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This hearing concerns an interest dispute between the City of Ottawa"and the Amalgamated 
Transit Union, Lo~al 279, Para Transpo Unit ("ATU Local 279"), in respect of the renewal of the 
collective agreement that expired December 31, 2020. The employees covered by the 
agreement include approximately 150 full-time and one part-time Para Transpo operators, as 
well as three or four full-time shift controllers. They all work in conjunction with Para Transpo 
call takers and dispatchers represented by ATU, Local1760 and are supported by mechanics 
and garage attendants represented by ATU, Local 279's conventiona l transit unit. Para Transpo 
is mandated to provide transportation services to eligible elderly, disabled and mobility 
challenged residents on a door-to-door basis throughout the City, and to some locations in 
Gatineau, Quebec. 

Each party set out widely accepted arbitral principles in order to guide us in issu ing our award. 
However, the parties were unable to agree upon the principles most applicable during the 
current economic downturn. 

Specifically, the City set out its perspective on guiding principles as follows: 

Encourage collective bargaining and do not encourage surface bargaining with arbitration in 
mind by: 

(i) Replicating what would have been achieved in free negotiations- no breakthroughs 
or significant deviations from the norm; 

(ii) Being guided by concrete evidence and looking to appropriate comparators arising 
out of freely negotiated or arbitrated collective agreements; 

(iii) Granting clauses which only deal with demonstrated need, not issues for the 
future; 

(iv) Not splitting the difference; 

(v) Having regard to historical patterns of negotiated settlements between the parties; 

and, 

(vi) Recognizing that arbitration is not a substitute for negotiation. 

Consider economic factors: i.e., a collective agreement should reflect economic realities. 

Consider the total compensation package, not clause-by-clause compar,isons. 



The Union does not disagree with the above factors. Rather, it argues that any single factor 
cannot carry more weight than the others. It acknowledges that the Covid pandemic has 
devastated many economies, including the City's .. However, one of the consequences of both 
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the Covid pandemic and the war in Ukraine, i.e.)ivery high inflation, h_9s had and will continue 
to have devastating real dollar impact upon wages, which is not a factor that can be ignored. 

The most significant disagreements between the parties are with respect to a) term; b) wages; 
and c) the enhancement of the LTD benefit, ergo the supplementary briefs from the parties. 

Historically, the Para Transpo unit was brought in-house in 2008. Its first collective agreement 
had a term of 4 years and was a voluntary settlement. The second collective agreement was 
also a voluntary settlement with a two-year term. The third collective agreement was an 
interest award by the Mitch nick Board (June 22, 2016) for an agreed to three-year term with 
the following wage increases: Jan 1/2015: 2.25%; Jan1/2016: 2.0%; and Jan 1/2017: 2%. The 

City relies upon a statement by the Mitch nick Board at p. 6 of its award: 

The City's own efforts to narrow the differences between the two groups' collective 
agreements is apparent from the City providing 4 annual increases of 3 per cent each 
year in the first collective agreement entered into by the City directly for the Para 
Transpo group, and we consider it appropriate that those efforts continue- albeit at a 
measured pace that is consistent with the current state of the economy. 

We note the data relied upon by the City indicates that the Mitchnick Board's wage award, did 

not narrow the wage gap. Rather, the wage gap increased from both the low and high wage 
levels compared to their levels in the final year of the 2014 voluntary agreement. The Mitch nick 
award did provide other collective agreement improvements which narrowed existing 
differences and, in some cases replicated the conventional unit's language. 

The subsequent, Albertyn Board Award (July 29, 2019), was also for an agreed term of three
years: 2015-2018. That award also increased the gap in wages between the Para Transpo unit 
and the conventional unit, according to the City's data, although, it, too, provided other 

collective agreement improvements. 

The City disputes that narrowing the gap ever inferred or meant a drive to parity. The City 
categorically denies that parity would ever be appropriate in light of the differences in 
qualifications> duties and other factors, between the main occupations of operator in the 
conventional transit unit and operator in this one. 

The City argues that since the conventional unit's current agreement is a five-year agreement 

commencing in 2020 and ending in 2024, a five-year term would be appropriate for the Para 
Transpo unit. There is a demonstrated need for stability. 

