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Reliance on Precarious Employment of Contract Faculty 
 
The majority of faculty in the college 
system are precariously employed. At 
Fanshawe, the contracts are for only one 
semester (usually 14 weeks).  
 
Contracts are given on short notice, 
sometimes less than than 2 weeks notice 
prior to a semester. There is no guarantee 
of continued employment. 
 
Contract Faculty have remained employed 
on this basis for years, sometimes 
decades.  
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 
“The value of an Ontario College Diploma, Degree, or Certificate is found in the 
quality of the students’ interaction with faculty and support staff.” 
 

 –Darryl Bedford, President OPSEU Local 110 

 
“Working contract to contract is 
very unsettling so I cannot give 
up my employment outside of the 
college. I also have no time off 
unless it is without pay which is 
challenging to do financially. I 
have now taught for 3 years 
straight without taking any time 
off.” 
 

--Fanshawe College Contract 
Professor, Kinlin School of Business 
 

Full 
Time 

Faculty
32%Contract 

Faculty
68%

Fanshawe College 
(October 2016)

“Professors, like myself, have to 
take on part-time hours at many 
different colleges just to be able 
to support our families. We love 
the work at the colleges. I've been 
doing this for the last 4 years… It 
is easy for colleges to act in this 
particular way, when there are no 
restrictions on what they can do.” 
 

--Seneca College Contract 
Professor 
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Trend Towards More Contract Faculty 
 
 
Taking Fanshawe as an 
example: While the number of 
full-time faculty has returned to 
roughly its pre-1997 level after 
a period of significant cuts, 
there has been massive growth 
in the number of contract 
faculty to manage climbing 
student enrolment. 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
Fanshawe College  
 

2002 2016  

Contract Faculty 
 

266 
 

1,096 
 

↑312% 
 

Full-Time Faculty 366 507 ↑ 39% 

Students ~12,000 ~23,000 ↑ 91% 

Post Secondary Programs 97 232 ↑139% 

Full Time Administrators 76 156 ↑105% 

What would job security and better working conditions mean to you? 
 
“It would mean feeling like a bona fide employee. It would mean 
having more than zero sick days and zero non-paid stat holidays. It 
would mean being able to make plans six months from now because I 
would know where I'd be working and what my schedule will be. 
 
I have worked at York University, Centennial College, and Seneca 
College -- roads that led nowhere but contracts and insecurity session 
to session. 
 
We need to work to make teaching a profession again, and not one of 
several part-time jobs.” 

--Collège Boréal Contract Professor 
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CCBA Classifications Result in Unequal Pay for Same Work 
 
Faculty classifications as set by the Colleges Collective Bargaining Act (CCBA), 2008: 

  Workload Benefits Pay  

Part Time 

6 or fewer 
teaching 

contact hours 
(TCH) / week 

No 

College’s 
discretion 

(Avg. $45 per 
TCH at 

Fanshawe) 

 
NO UNION 

Part-Time and Sessional Unit 
currently without representation 

 

Partial 
Load 

7 - 12 
TCH / week Yes $82 to $143 

per TCH 

UNION 
Full-Time and Partial-Load 
Bargaining Unit -- OPSEU 

Sessional 13 or more 
TCH / week No 

College’s 
discretion 

(Avg. $54 per 
TCH at 

Fanshawe) 

 
NO UNION 

Part-Time and Sessional Unit 
currently without representation 

 

Full Time Max. 18 TCH, 
Avg. 13 TCH Yes Salaried 

UNION 
Full-Time and Partial-Load 
Bargaining Unit -- OPSEU 

 
Contract faculty are only paid by the teaching contact hour (TCH). Partial load, having access to a grid 
in the Collective Agreement, are paid an hourly rate that is intended to compensate for preparation 
and evaluation time. 
 
The current classifications permit people to work more hours for lower pay. Contract faculty have 
workloads that come close to, are the same, or are higher than full-time faculty. 
 
The bargaining unit definitions in the CCBA do not reflect the working conditions of contract faculty 
today. Today it is not unusual for contract faculty to move frequently between the three categories. 
In future, that will cause them to move from one bargaining unit (and one collective agreement) to 
another. 
 
 
 
 
Sources: College Employer Council (CEC) October Staffing Survey, Fanshawe College Fact Books, Fanshawe 
College Financial Statements, Ministry of Labour Collective Bargaining Information Services (CBIS) Workload 
Surveys, Report on Education in Ontario Colleges (MacKay 2014), ContractFacultyForward.ca  

http://contractfacultyforward.ca/
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Fixing the CCBA 
• Remove artificial classifications; we are all faculty 

• Add the language for the 20% threshold to release employee contact information for the 
bargaining unit being organized 

• Add related employer and successor employer language so that college subsidiaries and spinoffs 
are covered 

• Allow card-check certification of bargaining units 

• Restore the ban on replacement workers that existed in the CCBA from 1975 to 2008 

 

Changes to the Employment Standards Act (ESA) 
Currently colleges are exempt from most provisions of the Employment Standards Act (ESA) and this 
discriminatory exemption needs to end. Non-union faculty are currently not paid for statutory 
holidays and must cover missed course work in subsequent classes so their students stay on track. 
 
The proposed “equal pay for equal work” provisions of the ESA must apply in broadest sense to 
college employees if they are to receive fair and equitable treatment. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

opseu110.ca CollegeFaculty.org 
 

“Why do part-time professors NOT get paid for the stat holiday 
February 15 Family Day? I had teaching hours that Monday but 
received no compensation. 
 
Why are colleges exempt [from the ESA]? Personally, I do not feel 
that is fair. We are being exploited based on not being partial load or 
full time. The college very rarely wants to hire partial load. I am not in 
the union so I cannot bargain. I can only get screwed over by my 
employer and the government [using my own tax dollars].”  
 

--Fanshawe College Part-Time Contract Professor 

http://opseu110.ca/
http://collegefaculty.org/
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October 2016 Staffing Survey for Fanshawe College

Change
f/2015Male Female Total

Full-Time Faculty Counsellors
Librarians
Professors

2 17 19 +2
0 3 3 0

263 222 485 +5

TOTAL FT 265 242 507 +7 31.9% FT

Contract Faculty NFT Counsellors 2 2 4

Partial-Load 7 TCH 
8TCH
9 TCH
10 TCH
11 TCH
12 TCH

12 3 15 +11
14 4 18 -9
19 17 36 +4
19 13 32 +13

8 10 18 -9
83 74 157 +34

155 121 276 +44

Sessionals 54 75 129 +7

Part-Time 279 396 675 +190

TOTAL CONTRACT 490 594 1,084 +245 68.1% NFT

TOTAL FACULTY 1,591 +252



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
FULL-TIME COUNSELLORSCOLLEGE: Fanshawe 

CONTACT: Amy Collins

llncluding staff on LTD (Y/N) ? | N

MAXIMUM ATTAINABLE STEP
1617181921

FMFMM FFSTEP F MM
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

01 01 _I ol 0|izl 0000TOTAL 2

TOTALFM
192 17TOTAL

TOTAL ANNUALNUMBER OF 
EMPLOYEES $'sALLOWANCES

FEMALEMALEFM
Coord. Allowance -1 step
Coord. Allowance - 2 steps
Red-Circle/"Grandparented"
Other (Please Specify)



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
FULL-TIME LIBRARIANSCOLLEGE: Fanshawe 

CONTACT: Amy Collins

|Including staff on LTD (Y/N) ? | N j

MAXIMUM ATTAINABLE STEP
1617181921

FMFMM FFSTEP F MM
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

00000003 0TOTAL 0

TOTALFM
330TOTAL

TOTAL ANNUALNUMBER OF 
EMPLOYEES $'sALLOWANCES

FEMALEMALEFM
Coord. Allowance -1 step
Coord. Allowance - 2 steps
Red-Circle/ "Grandparented"
Other (Please Specify)



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
COLLEGE: Fanshawe College 
CONTACT: Amy Collins_____

ACTIVE PROFESSORS
- GROUP 1

(18 hours/week, 36 weeks/year)
[Including staff on LTD (Y/N) ? | N j

MAXIMUM ATTAINABLE STEP
21 19 18 17 16

STEP M F M F M MF F M F
5 1 1
6 1 2 1
7 4 2
8 2 1 4 1
9 2 5 3

10 6 7 1 1 1 1
11 6 4 1 3 1
12 6 5 3 2 1
13 1 7 2 2 3 1
14 7 9 3 2 2 1
15 9 12 2 1 2
16 8 12 1 3 2 1
17 7 6 1 2 2 1
18 10 10 1 5 19 7
19 8 13 17 11
20 10 11
21 99 73

TOTAL 186 180 31 29 42 13 4 0 0 0

* For employees enrolled in the
"IN-SERVICE TEACHER TRAINING CERTIFICATE PROGRAM" 
show present step INCLUDING Immediate one step 
progression, WHERE APPLICABLE.

M F TOTAL
TOTAL 263 222 485

NUMBER OF 
EMPLOYEES

TOTAL ANNUAL
ALLOWANCES $'s

M F MALE FEMALE
Coord. Allowance -1 step 76 $214,62568 $192,086
Coord. Allowance - 2 steps 30 $84,70817 $47,983
Red-Circle/"Grandparented"
Other (Please Specify)



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
COLLEGE: Fanshawe 
CONTACT: Amy Collins

If you have any librarians or counsellors who work less than full time on a regular 
basis, please indicate.

NUMBER OF 
EMPLOYEES HOURS/

WEEK
SALARY

RATECLASSIFICATION M F

1 21Counsellor 40Counsellor
1 21Counsellor 40Counsellor
1Counsellor 35Counsellor 45

1 21Counsellor 40Counsellor



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
COLLEGE: Fanshawe College 
CONTACT: Amy Collins_____

PART TIME
CREDIT COURSES *

NOTE: Please indicate the number of employees who are employed and are expected 
to work during the week of Oct. 17, 2016 to Oct. 21, 2016 (inclusive).

* Credit courses are part of a Ministry approved program. They may be 
mandatory post-secondary courses, elective courses or tuition short courses. 
Also include all Part-time Professors in both daytime and Continuous Education 
programs.

WEEKLY TEACHING CONTACT HOURS
UP TO 2 UP TO 3 UP TO 5 UP TO 6UP TO 4

Hourly
Rate M F M F M F F MM F M F

<$16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16-18 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0
19-21 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
22-24 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
25-27 1 0 1 1 2 21 0 0 2 1 1
28-30 1 15 2 14 1 2 6 1 3 0 85
31-33 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 01 0
34-36 0 1 1 5 17 34 2 2 4 5 8 21
37-39 0 0 0 0 5 5 01 1 1 1 2
40-42 2 4 2 6 12 37 7 10 2 4 9 27
43-45 0 0 0 61 10 2 3 0 61 4
46-49 0 0 0 4 4 6 0 1 2 3 7 9
50-53 0 0 3 8 1617 12 6 0 2 16 18
54-57 1 0 2 2 9 3 8 3 2 3 11 7
58-60 0 0 0 0 8 16 5 7 1 0 1617
61-65 0 0 5 121 8 8 194 5 3 4
66-70 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
71-75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
76-80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
81-85 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
86-90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
91-95 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

96-100 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 1
>$100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 5 21 16 42 93 142 51 45 18 26 96 120

TOTALM F
j TOTAL 279 396 675



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
COLLEGE: Fanshawe College 
CONTACT: Amy Collins____

PARTIAL LOAD PROFESSOR
7 HOURS /WEEK

MAXIMUM ATTAINABLE STEP
21 19 1618 17

STEP M F M F M F M F M F
5 1 1
6 1 1
7 2
8 1 1
9 1

10 1
11 1
12 1
13 1
14
15
16
17 1
18 1
19
20
21

TOTAL 4 1 0 2 7 0 0 0 1 0

M F TOTAL
TOTAL 12 3 15



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
COLLEGE: Fanshawe College 
CONTACT: Amy Collins____

PARTIAL LOAD PROFESSORS
8 HOURS /WEEK

MAXIMUM ATTAINABLE STEP
21 19 1618 17

STEP M F M F M FM F M F
5 1
6 1
7 1
8 1 1
9 1 1 1 11

10 2 1
11 2
12
13 1
14 1
15
16
17 1
18 1
19
20
21

TOTAL 4 0 01 5 1 5 1 1 1

F TOTALM
19TOTAL 15 4



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
COLLEGE: Fanshawe College 
CONTACT: Amy Collins____

PARTIAL LOAD PROFESSORS
9 HOURS /WEEK

MAXIMUM ATTAINABLE STEP
21 19 18 1617

STEP M F M F M F F M FM
5 2 1 1 2
6 2 1
7 1
8 1 1
9 2 1 1 1

10 1 1
11 1 1
12 1 2 1 2
13 1 1 1
14 1
15 2 1
16 1
17
18
19 1
20
21

TOTAL 9 6 2 5 5 5 2 1 1 0

TOTALM F
TOTAL 19 3617



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
COLLEGE: Fanshawe College 
CONTACT: Amy Collins____

PARTIAL LOAD PROFESSORS
10 HOURS /WEEK

MAXIMUM ATTAINABLE STEP
21 19 1618 17

STEP M F M F M F M FF M
5 1
6 1 1
7 2 1
8 1 1
9 1 2

10 1 1 1
11 1 1
12 1 1
13 1 1 1
14 1
15 2 1
16 1
17 1
18 3 1
19 1
20
21

TOTAL 210 10 2 2 3 1 2 0 0

TOTALM F
TOTAL 19 13 32



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
COLLEGE: Fanshawe 
CONTACT: Amy Collins

PARTIAL LOAD PROFESSORS
11 HOURS /WEEK

MAXIMUM ATTAINABLE STEP
21 19 18 17 16

STEP M F M F M F F M FM
5 3 1
6 1 1
7 1
8
9 1

10 2 2 1
11 1 1
12
13
14 1 1
15 1
16
17
18
19
20
21

TOTAL 3 5 3 3 1 1 1 0 0 1

TOTALM F
TOTAL 8 10 18



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
COLLEGE: Fanshawe 
CONTACT: Amy Collins

PARTIAL LOAD PROFESSOR
12 HOURS /WEEK

MAXIMUM ATTAINABLE STEP
21 19 1618 17

STEP M F M F M FM F M F
5 7 10 3 2 3 1
6 2 4 1 1
7 5 25 1 3
8 61 3 2 12 2 1
9 2 1 2 11

10 2 4 21 1 3
11 1 2 2 1
12 1 1 21 4 1
13 2 1 1
14 3 3 1 1
15 2 21 2 1
16 4 3

317 1 2 1
18 25 2
19 21 1
20 31
21 1 1

TOTAL 39 51 18 12 18 9 2 3 05

M F TOTAL
TOTAL 83 74 157



October 17 - October 21, 2016 Academic Staff Survey
SESSIONAL PROFESSORSCOLLEGE: Fanshawe College 

CONTACT: Amy Collins_____

WEEKLY TEACHING CONTACT HOURS
16 TCHs 15 TCHs 14 TCHs 13 TCHs17 TCHs18 TCHs

F M F M F M FF MF MM
0 362 5 7 4 7 14 514 134

| Please provide us with your sessional average hourly rat<[ $54.43|

Total # of TCHsTotal
Headcount M F T

18 TCHs 
17 TCHs 
16 TCHs 
15 TCHs 
14 TCHs 
13 TCHs

48 612 252 864
3 17 34 51

0 80 805
60 16511 105

21 98 196 294
41 65 468 533

1987TOTALS 129 897 1090
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Council Conseil ACADEMIC EMPLOYEES
2014-2015FOR THE PERIOD OF 2015-2016 2013-2014 2011-2012*2012-2013

COLLEGE total total totalmale female male female total male female total male femalemale female
558| 549]ALGONQUIN 5621 542|3091 2531 306 555] 289 253252] 298! 25lJ 301 254

BOREAL 1091 ■ nollool 104]47 67 56! 47 57 57 57 1111 53i 57]44
181]CAMBRIAN 98} 831 182] 181] 182] 194|Hi 85! Hi 95: Hi 101 93

117 12l] 149]CANADORE 63 12749^ 67 56! 65: 124] 73 54 84j 65!
427]CENTENNIAL 417 423] 423] 424226 201! 189!2271 190! 221 202| 226] 1971 235!

432]CONESTOGA 467] 442] 440! 408274 193! 268| 174| 264l 176 262] 170! 246! 162]
162]CONFEDERATION 155] 149J78 72] 1501 149]Z7 71 83 72] _78l 71 8&

319] 3131 mDURHAM 161 313!1581 160| 153 1641 149] 156 132] 2881 164] 131
FANSHAWE 525]2861 2561 542| 2681 757 259! 757] 516] 259 246' 505 249! 233! 482]

GEORGE BROWN HE 507] 501] 493240 2991 227 290 512] 213 2941 212| 289! 214| 280

HE Heo]GEORGIAN 12E 130 137 266] 2901 300]1271 133' 129 1471 143 147] 153!
HzHHUMBER sis] 5391300!316 302| 308 2821 590] 302] 2701 261 561 2891 250!

LA CITE
2^109! 103 209 j 102| 217 110 102] 112] 102] 214]109! 100

111] its]LAMBTON 129] 130]43 68 61 68 61 131] 63 65! 62 67L
LOYALIST 428] 132,1581 68] 60 69] 63 132] 68! 67 6757 1151 77 134]
MOHAWK 4131 216! 432]2081 205| 2101 2081 418j 725 441 216 219! 4351 213 219!
NIAGARA 3081 307 305] 7941 787]169 139 167 158! 147 158 136! 133140 157L
NORTHERN 74 M 7333 35 47 36 43 38 811 80]41 41 441 33
ST. CLAIR 271] 280! 2561 274|124] 147] 131] 149! 1221 134] 126] 1371 263 137 142 j
ST. LAWRENCE 212] .203'73 136j 709] 86 Z27| 83 128] 85 118 119] 200141 81

67SAULT 120; 53 1231 71 61 132] 661 64] 1301 124]57 70] 64 60]
642] 666]SENECA 6372961 336! 327 323 333 333 330 328! 6581 655]324] 331

‘ 467SHERIDAN 5221557 533 251 263 50712921 259[ 283 250] 27T 244 241 221
SIR SANDFORD FLEMING 197j 205j 95^ 199! 98]91 106) lOlj 104] 104) 97^ 195] 9^ 941 1 189 j
TOTAL 744617494j 3627) 37791 36621 7441 37871 7362|3789! 37051 3819] 3575] 37531 3527] 2280 j

* Conestoga submitted revisions April 20:

Revised 2016-06-01Prepared by the College Employers Council



Council Conseil ACADEMIC EMPLOYEES
2012-2013FOR THE PERIOD OF 2010-2011 2009-20102011-2012* 2008-09

COLLEGE totalmale female total male female total male female femalemale total male totalfemale
ALGONQUIN 5551 542301 254 289] 253 2701 243! 2561 501245] 260] 239 i 499i
BOREAL 105 J2Zl521 107]591 ml 53 57] llOl 48] 57 51 56^ 53 54
CAMBRIAN 113 lis] 211-195] 182 210|87l 101: 93 104] 95! Ill 100 111 99
CANADORE 149173 54] 841 65 168|91 77 159|88^ 71 166|95 71,
CENTENNIAL 424] 3?3226] 391^197 423 235! 189 2381 179 417 220: 170] 218] 173-
CONESTOGA 262 4321 430j170] 246 162 264] 448184| 256] 1741 217] 141 358]
CONFEDERATION 16g78^ 71 1491 162 160]88 74 S5 73 15S| 88^ .741 90l 70]

288|DURHAM 156 132 164 131 2771 296]157] 120| 158] 117 275] 170: 126]
FANSHAWE 436]482]259 246 505] 249 233 231 205 228! 422!194 222] 194 416]
GEORGE BROWN 212 soil289] 214] 280 494| 209] 293 502] 211 4841294 505] 206 278]
GEORGIAN 300| 275]147 liol143 290 147] 153' 130] 145 1301 146] 276] 138 152]
HUMBER 300! 261 _ 5611 289] 539]250 286] 238 52.4| 290] 227 S17| 290] 504]214
LA CITE m 2141110] 102 112 102: 113 95 208] 107 97 2041 107] 89 196]
LAMETON 63 65 128] 62] 68] ;130 62 61 123] 57l 63^ 120 59] 65 124]
LOYALIST 134]132 13168 64 72 131J62] 69 62 .69] 62 68] 65 133]
MOHAWK 432] 424]216] 219: 435' 213: 4601219] 200] 224] 224 236] 224 239 463]

294]NIAGARA 287]158] 136 154 133] 149 132] 281] 145^ 112] 257 158] 118 276]
NORTHERN M43 38 44 36] 45 36 81 48 36 84 46 36 82]

263ST. CLAIR 256]126] 274]137] 132] 142! 126] 130] 129] 138] 267] 130 139] 269]
ST. LAWRENCE 85 118 203] 81 119 2001 83: 119 202 189185] 107 1921 84 105
SAULT 12466 64 130] 64 60 67] 60 127 .70 60 130 70 59; 129

mSENECA 6891330] 328 324] 331 655] 330] 698!324] 654] 345] 344 3501 348
SHERIDAN 5071 431]263 244 241 221 462] 222 209] 409211] 198| 210] 404]194
SIR SANDFORD FLEMING __ 195]98 97] 95 94] 1891 2001103 97 100] 101 2011 106 101' 207
TOTAL 7362] 714013787 3575' 728013753 3527] 3682 3458 3677 3422 7099| 3682] 7051]3369]

* Conestoga submitted revisions April 2013

Prepared by the College Employers Council Revised 2013-10-03



FULL TIME ACADEMIC EMPLOYEES
2003-042004-052005-062006-07TOR THE PERIOD OF 2007-08

totaltotaltotal male femaleCOLLEGE total male femalemale female totalmale female male female
471 214 467]ALGONQUIN 5021 225^ 253:227 486[ 246]234] 259]261 237 4981 268

BOREAL 111] 54] 107]1091 53'63; 115 57 54j53] 58! 5753 m 20089CAMBRIAN 99 111110 98] 2081 106210| 114 93; 207|111 99
64 144|147 80CANADORE 1521 88] 591581 89 64]88] 103 j 90 6897

453j3881 432| 263 190CENTENNIAL 4251 184391] 240 1851 248222 166 221 170]
285]2901 164j 121CONESTOGA 2971 123313] 1671351] 1861 127 123] 124]207j 1441

149]1531 158]1581 93] 65CONFEDERATION 155| 67891 66 9167 83 6686
267]2751290j 265!115153] 150!DURHAM 118! 1143021 1651 1251 157175] 127

376 j377j 215! 161FANSHAWE 391 211: 166394] 210! 1813991 212 182j217 184)
483] 4681 2161 241 457|

GEORGE BROWN 441 227 248 j471 1981 243273' 2091 2621210
2481 268136 272 136! 137GEORGIAN 277 1361131 139 137124 137 2591 117]

IWA!n/a IN/A N/AGRAND LACS I N/A I N/A I N/A N/A !N/A
| N/A

In /A N/AN/A N/AN/A
433j458| 172HUMBER 4621 267 191 2614921 272] 1905301 287 208j315 215

LA CITE 184| 182!191 87 182| 103 77192| 102] 82l 100186! 107 84]106]
U0| 1061 104jLAMBTON 55 51 57 50]H6l 1.11; 53 5755 61 57 58!

128] 1301LOYALIST 133| 1281 53 Z6! 55!1351 M 57 z761 77 59J74
4581 2361 206 447MOHAWK 237 217 449] 2251 2091 4341224221 437 237214
2561 2291 96 230|266] 142 107 244] 126 103! 137NIAGARA 105!151149 117

27461 31 77 49! 31' 80] 47NORTHERN 31 78\33; 801 4747
2731 267130; 2691 138] 128] 2661 146! 1211361 139!ST. CLAIR 2661 137133 133
191 86! 1861 89] 91 180] 90 90 180]1061 100:ST. LAWRENCE 194] 8788 107

137 75 55! ■1301 ...1291331 74 58 78 51132 73! 60SAULT 5874
686169916951 3461 353 333 353! 357 324 6791357SENECA 6951 341'3491 3461

358] 3451377 2001 158 191 154 191 142 333]4151 163SHERIDAN 217219! 196!
1031 217 1031 2141m 114 111 110I 1041 217SIR SANDFORD FLEMING 2081 115' 103;101107

6576|67381 66341 36141 296768401 3591 3147 3555 3079|3633 32071TOTAL 3313 70073689|

Revised 2008-02-06Prepared by the College Compensation and Appointments Council



FULL TIME ACADEMIC EMPLOYEES
FOR THE PERIOD OF 2002-03 2001-02 2000-01 1999-00 1998-99
COLLEGE totalmale totalfemale totalmale female total totalmale female male female male female
ALGONQUIN 481257 490]210 467j 264 217' 488|2681 217 485j 274 216i 2671 221
BOREAL jl 103154^ 108|44 54 51 nsl54 53 52 59! Ill 54 64
CAMBRIAN 204 217]109 97 113 103! 216] 114 100 117 100! 115 ..21P95|
CANADORE 155|84 54 1431 94 63 92 64 1541 98 55! 1531 94 53 148 j
CENTENNIAL 452|264 182 4461 .464 464268 184 275 190 272 188! 253 179 434
CONESTOGA 2.571 251]154 103 155 238196 2441150 94 144 96! 138 229191
CONFEDERATION A52]92 60 90 62| 1521 82 146]64 85 64 1491 83 61
DURHAM 23512561153 103 138 97 124 21185! 2121 128 81 2091 126 85
FANSHAWE 367]2061 160 3661 2081 159 38l|223 158: 227 1641 391 224 385161

424GEORGE BROWN 211 2351 446 4342051 222 2091 225! 221 224 444! 220 211
GEORGIAN 237:|126 116! ......242 124 113 122 100: 222 131 1021 2331 124 104 225]

liIWAGRAND LACS N/A N/A 5 |N/A7! I N/A N/A 5 Z 12 5 9 ..14
HUMBER 4271 418] 435]258! 169 252: 166: 257 172 429 j 263 172 257 1681 4251
LA CITE 174| 164] 160l99 75 104 70! 174| 107J 170 j63: 107 54 104j 54
LAMBTON 102] 100156] 51 107 51 51 50 50: 105|55 50 lOfrl55| 51

140]LOYALIST 134|80' 54 84 58 80 13050 80 51 131J 80 55! 135
MOHAWK 231 1881 419J 2281 184! 412] 2261 163! 389] 2251 169] 394 2301 170!

21S]NIAGARA 217) 218|124 94 218 124 91 127 90! 132 86 125: 89! 214
84NORTHERN _z454 27 49 28: 47 27 74 52 32 84] 48 34 _ 822411ST. CLAIR 253]133! 114 248 1331 108 138 j 109 244 254144 109 144 111

2011ST. LAWRENCE 1821 191195' 84 1061 95, 105 202194 101 90! 101 93 194]
1451SAULT 166|88 57 1451 89 i 56 91 51 1421 105 61 105j 69 174

SENECA 6391657]310347] 3391 300 318 274 5921 300 269 569 3061 273 5791
111SHERIDAN 314 414185 132 182 130 304183 127 177 304127 1821 123!

204SIR SANDFORD FLEMING 2091 224121 84 123 86 1281 _83 211 133 227192 139 88,
I . . •: I

TOTAL 6391: 634(163733580 2811 3576! 2797 6277 iii3573! 2704 3626 2720 3580' 2708!

Prepared by the College Compensation and Appointments Council Revised 2008-02-06
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Colleges were once 75% funded by government, 
now government funding makes up less than 50% 
of their operating revenue†
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Federal Cash Transfers for   Post-secondary Education (% GDP)

ON $10,390

PE $11,390

PQ $12,455

BC $13,901

NB $13,979

MB $15,161

NL $16,118

NS $16,218

SK $24,482

AB $25,674

In 1987/88 tuition made up 9% 
of college revenue, now it is 
33.3% – a 370% increase
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Today Ontario spends 
the least amount per 
full time PSE student

tain quality education, has been im-
paired by insufficient government fund-
ing, and by recurring tensions between 
the need for a strong academic and 
innovative culture, and the presence of 
an autocratic, “industrial” management 
system. 

Changes to Government 
Funding

Since their founding, the colleges have 
been significantly impacted by cuts to 
government funding. In the mid 1980s, 
a Progressive Conservative federal 
government began enacting neoliberal 
policies that cut funding to the provinc-
es for post-secondary education, and 
that caused a resource crisis within the 
colleges.2 Insufficient funding, coupled 
with faculty-management conflicts over 
workload and academic decision-mak-
ing, led to a 1984 faculty strike. The 
resolution of this strike brought needed 
changes to the process of assigning 
faculty work, and also brought in-
creased provincial funding. In addition, 
several reports on the college system, 
commissioned by the provincial govern-
ment, advocated for a more collegial, 
collaborative approach to manage-
ment.3

Despite a temporary influx of resourc-
es and improved workload formula, 
financial pressure on the colleges soon 
intensified. The election in 1995 of a 
Conservative provincial government, 
along with a succession of fiscally con-
servative governments federally, led to 
further cuts to post-secondary funding. 
Decreased funding was directly linked 
to a drastic reduction in government 
revenue caused by cuts to federal and 
provincial corporate taxes, and to the 
highest brackets of personal income 
tax. Over the past 15 years these cuts 
have reduced the government’s tax rev-
enue as a percentage of GDP by 4%, 
leading to an approximately $80 billion 
deficit in income.4

Overview
This report examines Ontario’s commu-
nity colleges from the perspective of the 
faculty who deliver their public service 
– high quality post-secondary education 
and job training. The report was com-
missioned by the Colleges of Applied 
Arts and Technology – Academic 
(CAAT-A) division of the Ontario Public 
Service Employees Union (OPSEU). 
Research for this study involved con-
versations with over 600 faculty at all 24 
colleges, along with historical research 
and present-day inquiry into the sector’s 
financing, management, and opera-
tions. The report is focused primarily on 
perceptions by college faculty that there 
is a crisis of quality within the college 
system today. The report examines 
challenges to quality, and advocates 
for system reforms that would properly 
resource Ontario’s colleges, and that 
would establish an equal partnership 
between faculty, government, and ad-
ministration.

History
The Ontario Colleges of Applied Arts 
and Technology (CAATs) were found-
ed in 1965 as a vehicle to increase 
access to post-secondary education, 
to address the needs of learners not 
served by the university system, and to 
meet local economic and community 
development needs. The CAATs have 
been highly successful at fulfilling their 
mandate, with 24 institutions currently 
serving 220,000 full-time and 300,000 
part-time students. This level of enrol-
ment represents a 100% increase over 
the past 28 years.1

Since their founding there have been 
many changes to the mandate of the 
CAATs, as subsequent governments 
have sought to update and even re-
make the system based on changing 
economic conditions and political 
ideologies. The ability of the colleges to 
adapt to these changes, and to main-

* (Brown & Mintz 2012:26)  ** (Brown & Mintz 2012:28)5  † (CFS-O 2013a, Impact of Underfunding 
on Students)6 (Colleges Ontario 2005 Environmental Scan, p. 71)7  (CAUT Almanac 2013 p. 3)8 
(CFS-O 2013a, Impact of Underfunding on Students)10
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Changes  in full-time college staff and full-time student enrolment

Between 1988/89 and 2004/05, 
full-time student enrolment 
increased by 53%, while full-time 
faculty decreased by 22%7
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Algonquin +10.13%

2012 Salary

Boréal +8.23%

Cambrian +6.30%

Canadore +8.32%

Centennial +11.57%

Confederation +16.07%

Conestoga +14.42%

Durham +20.17%

Fanshawe +9.51%

George Brown +10.69%

Georgian +10.67%

Humber +13.73%

La Cité +14.02%

Lambton +14.03%

Loyalist +8.53%

Mohawk +16.81%

Niagara +7.94%

Northern +11.18%

St. Clair +6.58%

St. Lawrence +8.07%

Sault +14.12%

Seneca +32.09%

Sheridan +19.91%

Sir Sandford 
Fleming +5.44%
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$242,925
$257,031
$213,310
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$226,922
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$277,324
$275,515
$358,700
$159,821
$427,916
$256,229
$249,786
$274387
$275,515
$329,224
$256,640
$300,124
$228,873
$284,181
$396,173
$353,908

$279,313

College 
Presidents’ 
Average 
Yearly Salary 
Increase
based on 1996 through 2012 Sunshine Lists

Student EnrolmentAdministrative

In the college system today there is...

Academic

Full-Time Administrator

for every 

Full-Time Faculty

Full-Time Faculty 

for every 

Part-Time Faculty

Expanding Administration

While overall government funding for 
the colleges is far below sustainable 
levels, what resources have been com-
ing into the system have increasingly 
gone toward expanding full-time ad-
ministration and increasing adminis-
tration salaries. Between 1996/97 and 
2011/12, the number of full-time college 
administrative staff has increased by 
55% (Colleges Ontario 2013).13 In the 
colleges today there is now one full-time 
administrator for every three full-time 
faculty.14

Autocratic Management and 
Low Faculty Morale

In his 1985 report on work assignment 
in the CAATs, professor Michael Skol-
nik was struck by the poor morale of 
college faculty, and the incompatibility 
of an academic environment with an 
industrial management style. He noted:

 What is perhaps most at issue here 
is the extent to which faculty are 
viewed and treated as responsible 
professionals whose judgment in 
academic matters is valued and 
whose opinions are sought. Faculty 
should not be seen as educational 
technicians who must be told in 
detail what to do. Effective man-
agement of the colleges does not 
require clocking faculty time as 
much as it does motivating, sup-
porting, and involving faculty, and 
assessing educational outcomes, 
rather than inputs of time.15

Skolnik recommended a much more 
collegial approach to faculty-manage-
ment relations; however, little change 
has been made in this direction. To-
day’s college faculty continue to feel 
undervalued, micro-managed, and 
marginalized from academic decisions. 
In addition, faculty who voice concerns 
about educational standards are being 
bullied, disciplined, and even having 
their employment terminated. The poor 

The Neoliberal College

In addition to cutting financial support 
for post-secondary education, provin-
cial governments have also sought to 
re-make the colleges within a neoliberal 
framework. Changes have included the 
proliferation of private career colleges, a 
mandate to globalize college operations 
in terms of student recruitment and 
for-profit foreign partnerships, creation 
of a competitive domestic environment 
between colleges and universities, mass 
layoffs of full time faculty and reliance on 
part time workers, and increasing stu-
dent tuition and corporate sponsorship 
as percentages of total college operat-
ing revenues. Most recently, changes to 
the colleges have included a massive 
push to expand online course delivery, 
a rapid increase in numbers of admin-
istration, and in administration salaries, 
and a mandate to “differentiate” the 
college sector to avoid “program dupli-
cation”.

Collective Bargaining

College faculty have adapted to the 
sweeping changes of the past 20 years 
as best they can, while maintaining their 
professional focus on student success. 
Through 19 rounds of collective bar-
gaining, faculty have made key gains in 
their ability to maintain quality educa-
tion, while only resorting to job action 
three times. However, despite faculty’s 
commitment to resolving concerns 
through negotiations, the lack of ac-
ademic freedom in the faculty collec-
tive agreement has made maintaining 
standards increasingly difficult. Other 
challenges to quality include unsustain-
able workloads, the increasing use of 
non-full-time faculty, the expansion of 
college administration, and the prolifera-
tion of online course delivery. 

Challenges Facing Quality 
Education

Unsustainable Workload

Excessive faculty workloads have a di-
rect impact on the quality of education, 
as they reduce the time faculty have to 
interact with students and support their 
learning. In 2009, a government-ap-
pointed Task Force on Workload stud-
ied the daily activities of faculty, and 
concluded that the current formula for 
assigning faculty work does not ac-
count for the extra time associated with 
a high technology workplace, larger 
classes, and fewer full-time faculty.12

Today, other prevalent workload con-
cerns include:

❱ insufficient time for developing, 
preparing and delivering online and 
blended courses

❱ growing expectations that faculty 
volunteer time for college promo-
tional events

❱ increasing time spent mentoring 
part-time faculty

❱ unsustainable teaching loads for 
librarians

❱ unsustainable caseloads for coun-
selors

Increase in Non-Full-Time 
Faculty

In the colleges today the ratio of full-
time to part-time faculty is approximate-
ly 1 to 3. The lack of full-time faculty 
means less time for dealing with stu-
dents, less time for course and program 
development, and a greater challenge 
to maintain academic standards. In 
addition, partial load faculty (teaching 
between 7 and 12 hours per week) are 
precarious workers who have no job 
security or seniority when it comes to 
applying for full-time jobs. 

Sources: College Employer Council, Ontario Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities and Colleges Ontario.
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Of particular note, among Ontarians aged 
18 to 24, 76% chose college professors as 
most trusted to ensure quality of education. 

College Professors
most trusted to 
ensure quality
When asked who they trust the most to ensure 
that students at Ontario colleges get a high quality 
education, Ontarians chose college professors 
over administration or government.

When asked who they trust to decide when 
a course or program should be offered online, 
or in a traditional classroom, Ontarians again 

trust college professors over administration 
or government.

62% - College Professors

57% - College Professors

83% 

81%

74%

of Ontarians think that college professors, in defense 
of academic standards, should have the right to 

criticize college administration without fear of being 
punished or fired. 91% of Ontarians aged 18 to 24 
think professors should have this right.

of Ontarians think that it is very important or important for 
college professors to determine what they teach in their 

classroom, what teaching methods they use, how students 
are graded, what textbooks and assignments are used, and 

other course requirements. Among Ontarians aged 18 to 24, 
92% affirm the importance of faculty academic freedom.

of Ontarians think that having a full-time professor is 
either very important or important for quality of education. 

Among Ontarians aged 18 to 24, the number preferring 
full-time professors is 83%.

Cost Cutting and 
Commodification

Online classes are widely cited as 
a means to cut costs. Cost savings 
generally come through reducing the 
number of faculty, using part-time or 
less skilled faculty in course delivery, in-
creasing class sizes, and reducing “pro-
gram duplication” between colleges. As 
college professors have no academic 
freedom or intellectual property pro-
tection, all curriculum they develop can 
be sold by their employers to whatever 
third party the employer chooses – be 
it a publishing company, a private, 
for-profit college, or a technology com-
pany. In documents on the web site of 
Contact North, the consortium of On-
tario colleges and universities that runs 
online courses through Ontario Learn, it 
is clear that online classes are seen as 
a means of reducing faculty and utilizing 
less qualified faculty.17 It is also clear 
that forming partnerships with massive 
educational corporations to provide 
content and delivery is one of Contact 
North’s goals.18

Online is Not a 
Replacement for  
Face-to-Face Learning
The debate about the effectiveness of 
online and hybrid (blended) delivery in 
relation to face-to-face delivery is hot-
ly contested. Two extensive studies 
performed by the Community College 
Research Centre (CCRC) at Columbia 
University showed that online and hy-
brid classes at Virginia and Washington 
State community colleges were less 
effective than face-to-face instruction. 
Both studies followed tens of thousands 
of students and hundreds of thousands 
of courses over four years.19 When con-
sidering the research on online learn-
ing’s effectiveness, the following firm 
conclusions can be drawn:

❱ First, it is scientifically and empiri-
cally invalid to claim that, in com-
munity colleges, online and hybrid 
courses provide comparable or 
superior quality of education in rela-
tion to face-to-face courses.

❱ Second, it is clear that the deficits 
of online and hybrid courses in 
community colleges are greater for 
students who are male, low-so-
cio-economic status, from minority 
groups, or less academically pre-
pared.

Given these conclusions, two practices 
in relation to online and hybrid learning 
seem of primary importance: 

❱ First, it is imperative that the use 
of online and hybrid courses be 
determined by pedagogical criteria 
and student success, not by simple 
“one size fits all”, cost-cutting im-
peratives. These delivery methods 
can be effective for certain students 
and courses, and significantly 
detrimental to others. The use of 
non-face-to-face delivery should be 
assessed on a course by course 
and program by program basis, 
with academic faculty determining 
when and how they are used.

❱ Second, it is imperative that rig-
orous studies of comparative 
educational outcomes in online, 
hybrid, and face-to-face courses 
be conducted in Ontario colleges. 
This research should deal with the 
concerns raised by the significant 
critical literature on online educa-
tion.

Academic Freedom
Ontario college faculty currently have no 
guaranteed academic freedom, and no 
ability to defend academic standards in 
the face of budget cuts and austerity. 
The lack of academic freedom threat-
ens quality in several ways:

state of faculty morale is evidenced 
by the growing number of grievances 
being filed against managers under the 
new discrimination/bullying/psycholog-
ical harassment article in the collective 
agreement.

Online Course Delivery
In 2012 the Ministry of Training, Col-
leges, and Universities (MTCU) pub-
lished Strengthening Ontario’s Cen-
tres of Creativity, Innovation, and 
Knowledge, a “discussion paper” on 
“post-secondary differentiation”.16 This 
report suggests sweeping reforms 
to Ontario’s post-secondary system, 
designed to account for continued 
financial austerity. In order to cut costs, 
colleges are being encouraged to 
increase their online course offerings. 
Although faculty see a definite place for 
online classes in post-secondary, they 
also believe this delivery method is not 
an adequate replacement for face-to-
face instruction, and that its use needs 
to be based on pedagogical criteria, not 
on budgetary considerations. 

In addition, at each of the 24 CAATs, 
faculty identified a significant number of 
student complaints concerning on-
line courses. Faculty report that many 
students are unable to learn effectively 
online, and that they feel they are being 
“ripped off” by required courses either 
being offered only online, or in “blend-
ed” format, in which a certain percent-
age of a course’s face-to-face instruc-
tion time is replaced with online time.

Public Opinion on College 
Faculty and Academic Freedom
For this research, two public opinion polls 
were commissioned through Vector Marketing. 
Both polls show strong public trust for college 
faculty in providing quality education, as well 
as support for faculty academic freedom and 
faculty control over online learning. 
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❱ As endorsed by the CFS and 
CFS-O, enact a program of federal 
student loan debt reduction intend-
ed to cut the amount of Canadian 
student debt in half.23

❱ Reintroduce a comprehensive, 
need-based tuition grant pro-
gram.24

Commitment to Community-
Centered Public Education

❱ End public-private campuses, and 
ensure that all new CAAT cam-
puses in Ontario are fully publicly 
funded and staffed with CAAT-A 
faculty covered under the collective 
agreement.

❱ Give equal standing to faculty, 
along with colleges and the MTCU, 
in decisions affecting the devel-
opment of the community college 
system. Immediately establish the 
Joint Task Force, as required under 
the faculty collective agreement 
whenever changes to college man-
dates occur, to deal with the issue 
of differentiation, and to discuss the 
recommendations in this report.

❱ Ensure that program and course 
offering diversity is maintained at 
the local level, and that individual 
colleges are able to determine how 
best to meet the educational needs 
of their community.

❱ Ensure continued funding and sup-
port for the unique needs of North-
ern and Francophone colleges. 
Evaluate the specific impact on 
these colleges from any mandate 
change proposed by the MTCU.

❱ Affirm federal and provincial funding 
sufficient to maintain appropriate 
statistics on the college system, 
including financing, operations, 
staffing, enrolment, student tuitions 
and student debt, and educational 
outcomes.

2.  Academic Freedom, Staffing, 
and Workload in Faculty 
Collective Agreement

The second recommendation is that 
articles on academic freedom and intel-
lectual property protection be included 
in the college faculty collective agree-
ment. In addition, provisions to ensure 
adequate numbers of full-time faculty, 
and sustainable workloads must also 
be included. 

Commitment to Faculty Academic 
Freedom

❱ Include academic freedom in the 
college faculty collective agree-
ment, specifying faculty control 
over academic decisions related to 
course design, content, delivery, 
and evaluation.

❱ Include intellectual property protec-
tion in the faculty collective agree-
ment.

❱ Affirm faculty control over how, 
where, and when online course 
delivery is utilized.

Commitment to Full-Time Staffing

❱ Plan to increase numbers of full-
time faculty and maintain a mini-
mum ratio within each college of 
full-time to part-time.

❱ Introduce into the collective agree-
ment seniority for partial load fac-
ulty in terms of work assignments 
and hiring preference for full-time 
jobs.

❱ Introduce conversion language into 
the faculty collective agreement for 
part-time faculty.

❱ Ensure that all non-full-time faculty 
are allowed to organize into a union 
without interference and opposition 
from management or the provincial 
government.

Lack of Faculty Control over 
Academic Decisions

Academic freedom includes the ability 
of faculty to determine what they teach, 
how they teach it, what materials they 
use, and how they evaluate students. In 
the colleges today all of these decisions 
are being increasingly made by man-
agement and by educational corpora-
tions.

Inability to Criticize 
Management Decisions and 
Advocate for Student Success

With no guaranteed academic freedom, 
faculty can’t publicly criticize manage-
ment decisions that compromise stu-
dent learning or student safety. Faculty 
face management retaliation when 
speaking up for students who clearly 
don’t want online learning, or who are 
otherwise being underserved by the 
college due to large class sizes, chang-
es to curriculum, requirements to pur-
chase expensive learning technologies, 
cancellation of popular, but less profit-
able programs, classroom health and 
safety, and increasing tuition fees.

No Intellectual Property 
Protection

It is widely noted that without intellec-
tual property protection (IPP) there is 
a profound disincentive for intellectual 
workers to innovate, create, and devel-
op new knowledge. The lack of faculty 
IPP places a chill on innovation in the 
college system, and creates a disin-
centive for faculty to bring their best 
knowledge, skill and experience to the 
courses that they teach.

Recommendations 
to Establish an Equal 
Partnership
Faculty need to be equal partners in 
order to meet the challenges facing 
college education today, and to ensure 

that the CAATs continue to fulfill their 
original mandate of access, quality, and 
service to diverse communities. Being 
equal partners with college adminis-
tration and the provincial government 
means faculty having a strong voice 
within the classroom, within the gov-
ernance of each institution, and when 
setting priorities for the system as a 
whole. To this end, the report makes 
the following recommendations.

1.  All-party Select Committee 
on Ontario Post-secondary 
Education

The first recommendation is for the 
provincial government to convene an 
all-party select committee to examine 
the present and future sustainability of 
the post-secondary system in Ontario, 
and to work closely with college fac-
ulty, university faculty, and students to 
address issues of funding, tuition, and 
student debt. The committee needs to 
consider the following proposed chang-
es:

Commitment to Adequate Funding

❱ At the federal level, implement a 
Post-Secondary Education Act, as 
endorsed by the Canadian Feder-
ation of Students (CFS).20 This Act 
would be modeled after the Cana-
da Health Transfer, and would bring 
federal funding for post-secondary 
education back to 1992 levels, or 
0.4% of GDP.

❱ At the provincial level, bring gov-
ernment funding per full-time 
post-secondary student up to the 
national average.

Commitment to Affordable Education

❱ As endorsed by the CFS and 
CFS-O, reduce college tuition fees 
to 1992 levels.21

❱ As endorsed by the CFS and 
CFS-O, cap college administrator 
salaries .22
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Commitment to Sustainable 
Workload

❱ Modify the faculty collective agree-
ment to account for the additional 
workload implications of email 
communications, learning manage-
ment system maintenance, de-
veloping, preparing and delivering 
courses through alternative meth-
ods (including online and blended 
delivery), and mentoring part-time 
faculty

3.  Task Force on College  
Co-Governance

The third recommendation is that the 
province appoint a Task Force on 
College Co-Governance, including 
representatives from the college faculty 
union, the College Employer’s Council, 
the Canadian Association of University 
Teachers (CAUT), and university admin-
istration. This task force would exam-
ine a process to establish institutional 
co-governance in the colleges.

❱ Examine the possibility of a bicam-
eral governance structure in the 
CAATs province-wide. Each institu-
tion will have an Academic Senate 
as well as a Board of Governors, 
with the Senate responsible for 
academic decision-making.

❱ Bicameral governance will enable 
colleges to better determine insti-
tutional priorities, and to ensure 
that academic standards are not 
sacrificed in pursuit of cost-cutting 
imperatives.
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Executive Summary

“Faculty need to be equal partners in order to meet the challenges  
facing college education today, and to ensure that the CAATs continue 
to fulfill their original mandate of access, quality, and service to diverse 
communities. Being equal partners with college administration  
and the provincial government means faculty having a strong voice 
within the classroom, within the governance of each institution,  
and when setting priorities for the system as a whole.”
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Executive Summary

Overview
The Ontario Colleges of Applied Arts and Technol-
ogy (CAATs) were founded in 1965 as a vehicle to 
increase access to post-secondary education, to 
address the needs of learners not served by the 
university system, and to meet local economic and 
community development needs. The CAATs have 
been highly successful at fulfilling their mandate, 
with 24 institutions currently serving 220,000 full-
time and 300,000 part time students. This level of 
enrolment represents a 100% increase over the 
past 28 years.1

This report examines community colleges from the 
perspective of the faculty who deliver their public 
service – high quality post-secondary education 
and job training. The report is based on conver-
sations with over 600 faculty at all 24 CAATs, 
along with historical research and present-day 
inquiry into the sector’s financing, management, 
and operations. The report is focused primarily on 
perceptions by college faculty that there is a crisis 
of quality within the college system today.

To faculty, the crisis stems from a climate of fiscal 
austerity and an autocratic management culture in 
which faculty are systematically marginalized from 
academic decision-making. As a result, decisions 
about quality, academic standards and student 
success are being made with more weight given 
to budgetary imperatives, rather than educational 
outcomes. This report advocates system reforms 
that would properly resource Ontario’s colleges, 
and that would establish an equal partnership 
between faculty – the professionals responsible for 
maintaining educational standards – government, 
and administration.

Challenges Facing Quality 
Education
College faculty perceive the following issues to be 
serious challenges to their ability to provide high 
quality education.

Funding

Government funding as a percentage of operating 
revenues to the CAATs was once over 75%. Pres-
ently it is approximately 50%.2 Insufficient funding 
is leading to an increase in cost-cutting pressure 
within the colleges, a decrease in academic stan-
dards, and a decrease in the quality of student 
experience.

Academic Freedom

Ontario college faculty have no guaranteed aca-
demic freedom, and no ability to defend academic 
standards in the face of budget cuts and austerity. 
Faculty lack the ability to criticize management 
decisions that compromise quality of education 
or student safety. With no intellectual property 
protection, faculty work is used by managers to 
eliminate full-time positions and to contract out 
work to private colleges that lack sufficient public 
oversight. 

Workload

The current formula for assigning faculty work 
does not account for the extra time associat-
ed with a high technology workplace with larger 
classes and fewer full-time faculty. The perception 
of faculty is that workloads are maximized at best, 
and overloaded in many cases.

Online Courses

Faculty are deeply concerned about a push to-
ward online course delivery that is clearly driven by 
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cost-cutting and profit-making, and largely dismis-
sive of the contentious research literature concern-
ing online’s effectiveness and appropriateness in 
different educational contexts. 

Non-Full-Time Faculty

In the colleges today the ratio of full-time to part-
time faculty is approximately 1 to 3. The lack of 
full-time faculty means less time for dealing with 
students, less time for course and program de-
velopment, and a greater challenge to maintain 
academic standards. In addition, partial load fac-
ulty (teaching between 7 and 12 hours per week) 
have no job security or seniority when it comes to 
applying for full-time jobs. 

Student Debt

In 1978/79, student 
tuitions accounted for 
between 10 and 15% 
of college operating 
revenues.3 In 2011, 
they accounted for 
approximately 33.3% 
of revenues, a 300% 
increase.4 Over the 
past 20 years, tuition 
at Ontario colleges has 
outpaced inflation by 
435%.5 Higher tuitions have been leading to un-
sustainable student debt-loads upon graduation, 
and the cost of post-secondary is limiting access 
for low-income students. 

Administration

While overall government funding for the colleges 
is far below sustainable levels, what resources 
have been coming into the system have increas-
ingly gone toward expanding full-time admin-
istration and increasing administration salaries. 
Between 1996/97 and 2011/12, the number of 
full-time college administrative staff has increased 

by 55%.6 In the colleges today there is now one 
full-time administrator for every three full-time 
faculty.7

Recommendations to Establish an 
Equal Partnership
Faculty need to be equal partners in order to meet 
the challenges facing college education today, and 
to ensure that the CAATs continue to fulfill their 
original mandate of access, quality, and service to 
diverse communities. Being equal partners with 
college administration and the provincial govern-
ment means faculty having a strong voice within 
the classroom, within the governance of each 
institution, and when setting priorities for the sys-
tem as a whole. To this end, the report makes the 
following recommendations.

1. All-party Select Committee on 
Ontario Post-secondary Education

The first recommendation is for the provincial gov-
ernment to convene an all-party select committee 
to examine the present and future sustainability 
of the post-secondary system in Ontario, and to 
work closely with college faculty, university faculty, 
and students to address issues of funding, tuition, 
and student debt. The committee needs to con-
sider the following proposed changes:

Commitment to Adequate Funding

At the federal level, implement a Post-Second-
ary Education Act, as endorsed by the Canadian 
Federation of Students (CFS).8 This Act would be 
modeled after the Canada Health Transfer, and 
would bring federal funding for post-secondary 
education back to 1992 levels, or 0.4% of GDP.

At the provincial level, bring government funding 
per full-time post-secondary student up to the 
national average.

Commitment to Affordable Education

As endorsed by the CFS and CFS-O, reduce col-
lege tuition fees to 1992 levels.9

“Over the 
past 20 

years, tuition 
at Ontario 

colleges has 
outpaced 

inflation by 
435%.”5
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As endorsed by the CFS and CFS-O, cap college 
administrator salaries.10

As endorsed by the CFS and CFS-O, enact a 
program of federal student loan debt reduction 
intended to cut the amount of Canadian student 
debt in half.11

Reintroduce a comprehensive, need-based tuition 
grant program.12

Commitment to Community-Centered Public 
Education

End public-private campuses, and ensure that all 
new CAAT campuses in Ontario are fully publicly 
funded and staffed with CAAT-A faculty covered 
under the collective agreement.

Give equal standing to faculty, along with colleges 
and the Ministry of Training, Colleges, and Uni-
versities (MTCU), in decisions affecting the devel-
opment of the community college system. Imme-
diately establish the Joint Task Force required by 
the faculty collective agreement whenever a major 
change in college mandate is proposed.

Ensure that program and course offering diversity 
is maintained at the local level, and that individual 
colleges are able to determine how best to meet 
the educational needs of their community.

Ensure continued funding and support for the 
unique needs of Northern and Francophone 
colleges. Evaluate the specific impact on these 
colleges from any mandate change proposed by 
the MTCU.

Affirm federal and provincial funding sufficient 
to maintain appropriate statistics on the college 
system, including financing, operations, staffing, 
enrolment, student tuitions and debt, and educa-
tional outcomes.

2. Academic Freedom, Staffing, 
and Workload in Faculty 
Collective Agreement
The second recommendation is that articles on 
academic freedom and intellectual property pro-

tection be included in the college faculty collective 
agreement. In addition, provisions to ensure ade-
quate numbers of full-time faculty, and sustainable 
workloads must also be included. 

Commitment to Faculty Academic 
Freedom

Include academic freedom in the college faculty 
collective agreement, specifying faculty control 
over academic decisions related to course design, 
content, delivery, and evaluation.

Include intellectual property protection in the facul-
ty collective agreement.

Affirm faculty control over how, where, and when 
online course delivery is utilized.

Commitment to Full-Time Staffing

Plan to increase numbers of full-time faculty and 
maintain a minimum ratio within each college of 
full-time to part-time.

Introduce into the collective agreement improved 
seniority for partial load faculty in terms of work 
assignments and hiring preference for full-time 
jobs.

Introduce conversion language into the faculty 
collective agreement for part-time faculty.

Ensure that all non-full-time faculty are allowed 
to organize into a union without interference and 
opposition from management or the provincial 
government.

Commitment to Sustainable Workload

Modify the faculty collective agreement to account 
for the additional workload implications of email 
communications, learning management system 
maintenance, developing, preparing and delivering 
online or “blended” courses, and mentoring part-
time faculty.
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3. Task Force on College  
Co-Governance
The third recommendation is that the province 
appoint a Task Force on College Co-Governance, 
including representatives from the college faculty 
union, the College Employer’s Council, the Ca-
nadian Association of University Teachers, and 

university administration. This task force would ex-
amine a process to establish institutional co-gov-
ernance in the colleges.

Examine the possibility of a bicameral governance 
structure in the CAATs province-wide. Each insti-
tution will have an Academic Senate as well as a 
Board of Governors, with the Senate responsible 
for academic decision-making.
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Introduction 

Context
The Ontario Colleges of Applied Arts and Technol-
ogy (CAATs) have been in existence for close to 
50 years.13 In this time the landscape of post-sec-
ondary education in Ontario has shifted drasti-
cally, bringing new challenges to the quality and 
integrity of college education. Changes in govern-
ment funding models, management strategies, 
instructional technologies and student enrolment 
are all having a transformative impact. In addition, 
old tensions present at the founding of the CAATs 
continue to manifest in operational contradictions, 
strained labour relations, and decreased system 
effectiveness. As the front-line professionals who 
provide instruction within the CAATs, college 
professors have a unique perspective on these 
challenges. More than ever, this perspective needs 
to be accounted for in academic and operational 
decision-making within individual colleges, and in 
decisions that affect the direction of the college 
system as a whole.

Sponsor
This Report has been commissioned by the exec-
utive of the Colleges of Applied Arts and Technol-
ogy – Academic (CAAT-A) division of the Ontario 
Public Service Employees Union (OPSEU).14 The 
CAAT-A division represents over 11,000 profes-
sors, counselors and librarians in the Ontario com-
munity college system. The division executive is 
democratically elected from the CAAT-A member-
ship across Ontario, and is the legal decision-mak-
ing body for the division.

Objective
This Report seeks to understand challenges facing 
Ontario college education, as seen through the 
eyes of faculty at all 24 community colleges. In 

particular, the Report explores growing concerns 
among college faculty that years of neoliberal 
government policy and increasingly corporate 
management have eroded quality of education 
and compromised the collegiality and functional-
ity of the learning environment. The Report offers 
several recommendations to address these con-
cerns, and to ensure that college faculty are equal 
partners in maintaining academic standards and 
setting the future course of college education in 
Ontario.

Method
Research for the Report was undertaken by a 
full-time professor who has taught for over 10 
years in the community college system. Starting in 
September, 2013, this professor was seconded by 
OPSEU to conduct research and write the Report 
as preparation for college faculty contract negotia-
tions in 2014.

The lead researcher traveled to all 24 community 
colleges in Ontario to meet with faculty and with 
local union stewards and officers. These visits took 
place over the four month period between Sep-
tember 24, 2013 and January 18, 2014. At every 
college the researcher met with the Local Execu-
tive Committee (LEC) of the faculty union. In addi-
tion, the researcher attended general membership 
meetings (GMMs) at George Brown, Fleming, 
Niagara, St. Clair, Georgian, Lambton, Conestoga, 
Confederation, Mohawk, Canadore, and Fan-
shawe colleges. At La Cite Collegiale, Cambrian 
College, Canadore, Mohawk, and Sault College, 
the researcher also did a campus tour and spoke 
with several faculty in their offices, classrooms and 
labs. Member attendance at GMMs varied con-
siderably, but an average of 40 at each meeting is 
conservative. The size of LEC meetings also varied 
based on the size of the faculty local, with a con-
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servative average of 10 members at each meeting. 
Finally, approximately 10 additional faculty were 
consulted on each of five walking tours. As such, 
via the consultation process the researcher inter-
acted with over 600 faculty members.

The goal of college visits was to listen to local 
faculty concerns and also to engage in dialogue 
about outstanding issues that had been identified 
by faculty in previous contract negotiations. Chief 
among these issues were the lack of full-time fac-
ulty, increasing workloads due to online learning, 
academic freedom, decreasing quality education, 
and the erosion of workplace collegiality.

Secondary research was also conducted into the 
operational history of the college system, focus-
ing on funding, resource allocation, staffing, and 
student tuition. This information was obtained 
through the Colleges Council, Colleges Ontario, 
the Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities, 
and the Canadian Federation of Students.

Tertiary research was also conducted on academ-
ic freedom in Canadian post-secondary institu-
tions, online learning, changes to provincial and 
federal tax regimes, legislation governing com-
munity colleges, and models of post-secondary 
funding.

Finally, to access public views on such issues as 
quality of education, academic freedom, and the 
reduction of full-time faculty, two online opinion 
polls were conducted with Ontario citizens, one 
with a sample of 1,180, and the other with a sam-
ple of 1,000.

There are several limitations to the primary re-
search conducted for this report. As the method 
of contacting faculty was via the local unions at all 
24 colleges, the results cannot be taken as repre-
senting the views of all college faculty. A particular 
difficulty was accessing the perspective of partial 
load faculty and probationary full-time faculty, both 
groups being union members, but having a much 
lower rate of active participation in the union. This 

low participation rate is largely due to the precar-
ious nature of employment in these groups, and 
the potential negative consequences of openly 
supporting the union. It is revealing of the cur-
rent state of labour relations in the CAATs that at 
every college I visited, full-time professors actively 
discouraged partial load and probationary mem-
bers from openly supporting the union, for fear of 
retaliation from management. Other groups not 
represented in the consultation include the large 
number of part-time and sessional faculty. These 
two groups are not members of the faculty union, 
and as such were not easily accessible using this 
survey’s methodology. 

