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QUFA Remains 
Engaged on a 
Number of Fronts 
This issue of QUFA Voices contains 
articles about a number of important 
issues currently confronting QUFA and 
its Membership 

By Paul Young 
President, QUFA 

meeting. 

This issue of QUFA Voices 
contains articles on 
several important issues 
facing us at the moment. 
Some of them were a 
focus of debate at this 
past week's Senate 

First is an article by QUFA's Budget 
Analysis Subcommittee describing the 
activity-based budget mode I that 
Queen's is in the process of 
implementing. Although it will take years 
before the full impact and structure is 

apparent, it is essential 
that we participate in 
the process and 
demand that faculty 
have a voice in the 
decisions being made. 
The article describes 
the current and 
projected structure of 
the budget system, as 

well as pitfalls 
discovered at other 
institutions where such 

a system has been 
implemented. Too 
much bean counting 
does not a university 

make. 

Th is is followed by two 
articles from me 
dealing with issues of 
importance to the way 
in which we work. The 

first is Access 
Copyright, where new 

financial arrangements 
are being negotiated 
and where Queen's is 
poised to sign on. The 
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links will give you the background, and I 
urge you to e-mai I the Provost and 
Principal and ask them notto sign. The 
University of British Columbia has made 
its appraisal and opted out. Queen's 
should do the same. 

The second of my articles addresses the 
issue of moral rights attached to 
documents. Articles should not be 
changed without the author's 
permission. However, it turns out that 
our very own Quality Council in Ontario 
seems to play fast and loose with that 
convention. It is particularly surprising to 
discover that consultant contract 
language often steps on moral rights. 
Queen's should not allow contracts 
containing such language to be signed 
through the offices of the institution. In 
addition, the institution should not 
engage in such editorial practices under 
any circumstances. 

The next article is a report from Diane 
Beauchemin on a conference on the 

Status of Women. Equity is a major issue 
upon which QUFA stands. Extra efforts 
are needed, since minorities of all types 
tend to be most affected during times of 
economic downturn. 

Ramneek Pooni and Phil Goldman have 
turned their attention to Long-Term 
Disability (LTD) in the Grievance Corner. 
LTD is insurance for catastrophes. We 
rarely make use of it, but it is essential to 
have it when we need it. There is little 
widespread knowledge of just what is 
covered and how it is dealt with. 
Ramneek and Phil provide an excellent 
overview. 

Last, Roberta Lamb reports for our 
Political Action and Communications 
Committee (PACC). QUFA depends upon 
volunteers, and we are always seeking to 
involve our Members in issues that affect 
them. Please take Roberta's advice and 

participate. 

Paul Young can be reached at 
paul. young@qufa.ca 

QUFA OPINIONS 

An Activity-Based 
Budget Model for 
Queen's? 
Som e Reflections on the Proposed New 

Budget M odel 

By the Budget Analysis Subcommittee, 

QUFA 

In the hour before the 17 
April 2012 Senate 
meeting, Provost Alan 
Harrison presented his 
proposed new "activity

based" budgeting model. The 
presentation focused on the broad 
conceptual structure of the model. The 
Provost indicated that, while there are 
still many details that need to be 
resolved, the intention is that the new 
budget model will "go live" in May 2013 
and be run in parallel with the current 

budgeting model during the 2013-2014 
financial year. The new budget model 
will represent a significant change, and it 
is important that QUFA Members 
understand the structure of the new 
model and its implications. As a first step 
towards keeping our Membership 
informed, this article provides a brief 
description of the new model as 
presented by the Provost1 and some 
initial reflections from the QUFA Budget 
Analysis Subcommittee. 

The Current Queen's Budget Model 

To date, the most common accounting 
methodology used by Canadian and U.S. 
universities for funding individual 
academic units is known as general fund 
accounting (Vonasek, 2011, Hearn et al., 
2006). In this type of budgeting model, 
revenue streams are directed to central 
administration, which then redistributes 
funds to academic and support units 
according to institutional priorities. 
Individual academic units (and even 
whole faculties) are typically only 

required to track their direct 
expenditures. In general, the academic 
unit will not have to recognize either the 
revenues or overhead costs associated 
with its own operation. As Vonasek 
(2011) notes, the structure oft his budget 
system does not provide academic 
administrators (for example, Deans or 
Department Heads) with "an 
understanding of their actual operating 
costs, much less an incentive to 
economize in spending or maximize 
revenues." 

Basically, this is the kind of budgeting 
Queen's has used in the past. Revenue 
generated from government grants 
(principally, Basic Income Units (BIUs)) 
and student fees flowed to central 
administration rather than to the 
faculties, generating the revenue 
through student enrolments. The cost of 
shared services, such as Information 
Technology, Hu man Resources, Library, 
Physical Plant, and Student Services, are 
covered by the central administration 

and not charged directly to faculties or 
individual units. In fact, until very 
recently, compensation increases, 
including benefits, were paid by central 
administration.2 In the current Queen's 
model, the Principal and Vice-Principals 
decide al locations to the faculties, and 
the Deans must then argue for their 
shares. Please see the table for the 
allocations made in 2011-2012. 

