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i hope that you have all had a good break 
and have enjoyed your holidays, whether they 
were in the Spring or Summer. 

During this time, our caat-a bargaining 
team has been hard at work. In the Spring 
they reviewed the demands that our members 
put forward and crafted them into language 
that would change our Collective Agreement 
(ca). Over the Summer, they have been trying 
to engage management in these proposals at 
the bargaining table. As you will read in this 
Newsletter, those attempts have been met 
with silence. 

The management team has not engaged in 
discussion of our proposals. These proposals 
are both long overdue and necessary to our 
working conditions. These proposed changes 
—just to name a few—affect our academic 
freedom and control of the classroom and 
content that we, as experts in our fields, need 
in order to drive student success; these are 
changes that would help bring more security 
to both full-time and partial load members, 
and changes that would better account for the 
shifts in our workload due to the increased 
hybrid/online delivery of our classes.

Many of these proposals reflect what we 
have been trying to achieve over the last few 
rounds of bargaining. The last round in 2014 
was not only unsuccessful, it had us giving 
major concessions to college management—
such as a moratorium on the ability of the 
union to grieve for full-time positions. 

An extension of the current agreement, 
such as the management team has proposed, 
extends these concessions and puts us fur-
ther behind, both in terms of the language 
that defines our positions and work, and 
in terms of our financial compensation as 
being at the midpoint between our com-
parator groups of high school teachers and 
university professors. These concessions are 

being sought at a time when we have both a 
financial surplus and managerial bloat across 
the college system.

Now the struggle is not only for the condi-
tions we need to do our work. Considering 
that currently only 20% of courses across the 
college system are being delivered by full-time 
faculty, and only 17.5% of all faculty are full-
time, what’s at stake is not only the content 
of the ca, but the very definition of what it 
means to teach in the college system.

Three years ago, I had concerns with the 
agreement negotiated by the last caat-a 
bargaining team and wrote urging you to un-
derstand the issues and get involved. We held 
meetings, discussed the issues and, at Niagara, 
it resulted in a 60/40% rejection of the proposed 
deal; however, system-wide the numbers were 
reversed and the deal went through. 

I am now writing to urge you once again 
to be involved and come out to the meetings 
on 11 and 12 September to further your under-
standing of the issues that we are dealing with 
in the current round of bargaining. This time I 
do not have any reservations; we need to show 
support for our bargaining team and the de-
mands that Niagara College faculty put forward.

In our almost-50-year-history we have had 
19 contracts. On thirteen occasions we have 
had to hold a strike vote in order to back our 
bargaining team and push negotiations for-
ward. Only three times have we had to strike. 

A successful strike vote is one of the most 
effective tools that we have to push negotia-
tions forward—it is not a vote to immediately 
go on strike; rather, it empowers our bargain-
ing team and shows unity and support for our 
common goals. 

Being engaged starts with reading this 
Newsletter. I look forward to our collective 
discussions.

S P E C I A L  B A R G A I N I N G  E D I T I O N

Welcome Back

by Martin Devitt, 
Local 242 President
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by Ravi Ramkissoonsingh 
Local 242 Vice President and Bargaining Team member

the colleges of applied arts and technology—
Academic (caat-a) division is presently in a crucial round of 
bargaining our next Collective Agreement (ca). The current 
ca expires at the end of the day on 30 September 2017. Every 
round of bargaining is important, but this one is especially 
critical for a number of reasons.

Our Ontario college system has reached a tipping point. 
Over the past 15 years, we have seen enormous growth in stu-
dent enrolment that has not been matched in growth of full-
time faculty. In fact, growth in full-time faculty positions has 
lagged considerably over this time while colleges have relied 
much more heavily on contract faculty positions (to the ex-
tent that they now comprise approximately 80% of all faculty 
positions). On top of that, we have seen the largest increases 
in management/administration positions in the system, with 
senior college executives now making hundreds of thousands 
of dollars each year and, earlier this year, proposing outra-
geous raises for themselves (i.e., the Executive Compensation 
Plan).  This enraged the general public after the media brought 
this to light (with the help of caat-a’s membership). 

While the system is chronically underfunded by the 
provincial government, 23 of 24 Ontario colleges had budget 
surpluses last year with only one (the Sault) running a small 
deficit. Niagara College has consistently run budget surpluses 
in the $2–5 million range in recent years, so, despite the Col-
lege President’s dire warnings of austerity last fall, the College 
remains in solid financial shape. It is not the case that there 
isn’t money in the Ontario college system; the larger issue 
is how the money is allocated and what the administration 
values as priorities. What we have been seeing is money being 
taken from front-line support for students (e.g., teaching, 
counselling, libraries) and going to the bloated administration 
of the colleges. The current system is simply unsustainable.

