
JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE  

ADMINISTRATION OF THE AGREEMENT (JCOAA) 

MINUTES OF MEETING HELD 

February 3, 2020 

280C York Lanes 2:00-4:00pm 

 

Association: Nick Mulé (Co-Chair), Sheila Embleton, Art Redding, Teresa Macias, Harjeet Badwall, 
Sonja Killoran-McKibbin      

Employer:  Dan Bradshaw (Co-Chair), Alice Pitt, Lyndon Martin, J.J. McMurtry, Diane Pestrin, Carly 
Schnurr, Jordan Simon, Barry Miller 

JCOAA 

1. Minutes 

The Association and the Employer approved the September, October and November 2019 minutes.  

2. Security Issues in LA&PS 

The Employer provided an overview of the situation whereby an expelled student appeared in the 
classroom in the first days following the holiday break, raising security concerns for faculty members 
and students. One faculty member called security in response to the student’s presence and security did 
not arrive at the classroom. The Association questioned what the Employer’s plans are in dealing with 
the issue and noted concerns raised by faculty members who are unsure of how to respond or what 
plans the Employer has in place. Faculty members are wondering how to respond in various situations 
e.g. if the student were to return, etc. The Association further noted that there have been issues with 
communication from the Employer about this issue and the absence of communication raises further 
issues for faculty members.  

The Employer noted that Campus Security is looking into the issues that gave rise to security being 
called on January 6th, as well as the lack of security response to the call from the faculty member. The 
Dean of LA&PS is arranging a meeting with Social Science (where this issue took place) to debrief about 
their experience. The Employer will review these and other aspects of this event as many areas appear 
to have been involved or impacted - security, faculty, students, and student services.   

The Employer confirmed that a communication was circulated to every faculty member, course director, 
and others to whom the student had been assigned with instructions on how best to approach the 
situation (based on the Toronto Police’s involvement and the student’s bail conditions). The Faculty of 
LA&PS will form a Security Committee to resolve these issues.  The Association questioned when they 
can expect feedback from this committee. The Employer noted their commitment to forming this 
committee as soon as possible and to begin this process in February.  

The Association noted that there are issues here related to equity i.e. the impact this may have on a 
female instructor confronted in a classroom and security failing to respond to her call. This is an 



important concern that needs to be addressed not only in a debrief, but protocols need to be clarified 
highlighting how to deal with situations such as these in the future. The Association noted that the 
response from Security was not delayed, but rather, Security did not show up/respond to this incident. 
The Association questioned how to provide appropriate responses to racialized or gendered colleagues. 
The Association also considered the experience of the student i.e. what impact does it have on students 
when police show up in a classroom? How do we create a model that adequately responds to these 
situations? The Association suggested that being in contact with Security is key and requested that the 
Employer follow up on the bail conditions of the student.  

The Employer noted that we need to consider the rights of the broader community and the rights of the 
student when approaching communication.  

The Association asked what we, as an institution, need to put forward a collective position on anti-
violence. The Association requested to see multiple responses/interventions that are institutionally 
supported. The Employer indicated that this will be the work/purpose of the Security Committee being 
created in LA&PS, as well as the Institutional debrief of the matter.  

3. JSCEEI Recommendations 

The Employer asked the Association if there was anything in particular from this report that stood out or 
any questions they might have for the committee that prepared this report.  

The Association confirmed their support of all four recommendations outlined in the report and noted 
that they are hopeful that the Employer also supports these recommendations and is willing to provide 
the appropriate resources.  

The Association noted an inconsistency in the report with the hiring dates. The Association noted their 
preference in using the end of the Collective Agreement as the goal date for hiring the recommended six 
targeted hires. The Association indicated that the question will need to go back to JSCEEI.  

The Association suggested that the review of the AA procedures takes place within the current 
Collective Agreement. The Association also mentioned that they hope the Employer will consider the 
notion of mentoring new faculty in a broad sense i.e. not just around T&P, but with regard to 
administration and service. In this recommendation specifically, the Association asked for clarity around 
what mentoring means/entails.  

4. Letters of Offer 
 

a. Kinesiology 

The Association confirmed receipt of the information provided by the Employer and questioned why 
some faculty members were assigned higher teaching loads.  

The Employer explained that this happened in the transition between the previous and new Dean, each 
of whom appeared to have a different understanding of the teaching load that applied to the new 
Teaching Stream appointments. The Employer confirmed the established teaching load in Kinesiology 
when this came to their attention.  