Another limitation of this primary research is that it 
was explicitly focused on the 2014 round of con-
tract negotiations, and on faculty concerns about 
their work environment and quality of education. 
At local meetings the researcher gave a presenta-
tion on outstanding issues from previous rounds of 
bargaining. As such, the consultation was not an 
open-ended discussion about what faculty both 
like and dislike about the college system. College 
professors are passionate about their work and 
care deeply about student success and their pro-
fessional integrity. In many ways their work allows 
them to express these aspirations, and this is 
what makes being a faculty member in an Ontario 
college a fulfilling career. While there are undoubt-
edly positive aspects of teaching, counseling and 
providing information services in the college sys-
tem today, these aspects of faculty experience 
were not the focus of this study. 

Despite these limitations, the consultation process 
did involve over 600 full-time faculty members, in-
cluding a much smaller number (approximately 20) 
partial load. As such, the results can be viewed as 
representative of a broad range of faculty opinion, 
and particularly of persons who are active in the 
union, and who are engaged most directly in hear-
ing faculty complaints and resolving workplace 
conflicts with management.
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Background

History of the Ontario College 
System
The Ontario community college system was 
founded by an act of provincial parliament in 1965. 
Then minister of education Bill Davis introduced 
Bill 153, an amendment to the Department of 
Education Act, to create Colleges of Applied Arts 
and Technology (CAATs).15 Colleges were originally 
mandated in 18 defined areas, and several were 
converted from existing Institutes of Technology 
and Ontario Vocational Centres. Oversight of the 
colleges was assigned to a Council of Regents 
appointed by the provincial government, while 
each institution was directed by a Board of Gover-
nors (BOG) appointed from the community.16 

Centennial College in Toronto was the first CAAT 
to begin operations in 1966.17 By 1967 there 
were 20 community colleges spread through the 
18 areas. In 1972, the campus of Cambrian Col-
lege in North Bay became a separate institution, 
Canadore College, and the Sault St. Marie cam-
pus of Cambrian became Sault College.18 Two 
francophone colleges were also established: La 
Cite Collegiale founded in Ottawa in 1990, and 
College Boreal founded in Sudbury in 1995.19

Bill 153 based the mandate of community colleges 
on four principles:

1. they must embrace total education, 
vocational and avocational, regardless 
of formal entrance qualifications, with 
provision for complete vertical and 
horizontal mobility;

2. they must develop curricula that meet 
the combined cultural aspirations and 
occupational needs of the student;

3. they must operate in the closest pos-
sible cooperation with business and 

industry, and with social and other 
public agencies, including educa-
tion, to ensure that curricula are at all 
times abreast, if not in advance of the 
changing requirements of a technolog-
ical society;

4. they must be dedicated to progress, 
through constant research, not only in 
curricula but in pedagogical technique 
and in administration.20 

When the community college system was found-
ed in 1965, Ontario, and Canada more generally, 
were in the midst of a boom in industrial produc-
tion and a period of growing prosperity and equal-
ity. From the beginning of the Second World War 
to 1977, the income share of the richest 1% fell 
from 14% to 7.7%, as the gains from economic 
growth led to more people working and better 
paid jobs.21 This redistribution of wealth was large-
ly attributable to the Labour Movement, as work-
ers formed and joined unions and went on strike 
for higher pay, benefits, and improved working 
conditions.22 From the 1940s to the 1950s, econo-
mist Simon Kuznets identified a trend of increasing 
equality in both North America and Europe.23 The 
trend continued into the 1970s, and this broad-
er socioeconomic climate influenced the CAATs’ 
commitment to accessible education, and ensured 
that the colleges had strong government support 
at their inception.

From the outset the CAATs were seen as a sep-
arate, but complementary system to Ontario’s 
universities. The colleges would focus on providing 
education and training to students who for many 
reasons could or would not attend university, while 
also meeting the educational, economic, and 
social needs of the diverse communities in which 
they were located. Funding for the CAATs treated 
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each college equally, and the bulk of operating 
revenues came first from provincial grants, and 
second from federal funding of apprenticeship 
programs. Tuitions initially provided only a small 
percentage of operating funds – between 10 and 
15%.24 Since their founding, levels of government 
funding to the CAATs have fluctuated greatly, 
leading to a perpetual climate of financial insecu-
rity. Apart from a brief infusion of funds in 1986 
in response to the 1984 faculty strike and 1985 
Skolnik Report on workload, the trend from 1970 
to present has been a steady decline in provincial 
and federal support for the colleges.25 An infu-
sion of new government funding by the McGuinty 
Liberals in 2005 briefly reversed the trend, but 
beyond 2009 funding resumed its decrease.26 This 
recurring lack of resources for the CAATs has had 
profound effects on the issues highlighted by fac-
ulty in this report, and an equally significant impact 
on increasing student tuition and student debt.

As part of the differentiation between colleges and 
universities, the CAATs were administered accord-
ing to an “industrial” model, in which management 
decisions were made without consulting faculty, 
and in which the professional autonomy of facul-
ty was de-emphasized. The Board of Governors 
(BOG) of each college was the institution’s prima-
ry decision-making body, and the administration 
carried out the BOGs directives. This governance 
structure was in contrast to the bicameral struc-
ture of Canadian universities, which had both a 
BOG and an academic senate. In universities the 
senate was tasked with making decisions on aca-
demic matters, and faculty had academic freedom 
enshrined within their full-time appointments. As 
the CAAT faculty taught at institutions focused on 
teaching, not research, and on instruction in voca-
tional skills, it was thought that they did not need 
academic freedom.27

With Bill 153, the primary goal of the commu-
nity colleges was seen as expanding access to 
post-secondary education in Canada, a goal 
which the CAATs have undeniably achieved. 
Before the college system was founded, approx-

imately 8% of Canadian youth went to university. 
As of 2004, approximately 40% of youth attended 
either college or university.28 The vision of expand-
ing educational access and serving community 
economic development guided the college system 
throughout the 1970s and 80s. During this time 
period, the structure of the colleges remained 
stable, while the main areas of conflict within the 
system concerned the difficulty of transferring 
credits between colleges and between colleges 
and universities, increasing the general education 
component of college education, ensuring ade-
quate levels of government funding, and address-
ing chronic workplace tensions between faculty 
and management.29

The Skolnik Report

In 1984 college faculty went on strike over recur-
ring workload issues. As a result of the strike, the 
provincial government created an Instructional As-
signment Review Committee tasked with exploring 
issues around workload and management-faculty 
relations within the CAATs. The Committee was 
chaired by professor Michael Skolnik, and in 1985 
it released Survival or Excellence? A Study of In-
structional Assignment in Ontario Colleges of Ap-
plied Arts and Technology, hereafter known as The 
Skolnik Report. This report highlighted a number 
of issues that were affecting the quality of educa-
tion and functionality of the academic work envi-
ronment. In particular, Skolnik noted that reduced 
funding, an inequitable approach to workload, and 
poor management – faculty relations were keep-
ing the CAATs from fulfilling their mandates and 
achieving excellence as centres of post-secondary 
education.30

Skolnik highlighted the fact that since the CAATs 
were founded, government funding had been 
steadily reduced. He noted that “enrolment in 
provincially funded programs increased by nearly 
50 percent between 1978/79 and 1983/84, and 
that real provincial operating grants per student 
funding unit decreased by 33 percent over this 
period.”31 This lack of government funding meant 



Report on Education in Ontario Colleges: Background

12

that colleges “experienced a 20 percent reduction 
in total real expenditures per student funding unit 
between 1978/79 and 1982/83”.32 In his recom-
mendations, Skolnik pointed out the critical impor-
tance of increasing provincial funding for the 
colleges, arguing that “the financial pressure under 
which the colleges have been operating is a major 
source of instructional assignment problems; and 
without alleviation of this pressure it is doubtful 
that any of the other recommendations… can be 
implemented, as the colleges will continue to be 
preoccupied with mere survival”.33 

On the issue of workload, Skolnik’s research 
concluded that “a substantial proportion of faculty 
workloads are unreasonable and excessive”, and 
recommended considerable changes to the col-
lege faculty collective agreement to alleviate this 
problem. Skolnik advocated for a workload for-
mula that limited weekly and annual instructional 
hours; that set limits to classroom size, student to 
faculty ratios, and number of different courses as-
signed in one semester; that allotted sufficient time 
for course preparation, curriculum development 
and faculty professional development; and that 
acknowledged additional time required for clinical 
and field supervision and for special needs student 
groups.34

Finally, Skolnik’s report emphasized the complete 
unworkability of an “industrial” or “military” model 
of management within the colleges. Skolnik ar-
gued that even if sufficient funding were secured, 
and equitable workload formulas established, a 
continued lack of faculty participation in academic 
decision-making would be catastrophic. He stat-
ed:

What is perhaps most at issue here is 
the extent to which faculty are viewed 
and treated as responsible professionals 
whose judgment in academic matters is 
valued and whose opinions are sought. 
Faculty should not be seen as educa-
tional technicians who must be told in 
detail what to do. Effective management 

of the colleges does not require clocking 
faculty time as much as it does motivat-
ing, supporting, and involving faculty, and 
assessing educational outcomes, rather 
than inputs of time.35

To address the lack of collegial management-fac-
ulty relations, Skolnik recommended that colleges 
establish academic councils, populated by admin-
istration, faculty, and students, to oversee aca-

demic matters. These 
councils would enable 
academic priorities 
to be advanced and 
educational standards 
to be maintained. 
Skolnik intended 
academic councils to 
increase collegiality, 
and to avoid situa-
tions such as college 
administration decid-

ing unilaterally to reduce the number of contact 
hours students received in each college course. 
Concerning this change, Skolnik remarked:

We find it inconceivable that colleges 
would introduce such significant changes 
affecting faculty and academic programs 
without substantial consultation with 
faculty. This type of blatant disregard for 
the legitimate professional concerns of 
faculty could hardly fail to evoke cynicism 
among faculty regarding the colleges’ 
genuine commitment to quality education 
and equitable treatment of faculty. The 
attitude toward faculty that is reflected 
in such an action needs to be replaced 
by one of commitment to collegial deci-
sion-making.36

The Instructional Assignment Review Committee’s 
recommendations led to substantial changes in 
the college system. A brief influx of government 
funding in 1986 enabled the hiring of hundreds 
of new full-time faculty, and negotiation of Article 

Faculty should 
not be seen as 

educational 
technicians 

who must be 
told in detail 
what to do.
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11 in the faculty collective agreement addressed 
many, but not all, recurring issues around work-
load. However, the achievement of collegial faculty 
– management relations saw little advance in the 
years since the 1985 report was released. Lack 
of change in this key structural flaw has prompted 
faculty to take up the issue of academic freedom 
in subsequent rounds of collective bargaining.

The Neoliberal Turn

With the election of Brian Mulroney’s Progressive 
Conservative government in 1984, federal funding 
to the provinces for health, education and social 
services began to decline. This increased budget 
pressure on the provinces to maintain levels of 
public service delivery. Tensions caused by un-
derfunding were exacerbated with the election 
in Ontario of a Conservative government under 
Mike Harris in 1995.37 This change of government 
led to a radical reorganization of public services, 
post-secondary education, and the college system 
in particular.

The 1995 Ontario Conservative government en-
acted a series of sweeping reforms under the ban-
ner of “The Common Sense Revolution”. These 
changes were informed by a neoliberal ideology, 
described by David Harvey as:

… a theory of political economic practic-
es that proposes that human well-being 
can best be advanced by liberating indi-
vidual entrepreneurial freedoms and skills 
within an institutional framework charac-
terized by strong private property rights, 
free markets, and free trade.38

Proponents of neoliberalism argue for the su-
premacy of markets in all aspects of social and 
economic activity, and seek to minimize the role 
of the state in providing public goods and ser-
vices, in redistributing wealth, and in regulating 
economic activity. In relation to public services like 
education, healthcare and social services, neolib-
eral advocates favour privatization, deregulation, 
and reduced funding support. Funding cuts are in 
turn directly tied to tax cuts on the wealthy and on 
corporations. As neoliberal governments radically 
reduce their revenue streams, they simultaneously 

manufacture a crisis in public service funding. The 
economic rationale given for tax cuts is to stim-
ulate investment in the real economy via job cre-
ation, expanded production, and innovation.39

In practice, neoliberal policies have led to sharp 
declines in taxes and government revenues, and 
sharp increases in income inequality. In Canada 
neoliberal policies were first enacted by the fed-
eral Progressive Conservative government from 
1984 to 1993, were perpetuated under successive 
Liberal governments, and have intensified under 
the Conservative Harper government, from 2006 
to the present.40

A significant policy change at the federal level 
has involved personal income taxes, which in the 
neoliberal era have been changed from a progres-
sive system (in which the wealthy pay a higher 
proportional share of income in tax) to a regres-
sive system (in which the wealthy pay an equal or 
lesser proportion of tax in relation to lower income 
groups).41 In 1948, the highest marginal income 
tax rate in Canada (on incomes of $250,000 
and higher) was 80%. Today the highest mar-
ginal income tax rate, for incomes over 126,000, 
is 42.9%.42 As a result of these changes, today 
middle income Canadians have the highest tax 
burden as proportion of income.43 Under neolib-
eral governments similar cuts have been made to 
corporate taxes. In 1960 the federal corporate tax 
rate was 41%, and by 2012 it had been slashed 
to 15%.44 Today Canada’s corporate tax rate is the 
lowest in the G8 and 11th lowest among the 30 
country Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD).45

In contrast to the idea that lower corporate taxes 
would lead to more investment, research shows 
that it has instead led corporations to hoard cash. 
As of 2012, cash reserves for Canadian corpo-
rations were valued at $567 billion.46 Contrary to 
neoliberal orthodoxy, during the period when cor-
porate taxes were being steadily cut, investment 
in the real economy (as a percentage of GDP) has 
fluctuated, but experienced an overall decline.47 

This decline has also occurred in Ontario, where 
lowered corporate taxes have been accompanied 
by declines in economic investment.49
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Changes to Highest Marginal Income Tax Rates (%) – Canada and Ontario

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

Federal 80 80 43 31.32 30.5 29

Ontario - 2.4 18.92 16.91 17.4 17.41

Combined 80 82.4 61.92 48.23 47.9 46.41

(Brown & Mintz 2012:26)

Changes to Corporate Income Tax Rates (%) – Canada and Ontario

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2013

Federal 41 41.41 37.8 28.84 29.12 18 15

Provincial 9 12 14 15.5 14 12 10

Combined 52 53.41 51.8 44.34 43.10 30 25

(Brown & Mintz 2012:28)

Changes to Total Tax Revenue as a Percentage of GDP – Canada and OECD Comparators

1980 1990 2000 2005 2007 2008

Canada 31 35.9 35.6 33.4 33.3 32.2

Germany 36.1 34.8 37.2 34.8 36.2 36.4

France 40.1 42 44.4 43.9 43.5 43.1

U.K. 34.8 35.5 36.3 35.8 36.1 35.7

Denmark 43 46.5 49.4 50.8 48.7 48.3

Sweden 46.4 52.2 51.8 49.5 48.3 47.1

Norway 42.4 41 42.6 43.5 43.6 42.1

Italy 29.7 37.8 42.3 40.8 43.5 43.2

U.S. 24 26.3 27.5 26.3 26.5 26.5

(Brown & Mintz 2012:5)

Changes to Total Government Revenue as Percentage of GDP – Canada and OECD 
Comparators 

1990 1995 2000 2005 2008 2009

Canada 43 43.2 44.1 40.8 39.8 38.5

Germany 43.4 45.1 46.4 43.5 43.6 44.3

France 47 48.9 50.1 50.5 49.5 48.1

U.K. 39.3 38 40.4 40.8 42.5 40.4

Denmark 54.1 56.4 55.8 57.8 55.3 55.9

Sweden - 57.6 59.1 56.5 54.7 53.8

Norway - 54.2 57.7 57.2 59.3 55.5

Italy 41.5 45.1 45.3 43.8 46.2 46.6

U.S. 32.9 33.7 35.2 32.9 32.4 30.5

(Brown & Mintz 2012:6)
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As the above tables show, levels of corporate tax 
in Canada and Ontario are now half what they 
used to be in 1960. In addition, the highest mar-
ginal income tax rate has experienced a similar 
decline of 42%.49 Canada now has among the 
lowest percentage of tax revenues as percentage 
of GDP in the OECD, and lags far behind countries 
like Norway, Sweden, Germany, and Denmark in 
terms of the United Nations Inequality Adjusted 
Human Development Index.50

As a result of tax cuts, over the past 15 years, 
federal tax revenue as a percentage of GDP has 
declined 4%, which amounts to approximate-
ly $80 billion per year in lost revenue.51 This has 
meant less money for funding public services and 
public infrastructure. Another result of tax cuts is 
that income inequality has been steadily rising. Af-
ter declining from 1946 to 1977, the income share 
of the top 1% is once more 14%, and in 2009, 
3.8% of Canadian households owned 67% of all 
wealth.52

The neoliberal turn in national and Ontario politics 
has had important impacts on post-secondary 
education. One of the changes that occurred un-
der the Harris government concerned the manner 
in which colleges recruited students. Originally 
the CAATs recruited students from their regional 
catchment areas, and thus each institution had 
a defined territory from which to draw students. 
With the new government, the catchment areas 
were abolished, and colleges and universities were 
encouraged to compete for students in a de-reg-
ulated “educational marketplace.” In keeping with 
the Harris government’s neoliberal ideology, other 
changes were made that increased the compet-
itive nature of the post-secondary environment. 
The CAATs were allowed the right to grant de-
grees, and were encouraged to partner with uni-
versities on collaborative degree programs. Finally, 
funding to the colleges was drastically reduced, 
and CAATs were forced to develop corporate 
sponsorships and raise tuition fees to make up 
for funding shortfalls.53 The effects of neoliberal 
restructuring were not just caused by changes in 

provincial legislation, but by changes at the federal 
level as well. In 1995, the federal government cut 
$7 billion dollars from its transfers to the provinces 
for social programs.54

The Rae Report

The neoliberal turn in post-secondary education 
sent the system in the exact opposite direction 
from that advocated by Skolnik in his 1985 report. 
Instead of improved system funding, government 
support for the CAATs was cut more deeply than 
ever. Instead of a more collaborative and collegial 
relationship between faculty and administration, 
this relationship became more autocratic, punitive, 
and driven by cost-control. As a result of neoliber-
al restructuring a significant percentage of full-time 
faculty were laid off in the mid to late 1990s, and 
class sizes in the colleges spiked. At the same 
time, increases in student tuitions and student 
loan debt began to far outpace inflation.55

In 2003 a provincial Liberal government was 
elected, with a mandate to re-visit the neoliber-
al policies of Mike Harris’ so-called “Common 
Sense Revolution”. In 2004 the new McGuinty 
government commissioned a study of the On-
tario post-secondary education system, with a 
mandate to look at its design and funding. This 
study was chaired by Bob Rae, and in 2005 
Ontario: A Leader in Learning, hereafter referred 
to as the Rae Report, was released. The Report 
analyzed five key areas of post-secondary edu-
cation: accessibility, quality, system design, fund-
ing, and accountability. In the Report, Rae noted 
that countries world-wide were investing heavily 
in post-secondary education, and that Ontario 
needed to do the same in order to remain globally 
competitive.56 As a vision for Ontario’s post-sec-
ondary system, he stated:

We need governments and institutions 
that are irrevocably committed to access 
for every Ontarian who is qualified to 
attend. Because the new economy de-
mands it, the number of people attend-
ing will need to rise substantially in the 
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years ahead. We also need governments 
and institutions that are unwaveringly 
committed to excellence in teaching and 
research. Opportunity and excellence are 
both diminished when governments and 
students spend less than they should, or 
when institutions are reluctant to focus 
and insist on better outcomes. Ontario 
has the chance now to muster the politi-
cal will to create a sustainable framework 
for a system that allows each student, 
and each university and college, to be 
at their best. Our higher education insti-
tutions should both inspire and produce 
leading research. Our best will allow us to 
compete with the best in the world. We 
should not settle for anything less.57

Rae argued that a lack of government funding 
for post-secondary stood in the way of achieving 
accessibility and excellence, noting that “Ontario’s 
postsecondary system is decidedly under-re-
sourced when compared to its U.S. and Canadian 
peers”.58 The impacts of underfunding were also 
clear, as “revenue to the institutions may have 
grown, but it has not kept up with enrolment, high-
er costs and new technologies.” Under-staffing 
had become an issue, with Rae noting: “Contact 
hours between students and faculty have been 
reduced, because we have far more students and 
not enough new teachers.” Ultimately, Rae linked 
underfunding and understaffing to quality in the 
college system:

The viability of some colleges, in particu-
lar, is in doubt. Underfunded institutions 
put the quality of student experience at 
risk. Underfunding also affects the ability 
of some institutions to provide enough 
spaces for a wider group of applicants.59

In addition to challenges caused by overall under-
funding, Rae acknowledged that more needed to 
be done to increase post-secondary access for 
marginal groups, arguing that “Outreach programs 
for low-income groups, persons with disabilities, 

Aboriginal peoples, some racial minorities and 
francophones should be better encouraged and 
supported”.60 In particular, Northern and aboriginal 
communities require extra attention in terms of 
access. In describing education in these commu-
nities, Rae stated:

Strong efforts are being made in a num-
ber of existing colleges and universities, 
particularly in Northern Ontario, where 
the demographics of the student pop-
ulation are changing – to provide more 
opportunities for students from First Na-
tions communities, as well as those living 
off-reserve and Ontario’s Metis commu-
nity. But these efforts will require more 
resources, particularly from the federal 
government. In addition, I was impressed 
with the work being done by the Aborig-
inal Institutes, which work on reserves. 
They receive very little support from the 
province. They should not be seen as 
competitors to the existing system but as 
legitimate agencies of collaboration and 
partnership.61

In terms of system design, Rae stressed the 
need for greater collaboration between colleges 
and universities in providing students with clear 
pathways to employment or to further study. This 
would necessitate a structure of province-wide 
credit transfer, in which courses taken at one in-
stitution can be used for credit in similar programs 
at other institutions. Rae advocated government 
oversight of evolving college-university collabo-
ration to maintain standards, while also affirming 
the important role of faculty, noting “enthusiasm 
for ‘greater accountability’ should not become 
a synonym for more government control. Aca-
demic freedom is also an important value. So are 
self-government and institutional flexibility”.62 Rae 
also directly linked the number of faculty, and their 
amount of contact with students, to quality of 
education:
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The most common complaint from 
students, in addition to concerns about 
money and the affordability of their ed-
ucation, has to do with the quality of 
contact time with professors and teach-
ers. This must be addressed. If students 
feel that they come and go and no one 
cares, something is out of balance. A 
commitment to excellence includes a 
commitment to an outstanding student 
experience.63

The Rae Report led to a significant increase in 
investment in post-secondary education from both 
the provincial and federal governments. In their 
2005 budget, the provincial Liberals committed 
$6.2 billion in funding for post-secondary educa-
tion over four years, and this partially ameliorated 
fiscal short-falls in the CAATs.64 The funding infu-
sion allowed for more college faculty to be hired, 
and for upgrades to the physical infrastructure of 
colleges. In addition, there was money allocated to 
reducing student debt. These investments moved 
the CAATs back from the brink of crisis, but sev-
eral aspects of the neoliberal turn were left un-
touched. These included the proliferation of private 
career colleges, a focus on attracting international 
students and on marketing education globally, and 
a failure to re-examine the dysfunctional relation-
ship between college faculty and administration. 
These conditions continue to define the Ontario 
college system today, with other key trends in-
cluding steadily increasing enrolment, the push to 
expand online learning, a return to chronic under-
funding, and the vision of a competitive, “differenti-
ated” system of institutions.

Current Trends

Private Career Colleges

Part of the neoliberal shift in Ontario politics was 
to open up private competition in areas that were 
previously the terrain of government-funded pub-
lic service providers. As such, the late 90’s and 
2000’s saw the explosive growth of private career 

colleges (PCCs) that offer courses and programs 
in competition with the community colleges. As of 
2013, over 60,000 students are enrolled in over 
500 private colleges in Ontario.65 For many years 
PCCs were unregulated by the MTCU, and were 
allowed to charge substantially higher tuitions for 
accelerated versions of community college pro-
grams. Because of a lack of regulation, several 
PCCs with dubious educational credentials were 
established, and a host of issues soon followed 
that questioned the quality of education provid-
ed by private colleges. Prominent in the media 
throughout the 2000s were articles concerning 
scandals, unregistered institutions, student com-
plaints, and even warnings from foreign govern-
ments about attending Canadian private col-
leges.66

In 2008 the Canadian Federation of Students – 
Ontario (CFS-O) noted that the OSAP repayment 
default rates for students at PCCs were 6.5% 
higher than for students at public colleges, and 
13.2% higher than the rate for public universities. 
According to then CFS-O chair Shelley Melanson, 
“For-profit businesses offering credentials prey 
on immigrants, undocumented students and first 
generation Canadians.” She also noted “Students 
expect that, by studying in Canada, they will be 
protected from the type of dishonesty and fraud 
that tends to be associated with private, for-profit 
companies selling education. We have an excel-
lent public system of colleges and universities and 
these fly-by-night outfits undermine the quality of 
education in Ontario.”67

In 2005, mounting criticism of PCCs led the gov-
ernment to pass new legislation, the Private Ca-
reer Colleges Act, to regulate PCCs and attempt 
to set educational standards. The new Act re-
quired PCCs to register with the provincial govern-
ment, to subject themselves to basic standards 
of operation and to allow periodic inspection from 
the MTCU.68 Despite these provisions, concerns 
about the quality of private college education have 
continued, and in 2009 the provincial ombuds-
man, Andre Marin, published a damning report 
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of PCC regulation in Ontario.69 In his report Marin 
argued for sweeping changes to the regulation 
of PCCs, including hiring more inspectors and 
increasing rates of inspection. Since the ombuds-
man’s report, there were 47 formal complaints 
made to the MTCU by students of PCCs in 2011 
and 2012 alone, indicating that the quality of edu-
cation offered at these private, for-profit institutions 
continues to be a concern.70

Despite continuing complaints about private 
colleges, provincial government support for PCCs 
extends to the present Liberal government. Brad 
Duguid, the minister for Colleges, Training and 
Universities, recently announced that a 30% tuition 
rebate to Ontario public colleges and universities 
would also be extended to students of private col-
leges. The announcement once more prompted 
criticism from the CFS-O, prompting a representa-
tive to respond “The priority of the provincial gov-
ernment should be to make public post-secondary 
education more affordable, not find new ways to 
fund and promote private institutions.”71

Globalization 

Globalization has also impacted the functioning of 
Ontario community colleges, and has manifested 
in a scramble by colleges to attract international 
students to Canadian campuses, in increased 
partnerships between CAATs and foreign educa-
tional institutions, and in increased public-private 
partnerships with domestic private colleges. A final 
aspect of globalization concerns the drive to have 
CAATs become competitors and profit-generators 
in a “global knowledge economy”, in which edu-
cational curriculum is transformed into intellectual 
capital that can be sold internationally.

The 2005 Rae Report, although advocating for 
increased funding for Ontario post-secondary edu-
cation, also couched its analysis and recommen-
dations in the language of global competitiveness. 
Rae noted that colleges and universities are at-
tracting higher numbers of international students, 
and maintained that the institutions “need to do 
a better job of marketing the opportunities pro-

vided in our colleges and universities to students 
from other countries”.72 From 2004 to 2012, the 
number of foreign students studying in Canada 
grew by 60%.73 International students are charged 
much higher tuition fees than domestic students, 
making them attractive to cash-strapped colleges. 
However, attracting students with specialized 
educational needs, particularly concerning ESL 
instruction, is simultaneously contradicted by the 
fact that many colleges are cutting language ser-
vices, increasing class sizes, and cutting support 
for foreign students. This contradiction has led 
faculty at several colleges to question the ethics 
of international student recruitment, as students 
are being “ripped off” by receiving a sub-standard 
educational experience. This fear has also been 
echoed by professors outside of the Ontario col-
leges.74

The desire to profit from international student tu-
itions is also leading community colleges to part-
ner with private, for-profit corporations in opening 
satellite campuses in Ontario. Examples of this 
phenomenon include the Mohawk College Pures 
campus in Scarborough, the Cambrian College 
Hanson campuses in Brampton and Toronto, 
and the St. Lawrence College Alpha International 
Academy campus in Toronto. All of these campus-
es are run by private colleges that have curriculum 
licensing agreements with their respective publicly 
funded community college. All of these private 
campuses are targeted toward international stu-
dents, and are important sources of profit for the 
CAAT that sponsors them. Questions of quality 
education at these private, for-profit colleges 
have been raised by faculty, and are dealt with in 
the “Threats to Quality Education” section of this 
report.

Another aspect of globalization sees Ontario com-
munity colleges increasingly seeking partnerships 
to establish foreign campuses, a strategy being 
pursued by post-secondary institutions across 
North America. An example of this trend among 
the CAATs is Algonquin College, which in Febru-
ary, 2014 announced opening two new campuses 
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in Qatif, Saudi Arabia. This will bring the total cam-
puses Algonquin runs in Saudi to three, and col-
lege administrators expect to receive $20 million 
in net revenue from the new campuses over a five 
year contract.75 In 2013, Mohawk, Fanshawe and 
Seneca Colleges were all considering investing in 
a campus in Medina, Saudi Arabia. In discussing 
the proposal, Fanshawe administration noted that 
the college was seeking to augment the money 
they receive from the provincial government.76

Forging international links in education and inviting 
foreign students to study in Canada both have 
positive aspects. However, concerns exist that the 
focus on globalizing the community college is driv-
en by decreased government funding and a desire 
for colleges to profit from higher international 
student tuitions and lucrative foreign campus con-
tracts. These motives, like the neoliberal motive of 
competitiveness, risk moving colleges further from 
their mandate of serving local communities and of 
providing access to education for marginal student 
groups.

Increasing Enrolment

Student enrolments have been increasing steadi-
ly since the CAATs were founded. In 1986 there 
were 110, 281 full-time students enrolled in On-
tario Colleges.77 Today, there are 220,000 full-time 
and 300,000 part-time students in the colleges, a 
100% increase in 28 years.78 When combined with 
decreased funding per full-time student, increasing 
enrolment means that college faculty are teaching 
more students with fewer resources. 

Online Learning

Over the past 10 years, use of online learning has 
expanded throughout the post-secondary system 
in Ontario. The CAATs have increasingly started to 
develop online courses with incentives and direc-
tion from the Minister of Training, Colleges and 
Universities (MTCU). In pronouncements from the 
MTCU, and in the research literature assessing 
online learning, use of online is clearly cited as a 
rationalization and cost-control strategy.79

One of the first forays of the CAATs into the field 
of online learning was Ontario Learn, established 
by Contact North, a consortium of colleges that 
provide a common interface for students to take 
online courses provided by CAATs. The consor-
tium was started in the 1995-96 school year with 
seven member colleges, predominantly from 
the North. As of the 2012-13 school year, all 24 
CAATs were participating in Ontario Learn. Since 
its inception, Ontario Learn has been expanding 
in size. In 2000-01, there were 285 online courses 
with 11,314 registrants, whereas by the 2012-13 
school year this had climbed to 1,115 course of-
ferings to 69,838 students. This represents close 
to a 400% increase in courses offered, and over 
600% increase in registration.80

It is difficult to determine how many faculty mem-
bers are teaching through Ontario Learn. The 
colleges are not required to divulge the information 
of who teaches these courses, or what institutions 
they are offered from. It is known that most of the 
teachers are part-time, and that the majority of 
this work involves delivering courses that would 
otherwise be taught in regular day academic 
programs. Using the standard workload formula 
currently contained in the college faculty collective 
agreement, the number of courses being taught 
on Ontario Learn is roughly the equivalent of 500 
full-time faculty jobs.81

An additional impetus for online course delivery 
is coming from the creation of Ontario Online, an 
initiative announced by the provincial government 
as part of its strategy of post-secondary “differen-
tiation”. Under this initiative, community colleges 
are being offered hundreds of thousands of dollars 
to develop “flagship” online courses that can be 
enrolled in by students at any institution, and that 
earn students credits that are transferrable to all 
institutions. Unlike Ontario Learn, Ontario Online is 
being designed as an independent, degree and di-
ploma granting institution.82 Ontario Online is envi-
sioned by the province as a non-profit corporation 
in which all Ontario public universities and colleges 
are able to participate. According to a 2013 con-
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fidential MTCU memo, the corporation will be 
run by a board of directors composed of “senior 
administrators from the college and university 
sectors, experts in online learning, and students”. 
There is no mention made of faculty input into the 
conceptualization, operation, or governance of 
Ontario Online.83

At present, the community colleges are greatly 
expanding their quota of fully online and blended 
courses, with Mohawk College in Hamilton being 
the most aggressive. In 2013 Mohawk mandated 
that all courses taught at the college, save a few 
exempted labs, would become 33% blended by 
January of 2014, in which students would lose an 
hour of face to face class time and have it re-
placed with an hour of online work. In addition to 
the across-the-board blending mandate, dozens 
of fully online courses are also being developed. 
Under the Challenges to Quality Education sec-
tion, the significant pedagogical, workload, staffing 
and academic freedom impacts of online learning 
are more fully discussed.

Differentiation

As an extension of neoliberal reforms to post-sec-
ondary begun in 1995, the Ministry of Training, 
Colleges and Universities (MTCU) has recently 
mandated a policy of “differentiation” for the sec-
tor. In 2012 the MTCU published Strengthening 
Ontario’s Centres of Creativity, Innovation, and 
Knowledge, a “discussion paper” on differenti-
ation. This report suggests sweeping changes 
to Ontario’s post-secondary system, designed 
to account for continued financial austerity, a 
high-technology learning environment, and a need 
for global competitiveness. As part of the push for 
differentiation, Minister Duguid mandated all col-
leges and universities to submit Strategic Mandate 
Agreements (SMAs) that highlight their institution’s 
areas of specialization. The overarching goal of the 
SMAs is to facilitate a process of “differentiation”, 
in which individual colleges and universities would 

eliminate “duplication” of programs and/or cours-
es, and operate as areas of specialty within an 
open and competitive educational environment.84

In the Ministry’s discussion paper, the overarching 
mandate of post-secondary moves from providing 
access to high quality education and job training, 
to a focus on “innovation and productivity.” This 
new mandate is explicitly related to continued 
government under-funding of post-secondary. The 
discussion paper states:

In light of the current financial climate, 
and as we continue to recover from 
the recession, it is necessary to lead 
the province’s publicly funded high-
er education system toward lower 
rates of spending growth. Costs in the 
postsecondary sector have grown at a 
rate above inflation during a time when 
growth and grants from government have 
become constrained.85 (emphasis mine)

The discussion paper then acknowledges that 
decreased funding and the resulting cost-cutting 
imperative lead directly to reductions in quality:

Efficiency-focused strategies to contain 
costs can reduce the capacity of criti-
cal services and may not always deliver 
sustainable operational savings. This 
often leaves citizens feeling as if they are 
paying more and getting less. In the short 
term, cost reductions and the elimination 
of redundancies are essential parts of our 
government’s fiscal plan. However, they 
alone will not be sufficient to meet the 
fiscal challenges facing the postsecond-
ary sector.86

The discussion paper claims that declining gov-
ernment support and reduced quality of education 
will be offset by “adopting innovation in the sector 
to drive productivity.” Stated plainly, the MTCU is 
arguing that the post-secondary sector must be 
made to innovate and do more with less in the 
face of austerity and service decline. Not surpris-
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ingly, the paper admits “this will be an enormous 
challenge”, but then provides an example of how 
innovation can accomplish this task:

This innovation-focused approach is in 
direct contrast to an efficiency-based 
approach – looking through an efficiency 
lens, one might state “class sizes should 
be increased to create savings”, whereas 
looking through an innovation and pro-
ductivity lens, one would ask “can we 
create savings while maintaining class 
sizes and improving learning outcomes 
by moving some learning modules on-
line?”87

By this logic, cost-cutting is transformed into “in-
novation” by means of online learning. The unstat-
ed assumptions behind the Ministry’s statement 
are:

• that online learning is less expensive 
to deliver than traditional, face to face 
instruction,

• that it won’t lead to increased class 
sizes, 

• and that it can lead to improved edu-
cational outcomes. 

From faculty experience with online courses to 
date, and considering the body of research into 
online learning, all three of these assumptions are 
at best controversial, and at worst plainly disprov-
en. However, despite the highly contested nature 
of online learning in post secondary institutions, 
the MTCU document strongly advocates online 
delivery as a specific goal of post-secondary differ-
entiation.

Linked to the idea of institutional specialization is 
a change in funding that would see the province 
attach financial support to the fulfillment of an 
institution’s specialization and differentiation goals. 
Funding will be used to encourage institutions to 
streamline their programming, and Duguid has 
noted: “There are times when we may not need 
two institutions, in particular in the same region, 

offering the same course when one could ac-
commodate the need”.88 An example of the new, 
targeted approach to post-secondary funding can 
already be seen in the province’s announcement 
of $42 million to establish Ontario Online, the new 
corporation designed to promote online courses. 
Participation in Ontario Online will be voluntary, but 
millions in course development money presents a 
considerable reward for colleges and universities 
that join in.89

The MTCU discussion paper invited “the stake-
holder community” to respond to its proposals 
with their own suggestions for dealing with the 
challenges facing post-secondary.90 Stakeholders 
were identified as “students, faculty, instructors, 
and administrators”; however when Minister Du-
guid began consultation meetings about differen-
tiation in 2013, college faculty were not notified 
and were not invited to any meetings. In response 
to the consultation process, the CAAT-A division-
al executive contacted the Minister directly and 
asked for a meeting. A short meeting with the Min-
ister was eventually secured, but attempts by the 
divisional executive to meet with colleges and the 
province to discuss the impact of differentiation 
were rebuffed. 

In the college faculty collective agreement, a letter 
signed between the CEO of the College Council 
and the president of OPSEU, Smokey Thomas, 
affirmed that any change in the colleges’ mandate 
or objects would trigger a Joint Task Force “made 
up equally of representatives of the Local Union 
and the College”.91 This Joint Task Force would 
make recommendations to:

1. achieve the objectives of the changed 
mandate or objects

2. facilitate any necessary reassignment 
of employees

3. facilitate any retraining that may seem 
appropriate

4. reduce any negative impact on em-
ployees
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Although the MTCU’s directives on differentiation 
explicitly ask all post-secondary institutions, in-
cluding the CAATs, to submit new mandates, the 
College Council has refused to establish the Task 
Force. In response, faculty locals at all 24 com-
munity colleges have filed grievances with their 
respective employers, in an attempt to uphold 
the right of consultation included in the collective 
agreement. To date, all colleges have rejected the 
grievances. In addition to these actions, OPSEU 
submitted a formal response to the MTCU discus-
sion paper. The response indicated that a plan to 
reorganize the post-secondary sector based on 
continued under-funding has not worked histor-
ically, and will not work in the present day. The 
submission instead noted that faculty academic 
freedom is a crucial component of any creative, 
innovative post-secondary institution, since faculty 
have the content and pedagogical expertise to 
guide academic decision-making.92 The submis-
sion also cautioned that “online delivery of courses 
and programs is not a panacea”93, and that the 
quality of college education could best be sup-
ported by reducing class sizes and hiring more 
faculty.

Responses to the MTCU discussion paper from 
students and university faculty have also been crit-
ical. The Canadian Federation of Students (CFS) 
questioned the entire mandate of differentiation, 
stating:

Traditionally, post-secondary institutions 
have been the places to generate new 
knowledge, facilitate the pursuit of knowl-
edge, develop critical members of soci-
ety, promote scholarly work and conduct 
basic and curiosity-driven research. The 
government is steering in a direction 
away from our post-secondary institu-
tions being the central places of higher 
learning, but instead toward colleges 
and universities being industry training 
grounds and commercialization hubs.94

Echoing the recommendations offered by col-
lege faculty, the CFS noted that improvements 
to post-secondary quality can best be achieved 
by increasing government funding per full-time 
student, decreasing class sizes, and hiring more 
faculty. They were similarly critical of online learn-
ing as a cost-cutting tool, noting:

The push for online expansion is moti-
vated by the desire to save money in the 
sector without appreciating the impact 
on the quality of education for students. 
The creation of a degree-granting online 
institution or heavy expansion of online 
education will not address the fundamen-
tal issues around teaching quality and 
student engagement. …

Students learn in a variety of ways and 
cannot necessarily be expected to en-
gage with an online learning experience 
in the same way they can in a class-
room.95

The Ontario Confederation of University Faculty 
Associations (OCUFA) and the Canadian Union 
of Public Employees (CUPE) also submitted for-
mal responses to the MTCU discussion paper, 
with OCUFA criticizing its lack of coherence, its 
basis in cost-containment, and its undermining of 
academic freedom and innovation. In particular, 
OCUFA pointed out that an MTCU goal of making 
all first and second year university courses fully 
transferrable between institutions would require a 
dangerous level of standardization. In their re-
sponse they argue:

This standardization would undermine 
the ability of institutions, academic de-
partments, and faculty members to set 
curriculum and to develop courses based 
on specific strengths, areas of expertise 
and campus-specific student demand. 
Not only does this constitute an erosion 
of academic freedom and institutional 
autonomy; ultimately, it reduces student 
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choice and works against the govern-
ment’s stated aim of creating greater dif-
ferentiation across Ontario’s universities.96

Other unions that represent educational workers 
have also spoken out against the post-second-
ary differentiation plan. CUPE, which represents 
thousands of academic instructors, markers, re-
search assistants, graduate assistants, post-doc-
toral fellows and ESL instructors, argued strongly 
against the discussion paper’s proposal to move 
to 3 year undergraduate degrees as opposed to 
4 year. They also cautioned against proposals 
to schedule classes year-round, and to expand 
online learning. CUPE argued that 3 year degrees 
reduce the amount of courses students take, and 
that this in turn reduces the value of undergradu-
ate education. Year-round scheduling impairs the 
ability of students to work during the summer to 
pay for tuition, and also compromises the ability 
of institutions to perform much-needed deferred 
maintenance when students are away from cam-
pus. Finally, CUPE’s submission also reinforced 
concerns about the effectiveness of online learn-
ing, noting “Questions need to be answered on 
e-learning and student achievement. Currently, 
Athabasca University in Alberta, a predominantly 
e-learning institute, has the lowest completion rate 
in the country.”97 CUPE furthermore pointed to the 
potential employment impacts of online expan-
sion:

E-learning, which is already being invest-
ed in by a number of multi-national cor-
porations, threatens to bring about the 
largest privatization of academic services 
ever seen in Ontario. This compromises 
the basic tenets of academic freedom 
and intellectual property rights; staples 
of any strong, democratic, civil society. It 
would also result in a dramatic decrease 
of the number of sessional instructors, 
professors, and teaching assistants – the 
very people who ensure and enrich our 
strong tradition of academic freedom and 
intellectual property.98

Ultimately, the current pressure for differentiation 
facing the CAATs can best be understood within 
the context of the college system’s development. 
When this history is taken into account, it first 
becomes clear that the latest MTCU proposal 
to reorganize post-secondary is driven by the 
same chronic government under-funding that has 
plagued the system since the late 1970s. The 
MTCU discussion paper fails to mention the long, 
steady retreat of federal and provincial govern-
ments from funding post-secondary education, 
and instead presents its call for austerity restruc-
turing as a response to the Great Recession of 
2008-2009.99 This is a clear inaccuracy. In fact, 
the neoliberal turn in federal and provincial policy 
discussed earlier in this report shows how a crisis 
in public service funding was deliberately created 
by both Conservative and Liberal governments. 
Systematic cuts to income taxes on wealthy 
individuals and corporations have led to billions 
of dollars in lost tax revenue. Pervasive, structural 
underfunding is placing pressure on community 
colleges today, and only a commitment to restore 
adequate levels of funding will alleviate it.

A second aspect of the MTCU’s differentiation 
strategy that becomes clear with historical context 
is that cost-cutting is not its only impetus. Equally 
powerful motive forces for differentiation are the 
neoliberal drives, now decades old, toward:

• privatizing public goods; commodifying 
knowledge and generating new sourc-
es of private profit; 

• removing the autonomy and security of 
public service professionals; 

• reducing social spaces of critical 
thought and debate; 

• and expanding management bureau-
cracies. 

In the face of these drives, faculty and students 
are hard-pressed to defend their shared interest 
in adequately funded colleges that provide high 
quality, community-responsive education. Despite 
this challenge, over the years college faculty have 
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attempted to defend their interest in quality education through collective bargaining. This process has 
been successful on some fronts, but has so far proven unable to shift the broader, government-driven 
context of privatization, commodification, and austerity.

History of College Faculty Collective Bargaining
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:

Bargaining Rounds and Outcomes

NEGOTIATIONS 
CONCLUDED

CONTRACT START DATE CONTRACT END DATE STRIKE VOTE STRIKE

Sept. 6, 721 Sept. 6, 72 Aug. 31, 73 No No

Sept. 11, 75 Sept. 1, 73 Aug 31, 75 - -

Sept. 11, 752 Sept. 1, 75 Aug. 31, 76 Yes No

Feb. 15, 77 Sept. 1, 76 Aug. 31, 77 Yes No

Oct. 13, 78 Sept. 1, 77 Aug. 31, 79 Yes No

May 1, 80 Sept. 1, 79 Aug. 31, 81 Yes No

Oct. 8, 813 Sept. 1, 81 Aug. 31, 82 No No

Feb. 25, 83 Sept. 1, 82 Aug. 31, 84 Yes No

Arbitration Award4 Sept. 1, 84 Aug. 31, 85 Yes Yes

May 22, 86 Sept. 1, 85 Aug. 31, 87 Yes No

May 30, 88 Sept. 1, 87 Aug. 31, 89 Yes No

Feb 27, 90 Sept. 1, 89 Aug. 31, 91 Yes Yes

Nov. 9, 92 Sept. 1, 91 Aug. 31, 945 No No

Nov. 12, 98 Sept. 1, 96 Aug. 31, 01 Yes No

Oct. 24, 01 Sept. 1, 01 Aug. 31, 03 No No

April 21, 04 Sept. 1, 03 Aug. 31, 05 Yes No

July 7, 06 Sept. 1, 05 Aug. 31, 09 Yes Yes

Feb 24, 106 Sept. 1, 09 Aug. 31, 2012 Yes No

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

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.
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College faculty are represented by the Ontario 
Public Service Employees Union (OPSEU). The 
Colleges Collective Bargaining Act (CCBA) is 
structured so that OPSEU and the Colleges Coun-
cil, representing administration at each institu-
tion, bargain as a sector. The resulting collective 
agreements are binding on all 24 colleges and all 
faculty locals. College faculty negotiated their first 
employment contract under the Public Services 
Act (PSA) of 1968. The bargaining agent for fac-
ulty was the Civil Service Association of Ontario 
(CSAO), which later became OPSEU. Contract 
negotiations conducted under the PSA were of 
limited scope, and could not deal with issues of 
the operation of academic departments, job clas-
sifications, or methods of job evaluation. Workers 
bargaining under the PSA were also forbidden 
from going on strike, and when both parties failed 
to come to agreement on a contract, it was sub-
mitted to binding arbitration.100

The first round of faculty contract negotiations 
under the PSA was complicated by combining 
teachers from Institutes of Trades and Technology 
with adult education workers. Finding a common 
framework to unite these different faculty groups 
proved daunting, as did establishing rules around 
workload. Despite vague contract language con-
cerning workload, a ten month teaching year was 
defined, with a maximum of 22 teaching hours 
per week for full-time academic teachers, and 27 
hours per week for trades teachers.101 Another 
important feature of the bargaining relationship es-
tablished during the first round of negotiations was 
membership in the union for full-time and partial 
load professors, but not for part-time or sessional. 
Partial load professors teach between 7 and 12 
contact hours per week, while part-time profes-
sors teach under 7 hours per week. Sessional 
professors can teach the equivalent of a full-time 
course-load, but if hired for more than one year, 
automatically become full-time positions. At the 
time the CSAO argued that all employees should 

be included under the collective agreement, and 
this has remained a point of contention between 
OPSEU and the Council to the present day.102

The first contract negotiated under the PSA went 
to interest arbitration, as did the next two con-
tracts that were negotiated under the 1972 Crown 
Employees Collective Bargaining Act (CECBA). 
This new act formalized the language that came 
from negotiations into Collective Agreements (CA), 
and also created a central body and a formalized 
process to hear grievances.103

The contracts negotiated under the CECBA were 
hard fought due to a number of issues that have 
remained contentious to the present day. The first 
point of conflict concerned the exclusion of part-
time and sessional workers from the collective 
agreement. The second point concerned work-
load and teaching schedules, with faculty arguing 
that methods of negotiating these key aspects 
of academic work were wholly inadequate, and 
the College Council arguing against any workload 
formula that would impinge upon their flexibility 
and management rights. Another important issue 
was the expanding use of part-time faculty. An 
additional source of contention was wages and 
benefits, with college faculty on average earning 
less than high school teachers.104 A final concern 
was establishing parity among different faculty 
concerning vacation time and salary.

In 1975, the faculty negotiation process was 
placed under the newly created Colleges Collec-
tive Bargaining Act (CCBA). This act introduced 
substantial changes to the bargaining process, 
enabling strikes by workers and lock-outs by em-
ployers, and opening up the range of issues that 
could be dealt with in negotiations. More formal 
timelines for bargaining were also introduced with 
the CCBA, and processes were specified for facul-
ty strike votes and a provision wherein the Council 
could force a membership vote on a final offer. A 
process of third-party fact-finding was also includ-
ed in the Act, in which a provincial designate could 
evaluate the process of negotiations, determine 
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the outstanding issues, and make non-binding 
recommendations for settlement. In the event of a 
faculty strike, the CCBA allowed management to 
either close the college, or lock out workers.105

The issues that plagued the first few rounds of 
academic bargaining continued to define nego-
tiations throughout the 1970s and early 1980s, 
with successive rounds of bargaining doing little 
to resolve them. In the 1984 negotiations, faculty 
decided to focus their demands on workload, and 
asked specifically for work outside of teaching 
to be quantified, for there to be a classification 
scheme delineating faculty roles and responsibil-
ities, and for workload issues to be grievable and 
arbitable.106 As negotiations broke down in late 
September of 1984, faculty voted 76.7% in favour 
of a strike. Further mediation was unable to re-
solve the impasse, and faculty walked off the job 
on October 17th. By November 9th, the province 
passed Bill 130, legislating faculty back to work, 
and appointing an arbiter to examine the workload 
issues that led to the job action.107 The arbitra-
tion award by Paul Weiler led to the creation of 
the Instructional Assignment Review Committee, 
chaired by professor Michael Skolnik, and tasked 
with looking into the recurring conflict over work-
load. 

In the 1986 round of contract negotiations, col-
lege faculty finally achieved their goal of quanti-
fying workload and creating a single, standard 
system of work assignment for all faculty. This 
created Article 11 of the faculty collective agree-
ment (CA), and introduced the Standard Workload 
Form (SWF). Time was finally quantified for course 
preparation, marking, consulting with students, 
and performing administrative tasks. The 1984 
faculty strike also led to the production of three 
reports. In 1985, Skolnik revealed his taskforce’s 
findings in relation to workload , entitled Survival or 
Excellence? A Study of Instructional Assignment in 
the Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology. This 
report looked at the broad range of issues relating 
to labour relations in the CAATs, and at recurring 

faculty complaints concerning the structure of their 
work, professional integrity and autonomy, and 
quality of education.108

In 1986, Walter Pitman produced The Report of 
the Advisor to the Minister of Colleges and Uni-
versities on the Governance of the Colleges of 
Applied Arts and Technology. This document 
suggested that the Council of Regents give way 
to The College Employer Council - a group of 
college presidents - as the bargaining agent for 
the CAATs. Pitman’s report, like that of Skolnik, 
also noted the tense and acrimonious relationship 
between academic faculty and management, and 
called for a more collegial model of labour rela-
tions.109 In 1988, Dr. Jeffrey Gandz, a professor at 
the University of Western Ontario, produced a re-
port on collective bargaining in the college system. 

Recurring themes in collective bargaining have 
focused on workload and academic freedom. 
Another common theme concerns the framework 
of labour-management relations in the colleges, 
which have been conflicted and acrimonious. This 
tension has been attributed by several sources to 
the college’s “industrial”, or “military” approach to 
management, and the incompatability of such a 
model to an educational environment with a high-
ly skilled and educated professional workforce. 
These concerns have been highlighted in several 
reports over the years, and have led to significant 
change in some aspects of faculty work, and a 
stubborn resistance to change in other areas.

In 1989, conflict over salaries and sick leave led to 
another faculty strike. In negotiations management 
wanted to get rid of the accumulative sick leave 
plan, and was fighting wage increases. At the time 
college professors were earning less, on average, 
than highschool teachers. After a 3 week strike, 
faculty and management put their unresolved 
issues before arbitrator Martin Teplitsky. Teplitsky 
ruled that the faculty sick leave plan would remain 
in place, with the ability to accumulate unused 
sick days each year. However, it was ruled that 
employees hired after April, 1991 could no lon-
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ger cash out unused sick days on retirement. 
On wages, a study was commissioned by the 
arbitrator to look into college faculty salaries. The 
study, chaired by Dr. William Marcote, concluded 
that salaries for CAAT faculty should fall between 
those of Ontario secondary school teachers, and 
full-time university faculty. As a result of the study 
on compensation, college faculty finally moved 
beyond high-school teachers in salary.110

In 2006, there was another work stoppage by 
college faculty, this time precipitated by concerns 
over workload, job security, academic freedom, 
benefits, and salary. After contract negotiations 
broke down, faculty initiated job action on March 
7, 2006. After 17 days off the job, faculty and 
management agreed to arbitration, and signed 
a memorandum of agreement to end the strike. 
The resulting decision by arbitrator William Kaplan 
included a slight increase in time for out of class 
assistance, a commitment to establish a joint Task 
Force on Workload, and modest salary increases. 
The Task Force was empowered to investigate 
the workload formula in relation to the following 
issues:

• time spent in preparation, evaluation 
and feedback, and complementary 
functions

• impact of e-learning and other instruc-
tional modes

• impact of class size

• impact of total student numbers

• curriculum development

• professional development

• scheduling of teaching contact hours

• equitable assignment of workload to 
full-time faculty

• impact on full-time faculty workload 
resulting from the use of non-full-time 
faculty

• impact of applied degrees

• workload agreements

• the Standard Workload Form

• Pilot Projects111

The Task Force on Workload reported back in 
March of 2009, and the document indicated that 
faculty continued to question the ability of current 
workload provisions to account for actual work 
performed. The 2009 Workload Report made a 
number of recommendations to address spe-
cific concerns about faculty workload. The first 
advocated for workload flexibility in the special 
case where the standard workload formula does 
not suit specific program delivery needs. In such 
cases, if management, the individual employees 
affected, and the union all agreed, alternate work-
load arrangements could be made. A second 
recommendation was that whenever modification 
of a course involved more than 20% of its content, 
that this modification be considered curriculum 
development, and be awarded separate time on 
a SWF, apart from that allowed for regular weekly 
preparation. Although not making specific time 
recommendations on online courses, the Report 
did note that most faculty believed online course 
delivery to be more time consuming than face-
to-face delivery. The perceived extra time needed 
ranged from 1 to 10 hours for each teaching con-
tact hour delivered online.112

Regarding evaluation, the Workload Report noted 
faculty concerns that managers were manipulating 
evaluation factors to fit budgetary constraints. The 
authors stressed that such a perception “could be 
damaging to faculty morale”, and indicated that 
the practical aspects of evaluation time “masks 
more fundamental questions of academic free-
dom, professional expertise, and collegiality”.113 
As a result, the Report recommended that appro-
priate evaluation factors should be decided “in a 
consultative process” by management and the 
affected faculty group.

In 2008 the faculty union agreed to open the Col-
leges Collective Bargaining Act, with the intention 
of allowing part-time and sessional faculty to apply 
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for union membership. Other important changes 
to the act included shortening and standardizing 
bargaining time-lines, and allowing college man-
agement to force a faculty vote on the college’s 
final contract offer.114 This last change would play 
an important role in the 2009 round of negotia-
tions, a process that was heavily influenced by a 
global recession and by economic austerity poli-
cies both federally and provincially. 

During bargaining in 2009, faculty sought to realize 
the recommendations of The Workload Report, 
whereas management wanted several conces-
sions surrounding workload flexibility and chang-
es to grievance and arbitration processes. After 
negotiations broke down, college management 
imposed terms and conditions of employment on 
faculty on November 18, 2009. These conditions 
included new language on Modified Workload 
Arrangements (MWAs), allowing management a 
measure of workload flexibility, and also included 
management concessions on grievances and ar-
bitration processes. In response, the union called 
a strike vote, and on January 13th, a slim majority 
of college professors authorized a strike, with 18 
of 24 colleges voting in favour. The faculty bar-
gaining team set a February strike deadline, and 
the colleges forced a vote on their final offer on 
February 10, 2010. Although the bargaining team 
strongly advocated against the college’s final offer, 
a slight 51% majority of faculty agreed to accept 
it. This essentially ratified the imposed terms and 
conditions of employment until they expired in Au-
gust of 2012. The faculty union cited a pervasive 
climate of economic uncertainty and fear as the 
main reason for their members’ acceptance of the 
final offer.

The most recent round of faculty negotiations 
began in 2012, and once more it was marked by 
substantial outside influence. As the provincial 
government was still embracing an austerity policy 
with regards to public services, college faculty 
were again confronted by an environment of eco-
nomic uncertainty. The situation was further exac-
erbated by the provincial government’s imposition 

of contracts on public teachers just before college 
faculty negotiations began. Bill 115 was passed by 
the Liberal government on September 11th, 2012. 
The Bill took away elementary and high-school 
teachers’ legal right to strike and enforced a two 
year wage freeze. The province indicated that it 
was seeking a wage freeze for all public sector 
workers, and this put pressure on the college fac-
ulty bargaining team to accept similar terms.115

Perhaps emboldened by their win of the MWA 
concession, management came into the 2012 
negotiations demanding a new staffing category 
of “nursing facilitator”. This category would not be 
covered under the workload formula, and would 
not receive vacation or benefits. The proposed 
hourly pay rate for facilitators would be approxi-
mately 1/3 of the rate paid to partial load clinical 
professors, and the new facilitator could be as-
signed 24 teaching hours, or double what a par-
tial load professor could be allotted.116 This was 
not the first time that management had sought 
to create a two-tier job classification structure for 
faculty, and this strategy was widely perceived by 
faculty as a dangerous attempt to break down the 
bargaining unit. Apart from this demand, manage-
ment refused to negotiate any of the outstanding 
faculty concerns around staffing, workload, and 
academic freedom.

College faculty saw the nursing facilitator as a se-
rious erosion of the collective agreement, and this 
had a direct impact on the breakdown of negotia-
tions. The faculty union arranged for a strike vote 
on September 10, 2012, but at the last minute 
management tabled a new offer that removed the 
facilitator demand, and also included some lan-
guage concerning seniority in partial load profes-
sors’ work assignments, and in clarification of the 
program coordinator role. On September 7 the 
bargaining team recommended that faculty accept 
management’s offer, and on October 9th it was 
ratified by the membership. The agreement was 
only for two years, as the bargaining team was un-
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satisfied with the lack of movement on hiring more 
full-time professors, on academic freedom, and on 
improving the workload formula.

Bargaining in Focus

From the history of college faculty collective 
bargaining to date, it is clear that the issues of 
workload, sufficient full-time staffing, academic 
freedom, and sufficient remuneration are recurring. 
It is also clear that from the perspective of faculty, 
the most important issues dealt with in bargaining 
have also been the issues most directly related to 
quality of education and to the quality and colle-
giality of the academic work environment. These 
primary concerns relate to the three structural 
flaws present at the college system’s founding, 
and mentioned in the section on history:

• Insufficient government funding

• Misallocation of college resources

• Industrial management model

The history of faculty collective bargaining also 
shows that the college’s structural flaws have 
been only partially accessible through the process 
of contract negotiations. A common perception 
among faculty members is that their union never 
bargains with just the employer, but instead con-
tends each round with the combined interests 
of employer and provincial government. There is 
much evidence that supports this perception, as 
larger questions of system funding and the struc-

ture of governance in the colleges are directly 
related to government legislation and fiscal policy. 
In addition, at several times the provincial govern-
ment has directly intervened in governance of the 
colleges, and directly influenced collective bargain-
ing. As such, addressing core challenges facing 
the colleges will necessitate changes outside of 
the collective agreement, and a commitment to 
shift government priorities.

A final conclusion that can be drawn from the 
history of collective bargaining is that faculty have 
rarely engaged in strike action, despite the serious 
and contentious issues that have divided workers 
and management since the colleges began. In 
over 40 years and 19 rounds of bargaining, work 
stoppages have occurred only three times. In ad-
dition, while strikes can be disruptive to students, 
none of the work stoppages lasted longer than 
three weeks, and none of them resulted in stu-
dents losing an academic year, or even a semes-
ter. Each time, strikes resulted either from long-un-
resolved issues (such as workload or greatly 
insufficient pay), or in response to an attempt by 
management to exact serious concessions and to 
degrade the collective agreement. In every arbi-
trated decision following job action, faculty have 
made significant gains that have improved their 
ability to ensure quality education. Overwhelming-
ly, the faculty union has committed to the process 
of collective bargaining, and to negotiating its 
members’ interests in good faith.