The Deans then decide al locations to 

Faculty % 

Arts and Scie nee 43 
Applied Science 11 

Business 20 
Health Sciences 16 
Education 4 

Law 3 

Grad Studies ( Policy Studies) 2 

Total Allocations $206 million
3 

Table: Percentage of current 

allocations to faculties, 2011-12 
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units, and the Heads must argue for their 

shares. In the end, the departmental 
budget is essentially divided into three 
segments: the salary base budget, the 
non-salary base budget (which is largely 

an historical artefact), and transfers from 
the Faculty Office to help balance the 
department-level budget. 

In his presentation, the Provost stressed 
what he perceived to be the drawbacks 
of the current Queen's budget model: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

base budgets are historically 
determined; 

it lacks transparency (with regard to 
the true revenues and costs 
associated with each academic unit); 

it is only weakly aligned with 
academic goals; 
it provides only weak incentives for 
units to innovate and become more 
cost effective. 

The Proposed New Model 

The proposed new model has revenues 
from research support and overheads, 
provincial grants (Bl Us), student tuition, 
and restricted endowments (mostly 
student support) flowing directly to 
faculties and schools so that any 
incremental revenue would go to the 
faculty or school that" gene rated" it. In 
turn, faculties and schools wou Id pay 
their costs from their revenue. Costs 
would include salaries, benefits, other 
faculty-related operating costs, and a 

share of the cost of central shared 
services (such as utilities and custodial 
services for their buildings, Human 
Resources, Library, Information 
Technology, Student Affairs, Provost's 
office, etc.). The model is still at a 
conceptual stage, and the formulae for 

attributing revenues and the cost of 
shared services have yet to be 
determined. Monies from unrestricted 
endowments, ancillary operations, and 
unrestricted investment returns from 
endowment funds-as well as a "tax" on 
the individual faculties-would flow to a 

University Fund. This fund would allow 
some balancing by providing, for 
instance, additional funds to faculties 
and schools without a positive budget 
balance (by mechanisms yet to be 
determined), and would fund future 
initiatives. 

The Provost announced that he had 
formed a new Provost's Budget 
Committee to review and work out the 
details ofthe "attribution rules" for 

allocating revenues and costs between 
the various faculties. This committee is 
comprised ofthe Provost, the Vice
Principal (Finance and Administration), 
the Vice-Provost ( Planning and 
Budgeting), the Associate Vice-Principa I 
(Finance), the Deans, and the shared 
service leaders. Initially, the committee 
had no faculty member re presentation, 
but in response to a request from QUFA, 
the Provost is considering adding a 
faculty member. 

Although the Provost ideally would like 
to see the new budget model pushed 
down to the individual departmental 
level, the final decision will rest with the 
faculties and schools. In Arts and Science, 
the Dean has stated that the model 
would stop at the faculty level. 

Pros and Cons 

In the literature, the type of new 
budgeting system proposed for Queen's 
is alternatively referred to as "activity
based budgeting" (the term seemingly 
favoured by the Provost), "responsibility 
centre management" (RCM), "value 
centre management," "decentralized 
budgeting," "value responsibility 
budgeting," and "cost centre budgeting" 
(Priest, Becker, Hossler, and St John, 
2002). In the university sector, early 

versions emerged in the 1970s and 
1980s, mainly in private institutions, 
including Cornell, Harvard, Southern 
California, Vanderbilt, and the University 
of Pennsylvania (Hearn et al., 2006). RCM 
migrated to the public university sector 
in the late 1980s when it was introduced 

at Indiana University by the former 
Provost at Penn when he became 
President at Indiana (Whalen, 1991). 
Today, well over 30 universities in the 
U.S. use some variant of activity-based or 
RCM budget model (University of Florida, 
2008). In Canada, RCM was implemented 

at the University of Toronto in the late 
1990s (Lang, 2002), and it is currently 
either in the early stages of 
implementation or under consideration 
at Windsor, Saskatchewan, McMaster, 

and Waterloo. During his presentation, 
the Provost reported that, in developing 
a model for Queen's, he has been 
looking in particular at the use of 
activity-based budgeting at Toronto and 
the University of Michigan.4 

Interestingly, after a few years, the RCB 
model at Michigan was modified in light 
of "concerns raised by some faculty 

members that focusing on schools, 
colleges, and separately budgeted 
research units as responsibility centres 
wou Id damage interdisciplinary research 
and teaching, other collaborative 
activities, and academic activities that 
are vital, but not particularly popular" 
( Lasher and Sullivan, 2005: 230). Under 
the modified model, considerably more 
authority is retained by central 
administration at Michigan, especially by 

the Provost. 

Activity-based budgeting is driven by the 

principle that revenue centres should be 
made primarily responsible for all the 

expenses of the institution. Revenue 
centres are treated like "profit centres" 
in private-sector businesses, managing 
the revenue they generate and 
controlling their own costs while 
covering their share ofthe company's 
"head office." In fact, the literature on 
the use of activity-based budgeting is 
redolent with "corporate speak": 
"revenue maximization," "cost 
reduction," "entrepreneurial incentives," 
"increased productivity," etc. There have 

been vigorous debates over the 
desirability of introducing activity-based 

budgeting in universities.
5 

In part, this 
stems from the cultural clash between 

© 2012 Queen's University Faculty Association (QUFA) www.qufa.ca qufa.wordpress.com 
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the use of management concepts and 
terms ("customers," "products," 
"outputs") and academic concepts and 
terms ("students," "courses," 
"completion rates"). 