The Union argues that the pattern for Para Transpo is three years (i.e., the last two interest 
awards) and that attempting to negotiate a f ive-year term during the most unstable economic 



time in many decades, is unlikely and unreasonable. The Union argues that closing the gap 
between the Para Transpo unit collective agreement and the conventional operators' collective 
agreement does indeed require eventual parity and that eventuality has arrived after 13 years. 
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The Board views a three-year term as reasonable since it is the average of the two voluntary 
settlements betw~en these parties and both the Mitchnick and Albertyn awards in which the 
parties voluntarily agreed to three-year terms. Moreover, the conventional unit's five-year 
term was negotiated in a climate where the future success of vaccines was not apparent and 
there was some optimism respecting a quick recovery. It preceded the war in Ukraine which 
has aggravated any chance of a hasty economic recovery globally and locally. 

Para Transpo ridership as of November 2021 had only returned to 59% of its pre-pandemic 
level, which has seriously impacted revenues. 

Compounding this economic impact of the Covid pandemic, which is not over yet, is the impact 
of the war in Ukraine, which has impacted higher energy and food costs, disruptions to trade 
and tighter financial conditions and helped to produce the highest inflationary increases seen in 
many decades. How long these economic impacts will last is being debated by economists, 
bankers and governments, the world over. Currently, the pessimists appear to be in the 
majority, as they warn of both stagflation and recession . 

Fin~lly, we are asked to note (and we do) that throughout the period of ridership and revenue 
decline, the City has not asked its transit employees, including Para Transpo employees to 
endure staff reductions or temporary layoffs. It goes without saying, that this is a benefit not 
available to many employees whose employers have not withstood sharp decreases in 
revenues without reducing staff. As has already been noted, the general public in Ottawa has 
experienced an increase in unemployment. 

It is within this context that the City proposes a five-year contract. Commencing January 1, 
2021, it proposes annual increases of 1.5%; January 1, 2022: 1.75%; January 1, 2023: 1.8%; 
January 1, 2024: 2.0%; and January 1, 2025: 2%. This constitutes a layering of the term and 
wage increases the conventional unit has in its 2020-2024 collective agreement. 

The Union, not surprisingly, sees matters somewhat differently. The conventional ATU Local 
279 has a much larger bargaining unit, representing chiefly its transit operators and 
maintenance crews, that negotiated a five-year settlement with the City in 2020, after the 
onset of the pandemic but before there was any assurance that vaccines would be developed. 

The Union notes that since the Para Transpo unit was brought in-house, it has had two 
voluntary settlements, the first of which was a four-year term and the second of which was a 
two-year term. The next two agreements were the result of awards, both of which had terms 
of three years. The union also notes that the high rates of inflation in the current and 
foreseeable future were not a consideration for the parties in agreeing to a five-year term for 
the conventional unit. Thus, the union seeks a three-year contract commencing January 1, 
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2021, with annual wage increases of 2.5% for the duration (i.e., until December 31, 2023). The 
union notes that inflation is a very real diminisher of wage value and was not a consideration at 
the time the conventional unit entered its f ive-year contract in 2020. 
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Arbitrator Kap lan acting as sole arbitrator, considered inflation in his january 4th, 2022 interest 
award in TTC and ATU, Loca/113. He states: 

Notwithstanding the temptation to adjust across-the-board increases to reflect 
current inflation- of which there is demonstrable uncontradicted evidence
there is no outcome with an inflation adjustment- negotiated or awarded- to 
replicate [at p. 12]. 

His conclusion is that in the absence of negotiated or awarded outcomes that reflected rising 
inflation, he had nothing to follow and viewed "leading" as anathema to interest arbitration . 

This understandable reluctance was repeated in Mr. Kaplan's award between the City of 
Ottawa and CIPP (February, 7th, 2022), although, it was noted that replicating an existing 
outcome was not the only criteria and sometimes an interest Board might have to intervene [at 
p. 10]. At that time the evidence before him was that year over year inflation as of July 2021 
was 3.4%. The Board states: 

Occasionally, and in exceptional circumstances when presented with compelling 
evidence of demonstrated need, a Board of Interest Arbitration will lead the way, but in 
this case the parties will soon be in a position to take inflation into account in free 
collective bargaining- should it prove persistent- given that the union's requested 

term [three years] has been awarded [at p. 10]. 

We note that three-year collective agreement expires December 3Pt, 2022. 

The City also relies upon the Keller Board Award (dated July 22nd, 2021) for the City of Ottawa 
and C.U.P.E., Loca/503 Inside/Outside in which inflation was not raised by either party. In 
addition, it relies upon an earlier award of the same constituted Board as this one, in which 
inflation was never raised as an issue, involving the City of Ottawa and ATU, Loca/1760 
(January 29th, 2021). 

