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MUFA is a non-unionized faculty association that works with the University
Adm inistration through its well developed internal governance m echanism s to
operate the University on all levels. In the specific dom ain pertaining to faculty1
issues, the forum for direct discussion is the Joint Com m ittee, which m eets regularly
under the term s of agreem ent set out in the Term s of Reference of The Joint
Administration/Faculty Association Committee to consider University Financial
Matters and to discuss and negotiate matters related to Terms and Conditions of
Employment of Faculty (JC TOR). Since faculty rem uneration (defined as salaries
and benefits) is a vital issue to our m em bers and to the University, it takes
precedence in the year prior to the expiry of a collective agreem ent. MUFA
represents its m em bers’ interests through a well defined process of negotiation as
outlined in the JC TOR. The negotiation process begins with exchange of
rem uneration briefs and is expected to be com pleted by March 15 of the following
year. In the event that agreem ent is not reached through negotiations, both sides
prepare a final offer, only one of which will be selected in toto. This process
encourages both sides to negotiate in good faith and also to present their m ost
reasonable positions. It is in that spirit that we present MUFA’s rem uneration brief.
History supports our successful use of this negotiating process, as negotiations have
rarely proceeded to Final Offer Selection in the last 23 years.
In addition to the negotiation fram ework of the JC TOR, we are fortunate to have a
set of principles to guide the negotiations, providing an im portant context for our
discussions. MUFA rem ains com m itted to the Principles for Negotiation of Faculty
Remuneration as agreed to by the Joint Com m ittee, attached in Appendix 1. W e will
refer to these Principles throughout the discussion of our bargaining proposal, using
the num bering system therein (i.e. PN1, PN2… ). For the sake of clarity we have
categorized our proposals in three sections: Salary, Benefits and Professional
Support. However, m any of the Principles for negotiation transcend all three
categories and will appear m ore than once.
Our internal process has been based on two com plem entary approaches. In the fall
of 2012 we surveyed our m em bers in what has becom e traditionally known as the
MUFA salary survey. W ith a strong response rate we received a very good sense of
the needs and priorities of our m em bers, particularly in the area of salary and
benefits. The survey results help to ensure that our efforts are guided by the needs
of our constituents.
In parallel, we benchm arked McMaster faculty salaries and benefits with respect to
other com parable universities. This process considered existing rem uneration
packages and exam ined rem uneration trends over tim e. Additionally, we considered
benefits that have been adopted by other universities that we believe would be
beneficial at McMaster as well. In this regard, two central principles have been that
“Faculty salary and benefits should com pare favourably to those in com parable
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The term “faculty” is used throughout this brief to refer to faculty m em bers who
participate in the Career Progress/Merit Schem e and MUFA librarians.
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jurisdictions, including specifically other excellent universities” (PN1) and “Faculty salaries and benefits
should be protected from inflation” (PN2). Regarding the first principle, we consider McMaster University’s
m ost appropriate jurisdiction to be the other Ontario universities in the 15 leading research intensive
universities in Canada (U15), nam ely University of Ottawa, University of Toronto, University of W aterloo,
Queen’s University and W estern University. W e refer to these universities as the G6 and as our
com parator group, although we believe our ranking should be at or near the top of this group. Indeed,
McMaster University has placed second in Ontario only to the University of Toronto over the last 11 years
in the Top 50 Research Universities report. Regarding the second principle, we sim ply point out that the
“m iracle of com pound interest” has a corresponding duty of vigilance to ensure that existing program s and
plans are protected from potentially serious erosion by inflation over a sustained period of tim e. W e have
found that several of our plans either do not have adequate protection from inflation built in or sim ply have
not been m aintained for m any years.
Our survey has highlighted issues of com m on interest as well as key issues that vary with dem ographics –
particularly stage of life. W e have strived to incorporate aspects of both in our proposals, to m eet the
needs of our m em bers at each of these stages, and also to help ensure that the University is well
positioned to recruit excellent faculty at the beginning of their academ ic careers, support them in their
professional developm ent (PN11), retain them as they advance through their careers and ensure that
“Faculty should look forward to a good pension upon com pletion of their academ ic careers” (PN6).
In the area of Salary, MUFA reaffirm s its com m itm ent to the reward of academ ic excellence and supports
the CP/M Schem e (PN3). To keep pace with settlem ents at our com parator universities and inflation we
propose a m odest salary increase. W e note that McMaster faculty salaries have not kept pace with
private sector salaries – another group often used for com parison purposes in discussion of faculty
salaries.
In the area of Benefits, we have observed a significant erosion of our benefits over tim e sim ply due to
inflation (PN2), weakening the ability of our health insurance program to protect faculty from significant
one-tim e expenses. The quality of our health benefits affects all of our m em bers and is a key factor in
workplace productivity. In m id-career, the attention of m any of our m em bers turns to putting their children
through university. Adoption of a tuition bursary tenable outside of McMaster would be an attractive
inducem ent for recruitm ent, and arguably a necessity to com pete for the best new faculty. Lastly, we
heard from a broad spectrum of our m em bership the need to preserve a strong pension plan. This is a
recruitm ent issue as m uch as it is an obligation to provide for our retirees. W e found that due to the
structure of our pension plan, the paym ents are sim ply not keeping up with inflation, significantly
dim inishing the value of this benefit. W e have priced these three Benefit proposals and find that they
correspond to a m odest one-tim e increase of 0.54% of salary m ass (0.12% for health insurance updates,
0.25% for tuition bursary and 0.17% for pension inflation protection).
In the area of Professional Support, we reaffirm the Principle that “The University should assist faculty
m em bers to enhance their research and scholarship effectiveness” (PN11), which it traditionally has done
through the Professional Developm ent Allowance (PDA). The PDA is now in need of m aintenance with
respect to inflation, after a two-year freeze. An essential benefit and recruitm ent tool for today’s workplace
is em ployer support of child care. W e believe that it is crucial to support our faculty m em bers in the early
stages of their careers, where child care often com petes with dem ands of tenure and prom otion. W e have
priced these two proposals and find that they correspond to a m odest increase of 0.47% of salary m ass
(0.25% for child care and 0.22% for PDA, the latter spread over two years).
Together, the non-salary proposals total 1.01% of salary m ass. They are structured to m aintain the
integrity of existing benefits and/or to provide a benefit in line with our com parator universities. They are
based on and in keeping with the aforem entioned Principles of Negotiation and we believe them to be
m oderate and attainable. Together, they would help m aintain McMaster University’s position with respect
to its peers as a leading Canadian research intensive university, by providing a com petitive and attractive
work environm ent.
MUFA looks forward to discussing our proposals with the Adm inistration to advance our shared goals.
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Proposals for July 1, 2013
MUFA proposes a two-year contract (July 1, 2013 to June 30, 2015).

