
we hope you enjoy the Steeldrum Newsletter              send your comments to info@usw1998.ca .

 News for members of Steelworkers Local 1998, University of Toronto         August 2008, volume 8, no 2        www.usw1998.ca

STEELDRUM

3

4

5 Running the University 
like a Corporation

in
de

x 
in

de
x 2

 
On the Move

Greed is Bad: 
U of T's $100k list 6

Continued:
U of T's $100k list 7
 
Local 1998 Workplace 
Environment Survey8

On Other Fronts N is important 
to accept and 
understand the 
budget exercise 
for what it is: 
a collection of 
well-thought-out, 
educated guesses 
that may be right and may be not. The 
administration recognizes as much when it 
proposes a New Budget Model that will have 
its assumptions reviewed on a yearly basis. 
In other words, the administration is saying: 
if the assumptions we made this year are not 
exactly what reality tell us, 

President’s Message;
Fighting the Deficit

            egotiations for a new collective  
            agreement have already started. As 
usual, the administration will tell the union 
how diffi  cult it is to provide for all that the 
union is asking for. The reason? The budget 
doesn’t let us do it. The administration will 
say that the budget already shows a defi cit 
and if we do not “implement further cost 
containment measures”, we will not be able 
to “maintain a balanced budget.”
   As a union, we believe that budgets are 
important to properly manage any institution.  
We also know that the assumptions that are 
the basis for any budgetary exercise could 
be stage-managed and defi cits infl ated.  It ...continued on page 5

   The runaway increases in oil and food prices 
in recent months are already pushing up rates 
of infl ation in North America and organized 
workers will want to protect their families from 
the eff ects of these higher costs. 
   Economists are fond of calling this type 
of situation a wage-price spiral. In truth it 
is quite the reverse, it is a price-wage spiral 
where workers att empt to keep up with the 
infl ationary pressures they were not responsible 
for.
   We can be sure that our Local’s Negotiating 
Committ ee will be making the case for a fair 
wage increase very forcibly to the university 
administration in this round of bargaining. But 
in the light of the signifi cant pay raises made 
to senior administrators in recent years while 
expecting the University’s unions to moderate 
their wage demands, one wonders how 
committ ed the University will be to protecting 
its unionized employees from the worst eff ects 
of the infl ationary spiral.
   In a recent article in The Toronto Star, 
Carol Goar drew att ention to the Spring 2008 
edition of the Rotman School of Management’s 
magazine. The theme for this edition was the 
dangers of excessive consumerism. Apparently 
greed may not be so good aft er all.
   Dean Roger Martin writes: 
   “Globally, the inequalities are stark: 20% of 
the population of the highest income countries 
account for 86% of private consumption.”    

   It is good 
to know 
that the U of 
T’s business 
school has 
acknowledged 
what trade union 
researchers have 
been saying for years. 
It would also be a good 
thing for the administration 
of Rotman to consider 
some of the university’s 
fi nancial resources that it has consumed in 
salaries in recent years. Rotman professors are 
among the highest paid individuals at the U of 
T. Martin’s salary last year was $371,250.06, only 
slightly less than that of U of T President, David 
Naylor. Since 2004, Martin has received salary 
increases of $71,000. Many of his colleagues 
have received similar increases.
   This would be a good time for the Rotman 
School of Management to suggest to the 
university administration that it deals fairly 

with its unionized employees and reduce that 
gap in consumption slightly.

— John Malcolm, President
     Steelworkers Organization of Active   
     Retirees (SOAR), U of T Chapter

For more on UofT's $100k List, please 
turn to pages 6 & 7 of this issue

 T                HE CURRENT NEGOTIATIONS 
                for a new collective agreement are 
                happening in an economic climate 
                that will mean some diffi  cult   
times for working people.  

