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 VICE-PRESIDENT’S VOICE 

QUFA is  
Planning Ahead for 
Collective 
Bargaining 
 
By Paul Young 
Vice-President, QUFA 

 
Queen’s University is 
facing one of its most 
difficult periods in 
recent years. Its 
faculty, staff, and 
students face 

challenges on university governance 
at all levels. The upper administration 
has been letting fiscal considerations 
drive what should be primarily 
academic decisions, and an uncertain 
funding climate at the provincial level 
has left administration, faculty, staff, 
and students alike wondering when 
the next shoe might drop.  
 

This issue and last week’s issue of 
QUFA Voices reflect upon some of 
the challenges we are facing and 
explain how QUFA is dealing with 
them.  
 
Our last issue focused on governance 
and the ongoing fight to ensure that 
Queen’s faculty and Senate have 
their appropriate roles in the current 
“academic planning” exercises. The 
need to safeguard the “academic” in 
academic planning will not go away.  
 
In this issue, we provide an historical 
graph of the fiscal situation, showing 
increases in student numbers 
together with a projected decline in 
faculty positions and various budget 
and government grant categories. 
The numbers are drawn from the 
University budget, and projections are 
those available through the budget 
estimates and the recently released 
retirement scheme.  
 
Losses in faculty complements will 
strain our educational and research 
resources, and, coupled with the 
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The QUFA  

Spring General 
Meeting 

 
The QUFA Spring General 

Meeting will take place: 
 

Thursday 29 April 2010 
11.45 a.m. - 1.15 p.m. 

the Auditorium, Ellis Hall. 
 

You will soon receive via e-mail 
the Agenda package for the 

Meeting. Please print out this 
material and bring it with you. 

 

All QUFA Members are 
encouraged to attend 
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downloading of administrative duties 
to the departmental levels, they will 
make it increasingly difficult for both 
faculty and students to maintain 
historic levels of quality in education.  
 
This is a bargaining year. The current 
bargaining context is among the most 
challenging we have experienced 
since certification. The university’s 
upper administration has shown 
increasing intransigence in resolving 
issues. Discussions take more time. 
Pension negotiations, for instance, 
have been going on for five years and 
are not yet resolved. We have lately 
been driven to seek legal arbitration 
on personnel decisions for the first 
time in many years. Not only is this 
costly, but it also requires extensive 
support on the part of QUFA staff.  
 
On a positive note, we have 
successfully negotiated a onetime 
retirement incentive package 
(distributed 6 April 2010). If it is taken 
up by eligible academic staff, it will 
help the university administration 
meet some of its budgetary targets. It 
will do so, however, at the cost of 
positions with no assurance of 
replacements and little hope of such 
in the short term.  
 
QUFA has appointed its bargaining 
team for the upcoming CA 
negotiations. Allan Manson, our chief 
negotiator, addresses bargaining later 
in this issue. Our team is experienced 
and well balanced; it has strong 
representation from various 
constituencies.  
 
The context is somewhat different 
than in the past. We no longer have a 
defined dispute resolution mechanism 
for financial issues (see Roberta 
Lamb’s “A History of the DRM,” later 
in this issue), and the upper 
administration’s recent tendency to 
emphasize financial considerations in 
its decision-making may lead to 
protracted negotiations.  
 
Some of these points are discussed 
in Ken Ko’s article on QUFA finances 

and our projected budget. Apart from 
QUFA’s increased levels of activity in 
dealing with Members’ issues and 
grievances, bargaining years are 
particularly expensive with buyouts 
and additional legal costs. Ken lays 
out these issues and discusses the 
available options. We have reached 
the point where we must act to 
ensure that our finances are in shape 
for the upcoming year and into the 
future.  
 
I would conclude by emphasizing that 
QUFA is a grassroots organization. It 
depends upon the commitment of 
volunteers to perform countless hours 
of service on all of our standing 
committees. In support of our 
bargaining efforts, many ad hoc 
committees will be struck to research 
various issues and help the Executive 
and the bargaining team work for 
what the Membership wants. Later in 
this issue, Karen Fredrickson 
addresses the importance of 
volunteers to QUFA. We thank you 
for your efforts. I encourage all 
Members to get involved. 
 
Paul Young can be reached at 
paul.young@queensu.ca. 

FYI 

Enrolments Rising, 
Faculty Numbers 
Declining at 
Queen’s 
 
By Susan Fitzgibbon 
Member Services Officer, QUFA 
 
and Roberta Lamb 
Co-Chair, Political Action and 
Communications Committee 
(PACC), QUFA 

 
Queen’s University has 
more students at all 
levels, more staff, more 
operating expenses, 
and fewer faculty. 

 
The source for the data compiled in 
the chart below is Queen’s University, 
Report on the Annual Budget for the 
academic years 1989-1990 through 
2008-2009, and the Queen’s 
University Annual Report for the 
same years.  
 

