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AWARD 

This grievance of Dr. Wasan Amornsang (“the grievor”) deals with the rights and entitlements of 

full-time academic staff employed pursuant to the Limited-Term Appointment provisions of the 

collective agreement between the University of Western Ontario (“the University”) and the 

University of Western Ontario Faculty (“the Association”). 

 

The parties filed the following Agreed Statement of Facts. 

  

AGREED STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 

1. The University and the Association are parties subject to the Faculty Association 
 Collective Agreement (Exhibit #1). 

2. On June 25, 2014 the Association filed a grievance at Step 2 (Exhibit #2) alleging that 
 the University had violated the clauses 8.2 and 8.3 of the Appointments Article of the 
 2010 – 2014 Collective Agreement (by failing to provide grounds for the non-renewal of 
 the Grievor's Limited Term Appointment).  

3. On July 9, 2014, that grievance was denied at Step 2 by the University (Exhibit #3) on  
 the basis that clauses 8.2 and 8.3 are not operative in the Grievor's circumstances. 

4. On July 14, 2014, the Association filed the grievance at Step 3 (Exhibit #4). 

 

Issue: When do Members become entitled to the additional protections set out in the second 
provision of clause 5.3.2.1 (i.e. clauses 8.2 and 8.3) of the Appointments article of the collective 
agreement? 

 Background 

5. The Grievor entered into three sequential Limited Term Appointments (in the form of the 
 University's standard template appointment agreement), with the Schulich School of 
 Medicine & Dentistry, as follows: 

 (a) Pursuant to the appointment letter dated June 28, 2007, the Grievor entered into  
  a Limited Term Appointment for the period from July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2009  
  (Exhibit #5); 

 (b) Pursuant to the appointment letter dated May 8, 2009, the Grievor entered into a  
  Limited Term Appointment for the period from July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2012  
  (Exhibit #6); and, 
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 (c) Pursuant to the appointment letter dated May 21, 2012 the Grievor entered into a 
  third Limited Term Appointment for the period from July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2014 
  (Exhibit #7). 

 

6. On November 15, 2013, Dentistry's Appointments Committee met and recommended 
 that the Grievor's Limited Term Appointment not be renewed. It reviewed this matter on 
 the basis [of] the first provision in Clause 5.3.2.1 of the Appointments Article of the 
 collective agreement. 

 

7. By letter dated April 4, 2014 (Exhibit #8) the Dean advised the Grievor that his 
 appointment would not be renewed upon its expiry on June 30, 2014. The Grievor 
 continued to work until that date. Grounds for the non-renewal were not included in the 
 letter. 

 

8. On May7, 2014 the parties met for an Informal Resolution meeting to discuss the 
 grounds on which the Grievor's Limited Term Appointment was not renewed. The 
 University provided its response to that discussion by letter dated May 14, 2014 (Exhibit 
 #9). 

 

 

APPOINTMENTS  

Definitions 

1.3 A Limited-Term Appointment is a Full-Time Appointment to the academic staff of 
the University for a specified period. Limited-Term Appointments can be made at the initial 
rank of Lecturer or Assistant Professor. Such an  Appointment may be filled either through a 
competition advertised inside and outside the University according to Senate rules and in 
accord with the provisions of the Article Employment Equity, or through the provisions of 
Clauses 5.1.1 or the Letter of Understanding on Limited Duties Conversion. An appointee in 
such a position is not on Probation for a Tenured Appointment. There is no guarantee that 
such an Appointment will be renewed at the end of a specified period. Mere non-renewal 
of a Limited-Term Appointment does not constitute dismissal as defined in the Article 
Discipline. 

 

Appointments Committee 

5.3.2 Renewals of Limited-Term Appointments (see Clause 8) shall be reviewed by the 
Appointments Committee. 

5.3.2.1 Any non-renewal of a Limited-Term Appointment after five years of Limited-Term service 
shall be reviewed by the Appointments Committee. Any non-renewal of a Limited-Term 
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Appointment after seven years of Limited-Term service shall be reviewed by the  
Appointments Committee according to the provisions of Clauses 8.2 and 8.3. Any non-
renewal of the Limited-Term Appointment after ten years of Limited-Term service shall be 
reviewed by the Appointments Committee according to the provisions of clauses 8.2 and 8.3 a), 
c) and d) 

 

Limited-Term Appointments 

8. An initial Limited-Term Appointment shall be for a fixed term to a maximum of five years 
 in a given Unit. Any renewal of a Limited-Term Appointment beyond five years' Limited-
 Term service in a given Unit may be for period of up to five years. 

