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December 14, 1990 

ANNOUNCEMENT 

Bob Mackenzie, labour Minister, today announced he has asked for a review of the 
operation of the current province-wide single-trade bargaining process in the 
industrial, commercial and institutional sector of Ontario's construction 
industry. 

The current bargaining structure has been in place since 1978, with seven rounds 
of negotiations occurring over this period. ·The Construction Industry Advisory 
Board - composed of key representatives from labour and management in the 
construction industry and chaired by the government's Special Advisor, Labour 
Management Relations - has recommended this review to the Minister given the 
importance of the construction industry in the province and the need to reflect 
changing times and organizations. 

Professor George Adams, Q.C., a member of the Faculty of law, University of 
Ottawa, and former Chair of- the Ontario Labour Relations Board, has agreed to 
undertake the review and report to the Minister no later than April Jo,· 1991. 

The review will address the following issues: 

(1) Has single-trade province-wide bargaining served the 
needs of the industry and the public as it was intended? 

(2) Has the province-wide bargaining responded sufficiently 
to geographic considerations? 

(3) Are the existing voting procedures /of employer and 
employee bargaining agencies adequate? 

(4) Is the current requirement of two-year agreements 
appropriate? 

(5) Are there other issues of significant concern meriting 
better accommodation by the legislation? 

Written briefs will be accepted from all employee and employer bargaining 
agencies. The brief should set out the consensus opinion of the bargaining 
agency with respect to each of the terms of reference of the inquiry. Any 
dissenting positions taken by affiliate members of the bargaining agency must be 
appended to the brief. 

Briefs should be filed no later than February 28, 1991. Please address them to: 
Professor George W. Adams, Q.C., Construction Industry Review, c/o Special 
Advisor Labour-Management Relations, Ontario Ministry of Labour, 14th Floor, 
400 University Avenue, Toronto, Ontario, MlA JTl. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

On December 14, 1990, the Honourable Bob Mackenzie, Minister 

of Labour, announced a review of the operation of the current 

province-wide single-trade bargaining process in the industrial, 

commercial and institutional (ICI) sector of Ontario's construction 

industry. In doing so, he pointed out that the current structure 

has been in place since 1978, with seven rounds of negotiations 

occurring to the present. He further noted that the Construction 

Industry Advisory Board (CIAB) - an advisory body to the Minister 

composed of key representatives from labour and management in the 

construction industry and chaired by Victor Pa the, the government's 

Special Advisor, Labour Management Relations - had recommended this 

review to him, given the importance of the construction industry in 

the province and the need to reflect changing times and 

organizations. 

The review was asked to address the following issues: 

(1) Has single-trade province-wide bargaining served the needs of 
the industry and the public as it was intended? 

(2) Has the province-wide bargaining responded sufficiently to 
geographic considerations? 

(3) Are the existing voting procedures of employer and employee 
bargaining agencies adequate? 

( 4) Is the current requirement of two-year agreements appropriate? 

(5) Are there other issues of significant concern meriting better 
accommodation by the legislation? 
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The Minister asked that I accept written briefs from all 

employee·and employer bargaining agencies . He required that a· 

. }?rief set out "the consensus opinion" of the bargaining· agency with 

respect to each of the terms of reference and that all dissenting 

positions taken by affiliate members of a bargaining agency be 

appended.to the brief. I was given until April 30, 1991, to report 

to the Minister. I sought an extension of this date to accommodate 

Ministry of Labour research that was being undertaken in support of 

the inquiry, and the extension was granted. 

In approaching the review, I did not take it as given that 

reform was necessary. There was no background event or crisis 

giving rise to the review that I could discern. If anything, the· 

review is a function of the fact that the ICI sector bargaining 

system is a large, complex and often unpredictable economic 

process. Each round of bargaining has exhibited conflict and 

cooperation. Given the signifi�ance of the process to the economic 

well-being of the province, the review makes abundant sense to 

ensure that policy expectations are being met and to assess any 

possible modifications that might be made by which cooperation 

could be enhanced and conflict lessened. 

Having regard to this reason for the review and the time 

limits I was subject to in making my report, the foll_owing analysis 

relies upon: (1) the briefs submitted; (2) research prepared under 

my direction by the Ministry of Labour; ( 3) a review of the 

literature and other key background documents; and (4) several 
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discussions with the CIAB and a very few others active or 

previously active in both labour and management circles in the 

industry. I could not engage in a broad and lengthy consultation 

with the industry and complete the assigned task within the 

expected time frame. My review, therefore, was designed as a 

relatively speedy audit of the industry providing the opportunity 
0

to identify possible incremental reforms. If, however, ma-j or 

problems were suggested by the review demanding consideration of 

more fundamental change, I could only report these suspicions to 

the Minister given the nature of my mandate. The Minister would 

then need to assess what more thorough consultative process should 

be emp�oyed to verify my suspicions and, if need be, to fashion 

sound policy approaches in response. 

II. BACKGROUND TO SINGLE TRADE PROVINCE-WIDE BARGAINING 

IN THE ICI SECTOR IN ONTARIO 

Construction activity in Canada is of considerable economic 

significance to the country. The total value of construction 

purchased in Canada during 1990 was $106 billion, representing 15. 6 

percent of the country's Gross Domestic Product. During 1990, the 

total value of construction purchased in Ontario was $40. 2 billion, 

accounting for about 38  percent of the national total. 

Expenditures for construction in the ICI sector of the Ontario 

construction industry was $11.2 billion, representing 28. 1 percent 

of the total value of construction in the province. In 1990, there 
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were 291,000 individuals employed in construction occupations in 

Ontario, representing 5. 9 percent of the total employed in the 

province. Statistics Canada's Business Register Master file 

indicated that in December 1990, there were about 39,600 

establishments in the construction industry in Ontario. Employment 

in the industry is characterized by pronounced seasonal variations; 

on average, the unemployment rate in construction occupations in 

Ontario is approximately twice as high in the winter months than in 

the summer months. 

In 1962, the Ontario Legislature reco9nized that the 

construction industry has unique characteristics needing to be 

specifically addressed in the Labour- Relations Act. This recognition is 

reported in detail in the Report of the Royal C�ission on Labour--Manageaent Relations in the 

construction 1mstr-y (the Goldenberg Report) - a commission necessitated 

by unrest in the industry in the Toronto area. Specifically, the 

report recognised that, owing to the instability of construction 

employment, bargaining units in the industry had to be determined 

by reference to a geographic area and not to a particular project. 

It made certain recommendations concerning the processing of union 

certification applications in the construction industry by the 

Ontario Labour Relations Board (OLRB), including provisions 

designed to reduce delays in construction bargaining and recognize 

the peculiarities of construction industry collective agreements, 

which I will describe shortly. 

In 1970, the provisions relating to employer accreditation 
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were introduced into the Act. They provided for certification of 

employer bargaining agents to represent employers in bargaining 

with construction trade -unions. By acc.reditation, an employer 

organization becomes the exclusive bargaining agent for a group of 

employers bargaining for the renewal of a collective agreement. 

Employer accreditation was intended to be the equivalent of union 

ce:t:"tification. At the root of this analogy is the recognition that 

collective agreements •in the construction industry are generally 

not made with individual employers but with a number of similar 

employers. 

Prior to accreditation legislation, this "associational" 

characteristic of construction industry collective·agreements and 

bargaining was voluntary in nature and stemmed from the inherent 

nature of the construction industry. Rather than simply being the 

bargaining agent for the employees of an employer, the craft or 

construction trade union functions as the source of skilled and 

experienced potential employees of a certain type. Construction 

employers seldom employ an ongoing complement of employees between 

projects. Since construction consists of performing a finite 

amount of work at a particular site, the role of the construction 

union became one of supplying tradesmen to job sites for the 

duration of the project. While the particular project may end, 

tradesmen ac.hieve employment continuity by way of trade union 

referrals from employer to employer or, more accurately, from job 

site to job site. 
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From this perspective, it is not difficult to see why a 

standard collective agreement evolved to apply to all employers 

employing members of a particular construction trade union in a 

given area. Similarly, it is understandable why the collective 

bargaining that emerged for the industry was multi-employer, as 

employers joined together in response to construction trade union · 

bargaining strength and the reality that individual employers . 

seldom employed a sufficiently large and constant complement of 

construction employees to make agreements tailored to individual 

employers practical. These standard collective agreements also 

removed competition between employers on the basis of wage rates. 

Before accreditation· legislation, however, construction 

industry labour relations was characterized by highly fragmented 

bargaining structures. Employer associations negotiated with 

individual craft locals for local geographic area standard 

agreements. During the 1960's, fragmented bargaining structures 

·coupled with significant economic expansion caused unduly high wage 

outcomes and excessive strike activity. Local craft unions were 

able to employ whipsaw tactics because of the voluntary nature of 

employer associations and, thereby, leapfrog wage settlements 

within and between trades across the province. • Between 1960 and 

1969, the indus�ry experienced 5, 108, 000 person-days lost due to 

work stoppag�s, or 16.8 percent of the volume of strike activity in 

Canada. This was a very sharp increase over the previous decade. 

In the same period, construction wages rose twice as fast as 

manufacturing wages. In 1965-1970, the differential between 
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construction and manufacturing wages increased from 19 to 40 

percent. This instability in construction industry labour 

relations and the significance of the industry to th� economy as a 

whole prompted a call for more legislative reform. 

The problem was seen to be weak employer associations in need 

of countervailing power in collective bargaining. Because employer 

associations were bargaining agents only on a voluntary basis, they 

were unable to prevent individual members from entering into 

agreements or arrangements with unions for the supply of tradesmen 

during a labour dispute, on the - understanding that they would 

"pick-up" the collective agreement ultimately agreed to by those 

members of the association who continued to resist the strike 

activityo The undermining effect on employer association 

solidarity by this whipsaw tactic is obvious. In related ways, 

group employer bargaining power was impeded by union contractors in 

an area who bargained independently or by mega-projects governed by 

special project agreements. 

accreditation of employer 

association bargaining. 

associations with exclusive 

Thus came the call for a system of 

bargaining agents to strengthen 

Accreditation provided employer 

bargaining rights and gave them 

effective direction and control over all union contractors in a 

geographic area. 

Accreditation responded to the specific structural problems 

to which it was addressed - weak area employer associations - but 

it d id not prevent whip-sawing and leap-frogging between geographic 
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areas of the province. Substantial instability in the construction 

industry remained. While it was hoped that broader bargaining 

structures to counteract this problem would evolve because stronger 

area contractor associations would be able to insist on it, this 

did not happen. The proportion of provincial collective agreements 

in the industry in 1977 stood at 10 percent - virtually unchanged 

from ten years earlier. This represented the lowest level of 

consolidation in Canada, leaving Ontario with the most fragmented 

bargaining structures in the construction industry in Canada in 

1977. 

The Ontario ICI sector was representative. It experienced 

multiple work stoppages throughout each year, with each stoppage 

interfering with the work of the trades working on these same 

projects. With 202 pattern-setting agreements, Qniform expiry 

dates were impossible to achieve. Frequent and sequential work 

stoppages adversely affected contractors, workers and owners alike. 

For example, following the cpmpletion of the 1975 negotiations in 

Toronto, there were five separate expiry dates for collective 

agreements: April 10, 1976; August 31, 1976; April 30, 1977; July 

.31, 1977 ;  and October 31, 1977.  This situation aggravated the 

problems of planning construction projects. Just as one collective 

agreement would be reached, another would expire, leading to the 

possibility of further disruptions. Purchasers of construction 

would be uncertain whether their projects would be built because 

they could not predict when strikes would occur. This added to the 

difficulty of forecasting the costs of a particular project. 
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III. INTRODUCTION OF PROVINCE-WIDE BARGAINING IN ONTARIO 

In 1974, the Construction Industry Review Panel - the 

forerunner to the CIAB- urged the Minister of Labour to establish 

an inquiry commission to study ways of reducing the complexity of 

the bargaining structures in Ontario. The terms of reference of 

the Commission appointea were: 

1. to inquire into the existing bargaining areas and bargaining 
patterns in the construction industry; 

2. to define the problems resulting from the present bargaining 
patterns in the construction industry; and 

3 .  to propose methods for reducing and ration�lizing the number 
of bargaining patterns in the construction industry. 

The Commission's recommendations became the basis of Bill 22 

which was enacted in 1977 and implemented single-trade province-

wide bargaining. The new system featured three major changes. 

First, collective agreements could only be negotiated between 

designated or certified employee bargaining agencies and designated 

or accredited employer bargaining agencies. The authority to 

designate bargaining agencies was vested in the Minister of Labour, 

and these agencies would have exclusive jurisdiction to bargain for 

a specific trade or craft throughout the province. Second, only 

these negotiated provincial collective agreements would be valid; 

any other form of agreement or arrangement would be void. Third, 

all collective agreements would expire on April 3 0, 1978, and 

thereafter would have a common expiry date calculated biannually 

from April 30, 1978. 
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In his "Background Paper", Don Franks, the inquiry 

commissioner, described the problem province-wide bargaining was 

intended to deal with in the following terms: 

THE PROBLEM STATED 

Any attempt to state the basic problem faced by this 
.inquiry probably starts with the observation th�t there 
are approximately three hundred standard area collective 
agreements affecting the construction industry in 
Ontario. Even after extensive research, one can only 
state the approximate number of standard area agreements. 
Further, since these collective agreements are area 
agreements they apply to a number of employers, in fact, 
any employer who does the work covered by that collective 
agreement in unionized construction is bound by such a 

-collective agreement. 

As a result of previous collective bargaining, a 
substantial number of these three hundred agr_eements had 
been co-ordinated to expire on April 30th of 1975. Thus 
in a very short span of time approximately two hundred 

·and fifty collective agreements came up for re­
negotiation. 

The problem that arises when such a multiplicity of 
bargaining occurs was succinctly stated by Mr. George 
Meany, President of the A. F.L.-C. I. O. , when he commented 
recently that "each local negotiates as if there was no 
other". The problem is that there are other locals and 
that bargaining is not done in a vacuum. Each settlement 
affects other settlements and is itself affected by other 
settlements. 

For some time now, the effect of one collective 
bargaining situation on another bargaining situation has 
been referred to as either leap-frogging or whip-sawing, 
depending whether it was between areas or between trades. 

The real problem is not that whip-sawing and leap­
frogging occur or that such tools are available to one 
side of the collective bargaining process and not the 
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other. The real problem is that frequently on both sides 
of the bargaining table the persons who most affect the 
bargaining are not present. The problem we are 
confronted with is how the structure of collective 
bargaining in the construction industry can be• changed so 
that those who affect bargaining and are affected by it 
actually do the bargaining . (My emphasis) 

The Honourable Bette Stephenson, then Minister of Labour, on 

introducing Bill 22 to the Legislature described its purposes in 

these terms: 

The bill, as I have emphasized, is confined to the 
industrial, commercial and institutional sector of the 
construction industry and will result in the reduction of 
bargaining situations from 205 to approximately 25, as a 
result of the requirement that bargaining within that 
sector be conducted on a single-trade, province-wide 
basis. This is the prime feature of the bill . There are 
two important related features: First, all collective 
agreements within that sector will be for two years and 
will be required· to expire on a common date; second, 
provision is made for the designation of a c�-ordinating 
agency to enable employer bargaining agencies to exchange 
information and data and to engage in related co­
ordinating activities . [This second feature was dropped 
from the Bill]. 