 
 
Each curve has been normalized by dividing by its value in 2001-2002 and setting the 
2001-2002 relative value as 100. Thus, as an example, a value of 120 on the Y-axis is 
equivalent to 120% of the 2001-2002 value. 
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Specific reference has been made to 
Appendix C, SCAD Table 3 (Actuals  
and Projections C); Appendix H, 
Tables 1 and 2; and the unaudited 
“Statement of Changes in Fund 
Balances for the Year Ended 30 
April.” 
 
Projections extending through 2013-
2014 are indicated by broken lines. 
They are based on these same 
documents. 
 
In constructing the chart, the data has 
been normalized to 2000-2001 with a  
baseline of 100.  This was done 
because some data sets do not 
extend back to the earlier dates in the 
chart. 
 
Total operating expenses, 
government grants, staff, and 
graduate student numbers rose 
steadily and steeply 2000-2006.  
 
It is important to notice that Queen’s 
underwent a major downturn in the 
mid 1990s. Staff dropped most 
sharply from 1993 through 1996, but 
all four groups of faculty, staff, 
undergraduate students, and 
graduate students decreased.  
 
Increases were not experienced until 
1998-1999. Faculty numbers never 
regained the high point reached in 
1991-1992. If there is a full take-up of 
the retirement plan, faculty numbers 
will fall to a level slightly above the 
number of faculty at the university in 
1989-1990. 
 
It is important for us to keep this 
history in mind as we are being told to 
do “less with less.”  
 
Susan Fitzgibbon can be reached at 
fitzgibb@queensu.ca 
 
Roberta Lamb can be reached at 
lambr@queensu.ca. 
 
 
 
 

TREASURER’S VOICE 

Planning Ahead 
Financially 
 
By Kenton Ko 
Treasurer, QUFA 

 
My last QUFA Voices 
column, “Your QUFA 
Dues at Work” 
(January 2007), 
focused on how our 
association dues 
support activities and 

services important to the 
Membership. Using the fiscal year 
2005-2006 as an example, I broke 
down QUFA expenditures roughly as 
follows:  
 

 50% for direct support of 
Members (with 30% for grievance 
work and 20% for bargaining and 
ongoing administration of the 
Collective Agreement);  

 

 30% for fees to OCUFA and 
CAUT (umbrella organizations 
that advocate for postsecondary 
educational funding and other 
interests common to all academic 
workers, and that provide legal 
advice, research data, and other 
services);  

 

 about 2% for external consultants 
and counsel (mostly associated 

with grievance and bargaining); 
  

 10% for operations and other 
expenses (office supplies, 
solidarity donations, etc.); 

  

 and 8% to build the reserve fund 
toward its target of $1M.  

 
For fifteen years, ever since 
certification, our dues have been 
fixed at a mil rate of 8 (5.2 for QUFA 
plus 2.8 for OCUFA and CAUT). This 
rate has covered QUFA’s operating 
needs—grievance, bargaining, and, 
until lately, building the reserve fund.  
 
Our reserve fund target was set at 
$1M; the fund now stands at about 
$800,000 but has not grown since 
2007. Our revenues and expenses for 
2009-2010 were roughly in balance.  
 
While QUFA’s financial status 
remains sound and its services are so 
far undiminished, we find ourselves 
today in a context of provincial and 
university budget constraint; and with 
the expiry of our current Agreement in 
sight, we are about to begin 
bargaining.  
 
To ensure QUFA’s ability to maintain 
present levels of service through the 
toughest of times, we need to plan 
financially for the next three to five 
years. A prioritized list of challenges 
is given below. The challenges facing 
us include: 

 
 

Salary or 
Stipend Levels 

Monthly or Term  
Dues 

QUFA  
1996-2010 

QUFA  
Proposal 

UWOFA 

Current  
Mil Rate 0.008 

Proposed  
Mil Rate 0.0095 

Current  
Mil Rate 0.01 

$7,315
1
 $58.52 per term $69.49 per term $73.15 per term 

$35,000 $23.33 $27.71 $29.17 

$85,000 $56.67 $67.29 $70.83 

$100,000 $66.67 $79.17 $83.33 

$150,000 $100.00 $118.75 $125.00 
1
0.5 course minimum stipend 2010-2011 

Note: Our current mil rate of 8 is defined as $8 paid per $1,000, or 0.008 of the gross 
salary. 
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1) The current Collective Agreement 

expires on 1 May 2011. 
Preparations for bargaining begin 
this summer. Additional funds will 
be needed for substantial legal 
assistance and personnel support 
for bargaining, communications, 
advocacy, and political action 
(staff and release-time units). 

 
2) The upcoming negotiations will 

be in the absence of a Dispute 
Resolution Mechanism. Among 
other things, the DRM imposed 
an end date upon compensation 
negotiations. This does not 
necessarily mean that 
negotiations will be protracted, 
but we need to prepare for that 
possibility. (Negotiations between 
Queen’s Administration and 
Queen’s Theological College, our 
newest bargaining unit, began in 
early fall 2009 and are continuing. 
This example suggests that we 
need to be prepared.) 

 
3) Given the University’s cost-

cutting policy of faculty attrition, 
QUFA may experience a 
significant decline in dues income 
because of retirements and 
terminations, which will not be 
replaced. 