The union notes that increases based upon inflation are the norm in the healthcare sector and 

are currently being recognized elsewhere in other sectors, including transit sectors. 

It relies upon awards under the HLDAA, and interest awards in non-health-care sectors. It 
begins with the following from the Steinberg Award in Bradgate Arms and UFCW, Loca/175 
(February 11th, 2022) which awarded a two-year collective agreement commencing January 1, 
2021 and expiring December 31, 2022. The wage awards for both years consisted of 2% GWI 
(General Wage Increases) based upon the replication of a pattern of 2% increases with an 
additional 2% for 2021 an additional1% for 2022. It specified that the additional percentage 



increases were "given particular attention to the economic situation in Ontario and Toronto 
(s.9(1.1)3) because of the increase in CPI in 2021" [at para. 8] . 

. •f 
The award acknowledges that the Bradgate Arn;j/s was one of the low.~st paying Revera home in 
the Province of Ontario, but the justification for the increases to 4% d'nd 3%, respectively, are 
tied to the economic situation in Ontario and the increase in the CPl. 

The above result is similar to the Chauvin Board's approach to wages, again under HLDAA, in 
Harvest Crossing Retirement Community and SEIUY, Locall Canada (April 27, 2022)where CPI is 

noted to be "5.1% and 5.7% in January and February 2022, and that these have been the largest 
increases in the CPI since August 1991" [at para 9]. The Chauvin Board awarded a two-year 
agreement effective March 31, 2021 and expiring February 281h, 2023 with 2% GWI's for each 
year plus 1.25% special wage increases for each year. As in the Steinberg Board Award, the 
special wage increases were for both comparisons to other retirement homes and due to the 
CPl. 

In the Hayes award under HLDAA, between Homewood Health Centre Inc. and UFCW, Local 75 
(June 2nd, 2022) the Board awarded a two-year agreement commencing July 17, 2020 and 

expiring July 16, 2022 with 1.75% ATB increases for 2020-2021 and 3.00% ATB increases for 
2021-2022. The Board characterizes the 3% increase as comprised of 1.75% plus 1.25% for a 
combination of recruitment and retention "and inflationary factors- far short of the rate of 
inflation. The harsh reality is that no one can expect to be fully immunized from the negative 
impacts of extraordinary inflation. This award does not come close" [at paras. 31-33]. The 
approach in that award has been followed by other arbitrators in the same sector, including 
arbitrators Goodfellow and Price. 

In a more recent interest award by arbitrator Kaplan sitting as a sole arbitrator in ORNGE and 
OPEIU (June gth, 2022), he awarded a three-year term commencing Aprill, 2020 to March 3Pt, 
2023 with ATB increases of 2% commencing January 1, 2021; 2% January 1, 2022; 2% January 1, 
2023; and a further .5% on March 3151, 2023. He rejected any restrictions under Bill124. He 
made no mention of inflation. 

In the residential building sector arbitrator Harvey Beresford notes that "we are experiencing 
inflation at levels not seen in decades and the past increases were not negotiated in a similar 
climate. While of historical value, the past is not a strong factor to be considered in today's 
circumstances" [at para. 38] . His increases amounted to 10.3% over the three-year agreement. 

In other words, while Arbitrator Kaplan was correct, in our view, to not take the lead when 
persistent inflation and persistent increases in the CPI were not present, and when there were 
no settlements or awards considering inflation, that is no longer the economic reality and thus 
it would be an error on the part of this Board to ignore those factors at this time. We agree 
with the Hayes Board that no-one can expect to be totally shielded from high inflation. 
However, we also can't ignore unprecedented inflation escalation as a factor that must be 
considered. 
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In numerous cases, most notably the interest awards dealing with inflation, the union drew 
comparison to awards in the healthcare sector. 1he City has argued that gaps exist between 
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other Ontario conventional transit groups and t ~ eir smaller, specializ~d units. We note that 
many of the examples relied upon by the City include specialized gro tl ps that are not unionized 
and/or are contracted out. 

Overall, the Board notes that these parties in their own bargaining and in their collective 
agreements, have considered all of the internal comparators. In this case we have done the 
same. 

The Board has taken a balanced approach of addressing compensation issues in a global 
fashion. We have attempted to use compa rability to ach ieve an overall outcome, that pays 
attention to all of the relevant factors . We begin by addressing the wage and term issues. 