Threats to Quality 
Education: Faculty 

Experiences

“Faculty argue that increasing class sizes, cutting back on 
counseling staff, forcing courses online and overloading 
faculty schedules all have a disproportionate impact on the 
most vulnerable learners. In the face of these cut-backs, some 
faculty perceive retention strategies as a cynical attempt by 
colleges to retain precious “funding units”, as opposed to an 
honest attempt to improve academic outcomes.”
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Threats to Quality Education: Faculty 
Experiences

From an analysis of system indicators and dis-
cussions with faculty from 24 Ontario community 
colleges, several threats to quality education can 
be identified. Each of these threats is related to 
the recurring structural flaws in the Ontario college 
system, and each is placing mounting pressure on 
faculty and students.

Funding
At the time of their founding, approximately 75% 
of operating funding for the CAATs came from 
provincial government grants via the Minstry of 
Colleges and Universities (MCU), and the Ministry 
of Skills Development (MSD). The next greatest 
sources of revenue came from federal govern-
ment purchases of apprenticeship program seats, 
and from tuition. Tuitions originally accounted for 
between 10 and 15% of operating revenues. This 
original level of funding was soon reduced, and 
from 1978/79, to 1981/82, government grants 
fell 28%. An infusion of new funding came in 
1986/87, addressing some of the shortfall, but still 
leaving the real (inflation-adjusted) level of govern-
ment funding at 84% of its 1978/79 levels.117

In the 1980s the Progressive Conservative federal 
government capped increases to transfer pay-
ments to provinces for post-secondary education. 
This began a steady decline in federal funding for 
higher education. In 1992/93 federal cash trans-
fers for post-secondary education were 0.41% of 
GDP. As of 2012/13, they are only 0.20% of GDP, 
a 50% decrease in the level of funding.118

After the brief funding increase in 1986/87, from 
1988/89 to 2005, provincial government operating 
grants to the colleges decreased substantially. The 
1995 Conservative government was instrumental 
in these changes, cutting $7 billion in funding for 

health, education, and social services. In 2005 
Ontario college students were getting 40% less 
funding than they did in 1988/89, and tuition fees 
had tripled over the same 15 year period. Today 
funding per full-time post-secondary student in 
Ontario is the lowest among all the provinces, 
and government grants make up less than 50% 
of college operating revenues.119 Tuitions currently 
make up 33% of the operating revenue of Ontario 
Colleges, a 300% increase from 1967.120

The reduction in funding has had a direct impact 
on students, who are paying more and receiving 
less. From 1988/89 to 2005, the amount that 
colleges spent on each student they educate de-
clined by 20%.121 There are signs that the current 
low levels of post-secondary funding could be 
having an impact on the quality of post-secondary 
education in Canada. The World Economic Forum 
2013 Report on Competitiveness ranked Cana-
da’s post-secondary education system 15th in the 
world, down from a ranking of 8th in 2010.122 In 
many ways, the crisis in funding for post-second-
ary, and for the colleges in particular, is the motive 
force behind the challenges that follow. Essentially, 
the college system has been operating under a 
state of perpetual austerity, in which understaffed 
educators seek to serve a growing student body 
with severely constrained resources. Such a con-
dition is not conducive to a collegial and produc-
tive work environment, or to student success.

Faculty at Northern and Francophone colleges 
express particular concern about constrained 
provincial funding, and its impact on the CAATs’ 
mandate to serve the educational needs of diverse 
communities, and of students facing barriers to 
post-secondary. The 2005 Rae Report’s explicit 
call for increased funding to both Northern and 
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Francophone colleges reflects these faculty concerns, and suggests that a competitive environment of 
specialized institutions is not conducive to meeting the needs of diverse student groups and of the col-
leges that serve them.

Increasing Administration and Administrator Salaries
While overall funding for the colleges has been steadily declining since the late 1980s, money allocated 
to the CAATs has increasingly gone to hire administrators, not full-time faculty. According to the Colleges 
Ontario 2013 environmental scan, from 1995/96 until 2011/12, the number of full-time college admin-
istrative staff has increased by 55%. During the same time period full-time academic staff increased by 
less than 10%.123 Today, there is approximately one full-time college administrator for every three full-time 
college professors.124 There has also been a steady increase in full-time administrator salaries.

Changes in full-time college staff and full-time student enrolment
(indexed to 1996-97)

Between 1988/89 and 2004/05, full-time student enrolment 
increased by 53%, while full-time faculty decreased by 22%.119
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College President Salaries 

COLLEGE
# OF 
PRESIDENTS

AV. YRLY 
% SALARY 
INCREASE

2012 
SALARY

Algonquin 1 10.13% $333,497

Boreal 3 8.23% $242,925

Cambrian 3 6.30% $257,031

Canadore 3 8.32% $213,310

Centennial 4 11.57% $319,045

Confederation 3 16.07% $226,922

Connestoga 1 14.42% $409,900

Durham 3 20.17% $277,324

Fanshawe 1 9.51% $275,515

George Brown 2 10.69% $358,700

Georgian 3 10.67% $159,821

Humber 3 13.73% $427,916

La Cite 3 14.02% $256,229

Lambton 4 14.03% $249,786

Loyalist 2 8.53% $274,387

Mohawk 5 16.81% $275,515

Niagara 1 7.94% $329,224

Northern 4 11.18% $256,640

St. Clair 2 6.58% $300,124

St. Lawrence 4 8.07% $228,873

Sault 4 14.12% $284,181

Seneca 3 32.09% $396,173

Sheridan 4 19.91% $353,908

Sir Sanford 
Fleming

2 5.44% $279,313

Average 12.44% $291,094

(Based on 1996 through 2012 Sunshine Lists)

Increase in Non-Full-Time Faculty
Across the colleges today, 2/3 of all faculty are 
non-full-time. After a system-wide high of 8,500 

full-time faculty in 1989, there are now 7,448 
full-time. All but 3 colleges have not come close 
to recovering their highest complement of full-
time faculty, and most are substantially below this 
number. Funding cuts made by the Conservative 
Harris government in 1995 and 1996 led to mass 
layoffs across the colleges. Since this time the 
use of partial load, part-time and sessional faculty 
has steadily increased. Non-full-time staffing has 
a legitimate use in covering for full-time faculty on 
leave, in starting out new programs, or in providing 
specialized knowledge from industry. However, in 
the college system today it has clearly become an 
administrative cost-cutting strategy. 

The presidents of several faculty locals have in-
dicated that their management make it clear that 
they will try to get rid of full-time faculty whenever 
they can, and will replace them with part-time. At 
many colleges, the only way that full-time faculty 
are hired is for union locals to file staffing griev-
ances under Article 2 of the collective agreement. 
2.02 and 2.03 specify that the college will “give 
preference to the designation of full-time teaching 
positions” rather than to partial load or session-
al.125 Despite this language, managers have been 
increasingly manipulative in terms of justifying non 
full-time work, and have avoided hiring full-time 
faculty.

Several quality of education issues arise with the 
reliance on non-full-time professors. Non-full-time 
don’t receive adequate time for course preparation 
or evaluation, nor do they receive adequate time 
for student email communication, faculty meet-
ings, or student meetings. Part-time faculty may 
also be working other jobs – either in industry or 
teaching at different educational institutions. All of 
these factors can impede their ability to be avail-
able for students and to offer the same quality of 
education as full-time faculty.
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Staffing levels at Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology – as of January 2014

COLLEGE FULL-TIME
PARTIAL 
LOAD

PART-TIME SESS.
HISTORIC FT 
HIGH

DATE OF FT 
HIGH

% FT TO 
NON FT

% CHANGE 
IN FT

Algongquin 563 328 743 220 666 1989 0.30 -15.47%

Boreal 109 33 195 22 116 2006 0.30 -6.03%

Cambrian 184 87 119 49 252 1990 0.42 -26.98%

Canadore 119 11 37 11 235 1992 0.67 -49.36%

Centennial 405 190 210 90  UA UA 0.45 UA

Conestoga 429 216 476 58 429 2013 0.36 0.00%

Confederation 159 0 253 84 250 UA 0.32 -36.40%

Durham 324 78 412 70 325 UA 0.37 -0.31%

Fanshawe 516 222 503 85 576 1992 0.39 -10.42%

George Brown 525 225 450 115 723 UA 0.40 -27.39%

Georgian 265 370 416 44 315 1989 0.24 -15.87%

Humber1 595 625 410 110 625 1980s 0.34 -4.80%

La Cite 228 22 353 60 UA UA 0.34 UA

Lambton 131 76 89 16 150 1995 0.42 -12.67%

Loyalist 132 61 96 12 175 1995 0.44 -24.57%

Mohawk 400 210 37 68 UA UA 0.56 UA

Niagara 306 106 174 34 306 2013 0.49 0.00%

Northern 78 40 55 13 UA UA 0.42 UA

St. Clair 258 117 234 106 278 2008 0.36 -7.19%

St. Lawrence 215 284 256 37  UA UA 0.27 UA

Sault 169 40 84 50 229 1980s 0.49 -26.20%

Seneca 613 729 484 58 UA UA 0.32 UA

Sheridan 523 461 513 55  523 2013 0.34 0.00%

Sir Sanford 
Fleming

202 254 446 26 254 1990s 0.22 -20.47%

SYSTEM TOTALS 7448 4785 7045 1493 59042  0.36 -15.79%3

1 – sessional number includes 85 clinical nursing instructors on special contracts

2 – this number does not accurately reflect the system-wide high due to incomplete data; the highest recorded number of full-
time faculty was 8,500 in 1989 

3 – average percentage difference excludes those colleges for which historical data were unavailable (N=18)

UA = information unavailable

As can be seen from the above staffing table, the ratio of full-time to part-time college professors is 
approximately 1 to 3. Although this ratio is shocking, if anything, it underestimates the real number of 
part-time faculty in the system today. Due to gaps in reporting requirements within the faculty collective 
agreement, it is currently impossible for OPSEU to find out how many part-timers are teaching courses 
through Ontario Learn. It is also extremely difficult to track the growing practice of colleges hiring profes-
sors as discrete corporate entities, or of having support staff do teaching work.
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Workload
Faculty workload has been a source of contention 
in the colleges since their inception. Overwhelm-
ing workloads precipitated the 1984 faculty strike, 
and led to the arbitrated implementation of the 
workload formula and the standard workload form 
(SWF). These provisions created a more equitable 
distribution of workloads throughout the colleges, 
and enabled a more accurate reflection of the 
actual work that faculty do. Despite improvements 
brought by the new workload formula, the gen-
eral faculty perception after its implementation 
was that it still did not account for the actual time 
being spent by professors both in and out of the 
classroom. As system funding has continued to 
decline, and as the technological complexity of the 
educational environment has increased, the dis-
crepancy between actual hours worked and those 
captured by the workload formula has grown. 
For this reason, workload was also a precipitat-
ing factor behind the 2006 faculty strike, and led 
to a separate report in 2009 by the Workload 
Taskforce. The 2009 Workload Report noted that 
faculty had several concerns about the SWF and 
its ability to accurately reflect the actual amount of 
faculty work. The authors noted:

The more frequently recurring themes 
raised by the teachers related to the 
accuracy of the formula in reflecting 
time spent for evaluation, the process 
by which a course’s evaluation factor 
is determined and the related issue of 
academic freedom; the impact of e-mails 
and student numbers on complementary 
functions; the need to maintain academ-
ic standards and the role of the formula 
in that regard; the difference between 
preparation time and curriculum devel-
opment and the blurring of that line when 
existing programs are modified to include 
a substantial percentage of online learn-
ing and , the “hybrid’ course. They noted 
the extra effort and time needed because 

of technological advancements since 
1985 such as the use of e-mail by stu-
dents to replace face-to-face meetings 
for feedback or learning assistance and 
the concomitant student expectation of 
prompt attention.126

The issues pointed out in the Workload Report 
continue to place stress on faculty workloads to-
day, and have clearly intensified since the report’s 
release. In discussions with faculty at 24 colleges, 
the following workload concerns were expressed 
with near unanimity.

Fully Loaded and Illegally Loaded 
SWFs

Faculty at many colleges are continually having 
their SWFs maximized at or as near as possible to 
44 hours per week, which is the upper limit provid-
ed for in the Collective Agreement(CA). Between 
44 and 47 hours is considered overtime.127 These 
additional hours must be consented to by faculty, 
but must not be “unreasonably withheld”.128 This 
provision makes the negotiation of overtime less 
than collegial, and places the onus on faculty to 
prove why they cannot work overtime. An arbitra-
tion decision in 2012 upheld a faculty member’s 
right to refuse overtime due to family responsibil-
ities; however, many professors feel they are un-
able to refuse overtime for fear of retaliation from 
management.

In addition to overtime, the majority of locals 
visited indicated that the incidence of illegal SWFs 
is increasing. Illegal SWFs have been calculated 
incorrectly by managers, almost always leading 
to an underestimation of workload. Most of these 
illegal SWFs have to be caught by union officers, 
as the faculty assigned them often do not spot the 
subtle ways in which their workload might be mis-
calculated. When re-calculated, SWFs are in over-
time, or even completely illegal under the workload 
formula – exceeding the 47 hour limit. Another 
regularly seen violation is for probationary faculty 
to be in overtime, which is prohibited in the CA. In 
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every faculty local there is the belief that manage-
ment pressure to maximize workloads is leading to 
maxed-out and illegal SWFs. At several institutions 
it appears that administrators have enacted an 
unofficial policy of encouraging illegal SWFs. One 
local president had a dean bluntly admit to delib-
erately subverting the workload formula, saying to 
her: “My job is to try to get around the collective 
agreement, and your job is to try and catch me.”

Course Evaluation and Preparation

Evaluation factors are assigned to every course 
taught by faculty, and they vary based on the 
time-intensiveness of evaluation methods, ranging 
from written and project assignments, multiple 
choice tests, and in-class evaluations. Based on 
the type of evaluation used in a class, addition-
al time is allocated for marking. Weekly marking 
allowances are 1.8 minutes per student for essay 
or project evaluations, 54 seconds per student for 
multiple choice evaluations, and 33 seconds per 
student for in-class evaluation.129 An example of 
how time allocated for marking changes based 
on the evaluation type can be seen in a typical 50 
student class. If this class had essay evaluations, 
there would be 1.5 hours per week given to faculty 
for marking. If the class had multiple choice eval-
uations, marking time would be 45 minutes per 
week, and if evaluation was in-class, 27.5 minutes 
would be allocated.

Given the current workload formula, courses with 
essay and project based evaluations are more 
labour intensive and more costly. As a result, 
managers seeking to cut the cost of course deliv-
ery have an incentive to encourage less time-con-
suming evaluation methods, or to simply allocate 
lower factors to more intensive evaluations. From 
my conversations with faculty, both of these 
scenarios are happening with regularity at all 24 
colleges. This has led to particular concerns about 
the loss of written assignments in many courses, 
even though written communication is one of the 
key employment skills that cuts across all college 
programs.

On their SWF faculty are also given time for prepa-
ration for each course they teach. This course 
preparation factor is based on whether the course 
is being taught by a faculty member for the first 
time, and whether multiple sections of the same 
course are taught in a single semester. If a course 
is being taught by a faculty member for the first 
time, it is awarded the highest preparation factor 
of “New”. If a course has been taught before, but 
not within the past 3 years, it is awarded a factor 
of “Established A”. If it has been taught within the 
past 3 years, it is classified as “Established B”. 
The classification of “Repeat A” is designated by a 
repeat section of a course that is being delivered 
to a different student group, while “Repeat B” 
refers to repeat sections of a course taught to the 
same program or year of study. A final “Special” 
category is for atypical courses, and can receive 
values for either Established A, or Established B. 
For each designation in the CA there is time allot-
ted for preparing course materials, specified as a 
ratio of each teaching contact hour (TCH).130

TYPE OF COURSE
RATIO OF ASSIGNED TEACHING 
HOURS TO ATTRIBUTED HOURS 
FOR PREPARATION

New 1:1.10

Established A 1:0.85

Established B 1:0.60

Repeat A 1:0.45

Repeat B 1:0.35

An example of preparation values in practice is 
that for the first section of a course with 3 TCHs 
that has never been taught before, faculty receive 
3.3 hours of preparation time per week. For the 
next section taught during the same semester, but 
to a different program, the faculty member would 
receive 1.35 hours of preparation time. For anoth-
er section of the same course taught to students 
in the same program, 1.05 hours of preparation 
would be allotted.

A source of considerable tension around course 
preparation time concerns the use of learning 
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technologies in course design and delivery. A ma-
jority of colleges are now using Learning Manage-
ment Systems (LMS) in which each course offered 
has an online home page hosted on a centralized 
network. These course pages must be designed, 
populated, and maintained by faculty. The degree 
of technical support available to faculty to assist 
in the extra demands of LMS management varies 
greatly across the colleges, and faculty at several 
institutions perceived an acute lack of support in 
this area, and a considerable increase in work-
load. An online course presence adds hours per 
week for preparation and maintenance, and this 
additional time was not factored in to the original 
workload formula enacted in 1986, when use of 
online learning in the CAATs was the barest frac-
tion of what it is today.

Additional workload issues arise from marking 
online assignments and conducting interactive 
activities like virtual discussion forums. Issues of 
internet bandwidth, network outages and in-
compatible file formats can combine to make 
marking a simple assignment online much longer 
than it would take to mark in hard copy. Addition-
al workload and quality of education issues are 
addressed in more detail under the Online Course 
Delivery section.

Complementary Functions

Another pressing issue with workload concerns 
time allotted to meeting with students out of 
class, responding to student communications, 
participating in faculty meetings and other com-
mittees, and developing new courses or updating 
course materials. SWFs allocate a minimum of 6 
hours per week for what are called “complemen-
tary functions”, of which 4 hours are for student 
assistance, and 2 hours are for administrative 
functions.131 Full-time faculty I spoke with are near 
unanimous in declaring this level of complemen-
tary function time to be inadequate to cover all of 
the responsibilities that occur outside of teaching 
and evaluation. 

In particular, the proliferation of email communi-
cation, and the increased expectation of rapid 
email turnaround, have put pressure on time 
allocated for student contact. The move to more 
online communication is presented to students 
and faculty as facilitating greater interaction, and 
in ways it can do this. However, faculty note that 
it also leads to much less efficient communication 
than that provided by the traditional, face-to-face 
classroom environment. In-person instruction en-
ables professors to communicate important infor-
mation to multiple students at once, and enables 
immediate questions and feedback from which all 
students can benefit. The management focus on 
“mobile learning” at several colleges sees a sce-
nario in which students can learn wherever they 
want, whenever they want, using a host of differ-
ent devices (computer, smart phone, tablet). This 
model sounds promising, but in practice it leads to 
a massive increase in faculty workload as students 
miss collective opportunities to encounter informa-
tion and ask questions, and as faculty are flooded 
with personal communications at all hours, on 
weekends, etc. The Workload Report noted in-
creased time spent in electronic communications: 

Out-of-class assistance to students may 
take place face to face, by telephone, 
or by email or other forms of electronic 
communication. The data regarding max-
imum class size combines with the an-
ecdotal evidence received at the regional 
meetings to suggest that the student 
demands on particular faculty members 
may be insufficiently recognized. Indeed, 
several other indicators confirmed for us 
that student numbers may be placing 
significant pressures on the capacity of 
some teachers to render out-of-class 
assistance.132

Expectations of Volunteer Work

Increasingly, faculty are being asked to volunteer 
their time to attend faculty meetings (which should 
be included on their SWF), departmental commit-
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tee meetings, college outreach and open house 
events, and joint union-management committees. 
These extra duties can involve substantial addi-
tional time over the normally assigned workload, 
and are particularly onerous for many program 
coordinators. 

Coordinators are faculty who assume some ad-
ministrative functions related to the oversight of 
academic programs. Coordinator positions are 
supposed to be voluntarily assumed by facul-
ty, and generally involve a reduction in teaching 
contact hours and one or two additional steps in 
salary. For years coordinator positions have been 
a source of contention in college labour-manage-
ment relations. From the perspective of faculty, 
some coordinators ended up acting as de facto 
managers, while others were assuming amounts 
of administrative work that far outweighed their 
course-load reductions. The phenomenon of coor-
dinator burnout is common across the CAATs, and 
in several programs managers are having a hard 
time finding any faculty willing to assume coordi-
nator duties.

Faculty who are not coordinators are also seeing 
their non-teaching time squeezed by manage-
ment. Non-teaching weeks during fall and winter 
breaks and spring/summer are important times for 
faculty to do course development, lecture prepa-
ration, marking, administrative duties, and profes-
sional development. Increasingly managers are 
assigning mandatory meetings and training ses-
sions during these weeks, which violates Article 
11.08 of the faculty collective agreement. Under 
this article, faculty non-teaching time is supposed 
to be structured and scheduled by faculty, and 
mutually agreed on by management. As this 
discretionary time becomes “micro-managed” by 
administrators, faculty are losing important spaces 
of productivity.

Faculty are also increasingly being asked to cre-
ate and manage “retention” strategies that are 
designed to identify early on students who are 
struggling academically. Workload issues associ-

ated with retention programs were mentioned by 
faculty at several colleges. Professors were clear 
that helping struggling students was important 
work that they supported, but also noted that the 
extra communications, interviews, and out of class 
meetings involved in retention strategies were 
unaccounted for on SWFs. 

Another concern raised by a number of facul-
ty was the apparent contradiction of colleges 
emphasizing retention, while simultaneously de-
grading the quality of education and reducing the 
supports that actually help struggling students. 
Faculty argue that increasing class sizes, cutting 
back on counseling staff, forcing courses on-
line and overloading faculty schedules all have a 
disproportionate impact on the most vulnerable 
learners. In the face of these cut-backs, some 
faculty perceive retention strategies as a cynical 
attempt by colleges to retain precious “funding 
units”, as opposed to an honest attempt to im-
prove academic outcomes.

Mentoring Non Full-time Faculty

Growing numbers of partial load and part-time 
faculty have meant that full-time college faculty 
have been increasingly placed in the role of men-
tors, advisors, and facilitators of non-full-time 
hires. Full-time faculty are expected by manage-
ment to give part-time faculty everything they 
need to deliver courses, and to be available via 
email and in person for meetings, discussion, and 
feedback throughout the term. This is work that 
many full-time faculty willingly do out of a sense of 
collegiality, but it is not included on SWFs, and is 
not factored into workload.

Dealing with part-time faculty can contribute sig-
nificantly to workload. In many programs across 
the colleges there is only one or a handful of full-
time faculty, and three to four times that number 
of part-time. In these situations the full-time faculty 
often spends several extra hours per week helping 
part-timers with course preparation, evaluation, 
and LMS management. As the system-wide ratio 
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of full-time to part-time moves beyond 1:3, the 
time demands associated with mentorship will 
only increase.

Librarians and Counselors

Librarians and counselors each represent a much 
smaller proportion of faculty than do professors; 
however, their respective roles within the college 
system are no less critical.

Librarians and information technology specialists 
consulted in the course of this research testified 
to the same workload pressures faced by profes-
sors. In the first place, librarians feel that they are 
overworked. Many do a considerable amount of 
teaching, providing “bibliographic instruction” to 
students in various college programs. One librarian 
from a large college in the greater metro Toronto 
area indicated that he taught 795 students in 51 
classes between September and October of 2013 
alone. Another librarian indicated that they were 
responsible for providing instruction for 32 different 
programs, and needed to tailor workshops and 
labs to each. This librarian noted that if all the work 
full-time librarians were doing was included on a 
SWF, it would amount to an over 60 hour work-
week. It was also noted that there are fewer and 
fewer full-time librarians in the system, that the 
number of part-time librarians and library techni-
cians keeps increasing, and that the job expecta-
tions on the remaining full-time staff keep growing. 
Another workload issue mentioned by librarians is 
the increased time involved in dealing with grow-
ing numbers of part-time professors. Part-timers 
are more likely to need extra support, to request 
workshops with little notice, and to need help 
finding appropriate materials for online courses. 
Chronic understaffing makes it challenging to offer 
high quality library services, and the librarian at the 
large metro college noted that he was one of only 
6 full-time librarians. By comparison, he noted that 
the similarly sized Langara College in British Co-
lumbia has 12 full-time librarians.

Librarians and information technology specialists 
are also critical of the colleges’ rush to dismantle 

physical library collections of books and jour-
nals, and to switch to online collections and to 
high-tech course delivery. They describe direct 
experiences of the under-resourcing of online 
learning, and of facing overwhelming workloads 
in supporting professors to put courses online. 
In addition, they see how maintaining quality in 
online and blended courses is actually expen-
sive, but that colleges will not spend the money 
required. One example given was that streaming 
rights for a single video can be between $200 to 
$500 a year, but that few departmental budgets 
allow for such expenditures. Finally, librarians have 
seen first-hand that many students do not have 
home access to computers and the internet that is 
sufficient to succeed in online studies – the public 
access computers in libraries and in other spaces 
on campus are always full. 

For counselors, major challenges include an over-
whelming workload related to the steady decrease 
of counselors relative to full-time student enrol-
ment in the colleges. In 2012, a study conducted 
by Jim Lees, past chair of the Ontario College 
Counselors (OCC), and Peter Dietsche, professor 
at OISE/UT, surveyed counselors and counseling 
managers at all 24 colleges. The report noted 
that between 2007 and 2012 full-time student 
enrollment in the colleges increased 26 %, while 
during the same time the number of counselors 
increased by 4.6%. In mid-sized colleges the 
number of counselors actually decreased by 7% 
during this time-frame, and the counselor-student 
ratio increased by 39%. Lees and Dietsche not-
ed that fewer counselors and more students led 
to less time for counselors to do outreach work. 
Instead counselors were more frequently involved 
in academic appeals, student behaviour consulta-
tions with professors or managers, and risk as-
sessments.133

One counselor noted that among six of her full-
time colleagues, four were on long term disabil-
ity for stress-related illness, and the remaining 
full-time and part-time staff were all struggling 
with overwhelming caseloads. She asked how 
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counselors were supposed to support the men-
tal health of students when they could not even 
maintain their own due to stress, overwork, and 
exhaustion? Counselors are also increasingly 
engaged in teaching, and without SWFs, this extra 
work, in addition to a regular case-load, can easily 
lead to burnout.

Increased Class Sizes, Decreased 
Student/Faculty Contact

Growing student enrollment and constrained col-
lege budgets have led to growth in average class 
sizes. Although the actual change in size was not 
empirically explored in this study, increases at ev-
ery college were mentioned by faculty anecdotally. 
In particular, labs in health sciences and the skilled 
trades were particularly seen to have increased. 
Many federally funded apprenticeship labs have in-
creased from between 12 and 14 students, to 20, 
and even 24. As these classes often involve com-
plex interaction with potentially dangerous ma-
chinery, doubling of class size is a serious concern 
mentioned by several professors in the trades. At 
numerous colleges skilled trades professors talked 
about concerns over student safety, and over the 
quality of instruction that is available in crowded 
shops, labs, and classrooms. One professor ex-
pressed exasperation that he was forced to have 
two students work together on a training machine 
intended for one student only.

Nursing faculty at four different colleges also ex-
pressed alarm at growing class sizes, and ques-
tioned their ability to provide an adequate level of 
instructional oversight. They mentioned that the 
critical nature of nursing care necessitated close 
faculty / student contact, especially with regards 
to evaluation. Most college nursing programs 
have also tried to cut costs of delivery by separat-
ing full-time faculty from clinical supervision and 
evaluation. In the 2012 round of bargaining, one 
of college management’s demands was for the 
introduction of a new “nursing facilitator” staffing 
category to further the rupture between instruction 
and evaluation. 

More students means more work involved in email 
communication and meetings outside of class. In 
the collective agreement there is a provision for 
15 seconds of extra communication time for every 
student that a professor has over 260.134 This is a 
woefully inadequate number that does not come 
close to addressing the issue of maintaining stu-
dent-faculty contact in the face of growing class 
sizes. The 2009 Workload Report noted:

While the CBIS data discussed earlier 
show that the average class size has 
remained more or less constant for the 
past decade, the data also show that 
total student contact hours may vary 
widely from one faculty member to the 
next. The fact that average class sizes 
have remained constant is of little solace 
to a teacher whose total student contact 
hours are well in excess of the average 
and which translates into an excessive 
actual workload.135

A final issue of increased class sizes deals with 
the ability of professors to connect with students 
and to meaningfully evaluate their progress. At one 
college in the North a faculty member said that 
due to increased class sizes and overwhelming 
workload, she “doesn’t know her students any-
more”. She described marking stacks of written 
assignments and not being able to associate fac-
es with names. Other professors have expressed 
the impact that swelling classes have on a faculty 
member’s ability to reach the marginal students 
who may be struggling academically or with 
personal issues. At their founding the community 
colleges were supposed to specifically engage 
these vulnerable students, and a majority of faculty 
consulted feel that this is no longer the case.

A compelling example of the impact of growing 
class sizes on student engagement came from 
professors and librarians who worked with ESL 
students, and with remedial or learning-disabled 
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students. Whereas classes for these groups used 
to be capped at 20 to 30 students, in many col-
leges they are expanding into the 40 to 50 range.

Autocratic and Punitive Management 

At several colleges, faculty locals were dealing 
with very serious and troubling instances in which 
individual professors, counselors or librarians were 
targeted by managers for personal reasons. At 
four colleges this involved managers manipulating 
workloads so that full-time faculty with consid-
erable seniority would suddenly hear that “there 
was no work for them anymore”. In all cases this 
was in departments where part-time, partial load 
and sessional faculty were employed, and where 
courses that had been taught by the targeted 
faculty were still being offered. In grievance proce-
dures initiated by targeted faculty, managers have 
been citing their right to allocate workloads as 
they see fit, even if this means that a full-time fac-
ulty member with seniority is eliminated. From the 
union perspective, this use of management rights 
enables punitive administrators to manipulate 
workloads in order to bully faculty who do not ac-
cede quietly to their dictates, and to reward faculty 
who do. These situations create a chill within the 
workplace and quash any pretense of collegiality.

A particularly troubling faculty anecdote of man-
agement retaliation involved a professor in an 
aviation program at one of the CAATs. This pro-
fessor was full-time, and had been instrumental in 
building the program, and bringing it to a nationally 
recognized level of excellence. However, in the 
previous years this professor had seen quality 
deteriorate within the program, as part-time faculty 
started greatly outnumbering full-time, and as the 
program’s management began lowering academic 
standards in order to improve “retention” and to 
keep students in the program when they would 
otherwise have failed out. After repeated attempts 
to address his concerns with management in-
formally, the professor sent an internal letter to 
management via email. This letter expressed his 
concerns about the program’s integrity, and crit-

icized management decisions that he felt were 
compromising quality education. As a result of 
this internal communication, the professor’s em-
ployment was terminated. Even though the faculty 
member grieved the termination and was awarded 
a settlement, he did not return to teaching. This 
experience was cited by several other faculty at 
the same college as an example of management 
intimidation, and its effect has been to silence fac-
ulty complaints about academic standards.

Faculty perceptions that college management 
have become increasingly punitive and autocratic 
is also supported by the number of bullying and 
harassment grievances that are being filed by fac-
ulty across the colleges. In 2009, Article 4, entitled 
“No Discrimination/Bullying/Psychological Harass-
ment” was added to the faculty collective agree-
ment.136 The article was precipitated by Bill 168, 
an amendment to the Ontario Health and Safety 
Act dealing with workplace violence and harass-
ment. Since the article’s introduction, grievances 
under Article 4 have become among the most 
common of all grievances filed system-wide. Arti-
cle 4 grievances can involve faculty and students, 
but the overwhelming majority filed by faculty deal 
with harassment or bullying from management.

Contracting Work to Private Colleges

A growing number of the CAATs are making part-
nerships with private colleges to open subsidiary 
campuses. Many of these campuses specifically 
target international students. The private colleges 
teach curriculum developed by CAAT faculty, but 
no CAAT faculty teach at these institutions. Ex-
amples include the Pures college in Scarborough 
(partnered with Mohawk College)137, the Hanson 
college campuses in Brampton and Toronto (part-
nered with Cambrian College),138 and Alpha Inter-
national Academy in Toronto (partnered with St. 
Lawrence College.)139 These colleges offer courses 
and programs in direct competition with campus-
es of publicly funded colleges. Questions about 
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the quality of education offered at these institu-
tions are difficult to answer, but several concerns 
have been raised.

At one CAAT, professors in business described 
being constantly contacted by teachers at a pri-
vate college that their institution had a curriculum 
licensing agreement with. All of the curriculum 
taught at the private, for-profit school had been 
developed by professors in the publicly funded 
college, but the relationship did not end there. 
The private college teachers also needed help 
throughout the semester with all aspects of course 
design and delivery, and CAAT faculty became 
concerned about the credentials of the private col-
lege teachers. In addition, professors at the CAAT 
had to bring serious issues of quality to the atten-
tion of administrators, and even had to re-write 
final exams that were deemed to be academically 
inadequate.

Increasing Student Debt Burden

The reduction in government funding for post-sec-
ondary and the concomitant rise in student tuitions 
has placed a suffocating financial burden on many 
Ontario college students. Faculty at all colleges 
noted seeing the effects of financial strain on their 
students’ health and academic performance. Out 

of financial necessity, many students are work-
ing full-time while also being enrolled in full-time 
studies. As well, many students are accumulat-
ing unsustainable debt-loads that resign them to 
years of financial difficulty after they graduate from 
college.

Poor Faculty Morale

The climate of austerity and autocratic manage-
ment prevalent in the CAATS today has had a 
negative impact on the morale of many faculty. 
During several visits, faculty noted a climate of 
pervasive fear at their college, and a desire by 
faculty to “not rock the boat”, “keep their head 
down”, and “get in, get out” from the workplace. 
The sense is that they are being deliberately 
marginalized and devalued by management, and 
disrespected as professionals and as experts 
in their field. This sense, coupled with a fear of 
losing one’s job, have led many faculty to feel 
disillusioned and cynical regarding administration’s 
concern for quality education, collegiality, and stu-
dent success. Increasingly, faculty speak of being 
cogs in “the business of education”, and perceive 
that management is attempting to deliberately de-
skill and demoralize professors, counselors, and 
librarians.



Online  
Course  

Delivery

“Faculty report that many students are unable to learn 
effectively online, and that they feel they are being 
“ripped off” by required courses either being offered 
only online, or in “blended” format, in which a certain 
percentage of a course’s face-to-face instruction time is 
replaced with online time.”
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Online Course Delivery

The current system-wide drive to offer more online 
courses has far-reaching implications for faculty, 
students, and quality education. Every college 
is now offering some amount of online delivery, 
but there are substantial differences in terms of 
how it is being used, where it is being used, and 
who determines the appropriateness of its use. In 
addition, there is considerable debate concerning 
the valid uses of online courses, and their effec-
tiveness in comparison to traditional, face-to-face 
courses.

The majority of college faculty consulted for this 
report think that online technologies have a place 
in post-secondary, and in the CAATs. Faculty see 
their use in complementing face-to-face instruc-
tion, and also in enabling access for students who 
for various reasons are unable to attend traditional 
classes. However, the great majority of faculty 
also think that online education is not an adequate 
replacement for face-to-face instruction, and that 
its use needs to be based on pedagogical criteria, 
not on budgetary considerations. In addition, at 
each of the 24 CAATs, faculty identified a signif-
icant number of student complaints concerning 
online courses. Faculty report that many students 
are unable to learn effectively online, and that they 
feel they are being “ripped off” by required courses 
either being offered only online, or in “blended” 
format, in which a certain percentage of a course’s 
face-to-face instruction time is replaced with on-
line time.

In addition to concerns about quality of educa-
tion, faculty have also expressed fears that online 
education’s cost-savings will come largely from 
a reduction in the number of professors. As col-
lege professors have no academic freedom or 
intellectual property protection, all curriculum they 
develop can be sold by their employers to what-
ever third party the employer chooses – be it a 

publishing company, a private, for-profit college, 
or a technology company. In addition, the colleges 
themselves can commodify and profit from faculty 
curriculum, while also using digital lecture record-
ings, presentation slides and other online content 
as a means to move courses fully online, expand 
class sizes, and replace full-time with part-time 
professors.

The research literature on online courses is strong-
ly supportive of faculty concerns, and highly 
critical regarding the reasons why online courses 
are proliferating, their relative efficacy compared to 
face-to-face instruction, their labour-intensiveness, 
and their tendency to limit access as much as they 
might extend it. Interestingly, even the claim that 
online learning is more cost-effective than tradi-
tional, face-to-face instruction is highly controver-
sial. Some researchers indicate that in fact online 
courses are cost-prohibitive to many educational 
institutions, and especially to those institutions that 
serve poor communities.140 This fact has led some 
to suggest that online learning is largely a means 
of shifting public resources away from students 
and faculty, and toward college management and 
private corporations.141

Cost Cutting and 
Commodification
Regardless of its actual ability to reduce costs, it 
is widely noted that online learning is being pur-
sued by post-secondary institutions as a means to 
lower the cost of education. As mentioned in the 
discussion surrounding the MTCU’s proposal for 
“differentiation” in post-secondary, online learning 
is seen as a means of ameliorating the impact of 
fiscal austerity. Even in research that argues in 
favour of online learning, the delivery method is 
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clearly identified as a means of confronting “the 
challenge of how to manage costs in the face of 
tighter funding”.142

This cost-cutting motivation is important to keep 
in mind, and yet it only represents one half of the 
driving force behind online learning. The other half 
consists of corporate interests that see online as a 
massive opportunity to enter into the field of public 
education, to privatize curriculum and course 
delivery, and to profit from both. In North America, 
a rapidly expanding field of “EdTech” (education 
technology) companies has emerged in the past 
ten years, as the lucrative online market within 
public education opens up. Powerful education 
publisher Pearson is an example of this expansion, 
having recently purchased EdTech companies 
Certiport, EmbaNetCompass, Nook Media, Tutor-
Vista and Learning Catalytics. These new acquisi-
tions are added to Pearson’s existing catalogue of 
an LMS system, ready-made online courses, and 
e-textbooks. As the market for hard-copy text-
books has declined, large publishers like Pearson 
now receive over half their revenue from digital 
sources.143

Companies like Coursera, Udacity and edX 
have also been rapidly expanding their delivery 
of Massively Open Online Courses (MOOCs) in 
partnership with some of the largest universities 
in Canada and the United States. MOOCs are 
open-registration courses with no student cap, 
and with enrollments often in the hundreds of 
thousands. The big three MOOC-offering com-
panies all represent partnerships between large 
American universities, and all are aggressively 
acting to increase the market for online courses – 
both in North America, and world-wide. Udacity 
was founded in 2011 by San Jose State University 
professor Sebastian Thrun, and Peter Norvig, di-
rector of research at Google. Coursera was start-
ed by two Stanford computer scientists - Andrew 
Ng and Daphne Koller - in partnership with Stan-
ford, Harvard, and Princeton. EdX is a collabora-
tion between MIT and Harvard.144 

Canadian universities have now signed up to offer 
MOOCs through Coursera and EdX, with the 
University of Alberta being one of the early adopt-
ers.145 While MOOCs started out as free and open 
courses, all of the big three EdTech companies are 
now offering credit courses with registration fees. 
In 2014 Coursera launched a new, fully-online 
credential that offers vocational training in a wide 
range of fields, including music, data security, and 
critical thinking.146 The expansion of MOOCs has 
been accompanied by considerable hype from 
technology and business media and from govern-
ment. MOOCs are being predicted to revolutionize 
the field of higher education, and in 2011, the 
New York Times declared 2012 “The Year of the 
MOOC”.147

EdTech companies have also been pursuing 
market expansion through political means, and 
this has been particularly apparent in the United 
States. An example is Virginia-based company 
K-12 Inc., which in 2011 contributed $50,000 
to the election of Idaho superintendent of public 
instruction, Tom Luna. Once Luna was elected, 
K-12 received $12.8 million from the state to 
create “online charter schools” that offer digital 
courses to high schools.148 State governments in 
the U.S. are also partnering with MOOC providers 
and mandating the expansion of online courses 
in public colleges and universities. In May of 2013 
Coursera signed a deal with 10 U.S. state univer-
sity systems to offer courses on its platform.149

As with the elementary and secondary levels, 
expanding online education in colleges and univer-
sities is being driven by government incentives. In 
2012 California governor Jerry Brown announced 
$20 million for online course development with-
in the state. A related bill mandated that public 
universities would have to offer credits for MOOCs 
in the 50 most-subscribed introductory courses. 
The MOOCs would be offered by EdTech giants 
like Coursera and Udacity. The proposed legis-
lation ended up drawing intense criticism from 
professors state-wide, and was eventually altered 
to fund faculty-driven online initiatives. Despite this 
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modification, each year millions continue to be 
allocated by state governments for online develop-
ment.150

In the U.S., there has been a clear link between 
conservative political organizations and expanded 
online learning, with Florida Governor Jeb Bush’s 
Foundation for Excellence in Education lobbying 
for all states to expand online learning and remove 
bans on for-profit virtual schools. This right-wing 
support has led experts like Arizona State profes-
sor Alex Molnar to remark that “What they want 
is to substitute technology for teachers”. State 
teachers’ unions have echoed this concern, noting 
that the same forces pushing online are the ones 
who have been lobbying for “right to work” and 
“education choice” laws.151 In 2011 Tenessee 
passed the Virtual Public Schools Act that allowed 
private online course providers to offer high-school 
classes. The Act was drafted by the American 
Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC), a far-right 
organization that provides government law-makers 
with ready-made legislation tailored to corporate 
interests. This type of political pressure has been 
mounting in the United States, with states like 
Minnesota and Idaho also considering ALEC-tai-
lored laws that mandate students to take online 
classes.152

The interest of corporations in commodifying and 
privatizing public education has been a driver of 
the online learning phenomenon from the very 
beginning. Canadian historian David Noble noted 
this emerging trend back in 1998, in an article 
entitled Digital Diploma Mills: The Automation of 
Higher Education. Noble traced the impetus for 
online education to the mid 1970s, when North 
American corporate and political leaders realized 
that the profitability of traditional industries (man-
ufacturing, resources extraction) was declining, 
and that “knowledge-based” industries held the 
most promise for future wealth. The growing 
importance of “intellectual capital” led to a focus 
on universities and colleges as places in which 
knowledge could be privatized and turned into 
profit-generating commodities. Noble argued 

that the drive for commodification led to a shift 
in resources within universities from education to 
research, and from open, curiosity-based research 
to more marketable, corporate-friendly forms. The 
assertion of control by universities over patents 
and intellectual property rights was a part of this 
first phase of commodification, and by the 1990s 
the second phase, involving the commodification 
of instruction, had begun. As government funding 
to post-secondary decreased and class sizes and 
tuitions swelled, cries that the system was “unsus-
tainable” became commonplace, and online edu-
cation was presented as the solution. In essence, 
Noble noted that “The second phase of the com-
mercialization of academia, the commodification 
of instruction, is touted as the solution to the crisis 
engendered by the first.”153

Noble argued that online education was far from 
a benign and non-political instance of technolog-
ical change. In contrast, it was a phenomenon 
being explicitly driven by an agenda to accelerate 
government underfunding of post-secondary, 
to reduce academic faculty, and to increasingly 
funnel public education dollars into the hands of 
private education and technology corporations. 
In a statement that remains highly relevant today, 
Noble addressed the implications of “digital diplo-
ma mills”:

For faculty and their organizations it is 
a struggle not only over the proprietary 
control of course materials per se but 
also over their academic role, their au-
tonomy and integrity, their future employ-
ment, and the future of quality educa-
tion. In the wake of the online education 
goldrush many have begun to wonder, 
will the content of education be shaped 
by scholars and educators or by media 
businessmen, by the dictates of experi-
enced pedagogy, or a quick profit? 154

Noble’s warning concerning the online agenda is 
directly applicable to the Ontario post-secondary 
sector. While U.S. state governors have begun 
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mandating online expansion and offering financial 
incentives for institutions to participate, the dif-
ferentiation mandate and Ontario Online initiative 
serve the same function domestically. In addition, 
massive EdTech companies are hungrily eyeing 
the Ontario education market. On the web site of 
Contact North, the government-funded consor-
tium of colleges and universities that runs Ontario 
Learn, a document called The Corporate Educa-
tors are Coming… lays out the EdTech vision for 
Ontario’s post-secondary sector. The document 
notes Pearson’s rush into digital course produc-
tion and delivery, and the lighting-quick spread of 
MOOCs - both indicators that the online market 
is reaching a tipping point. Given the growing 
importance of college and university credentials 
for employment, the document notes that “the 
attention of corporate educators and venture 
capitalists is becoming more focused on assess-
ment and accreditation.” In essence, corporate 
profits will come from replacing both faculty, and 
the institutions in which they teach. The Corporate 
Educators sees “the arrival of the private sector 
at this large scale as ‘game changing’ for public 
education”, and their vision of what such a radi-
cally altered post-secondary field could look like is 
worth quoting at length:

Imagine: A future in which Pearson and 
Google partner to dominate online learn-
ing resource provision – powerful and 
effective course development and deliv-
ery software, a large array of low-cost or 
free-to-use courses, textbooks, video, 
audio, simulations and games all linked 
to the flexible use of their massive con-
tent libraries. The business model would 
be built around the provision of credits in 
a multitude of formats.

Imagine: A new merger creates Goo-
gle Phoenix, bringing together Google 
Scholar, Google apps, the University of 
Phoenix online curriculum, and a grow-
ing collection of digital learning objects, 
all shareable through the Google Plus 

collaboration network. In addition to the 
UPhoenix credits, Google Phoenix also 
creates a digital badging system, award-
ing the kind of credential that a college 
degree once conveyed.

Imagine: Disney, Sony, and Apple com-
plete a merger, incorporating the iTunes 
library, Pixar studios, theme parks, the 
Sony gaming division and the exten-
sive Columbia Pictures film archive. The 
Disney Foundation begins to acquire a 
number of struggling campuses world-
wide, promising to invigorate them with 
Disney magic and to develop a catalogue 
of courses that will entertain while they 
educate.

These scenarios may seem extreme 
but, three years ago, who would have 
imagined an online course with 160,000 
students around the world as Coursera is 
currently realizing?156

The document finishes by describing a “brave new 
online world” in which the Darwinian struggle for 
education profits leads to winners and losers:

The return on investment will come from 
specialized content, assessment, and 
accreditation and the awarding of cre-
dentials. Globally respected institutions 
will do well, but those who have weak 
global reputations or are small “no name” 
players in an increasingly global market 
will struggle. This is part of the “game 
changing.”157

The vision of Ontario post-secondary presented 
in The Corporate Educators are Coming is almost 
surreal – education as a kind of virtual, corporate 
Disneyland. However, it is echoed in other doc-
uments produced by Contact North. In a report 
entitled Reducing Costs through Online Learn-
ing158, Contact North indicates that whether online 
courses can save money depends on whether 
or not institutions engage in five “best practices”, 
identified as:
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• Improve teaching and learning efficien-
cy;

• Reduce development and support 
costs through shared services;

• Integrate new sources of educational 
content;

• Reduce space and infrastructure 
costs; and

• Uncover new revenue streams.

For the first strategy, the authors reference studies 
conducted by the National Center for Academic 
Transformation (NCAT) in which online instruction 
was able to reduce the cost of course delivery by 
an average of 37% per student when compared 
with traditional, in-class delivery. They admit that 
“Cost savings largely came from reduced demand 
for faculty time or substitution of less expensive 
instructional assistance, such as graduate stu-
dents or peer tutors”.159 As such, the first way to 
cut costs through online education is to use it to 
reduce the number of faculty and to substitute 
higher paid, full-time, highly credentialed facul-
ty with lower paid, lower credentialed, part-time 
faculty. The second cost-cutting strategy is similar, 
but scales up the “less is more” approach from 
faculty to entire campuses and even institutions. 
To this end the authors note that “Reducing the 
duplication of courses and delivery infrastructure 
on separate campuses can be a key contributor 
to cost containment”.160 The report’s third recom-
mendation refers to open educational resources 
(OERs), which are course content and materials 
that have been created and disseminated for free. 
As online courses utilize this free content, they will 
not need to pay professors or librarians to develop 
courses. The fourth recommendation is based on 
the fact that online learning occurs “without con-
suming scarce and expensive campus ‘places’”.161 
More courses online equals a greater ability to 
increase enrollment without increasing classroom 
capacity. 

The final strategy involves generating profit 
through competing in the national and interna-
tional online education market. The report notes 
“While reliable global revenue figures do not seem 
to be available, it is clear that a lot of money is on 
the table”. The authors then point to the possibility 
of joining “the MOOC ecosystem” to offer “an-
cillary services” like awarding credits. In this last 
instance, the real work of education – developing 
and delivering courses – would be fully privat-
ized, and public institutions would simply exist 
to “award credit”, or rubber-stamp the corporate 
product.162

Effectiveness of Online Courses
Proponents of online courses generally move 
quickly from a discussion of cost-reduction, cor-
porate partnerships and profit-making, and into 
assertions that online can also improve the quality 
of education and improve student access. These 
additional claims are widely cited by online’s 
champions, but what does the existing literature 
say?

When considering the studies that have been con-
ducted to date on the effectiveness of online edu-
cation, what is clear is that it is appropriate in cer-
tain contexts and for certain student groups, and 
that it is clearly sub-standard and counter-produc-
tive for others. As such, it is imperative that online 
technologies be used critically and judiciously, and 
that qualified educational experts determine where 
and how best they can be employed.

In 2009 the U.S. Department of Education re-
leased a report that was supposedly a meta-anal-
ysis of studies examining online learning courses 
and their outcomes. Upon its release it was widely 
cited by proponents of online learning as proving 
that “students who took all or part of their class 
online performed better, on average, than those 
taking the same course through traditional face-
to-face instruction”.163 The USDE report looked at 
99 studies that contrasted some aspect of online 
and face-to-face instruction, and identified 50 
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different points of comparison between the two 
course delivery methods. Boosters of online learn-
ing held the study to be proof that concerns over 
quality were unsubstantiated, and that online was 
in fact more effective than face-to-face. Referenc-
ing the results, CNN columnist Gregory Ferenstein 
boasted that “Cash-strapped school districts, 
from Florida to Washington, have discovered 
that minimally supervised students hunched over 
laptops can outperform their lectured counterparts 
for a fraction of the cost.”164 

The USDE study has also been used as justifi-
cation for the effectiveness of online by Contact 
North, the government-funded consortium of high-
er education institutions that run Ontario Learn. 
In a 2013 document posted to the Ontario Learn 
web site, entitled Reducing Costs Through Online 
Learning, Contact North first reassure their audi-
ence:

Before discussing cost-effectiveness it 
is essential to establish that quality is 
not sacrificed with online learning. Fortu-
nately for the potential of online learning 
technologies to change the cost equa-
tion, a large body of research contradicts 
the fear that online learning cannot meet 
the standards of the classroom. A water-
shed finding came in 2010 when a U.S. 
Department of Education meta-analysis 
concluded that “students in online con-
ditions performed modestly better, on 
average, than those learning the same 
material through traditional face-to-face 
instruction.”165

Interestingly, the 2009 USDE report (Contact North 
gets the date wrong) is the only study referenced 
among the “large body of research”. However, 
when this report is itself analyzed, it clearly does 
not support its own conclusions, nor does it 
support the many assertions made on its behalf. 
Shanna Smith Jaggars, from the Community Col-
lege Research Center (CCRC) at Columbia Uni-
versity, has studied online learning extensively in 

U.S. community colleges, and with CCRC director 
Thomas Bailey published a 2010 critique of the 
USDE report. In their critique, Jaggars and Bailey 
first note that 20 of the 23 studies involving “hybrid 
courses” actually required students to attend the 
same amount of in-class hours as did traditional 
courses. As such, these courses added an online 
component over and above the standard amount 
of contact time. This speaks to the considerable 
confusion accompanying definitions of “blended” 
or “hybrid” course delivery. To some institutions, 
such as Mohawk College, “blended” courses must 
involve a portion of contact time being removed 
from the classroom and placed fully online. By this 
definition, a 3 hour course that is “50% blended” 
would have one 1.5 hour class per week, and 
an additional 1.5 hours of online instruction or 
coursework. This is a condition dealt with in only 
3 of the 99 studies considered in the USDE re-
port.166 

Because of the USDE study’s inconsistency in the 
definition of hybrid or blended courses, Jaggars 
and Bailey focused on only the 28 studies that 
compared fully online courses with face to face 
courses. When these studies were filtered to ac-
count for different institutional settings, only 7 were 
found to deal with undergraduate or graduate 
students in semester-long online courses. Upon 
examining these applicable studies, the research-
ers found that three showed no statistically sig-
nificant differences in learning outcomes between 
online and face-to-face groups. One found no dif-
ference, but noted that upon completion students 
in the face-to-face group felt better prepared for 
the workplace than the online group. One study 
showed no difference between standard in-class 
and online courses, but a clear preference for an 
“advanced” online group that had access to highly 
interactive learning tools not available to the other 
groups. The sixth study showed worse outcomes 
for the online students, who handed in fewer 
assignments and achieved lower grades. The final 
study showed positive results for the online stu-
dents, but had no random assignment to research 



Report on Education in Ontario Colleges: Online Course Delivery

50

groups. As well, the study found that students in 
the online class actually improved less overall than 
did students in the face-to-face class. As such, 
Jaggars noted that this study should actually be 
considered negative in terms of online. In addition 
to these findings, six of the seven studies did not 
report course withdrawal rates. As online courses 
are known to have higher attrition rates than face-
to-face courses, withdrawals could have substan-
tially skewed the study results.167

The CCRC critique not only revealed the USDE’s 
review methodology to be flawed and their conclu-
sions unfounded, but it also argued that the re-
sults were even less applicable to three-year com-
munity colleges. The seven undergraduate-level 
studies involved classes at large to medium-sized 
universities, five of which were categorized as 
“highly selective” or “selective”. As a result, the 
student groups involved did not represent the 
much broader range of student abilities typically 
found in community colleges. In order to assess 
the impact of online learning in this different learn-
ing environment, Jaggars and her colleague Di Xu 
conducted two large studies with students in the 
Virginia and Washington state community college 
systems. 

The 2010 Virginia colleges study examined two 
cohorts of students – a 2004 cohort was followed 
for four years, while a 2008 cohort was followed 
for one year. The 2004 cohort involved 23,823 
students and 317,812 courses. The 2008 cohort 
involved 28,389 students and 200,503 courses. 
For the 2008 cohort the researchers compared 
demographic characteristics and completion rates 
for face-to-face, online, and hybrid courses. The 
2004 cohort did not distinguish between online 
and hybrid courses, and as a result only fully on-
line and face-to-face courses were compared for 
this group.168

Results for both cohorts showed that online 
courses were more popular among women, white 
students, those aged 25 and over, students who 
received federal need-based aid, fluent English 

speakers, and students with a stronger level of 
academic preparation.169 Out of the 371,000 2004 
cohort courses, 12% were online, while 88% were 
in-class. When examining completion rates in the 
184,357 courses taken by students who expe-
rienced both face-to-face and online instruction, 
81% of face-to-face courses were completed, 
compared to 68% of online courses. The differ-
ence in completion rates was much greater for 
13,126 remedial courses examined, with 64% of 
students completing face-to-face courses, and 
only 43% of students completing online equiva-
lents.170 

For the 2008 cohort, the same demographic 
differences were observed in which students 
were more likely to take an online course. How-
ever, these differences were not observed with 
hybrid courses, which were slightly more likely to 
be preferred by Asian and ESL students. Out of 
the 77,853 courses taken by students who had 
experienced both online, hybrid and and face to 
face instruction, 79% of face-to-face courses were 
completed, 70% of hybrid courses were complet-
ed, and only 67% of online courses were complet-
ed.171

The 2012 Washington colleges study again exam-
ined two cohorts of students. A 2004 cohort was 
followed for five years, and a 2008 cohort was 
followed for one year. The 2004 cohort involved 
50,306 students and 590,169 courses. The 2008 
cohort involved 57,427 students and 336,879 
courses. Both cohorts showed demographic 
variables similar to the Virginia study concerning 
which students were more likely to take online 
courses. However, one additional variable found to 
correlate with online course registration was high 
socioeconomic status (being in the highest in-
come quintile). For both cohorts, the demographic 
characteristics of students enrolled in hybrid and 
face-to-face courses did not differ significantly.172

In the 2004 cohort, out of the 323,528 courses 
that were taken by students who had experienced 
both online and hybrid courses, completion rates 
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were 90% for face-to-face courses, 89% for 
hybrid courses, and 82% for online courses. The 
study also showed that students who were less 
strong academically responded differently to online 
and hybrid courses. For students who had taken 
a previous remedial English course, completion 
rates were 88% for face-to-face, 85% for hybrid, 
and 80% for online. For students who had taken a 
previous remedial Math course, completion rates 
were 90% for face-to-face, 88% for hybrid, and 
82% for online. The research also showed that 
students who had taken an online course in their 
first semester or first year were more likely to drop 
out of school than were students who took only 
face-to-face classes. When assessing the results 
of the Washington study, Xu and Jaggers noted 
that:

Overall, the findings of the current study 
do not provide strong evidence regarding 
the effectiveness of hybrid courses…. In 
contrast, the evidence regarding on-
line courses was fairly clear. We found 
that students who participated in online 
courses had lower success rates on 
a variety of outcomes, even after con-
trolling for a rich array of student char-
acteristics, including prior academic 
performance and concurrent hours of 
employment.173

In reflecting on their study results, Xu and Jaggers 
noted that fully online courses were less likely 
to be completed in all cohorts, even when con-
trolling for all other variables. In addition, rates of 
online and hybrid course completion were worse 
for students who had taken remedial English or 
Math courses, suggesting that weaker students 
were less adept at non-face-to-face learning. The 
researchers also noted that “some students – in 
particular males, African American students, and 
students with lower levels of academic prepara-
tion – had much more difficulty in online courses 
than they did in face-to-face courses.” This finding 
was consistent with other research showing that 
worse outcomes in online learning are associat-

ed with low student GPAs and receiving financial 
assistance. When considering whether online and 
hybrid courses support the success of diverse 
students, Xu and Jaggers conducted a qualitative 
survey of Virginia students and faculty in 23 on-
line courses. Students told the researchers that 
they did less well in online classes because they 
received “less instructor guidance, support, and 
encouragement.” The researchers then noted:

For highly confident, highly motivated, 
and high-achieving students, this relative 
lack of interpersonal connection and sup-
port may not be particularly problematic. 
However, low-income, ethnic minority, or 
first-generation students – that is, most 
community college students – are often 
anxious about their ability to succeed 
academically, and this anxiety can mani-
fest in counterproductive strategies such 
as procrastinating, not turning in assign-
ments, or not reaching out to professors 
for help. An array of studies suggest that 
instructors’ caring, connection, encour-
agement, and guidance are critical to 
help alleviate these students’ anxiety, 
build their academic motivation, and sup-
port their success.174

To date, the Virginia and Washington studies on 
online and hybrid courses are the most rigorous 
and statistically powerful explorations of these 
delivery methods in a community college setting. 
Given this, it is important to consider their results 
when evaluating Ontario Online’s goal of greatly 
expanding online and hybrid course offerings in 
Ontario community colleges. In contrast to the 
assertions of online proponents, what the research 
presents to us is a message of strong caution. 
Although some students clearly can succeed in 
online and hybrid courses, both studies show 
that on average, face-to-face delivery consistently 
leads to better outcomes. In addition, both studies 
show that students with weaker academic skills 
have a harder time with online and hybrid cours-
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es, as do minority students and students with low 
socioeconomic status. Given these results, three 
firm conclusions can be drawn:

• First, it is scientifically and empirical-
ly invalid to claim that, in community 
colleges, online and hybrid courses 
provide comparable or superior quality 
of education in relation to face-to-face 
courses.

• Second, it is clear that the deficits of 
online and hybrid courses in commu-
nity colleges are greater for students 
who are male, low-ses, from minority 
groups, or less academically prepared.

• Third, it is clear that the utility of online 
and hybrid course delivery in com-
munity colleges is far from uniform. It 
varies greatly based on the student 
group, course, program, and institution 
in question.

Given these conclusions, two practices in rela-
tion to online and hybrid learning seem of primary 
importance: 

• First, it is imperative that the use of on-
line and hybrid courses be determined 
by pedagogical criteria and student 
success, not by simple “one size fits 
all”, cost-cutting imperatives. These 
delivery methods can be effective for 
certain students and courses, and 
significantly detrimental to others. The 
use of non face-to-face delivery should 
be assessed on a course by course 
and program by program basis, with 
academic faculty determining when 
and how they are used.

• Second, it is imperative that rigorous 
studies of comparative education-
al outcomes in online, hybrid, and 
face-to-face courses be conducted in 
Ontario colleges. This research should 

deal with the concerns raised by Xu 
and Jaggers, and by the significant 
critical literature on online education.

Online Courses in the CAATs: 
Faculty Experience and The Case 
of Mohawk College
The strategies currently being used to integrate 
online learning in the CAATs are highly diverse. 
Some colleges have not pursued much online and 
blended course development, and are just now 
directing serious resources to this end. In con-
trast, other colleges have been pursuing online 
education for some years. Some colleges are 
pursuing an online development strategy that is 
faculty and student-driven, and that accounts for 
critical differences in course, program, and stu-
dent group. Other colleges are enacting top-down 
approaches to online development, in which upper 
management enforce institution-wide “quotas” of 
online and blended course offerings. Although a 
few colleges continue to have faculty meaningfully 
involved in decisions around online course deliv-
ery, the overall trend seems to be toward colleges 
dictating quotas for online courses, and ordering 
faculty to comply. 