Proponents of such budget models 
emphasize that they lead to increased 
transparency with regard to the revenue 
and costs associated with each academic 
unit and the intra-institutional flows of 
revenues and expenditures, that they 
encourage entrepreneurial activity, and 
that they increase academic productivity. 

On the other side of such debates are 
concerns that include: 

• such models can be ruinous to the 
academic fa bric of a university, as 
they favour corporate values over 
academic values; 

• they lower incentives for 
collaboration, since the quest for 
students (and hence revenue) can 
pit academic units against one 
another and encourage inefficient 
de livery th rough the du plication of 
courses across departments; 

• there is an incentive to encourage 
students to take courses only in 
their home units; 

• they push universities towards a 
production-oriented logic, favouring 
outcomes such as reducing the 
number of faculty, increasing 

Research Province of 

I 
Students 

I 
Other Sources 

Sponsors Ontario of Revenue 

Indirect 
Government Tuition and Other 

Direct Grants Other Revenue* 
Costs of Costs of 

Research Research 

l Support Support 

"'-
I 

Faculties and Schools 

I 
Student 

l t Support 

I I 
+/- UF Supplernent 

t 
University Fund Charge 

I 
University Fund (UF) Shared Services Charge 

Student Support Charge 

I 

teaching loads, and eliminating 
majors and programs with low 
enrolment numbers; 

• they drive each activity or 
responsibility centre to build 
capability in revenue generation and 
thus duplicate the need for 
administrative support in each 
centre. 

Outstanding Questions 

The Provost has promised to hold further 
open meetings on the proposed new 
model. As more information becomes 
available, we will publish a more detailed 
analysis ofthe proposed new model in a 
future issue of QUFA Voices. In the 

Donors 
I 
"-

Unrestricted Endowm.ent 
Gifts Income and 

Expendable 
Gifts 

Shared 
Services 

I 

* Other Revenue includes net income from ancillary operations, investrnent income. 

Office of the Provost 

Figure: Proposed New "Activity-Based" Budget Model 
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meantime, there are several outstanding 
questions about the Provost's proposal. 

a) The actua I impact of the new model 
will depend crucially on detailed 

decisions about the formulae for 
charging for central services and 
about issues such as how to account 
for cross-teaching between faculties. 
(For instance, will Arts and Science's 
teaching of Applied Science students 
bring it revenue as ifthese were Arts 
and Science students, or as if they 
were Applied Science students, who 
generate higher fees and more 
provincia I grants?) Depending on 

how these issues are resolved, Arts 
and Science, for instance, stands 

either to lose modestly or to gain 
substantially from the new model 
(or anywhere in between). 
Additionally, the size ofthe 
University Fund and the way it is 

used will make a significant 
difference. 

b) The overwhelming majority of a 
unit's funds, under the proposed 
model, will be generated by student 
numbers, through fees and 
provincia I grants. Enrolment 
decisions will therefore be crucial. 
Will these re ma in in the hands of the 
Senate Committee on Academic 
Development (SCAD), and what 

criteria will be used in making them? 

c) The proposal regulates only the flow 
of income to faculties, which will 

retain the power to allocate funds to 
departments. However, as noted 
above, the Provost has suggested 

that the model could be applied at 
the departmental level, as well. 
Needless to say, the level at which it 
is applied makes a significant 

difference. 

d) Is there sufficient existing expertise 
at the faculty and/or department 
level to manage "profit centres" 

and, if so, will it be at the expense of 
attention to academic matters? 

Notes 

1The video of the Provost's presentation 
before the last Senate meeting is now 
available on his Web site, at 

http://www.queensu.ca/provost/a bout/ 
presentations/newbudgetpres. htm I. His 
PowerPoint presentation, including a 
diagram ofthe proposed budget model, 
can be found at 
http://www.queensu.ca/provost/a bout/ 
presentations. htm I. 

2A couple of years ago, faculties were 
told that they must now find the 
additional cost of compensation 
increases from within their own budgets. 
In retrospect, this change might be seen 
as a first step towards the introduction 
of an "activity-based" budget model at 
Queen's. 

3This figure does not include other 
allocations not specifically earmarked for 
particular faculties in the expenditure 
budget. 

4 For an analysis ofthe experience at the 
University of Michigan, which 
implemented RCB budgeting in 1997, see 
Courant and Knepp, 2002; and Lasher 
and Sullivan, 2005. 

5 For a comprehensive review of the pros 
and cons of activity-based and RCM 
budget models, see Hearn et al., 2006. 
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QUFA OPINIONS 

Access Copyright 
and Queen's 
QUFA urges Members to write to the 
Provost and the Principal about t his 
important matter 

By Paul Young 
President, QUFA 

Copyright is an important 
aspect of your 
intellectual property 
rights. It puts 
responsibilities on 

individuals and institutions as to how 
they make use of published documents, 
whether in print, on film, or digital. For 
teaching purposes, where limited 
portions of articles or other media are 
presented in class, there is a general 
acceptance that this falls under a "fair 
dealing" policy. Although "fair dealing" is 
not explicitly protected in Canadian law, 

the new copyright law currently working 
its way through parliamentary 
committees is expected to extend this 
provision to educational use. Institutions 
currently negotiate broader access to 
materials through individual agreements 
associated with publications and 
databases available through their library 
systems. They may also subscribe to 
Access Copyright, which charges a fee 
per student for access to a collection of 
copyrighted mate rial and also a fee per 
page for materials incorporated in items 
such as course packs for distribution to 

students. These fees on average amount 
to about $20-$25 per student at 
Queen's. A portion of these fees are 
distributed to authors. Keep in mind 
that, across campus, there are disciplines 
in which a student might make little or 
no use of Access Copyright materials and 
others where the cost might reach 
hundreds of dollars. 