What can be done by your Bargaining Team in this round 
to put the college system back on the right path? With the 
support of our membership, we have the opportunity to make 
some much-needed improvements.

The top demand from our members is academic freedom. A 
simple definition of academic freedom, as it applies to college 
faculty, is that we have control over the curriculum and how 
we teach our courses—including how we choose to evaluate 
students. It also means that faculty are the ones who assign 
grades, that those grades cannot be changed by an administra-
tor, and that faculty determine whether a student receives a 
supplemental evaluation or not. 

Recently, Niagara College changed its policy around sup-
plemental evaluations and have now given the final decision 
on those to the academic manager (i.e., the associate dean) 
instead of to the faculty member. As we have no academic 
freedom at the moment, colleges can have carte blanche on 
these kinds of issues. Sadly, it is not uncommon in our system 
for student grades to be changed by a manager without any 
consultation with, or knowledge of, the professor. Does this 
make sense to you? 

opseu, the larger union to which we belong, recently ran 
focus groups of parents and college students in four Ontario 
cities to gauge their understanding of the issues in this round 
of bargaining. The issue of academic freedom was one of two 
that resonated most strongly with the focus groups and they 

The Need for a  
Strong Strike Vote
Ontario college system has reached a tipping point

BARGAINING NEWS

“Niagara College has  
consistently run budget  
surpluses in the $2–5 million 
range in recent years.”
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were stunned to find out that we lack it and that grades can, 
in fact, be assigned by someone other than the professor. 
They were also surprised that academic decisions were not 
necessarily being made by the academic experts—Ontario 
college faculty. Local 242 has heard from many of you about 
managers not understanding your program but forcing chang-
es for budgetary reasons, which you know, as the expert, are 
not appropriate. Without academic freedom, you cannot do 
anything to stop the potential harm to the integrity of your 
program. 

We are not asking for anything that is not already happen-
ing elsewhere. Academic freedom already exists in universities 
and in colleges in other provinces, such as Alberta and British 
Columbia. Why can’t we have it in Ontario, especially as it 
wouldn’t cost the colleges any money?

Other top demands by members revolve around staffing 
and job security. There is currently a moratorium on Article 2 
in our ca. What this means exactly is that the Union, for the 
past three years, has not been able to grieve for “new” full-
time faculty positions. 

If you are a full-time Niagara College faculty member and 
have been hired within the past 15 years, there is a good 
chance that you have your position due to a staffing grievance. 
The College does not like to hire full-time faculty unless they 
absolutely have to. The Union often has to force them to do 
so, and that is where the staffing grievance comes into play. 
We had some leftover grievances from the last contract, which 
is why there have been some new full-time positions in areas 
such as The School of English Language Studies (esl teaching 
positions), Communications, and Mathematics. You may have 
noticed, however, that there have been far fewer full-time 
faculty positions posted on Blackboard this year and this is 
because the Union lost the ability to grieve in this current 
contract. Thus we see situations such as in Technology where 
four full-time professors have recently retired and only one 
of those positions has been filled, or in the School of Liberal 
Studies where we have seen several retirements in recent 

years but only one full-time hire as a replacement since 2012. 
Members are reporting that the shortage in full-time faculty 
is negatively affecting their own workloads which, in itself, is 
bad enough, but there are other implications as well.

The second issue that resonated with focus groups was 
the plight of precarious contract faculty. If colleges do not 
hire full-time faculty, that 80% figure of contract faculty 
that I mentioned earlier will only increase. Our partial-load 
members—many of whom are already feeling hopeless about 
their future in this system and none of whom have real job 
security – will find even fewer pathways to full-time work 
than currently exist. 

You may now be asking, “Wasn’t that moratorium on 
Article 2 staffing grievances supposed to conclude at the end 
of the current ca”? Yes, it was. However, the College Employer 
Council, who bargains on behalf of the colleges, signaled on 
the very first day of bargaining that the moratorium is work-
ing well (for them at least) and, a four-year extension offer 
they recently put forward (which I will come back to later), 
included a continuation of this moratorium. If these terms 
were accepted, by the end of those four years, we could be at 
only 10% to 15% of full-time faculty with a severely depleted 
Union membership and college system. We simply cannot 
afford to continue that moratorium for another four years.