With no faculty academic freedom, no language in 
the collective agreement concerning online course 
delivery, and overwhelming external pressure from 
government, college management may abandon 
any pretense of collegiality and instead take a 
completely authoritarian approach to expanding 
online. While this has not been the case at all, or 
even most of the CAATs to date, it is happening 
at some institutions. A particularly relevant case 
study in this regard is Mohawk College, which has 
pursued by far the most aggressive management 
strategy for online and blended course delivery. 
Mohawk College’s approach to “e-learning” is in-
structive as an example of how online and blend-
ed learning can be utilized where an autocratic 
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administration can make decisions uninformed by 
research and without meaningful input from stu-
dents, faculty, or even I.T. specialists.

In 2008, Mohawk College management an-
nounced a strategic plan that included “advancing 
educational outcomes through the strategic inte-
gration of learning technologies”.175 As a first step 
in this plan, administrators chose a single learning 
management system (LMS) for use college-wide. 
This platform, Desire to Learn (D2L), was to be 
rolled out over the next five years, with every 
course having its own LMS page. The college then 
announced a goal of having a significant number 
of courses blended by 2014. The specific quota 
of blending, and how the quota would be deter-
mined, remained vague from 2009 to 2012, with 
faculty hearing first that 50% was the required 
quota, but later hearing that 25% might be the 
target. As well, faculty were told that quotas might 
involve flexibility within and between academic 
programs, so that some courses and programs 
might become blended more heavily than others, 
and that the blending quota would be averaged 
over the entire college. The Mohawk Humanities 
and Social Science department became one of 
the first academic areas to experience the imposi-
tion of quotas, and all faculty in this area were told 
to examine their courses to determine how they 
could be blended. At the same time, all of the gen-
eral education (gen-ed) courses offered through 
the department were mandated to become 50% 
blended, while several more gen-ed sections were 
offered fully online.

As the blending process moved forward, some 
faculty found legitimate ways in which online deliv-
ery could be productively used to improve access 
to core courses and general electives. However, 
many other faculty concluded that their courses, 
and their students, would not benefit from blended 
or fully online delivery. Increasing faculty calls for 
discernment and flexibility in the use of online were 
dismissed by management, leading faculty to fear 
that academic criteria and quality were of little to 
no importance in the eLearn strategy. In addition, 

as the number of online and blended courses 
began to increase, faculty began hearing growing 
complaints from students concerning the change 
in delivery. An overwhelming complaint was that 
some students could not learn as effectively 
online, and that students were not being given a 
choice to take certain courses in a face-to-face 
setting. In response to faculty and student com-
plaints, and the perception that management was 
unwilling to hear them, members of the college 
faculty union, Local 240, decided to do a study 
on the experience of online learning at Mohawk. 
This study involved a forum and focus group 
discussion including faculty and students, and 
also an in-class survey of students’ perceptions 
of online learning. The forum took place on March 
21, 2011, and the survey was administered to 
general education students in April of 2011. In all, 
898 students completed the survey. The results of 
the forum and survey were released in November 
2011 as the Report on Online Learning: Student 
and Faculty Experience at Mohawk College.176

The March 21 forum took place at the Fennel 
campus of Mohawk College, and involved approx-
imately 80 participants. Participants broke up into 
8 small groups, each including a mix of students 
and faculty. Each group had a faculty facilitator to 
moderate discussion and record participant contri-
butions. Groups each discussed three questions, 
for 20 minutes each. The questions were:

1. What does research and our own 
experience as teachers and students 
tell us about where and in what ways 
online learning improves student ac-
cess and learning? What does it tell 
us about where it fails in these areas? 
In your own courses and programs, 
would a decrease in face-to-face class 
time be beneficial or harmful?

2. What questions does online learning 
raise about assumed technical knowl-
edge, student access to technology, 
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appropriate levels of training and sup-
port, faculty and student workloads, 
and intellectual property rights?

3. Who should determine the way in 
which online learning is used – stu-
dents, faculty, or administration? Who 
determines what kinds of programs, 
courses, information or skills it is used 
for? 

Responses to each question were recorded for 
each group, compiled, and analyzed using the 
Grounded Theory method of qualitative data 
analysis.177 This method involves finding common 
themes within qualitative responses, and when 
this was done for the forum results, it was found 
that faculty responses grouped into the following 
categories:

1. Quality of Education (quality of learn-
ing, lack of research)

2. Technical Issues (sufficient technology, 
sufficient training)

3. Quality of Workplace (workload, health)

4. Implementation / Decision-Making

Student responses to the forum questions were 
grouped into these categories:

1. Quality of Education (quality of learn-
ing, value of education, health)

2. Technical (sufficient technology, suffi-
cient training)

3. Access to Education

4. Implementation / Decision-Making

There was considerable overlap between faculty 
and student response categories, with shared 
concerns about the quality of education, lack of 
sufficient technology and training, and who de-
cides how online and blended learning are used. 
Students raised the additional issue of access, 
noting that online learning can improve access by 
allowing them to work around busy schedules, 
but also that it can reduce access by being less 

user friendly to low income students, young moth-
ers, ESL students, young students, and learning 
disabled students. Faculty noted the additional 
workload issues surrounding blended and online 
delivery, and both faculty and students questioned 
the health impacts of requiring more time sitting in 
front of computers.

The student survey was given to students in face-
to-face general education classes. The question-
naire gave a brief description of blended learning, 
and indicated that the course the students just 
completed would next be offered in blended 
format. The ten questions then asked students to 
reflect on whether they would prefer the course in 
a blended format or not (See Appendix 2). Local 
240 members believed it was useful to assess 
student preference, as there had been no attempt 
to do so by college management. However, the 
results need to be taken with caution, as it was 
unknown what prior experience the students had 
with online courses. Despite this limitation, the re-
sponses were overwhelmingly supportive of face-
to-face over blended or online methods of delivery.

Given student and faculty feedback in the focus 
groups and questionnaire, the Report on Online 
Learning questioned the lack of student consulta-
tion, stating:

A problematic aspect of Mohawk’s 
eLearn strategy to date is that students 
have not been consulted or surveyed 
regarding their opinions on or experience 
of online education. Given the results of 
this report and the clear student concern 
expressed in the research literature and 
in our College survey, this lack of con-
sultation is troubling. If students were 
clamoring for less face-to-face instruction 
and were faring much better in blended 
and online courses, there would be little 
reason to write this report. However, the 
reality is starkly different and can be read-
ily ascertained by actually reading exist-
ing studies or speaking with students.178
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In addition, the Report noted the problematic way 
in which online and blended learning were being 
rolled out at Mohawk, noting:

Another cause for concern regarding the 
College’s eLearn strategy relates to the 
unilateral imposition of blended or online 
delivery by management. This strategy 
has seen decision-making around which 
courses are suitable for blended or online 
delivery taken completely out of the 
hands of faculty, who are the experts in 
their respective fields. At Mohawk, faculty 
experience so far has been that man-
agement completely dismiss concerns 
regarding which courses are suitable for 
blending. Furthermore, there is little con-
sideration of which courses instead rely 
heavily on the interactive and context-rich 
delivery environment of face-to-face 
instruction. Despite personal experience 
with the limitations of online instruction in 
teaching communication, interaction and 
other “soft” employment skills, coupled 
with negative student feedback, facul-
ty calls for meaningful input into deci-
sion-making have been ignored.179

Management response to the Local 240 Report 
on Online Learning was to ignore the document’s 
concerns and recommendations. Instead, the 
college abandoned any pretense of academic 
discernment and announced that as of January, 
2014, all college courses would become 33% 
blended, and would lose an hour of in-class time. 
Some exceptions were made for courses that 
were designated as “laboratory” delivery, but 
faculty and even associate deans had to make an 
argument for why a course could be exempted 
from blending. In the face of this new directive, 
faculty college-wide began to scramble to modify 
their courses, and those who tried to make ex-
ceptions for certain courses on academic grounds 
were overwhelmingly refused. In Humanities and 
Social Sciences, imposition of blending required 
removing in-class presentations from some cours-

es – an essential employability skill that could no 
longer be taught. Courses that envisioned innova-
tive, hands-on approaches to learning and student 
placements were shelved. Courses where in-class 
dialogue about sensitive material concerning 
race, gender, and sexuality were told to put these 
discussions online, over the strong objections of 
faculty. Courses that relied on the individual knowl-
edge and experience of professors saw a scram-
ble to find Youtube clips and TED talks in order to 
fulfill the quota of blending. To many faculty, the 
experience has been the final straw in convincing 
them that college education no longer cares about 
quality, academic standards, or student success. 
One program coordinator mentioned how hard it 
was for him to stand in front of students and rep-
resent the new blending mandate, while “knowing 
that the students are getting jobbed.”

Apart from the pervasive concerns about quality of 
education and academic freedom raised by Mo-
hawk College’s across-the-board blended learning 
mandate, faculty there are also struggling with 
overwhelming workloads. The widespread percep-
tion is that there are insufficient resources available 
in terms of technical support and course develop-
ment. In addition, there is not an adequate amount 
of time being allocated for course re-development. 
Ultimately, many faculty feel that they are “flying 
blind”, with no clear direction on effective online 
pedagogy and course design. When faculty have 
questioned the blending mandate based on either 
academic or workload concerns, they have been 
met with blunt management threats of “either do 
it, or face disciplinary action”. In the face of this 
workplace culture, one is reminded of Michael 
Skolnik’s reflection on the 1980s management 
decision to unilaterally reduce course contact from 
4 hours per week to 3:

We find it inconceivable that colleges 
would introduce such significant changes 
affecting faculty and academic programs 
without substantial consultation with 
faculty. This type of blatant disregard for 
the legitimate professional concerns of 
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faculty could hardly fail to evoke cynicism 
among faculty regarding the colleges’ 
genuine commitment to quality education 
and equitable treatment of faculty. The 
attitude toward faculty that is reflected 

in such an action needs to be replaced 
by one of commitment to collegial deci-
sion-making.180

That Skolnik’s comments are directly applicable to 
the current blended learning mandate at Mohawk 
College shows just how little has changed in the 
CAATs over the past 30 years.



The Need  
for  

Academic  
Freedom

“In Ontario community colleges, faculty currently 
have no guaranteed academic freedom. This means 
that management can completely control what is 
taught, how it is taught, and how it is evaluated.”
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The Need for Academic Freedom

The single issue linking many of the threats to 
education of concern to by faculty is academic 
freedom. This is a concept that has not often been 
associated with community colleges, but which is 
being increasingly acknowledged as critical to the 
maintenance of academic standards, and as im-
portant to fostering an environment of excellence 
and innovation. The Canadian Association of Uni-
versity Teachers (CAUT) describes these important 
aspects of post-secondary education:

Academic freedom includes the right, 
without restriction by prescribed doc-
trine, to freedom to teach and discuss; 
freedom to carry out research and dis-
seminate and publish the results thereof; 
freedom to produce and perform creative 
works; freedom to engage in service to 
the institution and the community; free-
dom to express one’s opinion about the 
institution, its administration, and the 
system in which one works; freedom to 
acquire, preserve, and provide access to 
documentary material in all formats; and 
freedom to participate in professional and 
representative academic bodies. Aca-
demic freedom always entails freedom 
from institutional censorship.181

Although academic freedom is most commonly 
associated with freedom of research, publication, 
and speech, it also embodies the work that ed-
ucators perform in the classroom. In his article 
on academic freedom and research in Ontario 
colleges, Thomas Fleming (2006) states that 
“academic freedom is a far more broad ranging 
issue than simply acting as a catalyst to research. 
It extends through the depth and breadth of the 
professional life of academics and affects class-
room teaching, selection of course materials, and 
teaching style.”182 Similarly, CAUT also notes “that 

academic staff must play the predominant role in 
determining curriculum, assessing standards, and 
other academic matters.”183

In Ontario community colleges, faculty current-
ly have no guaranteed academic freedom. This 
means that management can completely control 
what is taught, how it is taught, and how it is eval-
uated. It does not matter if the professor teaching 
a course has a Ph.D. and 20 years of experience 
in her field, while her manager has absolutely no 
relevant expertise; the manager can dictate aca-
demic terms to the faculty member. Such a situa-
tion sounds absurd to many who first hear it, and 
yet the lack of academic freedom has been a con-
stant fact, and constant source of conflict, from 
the very beginning of the CAATs. While at times 
and in certain institutions there have been cultures 
of collegiality in which managers left academic 
decisions largely to faculty, these instances have 
always proven to be fleeting, and susceptible to 
changes in management, changes in government 
mandates, and funding pressures. Today, with a 
climate of intense fiscal austerity, and a corporate 
approach to administration, the lack of college 
faculty academic freedom is being felt more acute-
ly than ever.

Lack of Faculty Control over 
Academic Decisions
Academic freedom concerns how students are 
evaluated, and in several colleges professors 
have indicated that managers are changing fac-
ulty grades. The most common scenarios see 
grades being artificially inflated in order to boost 
retention, or students being allowed to complete 
extra assignments, re-write missed or failed tests, 
or submit missed or failed assignments. Normally 
faculty members assess these cases on a student 
by student basis, and with an eye to academic 
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integrity and fairness. Based on these criteria, it is 
sometimes advisable and academically defensible 
to provide extra consideration for student evalua-
tion; however, at other times it is completely legiti-
mate for students to fail a course they have taken. 
These are important academic decisions, and 
faculty system-wide report that they are increas-
ingly being made by managers for non-academic, 
financial reasons.

Managers are also increasingly determining the 
kinds of college courses that are developed, and 
course content. Textbooks are being imposed 
on faculty, and managers are also increasingly 
making deals with publishers to provide pre-de-
veloped “courses in a can” for faculty to teach. 
As mentioned in the discussion about workload, 
managers are also manipulating evaluations, and 
proscribing the type of evaluation that professors 
can use based on budgetary constraints, not on 
educational outcomes. Increasingly, faculty are be-
ing left off of online curriculum development com-
mittees, and have no voice in determining how 
learning technologies will be used in their courses. 
In essence, the entire issue with online and hybrid 
learning in the college system is about academic 
freedom – about faculty’s ability to determine how 
best to teach their area of expertise, and to ensure 
student success.

Inability to Criticize Poor 
Management Decisions
An important aspect of academic freedom con-
cerns the ability of faculty in post-secondary insti-
tutions to speak freely concerning the institutions 
in which they teach. This is especially important in 
a climate of fiscal austerity, in which cut-backs are 
occurring and decisions being made that degrade 
the quality of education. In such cases it is critical 
for faculty to be able to speak up and to criticize 
management decisions based on scholarly and 
professional concerns. The unfortunate reality in 
the CAATs today is that many faculty who have 
been critical of management decisions have had 
their employment terminated. Other ways in which 

faculty are punished for questioning poor man-
agement decisions is by receiving overwhelming 
workloads, being assigned to multiple campuses 
in a given semester, and being prevented from 
teaching certain courses. Throughout the college 
system it is well known by faculty that defying 
management wishes or criticizing decisions plac-
es one at considerable risk of retaliation. In such 
an environment, there is no critical assessment of 
college policy, and faculty are afraid to speak up 
if they feel a management directive is negatively 
affecting quality of education or student safety.

No Intellectual Property 
Protection
Another key aspect of academic freedom is the 
right of professors to ownership of the intellectual 
property they create. To academics, the course 
content, research and publications they produce 
are a large part of the considerable value they 
provide to post-secondary education. It is widely 
noted that to encourage innovation, producers of 
knowledge must have some ownership over the 
fruits of their labour. If they have none, then there 
is a profound disincentive for intellectual workers 
to innovate, create, and develop new knowledge. 
In the CAATs today, all intellectual property devel-
oped by faculty is seen as the legal property of the 
college that employs them. This knowledge can 
then be sold to whomever the college wants, can 
be given to other faculty, and can be used to re-
place the faculty who created them and eliminate 
their jobs. The lack of faculty intellectual property 
protection places a chill on innovation in the col-
lege system, and creates a disincentive for faculty 
to bring their best knowledge, skill and experience 
to the courses that they teach.

Inability to Advocate for Student 
Learning and Student Success
Without academic freedom, faculty are unable to 
effectively advocate for the interests of students. 
Faculty face management retaliation when speak-
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ing up for students who clearly do not want online 
learning, or who are otherwise being underserved 
by the college due to large class sizes, enforced 
changes to curriculum, requirements to purchase 
expensive learning technologies, cancellation of 
popular, but less profitable programs, modification 
of student timetables and schedules, classroom 

and building health and safety, and increasing 
tuition fees. The lack of academic freedom is par-
ticularly challenging when considering how online 
learning affects learning disabled students, ESL 
students, low income students, and students who 
have a highly tactile and social learning style. 



Threats to  
Quality  
in Focus

“One indication that supports faculty percep-
tions of decreasing quality is the fact that student 
satisfaction, graduate satisfaction, and student 
perceptions of the quality of education they are 
receiving have all declined from levels seen in 
2005/06 through 2007/08.”
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Threats to Quality in Focus

The overarching concern that unites the various 
challenges expressed by faculty in this report is di-
minishing quality of education. The fear that insuf-
ficient public funding, industrial-style management, 
and less effective online instruction are reducing 
the value of a college degree is pervasive among 
faculty. These fears are not new. Michael Skolnik 
noted in 1985 that “the weight of evidence about 
the ‘quality problem’ is awesome, if still circum-
stantial.” In his report, half of the associate deans 
and chairs that he interviewed felt “that quality had 
deteriorated significantly”, and “that students were 
not getting the education for which they were pay-
ing.”184 Skolnik also mentioned in his report that, 
apart from faculty perceptions, quality is difficult to 
empirically measure. Additional indicators could 
include course completion rates, graduation rates, 
ratings of student satisfaction, post-graduation job 
placement rates, and feedback from the employ-
ers of recent college graduates. 

Since 1999, several variables dealing with quali-
ty have been measured each year in a survey of 
Key Performance Indicators (KPI) that is compiled 
for each college. The KPIs are based on a sur-
vey given to students enrolled at each college, to 
recent graduates, and to the employers of recent 
graduates. These surveys measure student sat-
isfaction with their educational experience and 
college services, and employer satisfaction with 
recent graduates. In addition, KPIs contain infor-
mation on graduation rates and employment rates 
six months after graduation. KPIs are also linked 
to funding for the colleges, and as such there are 
powerful incentives for administrators to achieve 
high scores. The KPI surveys are administered by 
CCI Research, a private, Ontario-based company, 
and have been compiled yearly since 1999. The 
following table shows system-wide KPI scores 
from 1998/99 to 2011/12.

College Key Performance Indicators - 1998/99 to 2011/12

YEAR
GRADUATION 
RATE

EMPLOYMENT 
RATE

EMPLOYER 
SATISFACTION*

STUDENT 
SATISFACTION*

QUALITY OF 
EDUCATION*

GRADUATE 
SATISFACTION*

1998/99 55% 90% 91% 68% 75% 80%

1999/00 57.7% 91% 90.9% 74.9% 79.1% 82.6%

2000/01 57.5% 88.7% 91.7% 74.4% 78.6% 81.4%

2001/02 56.8% 87.4% 92% 75.1% 79% 79.8%

2002/03 57.4% 87.7% 92% 75.1% 78.9% 79.7%

2003/04 58.5% 88% 92.7% 76.3% 80.1% 80.5%

2004/05 60.1% 89.3% 92.1% 70.8% 81.2% 81.6%

2005/06 63.3% 90.1% 92.6% 77.4% 81.1% 82%

2006/07 64.9% 90.5% 93.1% 77.9% 81.8% 82.8%

2007/08 64.6% 88.9% 93.3% 78.4% 82.4% 82.7%

2008/09 65% 84.8% 93% 76.3% 80.2% 79.8%

2009/10 64.2% 83% 93.2% 76.1% 80.2% 79.1%

2010/11 65% 83% 92.8% 76.8% 80.8% 78.9%

2011/12 64.8% 83.6% 93.4% 77.1% 80.5% 80%

* = percentage of respondents indicating they were either Very Satisfied or Satisfied
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When examining the 14 years of available KPI 
data, it is clear that impressive system-wide 
gains have been made in some key quality indi-
cators since the first survey was administered in 
1998/99. The graduation rate has increased by 
10%, and employer satisfaction, although only 
increasing slightly, remains above 90%. Gains are 
also apparent in student satisfaction, and in stu-
dents’ perception of the quality of their educational 
experience. Only graduate satisfaction appears 
to be at similar levels today, while the graduate 
employment rate has significantly declined. From 
these results, professors have clearly been main-
taining, and in most cases increasing, the quality 
of college education over the last 14 years; how-
ever, there are some causes for concern. 

One indication that supports faculty perceptions 
of decreasing quality is the fact that student satis-
faction, graduate satisfaction, and student percep-
tions of the quality of education they are receiving 
have all declined from levels seen in 2005/06 
through 2007/08. These declines are admittedly 
slight, but become more concerning given the fact 
that in recent years a number of colleges have 
been “priming” students to take the KPI survey 
by holding student appreciation events before the 
surveys are administered in mid-February, and 
by giving promotional presentations or showing 
promotional videos immediately before the ques-
tionnaire is filled out. As competition between 
the colleges for students has intensified, manag-
ers have begun seeing the marketing potential 
of good KPI scores, and the potential liability of 
poor scores. Given these institutional strategies to 
boost scores, one would think that student per-
ceptions would continue their positive growth in 
the past four years, not decline.

An additional question can be asked of the im-
pressive 10% increase in graduation rates that 

has occurred across the colleges. This is an 
undeniably welcome achievement, but given 
faculty concerns about administrators inflating 
grades, reducing the difficulty of evaluations, and 
increasing pressure for “retention at all costs”, it 
is reasonable to ask how much of this change is 
actually due to improved quality of education? A 
final confounding factor in the KPI data is likely 
the period of economic recession that began in 
2009, and that is still being felt today. A difficult 
job market is obviously reflected in lower graduate 
employment rates, and could also be a factor in 
lower satisfaction rates. A stagnant economy can 
result in increased financial pressure on students, 
increased stress, and decreased satisfaction. 
Given this possibility, it seems even less advisable 
for the province to deepen cuts to post-secondary 
funding, and to push forms of course delivery that 
can lead to lowered educational outcomes. 

The one caveat that argues against a decrease in 
quality is the strong level of employer satisfaction, 
which reached its highest percentage in 2011/12. 
This trend indicates that, as many faculty have 
expressed in this research, quality education might 
be under threat, but it is by no means absent from 
the system. College faculty are still doing their job 
in preparing students for the work world, for pro-
fessional responsibilities, and for future academic 
study. However, what they are overwhelmingly 
suggesting is that the maintenance of quality has 
been increasingly coming at the expense of faculty 
time, energy, morale, and even health. 

Faculty are indicating that cracks in the facade 
of quality are now appearing, and that as gov-
ernment funding decreases, student enrollments 
grow, part-time faculty numbers expand, work-
loads increase, and online courses proliferate, 
today’s cracks could become tomorrow’s chasms.



Public Perception  
of College  

Faculty  
and College  
Education
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Public Perception of College Faculty and 
College Education

For this research, two public opinion polls were 
commissioned from Vector Marketing. The first 
poll was conducted in September, 2013, and 
assessed the perceptions of Ontario citizens con-
cerning a wide array of public policy issues. This 
poll involved an online survey of 1,180 adults, and 
the results are reliable at a 95% confidence rate, 
within 2.9 percentage points. The second poll was 
conducted in February of 2014, and assessed 
perceptions of Ontario citizens concerning college 
education specifically. This poll involved an online 
survey of 1,000 adults, and is reliable at a 95% 
confidence rate, within 2.9 percentage points (See 
Appendix 1). 

Both polls show strong public trust for college 
faculty in providing quality education, as well as 
support for faculty academic freedom and faculty 
control over online learning. These results are sup-
portive of faculty perceptions that if quality educa-
tion is to be maintained in Ontario colleges, then 
professors, counselors and librarians need the 
ability to uphold academic standards and ensure 
student success.

College Professors are most 
trusted to ensure quality
When asked who they trust the most to ensure 
that students at Ontario colleges get a high quality 
education, Ontarians chose college professors 
over administration or government.

62% - College professors

23% - College administrators

15% - Ontario government

Of particular note, among Ontarians aged 18 to 
24, 76% chose college professors as most trusted 
to ensure quality of education.

When asked who they trust to decide when a 
course or program should be offered online, or 
in a traditional classroom, Ontarians again trust 
college professors over administration or govern-
ment.

57% - college professors

29% - college administrators

14% - Ontario government

College education is more than 
just job training
89% of Ontarians think that college education 
should focus on helping students learn the skills 
they need to get and keep good jobs, and also 
on learning critical thinking skills such as creative 
thinking, decision-making and problem-solving 
over a wide range of issues. Only 11% think that 
college education should be solely focused on 
getting and keeping good jobs.

College professors should have 
the right to criticize management
83% of Ontarians think that college professors, in 
defense of academic standards, should have the 
right to criticize college administration without fear 
of being punished or fired.

91% of Ontarians aged 18 to 24 think professors 
should have this right.
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Ontarians support academic 
freedom for college professors
81% of Ontarians think that it is very important 
or important for college professors to determine 
what they teach in their classroom, what teaching 
methods they use, how students are graded, what 
textbooks and assignments are used, and other 
course requirements. Among Ontarians aged 18 
to 24, 92% affirm the importance of faculty aca-
demic freedom.

Ontarians are skeptical about 
online learning.
Only 11% consider online courses to be of better 
quality than traditional, face-to face courses, 51% 

consider them to be relatively equivalent to tradi-
tional courses, while 38% consider them of worse 
quality.

Ontarians prefer full-time college 
faculty.
74% of Ontarians think that having a full-time 
professor is either very important or important for 
quality of education. Among Ontarians aged 18 to 
24, the number preferring full-time professors is 
83%.



Education as a Public 
Good: Toward an Equal 

Partnership

“Education has long been considered the surest 
path by which the socially and economically 
marginal are able to change their status, and 
the original college mandate was informed by 
this sense of social justice.”
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Education as a Public Good: Toward an Equal 
Partnership

As mentioned at the outset of this report, the his-
tory of the college system has been one of con-
stant change – with different governments, fluctu-
ating economic conditions, and shifting mandates 
all combining to shape the system’s development. 
As the professionals who actually deliver college 
education, faculty bring a unique perspective on 
this history, and an equally important perspec-
tive on the system’s future. The Colleges of Ap-
plied Arts and Technology (CAATs) have, overall, 
weathered their many challenges intact, and have 
succeeded in fulfilling their educational mandate. 
However, from the perspective of many college 
faculty, the system today faces unprecedented 
challenges to its viability, and to the quality of edu-
cation it can provide. This report has attempted to 
convey these faculty perceptions, and to critically 
examine the current path of development being 
pursued by college administrators and the provin-
cial government.

To the great majority of faculty consulted for this 
report, the original mandate of the CAATs remains 
as important today as it was in 1965. In Bill 153, 
William Davis spoke of needing to dramatically 
expand access to post-secondary education in 
Ontario. A fast growing economy required skilled 
workers in a number of sectors, and there was 
a place for educational institutions that could be 
responsive to the economic and social needs of 
Ontario’s various regions. The colleges were seen 
as instrumental in supporting economic growth 
and community development, and in helping new 
generations to find careers and achieve success. 
In expanding access to higher education, the col-
leges would also reach out to learners that tradi-
tionally did not attend university. This included stu-
dents from poor and working class families, from 

ethnic minorities, and from native communities. To 
meet the needs of this diverse student group the 
colleges committed to a course of “total educa-
tion” that would “meet the combined cultural aspi-
rations and occupational needs of the student.”186 
The colleges were never intended to be simply job 
training centres or “diploma mills”187, rather they 
were driven by a progressive vision. Education has 
long been considered the surest path by which 
the socially and economically marginal are able to 
change their status, and the original college man-
date was informed by this sense of social justice.

Of course, much has changed since 1965, and 
one might wonder how the original vision of the 
CAATs compares to their current mandate, and 
current practice? When looking at the breadth of 
programs offered at the 24 CAATs, it is clear that 
they still provide excellent occupational training 
across an impressive range of economic sectors. 
Colleges are still places where students come to 
gain the skills and credentials needed to get a job, 
and faculty provide this essential training. Howev-
er, in today’s colleges education encompasses far 
more than basic employment skills. Increasingly, 
college programs prepare students to continue 
their studies in collaborative degree programs, or 
in other degree programs at universities. In addi-
tion, colleges are serving increasing numbers of 
students who have already completed university 
bachelor’s degrees, and are seeking additional 
training through post-graduate certificate pro-
grams. Colleges are also preparing students to 
fulfill highly skilled professional and occupational 
roles within our society – such as nurse, engi-
neering technologist, I.T. specialist, and airplane 
mechanic. To this end, college professors are 
responsible for ensuring the continued quality and 
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professional standards of these key occupations, 
and of ensuring that their graduates are skilled and 
competent. Another aspect of the modern CAATs 
is to prepare students for work in a technological 
society, in which computer literacy is essential.

The many training, occupational, and academic 
aspects of contemporary college education are 
important enough, and yet they only begin to de-
scribe the full range of its impact. Equally import-
ant is the role of colleges in developing fully-round-
ed and well-socialized individuals who have strong 
verbal and written communication skills, who have 
self-discipline and organizational abilities, and who 
are able to interact productively and professionally 
with a wide range of people, in a wide range of cir-
cumstances. These competencies are sometimes 
called “soft skills”, which is an unfortunate misno-
mer. Many employers note that these interpersonal 
abilities are in fact the most important criteria for 
academic and occupational success.

We can go further still when considering what 
today’s college education must provide. It is not 
enough to produce graduates who have mas-
tered employment skills and social competencies. 
Faculty also help create self-aware, reflective and 
mature individuals who can analyze their own lives 
and the world around them, and can solve the 
many problems they will encounter. This means 
feeding students’ natural curiosity and honing their 
abilities to be life-long learners. This also means 
teaching students to think critically, creatively, 
and innovatively. Beyond workplace competency, 
college education needs to produce graduates 
who have the ability to participate fully in a healthy 
democracy, and who will also be able to confront 
the many challenges that are facing contemporary 
Canadian society. We live in a world menaced by 
runaway climate change, growing inequality, per-
sistent conflict and instability, and mounting eco-
logical crisis. Such a world does not need a gen-
eration of skilled automatons or obedient workers. 
What it requires are engaged, critical thinkers who 
are able to challenge dysfunctional norms and 

question illegitimate authority. It requires citizens, 
and this is perhaps the highest good produced by 
college education.

What college faculty have repeatedly affirmed in 
the course of this research is that education is 
above all else a public good. Along with healthcare 
and social services, it is the most important public 
good that our society provides. It is the basis of 
our social and economic future, and given its im-
portance, it is unacceptable for our politicians and 
corporate leaders to actively plan – through under-
funding and privatization - for its eventual decline. 
In order to preserve and enhance this public good, 
we must have an equal partnership between all 
of the stakeholders involved in college education 
– federal and provincial governments, students, 
faculty, and administration. Each stakeholder has 
a critical role to play, and significant changes must 
be made to the college system to ensure that all 
are able to contribute.

The Role of Government and 
Students
The role and responsibility of government in re-
newing post-secondary education should be more 
to ensure that the system is adequately resourced, 
than to intervene directly in its operations and 
mandate. As mentioned by OCUFA, the flexibility 
of individual institutions to develop specialized 
programs and meet the needs of their diverse 
communities is actually threatened by the MTCU’s 
differentiation plan. Institutional flexibility must be 
maintained, and the innovation and specializa-
tion it fosters must be driven by faculty and by 
students. In this way colleges and universities 
will remain responsive, creative, and adaptable 
far beyond what is possible under a government 
imposed, “one size fits all” mandate. Where gov-
ernment does play an important role is ensuring 
that adequate data are collected on system met-
rics and educational outcomes. Comprehensive 
data on revenues and expenditures, staffing, and 
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graduation and employment rates are critical if we 
are to assess the performance of Ontario’s com-
munity colleges.

Serious increases need to occur in the level of 
government funding for the colleges. This report 
demonstrates that a continued retreat of gov-
ernments from supporting the colleges is neither 
necessary nor acceptable – it represents a specific 
and deliberate political program, not an inevitable 
“process of nature.” Over 30 years of tax cuts on 
wealthy Canadians and corporations have led 
to government’s current fiscal crisis, and these 
changes can and should be reversed. The billions 
of dollars in yearly government revenue that would 
result could easily sustain post-secondary fund-
ing at levels that improve quality, reduce student 
tuitions, and reduce the need for privatization. 
Like any other open system, the college system 
need inputs of energy (resources) in order for it 
to maintain its integrity and to thrive. If resource 
inputs continue to drop, then pressure caused by 
increasing enrolment becomes overwhelming, and 
the system collapses. In the face of this threat, the 
strategy of differentiation and privatization is wholly 
inadequate. Envisioning a massively privatized and 
corporatized college system – the virtual Disney 
future envisioned by Contact North – is to fully 
abandon its original mandate, and to remove the 
critical process of education from public oversight.

Changes to college funding are also desperate-
ly needed for students, who have seen rapidly 
increasing tuition and who are struggling under 
record levels of student loan debt. In the spirit of 
the college system’s original mandate, it is time 
that post-secondary education again became 
financially accessible. The Canadian Federation 
of Students (CFS) has key policy recommenda-
tions that should be implemented by the federal 
and provincial governments. College tuition fees 
should be reduced and then frozen, perhaps 
allowing for increases indexed to inflation, but no 
greater.188 Student debt forgiveness must be con-
siderably expanded, with the goal of cutting overall 
outstanding student debt in half.189 To increase 

accessibility, a comprehensive needs-based 
grant program must be available for students.190 
Finally, government must significantly increase 
funding of paid co-op placements, internships, 
and post-graduate employment programs. It is no 
longer acceptable for society to throw greater and 
greater financial barriers into the path of our youth, 
and to expect them to graduate with crushing 
debt-loads and few prospects for employment. 
Our youth deserve the best we can give them, and 
currently we are offering them far, far less.

With government and student roles in mind, this 
report’s first recommendation is for the provincial 
government to convene an all-party select com-
mittee to examine the present and future sustain-
ability of the post-secondary system in Ontario, 
and to work closely with college faculty, university 
faculty, and students to address the above chang-
es proposed to taxation, funding, tuition, and 
student debt. We must clearly state, along with 
the Ontario Confederation of University Faculty 
Associations, the Canadian Union of Public Em-
ployees, and the Canadian Federation of Stu-
dents – Ontario, that Minister Duguid’s discussion 
paper on post-secondary differentiation deserves 
a failing grade, and needs to be re-drafted. The 
paper is unacceptable as an accurate representa-
tion of the challenges that post-secondary faces, 
and it is equally inadequate as a representation of 
key stakeholder interests. If the provincial Liberals 
claim to hold power in a democratic government, 
they must initiate a process of post-secondary 
renewal that is inclusive, publicly funded, evi-
dence-based, and committed to both free aca-
demic inquiry and to student success.

The Role of Faculty
College faculty are the front-line professionals 
who enact the colleges’ mandate. We educate 
students, develop course material and content, 
conduct research, and drive innovation. For facul-
ty, our responsibility within the broader renewal of 
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post-secondary is to excel at our work as educa-
tors and innovators. Our great need, as evidenced 
in this report, is the ability to fully do so.

In order for faculty to excel in their role as edu-
cators, they need to have an equal voice, along 
with administrators and government, in managing 
change within the colleges. This will require several 
modifications to the status quo. First, there needs 
to be sufficient numbers of faculty to educate a 
constantly increasing student body. The cost-cut-
ting strategy of eliminating full-time positions and 
hiring part-time faculty must end, and minimum 
ratios of full-time to part-time must be established 
for each institution. The precarious nature of partial 
load and part-time faculty work must also be real-
ized for the injustice that it is. Their current predic-
ament is unfair to the faculty members, harmful to 
morale, and corrosive to quality education. Partial 
load faculty must be given seniority in applying 
for new full-time jobs, and their limited seniority 
in claiming workloads each semester must be 
strengthened. Second, faculty need enough time 
to do their work well, and to replenish their store 
of knowledge and expertise through professional 
development. This will require re-visiting the work-
load formula, and accounting for the extra time 
required in mentoring part-time faculty, email com-
munication, LMS management, and online course 
development, preparation, and delivery.

Most importantly, faculty need to have a much 
greater say in academic decisions. This means 
academic freedom, and includes the ability of 
faculty to determine course content, materials, 
readings, evaluations, and delivery methods. It 
also means that faculty need to determine when 
it is appropriate to use online or blended learn-
ing formats, and how these technologies can be 
most effectively employed. Greater participation in 
academic decisions necessitates that faculty be 
meaningfully included in any proposed changes to 
courses or academic programs. It also means that 
faculty should have the right to speak openly and 
honestly about their work and about the institution 
in which they work. This right needs to hold even 

if communication is critical, or if it questions the 
academic implications of management decisions. 
If complaints are not heard and responded to 
internally, then faculty need the freedom to make 
their criticisms public, and to encourage a broader 
debate.

Improved Institutional Decision-
Making
Advocating for faculty academic freedom is not to 
deny that administrators have an important and 
legitimate role within the colleges. Managers deal 
with the fiscal and business-related realities of run-
ning a large and complex institution, and not every 
decision about resources can, or should be made 
solely on academic grounds. Most professors 
would undoubtedly prefer to have their classes 
capped at 10 students, have regular high-profile 
guest speakers, and take class trips to places of 
interest around the globe. These things would im-
prove the educational experience of students, yet 
would just as surely place unsustainable cost bur-
dens on the college system. Faculty understand 
that educational decisions will always include a 
negotiation between academic and fiscal priori-
ties; however, in order for this negotiation to occur, 
there must be two parties of equal or relatively 
equal decision-making power. 

In the colleges today there is no such relationship, 
and no such negotiation. This is an increasingly 
dangerous state of affairs as pressures of gov-
ernment underfunding and corporate privatization 
continue to mount. Where are the voices to sug-
gest that system costs could as well be controlled 
by capping the salaries of college administrators, 
or thinning their ranks to be more in line with 
administration at the secondary level? Who will 
suggest that educational outcomes can be more 
effectively improved by hiring more faculty as 
opposed to investing millions in tablets, clickers, 
lecture capture and other technologies? These 
may or may not be the most effective strategies 
for keeping educational costs low, but surely they 
deserve consideration. 
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Academic freedom might even lead to better rela-
tions with management, a change which would be 
of great benefit to the colleges. Arguing for greater 
faculty decision-making power in no way sug-
gests that all college administrators are soulless 
corporate automatons who care nothing about 
education. In every college visited faculty noted 
that there were administrators, admittedly mostly 
at the associate dean or department chair level, 
who were committed to education, supportive of 
faculty and students, and often critical of directives 
from upper management. 

This is even true of Mohawk College’s aggressive 
online learning strategy. Many lower-level manag-
ers were highly skeptical of an across-the-board, 
quota-driven approach, but when orders came 
down from the senior executive, they had no 
choice but to fall in line. With no union to support 
them, these managers have even less ability to 
be critical of executive decisions than do facul-
ty. In this sense, faculty academic freedom and 
truly collegial relations would enable the concerns 
of chairs and associate deans to be openly ex-
pressed, if only through the proxy of faculty voices. 
As well, if faculty actually felt like valued members 
of the college community, and like full partners in 
its mission and mandate, the combative labour 
relationships that plague many departments and 
institutions would be greatly ameliorated. 

Strong faculty voices are also critical when consid-
ering the close relationship between industry and 
the colleges. The relationship between colleges 
and the industries in which students will find em-
ployment is part of what makes the system unique 
and effective. It can also help programs of study 
adapt quickly to changing job markets. Howev-
er, industry-college relationships also need to be 
subject to academic scrutiny, and the interests of 
students need to be balanced with the interests of 
individual corporations. Apple may come knock-
ing on a college’s door offering a special deal on 
tablets for all faculty and students, but are the 
devices really needed? Microsoft may propose a 
great deal to provide their software free for instruc-

tors to teach, but is their suite the most effective, 
or the only software that students need to learn to 
be competitive in their field? In dealing with indus-
try, faculty must balance the undeniable benefits of 
partnership with the need for student skill-sets to 
be flexible, and to include a wide range of indus-
try-relevant knowledge. 

Courses and entire programs cannot become 
captive to a corporate mandate based solely on 
the size of cheque that business brings. Samsung 
may want to convince a college that getting rid of 
classrooms and having students pursue “mobile 
learning” on their cell-phones is the way to go. 
This would clearly be in their corporate interest, 
but is it in the interest of students and their future 
employers? Again, a balance of perspectives and 
interests is imperative, and faculty need to be able 
to ensure that student interests are protected, and 
industry and academic standards are upheld.

Faculty participation in academic decision-mak-
ing is also critical to protect the public interest. 
Colleges train students for jobs that are the very 
bedrock of our economies, our communities, and 
our entire society. College graduates will build our 
sky-scrapers, manage the critical infrastructure of 
our cities, maintain our cars, busses, trains, and 
airplanes, and deliver life and death health ser-
vices. It is due to the importance of these jobs that 
maintaining academic and industry standards are 
in turn so important. 

Currently, faculty perceive that cost-cutting pres-
sures are leading to a reduction in quality and 
standards, in some cases leading them to fear 
for public safety. Would the people of Ontario be 
comfortable knowing that the workers they de-
pend on for critical services have been trained 
according to budget constraints as opposed to 
rigorous academic and professional standards? 
Without faculty academic freedom such scenarios 
would surely increase.
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A Culture of Innovation
A final argument for faculty academic freedom 
is that if the critical task colleges are engaged in 
today includes preparing students to be innovative 
and critical thinkers, able to see new opportuni-
ties, challenge dysfunctional norms, and question 
illegitimate uses of authority, then don’t faculty 
need these same rights? Can there be an open, 
critical and innovative educational environment 
when faculty are marginalized, bullied, and termi-
nated for standing up for academic standards and 
criticizing upper management? To suggest that 
a workplace culture of fear and quiescence can 
in turn create an educational environment of free 
and open inquiry is absurd. It hasn’t in the past, it 
doesn’t today, and it won’t in the future. 

As colleges intensify their foray into applied re-
search, faculty intellectual property protection 
will become increasingly important. Denying this 
protection to faculty puts a chill on innovation in 
the classroom, and in the laboratory. This in turn 
hurts students, and also the wider society that 
can’t benefit from the higher degree of intellectual 
productivity that an equitable and collegial environ-
ment would provide. As colleges continue to build 
partnerships with universities, and as more profes-
sors with Ph.D.’s and experience in highly expert 
and technical fields are hired, issues of faculty 
academic freedom will not go away - they will only 
intensify.

Concerning the faculty role, this report’s second 
recommendation is that articles guaranteeing aca-
demic freedom and intellectual property protection 
be included in the faculty collective agreement. 
Additional changes must also be made concern-
ing the two other issues that most directly impact 
quality of education in the colleges today – exces-
sive workload, and the decline in full-time faculty. 
Desired outcomes in these two areas should be 
agreed on, and these in turn should guide the pro-
cess of collective bargaining moving forward. 

The inclusion of academic freedom in the col-
lege faculty collective agreement is a critical step 

forward, but it is not sufficient to deal with the 
larger issues of governance within the colleges, 
and the lack of faculty voice in determining system 
priorities. To address these broader questions, a 
third recommendation is for the province appoint a 
Task Force on College Co-Governance, including 
representatives from the college faculty union, the 
College Employer’s Council, the Canadian Associ-
ation of University Teachers, and university admin-
istration. This task force would examine a process 
to establish institutional co-governance in the col-
leges. The co-governance model would be based 
on the one already present in Ontario universities, 
where an academic senate, comprised of faculty, 
makes academic decisions, and works alongside 
a board of governors. 

The benefits of a renewed community college sys-
tem, with sufficient government funding, accessi-
ble tuitions, adequate full-time faculty, and faculty 
academic freedom, would be considerable. In the 
first place, it can be expected to improve educa-
tional outcomes, as a re-energized faculty ensure 
higher quality learning, better academic results, 
and more effective skills development. A second 
benefit would come from improved student suc-
cess, including higher graduation rates, higher 
employment rates, greater access, and improved 
critical and creative thinking skills. Greater innova-
tion would be a third outcome of college renewal, 
as academic freedom and intellectual property 
protection encourage professors to bring the full 
extent of their independent knowledge, research, 
and experience into the classroom. Improved fac-
ulty morale would lead to an invigorated learning 
environment. Finally, improved innovation would 
also manifest in an expanded research capacity 
and greater research productivity.

Some may argue that introducing co-governance 
in the colleges would be a major, and potentially 
disruptive change to their operations; however, 
such fears are unfounded. In the first place, the 
opinion polls commissioned for this research show 
that the public is already behind faculty academic 
freedom. Questionnaire responses affirm that fac-
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ulty are trusted over administrators or the Ontario 
government to ensure the quality of college edu-
cation. They also affirm that faculty are the most 
trusted to determine when online learning should 
be used. The great majority of respondents believe 
that faculty should have academic freedom, and 
should also have the right to publicly criticize man-
agement decisions. Clearly, the polls show that the 
people of Ontario support empowering the faculty 
voice in community colleges.

A final rebuttal to the notion that shared gover-
nance in the college system entails disruptive or 
impractical change, is that it actually represents 
change that is 40 years overdue. From their in-
ception the colleges have experienced tensions 
– deep and recurring – between an industrial 
management model on one hand, and the goals 
of higher education on the other. The original 
assumption that because colleges would teach 
more occupationally-focused courses, their faculty 
did not need academic freedom, was erroneous. 
Such a narrow view of college education and aca-
demic freedom did not reflect reality in the 1960s, 
nor does it reflect reality today. 

Since the first CAAT opened its doors in 1966, 
college faculty have needed the ability to ensure 
the quality of their courses and programs, and to 
protect the public interest by maintaining academ-
ic and professional standards. These goals are the 
bedrock of academic freedom in the community 
colleges, and the changes proposed in this report 
are simply intended to safeguard these goals, and 
to redress the system’s greatest founding flaw. 
Faculty, students, and the Ontario public see the 
critical need for this change. It simply remains for 
the College Employer Council and the provincial 
government to realize it too.

Recommendations
The following are specific recommendations that 
can redress the founding imbalance within the 
Ontario college system, and ensure that faculty’s 

professional commitment to quality education and 
student success is factored into decision-making 
at all levels.

1. All-party Select Committee on 
Ontario Post-secondary Education

The first recommendation is for the provincial gov-
ernment to convene an all-party select committee 
to examine the present and future sustainability 
of the post-secondary system in Ontario, and to 
work closely with college faculty, university faculty, 
and students to address issues of funding, tuition, 
and student debt. The committee needs to con-
sider the following proposed changes:

Commitment to Adequate Funding

• At the federal level, implement a 
Post-Secondary Education Act, as en-
dorsed by the Canadian Federation of 
Students (CFS), Canadian Federation 
of Students – Ontario (CFS-O), and 
the Ontario Confederation of University 
Faculty Associations (OCUFA). This Act 
would be modeled after the Canada 
Health Transfer, and would bring fed-
eral funding for post-secondary edu-
cation back to 1992 levels, or 0.4% of 
GDP.

• At the provincial level, bring govern-
ment funding per full-time post-sec-
ondary student up to the national 
average.

Commitment to Affordable Education

• As endorsed by the CFS and CFS-O, 
reduce college tuition fees to 1992 
levels.

• As endorsed by the CFS and CFS-O, 
cap college administrator salaries.

• As endorsed by the CFS and CFS-O, 
enact a program of federal student 
loan debt reduction intended to cut the 
amount of Canadian student debt in 
half.
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• Reintroduce a comprehensive, need-
based tuition grant program.

Commitment to Community-Centered Public 
Education

• End public-private campuses, and 
ensure that all new CAAT campuses 
in Ontario are fully publicly funded and 
staffed with CAAT-A faculty covered 
under the collective agreement.

• Give equal standing to faculty, along 
with colleges and the MTCU, in deci-
sions affecting the development of the 
community college system. Immedi-
ately establish the Joint Task Force to 
deal with the issue of differentiation, 
and to discuss the recommendations 
in this report.

• Ensure that program and course offer-
ing diversity is maintained at the local 
level, and that individual colleges are 
able to determine how best to meet 
the educational needs of their commu-
nity.

• Ensure continued funding and support 
for the unique needs of Northern and 
Francophone colleges. Evaluate the 
specific impact on these colleges from 
any mandate change proposed by the 
MTCU.

• Affirm federal and provincial funding 
sufficient to maintain appropriate sta-
tistics on the college system, including 
financing, operations, staffing, enrol-
ment, student tuitions and student 
debt, and educational outcomes.

2. Academic Freedom, Staffing, 
and Workload in Faculty Collective 
Agreement

The second recommendation is that articles on 
academic freedom and intellectual property pro-
tection be included in the college faculty collective 

agreement. In addition, provisions to ensure ade-
quate numbers of full-time faculty, and sustainable 
workloads must also be included. 

Commitment to Faculty Academic Freedom

• Include academic freedom in the 
college faculty collective agreement, 
specifying faculty control over academ-
ic decisions related to course design, 
content, delivery, and evaluation.

• Include intellectual property protection 
in the faculty collective agreement.

• Affirm faculty control over how, where, 
and when online course delivery is 
utilized.

Commitment to Full-time Staffing

• Plan to increase numbers of full-time 
faculty and maintain a minimum ratio 
within each college of full-time to part-
time.

• Introduce into the collective agreement 
seniority for partial load faculty in terms 
of work assignments and hiring prefer-
ence for full-time jobs.

• Introduce conversion language into the 
faculty collective agreement for part-
time faculty.

• Ensure that all non-full-time faculty are 
allowed to organize into a union with-
out interference and opposition from 
management or the provincial govern-
ment.

Commitment to Sustainable Workload

• Modify the faculty collective agreement 
to account for the additional workload 
implications of email communications, 
learning management system main-
tenance, developing, preparing and 
delivering online or “blended” courses, 
and mentoring part-time faculty.



Report on Education in Ontario Colleges: Education as a Public Good: Toward an Equal Partnership

76

3. Task Force on College Co-
Governance

The third recommendation is that the province 
appoint a Task Force on College Co-Governance, 
including representatives from the college faculty 
union, the College Employer’s Council, the Ca-
nadian Association of University Teachers, and 
university administration. This task force would ex-
amine a process to establish institutional co-gov-
ernance in the colleges.

• Examine the possibility of bicameral 
governance structure in the CAATs 
province-wide. Each institution will 
have an Academic Senate as well as 
a Board of Governors, with the Sen-
ate responsible for academic deci-
sion-making.
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Appendices

Appendix 1 – Public Opinion Polls

September 2013 Poll

Q. 1 - On a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 indicates that 
you are “very concerned” and 1 indicates that 
you are “not at all concerned”, please indicate 
your view about the overall quality of education 
that students receive in the community colleges in 
Ontario.

28%
33%

VERY CONCERNED OR CONCERNED
NOT AT ALL OR SOMEWHAT CONCERNED

49%
51%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
66%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
40%

VERY IMPORTANT

38% VERY IMPORTANT

13% NOT TOO IMPORTANT
45% SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT

4% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

29% THE COLLEGE’S ADMINISTRATORS
57% THE COLLEGE’S PROFESSORS

14% THE ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

56% IMPORTANT
25% VERY IMPORTANT

16% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
3% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

60% IMPORTANT
32% VERY IMPORTANT

6% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
2% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

83%
17%

91%
9%

SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
20%
6%

NOT TOO IMPORTANT
NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

23%
15%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
62% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

13%
10%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
76% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

89%

11%

11% BETTER
51% NOT MUCH DIFFERENT
38% WORSE

Q. 2 – Please indicate how much you support or 
oppose each of the following changes proposed 
for the Ontario community college system. Is that 
strongly support, somewhat support, somewhat 
oppose or strongly oppose?

Requiring the colleges to provide most of their 
courses online over the Internet instead of having 
students attend regular classes.

28%
33%

VERY CONCERNED OR CONCERNED
NOT AT ALL OR SOMEWHAT CONCERNED

49%
51%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
66%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
40%

VERY IMPORTANT

38% VERY IMPORTANT

13% NOT TOO IMPORTANT
45% SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT

4% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

29% THE COLLEGE’S ADMINISTRATORS
57% THE COLLEGE’S PROFESSORS

14% THE ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

56% IMPORTANT
25% VERY IMPORTANT

16% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
3% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

60% IMPORTANT
32% VERY IMPORTANT

6% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
2% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

83%
17%

91%
9%

SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
20%
6%

NOT TOO IMPORTANT
NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

23%
15%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
62% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

13%
10%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
76% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

89%

11%

11% BETTER
51% NOT MUCH DIFFERENT
38% WORSE

Respondents 18-24

28%
33%

VERY CONCERNED OR CONCERNED
NOT AT ALL OR SOMEWHAT CONCERNED

49%
51%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
66%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
40%

VERY IMPORTANT

38% VERY IMPORTANT

13% NOT TOO IMPORTANT
45% SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT

4% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

29% THE COLLEGE’S ADMINISTRATORS
57% THE COLLEGE’S PROFESSORS

14% THE ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

56% IMPORTANT
25% VERY IMPORTANT

16% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
3% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

60% IMPORTANT
32% VERY IMPORTANT

6% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
2% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

83%
17%

91%
9%

SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
20%
6%

NOT TOO IMPORTANT
NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

23%
15%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
62% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

13%
10%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
76% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

89%

11%

11% BETTER
51% NOT MUCH DIFFERENT
38% WORSE

Q. 3 – If you had to choose, which one of the 
following do you trust most to ensure students in 
Ontario’s community colleges get a high quality 
education? The college administrators, the college 
professors, or the Ontario government?

28%
33%

VERY CONCERNED OR CONCERNED
NOT AT ALL OR SOMEWHAT CONCERNED

49%
51%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
66%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
40%

VERY IMPORTANT

38% VERY IMPORTANT

13% NOT TOO IMPORTANT
45% SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT

4% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

29% THE COLLEGE’S ADMINISTRATORS
57% THE COLLEGE’S PROFESSORS

14% THE ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

56% IMPORTANT
25% VERY IMPORTANT

16% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
3% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

60% IMPORTANT
32% VERY IMPORTANT

6% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
2% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

83%
17%

91%
9%

SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
20%
6%

NOT TOO IMPORTANT
NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

23%
15%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
62% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

13%
10%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
76% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

89%

11%

11% BETTER
51% NOT MUCH DIFFERENT
38% WORSE

Respondents 18 -24

28%
33%

VERY CONCERNED OR CONCERNED
NOT AT ALL OR SOMEWHAT CONCERNED

49%
51%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
66%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
40%

VERY IMPORTANT

38% VERY IMPORTANT

13% NOT TOO IMPORTANT
45% SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT

4% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

29% THE COLLEGE’S ADMINISTRATORS
57% THE COLLEGE’S PROFESSORS

14% THE ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

56% IMPORTANT
25% VERY IMPORTANT

16% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
3% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

60% IMPORTANT
32% VERY IMPORTANT

6% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
2% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

83%
17%

91%
9%

SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
20%
6%

NOT TOO IMPORTANT
NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

23%
15%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
62% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

13%
10%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
76% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

89%

11%

11% BETTER
51% NOT MUCH DIFFERENT
38% WORSE

February 2014 Poll

Q. 1 – Which of the following statements about 
college education comes closest to your personal 
opinion, even if neither is exactly correct?

COLLEGE EDUCATION SHOULD FOCUS  
ON HELPING STUDENTS LEARN THE SKILLS THEY NEED TO GET  

AND KEEP GOOD JOBS, AND ALSO TO LEARN CRITICAL THINKING 
SKILLS SUCH AS CREATIVE THINKING, DECISION-MAKING AND  

PROBLEM-SOLVING ABOUT A WIDE RANGE OF ISSUES.

28%
33%

VERY CONCERNED OR CONCERNED
NOT AT ALL OR SOMEWHAT CONCERNED

49%
51%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
66%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
40%

VERY IMPORTANT

38% VERY IMPORTANT

13% NOT TOO IMPORTANT
45% SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT

4% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

29% THE COLLEGE’S ADMINISTRATORS
57% THE COLLEGE’S PROFESSORS

14% THE ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

56% IMPORTANT
25% VERY IMPORTANT

16% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
3% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

60% IMPORTANT
32% VERY IMPORTANT

6% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
2% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

83%
17%

91%
9%

SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
20%
6%

NOT TOO IMPORTANT
NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

23%
15%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
62% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

13%
10%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
76% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

89%

11%

11% BETTER
51% NOT MUCH DIFFERENT
38% WORSE

COLLEGE EDUCATION SHOULD FOCUS SOLELY  
ON HELPING STUDENTS LEARN THE SKILLS  
THEY NEED TO GET AND KEEP GOOD JOBS.

28%
33%

VERY CONCERNED OR CONCERNED
NOT AT ALL OR SOMEWHAT CONCERNED

49%
51%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
66%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
40%

VERY IMPORTANT

38% VERY IMPORTANT

13% NOT TOO IMPORTANT
45% SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT

4% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

29% THE COLLEGE’S ADMINISTRATORS
57% THE COLLEGE’S PROFESSORS

14% THE ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

56% IMPORTANT
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Q. 2 – Is the quality of online college education 
better or worse than traditional courses?
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Q. 3 – As you may know, Ontario colleges employ 
full-time professors and part-time professors. Full-
time professors have a permanent job, job securi-
ty, and benefits.

Part-time professors generally are temporary, not 
permanent employees, are paid less than full-time 
professors, and might teach at more than one 
college.
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In terms of giving students a quality education, 
please indicate how important you think it is that 
college students are taught by full-time professors 
instead of part-time professors.
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Respondents aged 18-24 (N=118)
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Q. 4 – If it comes down to a choice from these 
three options, in which one do you have the most 
trust and confidence to decide whether a college 
offers a course or program online over the Inter-
net, or in a traditional classroom at the campus?

28%
33%

VERY CONCERNED OR CONCERNED
NOT AT ALL OR SOMEWHAT CONCERNED

49%
51%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
66%

STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
STRONGLY OR SOMEWHAT OPPOSE

34%
40%

VERY IMPORTANT

38% VERY IMPORTANT

13% NOT TOO IMPORTANT
45% SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT

4% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

29% THE COLLEGE’S ADMINISTRATORS
57% THE COLLEGE’S PROFESSORS

14% THE ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

56% IMPORTANT
25% VERY IMPORTANT

16% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
3% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

60% IMPORTANT
32% VERY IMPORTANT

6% NOT THAT IMPORTANT
2% NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

83%
17%

91%
9%

SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
20%
6%

NOT TOO IMPORTANT
NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL

23%
15%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
62% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

13%
10%

COLLEGE ADMINISTRATORS
76% COLLEGE PROFESSORS

ONTARIO GOVERNMENT

89%

11%

11% BETTER
51% NOT MUCH DIFFERENT
38% WORSE

Q. 5 – Sometimes professors feel that decisions 
made by their college’s management harm the 
quality of education. Do you think professors 
should have the right to publicly criticize the col-
lege administration without fear of being punished 
or fired, or should they not have the right to voice 
their criticism publicly?

PROFESSORS SHOULD HAVE THE RIGHT  
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PROFESSORS SHOULD NOT HAVE THE RIGHT  
TO PUBLICLY CRITICIZE THE COLLEGE’S ADMINISTRATORS.

Q. 6 – Academic freedom refers to the ability of 
community college professors to determine what 
they teach in their classroom, what teaching 
methods they use, how students are graded, what 
textbooks and assignments are used, and other 
course requirements.

Academic freedom can be limited by college pres-
idents and administrators, and by the government, 
through laws and education policies.

In your opinion, how important do you think it is 
for Ontario college professors to have academic 
freedom?
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Appendix 2 – Local 240 Student 
Blended Learning Survey

Student Feedback Questionnaire 

The College is beginning to move toward a new 
teaching model whereby half of all material in 
some courses will be delivered online. This is one 
form of what is called Blended Learning, and it will 
be implemented in this way for all General Edu-
cation electives beginning this fall. For example, 
a two-hour per week Gen Ed course will be one 
hour in class, and one hour online. 
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Within this Blended Learning model, you will be 
responsible for accessing and learning new ma-
terial that the professor has posted on e-learn. 
This material may not be presented in class. In the 
classroom component of the course, other new 
material will be presented. 

Please respond to all of the following statements 
by filling in the appropriate bubbles on the scan-
sheet using the following answer key: 

A – Strongly Agree B – Agree C – Unsure / Unde-
cided D – Disagree E – Strongly Disagree 

Statements: 

1. I would be more likely to learn this material suc-
cessfully, if half of it were delivered only online. 

2. A reduction in face-to-face instruction time (re-
placed by online time) would enhance my learning 
about complex problems, concepts or issues. 

3. I would have no problem regularly and reliably 
accessing a computer to do required online work. 

4. I would have no problem regularly and reliably 
accessing a sufficient internet connection to do 
online work. 

5. The College provides enough public access 
computers to enable students to do online work. 

6. I would be more motivated to complete course 
work if it were presented online rather than in a 
face-to-face classroom setting 

7. I would like to have less classroom time and 
more online-learning time. 

8. I would like to have a traditional instructor who 
teaches course material in a classroom (e.g. 
through powerpoint, videos, whiteboard, elearn, 
group work, discussion & other media). 

