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INTRODUCTION 
    
1. The employer bargaining agency, Interior Systems Contractors’ Association (ISCA) 

is the accredited bargaining agent for the employers for whom the union, Drywall 
Acoustic Lathing and Insulation Local 675 (“Local 675”) holds bargaining rights to 
represent all carpenters and carpenters’ apprentices engaged in the application 
of metal and gypsum lath, gypsum drywall boards and metal components to 
receive same, screeds and bead accessories, acoustical ceiling systems, thermal 
insulation, including vapour barrier, metal door frames installed in lath and plaster 
and drywall partitions (hereinafter “Drywallers”) in the residential sector of the 
construction industry in Ontario. Local 675 and ISCA are parties to a Collective 
Agreement covering the Drywallers employed by the employers in this bargaining 
unit (the “Collective Agreement”).  
 

2. The most recent Collective Agreement expired on April 30, 2022. The parties 
engaged in bargaining and while they were able to agree upon a number of items 



during bargaining, they were unable to agree on a monetary settlement. On April 
8, 2022, a Memorandum of Agreement (the “MOA”) was put to a ratification vote. 
The MOA included several specific monetary increases, changes to language and 
across the board monetary increases. The MOA was rejected by Local 675’s 
membership. Thereafter the Local 675’s membership went on lawful strike. 

 
3. Despite continued good faith bargaining efforts and the strike by Local 675, the 

parties were unable to settle the renewal Collective Agreement. Section 150.1(3) 
of the Labour Relations Act, 1995 (the “Act”) brought the strike to an end on June 
15, 2022. Pursuant to section 150.1(4) of the Act, the renewal Collective 
Agreement is to be settled by arbitration. The only issues remaining in dispute are 
monetary and the Regulations under the Act require these issues to be settled by 
final offer selection. The settlement of the renewal Collective Agreement was 
referred to me and this decision determines the terms and conditions of the 
renewal Collective Agreement. 
 

4. Having regard to the fact that the employees and employers are back at work 
following a strike and that the Collective Agreement covering their terms and 
conditions of employment will only be settled by this Award, it is in the interest of 
all parties that this Award be issued as expeditiously as possible while at the same 
time giving the submissions of the parties the due consideration that they deserve. 
Given this need for expedition, these reasons are somewhat more abbreviated 
than they may otherwise have been. 
 

THE PARTIES’ PROPOSALS 
 

5. Local 675 submits that I should award the following: 
 

1. Monetary increases of 7.0%, 7.0% and 6.0%, totalling 20% over the three-year 
agreement; and 
 
2. All other terms as agreed to in the Memorandum of Agreement. 
 

6. ISCA submits that I should award the following: 
 

1. Monetary increases as follows: 
a. Effective May 1, 2022 — increase of 4.0% 
b. Effective May 1, 2023 — increase of 4.0% 
c. Effective May 1, 2024 — increase of 5.0% 
 
2. BOARD 
 
Stacked Townhouses: 
The premium for stacked townhouses shall be increased as follows.  



a. Effective May 1, 2022 — increase to $24 per 1,000 square feet 
b. Effective May 1, 2023 — increase to $30 per 1,000 square feet 
c. Effective May 1, 2024 — increase to $40 per 1,000 square feet 
The annual monetary rate increase of 4% will not be added onto the premiums 
paid. 
 
Waffle Ceilings: 
a. Effective May 1, 2022 — On waffle ceilings a premium of $75 will be paid. 
b. Effective May 1, 2023 — On waffle ceilings, the annual percentage increase of 
4% will apply to the premium. 
c. Effective May 1, 2024 — On Waffle Ceilings, the annual percentage increase of  
5.0% will apply to the premium.  
 
Tray Ceilings: 
a. Effective May 1, 2022 — On tray ceilings, a premium of $75 will be paid. 
b. Effective May 1, 2023 — On tray ceilings, the annual percentage increase of 4%  
will apply to the premium. 
c. Effective May 1, 2024 — On tray ceilings, the annual percentage increase of 4% 
will apply to the premium. 
 