 

8.1 Mere non-renewal of such Appointment within seven years of the initial Appointment  
 does not constitute dismissal as defined in the Article Discipline. 

8.2 Notification of non-renewal beyond the seventh year of service shall occur two 
 years  before the end date of the  Appointment and shall be accompanied by a 
 statement of the grounds upon which the decision not to renew the  Appointment is 
 based. 

8.3 These grounds shall be: 

 a) that the position will cease to exist for operational reasons; 

 b) that the teaching responsibilities of the position will be assumed by Probationary  
  or Tenured positions; 

 c) that the Member has failed to meet the Academic Responsibilities associated  
  with the position; or 

 d) any ground for dismissal as defined in the Article Discipline. 

 

8.4 The two-year notice period specified in Clause 8.2 of this Article may, at the Dean's 
discretion, be replaced by pay in lieu of notice. Pay in lieu of notice and severance pay together 
shall be at the rate of one month's salary for the first year of service and an additional half 
month's salary for every additional year of service in the Limited-Term Appointment. 

 

DISCIPLINE 

Dismissal 

5.1 Mere non-renewal of a Limited Term or Visiting or Externally Funded or Limited Duties 
 Appointment does not constitute dismissal.... 

        (bold emphasis added 
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Submissions of the Parties 

The Association maintains that notification of the non-renewal of the grievor’s Limited-Term 

Appointment prior to the expiration of the seventh year of the Appointment does not void the 

University's obligation as set out in article 5.3.2.1 and article 8.2. By reason of these two 

provisions the University is required to provide to any bargaining unit member (“member”) who 

has seven years of Limited-Term service (a) the grounds upon which the non-renewal is based 

and (b) notification of non-renewal two years before the end date of the Appointment. That did 

not happen in the grievor's case. 

 

In making these submissions the Association drew a distinction between notification of the non-

renewal and the non-renewal itself. It was noted that article 5.3.2.1 does not address when 

notice is to be given. It speaks only to the non-renewal of a Limited-Term Appointment. In plain 

language it states that "after" having attained seven years of Limited-Term service the grievor 

has certain rights with respect to any non-renewal. In this case the grievor had completed seven 

years of Limited-Term service (July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2014) and was not renewed "after" that 

service. Although the grievor had received notice of non-renewal "within" seven years of his 

Initial Appointment as contemplated by article 8.1, he continued to work until the end of his 

Limited-Term Appointment so that the actual non-renewal of the Limited-Term Appointment was 

not “within” seven years, but was "after" he had completed seven years of Limited-Term service. 

It was argued that this interpretation was consistent also with the language of article 8.2 which 

speaks to notification "beyond" the seventh year of service. 

 

Association counsel asserted that in this collective agreement the parties have negotiated 

provisions whereby the rights of members increase with years of service. "After" seven years of 

service a member can only not be renewed if one of the grounds in article 8.3 applies. Those 

rights are to be distinguished from the rights of members to be notified of the non-renewal of 

their Limited-Term Appointment. Having regard to the collective agreement language the point 

in time which is significant is the point at which a member is not renewed. It is not the point in 

time at which the member is given notice of non-renewal. 
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Counsel relied upon Reichmann et al. v. Toronto Life et al.18 A.C.W.S. (3d) 1063 (Sandler) 

and the dictionary definitions of "beyond" and "after" (as distinguished from "within") in support 

of the Association’s submissions. "After" as a preposition refers to a period of time following an 

event, or something later in time. "Beyond" as a temporal preposition refers to something 

happening or continuing after a specified time or event. If those definitions were read into article 

5.3.2 and 8.2, in this case the grievor had achieved seven years of Limited-Term service and his 

non-renewal took place "after", following or "beyond" the happening of that event. 

 

The Association’s submissions focused on the word "non-renewal" in arguing that the relevant 

point in time at which to determine the rights of the member is when that non-renewal occurs. In 

this case that non-renewal occurred on July 1, 2014 which was “after” the grievor had 

completed seven years of Limited-Term service. It was submitted that it was significant that the 

parties did not use words such as "work beyond" or "service after" seven years in drafting the 

collective agreement and instead focused on the "renewal" and "non-renewal" of a Limited-Term 

Appointment. 

