
The Forced Rat Vote: A Quick Response to The College Council’s Webcast 
 
FALSE:  “the union and management team have agreed on all major items, except for academic 
freedom”,  “nothing has been removed or altered from what the union agreed to on November 
6th” 
 
It’s easy to see why this is false.  There are significant differences on job protection issues 
between management’s final offer (which we will be voting on this week) and the union’s final 
offer (both released on November 6).  If the union had agreed to everything the College Council 
was offering, there would be no differences between the union’s offer and management’s offer on 
anything other than academic freedom: but there are such differences!  
 
Here are some key and significantly harmful things that the College Council’s offer includes which 
the union’s final offer does not include: 
• A change to Article 2 that would mean that the colleges do not have to give preference to full-

time over part-time faculty (versus partial load or sessional faculty).  This would exempt the 
number of part-time faculty from any grievances that lead to full-time jobs. It would also 
create incentives for management to reduce partial load work and increase part-time work. 

• A change to Article 2 that removes a limit on the length of sessional appointments, allowing for 
back-to-back sessional appointments (with no benefits!). 

• A change in Article 2 that defines partial load, sessional, and part-time work solely in terms of 
the hours of work, which appears designed to give colleges a way to say that non-full-time is 
“substantially different” from full-time work, and so to avoid Bill 148’s equal pay for equal 
work provisions. 

• Changes in Article 11 that would allow for unlimited overtime for full-time faculty.  This could 
lead to pressure for full-time faculty to work overtime and would affect their quality of life.  It 
would also create incentives for management to reduce partial load and part-time work by 
“encouraging” full-time faculty to take on “voluntary” overtime. 

• A change in Article 11 that would give managers greater control over faculty’s professional 
development. 

• A change to the “Job Classification Plans” that would limit credit for post-secondary education 
to six years (i.e., no further credit for PhDs or other credentials that may nonetheless be 
preferred or even required for some faculty positions). 

• A punitive return to work protocol that would not compensate faculty fairly for the overtime 
that will be required when classes resume. 

 
MISLEADING: “for first time, we have enshrined academic freedom language” 
 
The College Council’s proposed Letter of Understanding on Academic Freedom focuses on a 
freedom that faculty already have – the freedom to speak freely to students on issues related to 
course content, or to speak freely in public on all issues.  It doesn’t include anything that 



addresses faculty concerns about input into course content, delivery methods, or student grades.  
It simply fails to address faculty concerns about managers who lack subject expertise making 
decisions about curricula, textbooks, evaluation methods, or student grades.  Faculty are not 
asking for absolute control over any such decisions, but are asking for some formal 
acknowledgement that they ought to have a significant role in such decisions.  Having such a role 
is perfectly consistent with the colleges remaining compliant with external standards set by the 
government and industry groups. 
 
EMPTY: “we will be compliant with Bill 148” 
 
As explained above, the College Council’s commitment to be compliant with Bill 148 means 
nothing if they add language to our collective agreement providing a loophole to giving equal pay 
for equal work.  If the colleges have a way of defining contract work as substantially different, 
then Bill 148 wouldn’t require them to give equal pay for this work – they could simply claim 
that it’s not “equal work”. This would mean that they could technically be compliant with Bill 
148, without having to improve the pay of contract teachers.   
 
Being compliant with Bill 148 is inconsequential, and will not lead to any gains for contract faculty, 
if the colleges have found a way to avoid substantive changes in response to the bill. 
      ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

What will happen if we vote NO? 
 
If we vote no, the message will be clear that the Council’s offer is not a fair outcome for faculty, 
students and the future of college education in Ontario.  Moreover, our bargaining position is only 
strengthened by a “no” vote. It will be in the interest of Council to negotiate and to do so speedily. 
 
While we can’t be sure if the government will enact back to work legislation or not, we believe 
that this also remains a live option.  Even if back to work legislation could be challenged in court, 
the government may still attempt to pass it, which would send things to binding arbitration. 
 
Either way, whether there will be binding arbitration or a return to negotiations, by voting no, we 
will get a better deal for everyone than what the College Council is offering now.   There is no 
reason to think that voting no will significantly extend the strike.  It will also prevent a collective 
agreement with harmful concessions, concessions that will not only hurt faculty, but will hurt the 
quality of education for our students. 
 

We have a better plan for faculty and students. 
 

Vote no for a better deal! 