By now, you may have seen the details of the proposed 
four-year extension offer that the College Employer Council 
brought to the bargaining table earlier in August and which 
was put on the table with only one small change again in late 
August. They want the caat-a Bargaining Team to have mem-
bers vote on this offer, but we have no interest in doing so 
(the Council can also bring this offer to you directly during the 
final two weeks of September if they think it is so good). As 
a Bargaining Team, we have been tasked by you —the mem-
bers—to negotiate a new ca which will address the demands 
that you have made. The extension offer does not address any 
of our issues. 

“…colleges have relied much more heavily  
on contract faculty positions (to the extent  
that they now comprise approximately 80%  
of all faculty positions).”
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Basically, the Council has proposed small wage increases as 
a “buy-off” to faculty. They believe that money is the most im-
portant issue to faculty and that a small amount of it will keep 
us quiet. If you have read the few communications that the 
Council has put out so far, you will see that they appear to be 
fixated on how much money we earn and keep citing the top 
step of our salary grid, which most full-time faculty are not 
at and which partial-load faculty will never get close to. The 
obsession that they have with money should not be surprising 
given that the administration’s job revolves not around en-
suring that students have the best education, but around how 
much money the college can make—and how much they can 
personally earn (refer again to The Executive Compensation 
Plan). It is we—the faculty members—who are concerned 
with providing students with the best education we can. This 
is what drives us as professionals.

Do we want to be compensated fairly? Of course we do. 
However, the wage increases offered by the Council do not 

measure up. While future inflation can be difficult to predict, 
there is a good chance that the proposed wage increases will 
not even match inflation, and keep in mind that interest rates 
are likely to increase considerably in the coming years. 

Further, back in 1989, a joint college-union task force on 
wages and benefits established comparator groups for Ontario 
college faculty. This task force concluded that we should be 
paid at the mid-point between the highest salaries for high 
school teachers and the lowest ceiling for university profes-
sors. We were actually close to this mid-point as recently as 
after the 2006 strike. However, we have since fallen far behind 
and the proposed wage increases by the Council would actual-
ly leave us even further behind our university colleagues and 
barely ahead of high school teachers. 

In addition, one of the implications of a shrinking full-time 
faculty complement is the effect on our pension contribu-
tions. While contract faculty can contribute to our pension 
plan, fewer than 30% do, mainly because they cannot afford to 
do so, which leaves the burden largely to full-time members. 
A continuing decline in full-time faculty would eventually 
mean fewer contributing members to our pension which 
would, in turn, mean that the members who do remain will 
have to contribute more of each paycheque to the plan. The 
result is that the wage increase proposed by the Council would 
be easily swallowed up by both cost of living increases and 
increased pension contributions, resulting in a net loss for 
each member.

Additionally, there is provincial legislation being proposed 
(Bill 148) that is expected to pass in the fall which will provide 
much-needed wage and benefit parity to our partial-load 
members—i.e., equal pay for equal work. The College Employ-
er Council, in their first extension offer, wanted to pre-empt 
this legislation by making it “revenue neutral”. This means 
that instead of raising partial-load members up so that they 
are being paid an equivalent amount for equivalent work with 
full-time faculty (e.g., teaching 12 hours in a term would be 
equivalent to approximately 72% of a full-time workload and 
they would be compensated as such), as the proposed legis-
lation intends, the Council wants to take away from full-time 
faculty to provide smaller gains for partial-load faculty. By the 
Bargaining Team’s analysis, the result would most likely mean 
a loss of over 1400 full-time faculty positions. The only change 
in the second offer of settlement put forward by the Council 
in late August was the removal of the term “revenue neutral” 
in response to our objections; however, that does not mean 
that the Colleges would abandon making a case for revenue 
neutrality before an arbitrator.

“Basically, the  
Council has  
proposed small 
wage increases as 
a ‘buy-off’ to faculty. 
They believe that 
money is the most 
important issue to 
faculty and that a 
small amount of it 
will keep us quiet.”
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We have other demands around modernizing workload 
(including new preparation factors for online and hybrid/
blended courses; an increased ep factor, additional comple-
mentary hours to properly address the growing number of 
student accommodations; and a written workload agreement 
for partial-load faculty, counsellors, and librarians), updating 
the definition of a counsellor to more accurately reflect what 
they do, and making it easier for the Union to file grievances 
on behalf of members who may be fearful and intimidated 
to do so. However, the Council has shown no interest in 
negotiating any of these demands, in addition to the ones 
mentioned earlier.