Term and Wages 

Notwithstanding the skilful presentation of City Counsel in arguing for a five-year term with 
modest wage increases, in the latter years, we reject that proposal, even though that would 
constitute a near replication of the conventional unit's five-year wage increases. The reason is 
that the current increases to inflation could not have been considered in fashioning that 
collective agreement. 

We award a three-year term, which we consider more appropriate in this context. 

In terms of wage increases, if we were to reproduce the conventional unit's increases for the 
2021-2023 period, they would be 1.5%, 1.75% and 1.8%. However, a straight reproduction, 
while ignoring two sign ificant factors: i) the gradual narrowing of the gap and, ii) the extreme 
inflation that has arisen in 2022, in our view would be out of keeping with normative increases 
currently and would cause the gap to widen. 

We further note that settlement levels published by the Ontario Ministry of Labour have 
reflected somewhat the increases to CPl. While certain public sector settlements are 
constrained by Bi ll 124, the Protecting a Sustainable Public Sector for Future Generations Act, 
2019, settlements overall are demonstrating higher levels of wage increases. Moreover, relying 
upon the City's data, its wage proposal would slightly increase the wage gap between the Para 
Transpo unit and the conventional unit, whereas the Union' s proposal would narrow the gap 

but come nowhere close to parity. 

Our task cannot be to create an outcome devoid of economic reality and which fai ls to 
recognize collective bargaining trends. While we intend to give weight to those trends, we also 
give considerable weight to the level of settlement in the conventional unit, so that while our 
wage award is somewhat higher in light of those trends, it does not stray too distant from the 
level of increases in that settlement. 
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For the above reasons we award the following wage increases: 

·.rt 
January 1, 2021- ATB increase of 2% Ji 
January 1, 2022- ATB increase of 2.25% 
January 1,, 2023- ATB increase of 2.5% 

LTD Benefits 

The Union seeks parity with all of the other bargaining units of the City, including the 
conventional unit. Currently, the Para Transpo unit is the only unit that provides an LTD benefit 
of 66 2/3% benefit with a cap of $2500. per month. It proposes that the benefit reflect all other 
bargaining units by increasing the benefit to 75% with a cap of $4500. per month. 

The City strongly opposes this as an extremely expensive improvement and relies upon 
actuarial estimates that calculate this "improvement's" cost to the City at $2,265,000. over a 
3.5-year period (Six months left in 2022, plus 2023- 2025). These costs were strenuously 
argued about with both parties providing Supplementary submissions, a reply (from the City) 
and a sur-reply (from the Union). The City asks us to accept its calculations, which include not 
only LTD benefits paid to claimants but a myriad of other costs including: claims, administration 
expenses, charges for newly accepted claims, charges for ongoing claims, charges for assessed 
but unaccepted claims, rehabilitation expenses, rehabilitation fees, rehabilitation coordination 
costs, medical coordination costs, claims management costs (for eg. IME's), legal charges, 
Disabled Life Reserves (DLR's) and taxes. 

The Union suggests that these figures are not accurate and many are simply accounting 
measures that do not represent actual costs, especially pertaining to reserves. 

The City notes that this is the first round of bargaining that this item has been requested by the 
Union. 

We note, that wherever the actual costs rest between the numbers provided by the City's and 
the Union's estimates, they are costs that are currently and have historically been carried by 
the City for all of its other bargaining unit groups for several years. In other words, the factor of 
comparability, a sub-factor in the application of replication, weighs in favour of awarding this 
benefit improvement. We also note that it is a significant benefit and a significant cost. 

We therefore will grant the Union's amended request to add the LTD benefit of 75% of regular 
earnings to a maximum of $4500. for the final year of this collective agreement, commencing 
April 1, 2023. 

In our view, the award respecting the term; the wage increases; and, the "addition of the 
increased LTD benefit, effective in the last year of the collective agreement, i.e., April1, 2023, 
provide a balance between replication principles, normative principles, economic reality, 
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overall costs and demonstrated need. It also takes into account the very real benefit these 
employees have had in not being subjected to temporary lay-offs. 

Remaining Issues 

The City seeks an;endments to: 

article 6.3 Quarterly Booking- to permit the employer to adjust posted shifts available 
for selection to correspond to number of active operators available to perform the work 
required; 

article 8.15- delete meal break allowance of $7.00 for each day an employee works 
more than 5 consecutive hours; and 

article 11.11nsurance Plans- a mix of improvements, deletions and added employee 
premiums. 