Over the past decade or two, rapid 
changes in digital media and distribution 
channels have resulted in a revolution in 
the way we obtain and use materials. 
This has prompted a hardening of the 
stance of publishers and copyright 
owners in fields ranging from music to 
academic books. In many areas, there is 
as yet no mutually acceptable agreement 
among stakeholders. Access Copyright 
has recently changed the way it charges 
for its services dramatically. They are 
attempting to charge a substantially 
higher per-student fee ($45) to 
universities and colleges, although a 
somewhat less expensive version has 
been negotiated through the Association 
of University and Colleges of Canada 
(AUCC).

1 
The contract is being opposed 

by many institutions, and there is 
considerable confusion as to how it will 
ultimately be settled. 

The Canadian Association of University 
Teachers (CAUT) is one of the interested 
parties intervening with the Copyright 
Board and the parliamentary process for 
amending the Copyright Act as well as 
monitoring several supreme court cases 
concerning copyright issues. CAUT has 

recently issued a statement regarding 
their stance with respect to Access 
Copyright: "CAUT urges that institutions 
reject the model license and instead 
continue to build just, and modem 
systems of educational 
communication." They recommend not 
renewing existing contracts with Access 
Copyright based on a broad range of 
legal interpretations, fairness, and 
intrusive policies contained in the 
contracts. AUCC, on the other hand, has 
endorsed a version of the access 
copyright agreement. 

3 
This organization, 

of course, represents the institutions, 
and those following this course of action 
are signing on to an expensive insurance 
policy and levying the cost to students. 

A number of institutions in Ontario have 
signed agreements with Access 
Copyright, notably the University of 
Toronto, or have written letters of intent 
to do so. Last year, Queen's University 
refused to sign a renewal of the Access 
Copyright agreement and instead 

planned to make use of existing 
agreements and policies to ensure that 
Queen's educators had adequate access 
and protection. Unfortunately, Queen's 
has since capitulated and has signed a 
letter of intent with Access Copyright. 
However, they still have some time 
before the contract must be signed.

4 

QUFA has recently, in a letter to the 
Principal and the Provost, endorsed the 
CAUT stance and urged Queen's not to 
sign this agreement. This was based on 
the considerations in the CAUT article 
quoted above, as well as ongoing input 
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from the Queen's University Librarians 
and Archivists. 5 QULA's recent letter to 
the Chief Librarian and the Provost also 
encourages Queen's not to sign. They 
feel the agreement is "costly, invasive, 
and rights-limiting." 

There are more progressive institutions 
out there, fortunately. The University of 
British Columbia has just announced that 
they will not sign the agreement.6 UBC 
states that they are taking the "bolder, 
more principled and sustainable option, 
which best serves the fundamental and 
long-term interests of our academic 
community." I urge you to write to the 
Provost (provost@queensu.ca) and the 
Principal (principal@queensu.ca) to 
express your position before they sign 
this agreement. It is not too late. 

Notes 

1
http://www.aucc.ca/media-room/news

and-com mentary/association-of-
u nive rsities-and-col leges-of-canada

reaches-agreement-with-access
copyright 

2 
http://www.ca ut .ca/ pages .asp? page= 1 O 

79 

3
http://www.aucc.ca/media-room/news

and-com mentary/association-of-
u nive rsities-and-col leges-of-canada
reaches-agreement-with-access
copyright 

4http://www.q uee nsu .ca/news/articles/a 
ccess-copyright-u pd ate 

5 
http://q ufa.word press .com/2012/05/07 

/q u la-on-access-copyright-a-letter-to-
t he-provost-a nd-u nive rs ity-1 ib ra ri a n-3-
m ay-2012/ 

6http://copyright.ubc.ca/broadcast-e
mails/broadcast-e-mai 1-u bc-is-not-
signi ng-a-license-agreeme nt-with-access
copyright-may-15-2012/ 

Paul Young can be reached at 
paul. young@qufa.ca. 

QUFA OPINIONS 

HEQCO and Moral 
Rights 
The HEQCO debacle should compel 
Queen's University to refuse contracts 
in which authors are asked to waive 
their moral rights 

By Paul Young 
President, QUFA 

In recent months, we 
have watched a 
disturbing example of 
how research is 
contracted out and 

conducted by the Higher Education 
Quality Council of Ontario (HEQCO). The 
particulars are well described in a report 
from the Ontario Council of University 
Faculty Associations.1 

In brief, an assessment of "Assisted 
Instruction" teaching methods was 

contracted to Queen's University and 
delegated to a research team, including 
Queen's staff and graduate students. 
Apparent disagreement between the 
parties and HEQCO over the report 
resulted in Queen's modifying the title, 
text, and conclusions without the 
consent or knowledge of the authors. 
The report was then published by 
HEQCO under the names of the 
researchers with a disclaimer stating, 
"The opinions, findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations expressed are those 
of the authors, and do not necessarily 
reflect the views of the Higher Education 
Quality Council of Ontario." Subsequent 
discussions giving the students the right 
to remove their names if they wish are 
largely irrelevant. 