 

By way of analogy, and in support of these submissions, counsel referred to Re Canada Post 

Corporation and Canadian Union Of Postal Workers (1983) 11 L.A.C. (3d) 90 (Picher) and 

Canadian Broadcasting Corp and N.R.P.A. (1991) 22 L.A.C. (4th) 40 (Burkett). In those 

awards the grievors were provided with notice during their probationary period that employment 

would terminate on a specified date. Each arbitrator found that although the notice of 

termination was given "within" the probationary period, the relevant time frame to assess the 

rights of the grievors was when termination took place. Mere notice that the termination of 

employment would take place in the future was not sufficient to terminate the employment 

relationship. Instead each arbitrator looked to the effective date of the termination. 

 

Association counsel noted also that it was the University which controlled the process insofar it 

as it was the University which determined the length of each Limited-Term Appointment. The 

collective agreement did not oblige the University to offer Limited-Term Appointments for a 

specified duration. In the grievor's case it was the University which determined to give him 
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seven years of Limited-Term service. The University decided in June 2012 to give him a two-

year Limited-Term Appointment rather than a one-year Limited-Term Appointment. In so doing 

the University gave the grievor seven years of Limited-Term  service and the additional rights 

which come with that service, including the right to be told of the grounds upon which the 

decision not to renew was based. 

 

Counsel for the University also relied upon the dictionary definitions of "after", "beyond" and 

"within" but argued that the additional rights granted to a member accrue only "after" the 

member has completed seven years of Limited-Term service, has crossed that threshold, and 

has commenced service "beyond" that seven years. The enhanced rights (non-renewal 

accompanied by a statement of the grounds upon which the decision not to renew is based) are 

granted “after” seven years and upon commencement of the first additional day of service in the 

same manner that enhanced vacation or salary increases apply when bargaining unit members 

have crossed the threshold and commence the year of service which entitles them to the 

greater vacation or the salary increase.   

 

University counsel submitted that this interpretation of article 5.3.2.1 and 8.2 was consistent with 

article 8.1 which speaks to non-renewal "within" seven years of the initial Appointment. In this 

instance the non-renewal occurred "within" the specified seven years and did not occur 

"beyond" the seventh year as required in 8.2.  The grievor's seven years of service ended on 

June 30, 2014 and he did not cross over the threshold into his eighth year of service.  The 

symmetry of articles 8.1 and 8.2 clearly indicated that the former was intended to deal with non-

renewals within seven years while the latter article addressed non-renewals beyond the seventh 

year. Moreover, these articles must be read in context of article 1.3 of the Appointments article 

and article 5.1 of the Discipline article each of which indicate that non-renewal of a Limited-Term 

Appointment does not constitute dismissal. That principle is reinforced in article 8.1 where the 

parties use the word "within" to indicate that non-renewal "within" the first seven years of the 

initial Appointment does not constitute dismissal. 
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University counsel maintained that the awards relied upon by the Association did not apply as 

each involved factual circumstances which differed significantly from the present facts. The 

awards relied upon dealing with the termination of probationary employees involved employees 

who worked beyond the end of their probationary period, although notice of termination had 

been given during the probationary period. The awards did not involve circumstances where the 

employment relationship ended on the last day of the probationary period. To the extent awards 

dealing with the termination of probationary employees may be analogous the facts of this case 

indicate that the grievor did not work beyond his probationary period. His employment ended on 

the last day of his Limited-Term Appointment. 

 

University counsel relied upon the award of arbitrator Etherington in University of Western 

Ontario and University of Western Ontario Faculty Association 116 C.L.A.S 236. Although 

the facts of that case are materially different than those of the instant case in his award 

arbitrator Etherington clearly equated "after" and "beyond" as being "greater than" when he 

summarized the relevant collective agreement provisions in the following manner: 

 [5] At the University of Western there is no limit on the total number of years a 
 member can hold a series of Limited-Term Appointments. In addition, the  collective 
 agreement contained special provisions to enhance the job security of long serving 
 Limited-Term members, most notably clauses 5.3.2.1, 8.2, 8.3 and 8.4. Under article 8.2, 
 notice of non-renewal given beyond the seventh year of service must be given two 
 years before the end date of the appointment and shall be accompanied by a 
 statement of grounds as prescribed by article 8.3.  Article 8.4 provides for the 
 replacement of the two-year notice period with a combination of notice and severance 
 pay to be calculated in accordance with a  prescribed formula. 

 [6] Article 8.3 lists the following grounds as those that are required for a non-
 renewal of an appointment with greater than seven years of service. 