   Lessons from   
the $100k Elite: 
    Greed is Bad

U of T's budget: Running the 
University like a Corporation 

                  “Local 1998 will  
             be making the case  
      for a fair wage increase 
 very forcibly in this round 
        of contract bargaining." 
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          ocal 1998's Executive and Negotiating Committ ees have gained a new Casual Unit Chairperson. At the Casual Unit meeting held on 
          Tuesday July 8, 2008, Ashley Slack from UTEMP services (pictured left ) was acclaimed as the new Casual Unit Chairperson. Welcome to 
the Committ ees, Ashley!             
   Ashley joins Andrew Pickles from the Bora Laskin Library, Faculty of Law (shown right) and Nick Marchese from the department of Athletics, 
Intramural Sports (shown middle), who are also on the Local 1998 Casual Unit Negotiating Committ ee.       
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           avid Pauwels of the department of 
           Admissions and Awards, performing at 
the Midway at the Petit Campus, Montreal, July 
12, 2008. Pauwels was featured in the last issue 
of the Steeldrum: For the Love of Music, July 
2008, page 7. 
Photo credit: Denis Brochu.
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Josie Chapman Smith wins 2008 David 
Keeling Award for Administrative Excellence

   In addition to recognizing 
administrative excellence, the 
award carries a $1,000.00 prize.  
   When asked how she felt 
about receiving such an award, 
Josie said: "I am honoured to 
have been selected to receive 
this award from among so 
many high quality candidates. 
I enjoy working at the 
University of Toronto, and 
have been fortunate to have 

           ONGRATULATIONS  
          to Josie Chapman Smith 
on winning the David Keeling 
Award for Administrative 
Excellence at the Faculty of 
Medicine.

C

worked with so many other excellent staff  members and with supportive leadership."
   Congratulations Josie, and keep up the good work!

USW's Pat van Horne new CALM President 
           anadian Steelworkers National Offi  ce 
           Communications Offi  cer Pat van Horne 
was acclaimed as the new President of the 
Canadian Association of Labour Media (CALM) 

C at its annual general meeting held at the Delta 
Chelsea Hotel on May 23, 2008. 
   Pat succeeded Pierre Lebed, who had been 
President for the past three years.
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It                 HAS BEEN an extremely busy
                 few weeks since the last issue of 
                 SteelDrum as we have been hard at 
work with negotiations for our fourth collective 
agreement. The team has been hard at work 
fi ghting for those issues you identifi ed as being 
the most important bargaining issues for you as 
staff  at the university. 

   You will remember that the top bargaining 
issues you identifi ed in the membership survey 
were:

•   Salary Increase
•   Bett er Health Care Benefi ts 
•   Pensions 
•   Job Security
•   Job Evaluation / Pay Equity / Reclassifi cation
•   Family Care
•   Preference for Hiring Internal Candidates /   
     Career Path 
•   Improving Working Environment
•   Tuition Waiver

We have let the university know that these areas 
are priority areas for members and that members 
want to see improvements in these areas. The 
negotiating committ ee has been focusing on 
non-monetary issues and will soon be tabling our 
monetary issues.
   In the last few weeks I have been involved in 
several issues regarding two of the priority issues 
—job security/re-organization and improving the 

working environment, and these have been a 
stark reminder about why we need to make 
improvements in these areas. In one recent 
case, two members received re-organization 
notices as the duties they performed were no 
longer required. However, they were then 
told that they have to train two full time 
temporary workers. They are wondering, as 
are we, if the job duties are really gone or not. 
It is an issue that we are pursuing. 
   Another issue arose in a meeting with a 
manager that illustrated the need to improve 
language that protects members from 
managers who prefer to rule by fear and 
intimidation rather 
than by mutual 
respect. While 
most members 
do not experience 
situations like this, 
there are still some 
departments where 
this management 
style is the norm. 
Members need 
language in the 
contract that 
preserves their 
dignity and 
protects them 
from situations like this. The recent study by 
Professor Jennifer Berdahl was very helpful 
in identifying issues of micro-aggression 
experienced by our members and is 
something that we are following up on.
   Monetary issues are key issues in 
bargaining and oft en ones that employers are 
reluctant to talk about (indeed, most union 
bargaining committ ees are told that things 
are tough fi nancially for the employer). The 
Steelworkers approach is to analyze the 
employer’s budget to determine if in reality 
“there is litt le money for wage, pension 
and benefi ts improvements.” We recently 
had the university budget analyzed by the 
Steelworkers Research Department and the 

the Steeldrum

President s
M e s s a g e

‘

results are very interesting. You can read about 
it in this issue on pages 3 and 5. Budgets are 
about choices and priorities and it is important 
that U of T makes it clear to its employees that 
the work they perform is valued. U of T works 
because our members do and our members 
expect a fair contract that refl ects this. 
   We need your help now to let the university 
know that improvements in these key areas 
and a fair contract is what you want. In the next 
few weeks we will be distributing union shirts 
and wearing these to work will be important in 
demonstrating your support for the bargaining 
committ ee and lett ing the university know that 

the priority issues are ones that you support. 
   We will also be holding a strike mandate 
vote and a large turnout with members voting 
in favour of the strike mandate will be a very 
important signal to the university that you want 
a fair and timely contract. Many of you will 
remember that in our last set of negotiations 
when 2,100 of you turned out to vote over 80% 
in favour of a strike mandate that it was key 
in ensuring that a fair and good contract was 
negotiated in a timely manner.
   U of T works because we do and a fair and 
good contract that recognizes and values this is 
a reasonable expectation from members. 

