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Committee members:

1. Christo Aivalis (Co-Chief Steward, PhD History, Chair)

2. MaryAnne Laurico (President, PhD English)

3. Hannah Johnston (Equity Officer, PhD Geography)

4. Doug Nesbitt (Co-Chief Steward, PhD History)

5. Henry Ngo (Steward, Master’s Physics)

6. Morgan Hopkins (Steward, Master’s Philosophy)
7. Hamid Falahati (Steward, PhD Chemical Engineering)
The purpose of this report is twofold:

· To outline the general scope and content of grievances/complaints for the membership so that they may better understand the issues faced, and determine whether these issues have affected them in some way. 
· Make recommendations to shape future union activity and determine if these issues can be better addressed through the bargaining process.
General Scope

In the past year, the union has filed only two formal grievances. The rest were issues resolved informally, which are still included because they pinpoint areas of concern.
In terms of chronological distribution, many issues arose in the Fall 2011 term, October specifically.

· Two issues arose in the Spring 2011 Term

· Seven issues arose in the Fall 2011 Term

· Three issues arose in the Winter 2012 Term
The fall 2011 term was busiest because it was the first in which we operated under our collective agreement. The winter 2012 term has been less contentious because wrinkles seemed to be ironed out in the first term. It may be the case that despite some early hiccups, relations between the union and university will be congenial, efficient, and cooperative.
The two specific grievances both related to dues. In the first case, the employer was late paying a portion of the September 2011 dues, which had to be remitted to the union by October 15th. On that day, the union filed the grievance. The grievance was resolved, however, when the union eventually obtained the outstanding funds in November from the University. While this issue is resolved, the union has made it known that it will always grieve a case of late dues remittal, which places our local in difficult financial positions.

The second case is related to when the employer failed to pay the union full dues in September 2011. In this case, they did not deduct dues from a portion of the membership and then tried to recuperate the dues from members. We grieved this action, and as of this meeting, the issue is still being examined by PSAC National. While the issue is not yet resolved, the union reaffirms that we are opposed to retroactive dues collection when used to repair employer error. 
We were able to divide non-grievance issues into distinct categories. The three major ones are: 
1. Contract Issues: These can be defined as problems regarding contractual conflicts. The first was the case of a TA who was initially contracted 84 hours as per his/her E-contract, but was later changed to 64 without their consent or notification. The second was a TA whose department tried to cancel her/his contract when they got a RAship. In both cases, the union was successful in defending the members’ position. The employer cannot change E-contracts or Teaching Assistant/Fellow Forms without consultation, and they cannot cancel a TA contract without compensation, except as outlined by the CA.   

2. Training Compensation: Before unionization, there were inconsistencies around how TAs were compensated for employment training. While many issues have been ironed out through our new TA Forms, there are still complications. The first arose over Moodle and the second over departmental employment training requiring all graduate students to attend. In the case of Moodle, we now have a commitment from the administration that compensated training for the program will be developed. We also have confirmation that employment-related training must be compensated by including the hours on TA Forms, and students not holding related employment would not be required to attend.
3. Wages: In one case, info we received seemed to indicate that people in certain departments were being underpaid. This turned out to be a miscommunication with human resources and various departments. The second issue related to the attempt by a department to pay impromptu Graduate Student proctors a rate below the 37.32 rate in the CA. The union would not permit this, and the department will now hire undergraduates for this work. We regret the loss of opportunity for members, but we needed to protect the wage rate and status of proctoring as a full duty under the TA job description, something the department was challenging.
In general, the union’s approaches to grievances have been successful. We have been able to defend our members and collective agreement with discussion and cooperation. Many of these issues resulted from miscommunications, technical glitches, or difficulties such a large and varied workplace has when transitioning into governance under a collective agreement. 
Recommendations

The recommendations are divided by the proposed method for resolution, be they through bargaining (our current CA will expire in April of 2013) or through day-to-day policies. These recommendations relate to resolving grievance complaints like those seen in the above pages. 
Bargaining 
1. The Union should, in the next round of bargaining, push for stricter guidelines in dues deduction and remittance. While we can hope that kinks have been worked out, the union needs assurances that it gets its money on schedule, as there may be a time where late dues payment puts the union in risky financial straits.
2. The union should also examine installing protections from the University taking extra money from our members to repair errors. While the retroactive deduction was minor in our case, there may be a time when substantial errors are made, and members may be unable to return monies without significant hardship. The union should explore clauses that either limit the employer’s right to, or place a ‘statute of limitations’ upon, such activity. 

3. In some cases, TAs were asked to provide accessibility (scribing midterms, for instance) without being compensated or trained. The union should ensure that TAs be compensated in contract hours for labour and required training when working with students who have special learning needs. 
4. Related to point #3, any form of work should be explicitly outlined on the TA and TF forms, so that it is properly recognized and compensated. 
5. Also relating to TA/TF forms, the next bargaining team should consider the addition of a column more accurately specifying the conditions of scheduled hours such as attending lectures and supervising labs. This would give our members a better understanding of when work requires them to be certain places, and prevent changes to these schedules without consulting the TA or TF.
6. The union should consider exploring the issue of wage rates for impromptu proctoring work. The union must ensure that all TA contract labour is compensated at the full rate, but should consider defining a fair wage for impromptu work. The union must balance defence the CA with allowing members to obtain extra work should they wish. The union must favour the former, but give consideration to the latter
Day-to-Day Efforts

1. Some concerns aired by members, while significant, are not issues the union can bargain or grieve. This includes intricacies with funding packages or academic issues. On many of these issues however, the union has a general interest, and should lobby for change that benefits our members as students. In this regard, the union should work with the SGPS, CFS, and other groups promoting members’ interests in other aspects of Queen’s University experience.
2. The union should consider a creation of a grievance/complaint database accessible by all members, so they can see which sorts of issues are occurring, and if they themselves have similar grievances. Provisions must be made to ensure privacy, but this could be vital in sharing the status of workplace conflicts much more quickly.
3. While the CA makes it clear that RAs are not members of our union, it is still the case that many members hold RAships. The union should be vigilant in ensuring that members understand the limits these two jobs can have on each other, as per our TA who almost lost their RAship.
4. The union should continue to work with management to deal with issues informally, but must be vigilant to ensure that discussions with management lead to actual solutions, rather than a deferral of problems.
5. In addition to office hours held in the union’s executive office, stewards should be encouraged to hold scheduled office hours so members who have questions or concerns have another person to talk to on a set schedule.
6. To address the October glut of grievances, the union should do more in the orientation period to advertise collective bargaining agreement education courses. It offered such opportunities this past fall, but a higher degree of awareness during this period is critical, especially in better understanding the CA. 
7. The union should better advertise grievance-related resources to its members and stewards, such as official forms, checklists, and, guidelines. Examples of these will be attached to this report. 
8. For stewards and executive members, the union should conduct a grievance-handling workshop that will emphasize the use of official documents, and express the importance of a detailed understanding of the Collective Agreement. The union should also encourage members to take general PSAC courses related to grievances. 
Presented to the General PSAC 901 membership at the Annual General Meeting on April 5th, 2012. 
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