Where does this leave us? We have a strike vote scheduled 
for Thursday 14 September. This is the time for members to 
stand up for the demands that they have made. Voting “yes” 
to the Bargaining Team authorizing a strike does not mean 
that we will necessarily be going on strike. A “yes” vote means 
that you stand fully behind the caat-a Bargaining Team and 
the demands that you have made. The Council has, until now, 
refused to negotiate. It is clear that they will only negotiate in 
good faith if they are pressured to do so, and a strong strike 
mandate by members will provide that pressure. 

Also, consider that we will have a provincial election no 
later than next spring and the Wynne government is des-
perate to maintain labour peace so there is no “rocking the 
boat” prior to the election. With a strong strike mandate from 
our members, there is reason to believe that the provincial 
government will apply considerable pressure to the College 
Employer Council to reach an agreement with caat-a to avoid 
a strike. In this scenario, it is very possible that we can make 
some significant gains in this round which we can further 
build on in subsequent rounds. 

Do you remember the “tipping point” I wrote about earlier? 
We have a choice to make—either make a stand now to 
attempt to improve the college system or sit back and let it 
further decline, along with our working conditions. 

To be clear: a strike, or even a lockout, is possible, and all 
members should prepare for a work stoppage. Every attempt 
will be made to reach a negotiated settlement and, as men-
tioned above, real negotiations are likely only to begin if you 
deliver a strong strike mandate and message to the Council.

Finally, you will likely be receiving many direct communica-
tions from the College attempting to convince you that they 
have your best interests at heart. Three years ago, Local 242 
recommended that the last contract that was bargained not be 
ratified by faculty. We were one of eleven of the 24 college lo-
cals who made that recommendation. The primary reason we 
recommended rejecting that deal was because of the Article 2 
moratorium, which we knew would result in fewer full-time 
jobs and was a concession that the Council would expect again 
in this and future rounds of bargaining. 

We had only two weeks to rally support against ratification, 
but we had a well-attended General Membership Meeting 
(gmm) which provoked much discussion and, in turn, those 
members who attended that gmm communicated with mem-
bers who had been unable to make it. 

The result was that we were one of eight locals who rejected 
that contract, by an impressive 60% vote, and history has 
shown that Local 242’s membership was correct in doing so. 
In fact, the remainder of caat-a has since realized that the 
last contract was not a good one for us, and there has been 
a renewed commitment and solidarity across the division to 
ensure that this round is a productive one for us. 

Please keep this in mind as you hear from the College 
during this round of bargaining. Is it your Union that has your 
best interests in mind, or is it the people who brought you the 
Executive Compensation Plan this year while claiming that 
the College has no money?  

On Thursday 14 September, let the Council know that you 
stand up for all employees’ rights, the future and integrity 
of Ontario’s college system, and the best education for our 
students—by voting yes.

“It is clear that they will only negotiate 
in good faith if they are pressured to 
do so, and a strong strike mandate by 
members will provide that pressure.” 
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Why money (alone)  
won’t solve our problems

“Faculty working 
in the college 
system for any 
amount of time 
have witnessed 
first-hand how 
our professional 
lives have  
deteriorated.”

GUEST COLUMNS

in our current climate of austerity, unions in 
Canada have been lucky to bargain salary increases of more 
than a few percent in recent years. From 2009-16, Ontario 
college faculty received annual raises of only: 1.75%; 2.00%; 
2.00%; 0.00%; 0.00%; 1.20%; 1.50%; and, 1.80%.

It is not that the financial resources aren’t there. The most 
recent financial data on the college system indicates that almost 
all colleges have a healthy surplus—even given chronic pro-
vincial underfunding. College administrators understand this. 
Consider the stunning wage hikes they proposed for themselves 
earlier this year, including a 43% increase for Centennial’s own 
President Buller. This shameless raid of the public trust was only 
blocked after intense media scrutiny, public outrage, and the 
intervention of the provincial government.

So do faculty need a reasonable raise? You bet. But, truth-
fully, there is something I want even more than a salary raise.

I want a job worth having.
As we enter into negotiations this summer, non-monetary 

issues are more important than any time since 1984, when 
full-time faculty achieved the Standard Workload Formula. As 
a result of gaining the swf, 1100 additional faculty had to be 
hired to assign all the extra work.

Faculty working in the college system for any amount of 
time have witnessed first-hand how our professional lives have 
deteriorated. Over 80% of college faculty in Ontario are now 
low-paid precarious workers, without benefits, respect or job se-
curity. The implications of this ripple through our departments, 
and is experienced as stress, exhaustion, discontinuity, and low 
morale at the crumbling quality of what we can achieve.

We are also experiencing intense new forms of bureaucratic 
control and workload maximization. We are told what to 
teach, how to teach, when to teach, and every minute of our 
professional lives is monitored and directed by administrators 
beholden to corporate not academic values.