This case brings to the fore a conflict 
between legal contract practice and 
academic values. Typically, an author 
retains moral rights to the integrity of an 
article. An article should not be altered 
without the permission of the author. 
However, HEQCO reports are contracted 

with waivers of moral rights. In this case, 
the HEQCO contract states: 

the contractor irrevocably waives in 
favour of the Council all rights of 
integrity and other moral rights to 
the deliverables, immediately 
fol lowing the creation thereof, for al I 
time. 

Similar language is apparently common 
in the consulting world. Apparently, 
agencies of the Ontario Government, 
and in this case with the cooperation of 
Queen's University, contract for the 
answers they want. 

Notwithstanding the legality of such 
contracts, this is not a behaviour that is 
acceptable within the academic 
community, and certainly such waivers 
should not be used by the agency 
nominally charged with assuring the 
quality of what the universities produce. 

It is particularly regrettable that students 

were involved in this matter. Whatever 
the contractual legality may be, a 
university that holds its students to high 
standards of academic integrit/ cannot 
be involved in changing research results 
and publishing them under the fiction 
that they "are those of the authors." The 
Canadian Federation of Students has 
spoken out on the issue, 

3 
and the re is 

continuing concern over its broader 
implications. 

I suspect that few faculty, let a lone the 
students within our community, are 
sufficiently aware of the fine print in 
such contracts. The waiving of moral 
rights may be commonplace, but the 
integrity of the academic institution is at 
stake if the clause is in fact used. 
Queen's University and other institutions 
vet contracts for research of all kinds and 
typically refuse (or modify) them where 
there are restrictions on practices such 
as publication by the principal 
investigators. 

© 2012 Queen's University Faculty Association (QUFA) • www.qufa.ca • qufa.wordpress.com 
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Queen's University should take the moral 
high ground and refuse all contracts in 
which authors are asked to waive their 
moral rights. 

Notes 

1
http://ocufa.on.ca/2012/ocufa-

state me nt-on-al legations-of-research
m iscond uct-at-q ueens-u niversity-and

heqco/ 

2
http://www.q uee nsu.ca/secretariat/poli 

cies/se nateandt rustees/acade mici ntegrit 
y.html 

3
http://cfsontario.ca/en/section/192 

Paul Young can be reached at 
paul. young@qufa.ca. 

FYI 

"Navigating the 
Academy" 
Report on the OCUFA Status of Women 
Committee Workshop, "Navigating the 
Academy: Lessons and Strategies for 
M ore Equitable Universities" 

By Diane Beauchemin 
Vice-President, QUFA 

On Friday 4 May 2012, a 
workshop was sponsored 
by the Ontario Coalition 
of University Faculty 
Associations (OCUFA) 

Status of Women Committee at the OBA 
Conference Centre in Toronto. Carla 
Fehr, the Wolfe Chair in Science and 
Technology Studies and Chair in Science 
and Technology Literacy at the University 
of Waterloo, made a keynote 
presentation in which she discussed 
barriers to women's success (isolation, 

lack of transparency, lack of mentoring, 
work-life imbalance) and the three 
common strategies that are used to 
break these barriers. 

One such strategy is to "fix" the woman 
by enticing her to become an ideal 
scholar whose life structure and skills fit 
the institutional structure and norms, 
which completely ignores the fact that 
the tenure clock and biologica I clock tick 
together. Also, qualities such as 
assertiveness, which are valued in a man, 
are usually not as valued in a woman 
(i.e., if a woman is assertive, she is a 
"bitch"). Another strategy is to value 
traditional feminine skills, but this 
favours emotional intelligence and 
nurturing, thereby reinforcing 
stereotypical gender differences. 

Breaking down structural barriers by 
employing a policy solution (creation of 
an equity office, parental leave 
provisions, etc.) is plagued by the lack of 
attention to policy institutionalization, 
which translates into a resilient, self-

perpetuating chilly climate, where 
norms, practices, and structures combine 
to support men disproportionately and 
to encourage micro-inequities and 
implicit bias. Indeed, what women do is 
often undervalued. 

For instance, a study by Rhea E. 
Steinpreis, Katie A. Anders, and Dawn 
Ritzke from the University of Wisconsin 
at Milwaukee (1999) was conducted in 
which the resume from a real-life 
scientist whose name was changed to 
traditional male and female names and 
then sent to male and female 
academicians showed that women's 
resumes had four times as many 
cautionary notes written in the margins 
than me n's resumes, and that both men 
and women were more likely to vote to 
hire a male candidate than a female 
candidate with an identical record. 
Another study, by Frances Trix and 
Carolyn Psenka from Wayne State 
University (2003), looked at over 300 
letters of recommendation for medical 
faculty, and revealed that those for 
women were twice as likely to have a 
doubt raiser in the text, but half as likely 
to qualify the women as successful, 
compared to those for men. 

People tend to think that goodwi 11 

prevents implicit bias, but it does not. 
Changing the climate requires top-down 
administrative accountability and 
bottom-up climate change. This, in turn, 
requires a growing knowledge of implicit 
biases and inequities, institutional 
leadership, and a federal-level push. 
Information on several Web sites was 
provided for more information.