— Allison Dubarry, President

   Makes for a Strong Contract
A Strong Strike Mandate

every time the administration says no to our 
proposals for improvement in compensation 
or working conditions.

   The administration will say that they are 
doing everything possible to reduce their 
defi cit. Any improvement to whatever they 
put on the table will be considered too much 
and it will aff ect their need to reduce the 
defi cit.  
   In the highlights to the 2007-08 budget the 
Administration states: “The accumulated 
defi cit is projected to reach $80 million by the 
end of the 2007 fi scal year. It is proposed that 
this defi cit be repaid in equal installments 
of $11.2 million in each year of the next fi ve 
years, thus reducing the accumulated defi cit 
to 1.5% of gross revenues at the end of the 

budget cycle, as required by Governing 
Council Policy.”
   It is clear (or at least it seems so), that the 
administration is doing everything in its 
power to fi ght the defi cit.  
   Sometimes things are not that clear. In the 
same ‘highlights’ a few paragraphs earlier, 
the administration says: “The Government 
of Ontario announced a new one-time-only 
funding for universities . . . The University 
of Toronto’s share is about $40 million . . 
.  in essence they can be considered to have 
reduced the accumulated defi cit from $80 
million to $40 million.”
   It seems we can now breathe a litt le bit 
easier. Thanks to the special grant this defi cit 
can be reduced to half of what it was before.  
   Not so fast. The administration says “in 
essence they can be considered to have 
reduced.” It never say “it has reduced.”

   In the end, the administration decided to 
use the one-time grant for other academic or 
administrative expenditures instead of paying 
down the defi cit.
   We have no doubt that the special one-
time grant was used in the various faculties 
or divisions of the university. But, one thing 
is obvious: it was not used to pay down the 
defi cit.
   Of course, the administration has the right 
to decide how to use its funds. However, it 
does not have the right to make decisions that 
maintain the defi cit and pretend that it is a 
staff  problem later.
   In this round of bargaining, our union 
will continue our fi ght to improve the 
compensation and working conditions of our 
members. The defi cit is an administration 
problem since they decided to keep it at the 
current level. The defi cit should not be borne 
on the backs of our members.

          IS BARGAINING TIME and as 
          we know, the defi cit will be blamed  

Fighting the Deficit: Not on our Backs!

It

  “U of T works because we do,    
    and a fair and good contract   
    that recognizes and values this       
    is a reasonable expectation 
    from our members." 
    — Allison Dubarry, President 
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onother 
frontsrelevant news 

  for steelworkers

          ising grain and dairy prices are taking 
          a growing slice out of household 
incomes as food giants such as Kraft  Foods 
Inc. hike prices to cover higher input 
costs, says Donald Coxe, global portfolio 
strategist at BMO Capital Markets.
   “I just don’t believe that we’re going 
to, three years from now, have the share 
of people’s spending budgets on foods 
consumed at home anywhere near as low as 
it is now,” said Mr. Coxe, who is based in 
Chicago. “There is nowhere to go but up.”
   Mr. Coxe said it was not surprising food 
costs would once again account for an 
increasing share of household spending 
aft er having eased from historical levels. 
Canadian households spent over 10% of 
their total expenditures on food in 2006 
– the lowest proportion ever, Statistics 
Canada fi gures released in February 
showed. In the 1960s, food represented the 
largest household expenditure, at 19%.
   Mr. Coxe said growing demand for food, 
particularly from China and India, changing 
weather patt erns, trade barriers, biofuel 
programs and distribution ineffi  ciencies 