Ontario’s college faculty are approaching a historic juncture. 
Are we going to accept an agreement with little more than a 
small salary raise that we will barely notice at the end of the 
year? Or are we going to fight for the integrity of programs 
and jobs that inspire us to get out of bed in the morning?

by RM Kennedy,  
1st Vice President of opseu Local 558 
at Centennial College and Chair of the 
caat-Academic Divisional Executive 
representing unionized faculty at all  
of Ontario’s 24 colleges. This article 
originally appeared in Unfettered, 
Local 558’s newsletter

http://www.opseu558.org/unfettered/
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THE QUESTION THE EMPLOYER’S ANSWER THE TRUTH

	 1	Why	[is	the	employer]	making	
this	offer	to	college	faculty?

“The colleges considered it only fair to provide the same opportu-
nity to its faculty as other public sector unions have received.”

It	is	not	a	fair	offer.

It	completely	ignores	the	concerns	raised	by	union	members.

	 2 Why	is	the	offer	structured	as	
an	extension?

“The offer is in line with recent public sector extension settlements 
for college support staff employees, the Ontario Public Service, 
teachers, and education workers.”

The	employer	does	not	arbitrarily	get	to	choose	our	comparator	
groups;	they	were	established	by	an	arbitrator	three	decades	ago.	

The	employer	wants	to	call	the	offer	an	“extension”	because	they	
do	not	want	to	change	anything	substantial	about	the	status	quo,	
which	leaves	faculty	without	meaningful	authority.

	 3	Why	is	the	offer	time	limited? “The colleges want a timely settlement to ensure continued 
stability for its faculty, students and employees. The offer remains 
open while the OPSEU team deliberates and hears from its 
members.”

If	the	employer	truly	wanted	a	timely	settlement,	they	would	be	at	
the	bargaining	table	and	negotiating	our	membership’s	demands,	
rather	than	dismissing	them.

	4	Why	are	you	putting	out	the	
terms	of	the	offer?	Isn’t	that	
bargaining	in	public?

“OPSEU sent out very detailed and lengthy documents but did not 
provide any information to its members about the 7.5% increase, 
the new maximum of $115,094, and other benefits with no 
concessions. We felt it very important to get the information out 
to faculty.”

The	bargaining	team	has	shown	more	transparency	with	its	
members	than	ever	before,	and	is	fully	empowered	to	put	forward	
our	demands.	They	are	under	no	obligation	to	promote	offers	that	
disregard	the	members’	demands.

	 5	What	are	next	steps? “The Colleges’ Bargaining Team urged OPSEU to allow its mem-
bers to vote on the offer of settlement rather than hold a strike 
vote. The parties will be back at the table on August 22.”

The	employer	needs	to	come	to	the	table	and	bargain	in	good	 
faith.	None	of	the	members’	concerns	around	partial-load	job	
security,	academic	freedom,	collegial	governance,	or	workload	 
have	yet	been	addressed.

	6	Why	is	OPSEU	refusing	to	hold	
a	vote	on	the	offer?

“We can’t speak for OPSEU. OPSEU advised it intended to hold a 
strike vote on September 14, 2017. The union has not responded 
to the offer of settlement on the table.”

OSPEU	should	not	hold	votes	on	offers	the	bargaining	team	
rejects.	If	the	employer	believes	this	is	a	great	offer,	they	can	and	
should	bring	it	directly	to	the	membership	for	a	final	offer	vote	in	
September.

	 7	Isn’t	a	strike	vote	just	a	normal	
part	of	bargaining?

“A strike vote is setting the faculty on a path toward a strike. We 
want to avert a strike that would disrupt our students, which is 
one of the reasons we made this early offer of settlement.”

A	strong	strike	vote	from	the	membership	sends	the	employer	a	
message	that	we	are	united	in	negotiating	our	collective	demands.		
Without	it,	the	employer	will	continue	to	disregard	our	demands.

	8	How	do	you	answer	the	charge	
by	OPSEU	that	management	
has	refused	to	discuss	its	
priority	issues?

“The Colleges’ Bargaining Team has been very clear that it does 
not consider many of the Union’s proposals matters with which 
it can agree.”

In	other	words,	only	a	strong	strike	vote	from	the	membership	 
will	motivate	the	employer	to	seriously	consider	our	demands.

	9	Why	are	the	colleges	refusing	
to	bargain	on	the	issue	of	
senates?

“Legislation makes college boards of governors responsible for 
governance of the colleges. Governance is not an issue that is 
appropriate to address at a bargaining table which deals with 
terms of employment.”