The reduction of key bargaining situations to 25 or so 
recognized trades or crafts in the industrial, commercial 
and institutional sector should eliminate disruptive 
intra-trade and inter-regional bargaining rivalries, and 
there-by bring a greater measure of rationality and 
stability to that bargaining process. The requir�ment to 
bargain by trade on _a province-wide basis should 
encourage the parties to adopt broader perspectives in 
bargaining to the benefit of employees, employers and the 
province as a whole. 

Finally, the resulting concentrated nature of bargaining 
within the sector should enable the Ministry of Labour to 
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provide even more effective and innovative mediation 
services to the parties. In the past, with more than 205 
key bargaining situations to service, it has been 
difficult to develop the most effective and systematic 
approach to dispute resolution in this important sector 
of the construction industry. 

A last observation about Bill 2� I wish to make is that it did 

not explicitly address the matter of what the designated bargaining 

agencies ought to look like. However, by choosing the designation 

process, rather than having litigious labour board proceedings, the 

Ministry could "consult and assist" the parties with the Minister 

having ultimate control over the form of organization to be 

designated. Mr. Franks went on to play that "assisting" role for 

the Minister and has reported that the Minister was concerned: 

11. 0. certain groups, particularly the local unions, would 
demand veto rights in the ratification of collective 
agreeme�ts. Because bargaining involves trade-offs, not 
only across the table but also between affiliated local 
unions on the same side, a veto .right would have the 
effect of letting bargaining proceed to an agreement and 
then permitting one union local to hold the agreement up 
to ransom"o 

After the legislation was passed in 1977, Mr. Franks held 

extensive consultations with the industry. The consultations were 

informal and every effort was made to assist the parties to form 

appropriate age_ncies for . designation� • Throughout the 

consultations, Mr. Franks made it clear that the process could not 

be used by any party or groups to eliminate anyone else from the 

bargaining scheme, and that there could not be a veto power given 

· to any one local trade union or contractor association. Mr. 
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Franks has subsequently noted that as a result of these 

consultations, although some gr0ups had difficulty in establishing 

the requisite agency, · none proposed an organization that contained 

a veto power. I will return to this issue of veto power later in 

the study. 

IV. SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS 

The following is a summary of the forty-five submissions made 

in response to the Minister's announcement of the review. · Those 

making submissions are identified in Appendix I. The numerical 

tabulation set out is confined to the bargaining agency consensus 

positions, but my point form commentary also contains the content 

of the dissenting appended briefs. 

ISSUE #1 

Has single-trade province-wide bargaining served the needs of 
the industry and the public as it was· intended? 

Commentary 

Total Employer Bargaining 
Agency Responses 

20 Yes 

1 No 

Trade Union Bargaining 
Agency Responses 

11 Yes 

3 No 

Those replying in the affirmative emphasized: 
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• reduction in number of strikes 

• reduction in whip-sawing and leap-frogging from one region to 
another 

• increased standardization 

• increased mobility 

• reasonable economic outcomes 

• increased predictability 

• increased bargaining sophistication and statesmanship 

• increased stability 

• better communication 

• increased productivity 

• increased flexibility 

Those .who said 11no111 or dissented emphasized: 

• only one in seven rounds has been strike free 

• increase in person-days lost 

• lead settlement problems (Who will settle first?) 

• intra-organizational tension caused by two-tier settlements 

• regional neglect 

• leap-frogging between trades 

• "me too" mentality of centralized bargaining 

• uncertainty during peak months, every two years 

• more in-house and non-union construction 

• settlements too high 

• failure to deal with training, updating, apprenticeship 
programs - i. e. quality and survival issues 
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ISSUE #2 

Has the province-wide bargaining responded sufficiently to 
geographic considerations? 

Commentary 

Total Employer Bargaining 
Agency Responses 

10 Yes 

11 No 

Those who said 11yes11 mentioned: 

Trade Union· Bargaining 
Agency Responses 

12 Yes 

2 No 

0 parties can create economic zones if they wish 

0 local "hardship" clauses which allow areas to fashion needed 
relief on consent of the central agencies are becoming 
prevalent 

• no one area should dominate 

0 stabilization funds which supsidize approved bids by unionized 
contractors where necessary have been developed in some areas 

0 current system recognizes mobility of many construction trades 

• inherent flexibility is available in the system to those 
interested as evindenced by .two tier trend to rates and travel 

Those who said 11no11 emphasized: 

• hardship clauses ineffective (contracts are let too early) 

• increasing number of illegal provincial agreement modification 
arrangements by local parties to respond to non-union 
competition and these arrangements· are 9ften not known to 
unionized contractors from outside the particular areas 

• domination by "Golden Horseshoe" 

• should be four economic regions to the bargaining (Southwest, 
Central, North and East) 

0 frozen local appendices are now the rule 
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" rise of stabilization funds illustrates insensitivity of 
bargaining 

• decline of unionized firms outside Toronto 

• political resistance by trade union representatives to "lbwer 
than average rates" 

ISSUE #3 

Are existing voting procedures of employer and employee 
bargaining agencies adequate? 

Total Employer Bargaining 
Agency Responses 

10 Yes 

11 No 

Trade union Bargaining 
Agency Responses 

14 Yes 

(i) Commentary 

Those who answered in the affirmative emphasized: 

• this is purely an internal matter 

0 no one satisfactory formula exists as illustrated by Appendix 
III  where the approach of each agency is gathered 

0 emphasis should be democracy tempered by absence of unfair 
domination by any one area 

• need for worker mobility in many construction trade unions 

Those who answered 11no11 emphasized: 

• many of the procedures produc� unfair domination (whether 
majority or proportional schemes) 

0 

there is a need for four (4) mandatory economic regions with 
three (3) out of four (4) constituting a majority for 
ratification and with Final Offer Selection (FOS) available 
for the unsettled region. 

briefs variously proposed (1) one vote/each local or (2) one 
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vote per person or (3) double majority or (4) weighed vote -
as the best scheme to achieve democracy while avoiding unfair 
domination 

• there is a problem with S.149 (a) of the IabcAJr.Rel.atiaisAct -
status on day of vote ought not to determine voting 
entitlement 

• there is a need that secret ballot ratification and strike 
votes be conducted and their provincial results announced 
simultaneously 

0 emphasis should be on democracy and lack of unfair domination 

• there is a need for single trade regional bargaining 

• pointed out that Commissioner Don Franks recommended weighted 
voting procedures 

• there is a need to create or insure the presence of a review 
mechanism for proposed changes to voting structures 

(ii) Details of Options Set out In Briefs 

(A) voting Structures 

1. Status quo 

2. Province to be divided into four regions: (1) south-western; 
(2) central; (3) northern; (4) eastern. Voting in each region 
would be done in accordance with the current voting structures 
and tabulated on a regional basis. The four zone structure 
would be similar in both Employer and Employee · bargaining 
agencies. If a majority of the regions (a minimum of three 
regions) voted to accept a memorandum of settlement, the 
memorandum would be ratified. The dissenting region would 
either: 

(a) accept the negotiated settlements, or, 

(b) submit to "final offer selection" arbitration on 
total wage package only. 

3. One vote for each local or employer zone. 

4 o One vote for each employer or employee. 

5. Double majority (majority of each local/zone and majority of 
all employees/employers across the province o 
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6. (a) Weighted votes for each local or zone based exclusively 
on number of members or man-hours 

(b). Weighted formula to prevent any one or two locals or 
zones from dominating. For example, on trade union side 
formula could be one vote per local plus one vote for 
every unit of members with the unit being set or capped 
to insure that no local had more than a fixed proportion 
of total available votes. 

(B) Status to Vote 

1. Status quo. 

2. Those having worked a fixed percentage of. hours in the ICI 
during the previous contract or other stipulated time period. 

ISSUE #4 

Is the current requirement of two-year ag:c:eements appropriate? 

Commentary 

Total Employer Bargaining 
Agency Responses 

1 Yes 

20 No 

Trade Union Bargaining 
Agency Responses 

6 Yes 

8 No 

Most parties who believe the current two-year contract period 

to be inadequate referred to the typically longer construction 

cycle and the fact that negotiations often carry well into the two­

year period in any event. The majority of these parties proposed 

three years; a few suggested four years. Some trade unions sought 

statutory COLA protection if there was to be any extension. 
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There was also the belief expressed that a longer contract 

term would mean fewer strikes and greater industry stability, but 

the fear was expressed that too long a contract term might mean 

collective agreements would become less responsive to economic 

conditions. 

ISSUE #5 

Are there other issues of significant concern meriting better 
accommodation by the legislation? 

., It was proposed that when collective agreements have been 
reached with 75% of designated bargaining agencies, no strike 
and no lockout should be permitted by the remaining unsettled 
agencies. Outstanding issues in those relationships should be 
settled by "final offer selection" arbitration. This is 
generally the Nova ·scotia scheme. 

0 There should be a system of industry-sponsored intervention 
following the issuance of "no board" reports and prior to 
legal strike/lock-out dates. 

• Five days notice should be given prior to a 
so that all work may be left in a safe 
tools, materials and equipment can be 
removed. 

strike or lock-out 
condition and all 
stor_ed safely or 

0 The Provincial Building and Construction Trades Council of 
Ontario and the Construction Employers Coordinating Council of 
Ontario (CECCO) should be given statutory roles to convene 
semi-annual or annual meetings to faster a better 
understanding of the problems and needs of the industry. 
Membership in both bodies should be required for the purposes 
of these meetings. 

• Possible further evolution of the provincial bargaining 
structure to require coordination between trade groupings 
such as the Civil Trades (Bricklayers, carpenters, 
Ir6nworkers, Labourers, Operators) and the M.E.S.H Trades 
(Electricians, Plumbers and Sheet Metal Workers) ; and 
Interior Trades. 

0 Requirement that every collective agreement be required to 
contain "an enabling clause", as attached in Appendix II._ 

0 Pressing need for an expedited jurisdictional dispute 
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mechanism. 

• Make project manager subject to common employer provision of 
Act ( s . 1 ( 4 ) ) . 

• Expedited s.150 sector determination proceedings needed. 

• Broaden the ICI sector to include Electrical Power System 
sector and to ensure construction includes maintenance. 

• Better communication required with such key groups as owner­
Clients. 

Need for a more representative Construction Industry Advisory 
Board. 

• Need for a statutory cooling-off period. 

0 Better design of mandatory strike and lock-out requirements to 
ensure speedy and effective remedies. 

Pressing need for (1) collective bargaining data collection to 
enhance :r;ationality of bargaining and (2) monitoring of 
performance of unionized industry. 

V. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

(1) Has single-trade province-�ide bargaining served the needs of 
the industry and.the public as it was intended? 

The purposes of Bill 22 as described by the Honourable Bette 

Stephenson and Donald Franks are set out above. Essentially, the 

aim was to reduce the number of key bargaining situations in order 

to lessen or eliminate disruptive inter-trade and inter-regional 

bargaining rivalries and, · thereby, bring a greater measure of 

rationality and stability to the bargaining process. The parties, 

by their submissions, clearly believe that the legislation has met· 

these purposes . From over two hundred (200) key bargaining 
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situations with their collective bargaining agreements expiring in 

chaotic sequences across the province, the ICI sector's fourteen 

construction trade unions are now subject to only twenty five (25) 

designated province-wide employee bargaining agencies which bargain 

at the same time. This obvious reduction and rationalization of 

key bargaining structures introduced the "opportunity" for greater 

rationality and stability in bargaining. An analysis of the 

performance of collective bargaining in the ICI sector since Bill 

22 was introduced shows the parties have seized this opportunity. 

I have examined performance from two vantage points: ( a) work 

stoppages and (b) wage settlements. 

(a) Work stoppages 

Data in the study in Appendix IV on settlements and work 

stoppages in ICI construction in 1977-1991 show a marked reduction 

in the frequency of work stoppages, thus facilitating the planning 

of construction projects and the efficient conduct of labour 

negotiations. In the ten-year period preceding Bill 22 there were 

a total of 123 work stoppages occurred whereas 33  have occurred 

since Bill 22's introduction in 1978. (Appendix IV, Table 5) . On 

the other hand, there has been a significant increase in total 

person-days lost as a result of the province-wide n�ture of any 

work stoppage, but the average duration of strikes has remained 

more or less constant over the periods compared. Once all of the 

25 province-wide collective agreements have been signed, however, 

contractors now know that they will be able to operate in a stable 
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labour relations environment without work stoppages or unexpected 

wage increases for at least one full year. Prior to province-wide 
. .  

bar9aining, such stability was not possible. This feature of the 

system considerably offsets the absolute number of person-days 

lost. 

. 
Wllile the establishment of province-wide bargaining has not 

eliminated strikes or lockouts, and was not intended to do so, it 

is now a much more difficult decision to take a whole province out 

on strike or lockout than it was to make such decisions for a 

particular region or contractor. Moreover, by prohibiting 

selective work stoppages, it has become increasingly difficult for 

both strikers and contractors to find alternative opportunities to 

mitigate financial losses incurred. The checks and balances of 

the province-wide context also decrease the influence of local 

p·ersonal i ty differences. For example, if a local trade union in 

one city is angry at contractors in that city, it cannot strike 

unless it can convince all other locals that the problem is serious 

enough that they should all go on strike in support. Accordingly, 

since the enactment of province-wide bargaining, the conflict which 

has occurred has been over more fundamental issues and many 

unnecessary local strikes have been averted. Greater rationality 

has therefore been a consequence of greater ·centralization. 

The strike activity that has occurred is also much more 

concentrated �nd, therefore, now amenable to more intensive 

mediation efforts. The data show that 93 percent of the person-
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days lost in province-wide bargaining have resulted from 17_ strikes 

by six trades: asbestos workers, bricklayers, carpenters, 

electricians, plumbers and sheet metal workers. (Appendix IV, Table 

6) . These strikes lasted an average of 26 days, compared to 9 days 

for the 16 strikes that were taken by 10 other trades. The 

Ministry and the industry now have the . ability to focus on 

particular relationships to get at the underlying problems. 

It should be noted that the number of workers who were 

involved in the 33  work stoppages that have occured under province­

wide bargaining represented, on average, less than one percent of 

Ontario's paid non-agricultural work force in the years when the 

stoppages occurred. (Appendix IV, Table 5) . Moreover, the time 

lost by these workers accoun�ed for less than one-tenth of cine 

percent of the estimated total working time of t}?.e paid non­

agricultural work force. This record pales in comparision to time 

lost due to absences from work. In 1989 such absences accounted 

for 3. 8 percent of the estimated total working time of the 

province's paid work force. 

Ontario's time loss performance from strikes is also in line 

with the national record for work stoppages in the construction 

industry in Canada during 1978-1990. (Appendix IV, Table 9) . 