 
4) Grievances have been increasing 

and are becoming more 
contentious and costly. For the 
first time in 15 years, we have 
two arbitrations in progress 
simultaneously, and more 
arbitrations are expected.  

 
5) We need to resume building our 

reserve fund to its goal of $1M to 
maintain strategic credibility. The 
$1M reserve demonstrates 
strength and the union’s ability to 
support its Members.  

 
6) The succession plan for QUFA 

office staff is now in its later 
stages and there will soon be 
expenditures associated with 
retirements. Staffing resources 

need to be assessed if we are to 
maintain the current level of 
service and activities. 

 
Given that we have not been able to 
contribute to our reserve fund for the 
past three years, it is clear that the 
present mil rate of 8 is insufficient to 
meet all operating objectives. Indeed, 
at the present rate, we may be 
looking at substantial withdrawals 
from the reserve, which, for strategic 
purposes, we ought to be increasing.  
 
We need to increase the mil rate for 
many reasons: 
 

 to maintain QUFA’s usual 
functions so that all of our 
Members continue to receive the 
services and support they expect 
from QUFA. 

 

 to have the funds available for the 
increasing costs of arbitrations 
and to ensure the staff renewal 
needed to maintain Member 
services. 

 

 to be ready for the challenges of 
a bargaining year. A change in 
mil rate is thus a sound decision 
for the long term. 

 
The impact of the proposed mil rate 
change on dues for 
individual Members of the bargaining 
unit is illustrated above with 
examples. The chart at the bottom of 
p. 3 shows the current mil rate of 8 
(0.008) and the proposed mil rate of 
9.5 (0.0095). We also provide 
UWOFA’s (Western’s) current mil rate 
of 10 (0.01) as a comparison for a 
similarly-sized, unionized faculty 
association. 
 
Kenton Ko can be reached at 
kok@queensu.ca. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FYI 

A History of the 
Dispute Resolution 
Mechanism (DRM) 
 
By Roberta Lamb 
Co-Chair, Political Action and 
Communications Committee 
(PACC), QUFA 
 

 DRM is an acronym 
for “Dispute Resolution 
Mechanism.” An article 
titled “Dispute 
Resolution Mechanism 

for the Next Collective Agreement” 
was negotiated into our first Faculty, 
Librarian, and Archivst  (FLABU) 
Collective Agreement (1997-1999) 
and remained in all subsequent 
FLABU Agreements through 2008 
because QUFA’s Membership 
expressed concern about strikes and 
lockouts.  
 
As academics, we did not want to be 
in such a position. We sought a 
peaceful means for negotiating 
differences concerning compensation 
and benefits, while avoiding the 
unilaterally imposed settlements we 
had experienced before certification. 
QUFA recommended the DRM and 
Final Offer Selection articles and, 
after some negotiating, the University 
Administration accepted them in a 
revised proposal.  
 
The first paragraph of the original 
article read, “As the Parties desire to 
avoid a strike or lockout following 30 
April 1999, the Parties agree to a 
process for the negotiation of the next 
Collective Agreement, which is set 
out in this Article” (p. 136, Art. 42, 
1997-1999). The DRM process 
articulated in the FLABU CA provided 
a date to begin bargaining (1 
January), a date to conclude salary 
negotiations (1 April), a detailed 
process for Final Offer Selection as 
the means of arbitration (pp. 137-39, 
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Art. 43, 1997-1999), and a provision 
that “Negotiations on other matters 
may continue until the decision of the 
arbitrator is received.” Given certain 
conditions that triggered the DRM 
(Art. 42), some terms and provisions 
for the subsequent FLABU CA were 
spelled out explicitly: 
 

The collective agreement shall 
last from 1 May 1999 to 30 April 
2000, and shall consist of:  
 
a. all provisions resulting from 

Article 42.4;  
 
b. the existing career 

development and merit 
scheme;  

 
c. anomaly allocations, as 

agreed, or failing agreement, 
as in 1998-1999; and  

 
d. a scale adjustment to be 

effective 1 May 1999, arrived 
at through the dispute 
resolution mechanism of 
Final Offer Selection (FOS) 
described above. (p.136) 

 
In addition, the arbitrator was 
required to report a decision within 30 
days of completing the arbitration 
hearings. The DRM-FOS process 
remained the same throughout 
subsequent FLABU Collective 
Agreements. With the exception of 
the 1999-2002 Agreement, only the 
date for commencing bargaining 
changed—from 1 January to 1 
December of the preceding year. The 
1999-2002 Agreement included a 

notwithstanding clause permitting 
that, “after 20 April 2002, any dispute 
as to non-salary matters can be the 
subject of strike or lockout” (p. 153, 
Art. 42.4, 1997-2002). Subsequent 
Agreements omit this wording, 
however, and return to the wording of 
the 1997-1999 FLABU Collective 
Agreement. 
 