would continue to drive food prices higher 
over the long term. And it appears one of the 
giants of the food industry agrees.
   “Everybody is dealing with the same input 
costs and I think they are all coming to 
understand that this isn’t going away any time 
soon,” said Irene Rosenfeld, chief executive 
at Kraft  Foods Inc. Kraft , which operates in 
145 countries, said it had off set higher raw 
food prices by passing the increases on to 
consumers. 
   The trickle-through eff ect of higher food 
prices has helped to accelerate the rate of 
consumer price infl ation at a time of surging 
gasoline prices. In June, consumer prices 
were 3.1% higher than a year earlier, with 
food prices up 2.8% and gasoline prices up 
26.9% over that time, Statistics Canada fi gures 
showed on Wednesday. Homogenized milk 
was 6.1% higher, while the cost of bread was 
up 18.4%, fl our up 40.9% and Macaroni up 
45%. Chicken prices rose 4.6% over the year 
ended June, but prices of most other meats 
were down with producers fi nding it hard to 
pass on costs.
— Excerpt from The Financial Post, July 2008

Rising food costs make prices 
hard to swallow: BMO

       oaring fuel and food costs caused  
       consumer prices to shoot up in June 
—marking the largest surge in infl ation in 
nearly three years and eff ectively erasing 
the bulk of wage gains earned by Canadians 
over the past year.
   Statistics Canada reported yesterday that 
consumer prices rose by 3.1 per cent in the 12 
months ending June 2008. 
   In contrast, average hourly wages rose 4.4 
per cent during that same period, according 
to the federal agency’s recent labour force 
survey. 
   Economists said that means Canadians are 
only being paid about 1.3 per cent more per 
hour than they were last year, leaving wages, 
seen in the context of their purchasing 
power, just barely ahead of infl ation.
   Statistics Canada said gasoline prices 
climbed 26.9 per cent between June 2007 
and June 2008. It was the biggest jump since 
September 2005, when damage infl icted by 
hurricanes Katrina and Rita caused oil prices 
to soar.
   Canadians also shelled out 3 per cent more 
for store-bought food in June than in the 
same month last year, eclipsing May’s 1.9 
per cent increase. Prices for bakery products 
alone climbed 12.3 per cent. Excluding those 
volatile items, infl ation rose 1.5 per cent in 
June from a year earlier. 
   With the Bank of Canada predicting that 
infl ation will peak at about 4 per cent early 
next year, there is “a real risk that infl ation 
could just continue eating up the relatively 
small raises that people get and that working 
people will continue to fall behind or tread 
water,” said Erin Weir, an economist with the 
Steelworkers union. 
   According to Weir’s calculations, real 
wages, or those seen in terms of their 
purchasing power, are up about 1.3 per 
cent in Ontario compared to a year ago. 
That compares to more robust gains in 
Newfoundland and Saskatchewan of 5.4 per 
cent and 4.4 per cent, respectively. 
   Ontario, however, continues to fare 
bett er than Nova Scotia, where workers are 
actually being paid 2.6 per cent less than last 
year, and Quebec, where real wages barely 
budged. Workers in Western Canada will 
likely be the most successful in att empts to 
bargain for larger wage increases because 
unemployment rates there remain low. 
   Economists said wage gains in those 
provinces could put further pressure on 
consumer prices. 

— Excerpt from The Toronto Star, July, 2008

S

Infl ation jumpInfl ation jump hits 
wages hard

Ottawa won't grant 
Air Canada layoff waiver

   “There weren’t suffi  cient grounds to grant a 
waiver,” Blackburn said.
   The minister has off ered the airline and 
the union access to mediators and instructed 
offi  cials to monitor the situation to ensure that 
any aff ected Air Canada employees receive 
entitlements such as severance and termination 
pay under the Canada Labour Code.
   Under the Canada Labour Code, the airline 
must create a joint committ ee with employees 
to try to minimize the impact of Air Canada’s 
planned streamlining of about 2,000 jobs, 
including more than 600 fl ight att endants, from 
its 24,000-employee workforce.
   In a lett er to Air Canada, Blackburn urged the 
country’s largest airline to include all employees 
who may experience job loss on the joint 
planning committ ee, even if they are not covered 
by the group termination provisions of the 
labour code.
   “As Minister of Labour, I don’t intervene in 
private sector decisions. What I have to be sure 
is that everything that is covered by the Canada 
Labour Code is there to protect employees.”
   Air Canada acknowledged Friday that the 