Although Ontario had the highest number of work stoppages in the 

period, which is not surprising given the relative size of its work 

force, the a�erage dura�ion of the stoppages compares favourably 

with that for stoppages in Newfoundland, Nova Scotia and Prince 
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Edward Island, and is better than the average duration for 

stoppages in Manitoba and Saskatchewan. Quebec is among the four 

provinces with shorter strike durations than Ontario ' s, al though it 

had the highest number of workers involved in construction 

stoppages. Quebec' s  low record, however, may be a function of 

government intervention in the- . collective bargaining process. 

Table 9 also shows that only Manitoba, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward 

Island and Alberta had fewer workers than Ontario involved in 

construction work stoppages during 1978-1990 as a percent of their 

paid non-agricultural work force, but that Ontario ' s  proportion was 

considerably smaller than the national average. 

I would a�so observe, however, that changes in bargaining 

structure cannot avoid the influence of key economic factors. 

Economic influences will always shape b�rgaining agendas and 

influence bargaining power. For exampl.e, notwithstanding the 1981-

82 recession, construction activity and double-digit inflation 

prompted trade union demands for large settlements with resulting 

strike activity as contractors resisted. Province-wide bargaining 

cannot avoid these kinds of conflicts. The literature and this 

study also confirm that whenever broader bargaining structures are 

introduced there is an associated increase in strike severity. · 

Strikes in the ICI sector are now province-wide, and increased 

severity is a cost of this form of simplification. 

(b) Wage Settlements , . 

Provincial bargaining in Ontario has reduced the leap-frogging 
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of wages within a trade. It has also become more difficult to 

leapfrog wages across trades because all bargaining is simultaneous 

and • much communication goes on between both trades and trade 

groupings. Wage patterns, to a greater or lesser extent, are set 

in each round and play a key role in the settlement process. Such 

pattern-setting was unsuccessfully tested by the plumbers in 1982 

and these patterns are reviewed in detail in Appendix IV, Table 2. 

Biannual rounds of provincial bargaining have also reduced 

intertemporal pressures or, in other words, claims of "catch-up" 

with other trades. several commentators have concluded, after 

reviewing the data, that the system has produced more moderate wage 

settlements. This study suggests a �imilar finding. 

Between April 1977 and April 1991, the Canada CPI increased by 

149 percent, for an annual average rate increase of 6. 8 percent. 

The data in Appendix IV, Table 3,  show that only labourers, 

roofers, teamsters and glaziers have made gains over inflation. 

The average package rates for the first three increased by 1. 8 to 

3 .  8 percentage points and for the glaziers by 27. 2 percentage 

points over the increase in the Canada CPI. Average package rates 

for four trades increased by 2. 3 to 6. 4 percentage points below the 

increase in the CPI and for 12 trades by 10. 6 to 20. 3 percentage 

points below. · on an annual basis, average package rate increases 

for labourers, teamsters and roofers matched the annual average 

rate of inflation increase, and the average package rate increase 

for glaziers gained 0.7 percentage . points. Average package rate 

increases for the remaining trades lost an average o. 1 to · o .  7 
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p�rcent annually to inflation. Data for 23 cities (Appendix IV, 

Table 4) show that average union rates for all these cities were 

below the CPI for the period 1977-1991. 

Looked at in a more aggregate form, the average hourly 

earnings of construction workers increased by 110.9 percent from 

$8. 32 in 1977 to $17. 59 in 1990, for an annual average increase of 

5. 9 percent. (Appendix V, Table 10) . This compares to inflation 

which increased by 132. 9 percent over the period for an annual 

average rate of 6. 7 percent. In 1977 construction average hourly 

earnings were 33. 9 percent higher than the average hourly earnings 

in manufacturing. Howeve:;-, this differential has subsequently 

dropped in almost each year, reaching 1 5 . 1 percent in 1990. This 

is a very significant reversal of the wage experience of 

construction workers relative to their manufacturing counterparts 

that occurred in the late 1960 's and early 1970' s and which 

provided the impetus for province-wide bargaining. Indeed, this 

differential is back to its pre-1965 relationship and constitutes 

a strong indicator of the moderating effect of consolidated 

bargaining structures . 

Finally, as the study on union wage rates and fringe benefits 

in Appendix V reveals in Tables 7 and a ,  over the 14-year period 

of province-wide bargaining only small shifts have occurred in 1991 

in wage rate and package relationships among trades and cities from 

the relationships that existed in 1977 . Refrigeration mechanics 

remain at the top of both wage rate and package structures in 1991 
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as in 1977. Teamsters have moved to the bottom of the wage rate 

structure in 1991, exchanging seventeenth place in 1977 with the 

glaziers; labourers have moved to the bottom of "t:he package 

structure in 1991, exchanging eighteenth place in 1977 with the 

glaziers. Operating engineers, rodmen, and glaziers have improved 

the-ir rankings on the 1991 package structure by one step above 

their 1977 rankings; and millwrights and sprinkler fitters have 

improved their rankings by three or four steps. Carpenters and 

labourers have moved one step in the ranking, and plumbers and 

structural ironworkers have moved by three or five steps. The 

remain1ng ten trades have maintained their 1977 rankings. Most of 

the changes in rankings, even where multiple steps are_ involved, 

are ·the result of minor changes in relative compensation rates. 

Regional . rank changes are similarly small and reflect 

considerable stability. Average package amounts for all trades in 

Belleville, Cornwall, Kingston, Peterborough and Toronto show 

improved rankings by only two or three steps, although Ottawa rose 

eight steps in ranking. Timmins, North Bay, Sudbury and Windsor 

all moved in ranking by one or two steps, Sarnia and Thunder Bay 

moved by four steps. The remaining eight cities maintained their 

1977 ranking in package rates in 1991. Not surprisingly, Toronto 

has moved to the top of both wage rate and package stru�tures in 
. . 

1991 from second place in 1977, replacing Sarnia which has moved to 

fifth place in package structure. Sault Ste Marie remains at the 

bottom ranking in 1991 as in 1977. There is, however, compression 

in all city differentials when compared to Toronto because of the 

\ 
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standard cents-per-hour wage increases too generally employed in 

construction industry bargaining. 

One particular indication of 

sensitivity to economic issues and 

the industry ' s  general 

its greater potential for 

rational outcomes was illustrated in the 1984 round of bargaining. 

The slack demand for new construction in late 1982 prompted the . 

civil trades to agree to a wage freeze in year one of their 1984 

agreement and $1. 00 in the second year. Remarkably, all trades 

followed this pattern without any work stoppage. such result would 

have been inconceivable in the context of the earlier more 

fragmented structure of ICI sector negotiations. 

Based on an analysis of the data, earlier studies , and on the 

sub�itted briefs , I have no hesitation in concluding that province­

wide bargaining has served the needs of the industry and the public 

as it was intended . .  The parties have adj usted reasonably well to 

the increased centralization, bargaining outcomes appear more 

stable and more rational, and even the increase in person-days lost 

comes in a more predictable form. While the locus of decision 

making in collective bargaining has shifted to a central level , the 

craft or individual trade union orientation remains a significant 

force . This balance, complemented by only inf o�al coordination on 

both · the labour and management sides, appears to have · worked 

reasonably well. There has been a stabilization of area wage 

structures and a more stable trade union pecking order. These 
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conclusions are consistent with other studies and with the 

objectives of Bill 22. 

However, while the bargaining process is subjected to greater 

stability, general information on wages, benefits, and other 

employment conditions is very difficult to obtain. There is little 

evidence of sufficiently sophisticated or centralized data banks, 

industry analysis of trends and medium to long-term reflection in 

either the labour or management communities. There is also a 

general lack of easily accessible data indicating the general 

health of the unionized construction industry. For example, while 

there was the complaint that unionized construction was on the 

decline generally and in various regions, I could find little 

easily available data which demonstrate this point or illustrate 

th.e overall insensitivity of construction bargaining to general 

economic conditions. Except for the CIAB, there also does not 

appear to be regular gatherings of labour and management outside 

the crisis of collective bargaining to reflect on where the 

industry is going and on the challenges that lie ahead. Therefore, 

much improvement is possible in the area of data retrieval, 

analysis, and the general monitoring of the industry. 

Recommendation. 

• l recommend that all employee and employer bargaining 

agencies, together with government, be required to form and 

fund a central body that will administer the collection and 
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analysis of construction collective bargaining data and the 

collection and analysis of other relevant industry data to 

further enhance province-wide single trade bargaining. This 

body should also be required to convene industry meetings at 

least twice a year and to issue regular reports to the 

industry. Such reports and conferences will better inf arm the 

bargaining parties and increase the opportunities for 

understanding and cooperation. 

I have not recommended the scheme adopted in the Province of 

Nova Scotia that terminates continued bargaining when a 

majority or more of the industry is settled in any particular 

round . I did not have the time to visit Nova Scotia and 

assess the operation of that approach. This is something the 

CIAB might wish to do. While it has its attractions, I 

suspect the approach may be subject to its own harmful 

counter-tactics of early strikes or trade alliances to avoid 

the industry settlement threshold. Further, the data 

collected do not reveal that strike action in Ontario 

regularly concentrates in the third and fourth quarters in any 

event . (Appendix IV, Table 1) . While several of the briefs 

expressed an interest in the Nova Scotia system, I believe 

. such fundamental reform with its associated government 

intervention requires much more study, consul tat ion and a 

demonstrable need . In the time available, I was unable to 

conclude that the current trends in person-days lost could be 

acceptably minimized in this manner. 
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I also have not recommended mandatory multi-trade 

coordination. Enhanced understanding and communication is 

evolving in Ontario. Complete centralization, as possibly 

illustrated by Quebec's need for government intervention in 

negotiations, carries its· own problems. However, greater co-

ordination by trade grouping may be worth further 

exploration. The M. E. S. H work stoppage statistics indicate 

why. (Appendix IV, Tables 6, 7, and 8) . 

(2 ) Has the province-wide bargaining responded sufficiently to 
geographic: considerations? 

The briefs did not reflect the same consensus on this issue .• 

The data in Table 2 in the study in Appendix IV reveal considerable 

variation in wage increases both in and outside of Toronto and 

between Toronto and elsewhere in the 1978-80 round; a decrease in 

such variation up to and including the 1986 round; and an 

indication of a trend back to significant differences between 

Toronto and elsewhere and a greater variety in wage increases 

outside Toronto in subsequent rounds. Data in Table 4 in Appendix 

IV show that all 23 cities surveyed lost to inflation; and data in 

Table 4 in Appendix V reveal that the average package rates for all 

trades advanced to the highest level in · Central Ontario at $29. 58 

and to the lowest level at $28. 34  in Northern Ontario. However, 

data in Table 9 in· Appendix V show that differentials between 

Toronto and other cities have generally been compressed due to 

across-the-board cents-per-hour increases, and suggest that 

regional variations in settlement patterns have not been featured 
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in province-side bargaining and may not have been sufficiently 

significant as suggested by several employer bargaining agency 

briefs. 

There is no denying the recent advent of two-tier settlements; . 

hardship clauses, and stabilization funds. However, a majority of 

the employer briefs do not accept that these developments have been 

adequate to meet regional . or local needs. Generally, inter-

regional differences continue to reflect only those differences 

that were in place in 1977 with some ensuing compression because of 

cents-per-hour across-the-board increases. Whether the more recent 

provincial concern for northern communities and other regional 

interests will continue and appreciate is difficult to judge. The 

very need to establish stabilization funds and hardship clauses 

suggests that the politics of wage determination has impeded trade 

unions in tailoring wage rates to the competitive realities of 

Ontario's regions. I am also disturbed by reports of informal side 

deals between local unions and local contractors not approved by 

bargaining agencies and unknown to out-of-area unionized 

contractors. 

However, given the nature of the study, it has also been 

difficult to assess the severity of the impact of regional 

insensitivity, other than to accept at face value the assertions 

that non-union competition is more intense. Data showing wage 

insensitivity to drops in regional construction activity for union 

firms was not available in the time allotted and requires further 
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study, possibly through field surveys. Nevertheless, the 

settlement data seem to point to substantial difficulties for 

employee bargaining agencies to negotiate �ther than across-the­

board settlements. Adjusting to local crises during the life of an 

agreement is also difficult, given problems for unions _associated 

with adequate financial disclosure, concerns of contractors over 

the the timeliness of any such adjustments, and the possibility 

that existing informal and II illegal II local adjustments are not 

being extended to all unionized contractors. 

On the basis of the - briefs, previous studies, and the data 

appended to this review, I cannot find that province-wide 

bargaining has responded sufficiently to geographic considerations. 

Unfortunately, however, I have not been able to document the extent 

or severity of this problem, a situation which every centralized 

system of bargaining is afflicted with to a greater or lesser 

extent. Thus, it is difficult to balance this finding against the 

obvious benefits produced by single trade province-wide bargaining, 

and it is equally difficult for me to suggest a . meaningful 

solution. 

Recommendation 

c Several briefs complaining of a lack of regional insensitivity 

proposed a restructuring of bargaining that would divide each 

bargaining agency into four regional components. A settlement 

would be arrived at when any three of the four regions reached 
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agreement . A dissenting . region or affiliate would have the 

option of proceeding to speedy final offer selection to have 

its position compared with the settlement agreed to in light 

of that region's concerns . One might stipulate in this 

approach that positions placed before the selector must be 

the last positions taken at bargaining immediately prior to 

arriving at the majority settlement. 

• The proposal is very creative but entails a significant change 

to the structure of bargaining throughout the province. It 
- . 

also requires dividing the province into four regions and 

assigning affiliates of all bargaining agencies to one of 

these regions. To maintain the same regions for each 

bargaining agency would entail breaking up existing affiliates 

- a considerable adjustment at least on the trade union side. 

While I am intrigued by the proposal, I am very anxious about 

its complexity, implementation and impact generally on the 

bargaining pro�ess. Provi�ce-wide bargaining has produced 

significant benefits and I worry about undermining the process 

in the effort to repair one of its by-products. 

I point out that dividing the province into four zones would 

understate the variety of regional and local wage rates that 

are contained in most of the ICI collective agreements. Also, 

the boundaries of any four zones selected would not correlate 

to the economic regions of Ontario established by Statistics 

Canada. I am also unclear on how such change would affect the 
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bargaining pressures within bargaining agencies and the 

bargaining dynamic between bargaining agencies. In short, a 

. four-zone approach would be almost as dramati_c · as the 

implementation of province-wide bargaining itself and cannot 

be recommended in a review of this nature and on the data 

before me. In my view, it would take the experience of people 

like those on the CIAB to judge whether the approach would 

actually produce more regionally sensitive settlements, and 

what its effect on the bargaining dynamic would be. For this 

reason, the proposal may be something the CIAB itself will 

wish to inquire into more thoroughly and, thereafter, advise 

the Minister. 

• However, I believe that ICI sector bargaining requires more 

regional sensitivity and, to this end, much more meaningful 

regional data on unionized construction activity must be 

gathered and shared between bargaining agencies. I recommend 

that this be given immediate priority by any industry­

government created moni taring body. Alternatively, the impact 

of regional insensitivity should be the subject-matter of a 

more detailed study by the Industry and the Ministry of Labour 

to be completed as soon as possible for assessment by the 

Minister on the advice of the CIAB � Regional insensitiyity is 

a problem overhanging province-wide bargaining. 

