
FACILITATOR’S GUIDE
Regional disparities



This document and its content are protected by copyright and unless otherwise specified, are owned exclusively by the Centrale 
des syndicats du Québec (CSQ). No part of the document can be used, copied, reproduced, published, transmitted, distributed 
or modified, in any form or by any means, and no derivative work can be created without written authorization by the CSQ.



3

CONTEXT

1. To know more about the main elements composing the regional disparities plan included in the public sector’s collective agreements, 
see Appendix 1.

2. For a more thorough plan history, see Appendix 2.
3. Fédération du personnel de soutien de l’enseignement supérieur.
4. Fédération des syndicats de l’enseignement.

The provisions related to regional disparities1 aim 
to compensate employees for the drawbacks of 
working in one of the remote regions.

The regional disparities plan2 affects about 
4,000 members of the Centrale des syndicats du 
Québec (CSQ), which is about 3.5% of all mem-
bers. With the exception of the FPSES-CSQ,3 all 
federations have one or more unions whose 
members are affected by this plan. Close to half 
of them are members of a union affiliated with 
the FSE-CSQ.4

We need to highlight the fact that besides 
the regional disparities plan, various attraction 
and retention premiums have been negotiated 
in some regions since the early 2000s. These 
 premiums have mostly been agreed upon in an 

administrative manner outside of collective 
agreements, but renewed at the time of negotia-
tions for the latter.

Latest negotiation rounds
Since its implementation at the end of the 1970s, 
the negotiation of the regional disparities plan 
has happened according to a pretty constant 
cycle: during a round, demands were formulated, 
followed by the employer’s counterproposals 
and, at the following round, no demand would 
be filed.

This last cycle happened following the 2010 
round, during which no demand was filed in rela-
tion to this topic. As much in the 2015 as in the 
2020 rounds, different targeted demands were 
filed and gains were made.

OUR DEMAND
The regions that are the farthest from major cen-
tres in Québec are more severely impacted by 
the labour shortage phenomenon we are cur-
rently experiencing. It is thus justified to try and 
improve the conditions offered to the public sec-
tor personnel in remote and isolated regions. 
We thus propose multiple demands to improve 
the plan.
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 • We propose to eliminate inequities for some 
localities

 – Fermont
It is the only locality situated well beyond 
the 51st parallel to be classified in sector II.

On one hand, public sector employees that 
are hired there already benefit from some 
rights reserved to workers of sectors III, IV 
and IV. It is the case, for example, of the 
annual outings that are reimbursed, which 
are the same as in sectors IV and V. Since 
2015, children aged 25 or younger who 
attend a post-secondary establishment 
full time and live outside the employee’s 
place of residence are recognized as 
dependents.

On the other hand, multiple issues that 
affect Fermont are akin to those of the 
most isolated and remote localities, like 
access difficulties or yet the presence of 
“itinerant” workers, which are those who 
do not permanently live in the locality. 
This situation leads to repercussions on 
the development and services offered, 
among other things.

 – Îles-de-la-Madeleine
Because of their insular character, localities 
of the Îles-de-la-Madeleine experience 
issues common to the most remote regions. 
In the last few years, access difficulties mul-
tiplied for residents, and housing is getting 
rarer. We believe they thus should be 
added to sector III (instead of sector II).

 – Chisasibi and Radisson
On the map that show all the localities 
 targeted by regional disparities, the locali-
ties of Chisasibi and Radisson, registered in 
sector III, are enclaved among sector IV 
localities. Yet the situation in those two 
localities is identical to those located to the 
north and to the south. Thus, Chisasibi and 
Radisson should be added to sector IV.

 • We propose to expand to more sector III 
localities the food transportation

Localities situated east of Kegaska, up to the 
Labrador border, and Anticosti Island, face 
supply and cost issues for some basic prod-
ucts. Even if many of these localities are not 
accessible by direct road in Québec and are 
mainly served by the seaway, they do not 
benefit from a compensation for food trans-
portation, unlike other sector III localities.

Furthermore, in the healthcare network, the 
Oujé-Bougoumou locality does not benefit 
from this advantage, while the education 
 network does.