SALARY
1. Career Progress and M erit
As in previous briefs, MUFA reaffirm s its com m itm ent to the reward of academ ic excellence. W e propose
an increase in the num ber of par m erit units from 120 to 130 per 100 faculty with 120 par m erit units to be
allocated at the departm ent level.
2. Across-the-Board Increase
MUFA proposes a 2.95% Across-the-Board increase in salary floors, breakpoints and salaries in each
year of the contract. This is com parable to recent settlem ents in place at Ontario universities for the
proposed contract duration and is required to m aintain our current salary ranking within the G6 and raise
average salaries to the G6 average, as indicated in Table I. Of particular note in our salary distribution is
that McMaster 10th percentile salaries are the lowest in the G6 and 6% below its average. To put our
proposal in a broader context, cum ulative McMaster salary increases have lagged the Canadian
aggregate wage indicator since 1991 and still lag by ~5% despite a gradual recovery, as illustrated in
Figure 1.

BENEFITS
1. Health Insurance
Vision care benefits have been frozen at $250 per person per two year period and param edical benefits
have been frozen at $300 per person per practitioner since 2005, while health care costs have risen at a
rate significantly higher than inflation during that tim e period. Hearing aid expenses are currently
reim bursed at a m axim um of $500 per ear every three years and have not increased since 1998. Vision
care benefits cover only ~ 43%, param edical benefits only ~50% and hearing aid benefits only ~14% of
the actual costs. These benefit categories form part of a sound health insurance plan. Im provem ent to
80% reim bursem ent of all three benefit categories for our m em bers would be equivalent to only 0.12% of
salary costs.
MUFA proposes:
a. an increase in the Vision care benefit from $250 to $475 per person per two year period.
b.

an increase in param edical benefits from $300 to $500 per person per practitioner per year.
Licenced speech therapists (currently lim ited to $200 per person per year), occupational therapists
and registered social workers (currently not covered) would also be covered at $500 per person
per practitioner per year.

c.

an increase in the hearing aid benefit from the present 75% of the cost, (to a m axim um of $500
per ear), to 80% of the cost, with a m axim um of $3,000 per ear, over a three year period.

d.

dental im plants were excluded from the m ajor restorative coverage of the dental plan postretirem ent when they were added to faculty coverage in 2002. This is the only exclusion of
extended m edical and dental coverage between pre- and post-retirem ent. In light of the copaym ent for post-retirem ent benefits and the cost neutrality of this now com m on procedure
relative to alternative procedures, MUFA proposes rem oval of this exclusion.

