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Information from your 

Negotiating Committee 

 
# 17 

10 April 2015 

 

A response to the University Administration Bulletin 

We regret that we must respond to the misleading nature of the Human Resources bulletin 

[sent on behalf of the University Administration (UA) and the Board] regarding the negotiations 

and what has or has not been offered to the faculty.   They do this with the purpose of 

undermining the determination of faculty to realize better working and professional conditions.  

To respond, it will be necessary to go through the HR/UA bulletin and to show why it is either a 

manipulation of the facts, an error or a prevarication. You have given us a priority mandate. 

The items below are a direct response to the UA positions, and do not reflect the order of your 

priorities. 

 A 5.5% wage increase, resulting in wage increases from $86,611 to $94,486 (top of scale) 

The government created a mandate for the public sector, including post-secondary:  5.5% 
over 5 years.  The CFA directed its negotiators to accept this mandate. We proposed to 
accept the public sector mandate on December 3.  It was not agreed to by them until 
recently, although it is part of the already negotiated provincial Common Agreement, which 
the parties have indicated will apply to Capilano University.  

$500 every two years for eye glass coverage 

Currently vison care is not available except through your Health Spending Account which is a 
complement to flex benefits, unique to Capilano University. This benefit is part of the already 
negotiated provincial Common Agreement.  

$1,000 for hearing aids available every three years instead of four years 

This also comes through the already negotiated provincial Common Agreement. 

$568,000 paid education leave for all employees, regardless of years of service and based 
on merit 

This is the current amount of Paid Educational Leave (PEL) funding for the projected five 
year Collective Agreement.  It is not new—what is new is that it comes with provisions that 
give the Deans much more control over the content of PEL's and it weakens the collegial, 
peer review--making PEL primarily an administration tool.  The current rules give weight to 
seniority points for entitlement and the UA seeks to eliminate that; taking away rights 
accumulated by current long-term faculty. We have made proposals which would reduce 
seniority based PEL but also respect the past accumulation of entitlement for a transition 
period.  

increased information to the CFA on reductions 

Reduction and layoffs are key issues for the CFA.  Faculty have asked for more 
accountability in the process.  At first we wanted extensive notice and training support.  The 
government will not allow the cost of these items so we have focused on the accountability 
factor.  In our proposal the UA must establish that there are bona fide reasons for the 
reduction of regular faculty members. Bona fide reasons are limited to demonstrable 
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shortage of funds; low enrolments continuing after a reasonable attempt by the University to 
mitigate and reverse the low enrolments; elimination of a program, course or other work that 
is demonstrably redundant. The UA has not accepted the accountability requirement. 
Nothing we are proposing is in contravention of the University Act. 

increased regularization for NREGS working over three terms 

There is NO increased regularization for NREGS from the UA.  The UA proposal is only to 
'top up' RPT's. Improved access to regularization is one of our core issues. We have 
proposed that regularization should normally occur after 3 years and that RPT's should ‘top 
up' to current assignment levels after 2. We have made suggestions about how this 
improvement can be paid for within the mandate, and asked the UA for a costing of this 
proposal. They have not provided that or responded to the proposal.  

academic freedom 

The UA refused to move on this until recently (until we threatened job action, in fact). We are 
willing to accept the current Senate policy language, and have proposed this can be 
amended but not if the amendment reduces the level of academic freedom previously 
secured. We are not willing to accept language that would make the definition of Academic 
Freedom a constantly moving target outside of the bargaining and contract process. 

faculty representation (from the affected faculty) on dean hiring committees 

We have agreed to this.  

committee to review librarian issues 

Although we had a much more extensive proposal, we have agreed to this to at least start 
the conversation. 

committee to review three terms and pay periods 

The CFA proposal to examine the effect of the University running twelve months a year was 
accepted but is hardly a substantial concession. This is more of an administrative 
housekeeping item as the University expands into three terms of operation. In order to get 
this we had to agree to talk about pay periods. 

committee to improve faculty evaluations  

The UA proposed extensive changes to evaluation including a two-year evaluation cycle and 
the elimination of the collegial and division-based system; we proposed that a committee 
was the best way to involve faculty in any change. 

 

CAUTION!!  Any proposal made by the University Administration has a hook.  If you want a 

particular new proposal, it is only available if you agree to their entire package.  We have not 

focused on the negative proposals in this bulletin because we wanted to address the UA 

misinformation.     

 

We have offered to meet any time (days, evenings or the weekend) if the UA is prepared to 

make some movement on our three core issues: a process that makes the UA more 

accountable for layoffs, increased regularization, and academic freedom. 

__________________________ 
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Your committee:  Members of the Negotiating Committee are elected by the membership at a general meeting.  
Our ethical and legal duty is to represent the members of the bargaining unit. The CFA membership determines 
the Mandate of the Negotiation Committee through the general meeting, with the Stewards, and with the CFA 
Executive.  The Committee reports regularly to the CFA at its general meetings and to the Executive. The 
negotiating agenda follows the Mandate and an agreement remains tentative until ratified by the bargaining 
unit at a regular or special meeting.  

The Negotiating Committee at your Division, Department or other Faculty meetings:  invite a spokesperson to 

provide information, give explanations, and have a dialogue.  Contact Ed Lavalle, Chief Negotiator, 

emlavalle@telus.net .   

Members of the committee: Ed Lavalle, Chief Negotiator;  Pat Hodgson, Deputy Chief Negotiator;  Brent Calvert, 

CFA President , ex-officio member;  Tim Acton;  Joanne Quick; Kirsten McIlveen; Laurel Whitney;  John Wilson, 

and FPSE Staff Representative Zoe Towle.   
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