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JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE  

ADMINISTRATION OF THE AGREEMENT 

(JCOAA)1 

MINUTES OF MEETING HELD 

April 16, 2019 

280 C York Lanes 

2 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. 

 

Association:  Miriam Smith (Co-Chair), Sheila Embleton, Ellie Perkins, Sharon Wang, Sonja 

Killoran-McKibbin,   

Employer:  Leanne De Filippis (Co-Chair), Norma Sue Fisher-Stitt, John-Justin McMurtry, 

Loredana Infusini 

1. Minutes 

The Association is reviewing revised December minutes. The Employer is working through 

January, February and March Minutes. 

2. Workplace Harassment Prevention Program 

The Association asked how the Employer will protect faculty members from online 

harassment by students. The Association identifies it as a workplace harassment issue and 

emphasized the importance of Deans being trained.  The Employer noted specific tools 

provided by the University, not just for online situations, but anything that would meet the 

definition of harassment. The Employer will follow up with the offices that are involved in 

these types of cases (Office of the Counsel, CHREI, Information and Privacy Office, OSCR), 

about putting together a consolidated resource for faculty members.  The Association 

agreed that such a resource would be useful and noted that this is an equity issue as 

racialized faculty members, especially racialized women, are targeted.  

3. Implementation of Payments under new Collective Agreement 

The parties indicated that they had previously discussed sabbatical payments for members 

who elected to take the reduction over two years and that the agreement would be appended 

to the March minutes. 

The Association indicated that the issue of retro payments made to retirees post-retirement 

and whether the payments affect pensionable earnings for the year remained outstanding. 

 
1 Minutes were not taken for the LRP component of this meeting.  
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The Employer explained that one cannot simultaneously receive and contribute and 

therefore retroactive salary payments post-retirement cannot be pensionable. The Employer 

indicated that it was still investigating whether the retroactive increase in salary can be 

factored into the income from one’s year of retirement. However, the Employer also 

indicated that this has not previously been the practice.   

The Association expressed its view that this is unfair to members who have suffered a loss. 

The Employer explained that pension is a shared cost, and in its view, it is not compensable 

when neither the employee or employer has made its contribution. The Association indicated 

that affected faculty members needed to be made whole and that if the Employer couldn’t 

make adjustments to pensions, it needed to determine an appropriate avenue to 

compensate members. The Association reiterated that the issue arose from what it 

characterizes as  the Employer’s unwillingness to bargain and that members should not be 

penalized for the Employer’s delay. The Employer indicated it would look into options.    

4. VP Equity People and Culture and AVP positions Status Update 

The Employer explained the searches are progressing on schedule; status updates are being 

posted on the website. The Association reiterated that colleagues wish to meet the candidates 

and have some involvement and that more transparency is needed.  The Employer noted 

there are a number of representative groups on the hiring committee.  However, there is a 

high level of confidentiality involved in searches. The search committee believes involving too 

many people will impact their ability to perform the search.  The Association noted that there 

were various ways that faculty members could be better informed about the candidates 

without betraying confidentiality. 

5. Fitness for Work Program 

The Association had questions about the program, and the following answers to those 

questions were provided: 

1. How will YUFA members be made aware of this policy and program? The Employer 

explained that this is a Management tool to address concerns of substance misuse, 

the training is being rolled out to those that are in high-risk or safety sensitive positions 

such as CSBO or labs with chemicals, etc. 

2. The program requirement for Employees to report ‘disclosed or suspected substance 

misuse or dependency’. The Employer explained that the program requires employees 

to report if there is substance use that will affect job function such as in a safety 

sensitive position. 

3.  What does an investigation into fitness to work involve? On what criteria will faculty 

members be deemed fit or unfit to return to work and by whom? How will the Employer 

mitigate the risk of an improper assessment given the serious implications for an 
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individual’s professional reputation if they are removed the workplace? The Employer 

explained that the investigation would involve looking at the work being performed and 

whether there is a safety sensitive risk and then address the risk with respect to safety 

sensitive tasks. There is no intent to remove anyone from the workplace unless there 

is a safety risk and that any such removal would be handled with appropriate 

sensitivity, dignity and confidentiality.  

4. The program references “contact Faculty Relations” where an employee has been 

deemed unfit for work and removed from the workplace. What steps will Faculty 

relations then take?  

 

5.  YUFA is concerned about section 8.0 “Non-compliance”. The language suggests that 

any individual who violates the program could be subject to discipline. 

The Employer explained that the section on non-compliance – discipline will be revised 

to indicate that the events of non-compliance will be reviewed and potentially subject 

to discipline. The Association  noted that in any case where an employee may be 

subject to discipline the policy must indicate their right to have a union representative 

present. The Employer indicated it would provide the Association with the updated 

policy.  