The DRM-FOS process worked well 
for FLABU and administration from 
1997 through 2008. Negotiations 
concluded in a timely manner in all 
but one bargaining period (1999-
2000). In that one case, the DRM was 
triggered for resolving compensation 
and benefits. As is reported in 
QUFACTS (May 2000, 6.1), an 
arbitrator was agreed upon on 18 
April 2000, and by 11 May 2000 the 
arbitrator ruled in favour of the 
University Administration’s final offer 
of 1.7%. What was curious in this 
case was that the last offer the 
University Administration made at the 
table was 1.5%, and not 1.7%. 
QUFA’s final offer to the arbitrator 
remained the same as its final offer at 
the table: 2.6%, phased in over two 
periods, so that it would have cost the 
university 1.95%. For the next seven 
years, QUFA and the University 
continued to negotiate FLABU 
Collective Agreements within the 
DRM-FOS timelines, without having 
to trigger the DRM again. 
 
By 2007, Queen's University had 
experienced substantial changes in 
senior administration. These changes 
had a negative impact on labour 
relations. We had formerly been 

dealing with academic administrators 
who wanted to solve problems; we 
now faced administrators who did not 
appear to have the authority to make 
decisions, but who had been 
assigned to employee relations. All of 
the employee groups at Queen’s 
found this situation frustrating to deal 
with. The two QUFA bargaining units 
amalgamated in Spring 2007, and at 
that time a Memorandum of 
Agreement was concluded regarding 
the composition of the amalgamated 
bargaining unit and the application of 
two Collective Agreements (12 April 
2007, signed by James Vair and 
Marvin Baer). QUFA suggested 
informally that the DRM-FOS 
continue for the amalgamated 
bargaining unit. The University 
Administration appeared to agree, but 
no documentation was forthcoming.  
 
QUFA submitted a formal application 
to the University Administration in 
September 2007 to follow the DRM in 
the upcoming round of negotiations. 
Again, the informal response was that 
this was a good idea; however, QUFA 
heard nothing formally until the eve of 
the first bargaining session, 29 
November 2007, when the University 
sent QUFA a letter rejecting the DRM 
outright (see QUFA Bargaining Alert! 
10, 11 December 2007).  
 
QUFA queried the University 
Administration about this tactic. Did 
they really want to start the 
negotiations with a negative 
decision? No substantive explanation 
was proffered. The University’s 
bargaining team merely stated that 
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the rejection of the DRM and its 
timing served the University’s 
purpose. The Principal and Vice-
Principals did not appear to be part of 
this decision; it was made by the 
University Administration’s chief 
negotiator. QUFA’s concerns that the 
senior administration was not 
concerned with employee relations 
were borne out. The 2008 bargaining 
sessions, while resulting in important 
improvements for QUFA, were 
protracted. They were slow to start 
and dragged on into June. 
 
It is April again, three years and three 
principals later. As we move forward 
into a new round of collective 
bargaining, it is important that we 
remember that we now face 
negotiations without a DRM and Final 
Offer Selection. 
 
Roberta Lamb can be reached at 
lambr@queensu.ca. 

FYI 

The 2011 
Bargaining Team 
 
By Allan Manson 
Chief Negotiator, QUFA 
 

As chief negotiator for 
the next round of 
collective bargaining, I 
am very pleased to 
introduce the members 

of our bargaining team: 
 

 John Holmes (Geography) 

 Elizabeth Hanson (English) 

 Diane Beauchemin (Chemistry) 

 Michael White, Sam Kalb 
(Library) 

 Monika Holzschuh Sator 
(German) 

 
John is well-known to QUFA 
Members as a former President and 
the chair of our Pension Committee. 
Elizabeth has been the JCAA Co-
chair and has served on previous 
bargaining teams. Diane, Monika, 
and Sam worked on the last round of 
bargaining. More importantly, as you 
can see from the composition of our 
team, we have tried to find 
experienced, sharp, and collaborative 
people who can represent most of our 
constituencies. Diane will represent 
the interests of our science 
community, and Monika will reflect 
the concerns of our adjuncts. Michael 
and Sam will represent our librarian 
and archivist Members. 
 
The QUFA Executive has authorized 
us to retain Howard Goldblatt of 
Sack, Goldblatt, Mitchell in Toronto to 
be our legal and strategic advisor. I 
am very happy to be working with this 
great group of people. 
 
Our first job will be to advise the 
QUFA Executive on establishing 
advisory committees so that we can 
truly obtain the views of our Members 
from the various constituencies under 

the QUFA umbrella. This will lead to 
consultations and surveys from which 
our team, the Executive, and Council 
can start to determine bargaining 
priorities for the next round. If any of 
you have specific Collective 
Agreement issues, please bring them 
to the attention of our bargaining 
team so that we can discuss how 
they might be addressed in the next 
Collective Agreement.  
 
