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Getting started 
 
This year has been another busy one for the Bargainer and the Bargaining Team. Following 
from the Bargaining Survey and other member input that was gathered in my last term as 
Bargainer, we began this year’s work by developing a set of draft bargaining proposals. These 
were honed over many meetings of the bargaining team, the Contract Negotiating Committee 
and other consultative groups, and eventually brought to the membership for ratification at a 
series of membership meetings. 
 
As usual, there was a great deal of member participation at those meetings, and the discussions 
filled up the allotted time and more. I want to thank the members who attended those meetings, 
asked thoughtful questions and shared their perspectives. Making sure the proposals we bring 
to the bargaining table align with the needs and priorities of the members is key to a successful 
round of negotiations. 
 

Status of bargaining 
 
We opened the bargaining table in mid-November and since then we have had 27 bargaining 
sessions with the Employer’s team, plus dozens more Bargaining Team caucus meetings and 
consultation sessions with members. Between the two parties, there are over 90 proposals to be 
negotiated (plus some for which no negotiation is needed, for example where the parties 
proposed the same outcome, all of which pertain to renewing or removing LOAs from the back 
of the Collective Agreement). 
 
We have made progress on some items at the bargaining table, but remain far apart on several 
key items. Notably, the Employer continues to seek money-saving workload concessions, 



claiming they are necessary for the University’s financial sustainability. This, despite the 
balanced budget forecasted for 26-27 and the surplus posted for 25-26 (in stark contrast to last 
year’s budgetary forecast). Perhaps most importantly, the Employer’s position at the bargaining 
table denies the current administration’s confirmation that the efficiency of our members’ work 
was never the problem— a reality VIUFA has demonstrated since Day One by analyzing the 
University’s own data. 
 
How can we reconcile the apparent contradiction between the Employer’s two positions: (1, 
from the bargaining table) that career-changing VIUFA workload increases are necessary for 
financial sustainability, and (2, from the interim President) that offerings and services provided 
by VIUFA members are already sustainable? Perhaps the answer is that extracting more from 
VIUFA members—even though we don’t owe anything— will provide excess revenue enough to 
shield university administrators from having to reckon with their irresponsible financial practices. 
 
In addition to facing unnecessary extractive proposals from the Employer, we have also been 
met with summary refusal to negotiate important rights for members. These include non-cost 
proposals that would have governed the use of AI in our work and the use of our work in training 
AI, another that would have provided data transparency to members, and one that would 
introduce accountability into the process of entering into a state of financial exigency (the state 
that allows for budgetary layoffs). 
 
We have discussed and/or exchanged counters on the majority of the 90-or-so proposals at the 
bargaining table; those described above are just a small sample. For more details from the 
bargaining table, members can read the regular bargaining updates in past and future issues of 
the VIUFA Newsletter. They are also welcome to contact the Bargainer with any questions at 
bargainer@viufa.ca. 
 

You can’t make this stuff up 
 
Several members have attended bargaining sessions as observers, an opportunity we 
negotiated into our bargaining protocol agreement for member education and capacity building. 
Observers have reported that the experience was eye-opening, and the reflections and 
perspectives they share have been helpful to the bargaining team. 
 
VIUFA has agreed that if the presence of observers has any cost, that cost will be borne by 
VIUFA. It seems VIU’s HR saw in that an opportunity to make a quick buck: they claim that the 
observers’ time away from their usual work constitutes a cost to the Employer, and they have 
invoiced VIUFA accordingly. 
 
Apparently, this employer believes that the workload of all VIUFA members is exactly 35 hours 
every week, and if they spend two hours observing bargaining then their regular workload 
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shrinks by two hours that week. I’m sure we would all opt for such an arrangement if it was on 
offer! 
 
In round after round of bargaining, VIUFA has brought forward evidence of the near universal 
experience members have of ballooning workloads that do not fit into a 35- or 40-hour work 
week, and in round after round of bargaining, the Employer’s response has been that it’s not a 
problem. 
 
When it’s the employees who are being short-changed by consistently overworking, the 
Employer cites legislation that doesn’t provide an upper bound on work hours for instructional 
members, and the Collective Agreement that allows for non-instructional workloads to fluctuate 
from week to week, with an average of 35 hours. Too bad, so sad. 
 