We note that the Albertyn Board referred the article 6.3 quarterly booking issue back to the 
parties to negotiate and return to the Board within four months. The parties did not return to 
the Albertyn Board with a solution. We do not view the complexity of making incremental 
changes to the Booking rules as something that either party would obtain through collective 
bargaining. We do not see a demonstrated need for a change at the present time. We 
therefore reject the City's proposal respecting article 6.3 . 

The City's proposal to delete the meal allowance of $7.00 for each day an employee works in 
excess of five consecutive hours is reasonable on the basis that it already pays such employees 
for a half hour break. We note that what the City perceives to be a "gratuitous" payment is not 
currently specified in the collective agreement. We therefore remit this issue to the parties to 
agree on language that would reflect an understanding that is not currently in writing. 

We reject the amendments to article 11.1, for the same reasons as the article 6.3 issues, above. 
We do not see evidence of a demonstrated need for these amendments. 

The Union seeks amendments, all of which constitute improvements, as follows: 

Article 10- parity with conventional unit respecting vacation pay; 

Article 11- with the exception of article 11.1(g) LTD benefit dealt with above, other 
improvements to health and welfare benefits that match or exceed the conventional 

unit; 

Article 13- Discipline language in (3)7 and (3)8; 

Article 19.3- Uniforms (allotment, carry over and logos) parity with conventional unit; 



Artid ~ 19.5 - Medical Exams increase reimb1.1rsement from $90. to $1 50./3 yf!ars; 
·.Jl 
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Article 2.9- Sh itt Controllers {improvements to over-time pay ai5d pension 
co ntrl but ions): 

New Language t o ha ... e p;arity w ith t he onventional group for leave and top-up on 

maternity and parental lt:!a-ves; 

New fan,gu age t o have parity with convention al group for WSIB language and top-up; 

DtLETE all referel'lces. to part-time emptoyees throughout the agreement. 

We h;.rve considered t hesli! amendments and 111 light ofth2 3-yetl r term) wage increases. and 

significant improvement t o the t TD cove rage, awa rded above1 no further improvements are 

justJfled ill t his agreement. We t heretofe deny all other U11 ion req uests. 

We w ish to thank the parties for their t ho-rough and helpful written :trid oral sub missions. 

The new collective aBreem12nt s,hall consist of the unamended provisions of the expired 

co llective a~reement, t he articles that have been amended by agreement. if any, as well as. t he 
Board's awa rd. 

RetroC'Ictivitv on all paid hours, t o be paid w ithin sixty days of t he award. Fofmer empl oyee.s to 

be notified of ariv entit lement to r etroactive pa~~ment at t heir last ~nown add(e!>s . Should t he 

pandemic situatloll"l interfere with the City's ability to make retro<Jctive paymeflt w ithin t his 
t imefr.JmQ, It shal l notify t he! union and the uniort w ill agree t o f!)l1en d the de-adline for a fu rther 

th irty day:;, 

y of Nc.wember 2022. 

-------_... 

/~ 
/ K;thryn Butler lvlalett~ - Citv Nomi11ee 

A p.artia l dissent is attached 

Joe Herbert - ATU Nominee 

A p(l1rt ia1 d issent i:; attached 



The City of Ottawa 
And 

The Amalgamated Transit Union, local 279 
·.•;; 

Para-Tra.~spo Unit 

DISSENT OF CITY NOMINEE 

I must respectfully dissent from the majority decision in this award. 

This award neither replicates what the parties would have bargained and agreed to at the 
bargaining table nor does it replicate the wage increases bargained or awarded among the City 
of Ottawa's bargaining units or the wage increases provided over the same term in the wider 
municipal sector. 

General Wage Increase 

The City's number one priority in this arbitration, and this was clearly set out in its brief and 
submissions at the hearing, was to achieve a general wage increase that would replicate the 
general wage increases negotiated with the Conventional group and awarded to the other City 
internal groups. Instead, the Board has awarded higher general wage increases over a three
ye_ar term based on the increase in the rate of inflation from 2021 to 2023. 

The Board awarded a 2% wage increase for 2021, a year when inflation was low and when no 
other arbitrator in a City arbitration awarded more than 1.5% for 2021 (City and CIPP, Kaplan, 
February 2022; City and CUPE 503, Keller, July 2021; City and ATU 1760, Allen, January 2021; 
City and ATU 279 Conventional- negotiated settlement- July 2021). Arbitrator Kaplan in the 
nc and ATU Local113 award (November 2021L which is a sectoral comparator for the City, 
declined to award increases for inflation. 