Sheridan	College	(and	virtually	all	Universities)	have	both	a	 
Board	of	Governors	and	an	Academic	Senate.	Additionally,	 
management	governance	is	already	a	negotiated	item	in	our	
Collective	Agreement.

	10	Why	are	the	colleges	refusing	
to	bargain	on	the	issue	of	
academic	freedom?

“Colleges have established their own academic freedom policies 
based on their distinct cultures. We don’t believe that a single 
policy on academic freedom in a central collective agreement can 
be responsive to those differences among the colleges.”

If	collective	bargaining	is	suitable	for	workload	and	salary,	then	 
it	is	suitable	here	as	well.	The	employer	simply	refuses	to	bargain	
members’	concerns	around	academic	freedom,	intellectual	 
property,	and	collegial	governance.

	11	Where	can	faculty	find	more	
information?

The colleges’ offer of settlement has been posted at  
www.thecouncil.on.ca. Faculty can also speak with their union 
representative.

Please	do	speak	with	your	stewards	and	officers.

FROM OPSEU LOCAL 560—SENECA COLLEGE 

What the Employer is Actually Saying 
You have read what they wrote, now read what they are actually saying:

http://opseu560.org/what-the-employer-is-actually-saying/

www.thecouncil.on.ca
http://opseu560.org/what-the-employer-is-actually-saying/
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Terry Poirier
Chief Steward, Local 242 

as we welcome everyone back from vacation 
and rejoin those that have worked the summer rotation, let’s 
take a moment to reflect on the 2016/2017 academic year. We 
were busy on the local’s grievance front, submitting a total of 
15 grievances through the Fall 2016, Winter 2017 and Spring 
2017 terms. By no means is this a record-setting pace, but it is 
certainly a concern given the lack of thought by the College 
toward many of our faculty in the grievance scenarios. Only 
a couple of the grievances were member-driven, but your 
Union put forth many policy grievances on behalf of mem-
bers to address issues. With the expiration of our Collective 
Agreement (ca) on 1 October, the moratorium on Article 2 
(full-time staffing) should be lifted, and I anticipate the Local 
will be pursuing staffing grievances right away.

Here is an overview of the grievances submitted and out-
comes from the grievances that were either successfully dealt 
with at the initial meeting stage or withdrawn at members’ 
requests. Grievance #1 was filed in June of 2016 and won’t be 
included in the summary.

GRV #2: 2016 (Nov) 
Faculty Assigned Management Duties—International

A faculty member was assigned management duties on their 
swf. The Local was successful in avoiding arbitration and had 
the swf fixed by the College.

GRV #3: 2016 (Nov) 
Improper OT Calculation and Payment—Media Studies

A faculty member was not being paid overtime as agreed 
before the week 10 audit. This grievance was on hold until 
a resolution from the Workload Monitoring Group (wmg). 
That process was delayed until June 2017, at which point the 
college stated that they will keep the Week 10 audit date. We 
will be pursuing this matter further in the Fall.

GRV #4: 2016 (Dec) 
Improper Rotation and consent process—Human Resources

This Article 11.03 grievance was filed by the Local to address 
summer rotation and consent issues throughout the college. 
The grievance brought the issue to the Union College Com-
mittee where a mutually agreed-to process was finalized. The 
grievance was successful in creating an educational oppor-
tunity for managers and faculty in the Fall 2017 term so that 
we can hopefully avoid confusion in the future over consent/
rotation.

GRV #5: 2016 (Dec) 
Assigned Workload Not Reflected on a SWF— 
Community Studies

A faculty member was assigned evaluation and student con-
tact activities outside of a swf on an Article 11.08 agreement.  
Article 11.08 is for “mutually agreed” to activities, not marking 
or student supervision. The grievance was withdrawn.

GRV #1: 2017 (Jan) 
Workload Assigned—Technology

A faculty member was assigned a workload that did not reflect 
their expertise or past teaching assignments. The member 
requested the wmg address the issue, which it did through a 
mediation process. Grievance was withdrawn.

GRV #2: 2017 (Feb) 
Improper Discipline—Business

A member was improperly disciplined by the Associate Dean 
of Business. The Union grieved on behalf of the probationary 
member. At the first-step grievance meeting, management 
admitted the wrongdoing and subsequently removed the 
disciplinary letter. The Union withdrew its grievance.

GRV #3: 2017 (Feb) 
Article 3.02—Union Grievance

The same faculty member from grievance #2 was being 
improperly disciplined as a result of a lack of Union repre-
sentation contrary to Article 3.02. As a result of the victory 
on the discipline letter from grievance #2, grievance #3 was 
withdrawn.