6. Course release Data and Banking Policies 

The Association thanked the Employer for the document and noted that it had been requested 

two years prior. The Association does not accept this document as a reflection of existing practice 

or that members can be denied banking. In the past there was an understanding to step in when 

colleagues were on leave or unavailable and there was compensation. Colleagues would 

determine when to take the banked time. The Association expressed its view that the Employer 

does not have the right to approve or disapprove of banking or to compel members to take 

overload pay for extra courses that they have agreed to teach. The Association believes the 

faculty members are too policed, and it reflects this. The Employer noted that the document does 

not prohibit banking but presupposes a discussion of banking. The Employer noted that the 

document was prepared in response to an information request arising from JCOAA and in its view 

reflects a consolidation of the practices across the faculties.  The Association has asserted that 

every YUFA member should be provided access to a copy of their ARMS record and has asked 

the Employer to provide this. The Employer is exploring the prospect of deploying some form of 

self-serve ARMS functionality. 

7. Continuing Education 

The Association inquired whether the Employer had responses to its earlier queries about YUFA 

members teaching in continuing education.  The Employer indicated that one question had been 

what YUFA’s role would be if a member was subject to any form of complaint process or 
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discipline. The Employer explained that anyone facing a complaint under York’s harassment 

policy would be entitled to have a representative present. The Employer also indicated that if 

any action might be taken that would affect the individual in their full-time faculty role, the 

Employer would invite the member to engage YUFA as well.  

The Association expressed shock that faculty members are being recruited to teach in 

Continuing Education and other programs and that the Employer considers these to be akin to 

teaching at another university. The Association noted that this did not align with a number of 

expectations and practices at the university and that the Employer appeared to be creating a 

series of perverse incentives around overload teaching.  

 

8. PER/ Research Accounting 

The Employer explained that a communication concerning the May 1, 2019, PER changes 

flowing from bargaining was sent by email to all full-time faculty early this week (copied to 

FEOs, Research Accounting etc.)  

A second memo in respect of the relaxing of certain expense reimbursement rules (e.g. to 

permit road tolls to be expensed) is under review by the parties.  The Association noted lack of 

clarity concerning ‘a university campus’ and that the ‘attestation’ for supplies needs to be 

eliminated.   

There is a grievance with respect to PER and research accounting. The Association explained 

that the guidelines are out of date and that the accountability document is solely in reference to 

Tri-Council funding. The Association noted that the PER accountability document must 

reference the collective agreement and that it is not tied to a research project. The Association 

noted that it has been raising these issues since at least 2014 and expressed disappointment 

that the relevant documents had not been updated. The Association identified that the Employer 

must update the guidelines and accountability document and additionally suggested an FAQ. 

The Employer agreed to look into developing FAQs.  

9. Online Evaluations for T&P 

The Association expressed concern about the use of signed student comments from online 

evaluations for T&P purposes. The Association suggests that signed comments to be used in 

T& P should all be done in class and noted that the Employer cannot change T&P procedures 

without an agreement between the parties. Only signed comments can be used for T&P. The 

Employer does not see clear evidence that in-class comments are qualitatively different from the 

online options. The Association indicated that it is willing to discuss how online comments could 

be used but there must be a discussion and an agreement because online evaluations are 

different from paper evaluations. The Association noted that there is ample research on the 
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concerns around student evaluations. The Association identified that the evaluations collected 

thus far cannot be used and the Employer noted that it is not presently being distributed. 

The Employer mentioned that the University Secretariat and the Senate T&P Committee Co-

chairs are working with UIT to explore a method to compile T&P files electronically. The project 

is in the early stages and further information will follow as more information becomes available.  

10. GA Assignment Protocol 

The interest arbitration award for CUPE 3903 awarded the Employer’s proposal to provide 

incentive funding to faculty members who hire GAs. The Association expressed concern about 

the process the Employer had proposed to access that funding, noting that it involves an 

adjudication of research by associate deans and that it does not provide opportunity for 

members who do not already hold external funding. The Association suggested adding the 

funds to matching funds and indicated that the Employer should consider other methods of 

distributing the funds. The Employer will explore how to simplify the process. 

11. YRC 

The Association expressed its view that unconscious bias training should be mandatory for all 

YRC committee members.  The Employer agreed to consider this.  The Association noted that, 

like CRCs, YRCs have a high potential to increase inequality among faculty members. The 

nomination and selection process must also be transparent by disclosing who is on the selection 

committee and how they are appointed.  

 