(3 ) Are the existing voting procedures of employer and employee 
bargaining agencies adequate? 

.. 
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This issue produced a response in the briefs almost identical 

to the previous issue. Indeed, there may be linkage between the 

two in that voting structures may contribute to regional 

sensitivity or insensitivity. Don Franks, in his report, 

recommended that ratification procedures be by weighted vote of the 

affiliate members of a bargaining agency on the trade union side. 

However, as noted above, in facilitating the designation process he _ 

was also concerned . that no one local have a veto over the outcome 

of bargaining. With respect to strike votes, he recommended that 

the votes be conducted concurrently by all of the locals in an 

employee bargaining agency and the decision be based on the overall 

result of all members in the province. Alternatively, he 

recommended a referendum vote conducted of all the members of each 

local in an employee bargaining agency. 

The briefs do not raise a problem with respect to strike 

votes . However , there . is concern, more generally expressed by 

employers than by unions, with the ratification procedures of 

certain employee bargaining agencies and the possibility of vetoes 

existing. However, there is considerable diversity in these voting 

arrangements as the survey of employee bargaining agencies in 

Appendix III to this report reveals. One (1 ) agency does not 

require any · vote; five ( 5 )  use a sliding scale; . three ( 3 )  use a 

double majority of locals and membe�s; three (3) employ one-local­

one-vote; and ten (10)  use a one-worker-one-vote system. The 

voting arrangements are also a matter that the construction trade 

unions consider to be an internal affair, notwithstanding that 
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several of the dissenting trade union briefs endorsed the notion 

that there should to be no domination of or by any one component of 

an employee bargaining agency. These briefs tended to request that 

a double majority voting arrangement be imposed on their bargaining 

agencies. 

on the basis of the briefs, I cannot say that any one formula 

is preferable and should be imposed on all employee  bargaining 

agencies. Unfortunately, like the problems we are experiencing 

with federalism, mutual concerns for democracy and the avoidance of 

unfair domination often have difficulty achieving a consensus over 

a precise formula to express these shared concerns. However, I 

observe that when the designations were made, great attention was 

paid by the Minister of Labour to each formula placed before her, 

with the expressed view that there be no veto and the approach be 

otherwise consistent with the province-wide bargaining scheme. In 

other words, the voting procedures w·ere never considered by the 

government to be the private affair of either employer or employee 

bargaining agencies. 

I also observe that there appears to have been amendments to 

such voting procedures by five bargaining agencies without first 

obtaining approval or authorization from the Minister of Labour. 

While I appreciate there is no express procedure for applying for 

approval to insure that such changes are consistent with province­

wide bargaining, I would think such a procedure, if not implicit in 

the Act, should be required. The Minister may wish to have the 
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review conducted by an advisor with resulting recommendations as 

Don Franks did originally. 

I caution that the matter of the "adequacy" of a voting 

procedure can be very complex. It is difficult to assess the 

adequacy of the existing unamended voting procedures without an in­

depth review of the operation of each bargaining agency's voting 

procedures, including interviews of key officials and an assessment 

of each round of bargaining. I point out that many employee 

bargaining agencies employ the time-honoured democratic approach of 

one-worker-one-vote. However, one highly populated local union 

might, in these circumstances, be able to control provincial 

bargaining and impose its will on all other locals - a v.eto that 

the Minister of Labour, in making the designations, wished to 

avoid. This, of course, may be moderated as a practical matter _ }?y 

the composition of bargaining committees or formally by a weighted 

voting arrangement which pr.ecludes a veto. On the other hand, a 

more regionally sensitive one-local-one-vote system may run 

counter to the wishes of the majority of workers represented by an 

employee bargaining agency. The issue here is one of finding a 

delicate balance of interests within a bargaining agency. 

The regional wage data considered in regard to the previous 

issue might be relied upon to conclude that voting procedures are 

inadequate. However, I am unable to draw a direct relationship 

between that data and the voting procedures of each of the 

bargaining agencies . I also know all unchanged procedures were, at 
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one time, considered by the Minister to have been adequate and I 

have no strong basis for disagreeing with that conclusion now . 

. .  
There was concern expressed in several employer briefs that 

some ratification votes by employee bargaining agencies have been 

conducted in a manner so that when one area of the province voted 

it knew the results of voting already conducted elsewhere and 

reported. This is not appropriate, and should be changed. We have 

so great a stake in province-wide bargaining that the conduct of 

ratification votes must be beyond reproach. 

Finally, several trade union briefs complained of the current 

requirement that an employee be employed in the ICI sector on the 

day of a strike or ratification vote to be entitled to vote. While 

I appreciate that this requirement does not include everyone who 

may eventually work under a provincial agreement, I see no 

practical substitute for limiting voting entitlement to those 

employees who will actually have to engage in a strike if that is 

the outcome of a vote. 

Recommendation 

• There is a need to insure by legislation that no member of a 

bargaining agency has knowledge of the outcome of voting 

already conducted by the agency elsewhere in the province 

concerning the ratification of a provincial agreement. 
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0 I also recommend that an expl icit statutory procedure be 

established to permit the Minister to authorize proposed 

changes to bargaining agency voting procedures, and that those 

procedures amended since the designations were issued might be 

reviewed to understand their appropriateness. 

(4) Is  the current requirement of two-year provincial agreements 
appropriate? 

There was a significant consensus in the briefs that the 

current two-year period is inadequate. The data in Appendix IV, 

Table 1, reveal that bargaining often encroaches well into the 

first year of provincial agreements so that the industry is only 

effectively getting the benefit of · one year of guaranteed peace. 

Moreover, the construction cycle in this sector, given the scale of 

many of the proj ects, would be better accommodated by three year 

collective agreements rather than the current two year. Finally, 

with the ocurrence of strike and lockout activity in every round of 

bargaining but one, three years of peace has the prospect of 

providing an improvement in person-days lost due to work stoppages. 

Recommendation 

• I recommend that the term of provincial agreements be required 

to be for a period of three years and that all provincial 

agreements continue to expire on the same April 30th. 
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(5 ) Are there other issues of significant concern meriting better 
accommodation by the legislation? 

The earlier section analyzing the submissions reveals a 

variety of useful suggestions and prop·osals in response to this 

question. While several of the proposals merit close attention in 

a general sense and have . .  for some time, I cannot find any 

particular suggestion under this heading that would clearly improve 

the quality of bargaining in the ICI sector other than what I have 

already proposed. In so finding, I am assuming that question five 

was intended to identify other issues "affecting ICI bargaining", 

not just other useful things to do to improve labour relations in 

the construction industry . Accordingly, no . recommendation is made 

under this heading. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

What the study has demonstrated is a marked improvement in the 

stability of collective bargaining in the ICI construction sector 

from 1978 to 1990 in comparison to the equivalent period leading up 

to the enactment of province-wide single-trade bargaining. 

Ontario, to-day, exhibits in the ICI sector a solid framework for 

collective bargaining negotiations. This framework has permitted 

the collective bargaining process to free itself from the chaotic 

and sometimes irrational outcomes which hurt the industy through 

the 1960's and early 1970's. Moreover, and importantly, this 

result has been achieved by strengthening free collective 
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not by government-dictated outcomes . Provided with a framework 

designed to ensure the participation of everyone affected by ICI 

sector collective bargaining, labour and management in this sector 

rose to the challenge and fashioned a ·  much more rational and 

predictable collective negotiations process than previously 

existed . 

This does not mean that the present system is perfect and 

cannot be improved upon. Indeed, my recommendations are aimed at 

encouraging further improvements. However, because Ontario has a 

very viable framework for negotiations currently in place, 

additional structural reform to deal with apparent regional wage 

insensitivity must· be approached cautiously. No one , I suggest, 

wants to return to the pre-1978 style · of collective bargaining. 

Furthermore, the current: framework shows in recent years the 

"potential" for more +egionally sensitive bargaining with the 

advent of multi-tier wage rates, and variable travel allowances. 

However, I recognise that there have been significant 

impediments to more regionally sensitive outcomes as I have 

discussed in the study. The presence of hardship clauses and 

stabilization funds suggests to me that the parties are having 

difficulty in making the harder decisions of bringing into place 

more regionally sensitive general wage rates. I am also concerned 

about a possible trend to local side deals. In my view, a new 

industry administered monitoring mechanism would obviously want to 

make this regional issue an early priority, and the CIAB together 
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with government may also wish to consider further several of the 

proposals made to me that were designed to encourage more 

regionally sensitive collective bargaining responses. It is my 

hope and belief, however, that this industry with its considerable 

leadership in both the labour and management communities will find 

a way to exercise their existing freedom to fashion more regionally 

sensitive solutions within the current framework. Indeed, as 

trustees of the process they have the responsibility to do so, and 

unlike government, are uniquely situated to meet this challenge. 

All Of Which is 

Respectfully submitted. 

George W. Adams Q. C. 

July 18, 1991 
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APPENDIX I 

ICI BRIEFS FILES 

Trade Unions 

( (D) signifies a dissenting or additional submission) . 

1 .  Operative Plasterers • and Cement . Masons ' (Provincial 
Conference of Ontario) . 

2 .  Operative Plasterers • and Cement Masons ' (Restoration 
Steeplejacks Local 17 2 ) . 

3 .  International Brotherhood of Boilermakers , Iron Ship Builders, 
Blacksmiths, Forgers and Helpers. 

4 .  Carpenters ' Bargaining Conference 
(D) Carpenter ' s· Local 27. 

5 .  The Millwright District Council of Ontario 

6. Ontario Pipe Trades Council. 

7. U. A. Local 853, Sprinkler Fitters of Ontario. 

8 .  International Association of Bridge, Structural and ornamental 
Ironworkers and Ironworkers District Council of Ontario . 

(D) International Association of Bridge, Structural and 
Ornamental Ironworkers, Local 721. 

(D) International Association of Bridge structural and 
Ornamental Iron Workers, Local 736. 

9. Labourers ' International Union of North America, Ontario 
Provincial District Council. 

(D) Labourers • International Union of North America, Local 
5 0 6 . 

(D) Labourers • International Union of North America, Local 
52 7 

10. Operating Engineers Employee Bargaining Agency. 

(D) Dissents of several regional areas included. 
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11. International Association of Heat and Frost Insulators and 
Asbestos Workers, Local 95. 

12. International Brotherhood · of Electrical Workers Construction 
Council of dntario. 

(D) IBEW, Local 105 

( D) IBEW, Local 120 

(D) IBEW, Local 353 

( D) IBEW, Local 804 

13. (Joint Submission) Ontario Provincial Conference of the 
International Union of Bricklayers and Allied Craftsmen. 

(D) Business Manager of Local, Hamilton 

14. Ontario Sheet Metal Workers ' and Roofers ' Conference. 

(D) Local Union No. 30 

- (D) Local Union No. 47 

Employers 

( ( D) signifies a dissenting or additional submission) . 

1 .  Painters Employer Bargaining Agency 

2. The Master Insulators Association of Ontario Inc. 

3 .  Ontario Precast Concrete Manufacturers Association ( Precast 
Erectors) . 

4. Ontario Sheet Metal and Air Handling Group. 

5. Ontairo Erectors Association. 

6 .  Association of Millwrighting Contractors of Ontario Inc. 

7. Boilermaker Contractors ' Association � 

8. The Mechanical Contractors ' Association of Ontario. 

(D) Industrial Contractors ' Association of Ontario 

· (D) Mechanical Contractors ' Association of Windsor 

9 .  Terrazzo, Tile and Marble Guild of Ontario Inc. 
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Association. 
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and Air Cooking Contractors' 

11. ·Reinforcing Steel Institute (Rodmen Employer Bargaining 
Agency) . 

12. Ontario Industrial Roofing Contractors' Association. 

13. Electrical Trade Bargaining Agency of the Electrical 
Contractors of Ontario. 

(D) Electrical Contractors' Association of Thunder Bay Inc. 

14. Construction site Teamster Employer Bargaining Agency. 

15. Canadian Automatic Sprinkler Association. 

16 . (Joint Submission) Masonry Industry Employers Council of 
Ontario. 

(D) Sudbury Masonry Contractors' Association. 

(D) Northern and Northwestern Ontario Bricklayer Employers. 

(D) Labour Relations Bureau of the Ontario General 
Contractors' Association. 

17 0 Carpenters Employer Bargaining Agency. 

(D) Industrial Contrctors' Association of Canada . 

(D) Acoustical Association of Ontario. 

(D) Acme Building and Construction Ltd. 

18 . Labourers Employer Bargaining Agency. -

(D) Industrial Contractors' Association of Canada 

(D) Ontario Masonry Contractors' Association. 

(D) Acme Building and Construction Ltd. 

19 . Operating Engineers Employ�r Bargaining Agency. 

(D) Industrial Contractors' Association of Canada. 

20. Cement Masons Employer Bargaining Agency. 

(D) Industrial Contractors' Association of Canada. 

21. Plasterers Employer Bargaining Agency. 
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OTHER BRIEFS AND COMMENTS 

1 .  

2.  

3 .  

4 .  

5.  

6 .  

7 .  

a .  

9 .  

10 . 

Electrical Power Systems Construction Association. 

The Construction owners Council of Ontario. 

The Ontario Allied Construction Trades Council. 

Catalytic Maintenence. 

NOT Management Association. 

Quality Control Council of Canada. 

Sarnia Construction Association. 

Northeastern Ontario Building Construction Trades Council. 

General Presidents ' Maintenance Committee. 

Metropolitan Toronto Apar�ment Builders Association. 
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APPENDIX II 

PROPOSED LANGUAGE FOR ENABLING CLAUSES 

Every Collective Agreement shall contain the following 
language : 

The terms and conditions of this Collective Agreement may be 
changed or amended by written agreement between [ Employer ] and the 
[ Union ] . 

Any local association or any local trade union may receive 
approval from the Employer or Employee Bargaining Agency to 
negotiate specific local issues which it feels are necessary in its 
area. If the other party refuses to meet or if no agreement is 
reached , the party making the proposal, may have the matter 
referred to arbitration by final offer selection. The arbitration 
shali be held ten (10) days after the request is made in writing . 
The requesting parties shall submit its position in writing no 
later than five (5) days prior to the hearing, which position shall 
include : 

(a) the change requested; 
(b) the need for the change; 
(c) the purpose of the change; 

{d) what the change is hoped to result in; 
(e) how the result can be obtained; and 
( f )  evidence that the proposed change may achieve the desired 

result. 

The party refusing the change, within the aforementioned time 
limits, must in writing put forth its position outlining why the 
proposed change (s) has been rejected . 

Both the. Employer and Employee Bargaining agency shall be 
notified of the hearing and shall attend. Each party shall be 
allowed a maximum of thirty (30) minutes at the hearing to present 
its position orally. 
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The arbitrator shall render a decision by choosing one or 
other position only and such choice shall be made within three (3) 

. days of the hearing. 