The Association noted that this raises a concern that these faculty didn’t have the opportunity to 
negotiate a 0.5 release at their time of hire because they weren’t advised of the established normal 
teaching load for Teaching Stream faculty in the School who have completed three or more years of 
probation. The Association noted the significance of assigning a higher load for the past three years 
incorrectly and indicated that it may have an impact on the members’ tenure process.  

The Association will review the documents provided by the Employer.  

b. Global Health  

The Association and the Employer noted that the issues around the Global Health letters have been 
attended to and the matter is closed. 

 
5. Appendix P – VISTA Position and Teaching Commons 

 
a. VISTA positions  

The Employer explained the three VISTA positions. The Scientific Director, Visual Neurophysiology 
Centre proposed Appendix P classification is category 4, which would parallel the classification of the 
Director, MRI facility. The position is being proposed as an Appendix P role because the Visual 
Neurophysiology Centre, while part of the design of the VISTA project, will last beyond the seven year 
term of VISTA itself. The expectations and responsibilities of the other two positions, Director and 
Associate Director of VISTA, are similar to PI roles. They will be responsible for liaising with the board, 
providing updates, and managing the project and an ongoing facility at the university. The terms of 
these two positions are tied to the term of the VISTA project and not applicable under Appendix P.  

The Association will discuss further and respond to the Employer regarding the classification. 

b. Teaching Commons 

The Association asked why the proposed new Teaching Commons Director position isn’t the person 
whose expertise is pedagogy so that they can direct the work of the Teaching Commons.   

The Employer noted that these changes came from conversations with the AVP Teaching and Learning 
and reflected a review that determined that it was better to have an academic position focused on 
academic leadership and content, which is advisor position, and another with primary responsibility for  
operational issues as opposed to academic leadership and curriculum development within the teaching 
commons.       

The Association expressed concerns that this change to the position of Director would add more weight 
to the administrative side of the Teaching Commons as opposed to academic and pedagogical issues. 
The Association further noted that the points in the job descriptions for the Advisor and the Director are 
almost identical and it is not clear if it’s intended to be “in collaboration with” or if one reports to the 
other. The Association questioned what would happen if they had competing views.   

The Association expressed concern that an Interim Director was established prior to conversations at 
JCOAA. The Employer stated that that role was filled when the previous Director stepped down but the 



Association noted that the Employer had advised the Association at that time that it had no plan to 
move away from an academic role.  

The Employer noted that both positions report to the AVP. A non-academic Director was chosen to 
reflect the operational responsibilities of the position.  

The Association noted that the role of the Teaching Commons with respect to the teaching 
philosophy/pedagogy falls within the academic realm of this institution. The Association reiterated their 
concern that it is not clear who reports to who. The Association further queried what review of the 
Teaching Commons was undertaken and what involvement faculty members had in the review.  

The Employer will consider the questions raised and seek further information.  

The Employer mentioned that a review had been undertaken by the AVP whereby various faculty 
members and Associate Deans had been consulted and feedback was received.  

6. Joint Health and Safety Course Release 

The Employer confirmed the release of 0.25 per committee member per year, to which the Association 
confirmed their agreement. Both parties are working on updating the JHSC protocol between the 
parties.      

7. Anomalies Exercise 

The Employer provided the Association with documents prior to JCOAA and in respect of the equal pay 
matter. The Employer explained that it had reviewed if there existed any documented evidence of there 
being a different practice in the past in relation to the anomalies exercise and the use of professional 
experience for Librarians/Archivists. The Employer reviewed data from 2001-2002 and there is no 
evidence that Librarians/Archivists’ experience were treated in the same way as Faculty. There is no 
evidence that Librarians were ever sent the form that asks for experience (i.e. the form that was sent to 
Faculty). Their experience was based on their CV.  

The Association questioned whether they were ever advised on how librarian/archivist experience was 
being calculated, as they don’t recall this coming to JCOAA.  

The Employer noted that the data set from 2001-2002 was shared with a YUFA member in 2002, who 
was one of the individuals working to support the anomalies exercise at the time. It appears to have 
been shared between the parties.  

The Association noted that advising a YUFA member who was acting as a neutral party isn’t the same as 
advising the Association.  