1 

Michelle Webber from Brock University 
re ported on her study of the tenure 
process in Social Sciences, which 
involved interviews of administrators 
and faculty association representatives, 
as well as junior faculty in Economics, 
Education, Geography, Sociology, and 
Political Sciences at seven Ontario 
universities. Although this study 
reported similar rates of tenure success 
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for women as for men, inequitable 

practices and experiences were hidden 

along the way, which led more women to 
leave before the tenure step. 

Gera Id de Montigny from Carleton 
University, who is Chair of the OCUFA 

Grievance Committee, reported that 

tenure denial is often the result of 

treating people like things (i.e., not 
taking into account life events that 
influence work performance). He also 

gave another example of implicit bias: 
women who do not fit the feminine 
stereotype-who are perceived as not 
ca ring, for inst a nee- a re scored lower in 

student evaluations. 

Helene Cummins from Brescia University 
College talked about what it takes to 
achieve teaching excellence: passion for 

the subject, effective communication 
(enthusiasm, charisma, a smile, showing 

that you love what you do and know to 
make students thrive), classroom 

management, a good knowledge base 
(engage active learning), organization (be 

organized and encourage this in 
students), social acceptance (be available 
beyond the classroom and show 

com passion), and self-reflection ( on 

what does and does not work). 

Aniko Varpolatai from the University of 
Western Ontario, Chair of OCU FA 
Collective Bargaining Committee, 
reported that only 20% of fu II professors 

teaching in Canadian universities are 
women (according to the 2010-2011 
Almanac from CAUT) and that Western 
has an employment equity guide that 

was developed jointly between the 
faculty association and the university. It 

provides information for appointments 
committees, promotion and 

tenure/continuing appointment 
committees, as well as annual 

performance evaluation committees. It is 
available on the UWOFA Web site.2 

Patrizia Gentile from Carleton University 
talked about workplace bullying, which 
includes emotional violence, verbal 

violence, financial difference (pay 
inequity), physical violence, and 

domestic violence, and is understood as 
a repeated act that is often not 
"recognizable" but is about power and 

control or abuse of power. Being glared 
at in a hostile manner, seeing colleagues 

leave when you arrive, seeing colleagues 
always arrive late at meetings that you 

call, and being the target of gossip and 
rumour are examples of "not 
recognizable" bullying. Workplace 

bullying may also include sexual 
harassment, bias in workload levels, and 

bias in student evaluation (which can 
result from gossip). Mobbing is a special 
case of bullying where the goal is to 

make coming to work unbearable. 

Cathy Lace, a Counsel from Sack 
Goldblatt Mitchell, talked about the legal 

framework and, specifically, 
amendments to the Occupational Health 

and Safety Act (OHSA, also called Bill 

168) that were made in June 2010 to 

prevent harassment and violence in the 
workplace. She pointed out that unions 
do not have a statutory right to be 

involved in harassment complaints 
unless this is included in the collective 

agreement.
3 

If it is not in a collective 
agreement, then you can complain under 

OHSA or under Human Rights. She 
pointed out that it is better to fix the 
problem before it reaches these serious 

proportions and that mentoring is crucial 
to this end.

4 

The day ended with a group discussion 

led by Shannon Dea from the University 

of Waterloo and Kathleen Okruhlik from 
the University of Western Ontario on 

how to manage one's academic career 
(i.e., how to say yes to the right things). 

0 ne of the recommendations was to say 
yes to administrative positions, as the 

power that comes along can help make 
positive changes to working conditions. 

In general, the workshop was 
informative, although its organization did 
not allow for many questions from the 

floor. This was unfortunate, as more 

lessons and strategies could have likely 
been learned in this way. In any case, 

please contact me if you have questions 

about this conference or suggestions for 
QUFA regarding any oft he above topics. 

Notes 

1 http://www.genderbiasbingo.com/, 

http://web.mit.edu/bysta nders/, 
http://www. reducingstereotypeth reat/, 
http://www. hunter. cuny.edu/ ge ndertut 

orial/) 

2
http://www.uwofa.ca/docu me nts/id: 73 

3This is covered by Article 21 Harassment 
in the 2011-2015 Collective Agreement 

between QUFA and Queen's. 

4
That is why a Conflict Resolution 

Program was bargained for during this 
past round of negotiations (seep. 275 of 

the 2011-2015 Collective Agreement 
between QUFA and Queen's.) 

Diane Beauchemin can be reached at 
diane.beauchemin@chem.queensu.ca. 
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GRIEVANCE CORNER 

Long-Term 
Disability and 
Grievance Activities 
April 2012 

By Ramneek Pooni 

Grievance Officer, QUFA 

and Phil Goldman 

Grievance Officer, QUFA 

The purpose of this 
Grievance Corneristo 
discuss issues re lated to 
the Long-Term Disability 
(LTD) benefit. We are 

also introducing a new section that will 
list current issues arising in the 
Grievance portfolio to give you some 
sense of what we are grappling with on 
your behalf. 

Grievance Activity 

Here is a sampling of grievance issues we 
are currently working on: 

• RTP negative recommendations, 
• Annual Report issues, 

• disability accommodation plans, 

• LTD questions, 
• Continuing Adjunct commuting 

reimbursement costs, 

• unexpected termination of 
employment contract, 

• IP ownership, 

• Workload Standard drafting, 

• harassment in the workplace, 
• sick-leave processes . 