CHIEFLY CONCERNS

Reviewing Grievances  
and their Outcomes
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GRV#4: 2017 (Feb) 
Improper Probationary Faculty Appraisal—Business

A probationary faculty was provided with an improper ap-
praisal process by their Associate Dean. The Union grieved on 
their behalf, since the appraisal was part of the same process 
as grievances #2 and #3, and with that victory the union with-
drew grievance #4.

GRV #5: 2017 (May) 
Overtime SWF Beyond 47hrs—Automotive

On behalf of the faculty member, the Union grieved an 
“illegal” swf for the Spring 2017 semester. After the first 
meeting, the college acknowledged the wrongdoing and 
submitted a “legal” swf for the member. The grievance was 
withdrawn by the Union.

GRV #6 and #7: 2017 (May) 
Long-Term Disability (LTD) Leave—Human Resources (HR)

On behalf of a member on Long Term Disability leave, 
the Union filed grievances due to  the hr administrator’s 
harassment for medical information (grievance #6) and the 
improper application of Article 17.01 f 3 (grievance #7). The 
member has complied with requests for medical documenta-
tion but hr continued to call incessantly. The member also 
chose to use sick credit leave at 100% pay rather than use 
their qualified ltd through Sun Life; the college was treating 
the member as though they were on short-term leave (as 
sick credits would imply).

The Union grieved the nature and lack of humanity shown 
to the faculty. The member needs to deal with their well-being 
and not with hr and anxieties around deadlines. Manage-
ment from hr insisted this should be a member grievance and 
denied wrongdoing, therefore denying the grievance claim. 
The fact that hr would request that a sick member bring their 
own case forward shows the lack of “human(ity)” in our Ni-
agara College hr department. The union has forwarded griev-
ance #6 to arbitration on behalf of our member. Grievance #7 
was withdrawn.

GRV #8: 2017 (May) 
Article 11.08, Assigned Workload—Police Foundations

The Local filed a grievance on behalf of a member who was 
assigned a workload under Article 11.08.  At the first meeting, 

the college admitted the wrongdoing and that they would be 
implementing a new process in the next academic year. The 
grievance was withdrawn by the Union.

GRV #9: 2017 (May) 
Niagara Plan—Business
A faculty member brought a grievance forward identifying 
that they were improperly denied access to the Niagara Plan 
policy. The faculty member identified the wrongdoing at the 
first meeting and management provided the member with the 
opportunity to resubmit their application for consideration. 
The Union withdrew the grievance.

GRV #10: 2017 (June) 
College Collective Bargaining Agreement

The Union has filed a grievance that the college has been 
entering into negotiations with individual members (e.g. 
grievance #8) contrary to the ca. As a membership, we bar-
gain collectively with our employer and not on an individual 
basis. The management denies wrongdoing; the Union has 
forwarded the grievance for arbitration.

* * *

Alongside the arbitration process, the Union has also been 
protecting ca rights for members under Article 11 through 
the wmg. The wmg comprises representation from Union and 
management to address workload issues. In 2016/17 the wmg 
dealt with management on issues ranging from Overtime and 

“illegal” swfs, to Associate Deans improperly administering 
Article 11 assignments. 

The wmg worked hard over the year to deal with the Sum-
mer Rotation/Consent issues, supported member referrals 
regarding assignment of workload outside of expertise, and 
worked on the guidelines that qualify a revised swf for faculty. 
The wmg addressed a number of issues on behalf of members 
regarding late-assigned workloads which resulted in monetary 
penalties to the benefit of our members.

As we enter into a bargaining year, it is important to 
uphold the rights of our members through the wmg and to 
address Article 11 violations. If you have any issues with your 
swf in the Fall/Winter or Spring of this upcoming year, please 
consider your rights under the ca and refer your swf.  If you 
are unsure of the process or wish to speak to a wmg member, 
please contact the Union office.
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History of College Faculty  
Collective Bargaining