APPENDIX III 

Voting Procedures in the ICI sector of the Ontario Construction Industry 

Part I :  Employee Bargaining Agencies 

Strike Votes Ratification Votes 
Trade Regyired How Votes Counted Required How Votes Counted 

Boilermakers Yes 1 worker-i vote No No vote 
Bricklayers Yes 1 worker-1 vote Yes Sliding scale 1 

carpenters Yes Double majority2 Yes Double majority2 

Cement Masons Yes Double majority2 Yes Double majority2 

Electricianas Yes 1 worker-1 vote Yes 1 local-1 vote 
Elevator Constuctors No Response No Response 
Glaziers Yes 1 worker-1 vote Yes 1 worker-1 vote 
Insulators Yes 1 worker-1 vote Yes 1 worker-1 vote 
Ironworkers Yes 1 worker-1 vote Yes 1 local-1 vote 

(to break a tie ,  
1 worker-1 vote) 

Labourers Yes Sliding scale1 Yes Sliding scale1 

Precast Concrete Yes Sliding scale1 Yes Sliding scale1 

Demolition Yes Sliding scale1 Yes Sliding scale1 

Millwrights Yes 1 worker-1 vote Yes 1 worker-1 vote 
Operating Engineers Yes· 1 worker-1 vote Yes 1 worker-1 vote 
Painters Yes 1 worker-1 vote Yes 1 worker-1 vote 
Plasterers Yes Double majority2 Yes Double majority2 

Plumbers Yes 1 worker-1 vote Yes 1 worker-1 vote 
Refrigeration Mechanics Yes 1 worker-1 vote Yes 1 worker-1 vote 



Part I :  Employee Bargaining Agencies (Cont • d) 

Strike Vote 
Trade Required How Votes Counted 

Rodmen Yes 1 worker-1 vote 

Roofers Yes 1 worker-1 vote 
Sheet Metal Workers Yes 1 work�r-1 vote 
Sprinkler Fitters No Response 
steeplejacks Yes 1 worker-1 vote 
Teamsters No Response 
Tile and Terrazzo Yes 1 worker-1 vote 

Part II : ' Employer Bargaining Agencies 

Trade 

Boilermakers 

Bricklayers 
Carpenters 
Cement Masons 
Electricians 
Elevator Constructors 
Glaziers 

Lockout Votes 
Regyired How Votes Counted 

No 1 contrator-1 vote 

No Weighted by Assn. 
Yes Weighted by Assn. 
Yes Weighted by Assn. 
No Not specified 
No Not specified 
Yes Double maj ority3 

Ratification Votes 
Required How Votes Counted 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

1 local-1 vote 
( to break a tie, 
1 worker-1 ·votef 

1 worker-1 vote 

· 1 worker-1 vote 
No Response 

1 worker-1 vote 
No Response 

Sliding scale1 

Ratification Votes 
Reguired How Votes c�unted 

No 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 

1 contractor-1 vote 
( the practice, 
though by-laws 
silent) 
Weighted by Assn. 
Weighted by Assn. 
Weighted by Assn. 
Not specified 
Not specified 
Double maj ority3 

01 
1-.J 



Part II : Employer Bargaining Agencies (Cont 9 d) 

Trade 

Insulators 

Ironworkers 
Labourers 
Precast Concrete 

Demolition 

Millwrights 

Operating Engineers 
Painters 
Plasterers 
Plumbers 

Refrigeration Mechanics 

Rodmen 
Roofers 
Sheet Metal Worker·s 
Sprinkler Fitters 
Steeplejacks 

Teamsters 

Tile and Terrazzo 

Lockout Votes 
Required How Votes Counted 

No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 

Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 

Yes 

No 

Not Specified 

1 contractor-1 vote 
Weighted by Assn. 
1 contractor-1 vote 
No. of votes tied 
to manhours 
Majority vote by 
Board of Directors 
Weighted by Assn. 
Weighted by Assn . 
Weighted by Assn. 
1 region-1 vote 

Contractor gets 
1 vote per 5 
workers 
Weighted by Assn . 
1 contractor-1 vote 
1 region-1 vote 
1 contractor-1 vote 
No. of votes tied 
to manhours 
1 vote per 
contractor Assn. 
Vote of steering 
and negotiating 
committees 

Ratification Votes 
Reguired How Votes Counted 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 

Yes 

No 

No. of votes 
tied to manhours· 
1 contractor-1 vote 
Weighted by Assn. 
1 contractor-1 vote 
No. of votes tied 
to manhours 
Majority vote by 
Board of Directors 
Weighted by Assn. 
Weighted. by Assn. 
Weighted by Assn. 
1 region-1 vote 
(70% of votes 
required) 
Contractor gets 
1 vote per 5 
workers 
Weighted by Assn. 
1 contractor-1 vote 
1 region-� vote 
1 contractor-1 vote 
No. of votes tied 
to manhours 
1 vote per 
contractor Assn. 
Vote of steering 
and negotiating 
committees 

01 
l\) 



Part III: summary of Voting Procedures 

(a) Employee Bargaining Agencies 

Strike Votes Regyired: 

Yes . • • • • . • • • . • • • • • • • • • • . • • •  a • • •  o 

No • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  

Not Reported . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Method of_Counting Strikes Votes: 

1 Worker-1 Vote 
Double Majority 
Sliding Scale of 

2 2  

0 

3 

16 
3 

votes per local . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . 3 

Ratification Votes Regyired: 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . • •  

No • . . . . . . • • • . • . • • • • • • . . • • . . • . . • .  

21 

1 

Method of Counting _Ratification Votes: 

1 Worker-1 Vote 
Double Majority 
Votes per Local 
No Vote . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . •  

10 
3 

3 

1 

(b) Employer Bargaining Agencies 

L�ckout Votes Required 

Yes • • . • . . . . • .  o 
.
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 15 

No • • • • • • • . • . • • • • • • • • • • . • • • . • • • . . • 10 

Not Reported . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . O 

Method_of Counting Lockout Votes: 

1 Contractor-1 vote • • • • • • • • . . . • • •  
Double Majority • • . . • . • • • • • • • • • . • . 
Weighted by Assn • . • • • • • • • • • • • • . . .  

No. Votes Tied to Manhours 
or No. of Workers • . • . • . • • • . • . . . . .  

5 

1 

8 

u, 
3 w 

1 Region-1 Vote • • . • • • • • • • • • • . . . . • · 2 
1 Vote per Contractor Assn. • • • • . .  1 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 

Ratification Votes Required: 

Yes 

·No 
17 

8 

Metho__d of CQuntLng Ratification Votes: 

1 Contractor-1 Vote . • • • • • • • • • • • . •  
Weighted by Assn • • • . • • • . . • • • • • . • •  
Double Maj ority 
1 Region-1 Vote 

5 

8 

1 

2 



Part IV: Changes to EBA Constitutions and By-laws Rel�ted to Voting Methods 

Employee Bargaining Agencies 

1 .  Electricians 
Stayed with one-local/one-vote for ratifications, but reduced the number of locals for 
a majority to seven (from e ight) when two locals amalgamated . 

2 .  Plumbers - October 1980 
Changed from one-local/one-vote to one-worker/one-vote 

3. Sheet "Metal Workers - 1981 
Charged from one-local/one-vote to one-worker/one-vote (both strike and ratification 
votes) 

4. Roofers 
Same as Sheet Metal Workers 

Employer Bargaining Agencies 

1 .  Operating Engineers 
(Redistributed number of votes each association receives (both lockout and ratification) 

1. Number of votes per local tied to number of members in the local. 
2 .  Requires both a majority of the total membership voting and a majority of locals. 
3. One vote per region and a ballot by the EBA ' s  Board of Directors. 
4 .  The number of votes per contractor depends on the number of manhours the contractor employs 

tradesmen. 

U1 
,:,. 
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APPENDIX IV 

Settlement Ratifications and Patterns, Comparison 
CPI and Package Rate Increases, and Work Stoppages 

in ICI Construction, 1977-1991 

Len Haywood 
Industrial Relations Division 
Ontario Ministry of Labour 
July 1991 
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I. Settlement Ratifications in ICI Construction Bargaining, 1978-1990 

Tabl e 1 shows the . stages at wh i ch settl ements were reached and the 
months the settl ements were rat i fi ed duri ng the seven rounds �f prov i nce­
wi de bargai n i ng i n  I C I  construct i on s i nce 1 978 . 

1978 Fol l ow i ng settl ements by pa i nters and refr i gerat i on mechan i cs i n  
Apri l , e l even other trades reached agreements by the end of June . 
F i ve trades settl ed duri ng the th i rd quarter , and the rema i n i ng 
seven trades prol onged negot i at i ons i nto the fourth quartei, wi th 
general l abourers and precast l abourers settl i ng i n  December . 

1980 Pl asterers settl ed earl y i n  March ; and cement masons and aga i n  
p a i nters and refri gerat i on mechan i cs settl ed i n  Apri l . Fol l owi ng 
these settl ements ,  th i rteen other trades reached agreements by the 
end of June ,  and the rema i n i ng e i ght  trades compl eted negot i a t i on s  
i n  the th i rd quarter , w i th  asbestos workers settl i ng i n - September . 

1982 Fol l ow i ng a settl ement by refr i gerat i on mechan i c s i n  Apri l for the 
th i rd success i ve t i me ,  th i rteen other trade·s settl ed by the end of 
June . E i ght trades settl ed duri ng the th i rd quarter ; and 
negot i at i ons extended beyond December for the rema i n i ng three 
trades , end i ng wi th a settl ement by demol i t i on l abourers i n  March 
1 983 . 

1984 N i ne trades reached settl ements  earl y ,  i n  December 1983 and January 
1 984 , · i nc l ud i ng the seven bas i c  trades . Th i rteen trades concl uded 
agreements duri ng the second and th i rd quarters , wi th  pa i nters aga i n  
settl i ng i n  Apri l . Three trades prol onged negot i at i ons beyond 
October , end i ng wi th a settl ement by bo i l ermakers i n  May 1 985 . 

1986 The fi rst settl ements were concl uded i n  May by bri ckl ayers ,  p l umbers 
and roofers . Th i rteen trades settl ed i n  June , and e i ght dur i ng the 
th i rd quarter . Bo i l ermakers aga i n  sett l ed l ast , i n  November . 
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1988 Fol l owi ng settl ements by steepl ej acks and teamsters i n  Apri l ,  
n i neteen other trades reached agreements duri ng May and June . 
Negot i at i on s  were compl eted duri ng the th i rd quarter , wi th 

· boi l ermakers aga i n  the . l ast to settl e i n  September .  

1990 The fi rst settl ement was reached by general l abourers on  May 14th , 
and by the end of · June , fi fteen other trades had concl uded 
agreements . The rema i n i ng trades reached agreements duri ng· the 
th i rd quarter ,  w i t h  bo i l ermakers aga i n  the l as t  to  sett l e , i n  
September .  

I I .  Settlement Patterns in ICI Construction Bargaining, 1978-1990 

Tabl e 2 s hows wage package adj ustments  i n  I C !  construct i on 
sett l ements i n  the seven rounds of negot i at i on s  under prov i nce-wide 
barga i n i ng .  

1978- 1980 I n  thi s fi rst round , package rate adjustments vari ed 
con s i derabl y .  Un i form adjustments  rang i ng from 2 5  cents to 
$ 1 . 50 over the l i fe of the agreement were recei ved by workers 

- i n  ten trades . Refri gerat i on mechan i cs i n  Toronto recei ved a 
l arger adjustment than al l the i r counterparts outs i de Toronto ,  
$ 1 . 30 compared wi th 9 8  cents ; but mi l l wri ghts recei ved a 
smal l er adj ustment than the i r counterparts out s i de Toronto ,  
$ 1 . 1 2 compared w i th $ 1 . 1 9 .  

Workers i n  the rema i n i ng thi rteen trades rece i ved ranges of 
adjustments i n  wh i ch mi n i mum amounts were small er than the 
adjustment for Toronto workers , and maxi mum amounts were · 
most ly l arger than Toronto ' s  adjustment . 

1980- 1 982 I n  th i s  round , teamsters outs i de Toronto rece i ved adjustments 
equa 1 to or 1 arger than the adjustment workers i n  Toronto 
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rece i ved . Workers i n  the other trades , i ns i de and outs i de 
Toronto , rece i ved the same adj ustments , rang i ng from $ 1 . 70 to 
$2 . 55 .  

1 982- 1 984 I n  th i s  round , bri ckl ayers outs i de Toronto recei ved the same 
adjustment as workers i n  Toronto - $4 . 00 ,  or l arger - $4 . 2 5 .  
Cement  masons out s i de Toronto al so  rece i ved the same 
adj ustment as workers i n  Toronto - $3 . 75 ,  or l arger - $3 . 85 .  
Workers · i n  the other trades , i ns i de and outs i de Toronto , 
recei ved the s ame adj ustments ,  rang i ng from $3 . 25 to $ 4 . 00 .  

1 984- 1 986 I n  th i s  round , workers i n  a l l trades rece i ved a u n i form 
package rate adjustment of $ 1 . 00 .  

1 986- 1 988 In th i s  round , cement mason s ,  p l asterers and rodmen outs ide 
Toronto rece i ved adjustment s  equal to or smal l er than the 
adjustment workers i n  Toronto rece i ved . Demol i t i on l abourers 
outs i de Toronto recei ved adj ustments that were smal l er than 
the amount workers i n  Toronto rece i ved ; and pa i nters outs i de 
Toronto recei ved adj ustments  of $ 1 . 64- $2 . 02 , compared wi th 
$ 1 . 92 recei ved by workers i n  Toronto . The rema i n i ng trade s ,  
i ns i de and out s i de Toronto , rece i ved t he  same adj ustments , 
rang i ng from $ 1 . 65 to $2 . 00 .  

1 988- 1990 I n  th i s  round , al l trades i n  Toronto recei ved a package rate 
adjustment of $3 . 00 ,  except steepl ej acks who rece i ved $ 1 . 80 .  
Workers outs i de Toronto recei ved adjustment s  equal to , sma 1 1  er 
than or l arger than these amounts . 

1 990- 1992 I n  th i s round , workers i n  seven trades rece i ved the same 
adjustments i n s i de and out s i de Toronto , rang i ng from $3 . 00 -
$4 . 06 .  For the other trades , workers out s i de Toronto recei ved 
smal l er adj ustments · than the amounts rece i ved by Toro.nto 
workers , wh i ch ranged from $4 . 00 - $ 5 . 29 .  
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ID. Comparison of Package Rate and CPI Increases 

Between Apr i l 1 977 and Apri l 1991 , the Canada C P I  i ncreased by 
149 percent ,  for an annual average rate of i ncrease - of  6 . 8  percent . Tabl e 
3 compares these i ncreases w i t h  i ncreases i n  package rates for the 1 9  
trades stud i ed ;  and Tabl e 4 compares them w i th i ncreases i n  package rates 
for the 23 c i t i es surveyed . ·  

Trade Package Rates 
Tabl e 3 shows that only l abourers , roofers , teamsters and g l az iers 

have made ga i n s  over i nfl at i on .  The average package rates for the fi rst 
three i ncreased between May 1 977 and May 1 99 1  by 1 . 8-3 . 8  percentage 
poi nts , and for g l az i ers by 27 . 2  percentage po i nts over the i ncrease i n  
the Canada CP I  between Apri l 1977 and Apr i l 1 99 1 . Average package rates 
for four trades i ncreased by 2 . 3 - 6 . 4  percentage po i nts bel ow the i ncrease 
i n  the CP I , and for 12 trades by 1 0 . 6- 20 . 3  percentage poi nt s  bel ow . 