9. The Blended Learning model would work well 
for this course. 

10. There should be choice for students about the 
form of courses they must take (i.e. blended or in-
class delivery). 
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This report sets out a number of recommendations which, if adopted by the 
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part time college employees, ensure that the colleges can continue to meet their 
mandate, safeguard the interests of students, employees and the Province, while 
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system. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 

 

 

 

 
Kevin Whitaker 
Advisor 

 

 

 
 

 

 



 
 
3

                             Table of Contents 
 
 

1. Executive Summary/Overview……………………………………. 4 
 

2. The Colleges – A Brief History…………………………………... 10 
 

3. The Consultation Process………………………………………… 19 
 

4. Terms of Reference……………………………………………….. 27 
 

5. The Gandz Report………………………………………………… 29 
 

6. Findings……………………………………………………………. 31 
 

7. The Collective Bargaining Model………………………………... 41 
 

8. Bargaining Unit Descriptions.……………………………………  48 
 

9. Colleges Representative…………………….…………………….  56 
 

10. Category Exclusions…………………………………………….… 60 
 

11. Certification Process……………………………………………… 64 
 

12. Items Excluded from Bargaining………………………………… 69 
 
13. Role of the CRC…………………………………………………… 72 
 
14. Other CCBA Amendments……………………………………..… 75 
 
15. Concluding Comments……………………………………………. 86 
 
16. Appendices………………………………………….……………... 89 
 
 

1. Terms of Reference  
2. History of Representation Challenges/Bargaining Unit Composition 
3. Post Gandz Reviews 
4. Ontario Colleges Today 
5. Notice of Consultation 
6. Stakeholder Submission Summary 
7. Other Provinces, College Sector 
8. Recommendations 
  
 



 
 
4

                                                    I 
 
                            Executive Summary/Overview 
 

 
           On August 30, 2007 the Ontario Government announced its intention to extend 
collective bargaining to part time college employees.   
 
           Under Terms of Reference, Kevin Whitaker (Chair of the Ontario Labour 
Relations Board, College Relations Commission, Education Relations Commission, 
Arbitrator and Mediator) was appointed as Advisor to the Minister of Training, Colleges 
and Universities for the purpose of conducting a review of the Colleges Collective 
Bargaining Act (CCBA). 
 
Purpose of the Review 
 
           The Review is to: 
 

(1) Determine the extent to which the Act provides access to collective bargaining 
for all college employees; 

 
(2) Determine the extent to which the Act allows the colleges to meet their mandate, 

especially the changing needs of their students and the Province;  
 

(3) Make recommendations on directions which the Ministry and the Province could 
take to better meet such goals. 

 
 The Advisor is to have particular regard to the needs of students 
and the desire to ensure a healthy set of collective bargaining relationships.  
 

Consultation Process 
 
           Following informal discussions with principal stakeholders, the Advisor released 
a public Notice of Consultation setting out a series of eight questions.  These eight 
questions were designed to provide a context for the review and to focus discussion and 
the responses. Written submissions were invited from interested parties. 
 
           Submissions were received from a variety of stakeholders.  These included the 
Colleges Compensation and Appointments Council (CCAC - the “Council”), Colleges 
Ontario, the Committee of Presidents, the Ontario Public Service Employees Union 
(OPSEU), the Organization of Part Time and Sessional Employees of Colleges of 
Applied Arts and Technology (OPSECAAT), the College Student Alliance (CSA), and  
the Ontario College Administrative Staff Association (OCASA).    
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 OPSEU and OPSECAAT made a joint submission.  The CCAC and Colleges 
Ontario made a joint submission. 
 
               Regional public hearings were held to provide interested parties an opportunity 
to present their views in a public forum. 
 
 
What We Were Told 
 
 All parties consulted, supported the extension of collective bargaining to part 
time college employees.  Beyond that, there was a range of divergent opinion as to the 
method of extending collective bargaining to part time employees and about what else 
needed to be done to amend the CCBA to continue to permit the colleges to meet their 
mandate and the needs and interests of employees and students. 
  
 OPSEU suggested that the existing bargaining unit descriptions  
in the CCBA be amended so that part time employees be rolled into the two existing full 
time bargaining units.  OPSEU submitted that nothing else in the statute should be 
changed. 
 
 The colleges through the Council and Colleges Ontario, proposed that the 
CCBA be amended to create a four bargaining unit structure that would permit the 
certification of a union as bargaining agent for the two new part time units, following a 
representation vote.  The colleges recommended that a union representing part time 
employees be certified following a representation vote where a “double majority” of 
employees in the bargaining unit voted in favour of union representation.   
 
 The colleges stressed the need for work assignment flexibility, particularly in 
the academic bargaining unit.   They suggested that this flexibility could not be achieved 
at the bargaining table because of the historical bargaining dynamic in the academic 
bargaining unit.  
 

 The colleges suggested that work assignment flexibility be provided by 
removing the issue of academic classifications from the scope of what can be bargained.  
In other words, the colleges sought a statutory amendment that would permit them to 
unilaterally determine the establishment of academic classifications, now currently 

argained.  b
  

 Finally, the colleges recommended that the CCBA be amended in a variety of 
ways so that the collective bargaining process would more closely resemble what occurs 
under the Ontario Labour Relations Act (OLRA) – the collective bargaining statute that 
governs most industries and sectors in the province. 
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 Students had two principal concerns.  Firstly, they wished to ensure that the 
current quantity of student work continues when part time employees unionize. Secondly, 
students proposed that the right to strike or lockout be removed to preclude any 
disruption to their course of studies.  
 
               Aside from discussions with stakeholders and their respective submissions, the 
other source of information for the Review is the historical record.   
 

 The extensive history of collective bargaining in the college sector in Ontario 
was reviewed, along with the various historical studies and reports undertaken and 
prepared on this subject. Chief amongst those was the Report of the Colleges Collective 
Bargaining Commission (the “Gandz” report) prepared by Jeffrey Gandz in January 
1988.  
 
 College sector collective bargaining models and practices in all other provinces 
and territories in Canada were also reviewed. 
   

               This Report summarizes the CCBA review mandate, goals and principles, 
provides an overview of the history of college mandates, governance structures and 
collective bargaining in Ontario, reviews the consultation process and stakeholder 
responses, sets out findings, conclusions and recommendations for change.  
 

 The Review is organized around three broad themes:   
 

(1) How should collective bargaining be extended to part time employees?  
 

(2) What are the likely consequences of the extension of collective bargaining to part 
time employees in terms of college mandate, collective bargaining and student 
interests?  

  

(3)  What if anything needs to be done to ensure that the colleges can continue to 
meet   their mandate, safeguard the interests of students and employees and to 
foster and maintain a healthy set of collective bargaining relationships? 

 
Conclusions and Findings 

 
 In considering the entirety of the historical record and the information provided 
during the consultation process, the Advisor draws the following broad conclusions: 
 

(1) The colleges mandate remains the timely provision of practical and technical, 
training and education, for post secondary youth and adults, designed to meet the 
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needs of both local communities and the Province.  This requires significant 
flexibility in course programming; 

       
      (2)  The most significant collective bargaining issues that impact on and relate 

directly to programming flexibility, have arisen in academic bargaining around 
work assignment, job security and classification;  

 
(3) The colleges and the academic bargaining unit, remain, chronically dissatisfied 

with the way in which these issues (work assignment, job security and 
classification) have been managed in the bargaining process; 

 
(4) Rather than finding “flexibility” solutions through bargaining with the full time 

academic unit - the colleges have over time, resorted to significant reliance on 
inexpensive and flexible part time non unionized labour, unencumbered by 
collective agreement obligations;   

 
(5) As a consequence of the colleges’ reliance on significant part time non unionized 

academic labour, the dynamic in academic bargaining is that OPSEU attempts to 
obtain job security for its members by bargaining to limit the use of part time 
employees -  while the colleges attempt to maximize their capacity to use part 
time non union labour; 

 
(6) The majority of college employees are now part time.  There is no justification 

for excluding these employees from collective bargaining.  Part time employees 
should be immediately granted the right to unionize; 

 
(7) When part time employees are unionized, the colleges will no longer be able to 

rely on part time labour as they have in the past with the same degree of 
flexibility.  The colleges will no longer have the capacity to unilaterally 
determine terms and conditions of employment for part time employees. The 
“hourly rate” cost of part time labour will increase more rapidly; 

 
(8) The collective bargaining parties will be faced with new and extremely 

challenging issues as the colleges will attempt to bargain provisions which will 
allow them to continue to maintain flexibility in work assignment and course 
programming; 

 
(9) Collective bargaining under the CCBA (as compared to the OLRA) provides for 

significant supervision of the process and intervention by the CRC, third party 
neutrals and government.  The CCBA also expressly and implicitly, limits access 
to and the consequences of, strike or lockout.   

 
     (10) The CCBA should more closely resemble the OLRA. This would improve the 

bargaining process and permit the collective bargaining parties to manage 
bargaining themselves, with less third party intervention. Colleges employees 
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should be provided with a more complete right to strike in the traditional sense – 
as are most other employees in Ontario. 

 
(11) These changes would enhance the ability of the collective bargaining parties to 

deal successfully with new and increasingly difficult issues and problems.  The 
interests of students and employees and the advancement of the colleges’ 
mandate, are best protected and promoted through a healthy and robust collective 
bargaining process - where the parties take responsibility themselves for finding 
and crafting their own solutions to work place challenges.  

 
Recommendations      
 
       The seventeen recommendations contained in this report are intended to achieve two 
broad sets of objectives.  
 
 First and foremost, recommendations are made to facilitate the introduction of 
collective bargaining for part time employees. 
   
 Secondly, recommendations are made to provide the collective bargaining 
parties themselves with more control over - and responsibility for - the collective 
bargaining process, outcomes and consequences.  This is to be done in part by reducing 
the role of and reliance by the parties, on interventions by third party neutrals and  
government, in the management and supervision of bargaining. 
 
  

1. Continue the existing central bargaining model with an emphasis on the parties 
taking greater advantage of existing mechanisms to resolve local issues; 

 
2. Create two new province wide part time bargaining units, defined in the statute. 

The part time academic unit should include sessional instructors and the part time 
support unit should include those workers employed for 24 hours a week or less. 
Establish a joint application process to have bargaining unit configurations 
reconsidered by the OLRB; 

     
3. Create a separate employer bargaining agency within the exclusive control and 

direction of the colleges; 
 

4. Continue with the existing scope of managerial and confidential exclusions from 
collective bargaining. Students engaged in co-operative or certification program 
based work should also continue to be excluded from bargaining; 

  
5. The existing CCBA provisions which permit displacement applications should be 

modified to create a bargaining unit certification process (35% membership 
support and then a simple majority on a representation vote). The statute should 
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also be amended to formally acknowledge the legitimacy of voluntary recognition 
agreements; 

 
6. Continue with the existing exclusion of superannuation from collective 

bargaining. No other items or issues should be excluded; 
 

7. Abolish the College Relations Commission (CRC) through deleting Part VII and 
assign this work to the OLRB and the Ministry consistent with the role of each 
under the OLRA; 

 
8. Amend Section 4(2 )- to remove fixed collective agreement expiry dates on August 

31.  The parties should be free to negotiate whatever expiry date they wish; 
 

9. Amend Section 4(1)- to provide that notice to bargain be given within the period 
of 90 days prior to the expiry of the collective agreement; 

 
10. Amend Sections 54(2) and 63- (as under the OLRA) to permit the colleges to   

unilaterally implement terms and conditions of employment when in a strike or 
lockout position and following notice to the union; 

 
11. Delete Part III- eliminate the fact finding exercise.  The Minister of Labour 

should be able to appoint a conciliation officer and then mediators as under the 
OLRA; 

 
12. Delete Sections 59(2) and 63(3)- to remove the deemed strike or lockout 

provisions; 
 
      13. Amend Section 63(2)- the requirement that the colleges seek the approval of the  
           Council to close in the event of a strike or lockout; 
 
      14. Delete Part IV- remove the binding arbitration process to settle collective   

agreements; 
 

15. Delete Part V- remove final offer selection to settle collective agreements; 
 

16. Delete Section 56(h)- the “jeopardy” advice obligation; 
 

17. Amend Section 59(d)- so that  the college’s last offer may be put to a vote within  
15 days of the expiry of the collective agreement. 
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                                                          II 

The Colleges – A Brief History  
 
 The terms of reference for this Report direct me to consider the various ways in 
which the collective bargaining process facilitates the ability of the colleges to meet their 
mandate.  This requires an understanding of the way in which the existing colleges 
mandate and collective bargaining have evolved over time. 
 

 What follows in this section of the Report is a brief history of the college 
system, covering mandate, governance, collective bargaining and present challenges. 
 
 Colleges of applied arts and technology were introduced in Ontario in 1965 as a 
new form of postsecondary education that could respond to the province’s job training 
and education needs in light of changing economic and social demands.  
 
 It was anticipated the colleges would be occupation-oriented, commuter 
institutions designed to meet the needs of local communities.  While opportunities for 
college/university interface were expected, the intent, in the main, was that the colleges 
would be unique, non-degree granting, institutions, distinct from the university transfer or 
feeder model common in the United States.   
 
 The mandate of the colleges set out in the founding legislation was to “offer 
programmes of instruction in one or more fields of vocational, technological, general and 
recreational education and training in day or evening courses and for full-time or part-
time students.” This remained the statutory statement of the colleges’ mandate for the 
next 37 years until April 2003 when the Ontario Colleges of Applied Arts and 
Technology Act, 2002 (the OCAAT Act) came into force.   
 
 Unlike Ontario’s universities which were established as autonomous 
institutions, each with its own statute, colleges were from the outset, to be managed and 
run as a “system” by the provincial government.  The new college-related legislation 
provided that, subject to the approval of the Lieutenant Governor in Council, the colleges 
would be established, named, maintained, conducted and governed by the Minister of 
Education.  The statute included broad authority allowing for regulations prescribing 
almost all aspects of college activity, including the qualifications and conditions of 
service of members of the college teaching staff. 
 
 The Minister of Education (later the Minister of Colleges and Universities) was 
to be assisted in the planning, establishment and coordination of programs of instruction 
and services, by a council known as the Ontario Council of Regents (the “Council”).  
Members of the Council were appointed by the Minister.   
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 Until the first collective agreements were established, all college employees 
were hired by the college Boards of Governors at the salary and according to terms and 
conditions established by the Council and approved by the Minister.  After the 
establishment of collective agreements, these provisions continued to apply to non 
unionized staff.   
 
 By 1967, there were 19 colleges of applied arts and technology.  Of these, eight 
had been existing Institutes of Technology and Ontario Vocational Centres which had 
been administered by the Department of Education.  The staff at these institutions had 
belonged to various unions including the CSAO (the predecessor to OPSEU), and CUPE.  
These organizations anticipated applying for bargaining rights on behalf of the staff at the 
individual colleges.  There ensued, however, a contest to represent academic staff.1  
(Appendix 2) 
 
 Despite an uncertainty regarding the legal authority of the Council of Regents to 
act on behalf of the colleges as employers, the Council and the CSAO proceeded to 
negotiate collective agreements under the Public Service Act (PSA) on behalf of both 
support and academic staff.  Between 1968 and 1974, three support staff agreements were 
negotiated.  Due to the protracted issues relating to representation of academic staff, 
however, only one academic agreement was reached through binding arbitration.    
 
 In late 1972, the PSA was replaced by the Crown Employees Collective 
Bargaining Act (CECBA).  At the same time, amendments to the Ministry of Colleges 
and Universities Act were introduced which confirmed that CECBA would apply to 
college employees, that each college board was the employer of college staff and that the 
Council of Regents was the bargaining agent for the Colleges.   
 
 From the beginning of the establishment of the colleges and over the 
period of bargaining under the PSA and CECBA, a clear theme was the lack of consensus 
among the parties over the composition of the bargaining units, the academic unit in 
particular.  (Appendix 2) 
 
        College bargaining under CECBA was short-lived.  In 1975 the Colleges Collective 
Bargaining Act, 1975 (CCBA) came into force.  As stated by Gandz, this Act 
“…completely altered the process of collective bargaining in the colleges, allowing the 
right to strike or lock-out….as well as significantly expanding the scope of bargaining”.  
The Council of Regents continued as the bargaining representative for the colleges.  The 
composition of the academic and support staff bargaining units were set out in Schedules 
1 and 2 of the Act, legislatively entrenching the exclusion of part time staff from 
collective bargaining.   

                                                 
1 Chapter 4 of the Gandz Report sets out a comprehensive and instructive history of the evolution of college 
collective bargaining from 1967 up to the existing system under the Colleges Collective Bargaining Act 
(CCBA).  This section draws heavily from there. Readers interested in a more thorough history of college 
bargaining should refer to the full Gandz report.   (CCBA).  This section draws heavily from there. Readers 
interested in a more thorough history of college bargaining should refer to the full Gandz report.    
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               Between 1975 and 1988, when the Gandz report was submitted, there were two 
strikes of college staff, one by support staff and one by academic staff.  The support staff 
strike occurred in January 1979.  This two-week strike was settled with mediation.   
 
 The September 1984 strike of academic staff (the first of three academic staff 
strikes to date) lasted for 18 working days.  The core issue was workload.  Staff were 
legislated back to work and all conditions except workload were settled through the 
Weiler arbitration award (a workload settlement was mediated).   
 
 In the first two decades of operation, the college system grew rapidly.  By 1985, 
there were 22 colleges with a combined enrolment of over 110,000 full-time students in a 
wide range of postsecondary, adult training and apprenticeship programs.   
 
 By 1986, there were indications that the tri-party relationship among the college 
boards, the Council and the Minister of Education (later the Minister of Colleges of 
Universities) had resulted in tensions about the parties’ respective roles and 
responsibilities.   
 
 Though the Minister had ultimate responsibility for the colleges, and the 
individual college boards of governors were accountable for the administration of their 
college, there was considerable ambiguity about who was directing the colleges - the 
Minister or the Council.  This growing ambiguity was occurring in an environment of 
increasingly difficult and protracted collective bargaining relations between the colleges 
and the union representing full time academic and support staff.   Academic bargaining in 
particular, was becoming increasingly difficult.  
 

             In March, 1985, the Instructional Assignment Review Committee chaired by 
Professor Michael Skolnick was established by the Minister to review and make 
recommendations with respect to faculty workload at the colleges.  The committee’s 
report (the Skolnick Report), released in July 1985, identified workload as a continuing 
unresolved set of issues.   Poor faculty morale and the deterioration of effective 
communication between faculty and college administration, were described as 
contributing factors. The committee concluded that the “industrial model” of college 
organization and management, contributed to the contentious issues relating to academic 
work assignments.    
 
              The government’s response to the identification of the college management 
issues was the Pitman governance review.  A review of collective bargaining issues was 
deferred pending completion of bargaining negotiations then in progress.   
 
 
 In December 1985, the Minister appointed Walter Pitman to review and assess 
the effectiveness of the existing college governance structure, consider the 
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communication requirements among the government, the Council and college boards of 
governors and address the executive role of the Council.   
 
 The underlying thrust of the Pitman recommendations was the need for a 
collegial college governance model in which faculty, students and other college staff 
played a formal role in the decision-making process.  Specific recommendations included 
establishing college academic councils and expanding board membership to include 
employee and student representation.  Pitman recommended that the Council should 
relinquish executive and operational powers and responsibilities, so as to focus on longer 
term strategic planning.   
 

 In early 1987, major amendments to Regulation 640 under the Ministry of 
Colleges and Universities Act were introduced to address the college governance issues 
identified in the Skolnik and Pitman reports.   
 
 In January 1987, upon completion of negotiations, the Minister established the 
College Collective Bargaining Commission (the Gandz review) to examine the 
effectiveness of the CCBA, including the question of bargaining rights for part time 
college employees.  A brief review of the Gandz recommendations is set out below in the 
“Analysis” section of this Report. 
 

 In 1989, following consideration of the Gandz report, the Minister announced 
the government’s intent to introduce legislative amendments that would:  retain central 
bargaining but allow for variation by local agreements; transfer the Council of Regents 
bargaining responsibilities to a mandatory employer association and give bargaining 
rights to certain part-time employees through the establishment of separate part time 
bargaining units.  
 
 In October 1989, five years after the first academic strike, the second strike of 
academic staff occurred.  This 20-day strike arose predominately over the issues of wages 
and sick leave.  The collective agreement was settled on agreement, by binding 
arbitration. 
 
 A change of government occurred in 1991.  In May 1991 the new Minister of 
Colleges and Universities announced the government’s plans to introduce legislation to 
extend bargaining rights to part time employees and to establish an employers’ 
association.   
 
 In May, 1992, Bill 23 (An Act to Amend the Colleges Collective Bargaining 
Act and the Ministry of Colleges and Universities Act) was introduced for first reading 
and brought forward for second reading in June 1992.    The Bill proposed to:   
 

• establish an employers’ association under the Ministry of Colleges and 
Universities Act as a non share corporation composed of the chairs and presidents 
of each college; 
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• transfer responsibility for bargaining on behalf of the colleges from the Council of 

Regents to the association and give the association the authority to assess colleges 
with respect to the association’s expenses and expenditures; 

  
• retain the Council of Regents’ responsibility for the administration of the college 

employee pension plan; and 
 

• repeal the existing schedules setting out the bargaining unit descriptions, provide 
regulatory authority to prescribe the membership of the bargaining units and 
authorize the OLRB  to combine bargaining units;  

 
 The Compendium accompanying the Bill indicated that the two existing full 
time bargaining units would be continued in regulation but would be expanded.  The 
support staff unit would include staff employed for more than seven hours a week.  The 
academic unit would include sessional teachers and part time counsellors and librarians.   
 
 Additionally, the regulations would specify the composition of two new part 
time bargaining units though the units would not be established unless the employees so 
chose.  The part time support unit would consist of support staff employed on a regular 
and continuing basis for seven hours a week or less.  The part time academic unit would 
consist of teachers who work on a regular and continuing basis and teach for six hours or 
less a week.    
 
 The Bill did not proceed for third reading.   Other than minor housekeeping 
amendments consequential to the enactment of the OCAATA and the replacement of 
Council of Regents with the CCAC, the CCBA has remained unchanged since it came 
into force in 1975.  
 

 The issue of the bargaining rights of college part time employees, has remained 
a continuing source of concern to OPSEU.  The public profile of the issue has been 
promoted and maintained by OPSEU through a number of fronts: 
   
• In 2004, OPSEU included the issue in its submission to the Rae Review; 
 
• In 2005, the National Union of Public and General Employees filed a complaint on 

behalf of OPSEU with the International Labour Organization (ILO) alleging that the 
CCBA violates principles of freedom of association and collective bargaining in 
Conventions 87 and 98 by denying part-time employees the right to engage in 
collective bargaining.   The ILO ruled in November 2006 that while the particular 
circumstances of college part time employees may call for differentiated treatment in 
terms of bargaining units and terms and conditions of work, there was no basis for 
denying collective bargaining rights to part time employees; 
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• In October 2005, a private members Bill was introduced to amend the CCBA to 

extend the existing bargaining units to include part time employees and sessionals. 
The Bill did not proceed beyond first reading; 

   
• In 2006, OPSEU supported the establishment of a provincial association for part time 

academic and support staff.  The Organization of Part time and Sessional Employees 
of Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology (OPSECAAT) was established in 
November 2006.  

 
 A third strike of college academic staff occurred in 2006.  The strike lasted 20 
days.  On the agreement of the parties, I acted as mediator.  The strike ended with the 
parties agreeing to settle their outstanding differences by arbitration before Arbitrator 
Kaplan. 
 
 Recognition that colleges play a pivotal role in contributing to the social and 
economic well-being of the province is reflected in the continuous series of advisors, 
commissions and task forces established over the fifteen years or so following the 1988 
release of the Gandz report.  In different ways, all have been asked to consider how 
Ontario’s postsecondary education system in general and the colleges in particular, could 
best meet the challenges of a changing and increasingly complex social and economic 
environment.  (Appendix 3) 
 
 In 2000, the first new legislative initiative to directly impact the role and 
mandate of colleges was introduced through the Post-Secondary Education Choice and 
Excellence Act, 2000.  This Act, which came into force in October, 2001 and replaced the 
Degree Granting Act, authorizes the Minister of Training, Colleges and Universities to 
grant consent to public and private entities without their own degree-granting legislation 
to grant degrees or hold themselves out as a university.  
  
 A more substantive expansion and validation of the increasingly diverse roles 
being played by colleges was to follow.  In April 2001, following the release of the 
Investing in Students Task Force report, the Minister announced that legislation would be 
introduced to establish a new “charter” for colleges.   This would reform the college 
governance model to allow them to become more flexible, entrepreneurial, responsive 
and market-driven.  An underlying theme of the proposed changes was that governance 
of the colleges should no longer follow a “one size fits all” model.   
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 In December 2001, Bill 147 was introduced for first reading.2  The first ever 
comprehensive, college-specific legislation, the OCAAT Act (the “OCAATA”), came 
into force on April 1, 2003.  
 
 The revised mandate of the colleges was set out in subsections 2(2) and (3) of 
the OCAATA:  

 
2(2) The objects of the colleges are to offer a comprehensive program of career-
oriented, post-secondary education and training to assist individuals in finding and 
keeping employment, to meet the needs of employers and the changing work 
environment and to support the economic and social development of their local and 
diverse communities. 

 
2(3) In carrying out its objects, a college may undertake a range of education-
related and training-related activities, including but not limited to, 
 
(a) entering into partnerships with business, industry and other educational 

institutions; 
 
(b) offering its courses in the French language where the college is authorized to 

do so by regulation; 
 

(c) adult vocational education and training; 
 

(d) basic skills and literacy training; 
 

(e) apprenticeship in-school training; and 
 

(f) applied research.  
 
 The OCAATA establishes that overall authority for the colleges lies with the 
Minister of Training, Colleges and Universities and the colleges are ultimately 
accountable to the Minister.  Within these parameters, however, the legislation provides 
colleges with significant flexibility and scope to differentiate and specialize according to 
their identified goals and strategic directions.   
 
 While continuing the general powers and responsibilities of the Minister to 
supervise and direct the work of the colleges, the legislation increases the opportunities 
for local college decision-making and determination.  The OCAATA reinforces 
accountability for college outcomes with respect to meeting local, regional and provincial 
needs and student employment success.   
                                                 
2 In fact, this proposed Act was introduced two more times, once as a schedule to Bill 65 (an omnibus bill 
titled the Post Secondary Education Student Opportunity Act, 2002) and once in June 2002 as a schedule to  
Bill 109 (Keeping the Promise for Growth and Prosperity Act (2002 Budget) 2002, S.O. 2002, c.8 Bill 109.  
The OCAAT Act received Royal Assent on June 27, 2002 as a schedule to Bill 109.    
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       Major changes in the governance structure of the colleges reflected in O. Reg. 
34/03, the general regulation governing the colleges, includes, amongst other 
responsibilities, assuming responsibility for establishing terms and conditions of 
employment, other than insured benefits and pensions, for non unionized administrative 
staff. 
 
 The regulation also establishes the College Compensation and Appointments 
Council (the CCAC) whose members are appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in 
Council.  The CCAC, which replaced the Council of Regents: 
 

• performs the collective bargaining duties assigned to it under the CCBA; 
 

• appoints the members of the college boards of governors (excepting the 
president); 

  
• reviews a board decision to remove a person from the board, if requested by the 

person, such review being limited however, to whether the board followed its by-
law procedure; 

 
• is the policy holder of insured benefit plans for college employees and establishes 

the terms and conditions of such plans in consultation with college boards; 
  

• establishes in consultation with boards, terms and conditions of employment for 
non unionized administrative staff, until the Minister accepts a recommendation 
from a college that the college establish the terms and conditions. 

 
 The responsibility for setting compensation and terms and conditions of 
employment for administrative staff and college presidents was devolved to college 
boards of governors in 2002.  The Colleges Compensation Committee, a committee 
comprised of representatives from the colleges and accountable to college boards, 
prepares voluntary guidelines for the colleges, with research and staff support from the 
CCAC.   
 

 

Present Challenges 
 

 In 1965, Ontario’s colleges of applied arts and technology were established to 
provide a new avenue of postsecondary education that would help the province respond 
to its changing job training and education needs.  More than 40 years later they are 
commonly accepted as a vital key to the province’s economic growth and social stability.   
 
 This is evidenced in part by the enormous diversity in the programs and services 
offered by the 24 colleges with campuses in more than 100 locations across the province 
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and the diversity in the students, employers and other stakeholders served by them.  
(Appendix 4) 
 

       It is evident that the colleges will continue to face even greater challenges in 
adapting and accommodating to increasingly complex social, economic and technological 
demands and expectations of the province.   

 
       Furthermore, the colleges are central to a number of key government strategies 

and priorities.  These are aimed at ensuring economic growth and stability through the 
provision of current, flexible, timely, high quality and focused educational and vocational 
programming.  
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                                            III 

The Consultation Process 
 

               Consultations were undertaken with stakeholders and interested  parties to help 
inform the findings and recommendations contained in this Report. 
 
 The current Review is undertaken in compressed circumstances and with a 
focused purpose.  The Gandz Report was a notional starting point from which I 
formulated a series of questions to pose to stakeholders for comment.  In drafting these 
questions, I wished to avoid simply a remaking of the Gandz “wheel”. It was my 
intention to concentrate on what if anything was different or new since the Gandz review.  
I also wanted to avoid a ‘blue sky” exercise about an “ideal” college model.   
 
 Consequently, my inquiries and discussions with those consulted focused quite 
practically on what was possible – or not – given where the colleges presently are in their 
development.  I was interested in what is “do-able” and realistic, given where we are now 
with the existing college system. 
 
 The questions used to solicit comment in this consultation attempt to address all 
of the issues in response to the Terms of Reference.  
 
      A three-stage approach was developed to ensure an open, focused   
and inclusive consultation process, including: 
 

• Preliminary, informal meetings with key stakeholders; 
 
• A public invitation to respond to a Notice of Consultation through written 

submission; 
 

• A series of regional public hearings. 
 

 

     Eight questions were developed to provide a context for the review   
and to focus discussions and responses during all consultation stages.  
These questions were: 
 
1. What is the appropriate collective bargaining model (central, local, two- 
    tier)? 
 

2. What are the appropriate bargaining unit descriptions? 
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3. Who should represent the colleges in bargaining? 
 
4. Should any categories of employees be excluded from collective 
    bargaining? 
 
5. What is the appropriate bargaining agent certification process? 
 
6. Should any items or issues be excluded from collective bargaining? 
 
7. What should the role of the College Relations Commission be? 
 
8. Are there possible amendments to the CCBA that would enhance the  
   collective bargaining process and permit the colleges to achieve their  
   goals and mandate?  
  

 

 

Preliminary Consultations 

 
              From September through November 2007, I met and informally consulted with 
institutional stakeholders as well as Ministries of Labour and Training, Colleges and 
Universities representatives.  I spoke with a cross section of college Presidents to help 
inform the identification of issues to be considered within the scope of the review.   
 
 Early discussions provided an opportunity to gain insight into the preliminary 
views of stakeholders on the formal consultation approach and subject matter content.  In 
particular, the institutional stakeholders  agreed that the eight questions adequately 
canvassed the issues appropriately addressed in the course of the Review.  
 
 Key Institutional stakeholders consulted included: 
 

• College Compensation and Appointments Council (CCAC)  
     
              The CCAC  (the “Council”) is the statutorily designated  bargaining agent for 
the colleges in negotiating collective agreements with academic and support staff . 
Members are appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council.  Bargaining mandates are 
established  through the CCAC’s Human Resources Steering Committee which includes 
representatives from college presidents, boards of governors and council members. The 
Mandate is reviewed by College Ontario’s Committee of Presidents (COP) to ensure 
system wide support. 
 



 
 

21

           The CCAC is also responsible under regulation for appointing members of college 
Boards of Governors and is the deemed administrator for staff insured benefits plans.  
 

• Ontario Public Service Employees Union (OPSEU) 

 
    OPSEU represents over 125,000 workers in many areas of public service 
throughout the province. Within the college sector, OPSEU represents 17,000 full 
time college workers, both academic and support staff in the 24 colleges. OPSEU 
also has a long, well established history of pursuing bargaining rights for currently 
excluded part time staff. OPSEU assisted in the formation in 2006 of the 
Organization of Part-time, and Sessional Employees of Colleges of Applied Arts and 
Technology (OPSECAAT) and has recently embarked on a campaign to organize 
these employees. 

 
• Colleges Ontario 

 

           Colleges Ontario is an outreach and advocacy organization, serving the colleges.    
It represents the broad interests of all colleges in the province. Colleges Ontario is 
closely linked with the CCAC for collective bargaining purposes. 

 
• Committee of Presidents (COP) 

 

The COP is a Committee of Colleges Ontario, consisting of the Presidents of all 
24 colleges. 

 
• Organization of Part-Time and Sessional Employees of Colleges of  
     Applied Arts and Technology ( OPSECAAT) 
 

 

      OPSECAAT is a staff association that informally represents 
 the interests of part time (excluded) employees in the colleges.  

 
• College Student Alliance (CSA) 
 

              The CSA is an advocacy and services association that has represented college 
students since 1975. The CSA currently represents the interests of over 109,000 full 
time students including those in 16 colleges, of which over 5,100 are students 
working part time on campus. This group of students is part of the larger group of 
17,000 part time excluded workers in the college system.  
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• Ontario College Administrative Staff Association (OCASA) 
 

OCASA is a voluntary association that promotes the interests  and needs of the 
province’s college administrators.   College administrators oversee support staff and 
faculty members.  

 

Notice of Consultation and Written Submissions 
 
         On November 1, 2007 a Notice of Consultation (Appendix 5) was released to all 
institutional stakeholders and the broader union community.  The Notice was posted on 
the Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities website and distributed to all colleges 
for local posting.  The Notice was published in local newspapers in proposed public 
hearing sites. The Notice contained website links to further reference material, including 
the Gandz Report. 
 
        Written submissions addressing the eight questions were invited by November 16, 
2007. Those interested in participating in one of four regional public hearings were asked 
to identify their interest in their written submissions. 
 

        A total of 20 submissions were received, of which nine substantially addressed all of 
the questions posed. The balance, including those from the Ontario Federation of Labour, 
Canadian Auto Workers’, Canadian Federation of Students, Ontario Confederation of 
University Faculty Associations, Toronto and York Region Labour Council, and 
individual college staff, offered general comments or support for other submissions.  
 
        All of the institutional stakeholders provided complete submissions. The Council 
and Colleges Ontario provided a joint submission, as did OPSEU and OPSECAAT. Other 
substantive submissions were received from OPSEU Locals  110, 417, 560, 655/656 
(joint), the Sudbury and District Labour Council and the Sudbury Marxist Leninist Party 
Club. 
 
        Seven submissions identified an interest in participating in regional public hearings. 
 
Regional Public Hearings  

 
       A series of four regional public hearings were scheduled across the province to 
provide an opportunity for interested parties to present their views in a public forum.   
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Participants were selected based on a review of the relevance of their written submissions 
to the project Terms of Reference and the questions raised in the Notice of Consultation.  
 
            Hearings were to be held in colleges and the sites were chosen based on their 
central proximity to other colleges in the Region.   
 
              The hearing sites included Algonquin College (Ottawa, November 20, 2007), 
Fanshawe College (London, November 27, 2007), Centennial College (Toronto, 
November 28, 2007) and Cambrian College (Sudbury, November 30, 2007).  Public 
notices of the hearings were published in local newspapers in each of the sites and posted 
on the MTCU website.  
 
              Hearings scheduled for Algonquin and Fanshawe were subsequently cancelled 
due to a lack of participant interest. One party participated in a teleconference hearing 
instead.   Hearings at Centennial and Cambrian Colleges proceeded as scheduled.  
 
Summary of Principal Submissions 

 
 The submissions of the parties are discussed in more detail later in this report as 
they relate to each of the eight questions posed in the Notice of Consultation.  
Nonetheless, it is useful at this point to describe generally the broader issues and 
concerns raised in the submissions and the extent to which they reflect the three broad 
themes of how collective bargaining is to be extended to part time employees, what 
challenges will flow from this and what in the CCBA needs to be changed to 
accommodate any new challenges. 
 

The Colleges 
 
 The Council and Colleges Ontario provided a joint written submission on behalf 
of all 24 colleges.  This is the principle “employer” perspective submission and I will 
refer to it simply as the “colleges” submission. 
 
 The colleges expressly support the extension of collective bargaining for part 
time employees and referred to the recent direction from the Supreme Court of Canada in 
Health Services and Support – Facilities Subsector Bargaining Association v. British 
Columbia, [2007] S.C.J. No. 27 ( the “B.C. Health Employers’ case”). 
 
 On the issue of how collective bargaining should be extended to part time 
employees, the colleges emphasized that the process should permit for the expression of 



 
 

24

employee choice and the continuation of a strong  centralized model of bargaining.  The 
colleges suggested that part time employees should be free to choose their own 
bargaining agent and then free to negotiate their own collective agreement that would be 
responsive to their distinct needs.   
 
 On the issue of how the colleges might be affected by the extension of 
collective bargaining to part time employees, the colleges were most concerned about 
their continuing need for flexibility in the provision of instructional programming.   
 
 The principal submission designed to protect existing flexibility was a change to 
the CCBA to remove the establishment of classifications from bargaining in the academic 
bargaining unit.  It was suggested that this would permit the colleges to use the 
classification system as a tool in retaining the requisite degree of work assignment 
flexibility.  The colleges also supported a greater role for local bargaining. 
 
 In terms of changes to the CCBA broadly speaking, the colleges suggested a 
number of amendments which would have the effect of moving the collective bargaining 
model closer to that under the OLRA.  These suggestions would reduce reliance on third 
party neutrals and permit the employer to do the same sorts of things in bargaining that 
might occur in the private sector – such as implement their final offer once in a strike or 
lockout position. 
 
The Committee of Presidents 

 
              While endorsing the submission from the Council and Colleges Ontario, the 
COP addressed only one discrete issue and that is the question of who should bargain on 
behalf of the colleges.  The COP suggested that there be a new employer bargaining 
agent, controlled and directed by the colleges themselves.   
 
OCASA 

 
 OCASA supports the rights of part time college employees to unionize.  The 
need for flexibility as a critical tool for college administrators was put front and centre.  
OCASA is also concerned that what they characterize as current inadequate college 
funding will only become more inadequate as the unionization of part time employees 
will increase administrative costs.  Finally, the needs of students are as important as the 
needs of employees and the consequences to students must be given significant priority. 
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OPSEU 

 
 OPSEU made a comprehensive submission on its own behalf (as well as on 
behalf of OPSECAAT) and there were a number of submissions that were made by 
OPSEU local unions directly.  For the most part these were consistent in terms of both 
general principles and discrete proposals. 
 
 On the issue of how collective bargaining should be extended to part time 
employees, OPSEU argues that “but for” the historical wrong of having excluded part 
time employees from collective bargaining, part time employees would now already be 
included in the two full time bargaining units prescribed in the CCBA.  The remedy then 
is to simply remove the statutory exclusion with the effect of placing part time employees 
in the full time units now.   
 
 In terms of the consequences of extending collective bargaining to part time 
employees, OPSEU suggests that this should not be done at the expense of existing full 
time employee rights and entitlements.  In other words, full time employees should not in 
any way be put into a worse position as a result of part time employees being unionized.  
As one presenter put it at a public hearing session, part time employees should not be 
given the right to bargain collectively “on the backs” of full time employees. 
 
 As to any changes to the CCBA that might be required to accommodate the 
parties’ needs once part time employees are unionized, OPSEU took a strong principled 
position that no changes should be made as the parties have worked since 1975 to 
construct a delicate bargaining balance that ensures that the statute “works”.  Any change 
will affect that balance both in terms of the contents of collective agreements or the 
dynamic of the bargaining process itself. 
 
Students 

 
 The College Student Alliance and the Canadian Federation of Students made 
written submissions on behalf of college students.  The former represents the vast 
majority of college students at 16 of the 24 colleges and the latter represents students 
across the country and particularly in 1 of the 24 colleges (George Brown).  
 
 The CFS submission simply supported the right of part time college employees 
to bargain collectively and the ability of OPSEU to act on their behalf as bargaining 
agent. 
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 The CSA had a more detailed submission with two principal points of focus.  
Firstly, that there should be no ability of either side to invoke a work stoppage and it was 
suggested that the right to strike or lockout should be removed from the CCBA.  The 
second significant concern was about the ability to continue to ensure that students have 
access to the levels of part time employment that exist currently. 
 
Points of Convergence  
 

Significantly, there was a high degree of consistency in the responses of most 
stakeholders.  More particularly there was limited divergence of views and positions as 
between the two (principal) institutional bargaining parties, OPSEU and the CCAC on 
fundamental issues around the appropriate collective bargaining model, appropriate  
bargaining unit descriptions, categories of employees to be excluded from bargaining, 
and with one main exception, items or issues to be excluded from bargaining.  
 

Sections 7 through 12 of this Report set out the views, positions, and reasoning 
relied upon by the principal parties for each of the eight questions under review. 
 
            A summary table of key stakeholder responses to the 8 questions can be found at 
Appendix 6 
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                                        IV 

                                    Terms of Reference 
 
 The Terms of Reference which set out my tasks and responsibilities are 
included in the Report at Appendix 1.   These Terms direct me to do the following three 
things: 
 

(1) make findings on the extent to which the CCBA appropriately provides access to 
collective bargaining for all college employees (including part time employees 
presently excluded from collective bargaining); 

 
(2) make findings on the extent to which the CCBA allows the Colleges to meet their 

mandate (including the changing needs of  students and Ontario generally); 
 
(3) make recommendations on directions that the Ministry of Training Colleges and 

Universities and Ontario could take to better meet both goals (the provision of 
access to collective bargaining and the ability of the Colleges to meet their 
mandates). 

 
 In formulating my findings and conclusions on these three points, the Terms of 
Reference further direct me to consider the extent to which the CCBA fosters good 
collective bargaining, and meets the particular needs of Ontario students.  More 
particularly, I am asked to consider what would be a viable model of collective 
bargaining for part time employees and to identify the consequences of adopting such a 
model. 
 
 Finally, the Terms of Reference direct me to consult with all interested 
stakeholders in order to obtain their views on the questions posed and the tasks I am 
asked to undertake. 
 
Three Broad Themes 

 
 Throughout the course of this Review, three broad themes have emerged, both 
in discussions with those consulted and in my deliberations.   
 
 The first theme addresses the “how do we do it” set of questions.  What are the 
appropriate mechanisms to facilitate the introduction of collective bargaining for part 
time college employees?  These include the issues of the location of bargaining (central 
versus local), the description of the bargaining unit and the process used to obtain 
collective bargaining (certification). 
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 The second theme deals with the consequences of introducing collective 
bargaining for part time employees.  This includes an analysis of the past and current use 
of part time labour in the colleges, and how the unionization of this labour will create 
particular consequences for the colleges, their employees, students and the collective 
bargaining process.    
 
 The third theme deals with the ways in which the CCBA should either remain as 
is - or be changed.  The question here is; what is needed to ensure that the consequences 
of collective bargaining support the work of the colleges, the interests of students and 
employees - and a healthy and viable collective bargaining relationship?   
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V 

The Gandz Report 
 
 In 1987, Jeffrey Gandz was appointed by the government to conduct an 
extensive and comprehensive review of collective bargaining in the colleges.  The terms 
of reference for the Gandz Commission were broader than those which direct the current 
Review but included all of the issues I have been asked to consider.   
 
 The Gandz report is widely accepted as the most comprehensive and thorough 
examination yet undertaken, of collective bargaining in the colleges.  The parties who 
have participated in the present Review do not uniformly agree on which of the Gandz 
recommendations are to be adopted or endorsed.  
 

 Gandz submitted a report to the government which included a lengthy list of 
recommendations, many of which touch directly on the issues that I have been asked to 
examine.  Of particular note, Gandz recommended that part time college employees be 
permitted to bargain collectively under the CCBA in a four bargaining unit structure, 
defined in the statute.  He also recommended a variety of other changes to the CCBA that 
would affect the way in which bargaining occurs.   
 
 Gandz made 38 discrete recommendations of which the following bear most 
directly on the questions posed in this Review: 
 

• That the CCBA continue as there is an ongoing need for special legislation 
governing collective bargaining in the college system; 

 
• That government should limit its involvement in the bargaining process; 

 
• That bargaining should remain at the provincial level with local bargaining 

protected and encouraged; 
 

• That the colleges should have their own employer bargaining agent separate from 
both the Council and government; 

 
• That part time academic and support staff be given access to collective 

bargaining through a certification process which would include the requirement 
for a “double majority” representation vote; 

 
• That part time academic and support staff have their own statutorily defined 

bargaining units; 
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• That a variety of changes be made to the rules governing bargaining which would 
bring college bargaining more into line with the regime under the OLRA, 
including the timing of the notice to bargain, and a vote on the employer’s final 
offer; 

 
• That system wide grievances be processed and dealt with at the provincial level; 

 
• That the College Relations Commission be provided with increased resources so 

as to better support the parties in bargaining. 
 
 In particular (and as noted earlier), Gandz was quite critical of the bargaining 
process and relationship for the full time academic bargaining unit.  In his view, 
academic bargaining had been consistently unsuccessful and had not permitted the parties 
to successfully deal with and resolve the most significant and difficult issues, requiring 
solutions.   
 
 Gandz concluded that the academic bargaining had been and remained, 
dysfunctional.  He described the academic bargaining process as one characterized by 
“extreme conflicts of positions and personalities, excruciatingly protracted negotiations, 
excessive reliance on third parties to resolve problems and issues, and escalating 
frustration on the part of all those involved in negotiations”3.  
 
 By contrast, Gandz described the support staff collective bargaining process as 
“highly constructive”.  He notes that “Everyone involved with those negotiations – the 
parties themselves and the third parties who have been appointed as mediators and fact 
finders- has commented on the professionalism of the negotiators, their preparedness to 
deal with common problems, and their willingness to compromise, after tough 
bargaining, on issues where they could not have a meeting of the minds”4.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3 Gandz page 100 
4 Gandz page 99 
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VI 

                                              Findings 
 

The Colleges’ Mandate 

 

The colleges mandate remains the timely provision of practical and technical, training 
and education, for post secondary youth and adults, designed to meet the needs of both 
local communities and the Province.  This requires significant flexibility in course 
programming. 
 

 
 The mandate of the college system has been refined and extended over time.  
Today, the college system offers a vast array of training and education that would have 
exceeded the most creative predictions of those present at its inception in 1965.   
 
 Despite this growth and expansion, in many significant ways, the colleges’ 
“mandate” remains faithful to its origins in the Department of Education Amendment Act 
of 1965.  That mandate at core is the provision of practical and technical, training and 
education, for post secondary youth and adults, designed to meet the needs of both local 
communities and the Province.   
 
 The colleges’ mandate includes the obligation to work with local partners in 
industry and government in the provision of flexible, timely, high quality and focused 
educational and vocational programming.  Programming is to be offered on both full time 
and part time bases. 
 
 The ability to create educational and training programs in conjunction with 
experts and practitioners from industry and local communities, designed for local 
application and on a rapid turn around time - has played a central role in the work of the 
colleges.  The colleges have excelled at being able to identify and then quickly satisfy, 
local community vocational and training needs.  This in essence, is the college “brand”.   
  
 The colleges’ abilities to meet local industry and community demands, has been 
dependent on their capacity to quickly retain local expert labour and as quickly, to be able 
to bring assignments to an end when no longer required by community needs. 
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Collective Bargaining Issues that Impact on Programming 

 
The most significant collective bargaining issues that impact on and relate directly to 
programming flexibility have arisen in academic bargaining around work assignment, 
job security and classification.  
 
 
 The ways in which the bargaining parties deal with and resolve issues and 
disputes around work assignment and job security, will directly affect the ability of the 
colleges to provide flexible course programming.  The ways in which the academic 
collective agreement determines the method of work assignment and the measurement of 
workload for academic staff in particular is a critically significant factor in course 
programming. 
 
 Workload and work assignment are governed by current Article 11 of the 
academic collective agreement.  Job security is dealt with in Article 27.  Classification is 
referred to in various places, significantly in the Classification Plans at the end of the 
collective agreement.    
 
The Dynamic of Academic Bargaining  

 
The colleges and the academic bargaining unit, remain, chronically dissatisfied with 
the way in which these issues (work assignment, job security and classification) have 
been managed in the bargaining process. 
 
 Most would agree that the history of bargaining in the full time academic 
bargaining unit has been characterized by frustration on both sides of the table.  This was 
a significant focus in the Gandz review.  Gandz attributed this to the “personalities” 
involved in the process.   
 

 The colleges and full time academic staff have historically been unable to get 
the other side’s attention for what they understand to be many of their primary bargaining 
concerns and goals.   More often than not, these issues deal with workload and job 
security. 
 
 As both parties have acknowledged (and as Gandz was quick to point out), the 
colleges and the full time academic employees have historically been frustrated at the 
bargaining table.  Both sides perceive that they have chronically been unable to get the 
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other side to respond to and engage with their short list of priority items for bargaining.   
Both sides have at various times, unsuccessfully attempted to open up issues of workload, 
job security and classification.   
 
 The most challenging labour relations issues have arisen in the context of the 
academic bargaining.  This will continue to be the case.  
 
 Full time academic labour is the most costly in the college system.  Current 
academic collective agreement provisions around work load and classifications are likely 
to factor significantly in future discussions about programming flexibility.   
 
 Gandz attributed this sense of chronic joint frustration to the continuing 
presence of the same “personalities” in the bargaining process.  He contrasted this with 
the bargaining that occurs between the colleges and the full time support employees - 
who would by all accounts seem to have an open and productive bargaining relationship.  
 
 
The Use of Non Unionized Labour 
 
 
Rather than finding “flexibility” solutions through bargaining with the full time 
academic unit - the colleges have over time, resorted to significant reliance on 
inexpensive and flexible part time non unionized labour, unencumbered by collective 
agreement obligations. 
 
   
 It is apparent that the colleges have for some time now, continued to provide 
flexible and timely programming in large part by relying heavily on part time non 
unionized labour.  Unlike the case with full time unionized employees, the colleges can 
(subject to minimum labour standards ) unilaterally determine all of the terms and 
conditions of work for part time non unionized employees.  Part time labour is 
inexpensive (relative to unionized labour), quickly obtained and may be as quickly, 
brought to an end.  
 
 Readily available part time non unionized labour currently permits colleges to 
construct focused and relevant local programming on a very short turn around time and 
then to end the programming the moment that the need is gone – all with minimal notice, 
job security or compensation obligations. 
 
 

 

 



 
 

34

The Consequences of Using Part Time Labour 
 

 
As a consequence of the colleges’ reliance on significant part time non unionized 
academic labour, the dynamic in academic bargaining is that OPSEU attempts to 
obtain job security for its members by bargaining to limit the use of part time 
employees -  while the colleges attempt to maximize their capacity to use part time non 
union labour. 
 
 
 These issues have driven much of the academic bargaining. It is apparent from 
the academic collective agreement provisions that deal with job security and workload 
that the colleges’ capacity to use part time labour has been the “elephant in the room”.  In 
response to the significant use by the colleges of part time non unionized academic 
labour, OPSEU has attempted in various ways to protect the work of their members by 
negotiating limits on the use of part time employees.  On the other side, the colleges have 
attempted to preserve this capacity.   
 
 It is probably the case that if part time employees had been able to participate in 
collective bargaining when the CCBA was first introduced, much of what is now in the 
full time collective agreement dealing with job security would be unnecessary –  or at 
least different. 
 
The Exclusion of Part Time Employees  

 
The majority of college employees are now part time.  There is no justification for 
excluding these employees from collective bargaining.  Part time employees should be 
immediately granted the right to unionize. 
 
 Part time college employees have been precluded from collective bargaining 
since the CCBA was first introduced in 1975.  At that time part time college employees 
were scarce.   Few persons were practically affected by this exclusion.   
 
 Those circumstances have changed significantly over time.  Over the last twenty 
years the proportion of part time to full time employees has steadily increased to the point 
where the majority of college employees whether academic or support, are now part time.    
 
 The original decision to preclude part time employees from the CCBA probably 
seemed at the time an innocuous practical strategy. Excluding part time employees from 
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otherwise full time bargaining units was consistent with then current industrial relations 
thinking.  This was the pattern in most other sectors and industries, public and private.  
 
 In determining bargaining unit composition under the Ontario Labour Relations 
Act (“OLRA”), the Ontario Labour Relations  Board (“OLRB”) would in the normal 
course, exclude part time employees from any full time bargaining unit on the theory that 
part time employees had a different “community of interest” than full time employees.   
 
 Today, it would seem to be accepted that the exclusion of employees from 
collective bargaining in the college sector is without justification.  Most likely this 
exclusion is contrary to the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.   
 
 All who were consulted in the process of this review – including the colleges – 
supported the right of part time college employees to have access to collective 
bargaining. 
 
 
The Use of Part Time Unionized Labour 
 
 
When part time employees are unionized, the colleges will no longer be able to rely on 
part time labour as they have in the past – with the same degree of flexibility.  The 
colleges will no longer have the capacity to unilaterally determine terms and conditions 
of employment for part time employees.   The “hourly rate” cost of part time labour 
will increase more rapidly. 
 
 

 It is clear that the college system will be significantly challenged by the 
introduction of collective bargaining for part time employees.  This is because the 
colleges will no longer be able to use and assign part time employees as they have in the 
past.  
 
 There should be no doubt that the colleges will lose some of their now 
unfettered discretion to hire and direct part time employees as they choose.   Again, this 
is quite appropriately part of the exercise of collective bargaining where unions on behalf 
of their members play a role in determining and structuring the working terms and 
conditions  in the workplace.   
 
 By its very nature, collective bargaining is and should be about, employees 
negotiating appropriate limits on the free exercise of managements rights and employer 
discretion to direct how and when work is to be done.  Collective agreements are 
essentially codified restraints and obligations that apply to the exercise of managerial 
control.    
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 There is also little doubt that on a “per unit” or hourly rate basis, the labour of 
unionized part time employees will likely and over time, be more expensive than the 
labour of part time non unionized employees.  This should come as no surprise and 
indeed, redistributive change is quite appropriately one of the attractions and anticipated 
outcomes of collective bargaining. 
 
 While the per unit costs of part time labour may increase, this does not 
necessarily mean that global compensation costs will rise.  Whether global compensation 
increases or not will be determined by what happens in bargaining. 
 
 
New Challenges in Bargaining 
 
 
The collective bargaining parties will be faced with new and extremely challenging 
issues as the colleges will attempt to bargain provisions which will allow them to 
continue to maintain flexibility in work course programming. 
 
 Notwithstanding the anticipated consequences of the extension of collective 
bargaining to part time employees, the colleges mandate remains the same.  Even without 
the same degree of control over the direction and assignment of part time labour, and 
with a possible increase in the per unit cost of that labour, the colleges will still be 
required to provide timely, flexible, high quality community focused programming.   
 
 Given the newer set of challenges as a result of government policy in the 
colleges sector, and the types of changes in the way in which colleges now work, the 
need for flexibility in course of studies programming is only likely to increase.   
 
 Colleges are more than ever before in competition with other providers of 
educational and vocational services – both from the private and public sectors.  The 
survival of the college system as we know it will depend on the degree to which it can 
continue to respond at a high level to community and provincial needs. 
 
 Without being able to rely on their past unfettered ability to direct and use 
inexpensive part time labour, the colleges will have only one place now to turn, in order 
to get the flexibility that they will continue to need.  That place is the bargaining table 
where they will (eventually) find themselves sitting across from both part time and full 
time employees – support and academic.   
 
 As a result of part time unionization, both sides will likely be raising difficult 
and new issues in the bargaining process.  These may include compensation, the scope of 



 
 

37

the bargaining unit, classifications, workload, issues of notice and job security and the 
assignment and direction of work.  
 
 Bargaining is only going to get more challenging and difficult once part time 
employees unionize.  The traditional bargaining  dynamic in the academic unit will have 
to change if the colleges and the union are to successfully grapple with the changes that 
lie ahead. 
 
Bargaining under the CCBA 

 
 
Collective bargaining under the CCBA (as compared to the OLRA) provides for 
significant supervision of the process and intervention by the CRC, third party neutrals 
and government.  The CCBA also expressly and implicitly, limits access to and the 
consequences of, a strike or lockout.  
 
 
 Aside from the very significant exclusion of part time employees, the CCBA 
also reflects the industrial relations thinking of the 1970’s in two other important 
respects.  This thinking is apparent when one contrasts the provisions of the CCBA with 
those of the OLRA, the labour relations statute that applies generally to the vast majority 
of Ontario employees, both in the private and public sector. 
 
 Firstly, there is an underlying assumption in the CCBA that public sector 
employers and employees (such as these) lack the knowledge, experience and capacity to 
engage in full blown collective bargaining on their own.  For this reason, they need a 
variety of collective bargaining “training wheels” to prop them up and keep them moving 
in a safe manner, in the right direction.  These include such features as the designation of 
the Council of Regents (appointed by government) as the employer bargaining agent, fact 
finding, information collection by the College Relations Commission (CRC), extended 
periods for the giving of notice to bargain, fixed collective agreement expiry dates, 
detailed schemes for interest arbitration and final offer selection.   
 
 Most of these provisions are unique to the CCBA and do not appear in the 
OLRA or in any of the other statutes that provide self contained provincial labour 
relations schemes.  These features of the CCBA are designed to permit the CRC, the 
government and third party neutrals to “chaperone” and supervise the collective 
bargaining process.  Presumably, this is for the benefit of the parties who would 
otherwise  be lost along the way, if left to themselves, and unable to manage on their 
own.   
 
 The second way in which the thinking of the 70’s is reflected is in the various 
ways in which either access to, or the consequences of strike or lockout are limited and 
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constrained.  While there is certainly a “right” to strike under the CCBA, many hoops 
must be jumped through, many delays and conditions precedent to overcome – before the 
parties get to a position where they can in fact engage in work stoppage.   
 
 On the rare occasion when the union is able to get to a strike position, the full 
extent of potential damage to the employer is mitigated (when compared to a strike under 
the OLRA).  There is a fair degree of certainty that the CRC and the government will see 
that the strike will not be permitted to last very long and that a third party neutral will 
determine the issues in dispute through arbitration. 
 
 On the other side, there has never been a lockout under this legislation and it is 
certainly the perception of the parties that the colleges could never for practical reasons – 
ever get to the position where they could lock out. 
 
 In many ways then and as a result of a variety of features of the CCBA, the full 
ability to strike – in the traditional industrial relations sense – is not permitted under the 
CCBA.  This begs the question, why should college employees not in practical terms 
have the same real ability to strike, as do the vast majority of employees in Ontario? 
 
 Under the CCBA there is certainly implicitly, a sense that the public interest in 
avoiding a strike or lockout must be significantly protected by making it difficult to ever 
get to a work stoppage - and if one gets there, to mitigate the damage and end it as 
quickly as possible.  This thinking underlies the jeopardy function of the CRC and the 
“deemed” strike or lockout provisions amongst others. 
 
 In my view, these assumptions about the inability of the parties to be trusted 
with traditional bargaining and the need to protect the public (and their expression in a 
variety of statutory provisions), have worked in combination to prevent the colleges and 
OPSEU from assuming full control over the bargaining process.  The present collective 
bargaining model does not require or oblige the parties to take full responsibility for 
choices made or not made at the bargaining table.   
 
 If the parties are secure in the knowledge that a strike or lockout is extremely 
unlikely, and that if it does occur, will be ended quickly by someone else with interest 
arbitration, there is little to require them to listen or focus on something that the other 
side wishes to remedy and push - but they wish to ignore. 
 

 Successful collective bargaining is very much about listening to what is coming 
from the other side of the table – especially when you don’t want to hear it.  Collective 
bargaining “works” only because it is at the end of the day, preferable to the alternative – 
which is the social and economic damage that flows from strike or lockout.   
 
 If the threatened or actual “damage” from work stoppages is reduced, 
constrained or mitigated, then the pressure on the parties to hear each other out and to 
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think hard about what they really need and want out of the process – is greatly 
diminished. 
 
 
Bargaining under an OLRA Model 
 
 
The CCBA should more closely resemble the OLRA. This would improve the 
bargaining process and permit the collective bargaining parties to manage bargaining 
themselves, with less third party intervention. Colleges employees should be provided 
with a more complete right to strike in the traditional sense – as are most other 
employees in Ontario. 

 
 The main reason that private sector bargaining is so successful in Ontario is that 
strikes or lockouts can potentially end in catastrophe for employers and unions.  When 
the stakes are this high, parties are prepared to remain at the bargaining table, pay 
attention and respond thoughtfully to what they would rather not hear or talk about.  This 
reality fundamentally contours and directs the way in which the bargaining process plays 
itself out.   
 
 It is the destructiveness of what happens if the parties cannot get agreement, that 
forces and pushes them to compromise and bend in order to settle a collective agreement.  
This reality – the prospect of potentially irreparable social and economic damage - is 
what requires and forces the parties to be disciplined and focused at the bargaining table.  
 
Consequences of an OLRA Model 

 
 
These changes would enhance the ability of the collective bargaining parties to deal 
successfully with new and increasingly difficult issues and problems.  The interests of 
students and the mandate of the colleges, are best protected and promoted through a 
healthy and robust collective bargaining process - where the parties take responsibility 
themselves for finding and crafting their own solutions to work place challenges.  

 
  Unlike Gandz, I do not see the “dysfunctionalism” in the full time 
academic bargaining as flowing from the personalities involved.  Rather, I understand 
that these are on both sides, experienced, sophisticated bargainers who have developed 
what they believe to be effective “defensive” strategies to protect what they have gained 
(or held onto), much of it through third party intervention.      
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 It is the framework of the CCBA which permits these protective strategies on 
both sides while undercutting any incentive to deal with the very tough issues that need to 
be solved on a creative and mutual basis.  With the introduction of collective bargaining 
for part time employees, these issues will only get tougher. 
 