minister’s decision aff ects all three unions that 
represent fl ight att endants, machinists and 
service agents who face layoff s as a result of its 
June 17 decision to trim capacity by seven per 
cent and lay off  up to 2,000 workers.
   The Canadian Union of Public 
Employees(CUPE), which represents the fl ight 
att endants, said it was pleased with the minister’s 
decision, but was unclear about what impact it 
would ultimately have on the timing and size of 
layoff s.
“It’s one step in a very large fi ght that we 
have with the employer,” CUPE national 
representative Daniela Scarpelli said in an 
interview.
   CUPE plans rallies at Air Canada bases across 
the country Monday against the closures to 
pressure Air Canada to stop the layoff s. “These 
drastic measures don’t make sense,” said 
Lesley Swann, president of CUPE’s Air Canada 
bargaining unit, which represents 7,200 fl ight 
att endants. “There’s no justifi cation for the 
closures, and cutt ing att endants is only going 
to reduce the company's capacity to provide 
passengers with quality services.” 

         EDERAL LABOUR MINISTER 
        Jean-Pierre Blackburn has rejected 
Air Canada’s request for a waiver that 
would have allowed the airline to lay off  
employees beginning November 1, 2008 
without fi rst sett ing up a joint union-
company committ ee to examine ways to 
ease the impact of the cuts.

F
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not making as much money as it is expected, 
you know that you run the risk of losing your 
job.    
   The New Budget Model will allow the 
administration to have a similar view of the 
internal situation of each faculty or campus.  
We easily can predict that Deans will be more 

worried about revenues and expenses 
than the quality of education provided 
in their faculties.  The concept of bott om 
line is slowly but surely moving into this 
university. It is what U of T management 
has learnt from large international 
corporations.

New Budget Model in Action
As already mentioned, the faculties 
and divisions will have to manage their 
revenues and expenses. According to the 
New Budget Model, revenues are derived 
from the following four sources:

1)  Grants based in the number of Basic 
Income Units in the division. Here we 
fi nd another use of private corporation 
slang. These revenues come from the 
government 
to subsidize 
the education 
of students. 
However, for the 
administration
(and the 
government), 
instead of 
looking at 
students as 
learners trying 
to acquire 
knowledge and 
building their own future, they have 
become money-generating parts;
2)  Tuition paid by students;
3)  Research income as share of the total 
research fund;
4)  Return on endowments for that 
faculty/division. 

The total of those four sources of income in 
each division is called Gross Revenue in the 
New Budget Model.
   From this Gross Revenue each division 
has to pay for some central expenses.  For 
example, student aid; some centralized 
services (like maintenance, cleaning, etc.); 
their share of the defi cit; and fi nally, 10% will 
go to the University Fund. The University 
Fund is a fundamental part of the new budget.  
Now, deducting all those expenses from the 
Gross Revenue, we have the Net Revenue 
or the amount of money that stays with the 
division to manage its aff airs.  Interestingly, 
if we do the math, comparing the old budget 
and the new Net Revenue allocated by the 
new budget to each faculty, only Pharmacy 
has the money to function without a defi cit. 
   How is the administration planning to 
deal with this gap?  The following is how 
the University Fund enters into the picture: 
with the 10% contributed by each division to 
the University Fund, the administration will 
direct enough funds to satisfy the needs of 
each division. So, while all faculties contribute 
10% to the University Fund, some will get 
back 20% and others only 2%, depending on 
their identifi ed needs. 

Running the University 
      like a

we will change them next year. 
   The administration implemented some 
interesting changes with the New Budget 
Model. Many of these changes scare us. 
They give the impression that the university 
is trying to run its business like a private 
corporation interested in the bott om line 
instead of a public facility interested in 
expanding and disseminating knowledge.