Now, when they think they have grounds to accuse a member of working less than 35 hours in a 
given week, that’s time owed. There is no recognition of all the past 45- or 50-hour weeks, and 
no understanding that even in the week of the bargaining observation, no tasks were removed 
from the member’s plate. They just got pushed into the evening or weekend. To this employer, 
there is a lower bound on faculty members’ working hours, but no upper bound. 
 
It goes without saying that we, the VIUFA bargaining team, stand by our agreement to pay any 
actual costs resulting from members’ attendance at bargaining sessions, including the labour 
cost of any observers who attend bargaining on compensated time rather than shifting their 
usual work to a different time in their schedule. That is fair and reasonable. 
 
What is unreasonable is acting as if there is a standard 9-4 work day for VIUFA members during 
which our time belongs to VIU, while also refusing to limit our work to a 7-hour day (or to limit it 
at all) and refusing to recognize the parts of our work that routinely fall outside that “standard” 
work day. 
 
I encourage all members to track their number of hours worked every week and keep a record. 
 

If you only read one section of this report before the AGM, read 
this section 
 
At this year’s AGM, VIUFA members will be asked to determine how much VIUFA should invest 
in the negotiation and defense of our Collective Agreement, among other areas of potential 
investment. When making these decisions, members need to know what’s at stake when we 
don’t dedicate sufficient resources to these essential union undertakings. 
 
In the past, including this year, when resources were insufficient, the work got done anyway. It 
got done by elected VIUFA executive members who continued to execute their mandate long 
after the release allocated to them was exhausted. That is, it got done on their personal time. 



 
The budget passed by the membership in April 2025 resourced the bargaining team with a total 
of ten sections of release. (These included a combination of dedicated releases for the 
Bargainer and Associate Bargainer, and “bargaining pool” releases that were distributed among 
the members of the bargaining team.) 
 
Now that we are at the end of that budget year, just as we compare actual financial 
expenditures to what was budgeted, we can compare actual time expenditures to what was 
supported through release. The bargaining team spent over 150 hours in bargaining meetings 
with the Employer and an additional 190 hours in caucus meetings. Disregarding individual 
absences, which were rare, this is equivalent to 0.31 FTE for each member of the bargaining 
team, and a total of 12.5 sections of release for the instructional members of the team. 
 
Keep in mind that the data above only account for time spent in bargaining meetings and 
caucus meetings, which represents the baseline amount of time that all members of the 
bargaining team have contributed. Different members of the team spend different amounts of 
time on other bargaining-related activities outside these meetings, but what’s clear is that no 
member of the bargaining team was sufficiently resourced for their work on bargaining this 
year1, despite the huge increase in support compared to the last round of bargaining. 
 
The bargaining team’s work is becoming markedly more complex and to do it effectively 
requires dedicated time. I include the above analysis in my report to provide a correspondence 
between the current rate of bargaining and the level of investment required to sustain it. These 
two quantities scale up or down in proportion to one another, and that understanding must form 
the basis of the membership’s resource allocation decisions. We cannot continue to rely on 
members of the bargaining team to donate their personal time to achieve our collective goals in 
bargaining. 
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1 I am the only team member whose release allocation covered the time spent in bargaining/caucus 
meetings—the baseline time commitment—but it did not cover the totality of my bargaining work. 
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support. 
 

By the numbers 
 
The table below provides a high-level quantitative summary of the bargainer’s work from May 1, 
2025 to April 28, 2026 with zero details and zero qualitative information. For that you’ll have to 
read the other sections of this report, or contact me with your questions. 
 
 

Total VIUFA work performed, based on 35-hour work week 
(FTE) 

0.7 

Total VIUFA work performed (sections) 5.61 

Sections of release funded 5 

   

 Number Hours 

Bargaining prep/caucus meetings 58 

351 
Bargaining meetings with the Employer 27 

Member meetings hosted (ranging from one-on-one to all 
members) 

28 43 

FPSE meetings (Bargaining Coordination Committee) 8 28 

Labour Relations support, Joint Labour Management 
Committee and Table Officers meetings 

24 39 

VIUFA Executive meetings 14 33 

Total meetings 159 494 

Proposals/counters presented 126  

Tentatively agreed proposals 15  
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