      (emphasis added) 

In this case the grievor did not cross the threshold and did not have "greater than" seven years 

of service. As a result the Appointments Committee was obliged only to review the non-renewal 

of the grievor's Limited-Term Appointment under the first sentence of article 5.3.2.1 and without 

consideration of articles 8.2 and 8.3. The University therefore did not violate the collective 

agreement. 
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Decision 

I have carefully considered the respective submissions of the parties. Having regard to the 

entirety of the collective agreement I have determined that the University did not violate the 

collective agreement. When the Appointments Committee reviewed the renewal of the grievor’s 

Limited-Term Appointment the grievor was not entitled to the additional protections of articles 

8.2 and 8.3 of the collective agreement and therefore the Appointments Committee was not 

required to  provide the grounds upon which its decision was based. 

 

I note first that there is little permanence to any Limited-Term Appointment. Under this collecrive 

agreement it is clear that Limited-Term Appointments are not permanent or tenured stream 

appointments.  There is no maximum to the total number of years academic staff can be 

appointed under the Limited-Term Appointments provisions of the collective agreement. The 

collective agreement makes it clear that there is no guarantee that a Limited-Term Appointment 

will be renewed. It specifically notes in three separate articles that mere non-renewal of a 

Limited-Term Appointment does not constitute dismissal.  

 

I agree that notwithstanding this lack of permanence or security of tenure the collective 

agreement does contain some provisions which serve to enhance the job security of those in 

Limited-Term Appointments. By reason of articles 5.3.2.1 and 8.2, 8.3 and 8.4 the longer a 

member serves in a Limited-Term Appointment the greater his/her rights flowing from such long 

term service.  As Limited-Term service increases job security and entitlements increase.  For 

example greater restrictions apply to the non-renewal of a Limited-Term Appointment “after” 

five, seven and ten years of Limited-Term service.  “After” five years of Limited-Term service the 

non-renewal of a Limited-Term Appointment must be reviewed by the Appointments Committee.  

“After” seven years non-renewal must be reviewed by the Appointments Committee according 

to the provisions of articles 8.2 and 8.3.  “After” ten years non-renewal must be reviewed by the 

Appointments Committee pursuant to articles 8.2 and 8.3 but the reason for the non-renewal 

can no longer be the fact that the teaching responsibilities will be assumed by probationary or 

tenured positions. 
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The exhibits filed together with the Agreed Statement of Facts underscore the lack of 

permanence and job security of those in Limited-Term Appointments.  The letters provided to 

the grievor at the start of each of his Limited-Term Appointment each indicate that it is a 

Limited-Term Appointment, effective for a specified period of time at the end of which 

employment ceases, without guarantee of a renewal.  Thus the last Limited-Term Appointment 

letter provided to the grievor dated May 21, 2012 states: 

 In consultation with Schulich Dentistry Acting Director, Professor Richard Bohay and the 
 Appointments Committee of Schulich Dentistry, we are pleased to offer you an 
 appointment at the rank of Assistant Professor in Schulich Dentistry, Schulich School of 
 Medicine and Dentistry. This is a renewal of your Limited-Term Appointment which will 
 become effective on July 1, 2012 and terminate on June 30, 2014. 

 This appointment is offered to you only for the period specified above at the end of which 
 your employment shall cease without further notice or obligation.  While renewal is 
 possible, it is neither promised nor guaranteed.  

 

The grievor confirmed his acceptance of those conditions.  He signed the letter on June 11, 

2012 indicating “I hereby accept this appointment as indicated and subject to the above 

conditions.”  Thus the grievor knew and agreed in June 2012 that his employment would 

terminate on June 30, 2014 “without further notice or obligation” and knew that there was no 

guarantee that his Appointment would be renewed. 

 

I must decide what meaning should be attributed to the word “after” in article 5.3.2.1 and “within” 

and “beyond” in articles 8.1 and 8.2.  These words are critical to any determination of the rights 

and entitlements of the grievor.  That interpretive exercise however must be made in context of 

the entire collective agreement and the particular facts of this case. Those include the fact that 

(a) under the terms of the collective agreement Limited-Term Appointments lack permanence 

and are offered without guarantee of renewal and (b) the fact that the grievor knew and agreed 

that his employment would cease on June 30, 2014 having been notified of that in the letter of 

May 21, 2012.  

 

I find that the termination of “probationary” employees awards relied upon by Association 

counsel are of limited assistance. The language of the collective agreements at issue here is 



11 

 

materially different from the language at issue in those awards.  In addition there are significant 

factual distinctions because in the awards relied upon by the Association the grievors worked 

beyond their probationary period.   