Long-Term Disability 

The Long-Term Disability (LTD) benefit 
was made mandatory for QUFA 
Members in 2008. This change was made 
in the best interests of the Membership, 
as QUFA has had to deal with dire 
situations where Members had not taken 

out LTD and then desperately needed an 
extended health leave. You cannot 
predict a car or skiing accident. You 
cannot know if you will get Lyme disease 
and not be diagnosed in time for a quick 
recovery, or become severely depressed 
and take a long time to manage this new 
or chronic reality in your life. Without 
LTD, those who find themselves in these 
situations have to take leave without pay 
if they must be off work longer than 180 
days (Sick Leave entitlement is up to 180 
days). It can be particularly bleak for 
those in their 30s and 40s with children 
and mortgages, and the prospect of 
retirement and a pension income a long 
way off. While it is possible to start 
contributing to the LTD benefit at any 
time during your employment, starting 
after the first month of working at 
Queen's means that you must undergo a 
medical examination and the insurer, 
Great West Life, has the ability to 
exclude pre-existing conditions from 
coverage. 

The QUFA Benefits Committee is 
discussing the LTD plan with a view to 
updating it, as it has been the same for 
many years and may be insufficient given 
current salaries. In our current plan, the 
maximum insurable salary (what you 
make in gross income) is capped at 
approximately $113,000, and LTD 
deductions are taken off only up to that 
maximum salary. Salary earned over and 
above this amount is not subject to LTD
related deductions. At the maximum 
insured salary, LTD would pay $5,000 per 
month. The benefit is indexed for 
inflation. Because Members pay 100% of 
the LTD premiums, the LTD payment is 
not taxed, and you should compare the 
amount you would receive on LTD with 
your take-home pay, not with your gross 
income. If you make more than $113,000 
(gross income), the amount Great West 
pays you for LTD would still not be more 
than $5,000 per month. 

Going on LTD requires an application, 
which includes submission of medical 
documentation to Great West, and this is 

usually done about three months into a 
Sick Leave. You should check with 
Human Resources to make sure your 
benefits contributions continue during 
LTD, as some do not automatically 
continue. If you are on LTD for some 
time, you will likely get requests for 
updated medical documentation. 

If you apply and do not qualify for LTD 
for a particular health concern, or if you 
do not have to go on LTD because you 
get better by the end of Sick Leave, Great 
West will not count this against you for 
future applications. 

Returning to work from LTD also 
necessitates medical documentation and 
the creation of a plan through Great 
West Life's Rehabilitation Services that 
has as its goal a successful return to 
work. This service is coordinated in 
consultation with Return-to-Work 
Services at Queen's. The Return-to-Work 
Protocol for someone on LTD benefits 
specifies that you must be able to 
resume at least 40% of a combination of 
the duties that you regularly used to 
perform before going on LTD, whether 
you are returning on a graduated and/or 
modified basis. 

If you return to work while on LTD on a 
graduated basis as part of your 
rehabilitation programme, you can be 
supported partially by LTD benefits and 
partially by income from Queen's. In 
such a case, Queen's pays your salary for 
the portion you work (taxable) and Great 
West pays the LTD benefit for the 
portion you cannot work (non-taxable). If 
you have a relapse within a few months 
of returning to work, then you may 
return to upto 100% LTD without having 
to reapply for the benefit. This sort of 
financial sharing between Great West 
and Queen's applies to LTD only and not 
to Sick Leave. When you return to work 
from Sick Leave, whether because you 
are able to or because Great West has 
found you ineligible for the LTD benefit, 
the percentage of a full-ti me position 
you return to is the percentage of 
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income you receive from Queen's and no 
payment comes from Great West. 

If you return to work within three years 
of going on LTD, to be considered truly 
back to work rather than still technically 
on LTD, you must be medically able to 
perform at least 60% ofa combination of 
the duties you regularly used to perform 
before going on LTD. If you return to 
work within three years of going on LTD, 
you return to the job you left. 

If you are off work for longer than three 
years, then the employer is not obliged 
to give you back the same job or even a 
full-time job. For faculty members, it is 
difficult to know exactly what such a job 
would look like, and we have no 
precedent, as this scenario has not yet 
occurred at Queen's. 

While it is complicated, having LTD 
means that Members have some security 
regarding their income and their job. 
Those without LTD face incredible 

obstacles if they cannot work or can 
work only part ti me past a Sick Leave. 
Not only do they suffer salary loss, 
partial or full, but they also have to 
contribute more to their ongoing 
benefits and pension plan. This can 
wreak both physical and emotional 
damage that worsens their health 
situation. 

QUFA advises and assists Members with 
LTD and without LTD. Whether you have 
LTD or not, accommodation of disability 
and chronic illness to enable you to do 
your job is an obligation of the employer 
and an area where we routinely help 
Members, so do not hesitate to contact 
us. If you would Ii ke to review the actual 
wording of the LTD plan, please contact 
us. 

Ramneek Pooni can be reached at 
poonir@queensu.ca. 

Phil Goldman can be reached at 
goldmanp@queensu.ca 

GET INVOLVED 

QUFA Is Your Union 
and You Are QUFA 
Join QUFA's Political Action and 
Communications Committee (PACC) this 

Fall ! 