These localities should be targeted by the 
provisions relating to food transportation.

https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=18ARVD5Nn3eAwz8WqBnDBQewlz6OE_0I0&usp=sharing
https://www.google.com/maps/d/edit?mid=18ARVD5Nn3eAwz8WqBnDBQewlz6OE_0I0&usp=sharing
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 • We demand competitive conditions to attract 
and retain personnel in remote and isolated 
localities, like the reimbursement of outings 
and travel.

Competitive conditions allowing to attract 
and retain personnel in remote and isolated 
localities must be offered in the public sector. 
Among these conditions, the reimbursement 
of expenses to leave the isolated locality is an 
important issue.

Fly-in fly-out and the reimbursement of travel 
for the locally recruited people, offered by 
businesses in some localities targeted by the 
regional disparities plan, or to the indepen-
dent labour in the healthcare network, are 
part of these competitive conditions.

The conditions offered to the public sector 
employees are significantly inferior to these 
examples. We believe more public sector 
workers should benefit from more reimbursed 
outings or travel.

Currently, only individuals recruited more 
than 50 kilometres from the work site benefit 
from paid outings or from the reimbursement 
of expenses associated with their travel. First, 
we propose to demand the addition of out-
ings for these people in some sectors where 
there are only very few.

Second, we propose that the locally recruited 
also benefit from a reimbursement of the 
expenses associated to such travel. Of note: for 
locally hired people the reimbursement of these 
expenses would constitute a taxable benefit.

5.  Nurses, auxiliary nurses, respiratory therapists and perfusionists.

 • We demand solutions to the acute labour 
shortage problems in remote regions.

For some localities experiencing acute labour 
shortage problems, it is justified to claim a 
premium or their integration in the regional 
disparities plan, to attract and retain more 
personnel in the healthcare, education and 
college networks.

Currently, some remote and isolated regions 
in major centres are not targeted by the 
regional disparities plan. However, the issues 
related to remoteness or isolation of many of 
these regions’ localities are similar to those 
targeted by said plan.

The acute labour shortage problems of differ-
ent regions have been recognized by the gov-
ernment. In the fall of 2021, it indeed adopted 
different ministerial rulings giving important 
premiums to category 1 healthcare network 
personnel.5.Regions of Abitibi-Témiscamingue, 
Outaouais, Côte-Nord, Gaspésie-les-Îles-de-
la-Madeleine, Nord-du-Québec and Nunavik 
benefit from superior premiums than those 
offered to personnel in other Québec regions, 
since they were identified as experiencing an 
acute labour shortage.

While these premiums only target category 1 
healthcare personnel, the ministerial rulings 
showcase the specific difficulties of these 
regions when it comes to recruiting and retain-
ing personnel. This also transpires in education 
networks’ establishments and in the college 
sector.
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APPENDIX 1

Main elements of the regional 
disparities plan included  
in collective agreements

1. Sectors
The regional disparities plan carves the isolated 
and remote Québec territory localities in five sec-
tors. The division was established during the col-
lective agreements’ negotiation of 1979–1982. 
Few modifications have been made since then.

Sector I covers:

 • Localities situated in the outlying corners 
of Jamésie (Nord-du-Québec) and Abitibi- 
Témiscamingue.

Sector II covers:

 • Mining towns only accessible by train

 • Havre-Saint-Pierre (which was not served by 
a road in 1979)

 • Îles-de-la-Madeleine (because of its insular 
nature)

Sectors III, IV and V cover:

 • Far North localities

 • The territory situated north of the 51° latitude

 • Localities considered as the most isolated 
because of conditions deemed difficult, nota-
bly those east of Havre-Saint-Pierre which are 
only accessible by seaway

Many of the benefits related to regional dispari-
ties are determined by the sector where the 
employee’s workplace is located.

2. Premiums
The remoteness and isolation premium is one of 
the most important components of this plan. 
Two criteria are used to determine if an employee 
is eligible to this amount:

 • The sector where they work

 • Having dependants or not, according to the 
definition made in this regard

Since April 1, 2022, premiums vary between 
$6,472 (sector I) and $12,536 (sector V) for the 
employee with no dependant. For those with 
dependants, they vary between $9,258 (sector I) 
and $22,100 (sector V).