 The collective bargaining parties have been and will always be in a better 
position to know and understand the real dynamic of the workplace than third party 
neutrals or the government.  Whatever measures may become necessary, whatever 
solutions are required in the future to protect and safeguard the interests of employees, 
students and the ability of the college system to continue to meet its mandate  are best 
identified and agreed to by the parties themselves, through bargaining.  Solutions 
imposed from outside are likely to lack the refinement necessary to succeed on the 
“ground”. 
 

 Colleges, their employees and their unions will more successfully manage the 
transition to the unionization of part time employees if they are entrusted with the full 
array of tools and levers, usually available in the collective bargaining process.  This 
means the removal of significant third party oversight or management of the bargaining 
process.  This means the extension of the full ability to strike and lockout (like employees 
and employers under the OLRA) and the ability of the parties themselves to control the 
timing and the manner of work stoppage.  
 
 If the union wishes to invoke rotating strikes for example because this method 
will best serve their strategic interests, then this should be their choice, to use as they see 
fit, with responsibility for the consequences. 
 

 Bargaining in the long term will be enhanced if the CCBA is amended to 
remove those features of the statute which oblige third parties or the government to 
oversee the collective bargaining process.  The colleges and OPSEU are sophisticated 
parties who know how collective bargaining works.   They are capable at this point in 
their bargaining relationship to take full responsibility for their conduct and choice of 
bargaining strategies.   If both parties can exercise the full array of levers and implements 
in the collective bargaining tool kit, they will be better equipped to meet the very difficult 
challenges that will flow from the unionization of part time college employees.   
 

 In the absence of these types of changes, the parties will most likely continue on 
as they have now for decades, unable to engage each other in the difficult issues that each 
side will bring forward for different reasons, once part time employees unionize.   
 

 It is time for the government and neutral third parties to step back and permit 
the collective bargaining parties to take complete control of the bargaining process, 
including the threat and consequences of work stoppages.  While there will inevitably be 
a period of transition and uncertainty, these changes will eventually permit the parties to 
truly negotiate with each other, those issues that at present, neither side wishes to hear 
from the other, across the bargaining table.     
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                                                                 VII 

What is the Appropriate Collective Bargaining Model? 
 
 One of the most significant issues to be addressed in this review is whether 
bargaining should occur centrally or locally. The consequences which flow from the 
choice of model are significant as different constituencies, with different issues and 
agendas, may control bargaining, depending on the choice of model. 
 
 The question to be answered is whether the significant focus of collective 
bargaining should be at the individual college level, or alternatively, centrally at the level 
of the college “system”. 
 
 There are typically three principal models available to balance local and central 
issues.  These are:  
 

(1) “central” bargaining, where bargaining only occurs at the provincial level; 
  

(2) “local” bargaining where bargaining only occurs at the individual college level; 
and 

  
    (3) “two tier” bargaining where issues are identified as either central or local and        

dealt with at the appropriate level, concurrently. 
 
 Existing Practice  

 
 From the beginning, bargaining under the CCBA has occurred centrally – at the 
provincial level.  This means that in every past round of bargaining, the Council on 
behalf of all of the colleges has bargained directly with OPSEU, on behalf of all local 
unions (with local unions at each college).   
 
 Some minor local bargaining does occur. This varies significantly between 
colleges. There is no formalized integration of central and local bargaining.  There are no 
issues which are expressly understood to be within the scope of local bargaining and for 
this reason cannot be described as two tier.  Over time, the degree and significance of 
local bargaining has diminished. 
 
 The CCBA does not expressly require that bargaining be conducted centrally. 
Many features of the statute however, including the fact that the Council is the employer 
bargaining agent - implicitly support a central model.   
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 Although it is not necessarily a good “fit” with the statute, the parties could (and 
in some cases, do) agree to deal with some issues locally.  Although extremely rare, a 
small number of individual colleges and their local OPSEU unions have written local 
agreements.  Less rare are “unwritten” local agreements which embody local 
“understandings” as to how some issues are to be managed and administered. 
 

 Various provisions of the CCBA, including defined province wide bargaining 
units, very clearly facilitate a central bargaining structure.  In the absence of an 
agreement to deal with local issues locally, the default process is central bargaining.  
 
 
Other Sectors in Ontario 
 
 
 Most collective bargaining in Ontario occurs at the local level.  This includes 
bargaining in the private sector under the OLRA and in the public sector under a variety 
of sector specific statutes.    
 
 School boards and universities bargain locally, although school board 
bargaining has increasingly assumed some of the characteristics of central bargaining. 
 
 The only significant exception in the private sector is in the construction 
industry where designated employer and union bargaining agents bargain centrally on a 
province wide basis.   
 
 Voluntary central bargaining occurs in the health care sector where employers 
can elect to participate in a provincial process, or choose to bargain on their own behalf. 
 
 Bargaining in the Ontario public service is by agreement, two tier.  In this 
sector, OPSEU and the Crown have agreed to identify particular issues as local and leave 
them to local bargaining.  The majority of significant bargaining however occurs in this 
sector, at the provincial level and is done centrally.  Like most two tier bargaining, local 
agreements are subject to the central agreements.   
 
Other Canadian Jurisdictions 
 

 Central bargaining (or two tiered) is the predominant model for colleges in other 
Canadian jurisdictions, with P.E.I and Alberta being the only provinces to exclusively 
employ a local bargaining model.    
 

 Many permit some form of local bargaining within a central bargaining 
framework.   
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Gandz Report 

 
 The Gandz Report recommended the continuation of a central bargaining model 
with amendments to enhance the role of local bargaining within a provincial framework. 
   
 Bill 23 did not contain any amendments which would have necessarily altered 
the balance as between central and local bargaining. 
 
Stakeholder Responses 

 
 There was a clear and uniform consensus on this issue from all parties who 
participated in the consultation process.  Without exception, all have suggested that 
central bargaining should continue to be the primary bargaining framework both for those 
presently covered by the CCBA and for those part time employees who would fall within 
an expanded statutory scheme.   
 
 Although there are views as to how local bargaining might be used in 
conjunction with central bargaining, no one has recommended a move to adopt a local or 
formal two tiered bargaining model. 
 
 More particularly, the colleges and students suggest that the CCBA should be 
amended to permit and encourage a greater level of local bargaining, while retaining the 
central model overall.  OPSEU on the other hand, resists this suggestion on the basis that 
any such encouragement may over time, jeopardize or weaken the central bargaining 
framework. 
 
 Submissions made in support of central bargaining stressed the fact that this 
model has been successfully administered for over thirty years.  Central bargaining has 
produced stable (if not always successful) collective bargaining with very few work 
stoppages.   
 
 It was suggested that the continuation of a strong provincial bargaining 
mechanism is necessary in order to both ensure a central funding structure and the 
appropriate administration of a provincial “system” of colleges -rather than a collection 
of individual colleges.   
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 The Gandz Report sets out the various strengths and weaknesses of both central 
and local bargaining frameworks5.   Similar analyses and reasoning were relied upon by 
those who participated in the consultation process, in support of the central model as the 
system of choice. 
 
 Significantly, most consulted suggested that central bargaining is the most 
efficient and cost effective way to negotiate.  The collective bargaining process, from 
demand setting through to negotiation and ratification, consumes significant resources, 
both financial and emotional.   
 
 A multiplicity of parallel processes would demand that a much higher level of 
resources be committed to the broader exercise.  Depending on the number of bargaining 
units, local bargaining would require at the very least (and likely more), some forty eight 
different sets of bargaining.   
 
 A central bargaining model also eliminates the problem of whip-sawing and 
leapfrogging over salaries and benefits.  Both the Colleges and OPSEU have suggested 
that these are consequences to be avoided.   
 
 Central bargaining is consistent with the funding structure for the bargaining 
process and would best assist the parties in the assessment and costing of collective 
bargaining.   Central bargaining has and will continue to provide for uniform salaries and 
working conditions across the province.    
 
 A central province wide bargaining process reduces the likelihood that colleges 
will be tailoring their own terms of employment to compete with each other for staff, 
particularly in south central Ontario where a large number of colleges operate 
concurrently.   
 
 Central bargaining is much more likely to produce a stable collective bargaining 

environment with fewer work stoppages. 

 

 There are some disadvantages to central bargaining.  There may be a tendency 
to ignore or fail to deal with important issues that are not uniformly shared across the 
college system.   Where there are significant disputes and/or work stoppages during the 
bargaining process, they are more likely to be politicized in ways that may render 
resolution more difficult.  There may very well be legitimate reasons as to why some 
types of working conditions or employer obligations may need to vary across the 
province. 
 

                                                 
5 Gandz page 145. 
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 The principal shortcoming of formalized two tier bargaining is that it may often 
be difficult to know where a particular issue should be dealt with.  There is also the risk 
that over time, local bargaining may undermine or jeopardize the integrity of the central 
process. 
 
 The colleges and OPSEU have created mechanisms which mitigate some of the 
potential disadvantages of central bargaining.  The Council’s Human Resources 
Management Steering Committee and the prominent role played by the Committee of 
Presidents, ensures that local issues can be appropriately raised and advanced in the 
central process.   
 
 It is also clear that the colleges can in their central process, agree to formalize a 
number of different forums for the discussion and resolution of issues by the local parties.  
The current full time academic collective agreement for example, refers to a number of 
standing local committees and processes that are dedicated to the management of local 
issues by the local parties themselves.   
 
 There are certainly differences of opinion as to whether the parties are in fact 
taking advantage of these various mechanisms to deal effectively with local issues.  There 
is no doubt however that the parties could do more with the existing local processes, if 
they so chose. 
 
 It would also appear that since the Gandz Report, the parties have attempted to 
deal with what were at the time, recognized shortcomings and concerns with the central 
bargaining process.  The colleges generally find that the central bargaining process is 
now much better able to accommodate local issues, than during the period studied by 
Gandz. 
 
The Extension of Collective Bargaining to Part Time Employees 

 
 The perceived advantages of the central bargaining model are likely to assist in 
permitting the college “system” as a whole, to adjust to the eventual participation in 
collective bargaining by part time employees.    
 
 There will be significant policy issues, challenges and concerns common to all 
colleges that will flow from collective bargaining of part time employees.  The 
integration of part time employees will be facilitated by the continuation of a central 
bargaining model. 
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Impact on Students 
 

 Students currently comprise a majority of support part time employees.  
Although existing student work currently varies in some ways as between colleges, the 
significant challenges which will be faced by students participating in collective 
bargaining are common to all colleges.   
 
 The most critical issues for students are their ability to maintain the level of 
work currently directed their way, and to reduce the likelihood of work stoppages that 
will interfere with their program of study.  
 
 Both of these concerns would be best dealt with on a province wide central 
basis that will permit the deployment of student influence which will follow the critical 
mass of student membership within a part time support bargaining unit.   
 
Costing Implications 

 
 There are certainly no negative costing implications of central over local 
bargaining.  On the contrary, central bargaining aimed at the construction of standard 
province wide terms and conditions of employment will significantly facilitate cost 
forecasting.  This enhanced certainty around labour costs should assist the colleges in 
long term planning.  
 
 

Recommendation 1 

 
Continue the existing central bargaining model with an emphasis on the parties taking 
greater advantage of existing mechanisms to resolve local issues. 
 
 There is a long history to what is now a very sophisticated and nuanced central 
bargaining process.   The consultation participants are unanimous in the suggestion that 
central, province wide bargaining should continue.  While there are advantages and 
disadvantages of a central process, it would appear that the former outweigh the latter 
given the particular issues that will arise with the introduction of collective bargaining for 
part time employees.   
 
 For these reasons, the continuation of the existing central bargaining model is 
recommended.  The parties should also do more to take advantage of existing 
mechanisms for the resolution of local issues.   
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 A continuation of the existing central bargaining model and likely future 
refinements will best ensure that the Colleges are able to achieve their mandates, protect 
the common province wide interests of students, and provide for stable collective 
bargaining. 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

48

VIII 

What are the Appropriate Bargaining Unit Descriptions? 

 
 The issue to be addressed in this portion of the Report is the appropriate 
bargaining unit framework.  The Terms of Reference for this Review expressly indicate 
that consideration should be given to the appropriate bargaining unit description for 
college employees “including part time employees…”.   In other words, what is the 
appropriate set of bargaining unit descriptions that will best permit part time employees 
to have access to collective bargaining, while ensuring that the Colleges are appropriately 
able to meet their mandate. 
 
 
Existing Practice 
 
 From the outset, the CCBA has defined two bargaining units in two Schedules 
that appear at the end of the statute.  One unit is comprised of “academic” staff and the 
other “support” staff. 
 
 Significantly, the academic unit excludes “teachers who teach for six hours or 
less per week”, “counsellors and librarians employed on a part-time basis”, and “teachers, 
counsellors or librarians who are appointed for one or more sessions and who are 
employed for not more than twelve months in any twenty-four month period”. 
 
 The support unit similarly excludes persons who would otherwise perform 
support work but are “regularly employed for not more than twenty-four hours a week. 
 
 The existing academic bargaining unit exclusions essentially preclude any 
person employed as a part time teacher, from collective bargaining.  The majority of 
these fall into two categories, continuing education instructors and sessional instructors.  
 
 It would appear that at this point, excluded part time and sessional teachers 
outnumber full time academic bargaining unit staff, system wide and in most colleges.  
These percentages will vary from college to college with some full time academic staff 
being outnumbered by a factor of two to one.   
 
 Similarly, the existing part time support bargaining unit exclusions preclude any 
person employed to perform support work on a part time basis – that is not more than 
twenty-four hours per week.  The majority of these persons are students who are 
employed performing work that would otherwise fall within the support bargaining unit.  
Again, the numbers of part time excluded support staff are greater than those support 
staff in the full time bargaining unit.   
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 Taking the two existing bargaining units together, it is estimated that the 
number of part time employees both academic and support exceeds seventeen thousand.  
The number of full time academic and support employees exceeds fifteen thousand 
(excluding partial load).  
 
 In 1975 when the CCBA was first introduced, the general practice in all sectors 
public and private was to exclude part time employees from the bargaining unit of full 
time employees.  It was also the case that there were few part time employees of the 
colleges in 1975.  For these reasons, the original exclusions were likely seen as simply 
reflecting standard industrial relations practice. 
 
 What must have been unforeseen at the time was the rapid growth in part time 
college employment.  By the time of the Gandz report in 1988, the majority of college 
employees were likely part time.  The size of that majority has increased to the present. 
 
 As Gandz noted, part time unorganized labour, both academic and support, is 
inexpensive and flexible.    It is apparent from the growth curve of part time employment 
that these two attractions have proven irresistible to the colleges.    The corollary of this 
observation is that once part time employees choose to bargain collectively, the colleges 
as employers will lose the opportunity to take advantage of their primary source of 
inexpensive flexible labour.  There will be only one place left for them to go – and that 
will be to the bargaining table. 
 
Other Sectors in Ontario 

 
 It is unusual for bargaining unit descriptions to be determined by statute.  
Outside of the colleges, this only occurs in the Ontario Public Service and in a very small 
number of sectors in the broader public sector.  Where bargaining units are defined by 
statute, there is generally no exclusion for part time workers. 
 
 In other sectors governed by the OLRA, bargaining units are determined by the 
OLRB in the context of each individual certification application.  In the middle to distant 
past, the OLRB would determine bargaining unit structures that best represented a 
coherent community of interest.  As noted earlier, at the time of the enactment of the 
CCBA, it was not unusual for full and part time employees to be placed in separate 
bargaining units on the theory that they did not share a sufficient degree of common 
interests.   
 
 In the middle to recent past, the OLRB has rejected the community of interest 
analysis as a tool in defining bargaining unit structures.  The present approach is to ask 
whether a bargaining unit proposed by a union in a certification application “is 
appropriate for collective bargaining”.   
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 The most significant concerns centre on the two questions of whether a 
proposed bargaining unit could be organized and secondly, whether it would permit 
viable collective bargaining.  The trend is to larger rather than smaller units.   Part time 
employees are generally placed in the same bargaining units as full time employees. 
 
 Part time teachers are generally not in the same unit as full time teachers in 
universities or school boards in Ontario.  Part time support workers are usually in the 
same unit as full time support workers in universities and school boards in Ontario. 
 
 
Other Canadian Jurisdictions 
 
 With the exception of Saskatchewan, part time college employees whether 
academic or support, are included in the same bargaining units as full time college 
workers.  In the majority of provincial jurisdictions, academic and support workers are in 
different bargaining units. 
 
 
Gandz Report 
 
 
 Gandz recommended that the existing exclusion of part time college employees 
under the CCBA be removed.  He concluded that there was no policy justification for 
excluding part time workers from having access to collective bargaining. 
 
 Gandz recommended a four bargaining unit structure.  This would continue the 
two academic and support full time bargaining units and provide for two new additional 
part time bargaining units.   In addition to the two full time units which relate to both 
academic and support staff, Gandz proposed that a part time academic unit include any 
teacher, counselor or librarian who usually worked six or less hours per week including 
supply work.  He recommended for the part time support unit, any person working 
usually seven or less hours per week6.  
 
 Under the Gandz recommendations, students would generally be included in the 
part time support unit.  Sessional instructors would be included in the full time academic 
unit as they would usually work more than six hours per week. 
 

                                                 
6. Gandz page 237 
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 Bill 23 proposed that the two Schedules in the CCBA which define the full time 
bargaining units be repealed and further that Regulations made under the Bill would 
implement the four bargaining units proposed by Gandz. 
 
Stakeholder Responses 

 
 We received three different types of proposals during the consultation process: 
 

(1) That part time employees be rolled into the existing two full time bargaining 
units; 

  
(2) That the Gandz model be recommended with some minor variation: sessional 

instructors be placed in the part time academic unit rather than the full time 
academic unit and part time support staff would include those working 24 hours 
or less in a week; and 

 
(3) That part time employees be permitted to recommend a bargaining unit structure 

through a certification process. 
 
 
 OPSEU suggested the first option – that part time college employees  be rolled 
into the two existing full time units.  OPSEU argues that there has never been a legitimate 
justification for precluding part time college employees from being able to bargain 
collectively.  If one accepts that this historical exclusion has been “wrongful”, then the 
only appropriate solution is to put part time employees in the position that they should 
have been, but for this wrong.   
 
 OPSEU described five advantages favoring their proposed outcome.  Firstly; 
that two province wide sets of negotiations would be more efficient than four.  Secondly; 
that the exercise of achieving common terms of employment for part time employees in a 
rational and systematic way would be accelerated by simply being able to build upon the 
existing full time collective agreement terms.  Thirdly; that two units rather than four 
would eliminate potential jurisdictional disputes that would arise over which bargaining 
unit covered which type and form of work.  Fourthly; that the potential for “whipsawing” 
in bargaining would be reduced in a two bargaining unit structure.  Fifthly; that one 
bargaining unit each for support and academic workers would permit greater latitude for 
career trajectories, unencumbered by barriers to the movement between different types of 
employment opportunities. 
 
 OPSEU suggests as an alternative argument in the event that their first 
recommendation is not accepted, that the Gandz model of four bargaining units be 
recommended with the variation that sessional instructors be placed in the part time 
academic unit.   



 
 

52

 
 Further, OPSEU suggested that even if there were to be four bargaining units 
initially, that over time the parties would together see the advantage of being able to 
reconfigure the bargaining unit structure and should be able to invoke some form of 
review for that purpose.   
 
 OPSEU recommended that there be some form of statutory mechanism which 
would permit a review of the entire bargaining unit structure - to be triggered if necessary 
at some point in the future. 
 
 The colleges and students suggested that the Gandz model be adopted with the 
modification that sessional instructors be included in the part time academic unit and that 
part time support employees working 24 hours or less a week be placed in a part time 
support bargaining unit. 
 
 The colleges and students proposed that students (with a few particular 
exceptions) be included in the part time support unit.  They argued that in the absence of 
having the ability to participate and influence the bargaining process, students would 
eventually see their work opportunities decline as other part time non student employees  
would seek enhanced job security. 
 
 A variety of other consultation participants, including a number of OPSEU local 
unions, suggested that part time employees be permitted to suggest appropriate 
bargaining units at the time of certification following the process used to certify trade 
union bargaining agents under the OLRA. 
  
The Extension of Collective Bargaining to Part Time Employees 

 
 The Supreme Court of Canada in the B.C. Health Employers’ case,  recently 
confirmed that the ability to access collective bargaining is a protected component of the 
right of freedom of association in section 2(d) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms.   
 
 The government of Ontario has announced that it will extend the right to 
collective bargaining to part time college employees.   
 
 All parties consulted expressly supported the extension of collective bargaining 
to part time college employees. 
 
 Whether there are two or four bargaining units, part time college employees will 
under either model, be able to access collective bargaining.  If OPSEU’s principal 
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submission is adopted, then part time college employees would immediately have access 
to collective bargaining. 
 
Impact on Students 

 
 Students are principally concerned with the maintenance of existing levels of 
student employment and the avoidance of any disruption to their training and studies.  
Students will have a greater ability to advance their interests if they are included and 
participate in the collective bargaining process.   
 
 If students are not “at the bargaining table” then their interests may go 
unrepresented during what will inevitably be significant bargaining about work 
assignment and job security issues.    
 
 If students are in a part time support bargaining unit, they will form the majority 
of members in each local union in most individual colleges and certainly a majority in the 
bargaining unit province wide.    If students were to be placed initially in a single full and 
part time support bargaining unit, their ability to influence the direction of collective 
bargaining would be diminished as a direct result of their diluted strength within a larger 
bargaining unit. 
 
Costing Implications 

 
 It is apparent that the extension of collective bargaining to part time employees 
generally is likely to result over time in increased “per unit” labour cost increases and a 
reduction in the degree to which this labour can be used by the colleges with the existing 
degree of flexibility. 
 
   Indeed, two of the hallmarks of collective bargaining are that it permits 
employees through their union to exercise more control over the terms and conditions of 
work assignment and obtain wage and benefit increases over those of unorganized 
workers.   Increased compensation and the reduction of employer discretion in work 
assignment are quite appropriately traditional trade union bargaining objectives.   
 
 Quite plainly, it is apparent that the extension of collective bargaining to part 
time employees means that the colleges may be required over time, to pay more for their 
flexible labour. While this much may be fairly certain, it is not possible to accurately or 
reliably cost these consequences. 
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 Aside from the issue of the extension of collective bargaining to part time 
employees generally, there would seem to be little if no cost consequences that turn on 
particular bargaining unit configurations other than the cost of negotiations themselves.   
 
 Obviously, the fewer number of negotiations means fewer employee resources 
committed to bargaining.  Two sets of negotiations are likely to cost less than four. 
 
 What can also be observed is that bargaining with two new part time units may 
possibly resemble “first contract” bargaining, than being an exercise in adapting existing 
full time provisions to part time circumstances.  This bargaining “character” is likely to 
result in a wider scope of options available to the parties so as to be able to effectively 
deal with the particular and unique features of part time employment in the college 
system. 
 

 

Recommendation 2 
 
Create two new province wide part time bargaining units, defined in the statute. The 
part time academic unit should include sessional instructors and the part time support 
unit should include those workers employed for 24 hours a week or less. Establish a 
joint application process to have bargaining unit configurations reconsidered by the 
OLRB. 
  
 
 The present government has announced that it will permit part time college 
employees to have access to collective bargaining.   
 
 The Supreme Court of Canada has quite dramatically reversed its own 
jurisprudence to firmly entrench the ability to bargain collectively as “Charter protected” 
activity under the freedom of association in section 2(d) of the Charter.   
 
 The International Labour Organization has determined that part time college 
employees in Ontario are unjustly deprived of the right to bargain collectively, contrary 
to international conventions which bind Canada.   
 
 All consulted parties expressly and unanimously endorsed the extension of 
collective bargaining to part time college teachers.   
 
 There is no policy rationale advanced at this point by any party, suggesting a 
justification for precluding part time employees from collective bargaining.   
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 It is recommended that part time college employees should with certainty be 
provided the right to choose to bargain collectively.  
 
 Once part time employees choose to bargain collectively, there will be a number 
of unique issues that relate to their historical exclusion from collective bargaining.  The 
starting point for the redress of this exclusion will be the decades of built up practices 
around how their terms and conditions of employment have been determined.   
 
 This will be a detailed and complex bargaining exercise.  It will be managed 
more effectively if at the beginning, the parties are unencumbered by having to work 
within the framework of the two existing full time collective agreements.  For this reason, 
it makes sense at least initially, to place part time workers in their own two bargaining 
units, one academic and one support, to be defined in the statute. 
 
 Although this is not the principal position put forward by OPSEU, both the 
colleges and OPSEU agree on the definitions of these two part time units (OPSEU as an 
alternative position).   
 
 It is recommended that the part time academic unit should include sessional 
instructors and that the part time support unit should include those workers employed for 
24 hours a week or less and shall with a number of exceptions, include most students. 
 
 The suggestion that the OLRA model be adopted and that part time college 
employees be able to propose their own bargaining unit descriptions will render the 
overall bargaining structure uncertain at this point.  Given the objective of facilitating the 
introduction of access to collective bargaining for employees who have been excluded for 
decades, more certainty is required around how this is to be done.  
 
 The four bargaining unit structure at the outset will advantage students in that it 
will permit them as a group to use and rely on their numerical strength within the part 
time support bargaining unit.  This should be reflected in the ability of students to 
participate in and affect the collective bargaining process to their advantage – particularly 
in the crucial first few rounds of bargaining.  This is the best way for students to ensure 
that their unique interests in work assignment and work disruption are properly protected. 
 
 Finally, it may very well be that after one or two rounds of bargaining, the 
colleges and union bargaining agents will wish to revisit the issue of bargaining unit 
configuration.  The ability to trigger this mechanism should not be used as a lever in 
bargaining and for this reason, it is recommended that the parties may make a joint 
application to the OLRB to have the bargaining unit configurations reconsidered with the 
OLRB retaining the authority to exercise its discretion to deal with the request.  
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IX 

Who Should Represent the Colleges in Bargaining? 
 
 The issue to be addressed in this section of the Report is the question of who is 
the appropriate employer bargaining agent. 
 
Existing Practice 

 
 The Council is designated in the CCBA as the statutorily mandated bargaining 
agent for the colleges.  The composition of the council is controlled by the Province and 
determined by Order in Council appointment.   
 
 The Council is responsible for bargaining on behalf of the colleges, owes no 
express statutory responsibility to the colleges for the way  in which bargaining is done 
and has no responsibility for collective agreement administration. 
 
 Colleges Ontario and the Committee of Presidents have combined and in the 
absence of any prescribed role in the CCBA, developed a series of mechanisms and 
relationships which permit them to supervise and direct the work of the Council with 
respect to the collective bargaining process 
 
 

Other Sectors in Ontario 
 
 There are other sectors in the province where employer bargaining agents are 
entitled under law to represent a group of employer entities.  Under the OLRA an 
“employer organization” can with the agreement of its members, bargain with trade 
unions as an employer bargaining agent.   
 
 In the construction industry, employer bargaining agents may on application to 
the OLRB be accredited to act in this capacity or may be designated by the Minister of 
Labour.  Upon being accredited or designated, these employer bargaining agents owe 
particular statutorily defined obligations to their member employers which govern their 
conduct in bargaining.   
 
 Members who are dissatisfied with their bargaining agents  may bring their 
complaints before the OLRB for hearing and adjudication. 
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Other Canadian Jurisdictions 

 
 British Columbia is the only other jurisdiction with a designated employer 
bargaining agent that conducts bargaining on behalf of the colleges.   
 
 In all other provinces, either the individual college bargains directly on their 
own behalf or the Crown in Right of the Province conducts bargaining on behalf of the 
colleges. 
 
Gandz Report 

 
 Gandz recommended that an employer bargaining agency be created that would 
legally and formally be controlled by the colleges (the Colleges Employee Relations 
Association) 7.  This is in contrast to the existing (and then existing) model whereby the 
Province holds formal control over the work of the employer bargaining agent – the 
Council. 
 
 Gandz was concerned that the existing framework did not permit the colleges to 
exercise adequate control over the Council, that it was not formally accountable to the 
colleges and had no ongoing responsibility for collective agreement administration 
between rounds of bargaining.   
 
 In Gandz’ view, the existing model did not permit or require the colleges to 
“own” the collective agreement.  His recommendation was directed to the assignment of 
both responsibility and control for bargaining, directly to the colleges and free of any role 
for the Province. 
 

 Bill 23 proposed to establish a Colleges Employers’ Association in keeping 
with the Gandz recommendation.  Further, this association would be controlled by the 
Colleges and not by the Province.   
 
 

 
               All responsibility for bargaining was to be transferred from the Council to the 
Association. 
 

 

                                                 
7 Recommendation 8 page 179 
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Stakeholder Responses 

 
 The colleges took no formal position on this issue.   
 
 There is widespread satisfaction within the colleges about the  ability of the 
Council to satisfy its mandate in a way that accords with the goals and objectives of the 
colleges. 
 
 It was also apparent that Colleges Ontario and the Committee of Presidents have 
developed a variety of methods which ensure that the Council does the will of the 
colleges in collective bargaining . 
 
 Students suggest that the Council be continued in its present form. 
 
 OPSEU is content to continue to see the Council perform the role of employer 
bargaining agent.  It does suggest however that the role of the Council be expanded to 
include some responsibility for collective agreement administration between rounds of 
bargaining.   
 
 OPSEU points to difficulties which arise where the Council negotiates 
provisions which are in turn administered in different ways as between different colleges.  
In their view, the integrity of the central bargaining process requires consistent 
application of the collective agreements across the college system and further that this is 
a role that can only be fulfilled with council participation in collective agreement 
administration. 
 
 The Committee of Presidents has made a submission that endorses the creation 
of a new employer bargaining agent that would be entirely a creation of the colleges and 
with no role played in either the administration of the entity or bargaining, by the 
province.  This is consistent with the Gandz recommendation. 
 
 The COP recommendation would really see the Council relinquishing the 
responsibility for bargaining and continuing on with its other tasks, as assigned by 
statute. 
 

The Extension of Collective Bargaining to Part Time Employees 
 
 Whether the Council continues in its role or is replaced by an employer 
bargaining agent under the sole and direct control of the colleges will have no 
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ascertainable impact on the extension of collective bargaining to part time college 
employees. 
 
Impact on Students 

 

 Any change will have no impact on students. 
 
Costing Implications 

 
     While there may be some preliminary start up costs associated with 

establishing a separate employer agency, a more fundamental question to be addressed is 

whether, and how the employer’s collective bargaining and council administration costs 

will be transferred to a new bargaining agency. 

 

Recommendation 3 

 
Create a separate employer bargaining agency within the exclusive control 
and direction of the colleges 
 
 Despite the fact that the colleges seem satisfied with the present performance of 
Council, it is recommended that a separate employer bargaining agency be created that 
would be within the exclusive control and direction of the colleges without any 
responsibility for or by government, subject to addressing the funding structure for the 
new agency.   
 
 This is not only a more normative bargaining model where those who are the 
actual parties to the collective agreement “own” and control the bargaining process, but it 
ensures that those parties will be obliged to take complete responsibility for their 
agreement in the administration of the collective agreement and during its term.   
 
 The parties themselves will best understand the challenges and the range of 
viable solutions – to collective bargaining problems.   
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                                                          X 

Should any Categories of Employees Be Excluded from 

Collective Bargaining? 
 
 The issue to be addressed in this portion of the Report is whether there continue 
to be appropriate exclusions from collective bargaining where part time employees are 
permitted access to collective bargaining. 
 
 
Existing Practice 
 
 The CCBA defines “employees” under the Act as those persons in positions or 
classifications in the two Schedules to the Act which describe the two current full time 
bargaining units.  By implication, any work which falls outside of the positions or 
classifications expressly described in the Schedules is excluded from collective 
bargaining under the CCBA. 
 
 Consistent with most other labour relations statutes including the OLRA, 
persons who work in a managerial or confidential capacity are excluded.  The CCBA also 
includes in section 1, a definition of “managerial and confidential”. 
 
 The CCBA definition of management and confidential has over time, been 
considered and interpreted in some detail by the OLRB.  
 
 The CCBA also excludes students who are employed in a co-operative program 
or as part of a certification process where the work is part of an overall educational 
requirement. 
 
Other Sectors in Ontario 

 
 Other labour relations statutes, the OLRA and CECBA in particular, contain 
exemptions for persons employed in managerial or confidential labour relations 
capacities.  Of note is that CCBA appears to exclude “confidential” generally, as opposed 
to “confidential” in labour relations or budgetary matters.   
 
 It is generally acknowledged that the breadth of this exclusion under the CCBA, 
exceeds the comparable range of exclusions under the OLRA or CECBA.  In other 
words, the range of excluded management and confidential functions under the CCBA is 
greater than the range of management and confidential under the OLRA or CECBA. 
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Other Canadian Jurisdictions 

 
 The majority of other Provinces exclude persons employed in managerial or 
confidential capacities in regard to labour relations.  In some cases, this is not stated in 
the statute but left to provincial labour relations Boards to define as a matter of discretion. 
 
 
Gandz Report 
 
 
 
 Gandz found no justification for excluding employees from collective 
bargaining who did not work with confidential information that related to labour 
relations.  He recommended that the scope of the managerial and confidential exclusion 
be more restricted, consistent with the OLRA8. 
 
 Gandz recommended the continuation of exclusions for students involved in co-
operative or certification education. 
 
 Bill 23 did not amend the description of the managerial and confidential 
description in the CCBA, or the continuing exclusion of co-operative students or those 
involved in work related to a certification or licensing program of education. 
 
Stakeholder Responses 

 
 OPSEU and the colleges both suggested that the present scope of managerial 
and confidential exclusions be retained.  It was argued that this would provide for the 
greatest degree of certainty going forward and avoid litigation which would otherwise 
occur before the OLRB in order to clarify where any new boundary lines would be 
drawn. 
 
 OPSEU was particularly concerned about the impact on the full time bargaining 
unit if long term senior confidential excluded employees were to be now rolled into the 
bargaining unit.  Issues of seniority and potential position displacement would create 
instability and uncertainty around long standing work assignments. 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
8 Gandz, page 235 and Recommendation 24. 
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 While OPSEU recognized that the existing scope of confidential exclusion is 
probably broader than required, decades of practice and experience with the present 
understanding of the exclusion has led to significant institutional entrenchment.  This 
reality would make it difficult to transition to a narrower notion of the exclusion. 
 
 A number of OPSEU locals suggested that there be no managerial or 
confidential exclusions, or that if they were retained, that the scope of exclusion be 
confined to that currently found in the OLRA or CECBA. 
 
The Extension of Collective Bargaining to Part Time Employees 

 
 The scope of the management and confidential exclusion does not affect the 
ability of part time employees generally to access collective bargaining.  To the extent 
that there are part time employees who would fall within the exclusion as presently 
understood, they would be affected in a way which is no different from the consequences 
to comparable full time employees. 
 
Impact on Students 

 
 The continuation of the exclusion for work performed in co-operative or 
certification programs would obviously preclude students so engaged from participating 
in collective bargaining. 
 
 Due to the nature of other student employment, it is very unlikely that many 
would fall under the existing broad definition of managerial and confidential. 
 
Costing Implication 

 
 There would be costing implications as a consequence of amending the current 
scope of managerial and confidential exclusion.  Affected employees who would no 
longer be excluded would likely be granted seniority upon being moved into the 
bargaining unit. This could result in bumping and displacement of other less senior 
bargaining unit employees.  This in turn would generate litigation and uncertainty arising 
from job security disputes.   
 
 It is difficult to predict if there would be costing implications if students on co-
operative or licensing programs were to be included in the bargaining unit for purposes of 
this work.  Certainly any terms and conditions of employment would have to reflect the 
educational requirements of the work. 
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Recommendation 4 
  
Continue with the existing scope of managerial and confidential exclusions from 
collective bargaining. Students engaged in co-operative or certification program based 
work should also continue to be excluded from bargaining. 
 
 In the absence of significant justification, there should be the fewest possible 
restrictions on the ability to access collective bargaining.  Here, the parties have over the 
last few decades with respect to full time staff, negotiated extensive collective bargaining 
provisions around the existing notions of confidential and management exclusions.    
 
 In the course of this exercise, the parties have been able to generate a high 
degree of certainty around the boundaries of these exclusions.  Further, it would appear to 
be the case that the terms and conditions of employment for those so restricted remain in 
line with comparable collective agreement terms. 
 
 It is also important to note that OCASA, while not a formally certified 
bargaining agent is none the less a voluntary association representing the collective 
interests of college Administrators. 
 
 In these circumstances, there is no need for change.  It is recommended that the 
existing scope of restriction for confidential and managerial be continued. 
 
 With respect to co-operative and licensing based student work, similarly, it 
would seem that the institutional parties, including the students, view the existing 
restrictions to be appropriate in the context of the work.  No change in these exclusions is 
recommended. 
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                                                        XI 

What is the Appropriate Bargaining Agent Certification Process? 
 

Existing Practice 

 
 Part IX of the CCBA currently permits an application by an employee 
organization for certification to displace OPSEU as bargaining agent for two existing full 
time bargaining units.  There is no “stand alone” certification process other than this 
displacement process. 
 
 Any displacement application must be made in December, in the last or third 
year (which ever is sooner) of a collective agreement term, and in each year after that for 
terms longer than three years. 
 
 An applicant in a displacement application must satisfy the OLRB that it has as 
membership, at least 35% of the employees in the bargaining unit.  If this occurs a 
representation vote is held by the OLRB.   
 
 The displacing employee organization is granted representation rights if more 
than 50 % of the ballots cast are in favour of the employee organization. 
 
 The CCBA also contains provisions which permit for the termination of 
bargaining rights in the absence of a displacement application.  Such an application may 
be made by an employee during an “open period” described in the statute.  On such an 
application, if the OLRB is satisfied that a majority of employees in the bargaining unit 
have signified in writing that they no longer wish to be represented by the employee 
association, the OLRB is to conduct a representation vote.  If more than 50 % of the 
ballots cast are in opposition to the employee association, the Board will terminate the 
bargaining rights. 
 
 Neither of these provisions have been used since the introduction of the CCBA. 
 
Other Sectors in Ontario 

 
 Most other sectors in Ontario are governed by the OLRA.  The Ontario public 
service is governed by CECBA, but relies on the provisions of the OLRA for 
certification. 
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 The OLRA process outside of the construction industry requires that the OLRB 
be satisfied that at least 40 % of employees in the appropriate bargaining unit “appear” to 
be members of the trade union applying for bargaining rights.  If that occurs then a 
representation vote is held usually within five days of the application. Representation 
rights are granted to the union if more than 50 % of the ballots are cast in the union’s 
favour. 
 
 In the construction industry, a trade union may be certified without a 
representation vote if the Board is satisfied that more than 55% of employees in the 
bargaining unit are members of the trade union. 
 
 The OLRB may also “remedially” certify a trade union, or dismiss an 
application for certification, as a consequence of an unfair labour practice. 
 
 The OLRA contains a provision to permit the termination of bargaining rights.  
If the OLRB is satisfied that more than 40 % of employees in the bargaining unit no 
longer wish to be represented by the trade union, a representation vote is held.  
Bargaining rights will be terminated if more than 50% of the ballots are cast against the 
union. 
 
Other Canadian Jurisdictions 

 
 Each province has its own unique statutory scheme and bargaining agent 
certification process. 
 
 
Gandz Report 
 
 
 Gandz recommended that the CCBA be amended to include a certification 
process which would permit part time employees to become represented by an employee 
association. 
 
 The proposed process would require that a representation vote by held upon the 
demonstration of adequate membership support and that bargaining rights would only be 
granted where a “double majority” of votes are cast in favour of the employee 
organization.  A double majority is where more than 50 % of the ballots cast are in favour 
of the employee organization and that this occurs in more than 50% of the individual 
colleges. 
 



 
 

66

 Gandz recommended the double majority device in order to ensure that support for the 
proposed bargaining agent was apparent throughout the college system and not confined only to 
select colleges. 
 
 Gandz’ double majority recommendation was not proposed in Bill 23.  The Bill did not 
include any amendments to the way in which certifications, displacement or termination 
applications are to be brought and managed under the CCBA. 
 
 
Stakeholder Responses 
 
 
 The colleges and the students suggest that the double majority mandatory vote 
process suggested by Gandz be adopted.  The colleges also argue that the threshold of 
membership support needed to obtain a representation vote be raised to 40% and be 
consistent with the OLRA. 
 
 The colleges also suggest that any application for certification be made between 
September and April so as to ensure that the process occurs when employees are both 
employed and present at work. 
 
 OPSEU takes the position that part time employees should be rolled into the 
two existing full time units, but that there should in any event be a certification process in 
the CCBA. 
 
 OPSEU recommends a “card check” process similar to that used in the 
construction industry under the OLRA where certification is granted where the applying 
union can demonstrate membership support (by membership cards) amongst at least 55% 
of the employees in the bargaining unit.   
 
 OPSEU also suggests that the appropriate unit for certification be statutorily 
defined so that there is no risk of fragmented bargaining amongst different bargaining 
units at different colleges. 
 
 OPSEU suggests that a vote should be held at the request of the applying union 
on the demonstration of 35% membership support.  Further, it is recommended that the 
statute expressly recognize the legitimacy of voluntary recognition, with the ability to test 
membership support as in the OLRA. 
 
 A number of OPSEU locals suggested that the existing CCBA process for the 
displacement and termination of bargaining rights be modified to deal with initial 
certification.  This would mean the establishment of a 35% membership threshold, 
followed by a majority of ballots cast in a representation vote held in the bargaining unit. 
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The Extension of Bargaining to Part Time Employees 

 
 The relative ease or difficulty inherent in the certification process will 
determine the practical degree to which part time employees have access to collective 
bargaining.  The other significant consideration is the degree to which the process 
confirms employee interest and support for the particular employee organization applying 
for bargaining rights. 
 
 The higher the hurdle which is set for either the demonstration of membership, 
or the consequences of the vote results, the greater the certainty that the process 
represents and reflects the true wishes of affected employees.  At the same time, a higher 
hurdle will mean that employee organizations will experience greater resource challenges 
in the mounting of certification applications.  If the hurdle is unnecessarily high, then 
access to collective bargaining may be inappropriately impeded.  If the hurdle is set too 
low, there may be uncertainty about the true wishes of those who will be affected. 
 
 The need to appropriately balance the ability to test for the true wishes of 
employees as against the difficulty inherent in organizing will impact greatly on the 
practical ability of part time employees to access collective bargaining.   
 
 It is recognized generally that part time employees are more difficult to organize 
than full time employees.  The reasons for this are obvious.  Part time employees will 
generally have less of a commitment to their work place and will spend significantly less 
time entering, exiting and in the work place where much organizing activity occurs.   
 
 It is particularly important in these circumstances to ensure that unjustified 
barriers in the guise of certification procedures are not erected as practical impediments 
to organizing part time employees.  
 
Costing Implications 

 
 The most significant costing implications are that administrative time and 
financial resources will be required on the part of the colleges to monitor, deal with, 
manage and respond to the consequences of organizing drives within the college system.  
Whether in private industry or in the pubic sector, increasingly, employers are engaged at 
a number of levels during organizing drives. 
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Recommendation 5 
 
The existing CCBA provisions which permit displacement applications should be 
modified to create a bargaining unit certification process (35% membership support 
and then a simple majority on a representation vote). The statute should also be 
amended to formally acknowledge the legitimacy of voluntary recognition agreements. 
 
 
  The existing CCBA provisions which permit displacement applications upon 
the demonstration of 35% membership support and then following a majority of support 
on a representation vote reflect an appropriate balancing of the need to test true employee 
wishes without unnecessarily creating barriers to collective bargaining. 
 
 It is recommended that these existing provisions be modified to create a 
certification process with the certainty that the appropriate bargaining units are the four 
units proposed earlier in this report.   Certification should require the demonstration of 
membership support in at least 35% of the bargaining unit, followed by a simple majority 
of ballots cast in support of the trade union in a province wide representation vote.   
 
 There is no justifiable need for a double majority.  It is an extremely unusual 
provision, not seen any where else in any other sector or jurisdiction. It is highly unlikely 
that any union seeking representation rights would not attempt to generate membership 
support throughout the province.  It is also apparent for example that all strike and 
ratification votes held in the full time units under CCBA have met the double majority 
test even without such a statutory requirement. 
 
 It is also recommended that the statute be amended to formally acknowledge the 
legitimacy of voluntary recognition agreements, so long as there is an ability to test the 
membership support as exists under the OLRA.  If a union can persuade the employer 
that it truly speaks on behalf of a majority of employees, the parties should be free to 
enter into a voluntary recognition agreement if they so choose. 
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XII 

Should Any Items or Issues Be Excluded From Collective 

Bargaining? 
 
Existing Practice 

 
 The only issue currently excluded from collective bargaining by the CCBA is 
the issue of superannuation, or pensions. 
 
Other Sectors in Ontario 
 
 No issues are precluded by statute from collective bargaining in the private 
sector. 
 
 Although this has varied over time, there are no issues which are consistently 
excluded from bargaining in the public and broader public sector. 
 
 
Other Canadian Jurisdictions 
 
 Although there are a mixture of practices, there are no issues which are 
routinely excluded from collective bargaining.  The overwhelming trend in all 
jurisdictions is to place no statutory restrictions on the scope of collective bargaining. 
Gandz Report 
 
 Gandz found no justification for the statutory restriction to preclude bargaining 
pension matters.  Gandz recommended that this provision be repealed9. 
  
 Bill 23 did not remove the restriction on bargaining pension matters. 
  
Stakeholder Responses 
 
 OPSEU and the colleges both recommend that the CCBA continue to preclude 
bargaining on pension issues.  Each take the position that over time, the parties have 
managed the jointly trusteed existing pension plan and that this current arrangement 
                                                 
9 Gandz page 278 Recommendation 31. 
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should continue in the interest of certainty.  Both suggest that to open the plan and its 
administration now to bargaining would inject considerable uncertainty which is to be 
avoided. 
 
 Essentially, the institutional parties favour the status quo and take the joint position that 
they have managed to create a pension process that works to their mutual advantage.  They wish 
to have the certainty of knowing that their model will continue to apply. 
 
 Various OPSEU locals took positions consistent with the positions of the colleges and 
OPSEU.   
 
 No stakeholder suggested that pensions should be subject to collective bargaining. 
 
 The colleges suggest that the CCBA be amended to preclude bargaining on the 
academic classification system.  It is argued that this would be the most critical change that would 
permit the colleges to be sufficiently flexible around issues of work assignment and the ability to 
deliver the type of programming to meet its mandate. 
 
 OPSEU strongly opposes this suggestion.  In OPSEU’s view, the existing 
classification system is fundamentally intertwined with the workload formula in the 
academic bargaining unit, which is perhaps the most significant recurring and critical 
issue in bargaining.  OPSEU’s position is that the removal of their ability to bargain a 
classification system would essentially strip their negotiated provisions around work 
assignment from the collective agreement. 
 
 OPSEU argues that if the colleges wish to change the academic classification 
system, that this be accomplished through the bargaining process. 
 
 
The Extension of Collective Bargaining to Part Time Employees 
 
 Whether or not pensions can be bargained will have no impact on the ability of 
part time employees to have access to collective bargaining. 
 
 If the academic classification system were removed from collective bargaining 
it is likely that significant consequences in the area of work assignment will follow for 
the academic unit.  It is not possible to predict how this will impact on the ability of part 
time employees to access collective bargaining. 
 
Impact on Students 
 

 The issue of pensions will have no impact on students, nor would the exclusion 
of the academic classification system. Alternatively, broader classification system 
exclusions may have a significant impact on the way in which work assignments can be 
structured and tailored to meet the needs of students. 
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Costing Implications 

 
 There are no apparent costing implications which arise from either the ability or 
lack of ability to bargain pensions.  On the other hand, the ability to unilaterally 
determine classification systems may significantly enhance the college’s ability to control 
and determine program delivery. 
 

Recommendation 6 

 
Continue with the existing exclusion of superannuation from collective bargaining. No 
other items or issues should be excluded. 
 
 
 It is recommended that no changes be made to those issues excluded from 
collective bargaining.  In other words, pensions should remain as not within the scope of 
bargaining.  It is not recommended that the academic classification system be removed 
from the scope of bargaining.   
 
 To do so now at this point in the development of the bargaining relationship 
would be seen by OPSEU as an act of bad faith on the part of the government. This is 
because the existing classification system and OPSEU’s ability to deal with any proposed 
changes to the system in bargaining form a fundamental part of the collective agreement. 
 
 If the colleges need to adapt and amend the existing classification system to 
meet their future needs - the place to do this is at the bargaining table. 
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XIII 

What Should the Role of the Colleges Relations Commission Be? 
 
Existing Practice  

 
 Section 56 of the CCBA describes the various roles and responsibilities of the 
CRC.  Most significantly, these are to monitor collective bargaining in the college sector, 
to compile statistical information to support and to be used in, collective bargaining, to 
deal with bad faith bargaining complaints, to appoint third party neutrals in various 
circumstances and to advise the Lieutenant Governor in Council if  a strike or lockout 
will place an otherwise successful year of study in jeopardy.  It is this latter responsibility 
which is understood to be the one of the most significant and critical functions of the 
CRC. 
 
 For much of its history, the CRC functioned as a stand alone entity with 
dedicated staff and resources.  Over the last decade, the CRC has for administrative 
purposes been integrated into the OLRB.  Currently the Chair of the OLRB is also the 
Chair of the CRC.  The Registrar/Director of the OLRB is also the Registrar/Director of 
the CRC. The OLRB provides all legal and administrative support to the CRC.  The task 
of monitoring college bargaining and the compilation of information and statistics in 
support of bargaining, is performed by Ministry of Labour staff. 
 
 For purposes of both form and function, the CRC has essentially disappeared 
into the OLRB. 
 
 
Other Sectors in Ontario 
 
 
 The education sector in Ontario is served by the Education Relations 
Commission, which mirrors the roles and responsibilities of the CRC, but applies, to 
school board bargaining.  Traditionally, and with few exceptions, the same persons 
(including the Chair) appointed to the CRC, have also been appointed to the ERC.   
 
 As with the current CRC, the current ERC has been completely integrated into 
the OLRB and has no independent existence outside of this context. 
 
 For all other sectors in Ontario, both private and public, the OLRB and the 
Ministry of Labour perform the types of roles allocated under the CCBA to the CRC. 
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Other Jurisdictions 
 
 Typically in other Canadian jurisdictions, the provincial labour relations board 
will perform many if not most of the current functions of the CRC.  In other words, most 
jurisdictions do not have a separate entity dedicated to the supervision and management 
of bargaining in the college sector.         
 
 
Gandz Report 
 
 Gandz recommended that the mandate of the CRC be broadened to include all 
the judicial and quasi-judicial functions relating to the College Sector10.  
 
 Gandz discussed and was attracted to the suggestion that the work of the CRC 
might appropriately be moved to the OLRB but was persuaded by then Chair (now 
Supreme Court Justice) Abella, that the OLRB lacked the resources to undertake the 
additional responsibilities. 
 
Stakeholder Responses 

 
 The colleges suggested that the current functions and roles of the CRC be 
moved to both the OLRB and the Ministry of Labour. 
 
 OPSEU and a variety of its local unions suggested that the CRC retain its 
current role and that it increase its research and support functions. 
 
               The CSA suggested that the CRC jeopardy declaration role be maintained as 
fundamental to protecting the academic year. 
 
Extension of Collective Bargaining to Part Time Employees 

 
 This issue will have no impact on the extension of collective bargaining to part 
time employees. 
 
 
Impact on Students 
 
 As long as there is a statutory body such as the OLRB, who can deal with the 
same range of responsibilities currently performed by the CRC, there will be no impact 
on students. 
                                                 
10 Gandz pg 284, Recommendation 33 
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Costing Implications 
 
 If the role of the CRC is expanded, there will be increased administrative costs.  
Leaving the CRC as it is or moving the responsibilities to the OLRB will have no costing 
implications. 
 
 
Recommendation 7 
 
Abolish the College Relations Commission (CRC) through deleting Part VII of the 
CCBA and assign this work to the OLRB and the Ministry of Labour consistent with 
the role of each under the OLRA. 
 
 

 It is recommended that the CRC be abolished and that the work currently 
performed by the CRC be divided between the OLRB and the Ministry of Labour.  This 
is already de facto, the circumstances under which the CRC operates.  It is consistent 
with other sectors and other jurisdictions and will have no impact on the degree to which 
the current CRC responsibilities are performed  
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                                                         XIV 

Are There Possible Amendments to the CCBA That Would 
Enhance the Collective Bargaining Process and Permit the 

Colleges to Achieve their Goals Mandate? 
 
 

Stakeholder Responses 
 
 The most significant submissions were from OPSEU and the Colleges.  Various 
OPSEU local unions supported the OPSEU positions on most issues. 
 
 OPSEU takes the position that the two existing full time collective agreements 
represent decades of work by the parties – all directed at making the CCBA in its 
entirety, work .  This work it is argued, takes an otherwise awkward statute and makes it 
functional.  
 
 In OPSEU’s view, while it may be tempting to tinker with the legislation, any 
addition or deletion will undermine a much nuanced balance which forms the basis for 
the existing collective agreements. 
 
 Even though OPSEU could for example, suggest modifications to the statute 
which might in the short term, provide it a strategic advantage, they suggest that this 
would undermine the long established understandings and agreements between the parties 
which currently define the way in which the two full time collective agreements are 
administered. 
  
 On this basis, OPSEU recommends that no changes be made to the statute, other 
than the removal of the exclusion for part time employees. 
 
 The colleges on the other hand, have a list of amendments that they suggest, 
would either improve and/or modernize the statute.   Of these, Gandz recommended that 
the expiry dates for collective agreements be left to the parties to determine, that notice to 
bargain be given within 90 days of the expiry of the collective agreement and that the 
employer’s final offer be put to a vote at the employer’s option up to five days before a 
strike is to occur. 
 
 Some of the amendments suggested by the colleges have already been 
addressed earlier in this Report such as the “double majority” vote in certification 
matters.  Those not yet discussed are as follows: 
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(1) The elimination of voluntary binding collective agreement arbitration while 
retaining final offer selection (Parts IV and V of  the CCBA); 

 
 Part IV of the CCBA sets out a method for voluntary binding arbitration where 
the parties cannot agree on a collective agreement.  This process has been invoked on two 
occasions involving a work stoppage.  Part V of the CCBA sets out a method of final 
offer selection.  This latter provision has not been used by the parties. 
 
 The colleges suggest that the final offer method should be the only one 
referenced in the statute as that is more likely to require the parties to be disciplined and 
focused in bargaining.  The rationale is that the risk of “losing” in the final offer process 
is substantially greater than the risk of losing in an interest arbitration.  This increased 
level of risk is thought to be an incentive to persist in bargaining and a disincentive to 
engage in the final offer selection process. 
  
 

(2) That the employer’s final offer be voted on no earlier than 15 days prior to the 
expiry of the collective agreement (sections 59(1)(d) of the CCBA); 

 
 The purpose of this provision is to permit employees to assess themselves, the 
employer’s bargaining proposal.  The colleges suggest that the current statutory language 
regarding the obligation to put the employer’s “last received” offer means in practice that 
the union will put an early employer offer to a vote, long before the parties are even close 
to a discussion of the true employer last offer.   In the colleges’ view, this frustrates the 
purpose of the provision as employees truly do not have an opportunity to vote on the 
employer’s actual position during the critical phase of bargaining.  
 
 The colleges propose that an offer be put to a vote at the employer’s option, 
during the last 15 days prior to the expiry of the collective agreement.   This will ensure 
that the offer put to vote more closely resembles the real position from the employer that 
will emerge from bargaining just prior to a potential work stoppage. 
 

(3) That a collective agreement may expire on any date to be agreed upon by the 
parties and notice to bargain be given within 90 days of the expiry of the 
collective agreement ( section 4 of the CCBA); 

 
 Section 4(1) of the CCBA requires that notice to bargain be given in January of 
the year in which the collective agreement is to expire.  Section 4(2) of the statute 
provides for the expiry of the collective agreement on August 31.  This means that notice 
to bargain is always given at least seven months before the expiry of the collective 
agreement. 
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 The colleges suggest that the parties should have the flexibility (as in other 
sectors) to determine the expiry date of the collective agreement.  It is argued that there is 
no need for such an extended period between the giving of notice and the expiry of the 
agreement and that both should be rendered consistent with the OLRA which provides 
for a maximum of ninety days notice. 
 

(4) Remove the “notice to lock out” requirement prior to colleges being able to alter 
terms and conditions (sec 54(2) and( 63); 

 
 Section 54(2) precludes the employer from unilaterally changing terms and 
conditions of employment unless there is a right to strike or lockout in accordance with 
section 63 which requires the employer to give notice of intention to lock out.  Under the 
OLRA, an employer may give a union notice that it intends to implement its last offer in 
the absence of agreement on a collective agreement.  The colleges suggest that this tool is 
a useful one in bargaining and should be permitted under the CCBA 
 

(5) Bring OPSEU Academic bargaining team leave provisions in line with support 
team leave (academic collective agreement); 

 
 Following the strike in the academic unit in 1984, Arbitrator Paul Weiler in an 
interest arbitration awarded that the colleges pay the academic bargaining team all wages 
and benefits from the point that notice to bargain is given, until the settlement of a 
collective agreement.   
 
 The colleges argue that this provides the academic bargaining team with an 
incentive to prolong bargaining (as they are relieved from their home positions on full 
compensation) and results in inordinate costs quite significantly out of line with the 
comparable cost in the support bargaining unit and in other sectors generally.  
   
 The colleges seek a statutory amendment to remove this provision from the 
collective agreement. 
 

(6) Eliminate fact finding process (Part III of the CCBA); 

 
 Part III of the CCBA deals with the appointment of a fact finder during the 
bargaining process.  The fact finder is responsible for consultation with the parties and 
the production of a report detailing the matters agreed to and the matters which remain in 
dispute.  Sections 59(1) and 63(1) preclude a strike or lockout unless (amongst other 
things) 15 days have elapsed since the report of the fact finder has been made public.   
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 The colleges suggest that this process is unhelpful, that it unduly delays the 
bargaining process and in some cases, only serves to entrench the parties’ positions. 
 
 The colleges suggest this provision be removed from the statute. 
 

(7) Remove “deemed strike or lockout”(sections 59(2) and 63(3) of the CCBA); 
 
 Sections 59(2) and 63(3) deem all employees to be either on strike or locked out 
on the date set for the commencement of the strike or lockout.  It is further provided that 
no employee shall be paid salary and benefits for this period. 
 
 The colleges suggest that this is an unusual provision not found in any other 
sector or industry.  They assert that the comparable provisions of the OLRA should apply 
which would permit rotating or partial strikes, rotating or partial lockouts, and employees 
to return to work of their own choice regardless of strike or lockout. 
 
 The colleges suggest these provisions be removed from the statute. 
 

(8) Remove obligation to obtain permission to close and replace with obligation to 
notify of closure (section 63(2)of the CCBA); 

 
 Section 63(2) requires individual colleges to obtain the approval of Council 
before closing a college or any portion of a college during a strike or lockout.  The 
colleges suggest that approval is not necessary, that the choice of remaining open or 
closing should reside with the individual college and that the giving of notice by the 
college to the Council is sufficient. 
 
 The colleges seek to amend the section to provide for notice of closure from the 
college to Council. 
 
Analysis 

 
 The CCBA was introduced in 1975 and has remained virtually unchanged to the 
present day.  In three principal respects, the statute is an historical artifact that reflects 
then current labour relations thinking.  
 
 This is the case firstly with respect to the exclusion of part time employees.  In 
1975, it was common to exclude part time employees from bargaining units and it would 
appear that there was little thought put into this feature of the legislation.    
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 Secondly, there are a variety of statutory features that reflect the notion that 
public sector parties (these ones in particular) need special help and support to bargain.  
The underlying assumption is that the type of full and open bargaining that occurs in the 
private sector (and now elsewhere in the public sector), is not possible in the colleges 
sector.  For this reason the parties need supervision and oversight by the CRC, the 
government and other neutral third parties  to provide them with information, to provide 
fact finding, to appoint mediators to assist, to expressly offer third party assistance 
through interest arbitration or final offer selection.   
 
 Thirdly and finally, there are the “safety nets” designed to protect the public 
interest by either making it very difficult for the parties to actually engage in a strike or 
lockout and if they do get there, to minimize the damage that they can do to each other or 
the public - and to limit the length of the work stoppage in any event.   
 
 The underlying assumption here is that the public cannot tolerate a work 
stoppage, so the parties are essentially precluded from engaging in what might be the 
more typically destructive behavior of strike or lockout.    The statute implies that the 
public needs special protection against the potential damage from the consequences of 
poorly managed bargaining.  
 
 Examples of statutory features which are designed to act as either special 
supports or “public safety nets” are:   
 

(1) Order In Council appointees as employer bargaining agent (the Council – so that 
government can manage bargaining for the colleges); 

  
(2) Fixed expiry dates for collective agreements; 

  
(3) Mandatory fact finding; 

  
(4) Specified time of year for giving notice to bargain; 

 
(5) The need to obtain permission to close; 

 
(6) The obligation of notice in advance of strike or lockout;  

 
(7) The deemed strike and lock out provisions; 

  
(8) Express provisions for  final offer or binding arbitration; 

  
(9) A special entity (the CRC) to monitor and supervise the bargaining relationship, 

including the requirement to bargain in good faith; 
 

(10) The CRC to provide the government with the jeopardy advice.  
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 While these features may provide for some degree of third party protection 
against the adverse consequences of bargaining, at the same time they reduce the 
responsibility of the parties for the choices and consequences of their bargaining conduct.  
To that extent, these features dilute the real ability of the parties to either threaten or 
invoke a strike or lockout.   
 