On an annual bas i s ,  average package rate i ncreases for l abourers � 
teamsters and roofers matched the annual average rate of  i ncrease i n  
i nfl at i on ; and the average package rate i ncrease for gl az i ers ga i ned 0 . 7 
percentage po i nts . Average package rate i ncreases for the rema i n i ng 
trades l ost  on average 0 . 1 - 0 . 7  percentage po i nts annual l y  to  i nfl at ion . 

C ity Package Rates 
Tabl e 4 shows that al l 23 c i t i es surveyed l ost to i nfl at i on . The 

averag� package rate for al l trades i n  Toronto i ncreased . between May 1977 
and May 1 99 1  by 8 . 8  percentage po i nts bel ow the i ncrease i n  the CPI 
between Apri l 1 977 and Apri l 1 99 1 . Average package rate i ncreases for 
thi rteen trade were 8 . 1 -8 . 7  percentage po i nts bel ow the i ncrease i n  the 
CPI , and average package rate i ncreases for the rema i n i ng · n i ne c i t i es were 
9 . 1 - 2 1 . 2  percentage po i nts bel ow .  

On a n  annual bas i s ,  the average package rate i ncreases for Toronto 
and fi ve other c i t i es were 0 . 4  percentage po i nts bel ow the annual average 
rate of i ncrease i n  i nfl at i on . Sarn i a ' s rate i ncrease was 0 . 7  percentage 
poi nt s  bel ow , and rate i ncreases for the rema i n i ng c i t i es were 0 . 2 -0 . 5  
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percentage po i nts  bel ow . 

IV. Work Stoppages in ICI Construction, 1978-1990 

Professor Rose ' s  ana lys i s i s  based on stri ke data for al l sectors of 
construct i on ,  d i v i ded i nto pre- and post - 1 978 peri ods . Tabl e 5 prov i des 
d at a  on on ly I C I  stri kes , d i v i ded i nto three peri ods :  pre- accredi t a t i on 
peri od ,  pr i or to 1 97 1 ; accred i tat i on peri od , 1 97 1 - 1 977 ; and prov i nce -w ide 
bargai n i ng peri od , 1 978- 1 990 . Tabl e 6 shows the number of stri kes that 
h ave occurred under provi nce-w ide barga i n i ng by trade ; and Tabl e 7 and 8 
show the years i n  wh i ch i nd i v i dual  trades struck .  

Pre-Accredi tati on 
For th i s  per i od , stri ke data for on ly 1 969 and 1 970 are shown (Tabl e 

5 ) � N i neteen s i xty- n i ne was the peak year for person -days l os t  by stri kes 
i n  the construct i on i ndustry .  The I C I  sector accounted for 92 percent of 
t h i s t i me l ois , wi th the 38 stri kes i nvol ved l ast i ng 28 days on  average . 

Accredi tat i on Peri od 
Duri ng th i s  per i od ,  85 stri kes occurred i n  the I C I  sector . They 

accounted for 88 percent of the person-days l ost  i n  the pre- accred i t a t i on 
peri od and . l asted 2 1  d ays on average , 7 d ays l�ss  than the average for the 
pre - accred i tat i on peri od . 

Provi nce-wi de Bargai n i ng 
Stri kes h ave occurred i n  every round of prov i nce-wide barga i n i ng 

except i n  the 1984 round , . total l i ng 33 stoppages . They accounted for more 
than two and a hal f t i mes the person-days l ost i n  the pre- accredi t at i on 
per i od , and about three t i mes the person-days l ost i n  the accredi t at i on 
per i od . However , the stri kes l asted an average of 23 d ays , about the s ame 
a s  i n  the accred i t at i on per i od ,  and fi ve days l ess than the average 
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durat i on i n  the pre- accred i tat i on peri od . 
As Tabl e 6 shows , 93 percent of the person-days 1 ost i n  the 

prov i nce-wi de barga i n i ng peri od have resul ted from 17  str i kes by s i x  
trades : asbestos workers , bri ckl ayers , carpenters , e l ectri c i an s ,  p l umbers 
and sheet metal  workers . These stri kes 1 asted an average of 26 days , 
compared to 9 days for the 16  stri kes that were taken by 1 0  other trades . 

As Tabl es  7 and 8 show , marbl e masons struck i n  fi ve of the s i x  
rounds o f  prov i nce-wi de barga i n i ng i n  wh i ch stri kes occurred . 
El ectri c i ans struck i n  four rounds ; carpenters , pl umbers and sheet metal 
workers i n  three . rounds ; asbestos workers , bri ckl ayers , demol i t i on 
l abourers , and roofers i n  two rounds ; and el evator mechan i cs ,  general 
l abourers , gl az i ers , operat i ng eng i neers , p a i nters , refri gerat i on 
mechan i cs and rodmen i n  one round . N i ne trades : bo i l ermakers , cement 
masons , m i l l wr i ghts , p l asterers , precast 1 abourers , sprinkl er fi tters , 
steepl ejac ks , structural i ron workers and teamsters hive not engaged i n  
stri kes under prov i nce-wi de barga i n i ng .  

Severi ty of IC I  Work Stoppages 
The severi ty of work stoppages i n  the I C I  sector i s  not as al armi ng 

as the number of workers i nvol ved and person -days l ost appear to show when 
these two d i mens i ons are rel ated to total empl oyment and total working 
t ime .  As Tabl e 5 shows , the number of workers i nvol ved i n  stoppages i n  
the pre- accred i tat i on per i od accounted for •just 0 . 94 percent of average 
pa i d  non - agr i cu l tural  empl oyment i n  the prov i nce over the per i od ,  al though 
the proporti on was as h i gh as I .  3 1  percent i n  1 969 . The proport ion 
dropped con s i derably duri ng the accred i tat i on peri od , averag i ng 0 . 67 
percent under prov i nce-wi de bargai n i ng ,  we 1 1  bel ow the average for the 
pre- accred i tat i on per i od .  

Tabl e 5 a l so shows that the number of person - days l ost  by stoppages 
i n  the pre - accred i tat i on peri od accounted for just 0 . 1 0 percent of the 
average est i�ated total worki ng · t i me of the prov i nce ' s  p� i d  non ­
agr i  cul  tura 1 work force . The proport i on dropped to an average of 0 .  02 
percent duri ng the accred i tat i on peri od , but i ncreased to 0 . 06 percent 
under p rov i nce-wi de bargai n i ng ,  bel ow the average for the pre­
accred i tat i on per i od .  
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Compari son wi th Rose ' s  Data 
Rose ' s  dat a ,  based on stri kes i n  al l sectors of con struct i on ,  show 

an average durat i on of  13 . 9  days for stri kes that occurred. duri ng 1 970 -
1977 and 18 . 2  days for those that occurred duri ng 1 978- 1 982 . When data 
for only stri kes i n  I C I  construct i on for these two peri ods are cons i dered , 
they show a pattern s i mi l ar to Rose ' s  fi nd i ng :  a shorter average durat i on 
of 1 7 . 6  days for the stri kes that occurred duri ng 1 970- 1 977 , and 2 1 . 2  days 
for those that occurred duri ng 1978 - 1 982 . The compari son i s  shown i n  the 
fo 1 1  owi ng tab 1 e .  

Period 

ICI Sector 

1970-1977 . . . . . . . .  

1978-1982 . . . . . . . .  

Rose's data all 
sectors 

1970-1977 . . . . . . . .  

1978-1982 . . . . . . . .  

Comparison of Data on ICI Construction Strikes with 
Rose's Data on Strikes in All Sectors, 1970-1982 

Stoppages Workers Average 
involved duration 

100 75,900 17.6 

16 80,200 21.2 

229 111,130 13.9 

80 107,290 18.2 

Prov i nci al Compari son 

Person days 
lost 

1,303,500 

1,703,000 

1,541,460 

1,957,300 

Data on work stoppages i n  IC I construct i on are not avai l abl e for 
other prov i nces . However , when stoppages i n  al l sectors of the i ndu stry 
i n  the peri od 1 978 - 1 990 are cons i dered , Ontari o ' s  record compares 
f�vourabl y wi th the rec�rd of most of the other provi nces . 

As Tabl e 9 shows , Ontar i o accounted for 26 percent of the total 
number of  work stoppages that occurred i n  the construct i on i ndustry i n  
Canada duri ng 1978 - 1 990 , for 34 percent o f  the total n umber of workers 
i nvol ved , and for 46 percent of the total person-days l ost . However , 
Ontari o ' s  stoppages l asted an average 20 . 3  days compared to 2 1 . 7  to  75 . 5  
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days for stoppages i n  Pri nce Edward I s l and , Nova Scot i a ,  Sas katchewan and 
Man i toba wh i ch together contri buted 18 . 8  percent of al l stoppages , 4 . 5  
percent of a l l workers i nvol ved , and 1 0 . 3  percent of total  person -days 
l ost . 

Newfound l and h ad 6 .  5 percent of the tot a 1 work stoppages , 2 .  2 
percent of the workers i nvol ved and about 3 percent of the  person-days 
l ost , but the average durat i on of these stoppages was about the same as 
Ontari o ' s .  New Brunsw i c k  and Quebec had the 1 owe st average stri ke 
durati on ,  at 5 . 4  and 8 . 1 days respect i ve ly ,  and together accounted for 
23 . 9  percent of al l stoppages , 4 . 1 percent of the workers i nvol ved and 4 . 1 
percent of the person-days l ost . 
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Ratification Time and Settlement Stage i n  I CI Construction Bargaining, by Trade, 1978-1990 

First Quarter* Second Quarter 

Bargaining Month and Trade Settlement Month and Trade 
Year Stage 

1978 . . .  - - Apri l 

Pai nters 

Refrigerat ion mechani cs 

Nay 

Asbestos workers 

Bricklayers 

E lectr i c i ans 

Marble masons 

Pluibers 

J� 

Engineers 

Mi L L  wr ights 

Roofers 

Sheet meta l workers 

Steeplejacks 

Structura l i ron workers 

1980 . . .  March Apri l 

Pl asterers Bargaining Cement workers 

Painters 

Refr i gerat i on mechanics 

May 

Electr ic ians 

Engi neers 

Mi l L wrights 

Sheet metal workers 

Structural i ron workers. 

JU'le 

Bricklayers 

• Includes rat i f icat i ons pr ior to January and during January-March . 

** Inc ludes rat i f icat i ons during October-Deceaber and after December.  

Settlement 
Stage 

Bargaining 

Bargaining 

Conc i l i a t ion 

Bargaining 

Mediation 

Barga ining 

Conc i l iat ion 

Conc i l iat ion 

Bargaining 

Bargaining 

Conc i l i at ion 

Conci l iat ion 

Conci l i a t ion 

Bargain ing 

Bargaining 

Bargain ing 

Conci l i a t ion 

Bargaining 

Bargaining 

Conc i l i at i on 

Conci l i at i on 

Str ike 

Th i rd Quarter 

Month and Trade Settlement 
Stage 

July 

Demol i t ion Labourers Mediation 

Glaziers Conci l iat ion 

Roanen Bargain ing 

August Bargaining 

E levator constructors Bargaining 

Septeaber 

Carpenters Str i ke 

July 

Carpenters Str ike 

Marble masons Strike 

Roanen Medi at ion 

Roofers Mediat i on 

Steeplejacks Conci L i a t ion 

August 

Boi Lermakers Bargaining 

Precast labourers Bargaining 

Septesber 

Asbestos workers Stri ke 

Fourth Quarter** 

Month and Trade Settleaent 
Stage 

October 

Boi lermakers Bargain ing 

Cement masons Conc i L i at i on 

P lasterers Conc i l i at i on 

Teamsters Bargaining 

November 

Sprinkler f i t ters Bargaining 

Deceaber 

Genera l labourers Str i ke 

Precast l abourers Bargaining 

� 

- -



3ble  111t 1d 

Ratification Time and Settlement Stage in ICI Construction Bargaining, by Trade, 1978-1990 

First  Quarter* Second Quarter 

Bargaining Month and Trade Settlement Month and Trade 
Year Stage 

1980 (Cont 'd) Demol i t i on labourers 

E levator constructors 

General labourers 

G laz i ers 

P llllbers 

Sprink ler f i tters 

Teamsters 

1982 . . . .  - - Apri l 

Refri gerat i on mechani cs 
.. JLne 

Bricklayers 

Carpenters 

Cement masons 

E lectr i c i ans 

E l evator mechanics 

Marble masons 

M i l lwri ghts 

Pai nters 

P l asterers 

Rocinen. 

Roofers 

Sheet metal workers 

Structura l i ron workers 

1984 . . . .  Deced>er 1983 Apri l  

Cement masons Barga in ing Glazi ers 

Engi neers Barga in ing Painters· 

General labourers Bargain ing Nay 

* I nc ludes rat i f i cat ions pr i or to January and during January-March . 

** I nc ludes rat i f icat i ons during October-December and after December. 

Settlement 
Stage 

Medi at i on 

Bargain ing 

Conci l i at i on 

Conci l i at i on 

Stri ke 

Bargaining 

Bargain ing 

Bargain ing 

Stri ke 

Mediat ion 

Conci l i at i on 

Stri ke 

Barga in ing 

Stri ke 

Bargain ing 

Conci l i at i on 

Conci l i at i on 

Bargain ing 

Stri ke 

Strike 

Bargain ing 

Barga in ing 

Barga in ing 

Third Quarter 

Month and Trade Settlement 
Stage 

July 

Glazi ers Strike 

Steeplejacks Cenci l i at i on 

August 

Boi l ermakers Conci l i at i on 

Engineers Conci l i at i on 

Precast l abourers Med iat i on 

Septeaber 

General l abourers Med iat i on 

Spr ink ler f i t ters Barga in ing 

Teamsters Barga in ing 

July 

Mi l lwrights Bargain ing 

Refri gerat ion mechanics Med iat i on 

Steeplejacks Barga in ing 

*** Wages sett led by arbi trat ion i n  January 1983. A l l other i tems sett led after a work stoppage i n  August 1982. 

Fourth Quarter** 

Month and Trade Settleaent 
Stage 

Jaruary 1983 

Asbestos mechanics Str i ke 

P llllbers Arbi tration*** 

March 1983 

Demo l i t i on labourers Str i ke 

Noveaber 

Sprinkler f i tters Barga in ing 

Deceaber 

Demol i t i on labourers Mediat i on 

0-
UI 



J<!ble  1 (Cont 'd> 

Rat if ication Time and Settlement Stage in JCI Construction Bargaining, by Trade, 1978-1990 

F i rst Quarter* Second Quarter 

Bargaining 
Year 

1984 (Cont 'd) 

1986 . . . . 