Isolation and remoteness premiums are adjusted 
annually according to the same raises as those 
applied on rates and salary scales.

3. Other benefits
The employee recruited more than 50 kilometres 
from the locality where they carry out their work 
is eligible to the reimbursement of some expenses:

 • Cost of travel of the employee and their 
dependants

 • Cost of transportation of their personal effects 
and of their dependants’ (with a weight limit)

 • Cost of transportation of their furniture

 • Cost of transportation of a motorized vehicle, 
if applicable

 • Cost of their furniture’s storage, if applicable
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4. Outings
The employee recruited more than 50 kilometres 
from the locality where they carry out their work 
is eligible to the reimbursement of expenses 
related to a certain number of annual outings for 
them and their dependants. The employer can 
also directly shoulder these expenses.

These expenses correspond to the equivalent of 
the price of one round-trip by plane from the 
placement locality to the home of the employee 
at time of hiring or to Montréal if the person 
comes from outside Québec, as well as some 
transit expenses (meals, taxi, accommodations).

This benefit applies only to employees assigned 
in a sector III, IV or V locality, as well as in Fermont, 
Îles-de-la-Madeleine and Havre-Saint-Pierre.

Of note: the reimbursement of some of these 
expenses is considered as a taxable income for 
the employee. During the last round of negotia-
tion, we were able to obtain a compensation to 
cover this fiscal damage almost entirely.

5. Food transportation
The employee who cannot provide for their own 
food supply in sectors IV and V, as well as in some 
sector III localities, because there is no source of 
supply in their locality, benefits from the payment 
of that food transportation expenses, with some 
annual limits.

Localities covered by the Cree School Board will 
now all be eligible for this benefit following the 
conclusion, in June 2022, of the negotiations to 
the related tables.

6. Housing
Various provisions regulate the procurement of 
housing to the employee at the time of hiring in 
some localities and regulate rent prices when 
that housing is supplied by the employer in 
some sectors.

7. Retention premium
An employee working in Sept-Îles, Port-Cartier, 
Gallix and Rivière-Pentecôte localities is eligible 
to a retention premium equivalent to 8% of their 
annual salary.

APPENDIX 2

Plan negotiation history: 
a favourable context
Remoteness and isolation premiums appeared 
at the end of the 1960s. At the time, only employ-
ees coming from outside the targeted localities 
received such premiums and sectors varied from 
one network to the next.

The birth of the plan:  
a favourable context
The regional disparities plan we know today 
was introduced in collective agreements in 1979 
(1979–1982 collective agreements). The majority 
of the plan’s parameters (sectors, premiums, out-
ings, food transportation, etc.) were put in place 
from the submitted union proposal.
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A technical inter-union committee created by the 
Common Front was put in place to negotiate the 
plan in 1979. This committee, under the respon-
sibility of the CSQ (Centrale de l’enseignement 
du Québec [CEQ] at the time), submitted a pro-
posal based on advice received by affected 
unions and used different criteria to, among 
other things, determine the sectors and premium 
levels: communication difficulties, access diffi-
culties and isolation (absence of roads, for exam-
ple), difficulties in accessing housing, services 
and basic products, food prices, etc.

Majority of union demands accepted
The 1979 negotiation was marked by the pre- 
referendum context: the government wished to 
put the negotiation behind it as soon as possible. 
This context, combined with a strong mobiliza-
tion and the quality of the filed union project for 
the implementation of the regional disparities 
plan, allowed to bring the government to grant 
the majority of the union demands as submitted.

The sectors and premiums’ suggestions pro-
posed by the union side were accepted as is, with 
one exception: the Treasury Board (TB) proposed 
to categorize the localities of Parent, Clova and 
Sanmaur in sector III instead of sector II, as the 
union side suggested, so one level higher.

On one hand, the employer’s side presented that 
this modification came from the finance minister 
(Jacques Parizeau), who had bad memories of a 
train trip between La Tuque and Senneterre. On 
the other hand, the employer’s side stated that 
they granted the union claims without prejudg-
ing the way they were established.

Thus, existing premiums were adjusted from 31% 
to 692% and the gap between the lowest and the 
highest premium value was reduced from six to 
two times.