In consideration of the principle of replication with the general wage increases awarded or 
negotiated for all internal City groups for 2021; with the increases awarded or negotiated for 
the municipal sector in Ontario (where the general wage increases were very similar to the 
City's proposed general wage increases for this unit); and with economic data indicating that 
inflation did not begin to rise until 2022, I would have awarded 1.5% for 2021 and maintained 
the general wage increase parity with other City bargaining units for the same reasons that 
Arbitrator Kaplan outlined in the nc and ATU Local133 award, November 2021. 

Long Term Disability Plan 

Each party tabled demands related to aligning the benefits and working conditions between the 
Para Transpo Unit and the Conventional group. The union's key demand 'was to obtain the 
same Long-Term Disability Benefit as that provided to the Conventional group. At the same 
time, the union also tabled demands to match other benefits in the Conventional group 

1 



collective agreement. The LTD demand is an expensive demand and one that the City could not 
agree to without obtaining some concessions from the Union related to the alignment of other 
Para Transpo insurance plan benefits with those in the Conventional group collective 
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agreement as a means to offset the cost of provJ.ding the amended qp plan . 

I would have deci,ded differently regarding the awarding of the amended LTD plan. This is an 
important gain for the union and awarding offsets for the City would provide a more balanced 
award that recognizes replication and comparability. Therefore, I would have awarded a 
gradual alignment of certain insurance plan benefits between the Para Transpo Unit and the 
Conventional Group, over the term of the collective agreement, to continue the pattern that 
began with the Mitchnick Board and continued with the Albertyn Board. 

Quarterly Booking 

My final comment refers to the City's proposal to amend the Quarterly Booking language to 
improve work selection among operators and provide a better service to the clients of Para 
Transpo. This proposal is of great importance to the City and, in its submission, it addressed the 
demonstrated need to provide balance in shift selection and improve the services provided to 
Para Transpo clients. I would have awarded that the matter be remitted back to the parties to 
develop the terms for a trial booking period in the Spring. The Board would have remained 
seized of this matter. 

In conclusion, had the Board awarded a 1.5% general wage increase in 2021, a time when 
inflation was low and when a general wage increase of that amount would provide parity with 
other municipa l and City collective agreements; awarded offsets to the City in return for 
awarding an amended Long Term Disability Plan; and a trial period for the parties to work out a 
booking schedule, this would have provided a balanced award that would have benefitted both 
parties and respected the principles of replication, comparability, demonstrated need, 
gradualism and total compensation. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Kathryn Butler Malette 

Dated November 6, 2022 at Ottawa, Ontario 
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Partial Dissent 

·.•f 
While there are a number of conclusions drawnJ~ n the award with w~_ich I am able to agree, 

there are certain issues which ought to have been decided differently and I therefore dissent in 

part from the decision. 

First and foremost, the union did a helpful job, in my view at least, in putting forward a 

balanced wage proposal that on the one hand, gave recognition to the historic increases in CPI 

that have taken place so far during the term of the agreement, while being 'anchored' at the 

same time within range of the conventional unit settlement. Its proposal of 2.5% per year in 

each of the three years 2021-2023, falls well below current rates of inflation (3.4% in 2021 and 

6.9% at last measure in September 2022), and below wage increases granted by recent interest 

arbitration awards. Obviously, but for the conventional unit settlement (struck in April 2020 

when the last CPI increase was less than 1% annualized), the wage proposal and wage award 

would have been higher. 

In that context the union's proposal of 2.5% yearly for the 3 years, was tempered and gave 

recognition to all of the relevant factors- the 2020 conventional unit settlement, the economy, 

and recent settlement levels. It was the opposite of an overreach. Thus, while this was not a 

final offer selection process, in my view the union's proposal should not have been pared down 

as it has been in the award, and it ought to have been awarded. In 2022 alone, for example, the 

wage award will likely only make up for one-third of the increase in CPI, and while the union's 

proposal would not have made a great deal of difference in this regard, there was insufficient 

reason to not award the 2.5% requested . 

Secondly, while I appreciate that the Chair has struck a balance which puts most of the union's 

equity proposals off to future bargaining, I would have made an exception to that decision for 

parental leave. In my view, these employees should not be required to er,~dure a clear economic 

burden for parenting, when other employees at the City have more normative top-up 



provisions. That right seems fundamental to me, and I would have awarded the parental leave 

improvement sought. 
.,l 
)I 

Dated this 6th day of November, 2022 

Joe Herbert 
Union Nominee 