BARGAINING ROUNDS AND OUTCOMES

Negotiations Contract Contract Strike
Concluded Start Date End Date Vote Strike

Sept. 6, 19721  Sept. 6, 1972  Aug. 31, 1973  No  No

Sept. 11, 1975  Sept. 1, 1973  Aug 31, 1975  —  —

Sept. 11, 19752  Sept. 1, 1975  Aug. 31, 1976  Yes  No

Feb. 15, 1977  Sept. 1, 1976  Aug. 31, 1977  Yes  No

Oct. 13, 1978  Sept. 1, 1977  Aug. 31, 1979  Yes  No

May 1, 1980  Sept. 1, 1979  Aug. 31, 1981  Yes  No

Oct. 8, 19813  Sept. 1, 1981  Aug. 31, 1982  No  No

Feb. 25, 1983  Sept. 1, 1982  Aug. 31, 1984  Yes  No

Arbitration Award4  Sept. 1, 1984  Aug. 31, 1985  Yes  Yes

May 22, 1986 Sept. 1, 1985 Aug. 31, 1987 Yes No

May 30, 1988 Sept. 1, 1987 Aug. 31, 1989 Yes No

Feb 27, 1990 Sept. 1, 1989 Aug. 31, 1991 Yes Yes

Nov. 9, 1992 Sept. 1, 1991 Aug. 31, 19945  No  No

Nov. 12, 1998 Sept. 1, 1996 Aug. 31, 2001 Yes No

Oct. 24, 2001 Sept. 1, 2001 Aug. 31, 2003 No No

April 21, 2004 Sept. 1, 2003 Aug. 31, 2005 Yes No

July 7, 2006 Sept. 1, 2005 Aug. 31, 2009 Yes Yes

Feb 24, 20106  Sept. 1, 2009 Aug. 31, 2012 Yes No

Sept. 7, 2012 Sept. 12, 2012 Aug 31, 2014 No No

 taken from Report on Education in Ontario Colleges. Produced by OPSEU Communications
 Report author Kevin MacKay, Professor, Mohawk College 

1. First Collective Agreement
2. Settlement was for 73-75 contract as well as 75-76
3. One-time settlements
4. Arbitrator Paul Weiler awarded a contract on June 10, 1985 for the 84-85 period following the October 17th strike  

and back-to-work legislation
5. The Social Contract Act extended the contract from August 31, 1994 to August 31, 1996
6. On November 18, 2009, the employer imposed terms and conditions of employment on faculty. On February 10th,  

faculty voted to accept the terms and conditions as management’s final offer.

College faculty have engaged in 19 rounds of collective bargaining with their employer —
first, the Council of Regents, then the College Employer Council. In 19 rounds there have 
been 13 strike votes, but only three work stoppages. A summary of bargaining follows:

https://opseu.org/information/college-faculty-caat-report-education-ontario-colleges
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Below are the year-by-year numbers of faculty who have 
retired system-wide. The figures on the right indicate people 
who have retired; while the column on the left gives the total 
number of faculty who have retired and those who have taken 
a deferred pension (or left the college system before retire-
ment for any reason). 

These numbers also represent much of the experience and 
knowledge that is not being replaced due to the moratorium 
on Article 2 grievances. These include full-time positions that 
are not available to qualified contract faculty.

The Mysterious 
Case of the 

Disappearing 
Faculty

  Count Count
 Year (including deferred) (excluding deferred)

 2014 452 424
 2015 393 367
 2016 414 384
 2017 (Jan-Jun) 216 208
 Total 1,475 1,383

T H E  O T H E R  S I D E
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OPSEU LOCAL 242 
ext 7506 
Welland Campus, Black Walnut B1
905-735-2211 (Welland)
905-641-2252 (St. Catharines)
905-374-7454 (Fort Erie)
905-563-3254 (Grimsby) 

Executive Officers 
president
Martin Devitt / W307 / 7506
vice-president 
Ravi Ramkissoonsingh / S105 / 7744
chief steward
Terry Poirier / M103E / 7709

treasurer
Bonnie Martel / W303 / 4145 
corresponding secretary
Shannon MacRae / M206I / 7759
secretary
Laura Bruni / 7506
opseu242@opseu242.com

stewards
Kristen Buscaglia / S105 / 7862
Cosimo Girolamo / W311 / 4128
Frederick Graham / L18 / 7727 
Lois Johnson / TC35 / 7887
Amy Proulx / HT035 / 4647
Greg Smith / S331A / 7611 
Dave Thomson / W311 / 4129

Who We Are:

SOAR!
In-Service Teacher

Certificate Training Program

contact
Bonnie Martel
bmartel@niagaracollege.ca

Greg Smith
gsmith@niagaracollege.ca

visit the ISTTP website
stclaircollege.ca/programs/inservice/

TO THE TOP OF THE GRID!

Strike Vote 
Information Sessions

NOTL CAMPUS 
Monday 11 September
Room E307 
4.30–7.30 pm

WELLAND CAMPUS 
Tuesday 12 September 
Room S234 (Simcoe) 
4.30–7.30 pm

!
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http://www.stclaircollege.ca/programs/inservice/