Learning from the private sector
Let us take a look at the new budget model. 
As a union, Steelworkers deal day in and 
day out with corporations that are constantly 
asking for concessions from our members 
while their CEOs are making millions and 
millions of dollars. In the New Budget Model 
we see many of the same principles that these 
CEOs apply to the corporations that they run. 
   How does the New Budget Model diff er 
from past practices? In the past, revenues 
and expenses of the diff erent campuses and 
faculties were centralized at Simcoe Hall. 
With the New Budget Model in place, each 
faculty or campus (called academic divisions) 
must manage its own aff airs. According to 
the new budget model, “academic divisions 
are responsible for their own increases in 
expense, including salary increases. They 
will implement internal cost containment 
measures according to their individual 
circumstances.”  In other words, each faculty 
will have to pay its own expenses (explicitly 
naming “salary increases” in a year in which 
they are bargaining with us) and it has to 
make cuts to confront those expenses if the 
division does not have enough income. 
   This is very similar to the way private 
corporations run their business when they 
have many plants or subsidiaries. Large 
international corporations divide and 
manage each plant or subsidiary as an 
independent unit or, as is more commonly 
called in business circles, a “profi t center.” 
Corporations organize themselves in this 
model because they want to see which plant 
or subsidiary makes money and which one 
loses money. In their chase for the mighty 
dollar, they do not care if the corporation as 
a whole is making money. They want each 
and every single unit to also make money. 
Workers in the private sector know this very 
well. They know that if you are one of the 
workers working in one of the units that is 

Divide and Conquer
The formula sounds reasonable and well 
thought out. The question is: how long can 
we keep everybody happy with this formula?  
How long will it be before a Dean will say: 
“if I have the largest number of BIUs (basic 
income units, also known as students), why 
do I have to operate at the same level than 
faculty X that has fewer students and is not 
generating as much in grants as my faculty?”  
   Or another Dean saying: “if my BIUs pay 
tuitions that are higher than Faculty Y, why 
do I have to give 10% of my money to them? 
Get them charging the same tuition we do.”
   Or some Dean from a high-based tuition 
division making the case that they need to 
recover their full 10% from the University 
Fund to pay bett er wages to their faculty 
because the students that pay higher tuitions 
deserve renowned, star professors.
   Or some big company saying: “we will 
only give money for research to Information 
Technology. We do not care about your 
budget model and your University Fund.  We 
don’t want 10% of our money going to pay 

for Music students, we want IT research.”
   Or a rich alumni saying “I am prepared to 
leave money in my will to College Z. That is 
my alma-mater but don’t count on my money 
if you are sharing it with someone else.”
   Or the administration realizing a particular 
faculty is costing a lot of money and perhaps 
arriving at the conclusion that those students 
could be bett er served in a community college 
sett ing.
   Or perhaps the administration telling the 
Union “we cannot aff ord to negotiate at 
the University level because some faculties 
cannot pay as high a wage as others. It is 
bett er that we negotiate separate agreements 
for each division.”
   The New Budget Model opens the door 
to a “diff erentiated and competitive” model 
that will place more att ention to the bott om 
line than to the needs of the students and 
the community for quality education and 
innovative research.  
   Remember, it is a private sector model 
and they do not do this just for fun. Private 
corporations implement these models 
to maximize profi ts and minimize costs. 
A public institution, like U of T, shall be 
guided from a diff erent set of principles. 
Steelworkers will fi ght to protect the 
wellbeing of our members and the needs of 
the community for quality education and 
innovative research.

—Jorge Garcia-Orgales 
   Steelworkers Canadian National Offi  ce, 
   Research Department

            “The New Budget Model opens 
        the door to a ‘differentiated and 
       competitive’ model that will pay    
      more attention to the bottom line 
             than to the needs of students
          and the community for quality
    education and innovative research.”

Corporation ...continued from page 1
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416.506.9090 x228
lanca@usw1998.ca

David Johnson, Unit Chairperson
University of St. Michael’s College
416.926.1300
david.johnson@utoronto.ca

John Ankenman, Unit Chairperson
Victoria University
416.506.9090 x227
john.ankenman@usw1998.ca

David Chew, Unit Chairperson UTS
416.946.7990
dchew@uts.utoronto.ca

Ashley Slack, Unit Chairperson, Casuals
ashley.slack@utoronto.ca

Bylaws  
David Johnson  (david.johnson@utoronto.ca)

Grievance
Lillian Lanca  (lanca@usw1998.ca)
Allan Revich  (arevich@usw1998.ca

Health and Safety
Lee Jeffrey
(lee.jeffrey@utoronto.ca)
Jennifer Blackett  
(jennifer.blackett@utoronto.ca)

Human Rights 
Ruby Barker  (ruby.barker@utoronto.ca)

Job Evaluation
Mary Bird, Robin Breon, Valerie Ferrier, Shelley 
Glazer, Pat Hood, Rudy Limberger, Monique 
McNaughton, Carolellen Norskey, Nik Redman, 
Martha Young  (jec@usw1998.ca)