The Employer explained that the current method has been used since the anomalies exercises have 
taken place. The memo was jointly sent by the co-chairs of JCOAA. Both the Association and Employer’s 
co-chairs would have been knowingly sending the form to Faculty and not to Librarians. The Employer 
noted that is it unclear what the basis would be, 19 years later, that the current practice wouldn’t be 
continued. The Association noted that the YUFA Co-chair had no involvement in sending the memo and 
so would not have known to whom it was being circulated.  The questionnaire is circulated under the 
name of the co-chairs, but logistically the document is sent by the Provost (or Vice-Provost) office.  



 

The Association asked if there are memos dating back to the late 90s when the original pay equity was 
implemented.  

The Employer will go back and see if there are data sets that would shed light on the experience of 
Librarians at the time.  

The Association noted that the parties developed templates to send to members who applied for 
anomalies and that the templates outline the criteria used in the exercise. At no time did the employer 
indicate that there were different criteria for librarians and archivists or a need to develop a specific 
template for them. YUFA further noted that the Employer did not identify a separate practice in the 
libraries when they were negotiating the Equal Pay exercise in 2018.        

The Employer acknowledged that the practice had not been raised in negotiations because  those 
involved for the Employer were not aware of the distinct way in which experience was treated for 
librarians. Until this year, the anomalies exercise had been application driven, and the definition of 
librarian experience had not been raised.  The definition of librarian experience came to the Employer’s 
attention with the need to develop template letters for all faculty and librarians for this year’s exercise.  
When the Employer developed template letters to circulate during this past round of anomalies 
exercise, it came to its attention that the Librarians would need a different letter. From then, the 
Employer identified that the practice had been in place at least since 2001. The Employer noted that 
given the longevity of the practice, it seems unlikely that over the 19 years, it wouldn’t have been known 
between the parties that Librarians were treated differently than faculty on how the information was 
collected. The Employer does not see what the merit would be in changing this practice.  

YUFA noted that it had no record of being informed of this practice or of the parties discussing a 
separate practice for anomalies in the libraries. The Association noted they would like to see evidence of 
their involvement regarding this in the previous years.  

8. GA Assignment Protocol  

The Employer provided responses to the questions raised during the co-chairs meeting.  Regarding 
where the money was assigned, the Employer explained that given the timing of this year’s exercise, 
awards were given to faculty members who may already have had GAs on a contract in the fall of 2019, 
but they were also available to faculty holding an external grant with GAs starting in the winter and 
summer of 2020. In the application process, information about specific terms of the contract was not 
collected so the Employer cannot comment on how many GAs were hired in each term. There will be an 
audit to confirm the GAs were hired so the Employer anticipates getting that information at that time.   

The Employer  indicated that there was distribution across several faculties. Eleven of the awards went 
to LA&PS, seven or nine awards each went to Lassonde, Science and Health. One or two awards went to 
AMPD and one or two awards went to Education. They all went to YUFA members. The intent is to run 
another exercise for 2020-2021.  

Regarding the question if the funding was capped per person, the Employer explained that a decision 
was made to award the maximum of $2,000 which would be available to researchers who hire a GA 
based on an external grant. Forty awards were made at $2,000, totalling $80,000 and awarded on a ‘first 
come first served’ basis. The call went out on November 28th and the application process ended on 



December 18th. There were over forty applicants, and some were turned down once the first forty were 
reached. The awards will be transferred to the cost centres identified by the applicants.  

9. SRC Timelines 

The Association asked why there were ten SRCs appointed in the fall and another eight in the winter, 
when in past years only one call was made.  

The Employer explained given the lateness of where they were in the cycle when an agreement was 
reached on the actual procedure for the SRC program, the question was raised if it was possible to run 
two exercises or to have an early exercise and then run a second. The Employer noted that it made 
sense not to have one single exercise for the SRCs. The call went out September 5th for the first exercise 
with the deadline on or around November 27th. The second call went out in January with a deadline of 
March 6th.  

  

The Association indicated that no discussion of changing the deadline in the MOS on SRCs came to 
JCOAA and noted that a point of the negotiation in the MOS was a January 31st deadline. Despite the 
parties agreeing to a deadline of no later than January 31st, the Employer independently issued a call 
with a later deadline thereby leading the Association to state that the Employer violated the MOS.         

The Employer explained that the purpose was to help the units manage not having to deal with 18 hires 
at once.  