The current Collective Agreement 
expires on 30 April 2011, and formal 
bargaining will commence months in 
advance of that date. Of course, our 
goal will be to complete negotiations 
before 30 April 2011, but nobody can 
make that prediction. A lot depends 
on the posture and positions that the 
Administration team brings to the 
table. While it is premature to 
comment in any greater detail on our 
expectations for the next round of 
bargaining, I must admit that I am 
concerned about the attempt last fall 
to blame faculty salaries for Queen’s 
financial difficulties. Moreover, we will 
be staring in the face of the Ontario 
government’s proclaimed “freeze,” 
whatever that actually means in 
practice. In this regard, I want to 
assure you that we will be watching 
what happens at Queen’s Park and 
also paying close attention to the 
experiences of our academic 
colleagues at other Ontario 
universities who will be bargaining 
before us.  
 
We can make you three promises. 
First, we will take our bargaining 
instructions from the QUFA 
Executive. Second, and subject to the 
need to keep strategy confidential, we 
will report regularly and constantly on 
bargaining progress. Third, while we 
hope that this round of negotiations 
will be conducted in a civil and 
respectful manner, I am too long in 
the tooth to serve as anyone’s 
pushover. 
 
Allan Manson can be reached at 
mansona@post.queensu.ca. 
  

 
 

Spread the 
Word! 

 
QUFA encourages you to print 
out and post a copy of QUFA 

Voices in a visible place in your 
department or unit. 

 

Thank you! 
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FYI 

Why Should I 
Volunteer? 
 
By Karen Frederickson 
Department of Music 

 
Did you know that 
there are many ways 
and opportunities to 
give of your time and 
talents to QUFA?  

 
Some of the tasks require special 
knowledge and training, and great 
amounts of time, but others require 
very little of either.  
 
The activities of the volunteers in 
QUFA are what define our 
organization. Without the time and 
generosity of so many people, we 
would not be as effective or as vibrant 
as we are.  
 
Over the past year, we have rallied 
together to respond to the forces 
pressing on us from many sides, and 
we have established great 
momentum as we move into a new 
collective bargaining year. 
 
Now is the perfect time to get 
involved!  
 
If you would like to be more involved 
in QUFA in any way, such as by 
serving as meeting check-in 
personnel or vote checker at 
meetings, or by serving on an ad hoc 
committee, please let me know, and 
we will find an activity that suits your 
interests. 
 
QUFA is a great place to work with 
colleagues from other faculties and 
departments. We’re task driven, and 
the work is intrinsically rewarding.  
 
Karen Frederickson can be reached 
at kf6@queensu.ca.  
 
 

QUFA OPINIONS 

An Open Letter to 
Principal Woolf 
 
By Johanne Bénard 
Head, Department of French 
Studies, 
 
Lynda Jessup 
Director, Graduate Program in 
Cultural Studies, 
 
Clarke Mackey 
Head, Department of Film and 
Media 
 
and Clive Robertson 
Acting Head, Department of Art 

 
15 March 2010 
 
Dear Principal Woolf: 
 
What follows is a 

response by some Arts and Science 
heads to the academic planning 
process now underway at Queen’s. 
 
First of all, in our opinion, Where 
Next? makes many excellent points. 
In fact, there is little to quarrel with 
here. Your focus on innovation, 
interdisciplinarity, internationalization, 
and Queen’s reputation is well 
placed. The proposals for rethinking 
curriculum and research in light of 
twenty-first century priorities and 
funding realities are wise. We’re 
particularly pleased with your 
advocacy for “social spaces and 
having conversations,” and our 
relationships beyond the ivory tower. 
In our experience, Where Next? 
describes what many individuals and 
units at Queen’s are already doing or 
planning to undertake. 
 
The problem with Where Next?, 
however, is in what is missing from 
the document. There are three major 
concerns.  
 
 

1. The process for discussing and 
deciding on how to move forward 
seems flawed.  

 
As described, a series of documents 
are to be forwarded to an appointed 
committee that will make the final 
recommendations to you, the Board 
of Trustees, and the university. For 
the most part, internal discussion 
within units has been going on for 
some time. The process described 
pits one unit against another, with 
each attempting to justify its 
legitimacy in a battle over 
increasingly scarce resources. 
 
What is desperately needed is 
meaningful dialogue and debate 
among units and faculties. The 
synergies, commitment, and 
consensus necessary for 
implementing change can come only 
from a comprehensive conversation 
with all the stakeholders: 
administrators, faculty, students, and 
staff. Put simply, you will need lots of 
“buy in” to make the changes you feel 
are necessary. Without such a 
conversation, change is imposed 
from above. Disastrous 
consequences are inevitable. 
 

2. Under the heading “Some Possible 
Institutional Priorities,” there is no 
mention of humanities in general; 
or of communications, culture, and 
the arts more specifically.  

 
Of course, your list is tentative and 
presented as a starting point for 
discussion, but nonetheless, the 
oversight is disturbing. The study of 
culture has become a de facto area of 
excellence and synergy at this 
institution in countless ways. 
 