2. Dependant Tuition Bursary Tenable at Universities and Colleges (other than M cM aster)
The University offers tuition bursaries of up to $3,750 per year to dependents of its em ployees who attend
McMaster. This represents a real cost to McMaster University since our high acceptance standards create
an enrolm ent cap whereby a non-bursary student would bring in additional tuition revenue. Consistent
with sim ilar plans at University of Toronto, Queen’s University and W estern University, MUFA proposes
that a new equal dollar bursary be introduced for dependents of faculty and librarians. Eligibility would be
determ ined in the sam e m anner as the bursary tenable at McMaster and the new benefit would be tenable
at other accredited universities and colleges.
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3. Pension Inflation Protection
The current pension is poorly indexed to CPI and thus the value of pensions has declined by 10% relative
to CPI over the last 15 years, while during the sam e period the pension fund returns have increased by
80% relative to CPI, as shown in Figure 2. The pension indexing for the McMaster plan is by far the least
competitive am ongst our com parator universities at 63% of CPI as com pared to an average of 92% of CPI
for our com parators during the last 15 years, as shown in Table II. Additionally, MUFA pension
contribution rates for 2012 are the highest am ongst our com parator universities and significantly higher
than the average, as shown in Table III. W hile our contribution rates and those of our com parators will
rise over the subsequent two years based on recent settlem ents, McMaster contribution rates will rem ain
significantly higher than average. In light of the high m em ber contribution rate and poor indexing of our
pension, MUFA proposes that McMaster faculty pensions for future retirees be fully indexed to the CPI.
W e estim ate that im provem ent to full CPI indexing would be equivalent to only 0.17% of salary costs, but
would have a significant long-term benefit in m aintaining real pension values.

PROFESSIONAL SUPPORT
1. Child Care Support
Access to high quality and affordable child care is a positive factor in the recruitm ent of new faculty
m em bers, as well as providing support in the early stage of their careers. Studies indicate higher
em ployee productivity and retention rates when em ployer-supported child-care program s are in place.
Consistent with sim ilar plans at University of Toronto and Queen’s University, MUFA proposes
$2,500/year for out-of-pocket child-care expense for each eligible child under the age of 7.
2. Professional Development Allow ance (PDA)
MUFA notes that the cost of travel to attend conferences has risen m uch faster than inflation and the PDA
increases were frozen in the last contract for the first tim e. MUFA proposes a $225 increase in the first
year and a $75 increase in the second year of the contract in the PDA for faculty/librarians. As we have
repeatedly heard from our m em bers, the PDA is increasingly im portant in an era of scarce research
support and tri-council restrictions on spending eligibility for indirect costs of research.

Table I: G6 Salary Averages
Salary 2010-2011
U. of Toronto
Queen’s University
M cM aster University
U. of W aterloo
W estern University
U. of Ottaw a
W eighted Average (G6)

# of faculty
members
2150
704
761
1023
1,029
1,124
6,791

Average
salary
139,543
134,534
128,530
125,851
120,722
118,352
129,474

% deviation from
w eighted average
7.87%
3.99%
-0.65%
-2.72%
-6.68%
-8.52%

To m aintain an internally consistent data set, this inform ation is from Salaries and Salary Scales of Full-time Teaching Staff at Canadian
Universities, 2010/2011: Final Report, Statistics Canada.

Table II: G6 Pension Indexing

Table III: G6 Pension Contribution Rates

Pension Indexing
(% of CPI)
1996-2011
U. of Toronto
Queen’s University
U. of W aterloo
W estern University
U. of Ottawa
W eighted Average (G5)
M cM aster University

81%
127%
100%
N/A (DC)
85%
92%
63%

U. of Toronto (w ith SPP)
Queen’s University
U. of W aterloo (w ith SPP)
W estern University
U. of Ottawa (w ith SPP)
W eighted Average (G5)
M cM aster University

Pension
contribution at
M ax salary
2012
5.19%
6.86%
6.88%
N/A (DC)
5.36%
5.81%
7.55%

Pension
contribution at
M ax salary
2013
5.97%
8.08%
7.04%
N/A (DC)
5.35%
6.35%
7.98%

Pension
contribution at
M ax salary
2014
6.79%
8.98%
6.96%
N/A (DC)
5.34%
6.81%
7.98%

DC = defined contribution plan; G5 = G6 excluding McMaster University
For a fair com parison between universities, the pension contributions m ust be referenced to the pension paym ents that would be received at
retirem ent. Most faculty will be subject to the CRA defined benefit lim it (DB lim it) for pension paym ents and so that figure is used to adjust the
effective pension contribution required to receive the DB lim it. The Universities of Toronto, W aterloo and Ottawa have supplem entary pension
plans (SPP), which provide paym ents above the DB lim it. In the first two cases the higher lim it is used for the purposes of calculating the effective
contribution rate. In the case of University of Ottawa where there is a salary cap in place, we have used that as the m axim um salary. W e have
assum ed an increase of the DB lim it and the YMPE of 2% for 2014 as com pared to the values for 2013.
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Ratio of cumulative salary increases