 It is widely acknowledged that the ability to credibly threaten and then to 
engage in industrial action, is the most effective driver in support of healthy and 
successful collective bargaining.  In the absence of this real threat or set of consequences, 
bargaining will lack the necessary focus and discipline needed to deal with the very 
difficult issues. 
 
              OPSEU and the Colleges have now been engaged in bargaining under the CCBA 
for 32 years.  In his report, Gandz identified the differences in the character of 
bargaining, over time, in the two units, support and academic.  
 
 It is fair to say that the features of the bargaining relationship which led Gandz 
to conclude that the academic bargaining was dysfunctional – persist to the present.  
Those on both sides of the table would now say that they have been chronically unable to 
get the other side to pay attention to their critical demands.   
 
 There are few significant ‘big” issues that have been resolved to the satisfaction 
of both parties.  The central issue of workload and the issue of classifications have been 
tackled unsuccessfully by both sides at different points in their history.  Neither union nor 
employer remain satisfied with either the dynamic of their bargaining or the gains made 
towards the solution of significant and ongoing issues and challenges. 
 
 The issue of the availability of part time labour – particularly teaching labour 
has played a role in this dynamic.  Clearly the colleges have gone to labour markets and 
“bought” teaching labour that is part time, inexpensive (compared to the full time rates) 
and flexible.  Rather than deal with the tough issues of cost or flexibility in work 
assignment and workload at the bargaining table, the colleges have turned to a different 
(and in the past – easier) solution – hence their significant reliance on part time labour. 
 
 The college’s ability to use inexpensive and flexible academic labour in the 
same manner as in the past, will be diminished when part time employees can bargain 
collectively.  It is for this reason that the colleges have in their submission to this review, 
suggested that classifications now be removed from the scope of bargaining in the 
academic unit.  The colleges seek to be able to control and determine classifications as 
another mechanism to obtain what they had but will now likely lose, with the 
unionization of part time employees. 
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 If this were to happen, the colleges could create a new academic classification 
system unilaterally that would in some ways, attempt to preserve existing part time 
flexibilities around workload and work assignment. 
 
 The colleges will still require the use of flexible labour in order to meet their 
historical mandates.  Once part time employees are unionized, the colleges will be 
required to seek their needed flexibility at the bargaining table.  This in turn will create 
extremely challenging issues for both parties.  Both sides will continue to have a strong 
interest in finding solutions to these challenges that are to their mutual benefit.  If they 
are to be successful, they will require a collective bargaining structure that provides every 
incentive for them to remain at the task of bargaining until they can agree on what those 
solutions will be.   
 
 What will not work in the long term is a bargaining framework which permits 
either party to decline to deal with each other’s issues, or resort easily to third party or 
government intervention.  
 

 In these circumstances it is recommended that the CCBA be amended to remove 
those provisions which either permit readily available resort to third party assistance, or 
restrict access to work stoppages or operate to lessen or mitigate the consequences of 
strike or lock out.   
 
 The removal of these types of provisions will strengthen the bargaining process 
to better enable the parties themselves to solve the tough questions which will inevitably 
follow the introduction of collective bargaining for part time employees.  
 
 It is also the case that issues affecting students will be best solved at the 
bargaining table rather than by direct statutory amendment or some other form of 
government intervention.  The issues which will most greatly affect students – the 
potential for work stoppages that interfere with their studies, or the degree to which part 
time employment remains available to them - are issues that require solutions from the 
bargaining parties themselves. 
 
 A healthy and functional bargaining process is the best way to ensure that the 
issues that matter most to students, are resolved in ways that can be executed 
appropriately. Students should be able to play a major and direct role (due to their 
numerical predominance) in the bargaining process itself. 
 
 The bargaining process needs to be changed so as to enhance the degree to 
which the parties are free to structure and govern the process themselves.   There is a 
need to minimize the degree to which the process can be influenced and managed by 
government and/or third party neutrals. 
 
 These recommended changes are intended to increase the likelihood that there will be 
an improved willingness on both sides to “stick” to the bargaining table, to grapple and deal with 
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the very tough issues that will most likely flow from the extension of collective bargaining to part 
time employees.   
 
 
 Significantly, I am not recommending any changes to the CCBA which might affect 
the ways in which the parties have negotiated the administration or content of the collective 
agreements.  On this, I accept the suggestion by OPSEU that the current collective agreements 
represent decades of work by the parties in an attempt to make the CCBA “work” and that any 
alteration of the way in which the “content” of the collective agreement is determined, or in the 
administration of the collective agreement, will upset that delicate historical balance. 
 

Recommendation 8 

 
Amend Section 4(2)- to remove fixed collective agreement expiry dates on August 31.  
The parties should be free to negotiate whatever expiry date they wish. 
 
 The parties should be free to negotiate whatever expiry date they wish.  There 
may be a range of reasons why one side or the other may wish to have a different expiry 
date and this interest (or opposition) for change should be resolved by the parties in 
bargaining.  To as great an extent as possible, the parties should be able to create and 
control all aspects of the bargaining process.   The expiry date can be a significant and 
strategic feature of the process.  
 

Recommendation 9 

 
Amend Section 4(1)- to provide that notice to bargain be given within the period of 90 
days prior to the expiry of the collective agreement. 
 
 
 Adopt the OLRA provision that notice to bargain must be given within the 
period of 90 days before the expiry of the collective agreement.  Again, the timing of 
notice to bargain is a significant feature of the bargaining framework.  There is no need 
for an extended notice of January to August and it would seem that little gets done in the 
initial period following the giving of notice. 
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Recommendation 10 

 
Amend Sections 54(2) and 63- (as under the OLRA) to permit the colleges to 
unilaterally implement terms and conditions of employment when in a strike or lockout 
position and following notice to the union. 
 
 
 This is a statutory feature in the OLRA which is but one more disincentive to 
strike or lockout and an incentive to arrive at an agreement at the bargaining table. 
 

Recommendation 11 
 

Delete Part III- eliminate the fact finding exercise.  The Minister of Labour should be 
able to appoint a conciliation officer and then mediators as under the OLRA. 
 
 
 The Minister of Labour should be able to appoint a conciliation officer and then 
mediators as under the OLRA.  There has been long standing criticism of the fact finding 
exercise.  It would seem to serve no useful purpose and at worst, it serves to entrench the 
positions of the parties.  The Minister of Labour has in fact for many rounds of 
bargaining now, appointed mediators as is done under the OLRA. 
 
Recommendation 12 

 
Delete Sections 59(2) and 63(3)- to remove the deemed strike or lockout provisions. 
 
  
 The deemed strike and lockout provisions of the CCBA are unusual and are not 
features of other collective bargaining schemes in other jurisdictions, sectors, or in the 
OLRA.  The uncertainty that may flow from a strike or lockout is heightened if there is 
no constraint on the ability of unions to choose where and how to strike, on employees to 
choose for themselves whether to strike or work, or the ability of individual colleges to 
decide when and how to lock out. 
   
 The removal of this provision will create a much broader range of adverse strike 
consequences that both sides will be motivated to avoid.  This change will significantly 
enhance the incentives to remain at the bargaining table. 
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Recommendation 13 

 
Amend Section 63(2)- the requirement that the colleges seek the approval of the 
Council to close in the event of a strike or lockout. 
 

 
 The decision to close can be a strategic tool in the collective bargaining process.  
This amendment would place control over a strategic decision in the hands of the 
employer - who is responsible for the bargaining.  This would also remove a further 
degree of government control over an event which will impact on the bargaining process. 
 

Recommendation 14 

 
Delete Part IV- remove the binding arbitration process to settle collective agreements. 
 
 The parties can always if they wish, agree to settle issues in bargaining by 
arbitration.  Although this is a feature of the OLRA, the CCBA should reflect the 
thinking that this is not a preferred route for dispute resolution.  If it does become 
necessary, then the agreement of the parties or back to work legislation can provide for a 
mechanism of binding interest arbitration. 
 

Recommendation 15 

 
Delete Part V- remove final offer selection to settle collective agreements. 
 

 
 Final offer selection is not a feature of the OLRA and has not been used under 
the CCBA.  Again, it is one more example of a method by which the parties could defer 
to and rely on third party assistance – rather than doing it themselves. 
 

Recommendation 16 

 
Delete Section 56(h)- the “jeopardy” advice obligation. 
 
 
  The jeopardy function of the CRC permits the CRC to advise the government 
when in its opinion, strike or lockout may place the educational year in jeopardy.  It has 
never been used in the colleges sector and in any event, if it were to be used, the 
government would still need to introduce back to work legislation in order to end the 
work stoppage.   
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 It was intended to be a “safety net” to protect the public interest in avoiding a 
work stoppage – but as indicated earlier, has never been invoked.  It is an example of yet 
one further provision which suggests that the parties cannot engage in a full blown strike 
of lockout without outside intervention occurring to end the work stoppage.  The absence 
of this “safety net” will be one more thing which may serve to keep the parties at the 
bargaining table. 
 

Recommendation 17 

 
Amend  Section 59(d)- so that  the college’s last offer may be put to a vote within 15 
days of the expiry of the collective agreement. 
 
 
 The purpose behind this statutory feature is to permit the employer to test the 
attractiveness of its bargaining proposal directly with employees.  The purpose is 
frustrated when the package put to a vote does not represent the actual employer position 
at the most critical phase of bargaining which is in the days leading to the expiry of the 
collective agreement and the possibility of strike or lockout.   
 
 By requiring that this vote be held at the employer’s option within 15 days of 
the expiry of the collective agreement, it is more likely that employees will have an 
opportunity to truly assess the employer’s actual bargaining proposal and at a more 
relevant stage of the process. 
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XV 

Concluding Comments 
 

 This Review has been driven by the policy choice announced by the 
government to extend collective bargaining to part time college employees.  
 
 My recommendations are in their entirety, intended to facilitate the introduction 
of collective bargaining for part time college employees.  Various amendments to the 
CCBA are recommended to ensure that this very significant change in the college system, 
can be managed in a fashion which serves the best interests of all employees, students, 
and the colleges.   
 
 It is clear that the colleges have been greatly dependent on the use of flexible 
and low cost, non-unionized part time labour.  The removal of access to this type of 
labour will have significant consequences in terms of the issues that will have to be dealt 
with at the bargaining table.   
 
 The colleges must continue to provide flexible and focused educational and 
vocational programming if they are to continue to meet their mandate.  These challenges 
for a variety of other reasons, will only become greater. 
 
 
 Students seek the continuation of their existing levels of employment and to 
avoid any disruption to their studies.  The best way to achieve these goals is to permit 
students to belong to trade unions who will bargain on their behalf.   
 
 In a part time support bargaining unit, students will be in the majority.  Students 
should be able to use their majority status to influence the course of bargaining in a way 
which protects and advances their unique interests.  The colleges will also likely wish to 
see significant work directed to students as this is a draw and incentive in the recruitment 
of students. 
 
 By all accounts, the parties have each been historically dissatisfied with the way 
in which bargaining has been conducted in the full time academic unit.  Both the colleges 
and OPSEU have been unable to get the other side interested in or engaged in, their 
agendas.  Many of the most significant collective agreement provisions have been 
obtained and then defended through third party intervention. 
  
 The CCBA reflects the thinking of the 1970’s that the parties are not to be 
trusted to bargain responsibly and maturely.  The statute presently assumes that the 
parties, if left to themselves, will mismanage collective bargaining to the detriment of the 
public interest. 
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             The CCBA contains a range of provisions which ensure that bargaining will be 
closely monitored, supported and even managed by government and/or third parties.   
 
 If and when the parties ever manage to get to a strike or lockout situation, the 
CCBA operates to ensure that the potential economic and social damage of a strike will 
be diminished and mitigated.  This in turn removes pressure on the parties to deal with 
and resolve tough issues in bargaining – for the purpose of avoiding a work stoppage. 
 
 This report recommends a series of mechanisms for the extension of collective 
bargaining to part time college employees.  While it is certainly not the case that the 
organization of part time employees will be ‘on the backs” of full time employees, there 
is little doubt that a series of difficult bargaining issues will arise for full and part time 
employees once part time employees are unionized. 
 
 Changes to the CCBA must be made which will change the bargaining dynamic 
and permit the parties themselves to take full responsibility for the choices made in 
bargaining and the consequences of those choices.  For this reason, I have recommended 
a number of amendments which will have the effect of moving college bargaining closer 
to the OLRA model, where the consequences of not reaching a collective agreement may 
be more severe than currently under the CCBA. 
 
 It must be remembered that collective bargaining “works” when agreement is 
strongly preferable to the consequences of strike or lockout.  It is the desire to avoid the 
destructive consequences of work stoppage, which forces parties to listen to what is being 
said from the other side of the table.  It is the potential damage from the “hammer” of 
strike or lockout which requires each side to pay attention and then respond to things that 
they would otherwise not wish to hear. 
 
 The extension of collective bargaining to part time employees in the colleges 
will not occur in a vacuum.  This will not be a “greenfield” operation.  Rather, it will 
happen within the very complex existing bargaining structure built up over decades.  For 
this reason, it is not possible to separate out the introduction of part time collective 
bargaining from its consequences and a plan for dealing with those consequences.  It is 
all of one piece.  
 
   I look forward to a time where the interests of employees, students and the 
colleges are safeguarded by a healthy, respectful and productive set of collective 
bargaining relationships. 
 
               While the views, findings and recommendations expressed in this report are 
mine only, I would like to thank all of the institutional parties and individuals who 
participated in the consultation process. I would also like to thank the Ministry of 
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Training, Colleges and Universities, and the Ministry of Labour for their support and 
assistance. I would particularly like to thank Elisabeth Scarff for her invaluable help in 
providing me with a longer term historical perspective.  Finally, I wish to thank Michael 
Uhlmann who flawlessly managed, organized and directed all aspects of this Report and 
Review. 
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            Review of Colleges Collective Bargaining Act           Appendix 1 

 
Terms of Reference  

For the Advisor to the Minister of Training, Colleges and Universities 
 
 
Background 
Ontario’s 24 colleges of applied arts and technology employ more than 35,000 academic 
and support staff and serve approximately 250,000 students; 150,000 postsecondary 
students and about 100,000 students enrolled in programs such as apprenticeships, co-op 
apprenticeship diploma programs, literacy & basic skills programs and international 
students. Collective bargaining for about 17,000 college academic and support staff is 
governed by the Colleges Collective Bargaining Act (the Act). 
 
There has not been a major review of the Act, which came into force in 1975, since the 
1988 review by the Colleges Collective Bargaining Commission (the Gandz report), 
nearly twenty years ago.  Since then, colleges and their programs and services have 
grown dramatically as colleges respond to the diverse and complex challenges and 
opportunities required to meet their legislative mandate, namely to: offer comprehensive 
programs of career-oriented, post-secondary education and training to assist individuals 
in finding and keeping employment; to meet the needs of employers and the changing 
work environment; and to support the economic and social development of their local and 
diverse communities.   
 
Within a changing environment, the Minister of Training, Colleges and Universities has a 
responsibility to ensure that the Act fully supports the educational needs of Ontario’s 
learners today, and into the future.  This includes supporting fair collective bargaining 
and facilitating good labour relations while   ensuring the ability of colleges to meet their 
mandate in a creative, flexible, efficient and effective manner. 
 
Mandate of Advisor 
Accordingly, an Advisor shall be appointed to conduct a review of the Act and to submit 
a report to the Minister of Training, Colleges and Universities setting out: 
 
• The Advisor’s findings on the extent to which the Act appropriately provides access 

to collective bargaining for all college employees;  
 
• The Advisor’s findings on the extent to which the Act allows colleges to meet their 

mandate, especially the changing needs of their students and the Province; and   
 
• The Advisor’s recommendations on directions which the Ministry and the Province 

could take to better meet such goals.  
 
In conducting the review and developing the recommendations, the Advisor shall:  
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1. Take into account the extent to which the Act supports fair, respectful and            
harmonious labour relations, specifically the extent to which it: 

 
a) facilitates the ability of colleges to establish and maintain mature, fair and 
harmonious labour relations with their employees and reflects the public 
interest in having a balanced, effective college collective bargaining 
framework which is predicated on accountability, responsibility and respect 
for and by the parties; 

 
 b) supports these goals in relation to those excluded by the Act from collective 

bargaining; and 
 

      c)  supports a reasonable expectation of continuity and peaceful college sector 
 labour negotiations. 

  
2. Take into account the extent to which the Act supports the educational and 

learning needs of Ontario and its students, specifically the extent to which it: 
 

       a) reflects the public interest in ensuring that colleges have the ability, in a 
changing environment, to enhance the educational and training opportunities 
available to students and to otherwise meet their mandate; and 
 

b) supports, in particular, the ability of colleges to: 
 

i) deliver relevant, timely and high quality programs and services by a 
range of methods, including full or part-time programs and 
continuing education courses offered during the week, in the evening 
or on week-ends, and in classroom/placement settings or through 
distance education, and  

 
ii) be accessible to students of diverse ages, cultural and educational 

backgrounds and learning needs and with diverse expectations and 
demands;  

 
3. Consider what would be an appropriate collective bargaining model or models for 

college employees, including part-time employees, bearing in mind the factors 
identified in points 1 and 2 above. 

 
 4. Identify major operational implications of implementing any recommendations to 

amend the Act or other related legislation, and provide options on how to best 
address such implications.   

  
5. Consult with interested stakeholders including the College Compensation and 

Appointments Council, the Ontario Public Service Employees Union, Colleges 
Ontario and the Committee of Presidents, the Organization of Part-time and 
Sessional Employees of Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology and any other 
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organizations or individuals as the Advisor considers appropriate and reasonable 
taking into account the review timeframe. 

 
In developing the recommendations the Advisor is not expected to provide or obtain any 
legal opinion on the constitutional implications of the recommendations.      

 
All work (including research) produced by the Advisor as part of the mandate will be the 
property of the Crown in Right of Ontario.  
 
Ministry Support 
The Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities shall provide such administrative 
support to the Advisor as agreed upon by the Advisor and the Ministry.    
 
Work Plans and Status Reports 
The Advisor shall: 
• Work with the Ministry to develop a mutually acceptable work plan and timetable 

which shall include a communication protocol and a stakeholder consultation plan;  
 
• Provide regular progress reports to a Ministry representative to be identified, such 

reports to include planned stakeholder consultation activities and any Ministry 
support matters; 

 
• Meet with the Minister at the discretion of the Minister, or as mutually agreed, to 

discuss the progress of the review and emerging issues and ideas. 
 
Report on Findings and Recommendations 
The Advisor shall submit a draft of the final report to the identified Ministry 
representative by January 4, 2008 to enable the Ministry to provide any factual or 
editorial comments or corrections.  The Ministry and the Minister shall not require any 
changes to the Advisor’s proposed recommendations. 
 
The Advisor shall submit a final report to the Minister of Training, Colleges and 
Universities by January 31, 2008 unless the Minister agrees in writing to extend the 
deadline for submission of the report.  Such extension shall be to no later than February 
28, 2008.   
 
Amendment of Terms of Reference 
These terms of reference may be amended in writing, dated and signed by the Minister 
and the Advisor. 
 
Release of Report 
The Advisor shall not disclose any findings or proposed or final recommendations 
without prior written authorization of the Ministry.  The publication or disclosure of the 
final report shall be determined by the Minister.  
 
August 27, 2007 
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                                             History of Representation Challenges         Appendix 2 
1967  CSAO applied to the Ontario Labour Relations Board pursuant to the 

Labour Relations Act, R.S.O. 1960, c.202 (LRA) to represent non academic 
staff at Fanshawe College in London.  The Board held it did not have 
jurisdiction because the college was a Crown agency and made similar 
findings with respect to applications by a number of other colleges.   

1968 The CSAO approached the Council of Regents as the representative of 
support and academic staff under the Public Service Act, (PSA) which 
governed bargaining for Crown agencies.  Notwithstanding that the 
Council’s authority to represent colleges for bargaining purposes was 
unclear, it recognized the CSAO as representative of support staff.  The 
right of the CSAO to represent academic staff, however, was challenged by 
a newly formed faculty association, the Ontario Federation of Community 
College Faculty Associations (CCFA).   

1969 The CCFA obtained an injunction precluding the CSAO from representing 
faculty under the PSA.   
The Council of Regents continued to act as if it had responsibility for 
bargaining on behalf of employers and proceeded on the basis that 
bargaining would be province-wide rather than local.     

1970  CSAO and CCFA, likely due to government advocacy, agreed to hold a 
representation vote pursuant to procedures under the LRA.   

1971 The CCFA failed to obtain the required 35% support of faculty required to 
gets its name placed on the ballot.  The CSAO won by 51% pf votes. 

 
                                         History of Bargaining Unit Composition 
1970 Council and CSAO agreed early on that the support staff unit would consist 

of all full-time employers but, that consistent with the practice of the day, 
part-time staff would be excluded.  The determination of the composition of 
academic staff took longer but as part of the 1970 CSAO, CCFA and 
Council of Regents agreement on the representation vote, the parties agreed 
that the voting list would exclude chairmen, sessional employees and various 
part-time employees.  
 

1972 – Support 
Staff negotiations  

In negotiating the 1972-74 support staff agreement, the parties agreed to the 
exclusion of cooperative education students, recent college graduates 
employed during the 12 months following completion of program and 
persons working on non-recurring projects.  The final agreement was only 
reached after binding arbitration and the arbitrator added persons employed 
on a casual/temporary basis unless continuously employed for six months or 
more.   

1972-73 academic 
negotiations - 
Academic staff 
exclusions 

The arbitration board excluded chairmen, department head and directors, 
persons above rank of chairman, department head of directors, teachers, 
counsellors and librarians employed on a part-time basis (persons teaching 
25% or less of accepted teaching load) and sessionals (persons who had 
appointment of not more than 12 months duration in any 24-month period); 
persons who taught less than 6 hours a week.  Partial loan load employees 
(who taught 6-12 hours a week) had different terms and conditions. 

1973-75 academic 
negotiations 

CSAO wanted no distinction between full and part-time employees.  
Arbitration board ruled it was matter to be determined by Labour Relations 
Board. 
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                                                   Post Gandz Reviews                              Appendix 3 
 
1990 –Council of 
Regents’ Report – 
Vision 2000 

In 1988, as part of the Council of Regent’s new focus on long-term 
strategic issues, the Minister of Colleges and Universities, Lyn McLeod, 
asked the Council to review the college system mandate to develop a 
vision of the system in the year 2000.  The Council’s report, titled “Vision 
2000:  Quality and Opportunity”, released in May 1990 set out 40 
recommendations.  Central themes were assuring the quality of college 
programs and services and enhancing access and opportunities to diverse 
groups.  Specific recommendations included the need to renew the 
mandate of the colleges, and a need to establish mechanism to ensure 
academic standards and accreditation.  
 

1996 – Smith 
Report – 
Excellence, 
Accessibility, 
Responsibility  

This December 1996 report prepared by the Advisory Panel on Future 
Directions for Postsecondary Education, chaired by David Smith, argued 
for: 
• less regulation of the college environment to encourage institutional 

differentiation and specialization 
• allowing some colleges to transform into polytechnics 
• allowing greater flexibility at the institutional level in human resource 

management to allow compensation increases to be awarded in 
recognition of excellence in teaching; 

• improved credit transfer among colleges and universities, and more 
collaborative college-university programming; and 

• establishing a supportive environment for partnerships with the private 
sector. 

 
1999 – Report of 
Ontario Jobs and 
Investment Board 

The Ontario Jobs and Investment Board, chaired by David Lindsay was 
established by the then Premier, Mr. Harris with a one year mandate to 
develop an action plan for future jobs and economic prosperity.  Its report, 
submitted in March 1999, emphasized quality education and training as a 
top priority for sustainable economic prosperity.  The Board called for a 
new “charter” for colleges for the 21st century to allow them to take greater 
advantage of their potential as significant contributors to the economy, by 
allowing them to be more market-driven and more flexible and to 
facilitate:  more private sector partnerships; increased community 
college/university cooperation to provide for collaborative partnerships, 
and easier movement between colleges and universities; meeting the need 
of students seeking both theoretical and applied education, including 
improved credit recognition, and applied degrees. 
 

2000 – Report of 
Investing in 
Students Task Force 
– Portals and 
Pathways 

In September 2000 the Investing in Students Task Force was established 
by Diane Cunningham, the Minister of Training, Colleges and 
Universities, to advise on ways to ensure that public funds were directed at 
providing the highest quality education for students while ensuring access, 
affordability and accountability.  The Task Force’s report “Portals and 
Pathways”, released in February 2001, identified a vision for 
postsecondary education in Ontario that would reflect the elements of 
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excellence, a student-centred focus, accessibility, affordability, 
community, accountability, global orientation and collaboration.   
 
The Task Force’s 31 recommendations centred on meeting student needs, 
addressing the challenges facing institutions; and transforming the 
postsecondary education system, e.g., through increased collaboration and 
information sharing.  Specific recommendations included government 
recognition of institutions with differentiated missions, considering the 
polytechnic model, establishing a new “college charter” based on a 
governance model of a not-for-profit corporation; removing the restriction 
on colleges requiring them to limit their activities to specific geographic 
catchment areas, and eliminating Council of Regents as part of the 
recognition of the independent accountability of college boards of 
governors.  
 

2005 – Report of 
Rae review, Higher 
Expectations for 
Higher Education –
“Ontario:  A Leader 
in Learning” 

In 2004, the government announced a review of the design and funding of 
postsecondary education and appointed the Honourable Bob Rae to 
conduct the review with a 7-member Advisory Panel.  The report, titled 
“Ontario: A Leader in Learning” was submitted to Premier McGuinty in 
February 2005.  The Advisory Panel explored five themes:  accessibility; 
quality, system design, funding and accountability and identified a number 
of wide-ranging strategies and recommended actions.  These included 
recommendations that the government: 
• encourage the distinct evolution of individual institutions of higher 

education and promote differentiation through tuition, accountability 
arrangements and funding measures; 

• reaffirm the mandate of the colleges to focus on occupational 
education and labour market needs while continuing to allow applied 
degrees and institutional evolution.   

• Mandate colleges to reach out to the 50% of high school students not 
going on to further studies and to lead the formation of K-16 Councils 
to promote learning and facilitate the transition to higher education; 

• recognize apprenticeship as a postsecondary destination and treat the 
apprenticeship programming delivered by colleges as a core business; 

• assign to colleges the government’s role in administration and 
outreach to employers for apprenticeship programs for which colleges 
deliver in-school training; 

• working with the institutions, establish quality standards and measures 
to ensure improvements at the sector, institution, program and student 
level; and 

• promote marketing to international students. 
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                                    A Snapshot of the Ontario’s Colleges Today            Appendix 4 

Students 
Served 

 150,000 full-time enrolments     
 350,000 part-time enrolments   
 500,000+ continuing education course registrations 
 11,000 enrolments in literacy and basic skills training  
 6, 700 international students  
 Annually, colleges: 

o graduate over 60,000 students from 1-4 year postsecondary programs 
o serve 25,000 apprentices  
o place 27,000 young people in jobs through Job Connect 
o operate 50 bridging and language training programs for internationally 

trained persons 
 51% more students served than in 1989-90 
 44% increase in college enrolment from 1990 to 2005 

 
College size  Smallest college - 1,500 full-time students 

 Largest college - 14,000 full-time students 
Programs  Offer more than 600 different programs 

o health sciences, business, technology, communications, human 
services; preparatory programs; joint college-university programs; 
contract training; literacy and basic skills; apprenticeship 

 Provide 85% of the in-school portion of apprenticeship programs  
 Contract with more than 1,000 major employers to provide customized 

and training programs  
Available 

Credentials 
 Certificates, diplomas and advanced diplomas 
 Graduate certificates 
 Applied degrees 

Student Profile   42% directly from secondary school 
 More than one-third have previous postsecondary experience 
 10% over 30 in 2005-06, 
 18% of applicants born outside Canada; 13% are first generation 

Canadians 
 11% reported use of Special Needs/Disability Services 

 
Employees  19,000 full-time staff (including administration) 

o 9,248 full-time faculty in 2006-07 (including 2,408 partial load) 
 17,600 part-time staff  

o 8,900 part-time faculty in 2004-05 
o 8,746 part-time support staff    

 
 

Graduates 
 

 33% of Ontario’s workforce have college qualification 
 11,000 individuals graduate annually from technology programs 
 7,000 individuals graduate annually from health science programs 

 
Sources of Data: MTCU 05/06 employment profile; Colleges Ontario Facts Sheets -  “Ontario’s Colleges:  An Overview”, 
“Technology Graduates and the economy”; “Producing a Strong Healthcare Workforce”, Colleges Ontario Website, December 
2007Colleges Ontario 2007 Environmental Scan 
Ministry of Training, College and Universities – Key Performance indicator results for Ontario’s 24 colleges, March 2006 – 
February 2007 
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                                                                                               Appendix 5                        
             Review of the Colleges Collective Bargaining Act   
                                                     Notice of Consultation 
 
On August 30 the Ontario government announced its intention to extend collective bargaining 
rights to part-time college workers. 
 
In preparation for this task, I have been appointed to conduct a review of the Colleges Collective 
Bargaining Act (CCBA). The Terms of Reference for this review are available at 
www.ontario.ca/ccba  
 
The review will examine the extent to which the CCBA provides access to collective bargaining 
and enables Ontario’s colleges to meet their mandate.  A final report will be provided to the 
government with recommendations for legislative reform. 
 
A number of studies and reviews have dealt with similar issues – most importantly the Gandz 
report of 1988.  The Gandz Report is also available at www.ontario.ca/ccba  
 
I wish to invite written submissions which address the following questions: 
 

1. What is the appropriate collective bargaining model (central, local, two-tier)? 
 
2. What are the appropriate bargaining unit descriptions? 
 
3. Who should represent the Colleges in bargaining? 

 
4. Should any categories of employees be excluded from collective bargaining?  

 
5. What is the appropriate bargaining agent certification process? 
   
6. Should any items or issues be excluded from collective bargaining? 

 
7. What should the role of the College Relations Commission be? 

 
8. Are there possible amendments to CCBA that would enhance the collective bargaining 

process and permit the Colleges to achieve their goals and mandate? 
 
Responses and proposals should be explained with supporting justification, research and 
reference to current data, costing estimates and financial impacts.  
 
I invite you to send your submissions via e-mail to Mike Uhlmann, Senior Project Consultant at 
michael.uhlmann99@ontario.ca, or by mail to 505 University Ave., 11th Floor, Toronto ON,  
M5G 2P1, no later than Friday, November 16, 2007. Please feel free to e-mail Mike or call (416) 
326-7510 with any questions related to this document. 
 
I will also be holding a series of 4 regional public hearings in Ottawa (November 20), London 
(November 27), Toronto (November 28) and Sudbury (November 30). If interested in being considered for 
participation in one of these, identify your interest in your submission.  
 
I thank you in advance for participating in this important consultation phase of the project. 
   
Kevin Whitaker                                                                                         
Advisor                                                                                                                          

http://www.ontario.ca/ccba
http://www.ontario.ca/ccba
mailto:michael.uhlmann99@ontario.ca
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                                  Key Stakeholder Submission Summary                  Appendix 6 
 
 

               OPSEU       CCAC/COP     OCASA         CSA 
1. Bargaining    
    Model 

Central  Central 
Limited local 

Central Central 

2. Unit  
     Descriptions 

PT units into FT units 
  
(Alternate) new PT academic 
and support units with 
statutory review process 

New PT academic and 
support units 
 
Students in support unit 

No position New PT academic and 
support units 
 
Students in support unit 

3. Colleges 
    Representative 

No position, though 
expand role 

No position No position CCAC 

4. Category 
    Exclusions 

Current CCBA 
management/confidential 
 
Schedule 2 vii, viii students  

Current CCBA 
management/confidential 
 
Schedule 2 vii, viii 
students 

No position No position other than 
students included in PT 
support unit 

5. Certification 
    Process  

Provincial level 
 
Voluntary recognition or 
card check/vote model per 
construction industry 

Provincial level 
 
OLRA threshold 
 
Double majority vote  

No position Double majority vote 

6. Excluded  
    Items 

Superannuation Superannuation 
 
Academic classification 
system 

No position No position 

7. CRC Role No change Transfer to OLRB / MOL No Position Oversee bargaining 
 
Impasse intervention  

8. CCBA 
    Amendments 

Schedule 1&2 (exclusions) 
only  

Double majority vote 
 
90 day notice to bargain, 
15 day last offer vote 
 
Remove lock out notice, 
deemed strike, Aug. 31 
contract expiry, fact 
finding, voluntary 
arbitration 
 
Local Bargaining 
 
Exclude academic 
classification system  

Changes must 
consider student 
needs 
 
Maintain college 
flexibility 
 
Include funding 

Replace right to strike 
with binding arbitration 
 
Include funding 
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                                                                                                                                                                                    Appendix 7 
 
                                                Summary of Other Provinces - College Sector  
 
             ALBERTA      BRITISH COLUMBIA             MANITOBA 
Collective Bargaining 
Model (Central, Local, 
Two-Tier) 

All bargaining takes place at the local level Two-Tier bargaining. Provincial level 
voluntary common tables for academic and 
support (monetary items).  

The three colleges bargain together at one 
table for separate collective agreements 
which are generally the same – some 
unique local issues 

Bargaining Unit 
Descriptions 

Separate units for academic and support 
staff 

Separate units for faculty and support. 
Some faculty split again between academic 
and technical instruction. Part time 
included in full time units.  

Each college has one bargaining unit that 
includes academic and support staff, both 
full and part- time 

Employer Representative  
in Collective Bargaining 

Each institution bargains separately Public Sector Employers Assoc’n. (PSEA) 
for central table. Must be ratified by PSEA 
Board. Local bargaining by local employer 
reps. Must be ratified by PSEA Board  

Colleges bargain for themselves 

Excluded Categories of 
Employees 

No academic exclusions. 
Support exclusions include managerial, 
employees engaged in personnel admin, 
grievance admin. or collective bargaining 
matters.   

Exclusions only as found under BC Labour 
Relations Code ( managers and employees 
working in a confidential capacity) 

Continuing and Distance Education 
Instructors excluded. Labour Relations Act 
otherwise governs (managerial or 
confidential to labour relations  

Bargaining Agent / Union 
Representative 
 

Academic staff association represents 
faculty at each institution. 
Support staff represented by AUPE (14 
agreements), CUPE ( four agreements), 
support staff associations (five 
agreements) 

Faculty represented by either Federation of 
Post Secondary Educators or BC 
Government and Services Employee Union 
(BCGEU) 
Support staff represented by either BCGEU 
or CUPE 

All bargaining units are represented by 
Manitoba Government Employees Union 
(MGEU) 

Items Excluded from 
Collective Bargaining  

No exclusions. Organization of work and 
pensions cannot be arbitrated for support 
staff under PSERA.  
No right to strike or lockout – binding 
arbitration 

Public Education and Choice Act and 
College and Institution Act regulate or 
restrict scope on pensions, class size, 
hours of operation, terms/semesters, 
professional development and vacation 
time, faculty support etc.  

No items excluded from collective 
bargaining 

Statutory Framework for 
Collective Bargaining  

Post-Secondary Learning Act covers 
academic. Public Service Employee 
Relations Act covers support in colleges, 
universities, technical institutes, Banff 
Centre)  

Labour Relations Code governs college 
bargaining. Public Sector Employers Act 
establishes PSEA. Public Education 
Flexibility and Choice Act overrides for 
certain items. College an Institute Act 
impacts on operational matters 

Labour Relations Act 
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                                                Summary of Other Provinces - College Sector  
 
 
         NEW BRUNSWICK NEW FOUNDLAND /  LAB.             NUNAVUT 
Collective Bargaining 
Model (Central, Local, 
Two-Tier) 

Central Bargaining covering 11 campuses 
of  the New Brunswick Community College  

Central bargaining. One set of negotiations 
for each bargaining unit, covering all 
campuses.  

Territorial – wide collective bargaining 

Bargaining Unit 
Descriptions 

Instructors and Education Program Officers 
(deans, department heads, counselors) are 
in two separate units. Support workers are 
in bargaining units with other government 
employees.  
 

Two bargaining units. One for faculty and 
one for support. 

Single bargaining unit 

Employer Representative  
in Collective Bargaining 

The Office of Human Resources leads all 
collective bargaining for public service 
employees 

Collective Bargaining Division of the Public 
Service Secretariat and representatives 
from college’s management team negotiate 
on behalf of the college  
 

The Government of Nunavut as the 
employer 

Excluded Categories of 
Employees 

Casual or  temporary employees unless 
continuously employed for 6 months or 
more 
 
Persons working up to 1/3 of full time  
 

No. The PSCBA  covers all college workers 
(full and part-time).  The College can hire 
contract staff if needed. 

Directors, Human Resource 
Administrators, 
Executive/Divisional/Campus Secretaries, 
President 

Bargaining Agent / Union 
Representative 
 

New Brunswick Union of Private and Public 
Employees 
 
CUPE  (custodians, maintenance, food 
service) 

The Newfoundland and Labrador 
Association of Public and Private 
Employees represents all staff in both units 
 

The Nunavut Employees Union (NEU) 
represents all college workers  

Items Excluded from 
Collective Bargaining  

No exclusions No exclusions Housing is the only non-negotiable item 

Statutory Framework for 
Collective Bargaining  

Public Service Labour Relations Act The Public Service Collective Bargaining 
Act governs collective bargaining for the 
College of the North Atlantic (one college, 
17 campuses) 
 

The Nunavut Public Service Act and 
Regulations  
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                                                   Summary of Other Provinces - College Sector  
 
 PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND               QUEBEC        SASKATCHEWAN 
Collective Bargaining 
Model (Central, Local, 
Two-Tier) 

Collective Bargaining takes place at the 
local level 

Two-tier bargaining. Negotiations are 
centralized and agreements reached at the 
provincial level for normative issues and 
those that have financial impact. Some 
items (e.g. union dues, disciplinary 
measures) can be negotiated at local or 
regional levels 
 

Two-tier bargaining 

Bargaining Unit 
Descriptions 

Academic and support staff are in separate 
units  

Three bargaining units: teaching staff, non-
teaching professional staff,  support staff. 
 

Separate units   

Employer Representative  
in Collective Bargaining 

Colleges bargain directly The Management Negotiating Committee 
for colleges negotiates on behalf of 
colleges except for local or regional 
matters. In practice the Gov. (through 
Treasury Board) negotiates directly with 
central labour unions on major monetary 
items  
 

Colleges bargain directly 

Excluded Categories of 
Employees 

No employees are excluded by legislation No statutory exclusions. Agreements may 
stipulate that certain provisions don’t apply 
to some workers 
 

All classifications deemed part of the 
bargaining unit are entitled to bargain  

Bargaining Agent / Union 
Representative 
 

Separate unions represent academic, 
support and maintenance staff 

Teaching staff have two unions 
Non-teaching professional staff have one 
union 
Support staff have three unions 
 

Multiple unions represent college 
employees – Faculty Associations, CUPE, 
Saskatchewan Government Employees 
Union  

Items Excluded from 
Collective Bargaining  

No items are excluded from bargaining No items are excluded from bargaining.  No items are excluded from bargaining. 

Statutory Framework for 
Collective Bargaining  

The Labour Act The Act respecting the process of 
negotiation of the collective agreements in 
the public and parapublic sectors governs 
bargaining in the general and vocational 
college sector (cecgep) 
 

The Trade Union Act 
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                                               Summary of Other Provinces - College Sector  
 
               YUKON              ONTARIO             
Collective Bargaining 
Model (Central, Local, 
Two-Tier) 

There is only one college and bargaining 
takes place at the local level. 

Central bargaining model   

Bargaining Unit 
Descriptions 

Single bargaining unit Two separate units. One for full-time 
academic and one for full- time support  
 

 

Employer Representative  
in Collective Bargaining 

College Board of Governors oversees 
bargaining and approves tentative 
agreements. Excluded college employees 
bargain on behalf of the colleges 
 

The Colleges Compensation and 
Appointments Council bargains on behalf 
of all colleges  

 

Excluded Categories of 
Employees 

Management, confidential and casual 
employees are excluded  

Managerial, confidential and professional 
exclusions 
 
Part-time Academic and part-time support 
staff currently excluded  

 

Bargaining Agent / Union 
Representative 
 

All bargaining unit members are 
represented by the Yukon College 
Employees Union, local Y011- part of the 
Yukon Employees Union and affiliated with 
public Service Alliance of Canada 
 

Both the full-time academic and full-time 
support units are represented by the 
Ontario Public Service Employees Union 

 

Items Excluded from 
Collective Bargaining  

Some limitations in Yukon College Act Superannuation (Pension plan) is excluded 
from bargaining  

 

Statutory Framework for 
Collective Bargaining  

Yukon College Act, and Canada Labour 
Code 

Colleges Collective Bargaining Act  
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                                                                                                                                                                 Appendix 8 

                              Summary of Recommendations 
 
1. Continue the existing central bargaining model with an emphasis on the parties taking greater advantage of 
existing mechanisms to resolve local issues 
 
2. Create two new province wide part-time bargaining units, defined in the statute. The part-time academic 
unit should include sessional instructors and the part-time support unit should include those workers employed 
for 24 hours a week or less. Establish a joint application process to have bargaining unit configurations 
reconsidered by the OLRB 
 
3. Create a separate employer bargaining agency within the exclusive control and direction of the colleges 
 
4. Continue with the existing scope of managerial and confidential exclusions from collective bargaining. 
Students engaged in co-operative or certification program based work should also continue to be excluded from 
bargaining 
 
5. The existing CCBA provisions which permit displacement applications should be modified to create a 
bargaining unit certification process (35% membership support and then a simple majority on a representation 
vote). The statute should also be amended to formally acknowledge the legitimacy of voluntary recognition 
agreements 
 
6. Continue with the existing exclusion of superannuation from collective bargaining. No other items or issues 
should be excluded 
 
7. Abolish the College Relations Commission (CRC) through deleting Part VII  and assign this work to the 
OLRB and the Ministry consistent with the role of each under the OLRA 
 
8. Amend Section 4(2)- to remove fixed collective agreement expiry dates on August 31.  The parties should be 
free to negotiate whatever expiry date they wish 
 
9. Amend Section 4(1)- to provide that notice to bargain be given within the period of 90 days prior to the 
expiry of the collective agreement 
 
10. Amend Sections 54(2) and 63- (as under the OLRA) to permit the colleges to unilaterally implement terms 
and conditions of employment when in a strike or lockout position and following notice to the union 
 
11.  Part III- eliminate the fact finding exercise.  The Minister of Labour should be able to appoint a 
conciliation officer and then mediators as under the OLRA 
 
12.  Delete Sections 59(2) and 63(3)- to remove the deemed strike or lockout provisions 
 
13.  Amend Section 63(2)- the requirement that the colleges seek the approval of the Council to close in the 
event of a strike or lockout 
 
14.  Part IV- remove the binding arbitration process to settle collective agreements 
 
15.  Part V- remove final offer selection to settle collective agreements 
 
16.  Delete section 56(h)- the “jeopardy” advice obligation 
 
17.  Amend Section 59(d)- so that  the college’s last offer may be put to a vote within 15 days of the  
expiry of the collective agreement 
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workers are unionized, it is inevitable that some of those attempting to work 
during a strike or lockout will be students. 
 
Picket captains will not be able to differentiate between students who are 
going to class and students who are going to work.  Conflict – up to and 
including accidental or intentional violence – is inevitable in such 
circumstances.  We oppose the use of scab labour in all work stoppages, 
but the banning of scabs is doubly important on any picket line where 
young people may be crossing. 
 
The previous Ontario government removed the “anti-scab” provisions of the 
Labour Relations Act in 1995.  Over the eight-year tenure, the 
Conservatives conducted an extensive overhaul of the province’s labour 
laws.  Yet during those eight years, they did not remove the anti-scab 
provisions from the CCBA.  They realized, as you must also, that scabs, 
students, and strikers together on a picket line are a volatile mix. 
 
 
Bargaining units 
 
Finally, let me add our voice to the voices of CAAT Support and 
OPSEUCAAT and to those in support of having two bargaining units, not 
four, for college workers. 
 
Obviously, Bill 90’s proposal to create two academic and two support 
bargaining units doubles the potential number of strikes or lockouts in the 
colleges.  But other factors are important, too. 
 
In the existing CCBA, our bargaining unit contains both full-time and partial 
load workers.  Partial loads are teachers who teach more than a third and 
up to two-thirds of a full-time job and who are paid on an hourly rate – just 
as part-time workers are. 
 
Bill 90 is not just about having a full-time faculty bargaining unit and a part-
time faculty bargaining unit for each group.  It is about creating a new unit 
with part-time and sessional teachers (sessional teachers work full time for 
up to two years) that would mirror the existing unit which has full time 
faculty and partial load faculty.  In other words, what it actually proposes is 

5 
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OPSEU Research Analysis of College Financial Information System (CFIS) 2015-16 data 

  



J
% of exp.

$575,649,638.21 14.49%
$78,580,551.00 1.98%

$654,230,189.21 16.47%
$103,976,754.53 2.62%
$103,976,754.53 2.62%
$758,206,943.74 19.08%
$119,989,407.57 3.02%

$4,013,023.18 
$187,613,537.94 
-$18,703,886.23 
$292,912,082.46 
$292,912,082.46 
$13,718,721.21 
$45,829,371.52 

-$46,264,259.88 
-$120,338.00 

$13,163,494.85 
$1,211,657.00 
$4,811,628.34 

-$4,640,454.54 
-$15,864.00 

$1,366,966.80 
$325,000.00 

$6,669,232.88 
$31,112,658.55 

$285,647,176.75 
$22,171,486.00 

-$12,210,604.49 -0.31%
$5,308,070.00 0.13%

$0.00 0.00%
$339,023,019.69 8.53%
$353,553,481.34 8.90%
$190,675,283.07 4.80%
$207,870,898.34 5.23%

-$1.00 0.00%
-$171,669.00 0.00%

-$138,697,508.45 -3.49%
$0.00 0.00%

$259,677,002.96 6.54%
$259,677,002.96 6.54%
$128,388,758.00 3.23%

$200,000.00 0.01%
■ $0.00 0.00% 

-$33,000.00 0.00%
$0.00 0.00%

$128,555,758.00 3.24%

1 All Colleges (2015-16) CFIS Account Balance
2 11110 - Cash
3 11120 - Investments less than 90 Days
4 111 - Cash and Cash Equivalents
5 11210 - Cash in Trust - Endowments
6 112 - Cash in Trust - Endowments
7 11 - Cash and Cash Equivalents
8 12110 - Grants Receivable
9 12130 - Interest Receivable

10 12180 - Other Accounts Receivable
11 12190 - ADA Other Receivable
12 121 - Accounts Receivable
13 12 - Accounts Receivable
14 14101 - Inventory for Sale - OB
15 14102 - Inventory for Sale - Additions
16 14103 - Inventory for Sale - Sales at Cost
17 14104 - Inventory for Sale - Valuation Adjustments
18 141 - Assets for Sale
19 14201 - Inventory for Consumption - OB
20 14202 - Inventory for Consumption - Additions
21 14203 - Inventory for Consumption - Consumed or Sold
22 14204 - Inventory for Consumption - Valuation Adjustments
23 142 - Inventory for Consumption
24 14910 - Current Portion of Loans and Advances Receivable
25 14920 - Current Portion of Other Long Term Receivables
26 14930 - Prepaid Expenses
27 14940 - Investments Greater than 90 Days and Less than 1 Year
28 14947 - Investments Greater than 90 Days and Less than 1 Year - MTM OB
29 14948 - Investments Greater than 90 Days and Less than 1 Year - MTM CY
30 14950 - Current Portion of Student Fee Receivables to Support Debt
31 14990-Other Current Assets
32 149-Other Current Assets
33 14-Other Current Assets
34 15101-CIP-OB
35 15102-CIP-Additions
36 15103 - CIP - Disposals
37 15104 - CIP - Valuation and Other Adjustments
38 15105 - CIP - Transfer to Tangible Capital Assets
39 15106 - CIP - Capitalized Interest
40 151 - CIP
41 15-CIP
42 16101 - Land - OB
43 16102 - Land - Additions
44 16103 - Land - Disposals
45 16104 - Land - Valuation and Other Adjustments
46 16105 - Land - Transfers from CIP
47 161 - Land

Total

0.10%
4.72%

-0.47%
7.37%
7.37%
0.35%

1.15%
-1.16%
0.00%
0.33%
0.03%
0.12%

-0.12%
0.00%
0.03%
0.01%
0.17%
0.78%
7.19%
0.56%

:

Prepared by OPSEU Research 1 of 112015-16 CFIS Account Balance



$570,023,479.00 14.35%
$36,636,795.89 0.92%

$0.00 0.00%
-$443,433.00 -0.01%

$4,858,209.00 0.12%
$611,075,050.89 15.38%

$4,212,059,060.09 106.01%
$23,428,019.96 0.59%
-$1,216,434.00 -0.03%

$0.00 0.00%
$114,988,825.24 2.89%

$4,349,259,471.29 109.47%
$1,194,866,427.61 30.07%

$77,255,301.46 1.94%
-$18,642,644.01 

-$731,176.00 
$15,056,119.06 

$1,267,804,028.12 
$403,915,650.58 

$29,343,293.95 
-$7,857,073.99 

-$318,648.00 
$3,794,355.15 

$428,877,577.69 
$18,744,287.00 

$155,522.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$18,899,809.00 
$195,011,016.69 

$11,361,900.90 
-$1,205,031.48 

-$580,844.00 
$0.00

$204,587,042.11 
$7,009,058,737.10 
-$264,893,618.33 -6.67%

-$29,972,819.25 -0.75%
$0.00 0.00%

$382,525.00 0:01%
-$294,483,912.58 -7.41%

-$1,405,273,091.95 -35.37%
-$112,729,605.57 -2.84%

$439,763.00 0.01%
$0.00 0.00%

-$1,517,562,934.52 -38.20%

48 16201 - Site Improvements - OB
49 16202-Site Improvements-Additions
50 16203 - Site Improvements - Disposals
51 16204 - Site Improvements - Valuation and Other Adjustments
52 16205 - Site Improvements - Transfers from CIP
53 162 - Site Improvements
54 16301 - Buildings - OB
55 16302 - Buildings-Additions
56 16303 - Buildings - Disposals
57 16304 - Buildings - Valuation and Other Adjustments
58 16305 - Buildings - Transfers from CIP
59 163 - Buildings
60 16401 - Furniture and Equipment - OB
61 16402 - Furniture and Equipment - Additions
62 16403 - Furniture and Equipment - Disposals
63 16404 - Furniture and Equipment - Valuation and Other Adjustments
64 16405 - Furniture and Equipment - Transfers from CIP
65 164 - Furniture and Equipment
66 16501-IT-OB
67 16502 - IT-Additions
68 16503 - IT - Disposals
69 16504 - IT - Valuation and Other Adjustments
70 16505 - IT - Transfers from CIP
71 165 - IT
72 16601 - Aircraft - OB
73 16602 - Aircraft - Additions
74 16603 - Aircraft - Disposals
75 16604 - Aircraft - Valuation and Other Adjustments
76 16605 - Aircraft - Transfers from CIP
77 166 - Aircraft
78 16901 - Other TCA - OB
79 16902 - Other TCA- Additions
80 16903 - Other TCA - Disposals
81 16904 - Other TCA - Valuation and Other Adjustments
82 16905 - Other TCA - Transfers from CIP
83 169-Other TCA
84 16 - Tangible Capital Assets
85 17201 - AA Site Improvements - OB
86 17202 - AA Site Improvements - Current Year Amortization
87 17203 - AA Site Improvements - Disposals
88 17204-AA Site Improvements - Valuation and Other Adjustments
89 172 - AA Site Improvements
90 17301-AA Buildings-OB. .
91 17302 - AA Buildings - Current Year Amortization
92 17303 - AA Buildings - Disposals
93 17304 - AA Buildings - Valuation and Other Adjustments
94 173 - AA Buildings

-0.47%
-0.02%
0.38%

31.91%
10.17%
0.74%

-0.20%

-0.01%
0.10%

10.79%
0.47%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.48%

4.91%
0.29%

-0.03%
-0.01%
0.00%
5.15%

176.41%
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-$945,100,892.96
-$79,920,364.20
$17,940,479.52

$633,357.00
-$1,006,447,420.64

-$355,541,835.73
-$29,606,713.11

$7,856,007.12
$375,407.00

-$376,917,134.72
-$15,477,243.00

-$630,186.34
$0.00
$0.00

-$16,107,429.34
-$104,075,738.24

-$19,425,940.49
$1,203,031.58

$508,457.00
-$121,790,190.15

-$3,333,309,021.95
$900,276.68

$0.00
$83,362,565.38

$5,246,348.62
$39,423,586.07

-$650,000.00
$128,282,776.75
$128,282,776.75
$430,896,231.78
$19,226,664.00

-$13,120,038.00
$437,002,857.78

$52,349,636.33
$0.00

$52,349,636.33
$489,352,494.11

$5,957,734,496.51
-$2,460,244.00
-$2,460,244.00
-$2,460,244.00

-$14,868,874.68
-$111,418,948.18
-$155,543,203.41

$0.00
-$359,272,929.93
-$641,103,956.20

-23.79%
-2.01%
0.45%
0.02%

-25.33%

-8.95%
-0.75%
0.20%
0.01%

-9.49%
-0.39%
-0.02%
0.00%
0.00%

-0.41%
-2.62%
-0.49%
0.03%
0.01%

-3.07%
-83.90%

0.02%
0.00%
2.10%
0.13%
0.99%

-0.02%
3.23%
3.23%

10.85%
0.48%

-0.33%

11.00%
1.32%
0.00%
1.32%

12.32%
149.95%

-0.06%
-0.06%
-0.06%
-0.37%
-2.80%
-3.91%
0.00%

-9.04%
-16.14%

95 17401 - AA Furniture and Equipment - OB
96 17402 - AA Furniture and Equipment - Current Year Amortization
97 17403 - AA Furniture and Equipment - Disposals
98 17404 - AA Furniture and Equipment - Valuation and Other Adjustments
99 174-AA Furniture and Equipment

100 17501 - AA IT - OB
101 17502 - AA IT - Current Year Amortization
102 17503 - AA IT - Disposals
103 17504 - AA IT - Valuation and Other Adjustments
104 175 - AA IT
105 17601 - AA Aircraft - OB
106 17602-AA Aircraft-Current Year Amortization
107 17603 - AA Aircraft - Disposals
108 17604 - AA Aircraft - Valuation and Other Adjustments
109 176 - AA Aircraft
110 17901 - AA Other TCA - OB
111 17902 - AA Other TCA - Current Year Amortization
112 17903 - AA Other TCA - Disposals
113 17904 - AA Other TCA - Valuation and Other Adjustments
114 179 - AA Other TCA
115 17 - Tangible Capital Assets Accumulated Amortization
116 18110 - Loans and Advances Receivable
117 18120 - ADA Loans and Advances Receivable
118 18130 - Long Term Student Fee Receivables to Support Debt
119 18140 - Long Term Grant Receivable
120 18180 - Other Long Term Receivables
121 18190 - ADA Other Long Term Receivables
122 181 - Long Term Receivable
123 18 - Long Term Receivable
124 19110 - Investments Greater than 1 Year
125 19117 - Investments Greater than 1 Year - MTM OB
126 19118 - Investments Greater than 1 Year - MTM CY
127 191 - Long Term Investments
128 19990 - Other Long Term Assets
129 19998 - Other Financial Assets - MTM CY
130 199 - Other Long term Assets
131 19 - Investments and Other Long Term Assets
132 1 - ASSETS
133 21110 - Bank Indebtedness
134 211 - Bank Indebtedness
135 21 - Bank Indebtedness
136 22110 - Grants Payable and Repayable
137 22140 - Accrued Payroll
138 22150 - Accrued Vacation Pay
139 22160 - Provision for Loan Guarantees
140 22190 - Other Accounts Payable and Accrued Liabilities
141 221 - Accounts Payable and Accrued Liabilities

Prepared by OPSEU Research 3 of 112015-16 CFIS Account Balance



-$1,499,932.13 -0.04%
$0.00 0.00%

-$155,560.00 0.00%
-$1,655,492.13 -0.04%

-$34,233,784.59 -0.86%
-$1,155,878.39 -0.03%
-$3,441,364.80 -0.09%

$0.00 0.00%
-$38,831,027.78 -0.98%

-$102,884,971.00 -2.59%
$0.00 0.00%

$5,507,784.00 0.14%
-$97,377,187.00 -2.45%
-$57,927,596.00 -1.46%

$0.00 0.00%
-$57,927,596.00 -1.46%

-$836,895,259.11 -21.06%
-$200,510,091.42 -5.05%
-$189,112,969.11 -4.76%
$148,180,317.04 3.73%

$8,957,304.00 0.23%
-$284,599.00 -0.01%

-$232,770,038.49 -5.86%
-$219,565,819.33 -5.53%
-$189,716,407.66 -4.78%
$186,073,109.12 4.68%

-$223,209,117.87 -5.62%
-$455,979,156.36 -11.48%
-$88,706,382.11 -2.23%
-$76,894,976.04 -1.94%
$42,077,519.64 1.06%
$16,203,043.50 0.41%
-$3,400,379.58 -0.09%

-$21,604,023.00 -0.54%
$12,281,086.64 0.31%

-$120,044,110.95 -3.02%
-$120,044,110.95 -3.02%

-$2,231,092,238.33 -56.16%
-$129,612,541.27 -3.26%
$133,679,169.17 3.36%

$3,146,656.83 0.08%
-$695.00 0.00%

$0.00 0.00%
-$2,223,879,648.60 -55.97%
-$2,223,879,648.60 -55.97%

-$4,774,511.00 -0.12%
-$24,739.00 0.00%

' 142 22210 - Accrued Interest on Long Term Debt and Demand Loans
143 22220 - Accrued Interest on Capital Leases
144 22290 - Accrued Interest on Other
145 222 - Accrued Interest
146 22310 - Current Portion of Other Debt
147 22320 - Current Portion of Capital Leases
148 22330 - Current Portion of Fee-Supported Debt
149 22340 - Current Portion of Contaminated Sites Liability
150 223 - Current Portion of Long Term liabilities
151 22401 - Demand Loans - OB
152 22402 - Demand Loans - Newly Acquired
153 22403 - Demand Loans - Repayments
154 224 - Demand Loans
155 22510 - Short Term Obligations under AFP in Construction
156 22520 - Short Term Obligations under AFP Completed
157 225 - Short Term Obligations under AFP
158 22 - Accounts Payable and Accrued Liabilities
159 23101 - Deferred Revenue - OB
160 23102 - Deferred Revenue - Additions
161 23103 - Deferred Revenue - Recognized to Revenue
162 23104 - Deferred Revenue - Transfers
163 23106 - Deferred Revenue - Interest
164 231 - Deferred Revenue
165 23201 - Deferred Tuition Revenue - OB
166 23202 - Deferred Tuition Revenue - Additions
167 23203 - Deferred Tuition Revenue - Recognized to Revenue
168 232 - Deferred Tuition Revenue
169 23 - Deferred Revenue
170 24101 - Restricted Contributions - OB
171 24102 - Restricted Contributions - Additions
172 24103 - Restricted Contributions - Recognized to Revenue
173 24104 - Restricted Contributions - Transfers
174 24106 - Restricted Contributions - Interest
175 24107 - Restricted Contributions - MTM OB
176 24108 - Restricted Contributions - MTM CY
177 241 - Restricted Contributions
178 24 - Restricted Contributions
179 25101 - DCC - OB .
180 25102-DCC-Additions
181 25103 - DCC - Amortized to Revenue
182 25104 - DCC - Transfers
183 25106 - DCC Interest
184 25108-DCC-MTM CY
185 251 - DCC
186 25 - Deferred Capital Contributions
187 26101 - Capital Leases - OB
188 26102 - Capital Leases - Acquired
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$1,265,236.79 0.03%
$1,155,878.39 0.03%

-$2,378,134.82 -0.06%
-$2,378,134.82 -0.06%

-$398,141,901.66 -10.02%
-$7,977,998.54 -0.20%
$31,156,119.56 0.78%
$34,233,784.59 0.86%

-$340,729,996.05 -8.58%
-$64,921,830.15 -1.63%
-$4,150,310.00 -0.10%
$3,298,493.88 0.08%
$3,441,364.80 0.09%