The Association expressed that it seemed to double the work for units and noted that if there are two 
calls and the units need to make recommendations twice, the pool of candidates would remain the 
same and four months doesn’t make a difference to colleague     s’ CVs and applications.  

The Employer noted that applicants who are not successful in the first round could apply in the second 
round. Including the earlier exercise had some benefit in this sense. The Association noted that if all 
positions had been awarded in the first round, those individuals would have had an opportunity for 
those positions at that time rather than having to go through the stress of applying again.  

The Association noted that Hire dates for the first call were inconsistent: some were for January 1 start 
dates and some noted July 1 start dates and there wasn’t any clarity around why this was the case.  

The Employer explained that this decision was made from an effort in good faith to manage the process.  

10. CLA Renewals 

The Association confirmed receipt of the memos explaining the exceptional circumstances. The 
Association noted they received the letters of offer with dates that were in the past. The Employer 
explained the letters of offer were sent in error to the Association. They confirmed that the letters had 
not yet been sent to the CLAs and that they will be revised with the correct dates prior to issuing. 
Further, the Association noted that one letter is for a 10-month renewal, which is subject to a policy 
grievance.   

11. Librarian Job Descriptions 



The Association received the finalized language and doesn’t have further concerns.  

LRP Items 

1. FES and Geography Merger 

The Association stated that a number of questions have arisen, particularly from faculty members in the 
Geography department regarding workload and what they are being asked to sign onto with the merger. 
The voluntary transfer letter that the Employer has circulated commits to continuing current practices 
for one year but offers no assurances beyond that.  

The Employer explained that the one-year commitment provides the time needed to plan for the 
following year and an opportunity for the colleagues to discuss their workload. Individuals are being 
asked to voluntarily agree to the merger and the conversations are ongoing regarding the new 
workload.  

The Employer noted that FES has been working on its teaching load with an anticipation that the FES 
work will be completed soon, which will set the conversations for Geography. There is a recognition that 
the two academic units do need to be in agreement about what the workload will be. The Employer 
noted their perspective is on the importance of reaching an agreement on workload and their hope is it 
won’t be seen as an impediment to the transfer in the months ahead. 

The Association asked if the same can be said for workloads in that they won’t change (as is said with 
regard to teaching loads). The Employer noted that the teaching load component of workload is 
expected to be the same in 2021 as it was in 2019/20. There will be a lot of engagement amongst 
colleagues around collegial governance.  

 The Association asked the Employer if they have given thought to members who may choose not to 
transfer and where that leaves those members. The Employer stated that the starting point is to make 
all reasonable efforts to facilitate the restructuring through voluntary transfers. In that regard, for any 
faculty who may indicate that they disagree with transferring, there will be a discussion with the Dean to 
see if a resolution can be found on a case by case basis.  

The Association noted that colleagues would be more assured if they had more clarity around their 
workload, including the commitment that their workload will not increase as a result of the transfer. 
Given the ambiguity, YUFA has not been able to confidently advise members about the consequences of 
signing the voluntary transfer letter.  

The Employer noted that by Senate decision and approval of the Board, there will no longer be a 
Department of Geography and a Faculty of Environmental Studies as of September 1.  

The Association stated that there is conflict with a February 10th deadline. The deadline doesn’t allow for 
conversations regarding members’ deeper concerns. The Association asked if there is a plan to inform 
them about what the process is going to be.  

The Employer noted that the expectation was as soon as the FES’ internal exercise is complete, there 
would be a reaching-out to the Geography colleagues. The Employer will consider the feedback provided 
by the Association.  



2. Budget presentation and SHARP  

The Employer did not have anything new to report. 

3. Enrolment  

The Employer did not have anything new to report. 

4. Complement  

The Employer did not have anything new to report. 

5. Libraries Restructuring  

The Employer did not have anything new to report. 

6. Health Restructuring 

The Employer stated that this matter is going to the Board in March. The Association requested the 
most recent version of the proposal and the Employer will inquire if there is one more recent than that 
previously provided. 

7. Markham  

The Employer did not have anything new to report. 

8. SMA3  

The Employer did not have anything new to report. 

9. FGS Restructuring  

The Employer did not have anything new to report. 

10. Glendon Restructuring  

The Employer did      not have anything new to report. 

11. University Academic Plan 

The Employer noted that consultations concluded last week and discussions have begun with APPRC.  

12. City of Vaughan and Mackenzie Health and VentureLAB – School of Nursing  

The Employer did not have anything new to report. 