3. FRAMING: 
 
Suspended Ceilings: 
 
For suspended ceilings with no isolator (hangers), the following increases shall 
apply: 
a. Effective May 1, 2022 — increase to 55 cents per square foot 
b. Effective May 1, 2023 — increase to 60 cents per square foot 
c. Effective May 1, 2024 — increase to 65 cents per square foot 
 
For suspended ceilings with isolator (hangers), the following increases shall apply: 
a. Effective May 1, 2022 — increase to 62 cents per square foot 
b. Effective May 1, 2023 — increase to 66 cents per square foot 
c. Effective May 1, 2024 — increase to 70 cents per square foot 
 
4. INSULATORS 
 
a. Delete the reference to “Roxul” (on current page 13) and replace with 
“Rockwool”. 
b. Add Blowing Insulation and Spray Foam Insulation subheading to Insulation 
Rates in [the] collective agreement. Rates to be discussed. 

 



7. ISCA’s proposal closely matches the terms of the MOA except that ISCA proposes 
a monetary increase in year three and an increase to waffle ceilings in year three 
that is greater than what was proposed in the MOA.  
 

BACKGROUND AND SUBMISSIONS 
 

8. The parties made comprehensive submissions in support of their respective 
positions. The submissions were both excellent and compelling and have been 
reviewed in detail and taken into consideration in issuing this Award. However, in 
the end, I am required to award one proposal or the other. By virtue of the 
Regulations under the Act and its mandate to proceed by final offer selection, I 
am unable to pick and choose elements of each proposal or to modify them. I must 
therefore determine which proposal most closely fits within the application of the 
established jurisprudence. It is important to point out that making this 
determination does not mean that there is no merit or good reasons in support of 
the other proposal. It simply means that in the context of this case, the proposal 
that is awarded is a more reasonable fit having regard to the established criteria 
and jurisprudence than the other. 
 

9. The primary method of remuneration for Drywallers under the Collective 
Agreement is piecework.  
 

10. The parties negotiated the following increases for the 2019-2022 Collective 
Agreement: 
 

a) Piecework rates: 1.54%, 2.00% and 3.02% totalling 6.56%; and 
b) Hourly rates: 1.95%, 2.13% and 2.18% totalling 6.26%. 

 
11. The 2016-2019 Collective Agreement was settled by arbitration. 

 
12. Local 675 argues that the primary consideration in making an interest arbitration 

award under section 150.1(4) of the Act is replication. In other words, it is the 
arbitrator’s task to replicate, as close as possible, the settlement that would have 
been reached by free collective bargaining. ISCA points out that unlike other 
proceedings, there are no statutory criteria that must be considered in interest 
arbitrations under section 150.1(4) of the Act, and, therefore, the established 
principles of replication, total compensation and demonstrated need should guide 
the result. Local 675 did not disagree that total compensation and demonstrated 
need have some bearing on the determination in this case. The parties cited a 
number of authorities that support the application of these criteria and explain 
the considerations that underlie them. These cases need not be reviewed in any 
detail as it has been long been established that these are the appropriate criteria 
for making interest arbitration determinations. Where the parties join issue in this 



case, as with most, is in the application of these criteria to the facts of the case 
before me. 
 

13. Local 675 submits that there have been higher increases to piecework rates in the 
residential sector than hourly rates for the various 2022-2025 renewal Collective 
Agreements that have been settled to date. Local 675 submits that the average 
yearly increase to piecework rates over the three-year term in the sector is 8.31% 
per year with most increases being heavily front end loaded (i.e. the majority of 
the increase over the three years occurs in the first year).  
 

14. Local 675 submits that inflation is at a 30-year high and the cost of living, including 
in particular fuel costs, is becoming untenable. Local 675 points out that the 
increase to the Consumer Price Index (“CPI”) was a relevant criterion in the LIUNA 
Local 183 Residential Construction Collective Agreement interest arbitration. 
Local 675 argues that the same consideration applies in this case. Local 675 makes 
the point that the rising cost of fuel has made it more expensive for its members 
to travel to their worksites. 
 