By Roberta Lamb 

Retiring PACC Co-Chair 

It seems to me that many 
of our Members think 
that QUFA is outside of 
themselves, a different 
group of professors, 

librarians, and archivists, with different 
interests and priorities. Some probably 
think that QUFA is the Executive and the 
negotiating team. The reality is that each 
of us is integral to QUFA. We are each 
able to shape the union through our 
votes at meetings and participation on 
committees. As I retire from QUFA 
leaders hip, especially the Political Action 

and Communications Committee (PACC), 
I remember the pre-union days, and I 
strongly urge each individual QUFA 
Member to consider how you can 
contribute to your union. Write for QUFA 

Voices. Be a representative to QUFA 
Council. Volunteer to help with an event. 
Write letters. Join a QUFA committee. 
PACC is a great place to start. 

Queen's University has changed greatly 
since QUFAcertified as a union in 1995. 
Many procedures that are now 
commonplace were unheard of before 
certification, and many negative 
experiences that would shock us now 
were commonplace. All kinds of gossip 
was allowed to influence personnel 
decisions, from hiring through tenure 
and promotion. Sometimes, personnel 
decisions were made by one person-a 
department head, a dean, the principal
without any collegial process at al I. The re 
were many fewer women employed as 
faculty: there was only one female 
department head in the Faculty of Arts 
and Scie nee and the only female dean 
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was the Dean of Women, who was 

excluded from meetings ofthe Deans, 
VPs, and Principal. QUFA existed as an 
association, but we had no legal rights. 
We remember meetings with a VP who 
would throw our papers in the air and 
declare, "Come back when you get the 
right answer." QUFA Members who had 
a grievance or disciplinary issue were not 

even allowed to see their own personnel 
file or the evidence against them. Those 
were the bad old days of "the Queen's 
way" (a frequent response to questions 
about process, if you got any answer at 
all). Very few non-white women or men 
were employed as faculty. 

Now, we have fair 

procedures enshrined in 
our Collective 
Agreement. In the 

As we remember how astounded we 
were by the negative activity of the 
Administration's negotiators one year 
ago, when they were ready to shut down 
the science labs and maybe even lock us 
out, we may wonder if we a re not 
headed "back to the future." We see the 

Administration refusing to allow motions 
to come to the floor of Senate and trying 
to reorganize Arts and Science Faculty 
Board to be more easily controlled. We 
hear promises oftransparency but little 

evidence oftransparent procedures. We 
have more Members coming forward 
with grievances, and more of these 
grievances take longer to resolve and go 
on to arbitration. This Administration 

through your Council Rep. A 
knowledgeable union member makes 
the union stronger and ensures that no 
one will take advantage of you. The next 
step cou Id be to ask questions of QUFA 
leadership when you think the Collective 
Agreement might not be followed as it 

should. 

Maybe you are ready to contribute an 
afternoon to union activities and 
support. PACC can be the committee to 

join. PACC has people who volunteer 
once per term to assist at the general 
meetings. Or maybe you could write an 
article for QUFA Voices or post on the 
QUFA Forum or QUFA Face book or write 

alettertoan 
administrator or a 
politician or a 
newspaper. Perhaps 

beginning, we had to 
argue constantly for 

fair, equitable, and 
transparent procedures 
that were publicly 
known and followed 
principles of natural 
justice. Our salaries 
improved greatly and 

are more fairly 
distributed than pre

union. The rights to 

... "QUFA is you and you are QUFA." The more 
individuals who contribute time and effort to QUFA, the 

less the effort per person. The more you engage with 
QUFA, the more you understand the issues and the 

principles that are at stake .... Please consider finding a 
way to contribute your expertise to QUFA to make 

Queen's a better place for all of us to work. 

you would like to 
organize a membership 
services workshop on 
an issue that interests 
you or assist with the 
Academic Freedom 
Lectures. Perhaps you 
want to liaise with 
other unions on campus 
or in Kingston or with 
our provincial (OCUFA) 

improved working 
conditions for pre-
tenure faculty, parental 
leave, reappointment for contract 
faculty, and inclusion of employment 
equity within personnel procedures are 

the result of nearly two decades of 
careful negotiations by QUFA union 
members who devote their time to being 
on the Negotiating Team. There are 
many examples, of course, but these 
come to mind immediately. Some of 
these procedural and working condition 
improvements were so basic that it is not 
surprising that people hired after 2000 
could think that these rights are the 
resu It of individua Is being the best of the 
best. 

does not recognize long-established 
procedures long acknowledged as "past 
practice." 

Thus, I return to "QUFA is you and you 
a re QU FA." The more ind ividua Is who 
contribute time and effort to QUFA, the 
less the effort per person. The more you 
engage with QUFA, the more you 

understand the issues and the principles 
that are at stake. One first effort that 
increases your expertise and sense of 
Membership is to read the Collective 
Agreement. Pick an article that you are 
interested in and become familiar with it. 
Discuss it with others in your department 
and send questions to QUFA Council 

or national (CAUT and 
NUCAUT) organizations. 
Perhaps you want to 
engage in more 

concerted lobbying or political actions. 

All of these a re possible with in PACC. 
Please consider finding a way to 
contribute your expertise to QUFA to 
make Queen's a better place for a II of us 
to work. 

For PACC membership, please contact 
Mark Jones or Darko Matovic, Co-Chairs. 
Interested in becoming a Council Rep? 

Organize an election in your department. 
For other volunteer activities, including 
serving as a QUFA Observer on Queen's 
committees, contact the QUFA office. 

Roberta Lamb can be reached at 
lambr@queensu.ca. 
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