Besides the focus of the four creative 
arts departments of Art, Drama, Film, 
and Music, how people communicate 
and represent and imagine the world 
is a core concern of a majority of the 
twenty-seven Arts and Science 
departments: English, Gender 
Studies (mass media, popular 

mailto:kf6@queensu.ca
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culture), Sociology (mass media, 
communications, new technologies, 
surveillance), Geography (known for 
its cultural geographers and study of 
non-Western cultures), Global 
Development Studies (one person 
was recently hired to focus on culture 
and development in particular), 
Political Studies (mass media and 
democracy), Computing (special field 
in Computing and the Creative Arts, 
for example), History (several cultural 
historians), Psychology (cross-cultural 
psychology), Philosophy 
(philosophies of art, multiculturalism, 
ethics), Classics, French, German, 
Spanish and Italian (historical and 
national cultures), Kinesiology 
(culture and sport), Religious Studies, 
and more.  

 
Outside of Arts and Science, we 
know of collaborations and shared 
interests with Education (many links 
and cross-appointments), Law 
(copyright issues, for example), and 
the School of Business (annual 
Business and the Arts conference, for 
example). It is interesting to note that 
most of the units listed participate in 
the new Cultural Studies graduate 
program, itself an excellent example 
of interdisciplinarity and innovation. 
 

3. Perhaps most important, there is no 
direct discussion of university 
finances in Where Next?  

 
The “financial crisis” of the last two 
years has generated anxiety, despair 
and cynicism in many quarters, 
especially among those who are most 
vulnerable to “downsizing.” An open 
and candid discussion of the 
institution’s actual situation, how we 
got there, and viable options for the 
future must take place at the “shop 
floor,” so to speak, not just at the 
higher levels of the administration. 
Two specific questions come to mind. 
 
In a 14 January 2010 article in 
Maclean’s magazine entitled “Where 
all that Money is Going,” university 
consultant W. D. Smith analyses 
statistics available from the Canadian 

Association of University Business 
Officers (CAUBO) looking back over 
21 years of data from Canada’s top 
25 universities, including Queen’s. He 
noted a significant decline in the 
percentage of expenditures going to 
general operating expenses 
(including faculty salaries and other 
costs of teaching) compared with the 
universities’ overall budgets (67.1 per 
cent to 54.8 per cent). For the G13, 
which includes Queen’s, the cutback 
averages $35 million per year per 
institution. The reason, he states, is 
“in large part … because of 
skyrocketing central administrative 
costs.” For G13, the difference in 
percentage going to central 
administration works out to about $20 
million more per year. He also points 
out that faculty salaries, as a 
percentage of general operating 
expenses, have declined from 64.2 
per cent in 1987-1988 to 57.6 per 
cent in 2009.  
 
The university community as a whole 
needs to discuss the significance of 
this data in relation to the academic 
planning exercise we are now in, 
especially in light of the move to a 
more expensive Provost model at the 
university’s highest level of 
administration at the same time that 
both unionized and non-unionized 
employees are being asked to reduce 
their salary demands. 
 
Another related issue that has to be 
discussed openly is the assumption 
that the university must avoid deficit 
financing at all costs—costs that 
could include a serious reduction in 
the university’s reputation as 
perceived by students, alumni, and 
the general public. With current 
interest rates at a historic low and 
likely to remain below average in the 
foreseeable future, and while the 
university appears to have millions of 
dollars available in “unrestricted 
reserves” ($193 million according to a 
2009 DBRS report), it seems 
counterintuitive to many that the 
Board of Trustees is so anxious to 
resist a deficit. Retirements and 

resignations of faculty and staff, over 
the next five years, if not replaced, 
would provide much of the “structural 
adjustment” necessary for 
sustainability (and dealing with 
deficits) in the long term. 
 
Notwithstanding the ideas articulated 
so well in Where Next?, the projected 
cuts to the university’s operating 
budget have the potential to do 
irreparable damage to the institution, 
and thus to the “Queen’s brand.” The 
consequences on student demand, 
alumni support, faculty retention and 
renewal, to name a few, would be 
considerable. 
 
Here are two more retrospective 
histories: 
 
History C 
 
Faced with rising costs and 
diminishing revenues, Canadian 
universities continued to struggle well 
into the second decade of the 
century. After imposing draconian 
cuts to its operating expenses and 
collapsing many of its smaller 
programs, Queen’s University 
suffered a long and fractious faculty 
strike, followed less than a year later 
with a strike by its recently unionized 
staff. Student enrolment and alumni 
support suffered a sharp decline, 
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putting even further pressure on its 
already constrained revenue sources. 
The school’s reputation never 
recovered and, in 2019, Queen’s 
University became an undergraduate 
feeder campus for the University of 
Toronto. 
 

History D 
 
Faced with rising costs and 
diminishing revenues, Canadian 
universities continued to struggle well 
into the second decade of the 
century. At Queen’s University, 
Principal Woolf organized a series of 
open meetings with faculty, staff, and 
students, in which a consensus was 
reached about how to move forward. 
Agreements among all sectors of the 
institution, including faculty, staff, and 
student groups were negotiated. 
Small but important programs, 
particularly in the humanities, 
languages, and the arts, were 
protected from closure, and there was 
a significant reduction in the size and 
cost of university administration. As a 
result, Queen’s remained a highly 
desirable place to study and work in 
2020 and beyond. 
 