15. Local 675 argues that the residential sector in Ontario continues to see rapid 
growth. It argues that the number of residential units under construction is at a 
five-year high. Local 675 also argues that because of the amount of work in the 
sector, it has, at times, struggled to fill manpower requests. Local 675 argues fair 
and reasonable wages are required to attract and retain workers to perform work 
under the Collective Agreement. 
 

16. Local 675 relies upon a number of recently settled collective agreements including 
the Carpenters Residential Roofing Collective Agreement, the Carpenters High-
Rise Trim Collective Agreement, the Carpenters Residential Siding Collective 
Agreement, the Carpenters Low-Rise Trim Collective Agreement, the Carpenters 
ICI Collective Agreement, the LIUNA Local 183 Framing Collective Agreement, the 
LIUNA Local 183 Residential Collective Agreement and the Formwork Council 
Collective Agreement. Local 675 argues that these Collective Agreements are 
appropriate comparator Collective Agreements and that the increases obtained in 
these Collective Agreements supports awarding its proposal. 
 

17. ISCA argues that current inflationary pressures are the unique result of temporary 
global events and are therefore temporary in their own right. ISCA argues that 
inflation is expected to normalize in the near term and in particular during the 
early portion of the term of the 2022-2025 Collective Agreement. ISCA argues that 
a temporary and transient spike in CPI / inflation is not the basis for awarding the 
significant increases sought by Local 675. ISCA argues that looked at from a longer-
term point of view, Local 675 has achieved real wage gains for its members over a 
series of collective agreements and that ISCA’s proposal represents continued 
wage gains. 



 
18. ISCA argues that economic data indicates the housing market in Ontario is 

overheated and is facing a correction. It argues rising interest rates have cooled 
the housing market and will continue to do so for some time. ISCA argues that the 
increases sought by Local 675 would create significant economic risk in the sector 
if the housing market declines as predicted.  
 

19. ISCA argues that its proposal, and the overall increase it contains, is in line with 
the wage increases achieved in the Carpenters ICI Collective Agreement and the 
LIUNA 183 Residential Collective Agreement. 
 

20. Final offer selection is a blunt instrument that requires an arbitrator to determine 
which of two offers is the most reasonable fit having regard to the established 
criteria. Both Local 675 and ISCA have made compelling and thorough submissions 
in support of their respective positions. On the whole though, having regard to the 
increases obtained in the comparator collective agreements, the total cost of the 
compensation sought in both proposals, the principle of demonstrated need, the 
likelihood that the inflation that we are currently experiencing is temporary and 
the expected decline in the housing market, on balance ISCA’s proposal is a more 
reasonable fit having regard to the existing principles and jurisprudence. 
 

21. ISCA’s submissions included the argument that the rejected MOA should guide the 
result in this case and that I should order the terms of the MOA or lesser terms. 
Local 675 argues the rejected MOA should be given no weight. I did not find it 
necessary to resolve this dispute in reaching the determination above given that 
regardless of the status of the MOA, ISCA’s proposal is the more reasonable fit. I 
also note that ISCA’s proposal represented an improvement on the MOA in any 
event.   
 

DISPOSITION 
 

22. For the foregoing reasons I direct the parties to enter into a renewal Collective 
Agreement for the term of May 1, 2022 to April 30, 2025 that contains the 
monetary proposal made by ISCA set out earlier in this Award, the other terms 
and conditions agreed to in bargaining prior to the issuance of this Award as well 
as all of the terms and conditions of the predecessor 2019-2022 Collective 
Agreement subject to the amendments that have been ordered herein and that 
were agreed to in bargaining. 
 

23. The wage increases are effective on the dates indicated and retroactive where 
applicable.  
 
 
 



24. I remain seized until the renewal Collective Agreement is signed by the parties. 
 

DATED at Toronto this 20th day of June, 2022. 

 

Jesse Nyman 
Sole Arbitrator 

 

 