-$62,332,281.47 -1.57%
-$403,062,277.52 -10.14%

-$25,809,475.01 -0.65%
-$563,000.00 -0.01%

-$12,202,829.00 -0.31%
-$82,722,171.00 -2.08%

-$502,721.97 -0.01%
-$2,365,785.03 -0.06%

-$124,165,982.01 -3.13%
$0.00 0.00%
$0.00 0.00%
$0.00 0.00%

-$805,941.00 -0.02%
-$805,941.00 -0.02%

-$60,451,112.86 -1.52%
$3,051,456.97 0.08%

-$8,434,344.00 -0.21%
-$65,833,999.89 -1.66%

-$190,805,922.90 -4.80%
-$4,235,504,754.26 -106.61%

$160,785,814.69 4.05%
-$150,291,022.67 -3.78%

$1,968,337.12 0.05%
$463,386.00 0.01%

$151,595,673.92 3.82%
$0.00 0.00%

$9,396,716.00 0.24%
$0.00 0.00%

$173,918,905.06 4.38%
$173,918,905.06 4.38%

-$416,574,510.00 -10.48%
$1,601,521.00 0.04%
$1,673,286.00 0.04%

-$55,937,020.71 -1.41%

189 26103 - Capital Leases - Payments
190 26105 - Capital Leases - Transferred to Current Portion
191 261 - Capital Leases
192 26 - Capital Leases
193 27101 - Other Debt - OB
194 27102 - Other Debt - Acquired
195 27103 - Other Debt - Retired/Paid in the Year
196 27105 - Other Debt - Transferred to Current Portion
197 271-Other Debt
198 27201 - Fee-Supported Debt - OB .
199 27202 - Fee-Supported Debt - Acquired
200 27203 - Fee-Supported Debt - Retired/Paid in the Year
201 27205 - Fee-Supported Debt - Transferred to Current Portion
202 272 - Fee-Supported Debt
203 27 - Debt
204 29210 - Postemployment and Other Benefits
205 29220 - Obligation for Long Term Disability Benefits
206 29230 - Compensated Absences - Vested Sick Leave
207 29240 - Compensated Absences - Non-Vested Sick Leave
208 29250 - Obligation for Termination Benefits
209 29260 - Workers' Compensation
210 292 - Obligation for Postemployment Benefits and Compensated Absences
211 29310 - Obligations under AFP in Construction
212 29320 - Obligations under AFP Completed
213 293 - Obligation under AFP
214 29410 - Contaminated Sites Liabilities 

. 215 294 - Contaminated Sites Liabilities
216 29917 - Derivatives and Other Liabilities MTM - OB
217 29918 - Derivatives and Other Liabilities MTM - CY
218 29990 - Other Long Term Liabilities
219 299 - Derivatives and Other Long Term Liabilities
220 29 - Other Long Term Liabilities
221 2-LIABILITIES
222 31101 - Unrestricted Net Assets - OB
223 31102 - Unrestricted Net Assets - Net Income Contribution
224 31103 - Prior Period Adjustments
225 31104 - Unrestricted Net Assets - Other Adjustments
226 31105 - Unrestricted Net Assets - Transfer to/from Other Net Assets
227 31106 - Net Assets - Adjustments due to Accounting Changes
228 31107 - Unrealized MTM reported in I/S prior to 2012-13 OB
229 31108 - Unrealized MTM reported in I/S prior to 2012-13 CY
230 311 - Unrestricted Net Assets
231 31 - Unrestricted Net Assets
232 32101 - Internally Restricted Net Assets - OB
233 32102 - Internally Restricted Net Assets - Net Income Contribution
234 32104 - Internally Restricted Net Assets - Other Adjustments
235 32105 - Internally Restricted Net Assets - Transfer to/from Other Net Assets
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-$469,236,723.71
-$469,236,723.71

-$1,101,750,345.00
$12,776,286.93

-$98,755,477.13
-$1,187,729,535.20
-$1,187,729,535.20

-$3,206,635.00
$0.00

$111,153.00
-$196,416.00
-$336,026.62

$0.00
-$3,627,924.62
-$3,627,924.62

-$270,239,531.70
-$5,352,633.72

$55,444.00

$930,820.00
-$26,139.00

-$2,180,795.00
-$9,561,044.00
$5,253,882.00

-$281,119,997.42
-$281,119,997.42

$40,821,313.86
$5,015,245.78
-$271,026.00

$45,565,533.64
$45,565,533.64

-$1,722,229,742.25
$0.00

-$1,701,326,524.40
-$10,571,567.31
-$58,834,295.79

-$1,770,732,387.50
-$61,291,211.56
$61,291,211.39
-$2,939,367.00
$2,939,367.00

-$0.17
$1,365,372.48

$0.00
$1,365,372.48

-$133,679,169.17
-$133,679,169.17

-$1,903,046,184.36

-11.81%
-11.81%
-27.73%

0.32%
-2.49%

-29.89%
-29.89%

-0.08%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

-0.01%
0.00%

-0.09%
-0.09%
-6.80%
-0.13%
0.00%
0.02%
0.00%

-0.05%
-0.24%

0.13%
-7.08%
-7.08%
1.03%
0.13%

-0.01%
1.15%
1.15%

-43.35%
0.00%

-42.82%
-0.27%

-1.48%
-44.57%

-1.54%
1.54%

-0.07%
0.07%
0.00%
0.03%
0.00%
0.03%

-3.36%
-3.36%

-47.90%

236 321 - Internally Restricted Net Assets
237 32 - Internally Restricted Net Assets

238 33101-ICA-OB
239 33102 - ICA - Net Income Contribution
240 33105 - ICA - Transfer to/from Other Net Assets
241 331 - Investment in Capital Assets
242 33 - Investment in Capital Assets
243 36101 - Restricted Contributions - OB
244 36102 - Restricted Contributions - Receipts
245 36103 - Restricted Contributions Disbursements Recognized to Revenue
246 36104 - Restricted Contributions - Transfers
247 36105 - Restricted Contributions - Transfer to/from Other Net Assets
248 36106 - Restricted Contributions - Interest
249 361 - Restricted Contributions
250 36 - Restricted Contributions
251 37101 - Endowments - OB -
252 37102 - Endowments - Receipts
253 37103 - Endowments - Disbursements Recognized to Revenue
254 37104 - Endowments - Other Adjustments
255 37105 - Endowments - Transfer to/from Other Net Assets
256 37106 - Endowments - Interest
257 37107 - Endowments - MTM OB
258 37108 - Endowments - MTM CY
259 371 - Endowments .
260 37 - Endowments
261 38107 - Accumulated Remeasurement Gain and Losses - OB
262 38108 - Unrealised Remeasurement - CY Gains/Losses
263 38109 - Remeasurement Reclassified to Statement of Operations
264 381 - Accumulated Remeasurement Gain and Losses
265 38 - Accumulated Remeasurement Gain and Losses
266 3-NET ASSETS
267 Statement of Financial Position
268 41110 - Grant revenue Operating
269 41120 - Grant revenue Capital
270 41130 - Recognition of Deferred Revenue and Restricted Funds
271 411 - Grant Revenue
272 41210 - Grant Revenue received for Other Institutions
273 41220 - Grant Revenue paid to Other Institutions (Contra Revenue)
274 41250 - DCC/DR/E and RC - Non-Revenue Adjustments
275 41260 - DCC/DR/E and RC - Non-Revenue Adjustments - Offset
276 412 - Flow Through Grants
277 41310 - Provincial Operating Grants - Repayment of Prior Year
278 41320 - Provincial Capital Grants - Repayment of Prior Year
279 413 - Provincial Grants Repayment of Prior Year
280 41410 - Amortization of Deferred Capital Contributions
281 414 - Amortization of Deferred Capital Contributions
282 41 - Grant Revenue

i
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-$510,650,014.01 -12.85%
-$865,840.75 -0.02%

-$91,594,015.77 -2.31%
-$216,645,281.76 -5.45%

-$2,330,162.45 -0.06%
-$822,085,314.74 -20.69%

-$6,337,716.06 -0.16%
-$18,924,261.41 -0.48%

-$519,523,629.11 -13.08%
-$14,387,703.08 -0.36%

-$559,173,309.66 -14.07%
-$66,287,664.93 -1.67%
-$66,287,664.93 -1.67%

-$1,447,546,289.33 -36.43%
-$8,680,870.94 -0.22%

-4.20% 
-4.42% 
-4.42% 
-1.22% 
-0.01% 
-0.90% 
-2.13% 
-0.20% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

-0.20% 
-2.33%

-$64,740,077.79 -1.63%
-$108,564,516.11 -2.73%

-$46,151,581.26 -1.16%
-$24,810,585.08 -0.62%
-$10,948,000.33 -0.28%

-$7,065,733.63 -0.18%
-$16,275,616.48 -0.41%
-$14,851,197.86 -0.37%

-7.38% 
-7.38% 
-0.10% 
-0.01% 
-0.10% 
-0.12% 
-0.04% 
-0.16% 
-0.01% 
0.73% 

-0.69% 
0.02%

283 43110 - Tuition - Regulated - Full Time
284 43120 - Tuition - Regulated - Tuition Short
285 43130 - Tuition - Regulated - Part Time
286 43140 - Tuition - High Demand - Full Time
287 43150 - Tuition - High Demand 1 Part Time
288 431-Tuition Fee - Regulated
289 43210 - Tuition - Unfunded Domestic Students - Full Time
290 43220 - Tuition - Unfunded Domestic Students - Part Time
291 43230 - Tuition - International Students - Full Time
292 43240 - Tuition - International Students - Part Time
293 432 - Tuition Fee - Unfunded
294 43990 - Tuition Fee - Other
295 439 - Tuition Fee - Other
296 43 - Tuition Fees
297 44910 - Apprenticeship Classroom Fee
298 44990 - Other Non-Tuition Fees
299 449 - Other Student Fees
300 44 - Other Student Fees
301 45110 - Contracted Educational Services - Ontario
302 45120 - Contracted Educational Services - Other Provinces in Canada
303 45130 - Contracted Educational Services - International
304 451 - Contractual Services
305 45210 - Other Fee-for-service Income - Ontario
306 45220 - Other Fee-for-service Income - Other Provinces in Canada
307 45230 - Other Fee-for-service Income - International
308 452 - Other fee-for-services
309 45 - Contractual and Other Fee-for-Service
310 46110 - Ancillary Revenue - Bookstore
311 46120 - Ancillary Revenue - Residence
312 46130 - Ancillary Revenue - Parking
313 46140 - Ancillary Revenue - Food Services
314 46150 - Ancillary Revenue - Athletic Centre
315 46160 - Ancillary Revenue - Conference Centre
316 46170 - Ancillary Revenue - Day Care Operation
317 46190 - Ancillary Revenue - Other
318 461 - Ancillary Revenue
319 46-Ancillary Revenue
320 49180 - Reimbursement of Current Year Expenses
321 49190 - Recovery of Prior Year Expenses
322 491 - Reimbursement of Expenses
323 49210 - Cash Donations
324 49220 - Donations in Kind
325 492 - Donations
326 49310 - Proceeds from Sale of TCA
327 49320 - Cost of TCA Sold
328 49330 - Accumulated Amortization of TCA Sold
329 493 - Gain/Loss on Sale of Assets

-$166,981,763.14
-$175,662,634.08
-$175,662,634.08

-$48,480,625.43

-$235,289.00
-$35,840,671.67
-$84,556,586.10
-$7,767,534.99

-$2,220.00
-$192,283.06

-$7,962,038.05
-$92,518,624.15

-$293,407,308.54
-$293,407,308.54

-$3,775,520.38
-$365,347.00

-$4,140,867.38
-$4,655,929.82
-$1,587,733.45
-$6,243,663.27

-$577,152.39
$28,921,184.48

-$27,439,281.22
$904,750.87
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330 49410 - Gain/Loss on Sale of Inventory
331 494 - Gain/Loss on Sale of Inventory and Other Assets
332 49910 - Rental of College Facilities
333 49920 - Investment Income
334 49930 - Royalties
335 49940 - Interest Income
336 49950 - Fines and Penalties
337 49960 - Sales of Course Products/Services
338 49990 - Miscellaneous Income
339 499 - Other Revenue
340 49 - Other Revenue
341 4 - REVENUE
342 51110 - Salaries - Full Time Academic - Professors
343 51120 - Salaries - Full Time Academic - Instructors
344 51130 - Salaries - Full Time Academic - Librarians
345 51140 - Salaries - Full Time Academic - Counsellors
346 51150 - Salaries - Partial Load Academic - Professors
347 51160 - Salaries - Partial Load Academic - Instructors
348 511 - Salaries - Full Time and Partial Load Academic
349 51210 - Salaries - Sessional Academic - Professors
350 51220 - Salaries - Sessional Academic - Instructors
351 51230 - Salaries - Sessional Academic - Librarians
352 51240-Salaries-Sessional Academic-Counsellors
353 51250 - Salaries - Part Time Academic
354 512 - Salaries - Part Time and Sessional Academic
355 51310 - Salaries - Support - Full Time
356 51320 - Salaries - Support - Temp/Replacement Workers
357 51330 - Salaries - Support - Summer Student Workers
358 51340 - Salaries - Support - Part Time
359 51350 - Salaries - Support - Part Time Students
360 513 - Salaries - Support Staff
361 51410 - Salaries - Full Time Administrative
362 51420 - Salaries - Part Time Administrative
363 514 - Salaries - Administrative Staff
364 51510 - Other Salary Costs - Full Time Academic - Professors
365 51520 - Other Salary Costs - Full Time Academic - Instructors
366 51530 - Other Salary Costs - Full Time Academic - Librarians
367 51540 - Other Salary Costs - Full Time Academic - Counsellors
368 51550 - Other Salary Costs - Partial Load Academic - Professors
369 51560 - Other Salary Costs - Partial Load Academic - Instructors
370 515 - Other Salary Costs - Full Time and Partial Load Academic
371 51610 - Other Salary Costs - Sessional Academic - Professors
372 51620 - Other Salary Costs - Sessional Academic - Instructors
373 51630 - Other Salary Costs - Sessional Academic - Librarians
374 51640 - Other Salary Costs - Sessional Academic - Counsellors
375 51650 - Other Salary Costs - Part Time Academic
376 516 - Other Salary Costs - Part Time and Sessional Academic

-$18,683.00 0.00%
-$18,683.00 0.00%

-$5,054,193.13 -0.13%
-$9,462,057.67 -0.24%

-$63,761.00 0.00%
-$12,961,933.41 -0.33%

-$2,094,648.00 -0.05%
-$39,326,345.81 -0.99%

-$118,352,102.35 -2.98%
-$187,315,041.37 -4.71%
-$196,813,504.15 -4.95%

-$4,108,994,544.61 -103.42%
$665,919,006.37 16.76%

$3,074,319.13 0.08%
$4,749,567.21 0.12%

$16,565,147.04 0.42%
$156,397,451.19 3.94%

$10,020,804.59 0.25%
$856,726,295.53 21.56%

$51,697,737.20 1.30%
$8,899,013.18 0.22%

$383,137.26 0.01%
$697,763.27 0.02%

$132,808,453.69 3.34%
$194,486,104.60 4.90%
$455,719,144.14 11.47%
$16,737,669.42 0.42%

$4,930,898.11 0.12%
$123,722,167,32 3.11%

$15,789,190.52 0.40%
$616,899,069.51 15.53%
$304,567,183.47 7.67%

$33,394,787.42 0.84%
$337,961,970.89 8.51%

$18,173,425.60 0.46%
$0.00 0.00%

$2,794.00 0.00%
$62,573.88 0.00%

$399,265.00 0.01%
$7,708.00 0.00%

$18,645,766.48 0.47%
$27,479.00 0.00%

$264.00 0.00%
$0.00 0.00%

$44,590.00 0.00%
$1,777,801.60 0.04%
$1,850,134.60 0.05%

s
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. $5,761,377.97 
$35,623.86 
$9,769.08 

$101,090.00 
$82,231.18 

$5,990,092.09 
. $1,900,850.98 

$3,249.00 
$1,904,099.98 

$2,034,463,533.68 
$73,649,749.87 

$462,683.16 
$328,454.82 

$1,304,832.86 
$19,176,260.65 

$1,192,843.07 
$96,114,824.43 

$4,723,930.44 
$906,418.53 

$4,105.00 
$60,429.58 

$11,656,511.58 
$17,351,395.13 
$70,170,703.27 

$1,839,903.45 
$430,811.87 

$11,098,426.12 
$1,209,155.07 

$84,748,999.78 
$35,492,392.06 

$4,088,749.06 
$39,581,141.12 

$104,199,226.59 
$58,887,490.60 
$39,033,085.18 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$3,147,707.27 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00

$205,267,509.64
-$776,048.23

$1,144,152.62
-$691,688.00

-$1,595,000.00
$112,878.00

377 51710 - Other Salary Costs - Support - Full Time
378 51720 - Other Salary Costs - Support - Temp/Replacement Workers
379 51730 - Other Salary Costs - Support - Summer Student Workers
380 51740 - Other Salary Costs - Support - Part Time
381 51750 - Other Salary Costs - Support - Part Time Students
382 517 - Other Salary Costs - Support Staff
383 51810 - Other Salary Costs - Full Time Administrative
384 51820 - Other Salary Costs - Part Time Administrative
385 518 - Other Salary Costs - Administrative Staff
386 51 - Salaries and Wages
387 52110 - Benefits - Full Time Academic - Professors
388 52120 - Benefits - Full Time Academic - Instructors
389 52130 - Benefits - Full Time Academic - Librarians
390 52140 - Benefits - Full Time Academic - Counsellors
391 52150 - Benefits - Partial Load Academic - Professors
392 52160 - Benefits - Partial Load Academic - Instructors
393 521 - Benefits - Full Time and Partial Load Academic
394 52210 - Benefits - Sessional Academic - Professors
395 52220 - Benefits - Sessional Academic - Instructors
396 52230 - Benefits - Sessional Academic - Librarians
397 52240 - Benefits - Sessional Academic - Counsellors
398 52250 - Benefits - Part Time Academic
399 522 - Benefits - Part Time and Sessional Academic
400 52310 - Benefits - Support - Full Time
401 52320 - Benefits - Support - Temp/Replacement Workers
402 52330 - Benefits - Support - Summer Student Workers
403 52340 - Benefits - Support - Part Time
404 52350 - Benefits - Support - Part Time Students
405 523 - Benefits - Support Staff
406 52410 - Benefits - Full Time Administrative
407 52420 - Benefits - Part Time Administrative
408 524 - Benefits - Administrative Staff
409 52510 - CAAT Pension - Academic
410 52520 - CAAT Pension - Support Staff
411 52530 - CAAT Pension - Administrative
412 52540 - RCA Pension - Academic
413 52550 - RCA Pension - Support Staff
414 52560 - RCA Pension - Administrative
415 52570 - Other Pension Plan - Academic
416 52580 - Other Pension Plan - Support Staff
417 52590 - Other Pension Plan - Administrative
418 525 - Pension Plans
419 52610 - Postemployment and Other Benefits
420 52620- Long Term Disability Benefits
421 52630 - Compensated Absences - Vested Sick Leave
422 52640 - Compensated Absences - Non-Vested Sick Leave
423 52650 - Regular Severance or Termination Benefit Expenses

0.15%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.15%
0.05%
0.00%
0.05%

51.21%
1.85%
0.01%
0.01%
0.03%
0.48%
0.03%
2.42%

0.12%
0.02%
0.00%
0.00%
0.29%
0.44%

1.77%
0.05%
0.01%
0.28%
0.03%
2.13%
0.89%
0.10%
1.00%
2.62%
1.48%
0.98%
0.00%
0.00%
0.08%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
5.17%

-0.02%
0.03%

-0.02%
-0.04%
0.00%
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$1,546,186.27 0.04%
-$259,519.34 -0.01%

$442,804,350.76 11.15%
$19,865,555.66 0.50%
$34,457,719.44 0.87%

$6,810,966.36 0.17%
$61,134,241.46 1.54%
$61,134,241.46 1.54%
$71,423,131.31 1.80%

$6,407,861.62 0.16%
$2,912,132.32 0.07%

$27,358,289.70 0.69%
$33,961,496.75 0.85%
$40,519,495.98 1.02%
$26,708,089.86 0.67%

4.22% 
9.49% 
1.52% 
0.40% 
1.09% 
1.13% 
0.44% 
0.63% 
0.28% 
5.49% 
0.66% 
0.45% 
0.20% 
1.31% 

16.29% 
2.44% 
0.73% 
0.53% 
0.71% 
4.41% 
4.41% 
1.04% 
0.79% 
0.25% 
0.31% 
0.12% 
0.13% 
0.05% 
0.40% 
3.09% 
3.09% 
6.85%

424 52660 - Workers' Compensation Benefit Expenses
425 526 - Postemployment Benefits and Compensated Absences
426 52 - Employee Benefits
427 53110-Telecommunications and Postage
428 53120 - Travel
429 53130 - Field Work
430 531 - Transportation and Communication
431 53-Transportation and.Communication
432 54110 - Advertising and Promotions
433 54120 - Legal Fees
434 54130-Audit Fees
435 54140 - Contract Services - Teaching
436 54150 - Staff Training and Professional Development
437 54160 - Professional Fees
438 54170 - Contract Services - Security
439 54180 - Contract Services - Other
440 541 - Services
441 54210 - Utilities - Electricity
442 54220 - Utilities - Other
443 54230 - Building Maintenance
444 54240 - Cleaning Services
445 54250 - Equipment Maintenance
446 54260 - Information Technology Maintenance
447 54290 - Other Maintenance
448 542 - Utilities and Maintenance
449 54310 - Rental of Premises/Facilities
450 54320 - Information Technology Rentals
451 54390 - Other Furniture/Equipment Rentals
452 543 - Rental Expenditures
453 54 - Services
454 55110 - Instructional Supplies, Furniture and Equipment
455 55120 - Office Supplies
456 55130 - Information Technology Purchases
457 55190 - Other Supply and Furniture/Equipment Purchases
458 551 - Supplies and Minor Equipment
459 55 - Supplies and Minor Equipment
460 56110 - Ancillary Expenditures - Bookstore
461 56120 - Ancillary Expenditures - Residence
462 56130 - Ancillary Expenditures - Parking
463 56140 - Ancillary Expenditures - Food Services
464 56150-Ancillary Expenditures - Athletic Centre
465 56160 - Ancillary Expenditures - Conference Centre
466 56170 - Ancillary Expenditures - Day Care Operation
467 56190 - Ancillary Expenditures - Other
468 561 - Ancillary Expenditures
469 56 - Ancillary Services - Expenditures
470 57110 - Amortization of Tangible Capital Assets

$167,571,840.87
$376,862,338.41

$60,510,588.26
$16,029,499.88
$43,159,271.06
$44,878,087.83

$17,327,192.49
$25,064,375.08
$11,215,458.69

$218,184,473.29
$26,302,288.43
$17,815,960.50

$8,123,485.41
$52,241,734.34

$647,288,546.04

$96,825,488.91
$29,047,186.07
$21,191,190.01
$28,268,676.92

$175,332,541.91
$175,332,541.91

$41,447,779.14
$31,296,255.22
$10,051,824.60
$12,183,631.56

$4,726,647.23
$5,119,793.78
$1,874,746.00

$16,089,887.24
$122,790,564.77
$122,790,564.77
$272,285,628.96
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$272,285,628.96 6.85%
$272,285,628.96 6.85%

$716,006.37 0.02%
0.58% 
0.00% 
0.35% 
0.73% 
0.06% 
1.73%

$0.00 0.00%
$0.00 0.00%

0.88% 
1.44%

$4,607,299.74 0.12%
$16,719,793.18 0.42%
$35,130,052.37 0.88%

$148,255,076.15 3.73%
$216,981,922.29 5.46%

$3,973,081,329.87 100.00%
-$135,913,214.74 -3.42%

471 571-Amortization Expense
472 57 - Amortization Expense
473 59110 - Interest on Capital Leases
474 59120 - Interest Expense - Other
475 59130 - Interest Expense on Line of Credit
476 59140 - Bank and Other Charges
477 59150 - Insurance
478 59160 - Interest Expense Related to Fee-Supported Debt
479 591 - Interest and Insurance Expenses
480 59410 - Contaminated Sites Expenses
481 594 - Contaminated Sites Expenses
482 59910 - Scholarships
483 59920 - Student Assistance from Tuition Fee Revenue
484 59940 - Bad Debts Written Off
485 59950 - Municipal Tax
486 59990 - Other Miscellaneous Expenses
487 599 - Other Expenses
488 59 - Other Expenditures
489 5 - EXPENSES
490 (Surplus)/Deficit/(Excedent)/Deficit

$23,096,922.21
$38,288.45

$13,731,797.10
$28,925,455.02

$2,218,376.99
$68,726,846.14

$34,774,282.86
$57,023,648.00
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

In 2004, former Ontario Premier Bob Rae was invited to lead the Postsecondary Education 

Review to provide advice on the seemingly intractable job of reconciling the province’ aspirations 

for a high quality, highly accessible and affordable postsecondary education system with the level of 

financial support that governments have felt able to provide for this endeavor. The report was 

considered extremely successful in providing 29 recommendations that were “sensitive to long-

standing patterns of public opinion, articulated new public goals, [and] recognized the important 

role to be played by each major stakeholder.”(Clark and Trick, 2006, p. 180). 

As recommendations rather than policy initiatives, Rae’s proposals were as likely to be 

disregarded or significantly modified as they were to be adopted as a strategy by the government. 

While it is impossible to consider the implications of having not done something, this report 

considers actions that were in different directions than those recommended in the report, as well as 

those that furthered the recommendations, in order to get a more complete picture of the impact 

of the report. For example, by design, omission or evolution, three agencies entered higher 

education landscape in the past decade: the Higher Education Quality Council of Ontario (HEQCO), 

a short-lived Research Council, and the recent emergence of Ontario Council on Articulation and 

Transfer (ONCAT), which have contributed to research in, and coordination of, Ontario’s system, and 

perhaps influenced the direction of research.  

The overall structure of the Ontario system has changed little since Rae was asked to provide 

his advice on system design. Along with calling for a new legislative framework, Rae recommended 

the reaffirmation of the College mandate to “to focus on occupational education and labour market 

needs, while continuing to allow applied degrees and institutional evolution” (Rae, 2005, p. 28). 

While neither of these recommendations were heeded, there have been modifications to the 

everyday activities of colleges, for example in apprenticeship programming, remedial education, 

bachelor’s degree provision and research.  

The most significant change to the college sector in the past 10 years is in the number of 

applications and enrollments. A key recommendation of Rae, and one that that was taken up by the 
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government, was to significantly increase participation. Adding approximately 50,000 students, 

expansion has essentially added the equivalent of a new Fanshawe College every two years in 

enrollments. In order to support the 21% increase of students (between 2004-2005 and 2012-2013), 

there has been a 29% in increase in faculty – though nearly half of that is in part-time appointments.  

Accountability and funding were the primary ways Rae recommended supporting the 

expansion of system. Multi-year Action Plans (MYAs) and the Multi-year Accountability Agreements 

(MYAAs) that were introduced as part of the Reaching Higher plan were a direct result of the Rae 

Report. By 2011, the MYAA had evolved into a data-collection tool, and a new more strategic 

instrument, the Strategic Mandate Agreement (SMA) was introduced in 2012. While quality 

assurance was not an explicit concern for Rae, Ontario colleges today are responsible for complying 

with five different sets of binding accountability and quality assurance mechanisms managed by five 

different bodies.  

On the topic of funding, the Rae Report recommended developing a new revenue 

framework. Noting that the Ontario system was underfunded compared to its Canadian and 

international peers, the report states “the goal should not focus on being first in spending…but on 

being first in quality” (p. 93). The government did not design a new funding framework, but did inject 

the system with additional money. Depending on which type of calculation is used, it seems college 

revenue per FTE is now below, or at the same level, as in 2005 when Rae called for a significant 

increase. Accordingly, Ontario has returned to last place amongst its Canadian peers in funding 

levels. Nonetheless, graduation rates have increased, and graduate and student satisfaction rates 

have improved, as have perceptions of educational and facility quality. 

Many of the system challenges of 2005 remain significant issues in 2015. For example, 

without a clearly established legislative framework the system continues to revisit questions of 

governmental responsibility, expectations and long-term goals. Similarly, without an affirmation of 

the College mandate the colleges are increasingly responsible for a growing range of responsibilities. 

There are good and substantial reasons for the expanding role of the colleges. The problem is that 

they have occurred without a new funding framework to respect the financial requirements and 

implications, resulting in a college system with the same funding deficits Rae noted 10 years ago.  



 
 

Report Findings and Questions of Particular Interest to the Union 

 

1. The 2015 Retrospect Report notes and charts a dramatic increase in part-time employment in the 

college system, an increase of 47% in this category since 2004/2005.  The chief cause cited for this 

increase is ongoing funding constraints.   2015 Retrospect Report authors note that per-student 

funding in Ontario has declined 16% since 2007-2008.  The provincial government still has not 

developed a new funding framework recommended by the 2005 Rae Report, and the crisis of 

underfunding in the colleges continues.  

 

2. The 2005 Rae Report repeated earlier calls for “significant improvements in college-to-university 

transfer,” and recommended that “if institutions cannot make progress under an umbrella of 

incentives, government should be prepared to mandate greater co-operation in the best interests of 

Ontario students.”  Ten years later, there is little evidence of improvement in systemic transfer 

between colleges and universities, and we wonder whether the Ontario government’s failure to 

address this issue has not contributed to program duplication and competition between universities 

and colleges.  The 2015 Retrospect Report authors acknowledge that offering “baccalaureate 

degrees has led some colleges to compete directly with universities,” and they note that the Rae 

Report “gave no encouragement to these programs.” 

 

3. The 2005 Rae Report noted possible benefits of differentiation in the post-secondary system.  The 

2015 Retrospect Report authors note that colleges, unlike universities, were “originally viewed as 

local institutions whose mission was to bring equivalent opportunities to the different communities 

and regions of the province,” This is arguably part of their differentiation, and the 2015 Retrospect 

Report recognizes that a possible focus of differentiation in the Ontario postsecondary system is 

recognizing distinctions between universities and colleges that have been undermined by “blurring 

the boundaries between sectors.” 

 

4. The 2015 Retrospect Report is critical of the duplication and multiplication of agencies responsible 

for regulating the college system.  The authors identify five separate agencies currently regulating 

colleges with “little coordination and limited formal paths of communication between the agencies.”  

The authors further note that these agencies have so far been unable to address the issue of 

“[college programming] alignment with university programming.” 

 

5. The 2015 Retrospect Report summarizes the current situation for colleges as “expansions . . . 

without any consideration of their financial requirements.”  We see the consequences of this lack of 

forward planning and regulatory coordination in the expansion of contingent employment among 

faculty, the confusion about our differentiation and mission, and the ongoing lack of coherence in 

transfer protocols between colleges and between colleges and universities.      
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OCUFA response to Bill 148, Fair Workplaces, Better Jobs Act 
July 2017 

The Ontario Confederation of University Faculty Associations (OCUFA) represents over 
17,000 professors and academic librarians at 28 faculty associations at every university in 
Ontario. OCUFA represents full-time tenure-stream faculty, and at many universities also 
represents contract faculty members who work either on a limited-term contract or on a per-
course basis. OCUFA estimates that the number of courses taught by contract faculty at 
Ontario universities has doubled since 2000.  

University professors and academic librarians were active participants in the recent 
Changing Workplaces Review – thirteen presentations were made by faculty association 
representatives during the province-wide public consultations between June and September 
2015, and written submissions were made by OCUFA in September 2015 and again in 
October 2016 following the Review’s Interim Report. In its submissions, OCUFA focused on 
five key areas: 

 All workers should receive equal pay and have equal access to benefits, regardless of
their employment status as contract, part-time, casual, or temporary.

 The use of sequential or discontinuous contracts to prevent the achievement of
workplace rights should be eliminated.

 Employers should be required to provide workers with at least two weeks’ notice of
work.

 The Ontario Labour Relations Board (OLRB) should be empowered to redefine the
scope of bargaining units or consolidate bargaining units that are in the same union.

 The Labour Relations Act should be updated to ensure workers can organize
collectively to improve their conditions and join a union.

After extensive consultation on employment and labour law reform, OCUFA is pleased that 
the government is taking steps in Bill 148, Fair Workplaces, Better Jobs Act to bring more 
fairness to workplaces across Ontario.  

The bill includes positive measures to ensure equal pay for part-time, casual, contract and 
temporary workers, more reasonable scheduling, and better rules for joining unions in some 
sectors. It also includes a welcome plan to increase the minimum wage to $15 per hour by 
January 2019.  

This submission will provide feedback on how the proposed legislation can be improved to 
deliver more fairness for contract faculty and all workers in Ontario. It complements 
presentations made by over ten faculty association representatives at the Bill 148 
committee hearings across the province.  

OCUFA has endorsed the Fight for $15 and Fairness and supports their recommendations, 
as well as those put forward by the Ontario Federation of Labour. 
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Summary of Recommendations 
Equal pay for equal work 
 The equal pay provision should be amended to expand the scope of comparable work 

by replacing the language of “substantially the same” with “similar” or “of equal 
value”. 

 The exceptions in the proposed equal pay provision should be limited to seniority and 
merit by removing the exemptions for “quantity or quality of production” and “any 
other factor”. 

 An inclusive definition of “rate of pay” should be included in the ESA, so that the 
equal pay provision applies to the total compensation package provided to 
employees. 

 The transitional measure that would exclude existing collective agreements from the 
new equal pay provision should be removed. 

 The equal pay provision should be accompanied by strong transparency rules that 
require employers to disclose information about pay scales and pay structures to 
their employees. 

More secure and stable jobs 
 A provision should be added to the bill that disallows the use of sequential or 

discontinuous contracts to prevent the achievement of workplace rights by requiring 
that after an employee has been employed on fixed-term contracts for a set 
maximum duration their employment is continuous for all purposes.1 

 This provision should be accompanied by just cause protection for contract workers 
when at the end of the contract someone else is hired to do the same work. 

 The government should monitor the use of fixed-term contracts and assess the 
impact of relevant legislation to identify best practices. 

Fair scheduling 
 Measures to ensure workers receive at least three hours of pay if their shift is 

cancelled within 48 hours or are “on call” but not called in to work should be 
maintained. 

 Complimentary scheduling provisions should be put in place to provide employees 
with at least two weeks’ notice of work. 

 The measures that exclude unionized employees from scheduling provisions under 
the ESA should be removed. 

Consolidation of bargaining units 
 The provision that empowers the OLRB to consolidate newly certified bargaining units 

with existing units to promote effective bargaining should be extended by removing 
the requirement that applications be filed within three months of certification. 

 The provision that empowers the OLRB to consolidate and reconfigure bargaining 
units where the arrangement is no longer appropriate should be amended to apply 
only in instances where one union is involved. 
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Right to join a union 
 The provision that extends card-based certification to specific sectors should be 

expanded to cover workers in all sectors. 
 The provision that provides just cause protection for workers from the time of 

certification should be extended to apply to workers organizing a union from the time 
of application. 

 The provision that provides access to first contract arbitration when the union is 
remedially certified should be expanded to provide automatic access to arbitration 
for all first contract disputes. 
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Equal pay for equal work 
As the number of contract faculty working on our campuses grows, concerns are being 
raised about their unfair working conditions. In particular, it is widely acknowledged that 
contract faculty are paid less than their full-time colleagues for performing work of equal 
value. In most cases, contract faculty also have limited or no access to benefits. Strong 
minimum standards that require equal pay for work of equal value, regardless of a worker’s 
employment status, could help contract faculty, especially those working on a per-course 
basis to obtain fair compensation.  

While the expectations of university teaching done by contract faculty and full-time tenure-
stream faculty are the same, contract faculty are not being compensated on an equal basis. 
A review of salary data at universities across the province reveals a pay gap of about 40 per 
cent between contract faculty and full-time tenure-stream faculty. This is an unacceptable 
pay gap – one that disproportionately affects women who make up the majority of contract 
faculty at Ontario universities.2 

This pay gap is calculated based on full-time tenure-stream faculty teaching workloads and 
distribution of work (between service, teaching, and research work) laid out in collective 
agreements, or where absent in collective agreements, on general workload and distribution 
of work norms. This proportional model for equal pay posits that contract faculty should be 
paid for the courses they teach at a rate equal to the rate their full-time colleagues are paid 
for their teaching responsibilities.  

There are limits to this proportional model that would suggest the pay gap for contract 
faculty is even wider. While contract faculty are only compensated for teaching, they often 
take on additional unpaid research work because, in the classroom, professors are expected 
to be experts in their field. Moreover, in order to remain competitive for future positions, 
many contract faculty maintain an active research agenda over and above what is required 
to carry out their teaching duties. Research has shown that over 75 per cent of contract 
faculty aspire to a full-time position in academia.3 

The Final Report of the Changing Workplaces Review advises that addressing unequal pay 
for contract, part-time, and temporary workers be made a priority. It argues that “the 
principle that those who perform the same or similar work should be paid the same is a 
powerful equitable argument that accords with fairness and decency”.4 The report 
recommends that legislation guarantee “no employee shall be paid a rate lower than a5 

 

In the Final Report of the Changing Workplaces Review, the Special Advisors express their sympathy for the concerns of 
contract faculty. They argue that the inequitable treatment of contract faculty is related to the funding of universities and 
structures of university teaching, and not “susceptible to an ESA solution”.4 OCUFA recognizes the unique structure of 
university work, and agrees that adequate funding for universities is essential to providing high-quality postsecondary 
education and would provide a stronger foundation for improving contract faculty working conditions. However, the 
argument that minimum standards cannot be part of the solution for contract faculty should be rejected. When it comes to 
teaching, the work contract faculty and full-time tenure track faculty do is the same. A strong provision for equal pay for 
equal work in the ESA would deliver more fairness for contract faculty. This is the basis for our recommendations to 
strengthen the equal pay provision in Bill 148. 
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comparable full-time employee of the same employer” and recognizes that it is “long-past 
time” for the adoption of such a measure and “unconscionable to ignore it any longer”.  6 

Other jurisdictions have taken steps in this direction. In the European Union (EU), most 
member countries have adopted EU directives on part-time and fixed-term work, which aim 
to eliminate discrepancies in pay and conditions of work between part-time or contract and 
full-time, permanent workers.7 In many countries, employment law allows for access to 
equal compensation (including pay and benefits) on a proportional basis, including in 
Austria, Denmark, Belgium, Germany, Malta, Slovenia, and Spain.8  

Strengthening Bill 148: Closing gaps in the equal pay provision 

The proposed legislation aims to ensure equal pay for equal work. These changes would 
require part-time, casual, and seasonal workers to be paid equally to full-time workers when 
performing “substantially the same” job for the same employer, if the work requires the 
same skill, effort and responsibility, and is performed under similar working conditions. 
Differences in pay would be allowed when the difference is based on seniority, merit, 
“quantity or quality of production”, or “other factors” (Section 42.1). 

While these proposed legislative changes are a welcome signal of the government’s 
commitment to closing the pay gap for contract, part-time, and temporary workers across 
the province, it must be strengthened to ensure it will have the intended impact. Historically, 
the proposed language of work that is “substantially the same” has been interpreted 
narrowly when it comes to protecting women from unequal pay due to sex discrimination, 
enabling employers to manipulate minor job duties to maintain unequal pay.9 Replacing the 
language of “substantially the same” with work that is “similar” or “of equal value” would 
help avoid the use of minor differences to justify unequal pay. 

Several European jurisdictions have adopted more useful language to define comparable 
work. For example, in the United Kingdom, regulations include protections for part-time and 
contract workers who do “broadly similar” work for the same employer, preferably in the 
same establishment. This is better than the narrower comparator language in the legislation 
being proposed in Ontario. Moreover, it has been recognized by the British employment 
tribunal that a narrow interpretation of the comparator “may well rob the legislation of its 
effectiveness”.10 

The scope for exceptions in the proposed legislation is also too wide. Experiences with 
existing pay equity legislation have proven that, to be effective, the language needs be 
tightened. Historically, “other factors” has been interpreted loosely – even to include an 
employer’s wage structure – when women have challenged gender pay discrimination.11 It is 
crucial that exceptions to the equal pay entitlement be limited to objective factors, such as 
seniority and merit. The exceptions that allow piece work and “other factors” to justify 
differences in pay must be removed. 

These two key changes to the bill to expand coverage and limit exceptions will help to 
ensure it achieves its intended impact. A real opportunity exists with this bill to deliver more 
fairness for contract faculty and other part-time, contract, and temporary workers across the 
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province who most need support. However, if these amendments are not made, experts 
expect loopholes in the current language will largely negate the intent of the equal pay 
provision. 

Recommendations: 
 The equal pay provision should be amended to expand the scope of comparable work 

by replacing the language of “substantially the same” with “similar” or “of equal 
value”. 

 

 The exceptions in the proposed equal pay provision should be limited to seniority and 
merit by removing the exemptions for “quantity or quality of production” and “any 
other factor”. 

 
 

Strengthening Bill 148: Making the equal pay provision more effective 

The equal pay language proposed in the bill protects against differences in “rate of pay” 
based on employment status. In addition to earning low wages, contract faculty at Ontario 
universities lack access to benefits and pensions. This is also the case for contract, part-
time, and temporary workers in other sectors of the economy. The bill could help contract 
faculty obtain access to benefits by providing an inclusive definition of “rate of pay” that 
addresses salary, benefits, pension contributions, and other benefits that form the total 
compensation package provided to an employee. Other jurisdictions have taken this 
approach, for example, under EU law a broad definition of “pay” has been long established 
to include both salary and benefits.12 

In addition, the proposed legislation sets a dangerous precedent by excluding some groups 
of unionized workers from the new equal pay provision set out in the Employment Standards 
Act (ESA). The current language states that rules in a collective agreement (in effect as of 
April 1, 2018) that are inconsistent with the new equal pay provision will take priority until 
the agreement is renegotiated (Section 42.1(7)). This undermines the fundamental principle 
that the ESA sets minimum standards that no worker should fall below. This transitional 

Amend section 42.1 (1) of the ESA to read:  

No employer shall pay an employee at a rate of pay less than the rate paid to another employee of 
the employer because of a difference in employment status when,  

(a) they perform similar work in the same establishment;  

(b) their performance requires similar skill, effort and responsibility; and  

(c) their work is performed under similar working conditions.  

Amend section 42.1 (2) of the ESA to read:  

Subsection (1) does not apply if the employer is able to show that the difference in pay is the 
result of,  

(a) a formal seniority system that does not discriminate on the basis of sex or any other 
ground protected under the Human Rights Code; or  

(b) a merit compensation plan that is based on formal performance ratings and that has 
been brought to the attention of the employees and that does not discriminate on the basis 
of sex or any other ground protected under the Human Rights Code. 
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measure should be removed to ensure that no contract, part-time, or temporary workers are 
left behind as the equal pay provision is implemented. 

Finally, strong transparency rules will help make the equal pay provision effective. Requiring 
employers to make their pay scales and pay structures available to employees would help 
ensure that workers have the information they need to enforce their rights. In particular, 
non-unionized workers typically do not have access to this information. Strong transparency 
rules are the best way to ensure employees do not face reprisals for seeking information 
required to enforce their new right to equal pay. 

Recommendations: 
 An inclusive definition of “rate of pay” should be included in the ESA, so that the 

equal pay provision applies to the total compensation package provided to 
employees. 

 

 The transitional measure that would exclude existing collective agreements from the 
new equal pay provision should be removed. 

 

 The equal pay provision should be accompanied by strong transparency rules that 
require employers to disclose information about pay scales and pay structures to 
their employees. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Under section 42 of the ESA, the definition of “rate of pay” should include salary, benefits, bonuses, 
commissions, pension contributions, health plan premiums and other benefits that form the total 
compensation package provided to an employee. 

Repeal sections 42.1 (7), (8) and (9), and 42.2 (7), (8) and (9) of the ESA. 

A new provision that includes strong transparency rules should be added under section 42. For 
proposed language see Appendix A.  

 

For full proposed language for a strengthened section 42 that would better ensure equal pay for equal work, please see 
the submission from the Ontario Equal Pay Coalition prepared by Fay Faraday and Jan Borowy. A copy of the proposed 
language for section 42.1 (Equal pay for equal work – difference in employment status) and 42.3 (Equal pay for equal 
work – Pay transparency) is included as Appendix A. 
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More secure and stable jobs 
In the university sector, it has become increasingly common for faculty to work on fixed-term 
contracts. While contract faculty lack job security, the reality is that they have often been 
working in these positions for years and even decades. A study of contract faculty at 12 
Ontario universities showed that over 15 per cent had been working as contract faculty for 
more than 15 years.13 Despite working on sequential contracts for the same employer for so 
long, their continuous employment is not recognized and they continue to experience job 
insecurity. In addition, discontinuous contracts or gaps in service too often allow employers 
to sidestep obligations such as pensions, benefits, and other entitlements. 

The Interim Report of the Changing Workplaces Review recognizes the practice of hiring 
workers on continuous limited-term contracts to rationalize lower wages and lack of 
benefits. It states that contracts are often renewed “over many years so that they appear to 
be almost permanent” and “in some professions and disciplines, permanent employment 
with the salaries, benefits and security that come with it seems remote and impossible to 
attain”.14 The report identifies concerns about the “growth of individuals working on 
ubiquitous fixed and limited term contracts” and “the lack of security, particularly in 
instances where it appears that employees are kept in such positions indefinitely to justify 
lower wages and lack of benefits”.15 An option laid out in the report is that a limit be placed 
on the number or total duration of limited-term contracts.16 

The Final Report of the Changing Workplaces Review also recognizes the growth of contract 
work.17 However, it rejects the idea of placing a cap on the duration of fixed-term contracts 
due to concern that, when the cap is reached, employers may be incentivised to discontinue 
the employment of these workers.18 To avoid this impact, such a provision should be 
accompanied by strong just cause protection for contract workers when, at the end of the 
contract, someone else is hired to do the same work. 

In the EU, a directive specifies that member countries must adopt measures to prevent the 
abuse of fixed-term contracts, either through setting a maximum number of fixed-term 
contract renewals, setting a maximum total duration of fixed-term contracts, or by requiring 
objective reasons for justifying the renewal of fixed-term contracts.19 A variety of approaches 
have been taken to implement this directive, including limits on the maximum duration of 
successive fixed-term contracts of 18 months in France, 4 years in the UK and 6 years in 
Germany.20 In fact, in France the use of successive fixed-term contracts for the same 
position is prohibited, and fixed-term contracts cannot be used for any position that relates 
to a company’s normal and permanent business activities.21  

Strengthening Bill 148: Addressing the growth of contract work 

It is disappointing that the growth of fixed-term contracts is not addressed directly in the 
proposed legislation. In addition to seeking amendments that would strengthen the equal 
pay provisions, the government should seriously consider the recommendations from the 
Final Report of the Changing Workplaces Review that the “government continue to monitor 
the use of fixed-term contracts” and “assess the impact of relevant legislation in other 
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jurisdictions” to identify best practices for Ontario.22 Addressing the growth of contract work 
must be a key component of any plan to curb the rise of precarious work in the province. 

Equal pay provisions should also be evaluated with an eye towards protecting contract 
workers. A strong provision to ensure workers on contract receive pay that is equal to their 
colleagues’ rate of pay for work of equal value will reduce the financial incentive for 
employers to hire on contract (see recommendations in the previous section). This would go 
a long way to pushing back against the proliferation of fixed-term contracts that leave 
workers without job security. 

Recommendations: 
 A provision should be added to the bill that disallows the use of sequential or 

discontinuous contracts to prevent the achievement of workplace rights by requiring 
that after an employee has been employed on fixed-term contracts for a set 
maximum duration their employment is continuous for all purposes.23 

 

 This provision should be accompanied by just cause protection for contract workers 
when at the end of the contract someone else is hired to do the same work. 

 

 The government should monitor the use of fixed-term contracts and assess the 
impact of relevant legislation to identify best practices. 

 

 

 

 

  

A new provision in the ESA should limit the use of fixed-term contracts to a maximum duration (e.g. 
one year, as recommended by the Workers’ Action Centre).22 The goal of the provision should be to 
promote job security by transitioning contract workers to permanent positions. 

A strong just cause protection in the ESA that applies to all workers after three months of 
employment would address this concern. See Appendix B for proposed language. 



10 
 

Fair scheduling 
It has become increasingly common for contract faculty to be notified they will be teaching a 
course right before the beginning of the term. Sometimes they will only have a week to 
prepare a syllabus, readings and lectures, and to make the necessary arrangements in their 
personal and family life. Workers in other sectors are also experiencing a growing trend 
towards “just-in-time” scheduling.24 

The proposed legislation includes provisions that would protect employees from last-minute 
scheduling changes, ensuring they receive at least three hours of pay if their shift is 
cancelled within 48 hours of the start time or if they are “on call” but not called in to work 
(Section 21). These are steps in the right direction that provide employers with some 
incentive to avoid erratic and last-minute scheduling. 

The Interim Report of the Changing Workplaces Review acknowledges workers’ need for 
predictability in their work lives.25 An option listed in the report is that all employers be 
required to provide advance notice in setting and changing work schedules to make them 
more predictable, including posting schedules at least two weeks in advance and requiring 
employers to pay employees more for last-minute changes to schedules.26 

Strengthening Bill 148: Providing workers reasonable notice of work 

OCUFA recommends that a minimum requirement of two weeks notice of schedules be 
included in the legislation. This would complement existing measures in the bill and follow 
many jurisdictions in the United States that have passed similar legislation in recent years.27 
It would also strike a more appropriate balance between the needs of employers and 
employees. In the university sector, two weeks’ advance notice would still not be adequate 
for contract faculty who require time to develop and prepare a course. However, it would be 
an improvement on existing minimum standards and would provide a stronger starting point 
for bargaining adequate notice of work for university professors. 

Recommendations: 
 Measures to ensure workers receive at least three hours of pay if their shift is 

cancelled within 48 hours or are “on call” but not called in to work should be 
maintained. 

 

 Complimentary and reasonable scheduling provisions should be put in place to 
provide employees with at least two weeks’ notice of work. 

 

Maintain sections 21.3, 21.4 (1) and (2), 21.5 (1) and (2), and 21.6 (1), (2) and (3) of the ESA. 

A new provision in the ESA should require employers to provide employees with at least two weeks’ 
notice of their work schedules. 
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 The measures that exclude unionized employees from scheduling provisions under 
the ESA should be removed. 

 

  

Repeal sections 21.4 (3), 21.5 (3) and 21.6 (4) of the ESA. 
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Consolidation of bargaining units 
A number of faculty associations in Ontario have multiple bargaining units as a result of 
different groups of workers being organized at different times. Sometimes the second units 
are much smaller and they are often made up of workers in more vulnerable, insecure 
positions such as contract faculty. Providing an option to consolidate bargaining units would 
make bargaining more effective at addressing precarious work and gender-based pay 
inequities, and would help avoid fragmentation in the future.  

In some cases, merging contract faculty units with tenure-stream units could help contract 
faculty achieve gains in bargaining and reduce the financial penalty of precarious work. 
Merging units could also help reduce gender-based pay inequities because workers in more 
recently certified units – librarians, contract faculty, and teaching-stream faculty – often 
have a higher proportion of women than the initial tenure-stream units. 

In other cases, consolidation can improve collective bargaining by addressing dramatic size 
differences between bargaining units. For example, at the University of Western Ontario, the 
librarians and archivists’ unit has only 48 members while the faculty unit has just under 
1600 members. Overall, consolidating units can make bargaining more efficient and make 
collective agreements easier to manage. Having a legal route available to request mergers 
would also curb future fragmentation by reducing employers’ incentive to create new 
positions not covered by existing bargaining units. 

While nothing under current labour law precludes changes to bargaining unit structure from 
being negotiated after certification, faculty associations have often not had success in 
bargaining this type of resolution. The static nature of bargaining unit structure currently 
sustained by existing legislation is poorly suited to accommodate the changes taking place 
at Ontario’s universities and many other workplaces across the province. It is important that 
bargaining unit structures be allowed to evolve as our workplaces change. 

Strengthening Bill 148: Improving options for bargaining unit consolidation 

Legislative changes proposed in the bill would permit applications from the employer or 
union to the Ontario Labour Relations Board (OLRB) for consolidation within three months of 
a unit’s certification. The OLRB would then have the power to consolidate the new unit with 
existing units if it would contribute to “an effective collective bargaining relationship” and 
“development of collective bargaining in the industry”. Under this provision, the new unit 
must not yet have a collective agreement, and the same union must already represent 
workers to the same employer (Section 15.1). 

This provision could be a useful tool for consolidation, however, it should be modified to 
apply to all bargaining units not just newly certified units. Many unions that would have 
accessed this provision when they certified new units in the past are now struggling to 
manage fragmented bargaining units. The time restriction must be removed so that these 
unions have access to this provision and can request consolidation where it would 
contribute to more effective collective bargaining. 
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The proposed legislation also allows the OLRB to change the structure of a bargaining unit 
where the employer or union requests a review of the existing arrangements and the units 
are deemed to be “no longer appropriate for collective bargaining”. In these instances, the 
Board is granted the power to consolidate, restructure or create new bargaining units. 
Where more than one union is involved, the Board may determine which union will be the 
bargaining agent and decide which collective agreement will apply (Section 15.2).  

This provision could help unite communities of interest through adjustments to the definition 
and scope of existing units in some instances. However, the application to situations 
involving more than one union undermines historic decisions made by workers about their 
own representation, as well as workers’ right to choose their union. It could also have the 
unintended consequence of creating further instability and uncertainty among workers 
about their representation and rights. Moreover, it opens up the possibility of this provision 
being used to lower standards in a workplace, working against the legislation’s goal of 
addressing the growth of precarious jobs. 

Therefore, in the same way that the legislation limits consolidation applications to instances 
where there is only one employer, it should remain limited to instances where bargaining 
units are in the same union. This principle underpins the proposed legislation for 
consolidation after certification (Section 15.1), and there is no reason for it not to be 
mirrored in the broader consolidation provision (Section 15.2). 

Recommendations: 
 The provision that empowers the OLRB to consolidate newly certified bargaining units 

with existing units to promote effective bargaining should be extended by removing 
the requirement that applications be filed within three months of certification. 

 

 The provision that empowers the OLRB to consolidate and reconfigure bargaining 
units where the arrangement is no longer appropriate should be amended to apply 
only in instances where one union is involved. 

 

Amend section 15.1 (1) of the LRA to read:  

If the Board certifies a trade union or council of trade unions as the bargaining agent of the 
employees in a bargaining unit, the Board may review the structure of the bargaining units if all of 
the following conditions are met: 

1. The employer, trade union or council of trade unions makes an application to the Board 
requesting the review at the time the application for certification is made, or at any time 
thereafter. 

Amend section 15.2 (1) of the LRA to add the following: 

The Board may review the structure of the bargaining units if all of the following conditions are met: 

3. The same union holds bargaining rights for all of the affected bargaining units. 
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Right to join a union 

Unions play an important role in reducing income inequality and improving workplace 
fairness. At Ontario’s universities, faculty have recognized the value of collective 
representation for decades. In recent years, as precarious jobs on university campuses are 
reaching unprecedented numbers, effective unions will be essential for achieving more 
security, fair pay, and access to benefits. This is not just the case at universities, but in other 
sectors of the economy, many of which have much lower rates of unionization. Modernized 
labour laws will help to ensure that workers can access collective representation to make 
improvements to their lives. 

When organizing, workers should only have to show their support for the union once if a 
majority of workers sign a union card. The requirement to then hold a vote is redundant. It 
also creates an unfair and unnecessary opportunity for employer intimidation and pressure. 
Where votes are mandatory, the number of unfair labour practices committed by employers 
during organizing drives increases.28 Moreover, where a certification vote is required, fewer 
certification applications are made and there are lower success rates.29 This trend is more 
pronounced in sectors with low wages and precarious jobs, where change is needed most.30 

Strengthening Bill 148: Establishing a fair union certification process 

The proposed legislation’s expansion of card-based certification to specific sectors, including 
home care, community services, building services and temporary help agencies, is a 
welcome step (Section 15.3). However, there is no reason for card-based certification to be 
available to workers in some sectors and not others. It has proven to be a more effective 
model, and should be extended to ensure appropriate options are available to all workers 
who choose to exercise their right to meaningful collective bargaining. 

Furthermore, to minimize fear and employer intimidation, workers should be protected from 
retribution for discussing the union with their colleagues or being involved in the certification 
process. The proposed legislation extends just cause protection to workers between the 
time of certification and when a first contract is reached (Section 12.1). However, many 
workers face retribution for their efforts during organizing drives, so just cause protection 
must be extended to apply from the time of application. A strong just cause provision in the 
ESA that applies to all workers after three months of employment would address this 
concern. Together, card-based certification in all sectors and just cause protection would 
help ensure that, in practice, workers have the effectual choice to join a union in Ontario.  

Once workers democratically decide to join a union, it is also reasonable to expect that they 
will be able to reach a first collective agreement. Too often, however, delay tactics and a 
failure of employers to bargain in good faith creates another set of obstacles. First contract 
arbitration is one tool that should be available to employers and employees in reaching a 
first agreement. It has been correlated with reduced work stoppages and provides a strong 
incentive for both parties to come to the table with the intent to reach an agreement.31  

The proposed legislation introduces a new intensive mediation process for all first contract 
disputes, which must be accessed prior to first contract arbitration. Once that process is 
exhausted, the legislation proposes automatic access to first contract arbitration in any 
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situations where the union was remedially certified (due to employer misconduct). In all 
other situations, applications for first contract arbitration can be made to the OLRB (Section 
43). This is a welcome expansion of access to first contract arbitration, although it would 
benefit more newly organized workers if automatic access to arbitration were available in all 
first contract disputes. 

Recommendations: 
 The provision that extends card-based certification to specific sectors should be 

expanded to cover workers in all sectors. 

 

 The provision that provides just cause protection for workers from the time of 
certification should be extended to apply to workers organizing a union from the time 
of application. 

 

 The provision that provides access to first contract arbitration when the union is 
remedially certified should be expanded to provide automatic access to arbitration 
for all first contract disputes. 

 

 
  

Amend section 15.3 of the LRA by striking out subsections (1), (2) and (3), and striking out 
“specified industry” in section 15.3 (4). 

A strong just cause protection in the ESA that applies to all workers after three months of 
employment would address this concern. See Appendix B for proposed language. 

Amend section 43.1 (5) paragraph 4 of the LRA to reflect the following: 

In the case of an order under clause (2) (a), a dismissal under clause (2) (b), a party may make a 
second application under subsection (1) and the Board shall direct the settlement of a first 
collective agreement by mediation-arbitration if the Board is satisfied that, since the Board 
made its original decision under subsection (2), the applicant has taken all reasonable steps to 
engage in good faith collective bargaining with the assistance of a mediator. 

Amend section 43.1 (6) of the LRA by adding “or paragraph 4 of subsection (5)” after “clause (2) 
(c)”. 
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Appendix A:  
Equal Pay Coalition’s proposed language for equal pay provision 

(Section 42.1 and 42.3) 
 

Source: Faraday, Fay & Jan Borowy (2017). Bill 148 and the Equal Pay Provisions. Ontario 
Equal Pay Coalition, Pg. 15 and 17. 
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{C1934679.2}  

 

Equal pay for equal work:  Employment Status 

42.1  (1)  No employer shall pay an employee at a rate of pay less than the rate paid to 
another employee of the employer because of a difference in employment status when, 

(a)  they perform similar work in the same establishment; 

(b)  their performance requires similar skill, effort and responsibility; and 

(c)  their work is performed under similar working conditions. 

(1.1) For the purposes of s. 42.1(1), work will be considered similar despite minor 
variations or differences in duties, responsibilities or work assignments.     

(2) Subsection (1) does not apply if the employer is able to show that the difference in 
pay is the result of 

(a) a formal seniority system that does not discriminate on the basis of sex or 
any other ground protected under the Human Rights Code; or 

(b) a merit compensation plan that is based on formal performance ratings 
and that has been brought to the attention of the employees and that does 
not discriminate on the basis of sex or any other ground protected under 
the Human Rights Code. 

(3) No employer shall reduce the rate of pay of an employee in order to comply with 
subsection (1). 

(4) No trade union or other organization shall cause or attempt to cause an employer to 
contravene subsection (1). 

(5)  If an employment standards officer finds that an employer has contravened 
subsection (1), the officer may determine the amount owing to an employee as a result 
of the contravention and that amount shall be deemed to be unpaid wages for that 
employee. 

(6)  An employee who believes that their rate of pay does not comply with subsection 

employer shall, 

(a)    

(b)   ritten 
response to the employee setting out the reasons for the disagreement. 
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Equal pay for Equal Work:  Pay transparency 

42.3  (1) No later than May 15 of every year, each employer shall file an annual Pay 
Transparency Report with the Minister. 

(2)  The annual Pay Transparency Report referred to in subsection (1) shall disclose the 
following information relating to the prior 12-month period ending on March 31 of each 
year: 

(a)  annual individual compensation of  male employees, categorized  by each 
classification and job status within the establishment, 

(b)  annual individual compensation of female employees categorized by each 
classification and job status within the establishment,  

(c)   if an employee's compensation is expressed as an hourly rate, the hourly  
wage rate and the annual compensation of male employees categorized 
by each classification and job status within the establishment, 

(d)   if an employee's compensation is expressed as an hourly rate, the hourly 
wage rate and the annual compensation of female employees categorized 
by each classification and job status within the establishment, 

(e)  the number of steps in a pay range by each classification and job status 
within the establishment, 

(f)  the rate of progression through a pay range by each classification and job 
status within the establishment. 

(3)  The employer shall post the Pay Transparency Report in prominent places in each 
workplace for the establishment to which the document relates in such a manner that it 
may be read by all of the employees in the workplace. 

(4)  No employer or temporary help agency may do any of the following: 

(a) require, as a condition of employment, that an employee refrain from 
disclosing the amount of their wages; 

(b) require an employee to sign a waiver or other document that purports to 
deny the employee the right to disclose the amount of their wages. 

(5) Section 74 applies to this Part with no exceptions. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B:  
Fight for $15 & Fairness proposed language for just cause provision 

(Section 62.1) 
 

Source: Fight for $15 & Fairness, Workers’ Action Centre, Parkdale Community Legal 
Services (2017). Submission to the Standing Committee on Finance and Economic Affairs 

on Bill 148, Fair Workplaces, Better Jobs Act, Pg. 43-45. 
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