The employer’s proposal also granted the union 
claim about extending the disparities’ premiums 
coverage to all employees living in the sectors, 
including Aboriginals. The 8% retention premium 
for Port-Cartier-Sept-Îles was also kept.
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A wanted plan review
In preparation for the 1986 negotiations round, the 
government unilaterally had a survey prepared 
“on the perceptions” of remote regions people. 
Based on that survey, it demanded an important 
redesign of the plan’s provisions, particularly in 
relation to the configuration of sectors.

The employer’s side asked to move some sector 
III localities to sector IV and some sector IV local-
ities to sector V. They also wanted to move some 
sector III localities to sector II, and from sector II 
to sector I. In the filed proposal, the majority, if 
not all sector I localities, were removed from 
the plan.

Two surveys put in place
While it improved the fate of some, this situation 
made the majority of affected members lose 
important benefits. After a large inter-union oppo-
sition aiming to counter this survey, it was agreed 
to renew the plan to the status quo and create a 
joint committee in charge of doing two surveys 
based on objective data and a scientific data 
 collection method agreed between the parties.

The mandate was given to the Bureau de la 
statistique du Québec (today the Institut de 
la  statistique du Québec). The results of the 
 surveys, in some cases favoured the union’s posi-
tion thinking, but sometimes supported the 
employer’s side position. After lengthy conversa-
tions, it was agreed to put the reports aside.

A very real danger
This episode shows the dangers to watch for in 
this case. This approach of the regional dispari-
ties issue by the government has remained con-
stant in each negotiation, to this day, when 
meaningful union claims are formulated in rela-
tion to this matter.

In the 2003–2005 negotiation, where different 
demands aiming for the improvement of the plan 
were filed, a technical committee was formed 
by the Common Front with the TB, but the work 

was abandoned because the employer’s side pro-
posed to review the plan in depth in an attraction- 
retention perspective.

The special act imposing working conditions in 
2005 did not modify the plan at all. The CSQ 
then restarted discussions with the TB, after the 
special act, to modify the definition of a depen-
dant, considering the consensus that had been 
drawn on this matter at the committee which 
work was abandoned.

Thus, a settlement modifying collective agree-
ments was concluded between the parties: are 
considered dependants children aged from 18 to 
25 enrolled in post-secondary education who live 
in another locality than where the sector III, IV 
and V employed parent works.

After the 2005 negotiation experience, the fear of 
causing some of our members to lose rights while 
giving other advantages by restructuring 
resources, led the Common Front not to submit 
any other demand on the matter in the 2010 
negotiation. The summary of that last negotiation, 
however, suggests to include a demand on the 
regional disparities plan for the next negotiation.

Recent negotiations
In the last two rounds of negotiations, targeted 
demands allowed gains and brought different 
improvements in the regional disparities plan.

In 2015, three of the four submitted demands 
were accepted:

1. Localities of Kuujjuaq, Kuujjuarapik and 
Whapmagoostui moved from sector III to sec-
tor IV.

2. The town of Fermont (sector II) was included 
in localities benefiting from the dependant 
definition (aged 18–25) who are enrolled in 
post-secondary education.



10

3. A working committee was created to study 
the question of compensation for the fiscal 
damage suffered during outings.

A demand to improve the remoteness premium 
was removed since the TB was opposing to it 
the removal of the 8% retention premium for 
Port-Cartier-Sept-Îles and wished to initiate 
exploratory discussions on the definition of sec-
tors in a financial resources restructuration’s 
perspective.

Following the consultation for the 2020 negotia-
tion, three demands were brought to the negoti-
ation table in relation with the regional disparities 
plan and gains were made on two of them:

1. Obtain a fiscal damage compensation for the 
third and fourth outings. This would be com-
pensated to 90%.

2. Make food transportation expenses reim-
bursable for all Cree School Board’s localities. 
This demand was eventually transferred to 
the sectoral tables and was accepted after 
long negotiations concluded in June 2022.

To complete the scene of the last round on the 
matter, the localities of Kawawachikamach and 
Schefferville moved from sector III to sector IV, 
and Umiujaq from sector IV to sector V following 
an employer’s proposal to that effect which, of 
course, was accepted.
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