We know which one we would prefer. 
 
Respectfully submitted (in 
alphabetical order), 
 
Johanne Bénard (Head, Department 
of French Studies), Lynda Jessup 
(Director, Graduate Program in 
Cultural Studies), Clarke Mackey 
(Head, Department of Film and 
Media), and Clive Robertson (Acting 
Head, Department of Art) 
 
Johanne Bénard can be reached at 
benardj@queensu.ca. 
 
Lynda Jessup can be reached at 
lynda.jessup@queensu.ca. 
 
Clarke Mackey can be reached at 
clarke.mackey@queensu.ca. 
 
Clive Robertson can be reached at 
cr16@queensu.ca. 

FYI 

QUFA Announces a 
Phased-In 
Retirement Plan 
 
By Cathy Christie 
President, QUFA 

 
QUFA has been 
working with the 
Administration to 
develop the Phased-in 
Retirement Plan that 

was launched this past week. 
  
The decision to retire can be a 
challenging one. By offering the 
option to phase-in their retirement 
over the next few years, we hope that 
this Plan will be helpful for those 
Members who currently may be 
contemplating retirement. 
  
A link to the QUFA Web site with our 
message can be found at 
http://www.qufa.ca/files/2010/201004
05_retirement_plan.php. 
 
A link to the Plan and the application 
form can be found on the Faculty 
Relations Web page at 
http://www.queensu.ca/vpac/FacultyR
elations.html. 
 
If you have any questions or 
concerns, please contact: 
 

 Dan Bradshaw, Director, Faculty 
Relations (ext. 77522, 
dan.bradshaw@queensu.ca), 

 Bob Weisnagel, Associate 
Director, Pensions and Benefits 
(ext. 74184, 
bob.weisnagel@queensu.ca), or  

 Susan Fitzgibbon, Member 
Services Officer, QUFA (ext. 
33224, fitzgibb@queensu.ca). 

 
Cathy Christie can be reached at 
christie@queensu.ca. 
 
 

WORTH REPEATING 

OCUFA Budget 2010 
Backgrounder 
Ontario’s Postsecondary Spending Plans 
 
By the Ontario Confederation of 
University Faculty Associations 
(OCUFA) 
 

On 26 March 2010, the 
Ontario Confederation 
of University Faculty 
Associations (OCUFA) 
released a working 

paper about the recent Ontario 
budget entitled “OCUFA Budget 2010 
Backgrounder: Ontario’s 
Postsecondary Spending Plans.” The 
paper provides many interesting 
postsecondary financial statistics, and 
QUFA is pleased to reprint this 
working paper in its entirety. 
  
At a time when governments are 
preparing to pare back stimulus 
spending and some commentators 
are urging fiscal restraint, Ontario 
Budget 2010 reiterated the McGuinty 
Government’s commitment to funding 
access to postsecondary education in 
Ontario. The budget includes $310 
million in operating funding to provide 
for 20,000 additional college and 
undergraduate university students in 
the coming year. The government 
also restated its plans to increase the 
number of international students and 
develop the credit transfer system, 
and its proposal to establish an 
Online Institute, but no details were 
provided and no resources allocated 
for these purposes.  
 
Stimulus funding for capital projects 
and infrastructure renewal was on 
prominent display in last year’s 
budget, but capital funding for 
deferred maintenance received no 
mention in Budget 2010. Nor were 
any new initiatives in research 
funding announced. There will be a 
separate announcement on tuition 
and student aid.  
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Government Operating Grants  
 
Since 2005 when it announced 
Reaching Higher, the McGuinty 
Liberal government has promised that 
all eligible qualified students would 
find a place in Ontario’s 
postsecondary institutions and that 
each of these places would be funded 
by the provincial government. Budget 
2010 included $155 million in year-
end funding to colleges and 
universities to cover enrolment 
growth in 2009-10. $65 million has 
already been allocated to universities; 
how the remaining $90 million will be 
distributed remains to be determined.  
 
Budget 2010 adds 
funding details to the 
announcement in the 
Speech from the 
Throne that the 
government intends to 
add 20,000 places for 
students for 2010-11. 
At present, it is 
estimated that 
approximately 11,000 
of those students will 
be entering 
universities. Based on 
the proportionately 
higher operating 
funding for university 
undergraduate 
students, 11,000 
additional students 
could mean 
approximately $200 million in 
additional funding to universities. The 
actual amount will depend on 
enrolment levels. The government’s 
plans to expand graduate education 
in the province also continue. 
Although not announced in the 
Budget, the government has 
committed to providing an additional 
$17.2 million for graduate expansion 
for the coming year. $217.2 million for 
enrolment increases represents an 
increase in operating funding of 
seven per cent above 2009-10.  
 