Month and Trade 

Plasterers 

Rocinen 

Structural. i ron workers 
Jaruiry 

Bricklayers 

Carpenters 

Teamsters 

-

Sett le.nt 
Stage 

Bargain ing 

Bargain ing 

Bargaining 

Bargaining 

Bargaining 

Bargain ing 

-

Month and Trade 

Asbestos workers 

E lectr ic ians 

Precast labourers 

P lUTbers 

Roofers 

Sheet metal workers 

Jine 

Marble masons 

Nay 

Br icklayers 

PlUTbers 

Roofers 

June 

Asbestos workers 

Carpenters 

E lectr i c i ans 

General l abo.urers 

G laz i ers 

Marble masons 

Hi l lwrights 

Pai nters 

Precast l abourers 

Refri gerat ion mechanics 

Sheet metal workers 

Spr inkler f i tters 

Structural i ron workers 

* I nc ludes rat i f i cat ions pri or to January and during January-March . 

** I nc ludes rat i f i cat i ons dur ing October-Oeceri>er and after Deceri>er. 

Settlement 
Stage 

Bargai ning 

Mediation 

Bargaining 

Mediation 

Conc i l iat ion 

Med iat i on 

Conci l i at i on 

Mediat ion 

Mediation 

Str i ke 

Mediat i on 

Cone i i  iat ion 

Str i ke 

Mediat ion 

Med iat ion 

Str i ke 

Conc i l iat ion 

Str i ke 

Conc i l i at ion 

Bargain ing 

Str i ke 

Bargaining 

Conci l i at ion 

Thi rd  Quarter 

Month and Trade Settlement 
Stage 

August 

Elevator constructors· Bargain ing 

July 

Cement masons Conci l iat ion 

Demol i t i on labourers Strike 

Elevator constructors Conci l iat ion 

P lasterers Conci I iat ion 

Steeplejacks Conc i l i at i on 

August 

Engineers Strike 

Rocinen Strike 

Septeaber 

Teamsters Bargaining 

Fourth Quarter** 

Month and Trade SettleEnt 
Stage 

Nay 1985 

Boi lermakers Conc i l iat i on 

Noveaber 

Boi lermakers Bargai ning 

g: 
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Ratification lime and Settlement Stage in ICI Construction Bargaining, by Trade, 1978-1990 

First Quarter* Second Quarter 

Bargaining Month and Trade Settlement Month and Trade 
Year Stage 

1 988 . . .  - Apr i l  

Steeplejacks 

Teamsters 

May 

Asbestos workers 

Bricklayers 

Cement masons 

Demol i t i on labourers 

E lectr i c i ans 

Engi neers 

General l abourers 

G laz iers 

Marble .masons 

Mi l lwr i ghts 

P lUlbers 

Rocinen 

Sheet meta l  workers 

Structural i ron w9rkers 

JI.Sle 

Carpenters 

Painters 

P l asterers 

Precast l abourers 

1990 . . .  - May 

Asbestos workers 

Br icklayers 

* I nc ludes rat i f i cat ions prior to January and duri ng January-March . 

** I nc ludes rat i f i cat i ons dur ing October-Decenber end ijfter Decenber . 

Settleaent 
Stage 

Bargaining 

Conc i l i at ion 

Bargaining 

Medi ation 

Conci l i at ion 

Mediat i on 

Str i ke 

Mediat i on 

Mediat i on 

Mediat ion 

Mediat ion 

Bargaining 

Mediation 

Mediat i on  

Bargaining 

Bargai ning 

Bargaining 

Bargai ning 

Conci l i at i on 

Mediat ion 

Mediation 

Medi at i on 

Thi rd Quarter 

Month and Trade Settlement 
Stage 

July 

E levator constructors Strike 

Refrigerat ion mechanics Strike 

Sprink ler f i t ters Mediat ion 

Septeaber 

Boi l ermakers Bargain ing 

July 

Demol i t i on labourers Mediat i on 

E l ectr i c i ans Str i ke 

Fourth Quarter-

Month and Trade Settlement 
Stage 

- -

·' 

- -

0-
--.j 
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Ratification Tiae and Settlement Stage in ICH Construction Bargaining, by Trade, 1978-1990 

First Quarter• Second Quarter 

Bargaining Month and Trade Settlelalt Month and Trade 
Year Stege 

1990 (Cont 'd) - - Carpenters 

Cement masons 

Eng ineers 

General l abourers 

P lasterers· 

Roofers 

June 

G l az i ers 

Marble masons 

Pa inters 

Roanen 

Sheet metal workers 

Steeplejacks 

Structura l i ron workers 

Teamsters 

• Includes rat i f icat ions pr i or to January and during January-March . 

** Includes rat i f i cat ions dur ing October-Decenber and after Decenber. 

!Sett lea!nt 
Stage 

Mediat ion 

Mediation 

Mediation 

Mediat ion 

Mediation 

Medi ation 

Mediation 

Str i ke 

Mediat ion 

Mediat ion 

Stri ke 

Mediation 

Mediation 

Barga ining 

Third Quarter 

Month and Trade Settlea!nt 
- Stage 

E l evator constructors Mediat ion 

M i l lwrights Bargaining 

Precast labourers Mediat i on 

Refri gerat ion mechanics Bargaining 

Sprink l er f i tters Conc i l i at i on 

August 

P lurbers Str i ke 

September 

· Boi lermakers Mediation 

Fourth Quarter** 

Mon.th and Trade Settlea!nt 
Stage 

& 



Table 2 

Patterns of Settlements in ICI Construction Bargaining, 1978-1992 

Package Settlement 

Trade 

Asbestos �orkers . . . . 

Boi lermakers . . . . . .  

Bricklayers • • • • • • •  

Carpenters . . . . . . .  

Cement masons • • • • • •  

Demol i t i on labourers . .  

E lectr ic ians . . . . . .  

E levator constructors • •  

General labourers • • • •  

G laz i ers . . . . . . . .  

Mi l lwri ghts • • • • • • •  

Operating engi neers • • •  

Pai nters . . . . . . . .  

Plasterers . . . . . . .  

Plunbers . . . . . . . .  

Precast l apourers • • • •  

Refr igerat i on mechanics . 

Roanen . . . . . . . . .  

Roofers • • • • • . • • •  

Sheet metal workers • • •  

Spr ink ler f i tters • • . •  

Steeplejacks . . . . . . .  

Structural i ron workers . 

Teamsters • • • • . • • •  

T i le and terrazzo workers 

Toronto* 

S0 .25 

S1 . 03 

S1 .32 

S1 . 1 9  

$1 . 55 

$0.35 

$1 . 50 

S1 . 03 

$1 . 19 

$1 . 20 

$1 . 12 

$1 . 50 

S0.95 

S1 .61 

$1 . 24 

$1 . 19 

S1 .30 

S1 . 21 

S1 . 19 

S1 .35 

S1 .32 

$0 .95 

S1 . 02 

$1 .40 

$1 . 1 2  

1978-"1980 1980-1982 

outside Toronto Toronto* outside Toronto 

S0 .25 S2.55 S2 .55 

$1 .03 S2 .50 S2.50 

S1 .32 $2 . 50 S2.50 

S1 .07-S1 .36 SZ.45 S2 .45 

S1 .22-S1 .29 S1 .75 S1 .75 

$0.35 S1 .88 $1 .88 

S0.25-$1 .50 $2 .50 $2 .50 

$1 .03 S2 .45 S2 .45 

S0 .05-S1 .39 $1 .90 S1 .90 

S0 .72-$1 .33 $2 .30 S2.30 

S1 . 19  $2.45 S2.45 

$1 . 50 $1 .98 S1 .98 

S0 .85·S1 .40 $1 .98 $1 .98 

S0.89·S1 .75 $1 . 70 $1 .70 

S0 .27-S1 .37 $2. 50 $2 .50 

S1 . 1 9  $1 .90 S1 .90 

S0 .98 S2 .80 S2 .80 

S0.63-S1 .46 $2. 50 S2.50 

S0.25·S1 .78 $2 .00 S2 .00 

$1 .07-$1 .57 $2 .50 S2 .50 

S1 .32 S2 .52 $2.52 

S0 .95 ** ** 

S0.63-$1 .44 S2.50 S2 .50 

S0 .30·S1 .40 $1 .98 S1 .98·S2. 58 

S1 . 1 2  $2 .50 S2.50 

* Settlements apply to the geographic  area referred to as Toronto i n. the col lect i ve agreements. 

** Not avai lable.  

Toronto* 

S4.00 

S4.00 

S4.00 

S4.00 

S3. 85 
** 

S4 .00 

S4 . 00 

$3 .60 

S4 .00 

S4 .00 

S4.42 

S4 .00 

$3 . 25 

S4 .00 

$3 .60 

S5 .00 

S4 . 00 . 

S4 .00 

S4 .00 

S4 .00 

S3 .65 

S4 .00 

$3 .80 

S4 .00 

1982-1984 

outside Toronto 

S4.00 

S4 .00 

S4.00-S4 .25 

S4.00 

$3.75-$3 .85 
** 

$4 .00 

S4.00 

S3.60 

S4 .00 

S4.00 

S4 .42 

S4 .00 

S3 .25 

$4 .00 

$3 .60 

S5 .00 

S4 .00 

S4 .00 

S4 .00 

S4 .00 

S3.65 

S4 .00 

$3 .80 

S4 .00 

1984-1986 

Toronto* outside Toronto 

$1 .00 $1 . 00 
S1 .00 S1 . 00 

S1 . 00 S1 . 00 

S1 . 00 S1 .00 

S1 . 00 $1 . 00 

. $1 .00 $1 . 00 

$1 .00 S1 . 00 

$1 .00 $1 . 00 

$1 ;00 $1 . 00 

$1 .00 $1 .00 

$1 .00 $1 . 00 

$1 .00 $1 . 00 I 

$1 .00 $1 . 00 $ 
S1 .00 $1 . 00 I 

S1 .00 $1 .00 

$1 .00 $1 .00 

$1 .00 S1 .00 

S1 .00 $1 . 00 

$1 . 00 S1 .00 

$1 .00 $1 . 00 

$1 .00 $1 .00 

S1 .00 $1 .00 

$1 .00 S1 .00 

$1 .00 S1 .00 

$1 .00 $1 . 00 



Trade 

Asbestos Workers • • • •  0 • • • • • • • •  

Soi lermakers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Br ick layers • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  

Carpenters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Cement masons • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Demol it i on labourers . . . . . . . . . . .  

E lectr ic ians . " . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

E levator constructors • • . • • • . . • . •  

General labourers • • • • • . • • • • • • •  

Glaziers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

M i l lwrights • • • • • • • • • . • • . . • •  

Operating engineers • • • • • • . . • . • •  

Painters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
P lasterers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

P lurbers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Precast labourers • • • • • • • • • • • • •  

Refr i gerat i on mechanics • • . . . • • • • •  

Roanen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Roofers • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  

Sheet meta l workers • • • . • • . • • • . •  

Sprink ler f i tters· • • • • • • • • • . • • •  

Steeplejacks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Structural i ron workers • • • • • • • • . • 

Teamsters • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .  

T i le and terrazzo workers • • • . • • • • •  

1 t:t U l t!'  � ,�urn. · u1 

Patterns of Settlements in ICI Construction Bargaining, 1978-1992 (Cont 'd) 

Package Sett lellEllt 

1986-1988 1988-1990 

Toronto• outside Toronto Toronto* Outside Toronto 

S1 .65 S1 .65 S3,00 S3 .00·S3 . 1 5  

S 1  .80 S1 .80 S3 .00 S3 .00 

S2 .00 S2 .00 S3 . 00 S3 .00 

St . 75 St .75  S3 .00 S2 .60 

S2 . 17  St . 75-S2 . 1 7  S3.00 S2. 00-S2 .25 

S1 . 84 S0 .40-S1 .70 S3.00 S1 . 80-S2.00 

S1 .87 St .87 S3 . 00 S3 .00 

St . 77 S1 .77 S3. 00 S3.00 

S1 . 70 S1 . 70 S3 . 00 S2 .00-S2.35 

S1 . 70 st . 70 S3 . 00 $1 .80-S2 .40 

S1 .75 S1 . 75 $3. 00 $3 .00 

$1 . 75 $1 . 75 S3 . 00 $3 .00 

S1 .92 S1 .64-S2 .02 Sl. 00 $2 .00-$2 .40 

S1 . 75 S0.65 -St .75 S3.00 S2 .00-S2 . 35 

St .75 St .75 S3 . 00 S3 .00 

St .70 St . 70 S3. 00 S2 .00 

S1 .70 S1 .70 S3 .00 $3.00 

S2 .00 St . 75·S2 .00 $3 .00 S2 .75 

S1 . 75 $1 . 75 $3 . 00 $2 .50-$3 .00 

$1 .87 S1 .87 S3 . 00 S3 .00 

$1 .75 S1 . 75 S3 .00 S3 .00 

St . 50 s1 �so $1 .80 St . 80 

S1 . 75 St . 75 S3 .00 $3 .00 
• ,  

S1 . 75 S1 . 75 $3 .00 S2 .00 

$2 .00 $1 .75 S3.00 S3 .00 

• Sett lements apply to the geograph ic  area referred to as Toronto in the col lective agreements. 
I • 

1990-1992 

Toronto• outside Toronto 

S4 .06 S4 .06 

S3.95 S3 .95 

S4 . 10 S3 . 10 

S4 . 15 S3 .00 

S4 .50 $3 .00-S3 . 50 

S2 .80 S2 .80 

S4 .60 S3 .85 

S5 . 29 S4 .53-S4.48 

S4.00 S3 .00 

S4 .00 $2 .00-S3.30 

$3 .90 $3. 90 

S4 .00 S3 . 00 

$4 .00 $2 . 50-S3.00 c'l 
S4 .00 S3 .00 

S4 .50 $3 .75-S4 . 00 

S4 .00 S3.00 

$4 . 50 S4 . SO 

$3.60 $3 .60 

$4 .00 $3 .00 

$4.40 S3 .65 

S4 . 50 S3 .75 

S3 .00 S3 .00 

$3.60 S3 .60 

S4 .00 $3. 00 

S4.40 S3 .60 
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Difference ib2tti.,een Percent Change in Average Union Hourly \lage lltates and Eq>loyer Contributions* 
Fou- lilineteen Trades in JCI Construction in Cities of 35,000 Population or Hore and 

Percent Change in Consumer Price Index (1986=100> for Canada, 1977-1991 

Average arnJBl percent 
Percent increase in average increase in average wage 

wage rate plus employer Difference fro. percent rate plus employer 
contributions increase in canada CPI contributions 

Trade 1977-1991 1977-1991* 1977-1991 

Al l  trades - - . . . . 139.8 -9.2 6.4 

Basic trades . . . . - . . . . . - 140. 1  -8.9 6.5 

Carpenters . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  138 .4  - 10 .6  6.4 

Cement masons • • • • • • . • • • • • . 137.9 • 1 1 . 1  6.4 

Labourers • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  1 50 .8  +1 .8  6.8 

Operating Engi neers • • • • • • • • • •  132 . 2  · 16.8 6.2 

Roanen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  146 .7  -2 .3  6.7 

Structural i ron workers • • • • • • • •  127.9 ·21 . 1  6 . 1  

Teamsters • . • • . • . • • • • • • • •  1 52 . 8  +3 . 8  6 . 8  

Specialty trades . . .. . . - . - . 139.8 -9.2 6.4 

Asbestos workers . . . . . . . . . . .  131 . 5  · 17.5 6 .2  

Br icklayers • • • • • • • . • • • • • • •  146 . 1  ·2 .9 6.6  

E lectr i ci ans . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 1 .9  - 17 . 1 6 .2  

G laz i ers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 76 . 2  +27.2 7.5  

Mi l lwrights • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  144 . 0  - 5 . 0  6 .6  

Painters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  142 .6 ·6.4 6 .5  

P lasterers . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  134 . 2  · 14 .8 6 .3  

Plunbers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  128 . 7  ·20.3 6 . 1  

Refr igerat i on mechani cs • • • • • • • •  136 .2  · 12 .8  6 .3  

Roofers • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  15 1 . 6  +2.6 6.8. 