 

I do not quarrel with the proposition that it is length of service or time worked, and not the date 

on which notice of termination is given, which is significant. Regardless of whether notice is 

given in advance of the expiration of a probationary period, if a probationary employee works 

more than the length of time permitted by the collective agreement he/she can no longer be 

considered a “probationary” employee.  That rationale applied to the language of this collective 

agreement means that regardless of when notice is given, if a Limited-Term Appointment has 

service “beyond” seven years the enhanced job security provisions and rights found in the 

collective agreement apply. 

 

In this case however, when the Appointments Committee considered the matter of non-renewal 

of his Appointment, the grievor did not have Limited Term service “beyond” seven years.  As at 

the time his Appointment terminated he had exactly seven years of Limited-Term service and 

did not have service after reaching that milestone.   

 

The grievor’s employment terminated on June 30, 2014 in accordance with his Limited-Term 

Appointment and the letter dated May 21, 2012.  Pursuant to the terms of the collective 

agreement the mere cessation of his employment at that time, and on that date, did not 

constitute dismissal.  The collective agreement also did not oblige the University to renew the 

grievor’s Limited-Term Appointment on that date as article 1.3 specifically states that “there is 

no guarantee that such an Appointment will be renewed at the end of a specified period.” 

 

The issue in this case is not whether the University should have renewed the grievor’s Long-

Term Appointment. Rather the issue revolves more around the grievor's rights with respect to 

notification of non-renewal (including when it must be given) and the grounds upon which a 

decision not to renew the Limited-Term Appointment must be based.   
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Article 5.3.2.1 does not speak directly to the issue of “notification” of non-renewal.  It does not 

specify when that notification must be given or what must be included in such notification i.e. the 

grounds upon which the non-renewal is based.  Those matters are specifically dealt with in 

article 8.  As a result I have reached my conclusion to dismiss this grievance having particular 

regard to the appropriate interpretation to be given to the word “within” (as found in article 8.1) 

and “beyond” (as found in article 8.2). 

 

With respect to the word “after” in article 5.3.2.1 I find that something can’t be “after” unless the 

temporal circumstance or event which preceded it has been completed.  I agree with 

Association counsel that “after” is synonymous with being later in time, something which follows 

that which preceded it.  Thus any non-renewal “after” five years must be reviewed by the 

Appointments Committee, and any non-renewal “after” seven years and ten years of Limited-

Term service must be reviewed by that Committee in accordance with the referenced articles.  

However, as did arbitrator Etherington, I conclude that in context “after” as used in Article 

5.3.2.1 refers to Limited-Term Appointments who have “greater than” five, seven or ten years of 

service.  A Limited-Term Appointment must complete and surpass the five, seven or ten year 

milestone in order for the non-renewal to be “after” the requisite number of years. 

 

I do not accept the Association’s position that the triggering event is the non-renewal of the 

Limited-Term Appointment so that on the facts before me the non-renewal occurred “after” 

seven years of service or “beyond” the seventh year of service.   

 

Having regard to the structure and language of the collective agreement, and in particular 

articles 8.1 and 8.2, I find that in article 8.2 the triggering event is notification.  It is not non-

renewal but notification of non-renewal which occurs “beyond” the seventh year of service which 

triggers the University’s obligations and the grievor’s additional entitlements.   That 

interpretation is more consistent with the fact that by definition the Limited-Term Appointment is 

for a “specified period” and ends naturally on the last day of that specified period of time.  It is 

also more consistent with the fact that the University is not obliged to renew a Limited-Term 

Appointment.  In my view it is counter intuitive to find that something which the University is not 



13 

 

obliged to do (namely renew a Limited-Term Appointment) is a triggering event.  It makes more 

sense to find the triggering event is something which the University is obliged to do (namely 

notify a Limited-Term Appointment of a decision not to renew).  

 

In addition, it is clear that article 8.2 is intended to apply to members while they are employed 

and not after their employment has terminated in accordance with the terms of their 

Appointment.  The article speaks to notification being given notice "two  years before the end 

date of the Appointment." Indeed, to accept the Association's interpretation that it is the non-

renewal itself which is the triggering event would lead to peculiar results in this case. Article 8.2 

requires the University to give the grievor notice of non-renewal (or pay in lieu in accordance 

with article 8.4)  "two  years before the end date of the Appointment." If the triggering event is 

non-renewal which occurs after the grievor's appointment has ended (and is therefore "beyond" 

the grievor's seventh year of service) on the facts of this case the Association's interpretation 

means that the University would have had to notify the grievor that it was not going to renew the 

his Appointment on the very first day the grievor commenced his third Appointment. 

