreement with the Employer’s rating of 
Degree G, for the reasons documented in the Employer’s proposed rationale. 
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Factor 5:  Work Assignments 
 
The Union is seeking Degree F for the CS, involving the combination of Level 6 in freedom to act (work is guided by general 
policies, plans, guidelines or standards and requires planning, organizing or evaluating projects/cases) along with 
considerable, long term impact for managing/coordinating a considerable staff program. Similar to the arguments made under 
Factor 1, the Union is basing its case on the broadening of the reference description to include all types of correctional 
institutions including those of a secure nature, the role of the CS in inmate program development and evaluation (such as 
IOM) and the requirement to deal with emergency situations occurring when onsite management is absent (such as during 
night shift).  To support its case further, the Union cites the Deputy Director-Lakeview reference job as directly comparable to 
the CS role at Degree F, as is the benchmark Supervisor of Instructors. 
 
The Employer maintains the predecessor reference job of Shift Supervisor, Mt. Thurston, rated at Degree E, continues to 
reflect the same conditions as the proposed benchmark as, in its view, conditions governing freedom to act and impact remain 
unchanged.  In the Employer’s view, the CS continues to work within existing operational policy and procedures to provide the 
day to day supervision of security operations, including those involving emergency situations that occur when management is 
offsite. Standards, procedures and escalation protocols govern what steps to take in those situations, and at what point 
management becomes involved.  With the introduction of excluded Assistant Deputy Warden positions for each facility, the 
ADW now retains full program responsibility, not the Correctional Supervisor. In addition, the program for which the CS holds 
supervisory responsibility is operational in nature, not technical. It does not operate outside established policies and 
procedures, due in no small part to the ever present potential for escalating and emergent situations that occur within the 
inmate population. As stated in the CO decision, there are prescribed and rigidly followed procedures for addressing these 
emergent situations, which serve to protect supervisors, staff and inmates.  There are frequent references in those 
procedures to escalating to other authorities, including the ADW on call during afternoon and evening shifts, and when 
management is not on site. 
 
 I note that this in-charge responsibility is included in the reference description as Duty 1 i, which means it has been taken into 
consideration in the overall rating of the job and does not attract any form of additional compensation except for shift 
premium.  In other words, unless the CS is assuming the role of the excluded ADW or DW, the grid level achieved through the 
application of PSJEP reflects all responsibilities including those associated with shift supervision.  This was reflected in the 
predecessor reference description and ratings, and remains unchanged. 
 
There are obvious hierarchical relationships between supervisory positions, and those they supervise. This is often, although 
not always, a useful correlation to take into consideration. The Correctional Officer is now confirmed at Degree F in Factor 1 
Knowledge and Degree D in Factor 5 Work Assignments.  The ratings proposed by the Union would now result in a two degree 
gap in these factors between the supervisory and working level jobs.  Given the evidence, I am challenged in finding a 
justification for the Work Assignment rating of Degree F for the supervisory position.  
 
I am in agreement with the Employer.  The rating for the CS remains at Degree E, for the reasons documented in the 
Employer’s rating rationale. 
 
The reference job of Correctional Supervisor remains at Grid 24, with a total of 821 points. 

 
 
My findings reflect the technical application and intent of the Public Service Job Evaluation Plan as it was designed to measure 
all BCGEU jobs in the public service. This is my role as Referee, and as such, limits my jurisdiction to only those factors 
governed by the Plan’s rules, definitions and application.  
 
I have the deepest respect and gratitude for the work carried out by the Correctional Officer and Correctional Supervisor.  In 
no way should my findings be interpreted as failing to place intrinsic value on the contributions made by BC Corrections staff. 
It may be that the job evaluation tools and approaches that are used for compensation purposes do not yield the expression 
of monetary value that has been sought by the Union through this forum, but that does not diminish my understanding and 
acknowledgement of the challenges encountered by highly qualified people carrying out difficult work under adverse and 
sometimes violent working conditions, as so aptly demonstrated by the evidence placed before me. 
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Dated 13 December 2016 in Maple Ridge, BC 

 

Vicki Averill 

 
Vicki Averill 
Classification Referee 