Newsletter 
P.C. Choo  (pcchoo@usw1998.ca)
Lori May  (lmay@oise.utoronto.ca)

Political Action 
John Ankenman  (john.ankenman@usw1998.ca)

general info
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You can find us at:
Steelworkers Local 1998
25 Cecil Street, Third Floor 
Toronto, ON   M5T 1N1
e   info@usw1998.ca
t   416. 506. 9090
w  www.usw1998.ca

Christine Beckermann
(c.beckermann@usw1998.ca)

Women of Steel 
Colleen Burke  (colleen.burke@utoronto.ca)
Sandra Grant  (s.grant@utoronto.ca)

SteelPride
Martin Aiello  (maiello@uts.utoronto.ca)
Nik Redman  (nik.redman@usw1998.ca)
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   Designed and conducted by Professor Jennifer Berdahl, an Associate 
Professor at the Rotman School of Management, the survey is part of 
her research program on harassment and social undermining at work. 
The survey was jointly funded by the Social Sciences and Humanities 
Research Council of Canada and Steelworkers Local 1998.
   Steeldrum took to the street to speak with members of Local 1998 
and garner their reaction to the survey results.
   “A big ‘Thank You’ to the Steelworkers for doing this survey. In my 
department, they have become ‘top heavy’. They have just hired a 
couple of ‘directors’ although management claimed that they do not 
have the budget. The management here is very poor which results in 
unfair treatment of workers and uneven distribution of work so some 
of us have a hard time coping with deadlines. Many of us are also 
severely under-classifi ed and managers are not open to discussing 
these issues. There is hardly any room for advancement. It is diffi  cult 
for minorities to secure certain jobs. Cronyism and racism are very 
much alive in this work environment. Moreover, a lot of minorities are 

relegated to low paying positions.”
   “The (survey) results were an eye-opener. I never expect 
Admissions & Awards to rank dead last when it comes to salary. 
Hopefully, the job evaluation process will do something to alleviate 
the internal inconsistencies and inequity. Clearly, something must be 
done to remedy the situation.”
   “I am so glad that the survey provides a forum for us to have our 
voices heard. We have this Dean who is openly contemptuous of 
women, especially older, married women and who makes fun of 
them through nasty remarks or sarcastic jokes. Women are called 
‘cows’ and we are oft en denigrated for our appearances, dress and 
family obligations. The Associate Dean is no bett er and oft en joins 
the Dean in putt ing down women. This has been brought to the 
att ention of the Ombudsman many times before but there has been 
no improvement.  I have always wondered if these men realize that 
by referring to women as ‘cows’, they are also indirectly calling their 
own mothers by the same name.”
   “I enjoy working at OISE and U of T, but that doesn't mean that 
nothing is wrong or that there aren't areas of improvement. The 
staff  survey has clearly pointed out some alarming issues – pay 
discrimination based on race, gender, and sexual identity, and 
the impact on the mental and physical well-being of staff  facing 
harassment and undermining at work - these issues need some 
serious att ention.”
   “Senior administrators would do well to heed all the opinions 

The                    LOCAL 1998 Staff  Environment Survey results  
                     were released in June 2008. The results provide
a frank and in-depth look into the work environment at the 
University of Toronto.

Local 1998 Environment Survey Results: 
       “Frank, in-depth analysis of work         “Frank, in-depth analysis of work  
               environment at U of T”               environment at U of T”

expressed in the survey. This survey is defi nitely more comprehensive 
than the one done by the university a year ago. It is very far-reaching 
and wide-ranging. I really like the fact that there is no blatant att empt 
to limit your answers.”
   “The survey shows that social undermining is alive and well at U 
of T. Racism, sexism, ageism, favouritism, nepotism – you name it, 
I have seen it all. Heads of departments frequently hire each other’s 
off springs – it is a case of “you scratch my back and I’ll scratch 
yours.” U of T likes to boast about its ranking as one of the Top Ten 
Employers in Maclean’s magazine. Well, they certainly have not been 
talking to the administrative staff  here! Everything looks good on 
paper but the reality is something else.”

Who Earns Th e Most …  and Th e Least
Most: Computer & Networking Services (CNS), Student 
Information Services (SIS) (246 Bloor), Administrative & 
Accounting Services (215 Huron)

Least: Development & University Advancement (DUA) (21 
King’s College Circle), Rehabilitation Sciences (500 University), 
Admissions & Awards