 

Articles 8.1 and 8.2 must be read together. These articles apply to members while employed 

under their Limited-Term Appointments.   

 

In article 8.2 these parties have agreed that notification (of non-renewal) which occurs “beyond” 

the seventh year of service grants the member holding the Limited-Term Appointment certain 

entitlements.  “Beyond” as a preposition and in context is synonymous with “more than”  or 

"outside" of a stated time or event.  I find that article 8.2 applies to notification of non-renewal 

which occurs when the member has "more than" seven years of Limited-Term service or which 

occurs "outside" of the member's 7 years of Limited service.   

 

In contrast, one antonym for “beyond” is “within” which is the language used by the parties in 

article 8.1.  That article does not speak to notification of non-renewal and instead specifies that 

non-renewal "within" seven years of the initial Appointment does not constitute dismissal. 
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In the grievor’s case his Limited-Term Appointment terminated on June 30, 2014.  The 

University was not obliged to renew his Limited-Term Appointment at that time.  Neither was the 

University required under Article 8.1 to notify him of its decision not to offer him another Limited-

Term Appointment.  Article 8.1 does not speak to any notification to employees within seven 

years of their initial Appointment.  As indicated in the Appointment letter the grievor received 

and signed in 2012 his Appointment was effective from June 1, 2012 and terminated on June 

30, 2014 at which time his “employment [would] cease without further notice or obligation.”  (It 

could even be argued that the grievor was “notified” in the May 21, 2012 letter that his Limited-

Term Appointment would end and not be renewed on June 30, 2014.) In my view Article 8.1 

does not refer to notification because the parties have agreed that for the first seven years of 

Limited-Term service an Appointment can simply come to an end at the conclusion of the period 

of time specified in the Appointment without further rights or obligations (except that the matter 

must be reviewed by the Appointments Committee).  However, once a member is no longer 

“within” seven years of the Initial Appointment and has gone “beyond” seven years of service 

the mere termination of the Limited-Term Appointment does not also terminate the obligations of 

the University or the rights of the grievor. 

 

The only provision which speaks to notification of a decision not to renew a Limited-Term 

Appointment is article 8.2.  It applies to those whose service is “beyond” seven years.  Article 

8.2 does not apply to those whose service terminates in accordance with their Limited-Term 

Appointment at the end of their seventh year of service.  In my view article 8.2 addresses 

notification which occurs while a member is employed under a Limited-Term Appointment, has 

completed seven years of service, and is engaged “beyond” that seven year milestone.  

Notification received after or beyond that point in time must conform to article 8.2. 

 

Association counsel has submitted that to find that notification given “within” seven years of the 

initial appointment could give the University two more years of Limited-Term service without 

obligation while negatively impacting the right of members to notice (or pay in lieu) and the right 

to be told of the grounds which apply to the non-renewal.  It was argued that in the 

circumstances of this case for example the University could have given the grievor notice on 

June 29 or 30, 2014 that his Appointment would not be renewed in July 2016.  That notification 



15 

 

of non-renewal would have been given “within” seven years of the initial Appointment but 

effectively negates the provisions of Article 8.2 and 8.3. 

 

I do not consider the example apt because it overlooks the fact that the grievor’s Limited-Term 

Appointment ended on June 30, 2014.  Under the collective agreement a Limited-Term 

Appointment can only be for a specified period of time.  Here that period ended June 30, 2014.  

At that time the grievor’s Appointment and his employment terminated. He was not required to 

provide service after that date and the University was not required to engage him after that date.   

This collective agreement does not permit an extension of a Limited-Term Appointment beyond 

the period of time specified.  If the grievor provided service after June 30, 2014 he would have 

had to do so under a new Limited-Term Appointment (or some other status under the collective 

agreement).  Once that occurred the grievor would be “beyond the seventh year of service” and 

article 8.2 would apply notwithstanding the fact that some sort of notification may have been 

given within seven years of his initial appointment. 

 

For all of these reason the grievance is dismissed.  The decision not to renew the grievor’s 

Limited-Term Appointment was reviewed by the Appointments Committee as required by article 

5.3.2.1.  In the grievor’s case article 8.2 and 8.3 did not apply to the Appointments Committee’s 

review of the non-renewal. 

 

Dated at Mississauga this 27th day of February, 2015. 

 

 

       Louisa Davie    
       Louisa M. Davie sole arbitrator 
 

 

 