Figure 1: Ratio of cumulative McMaster salary increases to cumulative Wage Measure increases over time
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The “wage measure” is based on the Industrial Aggregate in Canada as published by Statistics Canada and is used to calculate increases to the
YMPE and DB limit.
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Real returns and real payments (%)

Figure 2: Cumulative McMaster Pension Performance; McMaster pension plan cumulative real investment returns
and cumulative real payments over time
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Note: The returns and payments are referenced to CPI (all items CPI for previous July to June period); therefore 0% on the graph corresponds to
performance at CPI. The year refers to the end of the return period, whereas the payments become effective 6 months later. Annual pension
increases are the lesser of CPI and the 5 year plan return average minus 4.5%.
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Appendix 1
Principles for Negotiation of Faculty Remuneration
Introduction
In recognition that the negotiation of faculty rem uneration at McMaster should be conducted within a
collegial rather than confrontational fram ework, the Joint Com m ittee agrees that it is desirable to establish
com m only held principles within which such negotiations would take place. W e hope that by doing so we
can reach an agreem ent of m utual benefit by applying these principles rather than by ham m ering away at
opposing positions until there is either enough “giving in” to reach an agreem ent or a stalem ate forcing
use of the final offer selection process. The following principles are presented for this purpose.

General Statement
Both the Faculty Association and the Adm inistration recognize that McMaster University has a
com plem ent of highly qualified faculty m em bers who are com m itted to the m ission and objectives of the
University and who work diligently to further those objectives. As a consequence, it is the desire of both
parties that rem uneration be at a level which adequately com pensates faculty m em bers for their
contributions to the University. It is also the desire of both parties that the working conditions of McMaster
faculty m em bers be adequate, including both those m atters which have a direct im pact (e.g. class sizes)
and an indirect im pact (e.g. services and environm ent provided through the University infrastructure). In
order to achieve these goals, it is im portant that other expenditures (e.g. for personnel services, fundraising) be m ade judiciously. In the Joint Com m ittee we are attem pting to find an appropriate balance
between these considerations in reaching an agreem ent on rem uneration.

Principles Concerning Individual Compensation
1. Faculty salary and benefits should com pare favourably to those in com parable jurisdictions, including
specifically other excellent universities.
Maintaining a com petitive salary position with other universities is im portant both for the
m orale of faculty m em bers and for McMaster’s com petitive position, i.e. being able to
recruit and retain highly qualified faculty m em bers.
2. Faculty salaries and benefits should be protected from inflation.
Erosion of salaries relative to inflation, which has occurred in a num ber of years due to
underfunding of the universities, is bad for m orale and m akes the prospects of an
academ ic career less attractive to graduate students and young PhDs.
3. Differing degrees of contribution to the University depending upon experience and individual talents
should be recognized through application of the CP/M Schem e, with sufficient par units to enable the
rewarding of the m any excellent faculty m em bers without penalizing other com petent faculty
m em bers.
4. Faculty should be protected from catastrophic expenses, such as those arising from ill health.
5. Consideration should be given to the tax effects of the form of rem uneration.
6. Faculty should look forward to a good pension upon com pletion of their academ ic careers.
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Principles Concerning Working Conditions
7.

Faculty m em bers should be able to teach in an instructional environm ent which is conducive to the
educational process.
A conducive instructional environm ent includes: students of high quality, class sizes
which are not too large and access to instructional assistance, e.g. teaching assistants.

8.

The University’s operating budget should enable the appointm ent of new faculty, both to replace
those who have retired (or resigned) and to com pensate for an increased num ber of students.
W orking conditions will be seriously underm ined if the University is unable to replace
retiring professors, since the rem aining faculty com plem ent will need to provide additional
instruction to com pensate for their loss. Sim ilarly, additional faculty m em bers are needed
to handle the increased num ber of students which have enrolled at McMaster in recent
years. In allocating these appointm ents, consideration should be given to shifting
teaching and research needs across the University.

9.

The University should seek to redress the erosion of working conditions which has occurred during
the past few years.
The increased num ber of students, without a com pensating increase in faculty
appointm ents has resulted in a significant increase in student/faculty ratio during the past
ten years. This has been accom panied by increased pressure on space (lecture room s,
offices and lounge space) and by fewer dollars available for instructional supplies and
expenses.

10. Faculty should be provided with resources to do their jobs effectively.
Such resources include: office and laboratory supplies, access to support staff (e.g. for
typing correspondence or assisting in the developm ent of laboratory experim ents), library,
com puting facilities and instructional assistance.
11. The University should assist faculty m em bers to enhance their research and scholarship
effectiveness.
Such assistance includes: research grants (through the Research Boards), funds for
travel to conferences, funds for purchase of books and journals, and research leaves.

Approved by the Joint Committee — January 30, 1990
Reviewed and Approved in Principle by the Joint Committee — November 14, 2001