While this injection responds to an 
immediate need to accommodate a 

growing student population, there are 
no assurances that their future 
experience will not be one of 
declining quality. With the worst 
student-faculty ratio in Canada that 
failed to improve after the “double 
cohort” passed through their 
undergraduate programs, Ontario’s 
students continue to have less 
interaction with the full-time tenure-
stream faculty than their counterparts 
elsewhere. To improve the quality of 
education and the student experience 
in Ontario, a significant proportion of 
the increased operating funding must 
be devoted to reducing class sizes 
and enabling the recruitment of 
permanent, full-time faculty.  

 
It is not yet clear whether the level of 
per student funding represented by 
$310 million for 20,000 students is 
meant to be a harbinger of the future 
or an attempt to make up lost ground. 
Despite the significant increase in 
operating funding provided by 
Reaching Higher, per student 
funding

1
 has barely kept pace with 

enrolment increases and inflation. 
Increased funding has made no dint 
in class sizes or student-faculty ratios.  
 
 

                                                      
1
Per BIU or Basic Income Unit, a 

weighted enrolment measure. 

Other Initiatives  
 
The budget also calls for aggressive 
recruitment of international students. 
OCUFA believes that Ontario 
students have much to gain by 
engagement with international 
students in the classroom. And 
Ontarians more generally benefit from 
improved ties to other cultures and 
nations. But it is unfair to treat 
international students merely as 
sources of revenue. Equitable 
treatment and a quality education 
require sufficient and appropriate 
support. This budget does not outline 
a plan or the funding to embrace 
those principles.  

 
OCUFA is also 
concerned about the 
government’s plan to 
create an Online 
Institute. It is our 
understanding that 
the government hasn’t 
developed any plan 
as to what it intends 
to do in this area but 
will start an extended 
review process to 
determine what form 
an Online Institute will 
take.  
 
The government 
proposes to develop 
the credit transfer 
system further. 

Appropriately designed credit transfer 
systems require resources. OCUFA 
believes that student success, not 
cost savings, should be the 
motivation for developing a credit 
transfer system that facilitates student 
movement between institutions.  
 

Concluding Comments  
 
Additional operating funding is a 
welcome initiative to ensure that there 
is no further erosion in the quality of 
education provided by colleges and 
universities in the short term. For all 
that the enrolment increases and 
other initiatives signal ambitions 

 
With the worst student-faculty ratio in Canada that 
failed to improve after the “double cohort” passed 
through their undergraduate programs, Ontario’s 

students continue to have less interaction with the full-
time tenure-stream faculty than their counterparts 
elsewhere. To improve the quality of education and 

the student experience in Ontario, a significant 
proportion of the increased operating funding must be 

devoted to reducing class sizes and enabling the 
recruitment of permanent, full-time faculty. 
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similar to those of Reaching Higher, 
there remain significant questions 
about the government’s plan to 
ensure not just that students have 
access, but receive a quality 
education as well.  
 
Little can be said about tuition and 
student aid until after the 
announcement expected Monday, 
except that OCUFA is concerned that 
Ontario students continue to 
contribute a much greater proportion 
of operating revenues to universities 
than students in the rest of Canada.  
 
Only a funding strategy that looks 
beyond the current year can begin to 
come to grips with quality. In addition 
to a faculty renewal and retention 
strategy, OCUFA has been 
advocating increases in operating 
funding to levels where: a) year-end 
stop-gaps are not required to ensure 
funding students after the fact; and b) 
enrolment-related funding is folded 
into base operating on an annual 
basis to eliminate ambiguity about 
future funding.  
 
OCUFA can be accessed online at 
http://www.ofuca.on.ca. 
 
 

ANNOUNCEMENT 

QUFA Lecture and 
Workshop 
Subcommittee 
Seeks Your Input 
 
By Glenda Fisk 
Chair, Lecture and Workshop 
Subcommittee, QUFA 
 

QUFA’s Lecture and 
Workshop 
Subcommittee is 
seeking input 
regarding workshop 

topics for the 2010-2011 academic 
year. 
 
Past workshops have covered a 
variety of topics of interest to QUFA 
Members, including but not limited to: 
 

 work-life balance,  
 

 information management, and  
 

 balancing teaching obligations. 
 
If there is a topic you would like to 
see addressed in an upcoming 
workshop session, please feel free to 
contact committee member Michael 
Snediker, Vinay Singh, or myself. 
 
Thank you! 
 
 
Michael Snediker can be reached at 
snediker@queensu.ca. 
 
Vinay Singh can be reached at 
singhv@queensu.ca. 
 
Glenda Fisk can be reached at 
fiskglen@queensu.ca. 

 
QUFA: All Over 

the Web! 
 
 

Now you can access QUFA on 
the Internet in three different 

ways: 
 
 

1. The Official QUFA Web Site 
 

 
www.qufa.ca 

 
 

2. The Blog, The QUFA Forum 
 

 
qufa.wordpress.com 

 
 

3. New! QUFA Facebook Group 

 

 
www.facebook.com 

(and search for QUFA) 

ON THE WEB 

OCUFA Press 
Release 
 
New Report Finds Today’s 
Students are Paying More for 
Less 
 

 
http://newswire.ca/en/releases/a
rchive/March2010/31/c6865.html 
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