Sheet metal workers • • • • • • • • • •  134 . 2  · 14 .8  6 .3  

Spri nkler f i tters • • • • . • • • • • •  136 .3  · 12 .7  6 .3  

Difference fr0111 average 
arnJal percent increase in 

Canada CPI 
1977-1991* 

-0.4 

-0.3 

-0.4 

-0 .4 

0 .0 

-0 .6 

- 0 . 1  

- 0 .7  

o .o 
-0.4 

-0.6 

-0 .2  

-0 .6 

+0. ? 
-0 .2  

-0.3 

-0 .5 

-0 . 7  

-0 .5  

0 .0  

-0 .5  

-0 . 5  

* The Consumer Pr ice Index ( 1986=100) for Canada i ncreased 149.0 percent between Apr i l  19n and Apr i l 1 991 for an  annual average i ncrease of  6 .8  percent . 
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Difference between Percent Change · in Average &.oion Wage Rates and Eaployer Contributions* 
in Cities of 35,000 Population or 110re for !Mineteen Trades In ICI Construction and 

!Percent Change in Consuaer Price Bndex 0986=100) for Canada, 1977-1991 

City 

Al l cities . . . . . . . 

Eastern Ontario • • • • • • 

Bel levi l le . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Cornwal l  

K ingston 

Ottawa 

Barrie 

Oshawa 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • ■ ■ 

■ D ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  ■ • 

Central Ontario • • • • • • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Peterborough . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Toronto • • • . • • • . • • • • . • • • .  

Mid-western Ontario • • • • •  

Cambri dge • • • • . . . • • • • . • . . .  

Guelph . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

K i tchener • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  

Brantford • • • • • • • • • • . • . • • •  

Hami l ton • • • • • • • • • • • • •  ■ • •  

St . Catharines . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Western Ontario • • • • • •  

Chatham • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  

London 

Sarni a  

• • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • •  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

IJindsor • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . .  

Northern Ontario • • • • • •  

North Bay • • • • • • • • • . • • • . • .  

Saul t  Ste Mar ie  • • . • • . . . . • . . •  

Sudbury • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • •  

ThLNlder Bay • • • . . . • • • • • • . . • 

T irnnins • • • • • • . . • • • • • . . • •  

Percent increase in  average 
wage rate plus eq>loyee 

contributions 
1977-1991 

139.8 

142.4 

140 .9  

145 .2  

143 .2  

140.3 

141.9 

139 .2  

142.6 

138. 1 

140 .2  

142 . 1  

142. 1 

142 . 1  

142. 1 

139.8 

134.9 

140 .4  

135 .4  

139.7 

140 . 8  

127 .8  

134 . 1  

141 .0 

139.9 

143 .6  

140 .7  

138.3 

141 .8 

Average arn.Jal percent increase 
Difference froa percent increase in average wage rate plus 

in Canada CPI 5'>loyer contributions 
1971- 1991* 1977-1991 

-9.2 6.4 

-6.6 6.5 

-8. 1 6 . 5  

-3.8 6.6 

-5.8 '6.4 

·8 .7  6 .5  

-1. 'i 6.5 

-9.8 6 .5  

-6 .4  6.4 

- 10 .9 6 .5  

-8.8 6.4 

-6.9 6.5 

-6.9 6.5 

-6.9 6.5 

-6.9 6 .5  

-9.2 6.4 

- 1 4 . 1  6.3 

-8.6 6 .5  

- 13.6 6.3 

-9.3 6.4 

-8.2 6.5 

-21 . 2  6. 1 

- 14 .9  6 .3  

-8.0 6.5 

-9 . 1  6 . 5  

- 5 .4  6.6 

-8 .3 6.5 

-9.7 6.4 

-7.2 6.5 

Di fference froa average 
arTIUal percent increase 

in Canada CPI 
1977- 1991* 

-0.4 

-0.3 

-0 .3  

-0 .2  

-0 .4  

-0 .3 ' 

-0 .3  

-0 .3  

-0 .4  

-0 .3  

-0 .4  

-0 .3  

-0 .3  

-0 .3  

-0 .3  

-0 .4  

-0 .5  

-0 .3  

-0.5  

-0 .4  

-0 .3  

-0 .7  

-0 .5  

-0.3 

-0 .3  

-0 .2  

-0 .3  

-0 .4  

-0 .3  

* The Consumer Price Index ( 1 986=1 00) for Canada increased 149.0 percent between Apri l 1977 and Apri l 1991 for an annual average i ncrease of 6 .8  percent . 
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Year 

Pre-accreditation 

1 969 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

1 970 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Total - - - - - - - - - - -

Accreditation period 

1 971 . . . . . . . . . . . 

1 972 ; . . . . . . . . . . . . 

1 973 . . . . . . . . . . . . 

1 974 . . . . . . . . . . . . 

1 975 . . . . . . . . . . . 

1 976 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

1 9n . . · . . . . . . . . 

1 978 . . . . . . . . . . 

Total - - - . - - - - - - -

Province-wide bargaining 

1 978 . . . . . . . . . 

1 980 . . . . . . . 

1 982 . . . . . . . . . 

1 984 . . . . . . . . 

1 986 . . . . . . . . 

1 988 . . . . . . . . . 

1 990 . . . . . . 

Total - . . - - -

* Less than 0 . 01 percent . 
** Annual average. 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . 

. . . . 

. . . . 

- - . -

. 

. 
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. 

-
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. 
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. 

. 
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Table 5 

York Stoppages in ICI Construction in Ontario, 1 969- 1990 

Yorkers Involved Person-days lost 
Stoppages ·Average 

Nuiber Percent of . duration Nuiber Percent of 
Paid Labour Estimated 

Force York TIiie 

. 23 33,800 1 .3 1  37 1 , 252 ,000 0 . 1 9  

. 15  1 5 , 500 0 .58 7 1 04 ,900 0 . 02 

- 38 49,300 0.94- 28 1 ,356,900 0.10-

. 
. 10 7,300 0 .26 26 189,900 0 . 03 

. 9 7,600 0 . 26 22 169, 400 0 .02 

. 1 4  9,900 0 .33 1 5  1 53 ,300 0 . 02 

. 1 300 * 66 19 ,800 * 

. 32 16,900 0 .52 19  327, 1 00 0 .04 

. 1 1 00 - * 13  1 ,300 '! 

. 13 1 5 , 500 0 .47 2 1  331 , 000 0 .04 

5 800 * 9 6,800 * ' 

- 85 58,400 0.23- 21 1 , 198,600 a.oz-

. 2 26,000 0 .76 24 61 1 , 000 0 .08 

. 5 23 ,400 0 .64 13  3 12 ,000 0 .03 

. 9 30,800 0 .84 25 780,600 0 .08 

- - - - - -. 

. 8 2 1 ,400 0 .52 14  295 ,600 0 .03 

. 5 26,700 0.60 20 535 ,900 0 .05 

4 29, 400 0.65 36 1 , 038,300 0 .09 

. 33 157,400 0.67- 23 3 ,573,400 0.06-
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Table 6 

York Stoppages in ICI Construction by Trades, 1978-1990 

I 
. 

Person days lost I Trade Stoppages Yorkers involved Average duration 

Asbestos workers . . 2 2 , 200 · 57 124,300 

Br icklayers . . . . . . . . . 2 1 0 , 000 1 0  1 00, 000 

Carpenters . . . - . . - . . . 3 37, 500 28 1 , 040, 000 

Demel i t i on l abourers . . . . . . 2 600 1 7  9,900 

E l ectri c ians . - . . . . 4 43 , 000 20 845 ,000 

E levator mechanics . . . . . . 1 1 , 200 32 37,900 

General l abourers . . . . . . . . 1 1 3 ,000 33 39,000 

G l az i ers . . . . . . . . . . . 1 1 , 000 23 23,000 

Marble  masons . . . . . . . . . . 5 4 , 700 18  85 ,400 

Operat ing engineers . . . . . . . , 2 , 000 2 4, 000 

Painters . . . . . . . . 1 1 ,300 8 10 ,400 

P lumbers . . . . . . . . 3 20, 000 40 798,700 

Refrigeration mechani cs . . . . . . 1 1 , 000 6 6,000 

Roemen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . � 1  800 8 6,400 

Roofers . . . . . . . . . . . 2 2 , 1 00 18  38,400 

Sheet metal workers . . . . . . . . 3 17 ,000 24 405 ,000 

Total . . . - - . - - - . . . - 33 
. 

157,400 23 3,573,400 
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Table 7 

York Stoppages in ICI COnstruction by Year and Trade, 1978- 1990 

I Year and Trade Yorkers Involved Duration Person days lost I 

1978 

carpenters . . . . . . . . . . 13, 000 44 . 572,000 

General labourers . . . . . . . . 1 3 , 000 3 39 ,000 

1980 

Asbestos workers . . . . . . . . . 1 , 500 39 88,500 

Bricklayers . . . . . . . . . 5 , 000 6 30, 000 

Carpenters . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 , 000 1 4  168,000 

Marble masons . . . . . . . . . . . . . 900 1 5  12,800 

P lunbers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 , 000 1 0  1 2,700 

1982 

Asbestos workers . . . . . . . . . . 700 55 35,800 

Bricklayers . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 , 000 1 4  70, 000 

Demol i t i on workers . . . . . . . . . . 200 38 4 ,200 

E lectr ic ians . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 0 , 000 5 50,000 

G l aziers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 , 000 23 23, 000 

Marble masons . . . . . . . . . . . . 800 29 23,200 

P lunbers . . . . . . . . . 7, 000 66 462, 000 

Roofers . . . . . . . . . 1 ,  1 00 34 37,400 

Sheet meta l workers . . . . . . . . . . 5 , 000 1 5  75,000 

1986 

Demol i t ion labourers . . . . . . 400 1 6  5 ,700 

E l ectricians . . . . . . . 1 0 , 000 1 4  140,000 

Marbl e masons . . . . 900 9 8, 100 

Operating engi neers . . . . . . . . . 2, 000 2 4 , 000 

Pai nters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 ,300 8 1 0,400 

Roanen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 800 8 6,400 

Roofers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 , 000 1 1 , 000 

Sheet metal workers . . . . . . 5 , 000 24 1 20,000 

1988 

Carpenters . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 , 500 24 300 ,000 

E l ectricians . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 1 , 000 17 1 87, 000 

E l exator mechanics . . . . . . . . . . 1 , 200 39 37,900 

Marble masons . . . . . . . . . . . 1 , 000 5 5 , 000 

Refrigerat ion mechanics . . . . . . . 1 , 000 3 6, 000 
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Table 7 (Cont 'd) 

York Stoppages in ICI Construction by Year and Trade, 1978-1990 

I Year and Trade Yorkers Involved Duration Person days lost I 

1990 

E lectr ic ians . . . . . . . . 12 ,000 39 468, 000 

Marble masons . . . . . . . . . . . 1 ,  1 00 33 36, 300 

P lurbers . . . . . . . . . . . . 9, 000 36 324, 000 

Sheet metal worlcers . . . . . . . . 7, 000 30 2 10 , 000 



I Year and Trade 

Asbestos workers 

1980 . . . . . . 
1982 . . . . . . . . 

Bricklayers 

1980 . . . . . . . . . 
1982 . . . . . . . 

Carpenters 

1 978 . . . . . . 
1980 . . . . . 
1988 . . . . . . . 

Demol ition labourers 

1 982 . . . . . . . 

1986 . . . . . . . . 

Electricians 

1982 . . . . . . . . . 
1986 . . . . . . 

1988 . . . . . 

1990 . . . . . 
Elevator mechanics 

1988 . . . . . . . 

General labourers 

1978 . . . . . . . 

Glaziers 

1982 . . . . . . . 

Marble aasom 

1980 . . . . . . . . 

1982 . . . . . . 

1986 . . . . . . 
1988 . . . . . . . 
1990 . . . . . 

Operating Engineers 

1986 . . . . . . . 

Painters 

1986 . . . . . . . . 
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Table 8 

York Stoppages in ICI Construction by Trade and Year, 1978-1990 

. 
. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . 

. . . 

. 

. . 

. . 

. . . 

. 

. 

. 

. . 

. . . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . . 

.• 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. 

. 

. 

. . 

. 

. . 

. 

. . 
. 

. 

. . 

. 

. . . 

. . 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

\IOrkers Involved Duration 

57 

1 ,500 59 

700 55 

5 , 000 6 

5 , 000 1 4  

13 , 000 44 

1 2 , 000 1 4  

12 , 500 24 

200 38 

400 16  

1 0 , 000 5 

1 0, 000 14 

1 1 , 000 1 7  

1 2 , 000 39 

1 , 200 39 

1 3 , 000 3 

1 ,000 23 

900 1 5  

800 29 

900 9 

1 , 000 5 

1 ,  1 00 33 

2 , 000 2 

1 ,300 8 

Person days lost I 

124,300 

88,500 

35,800 

1 00, 000 

30, 000 

70,000 

572,000 

168, 000 

300, 000 

4,200 

5 , 700 

50,000 

140,000 

187, 000 

468, 000 

37,900 

39, 000 

23 ,000 

12 ,800 

23,200 

8, 100 

5 , 000 

36, 000 

4, 000 

1 0,400 
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Table 8 (Cont'd) 

York Stoppages in ICI Construction by Trade and Year, 1978-1990 

I Year and Trade \lorkers Involved Duration Person days lost I 

· P luibers 

1980 . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 ,000 10 1 2 , 700 

1982 . . . . . . . . . . . . 7, 000 66 462, 000 

1990 . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,000 36 324 , 000 

Refrigeration aechanics 

1988 . . . . . . . . . 1 , 000 3 6, 000 

Rochen 

1986 . . . . . . 800 8 .  6 ,400 

Roofers 

1982 . . . . . . . . . . 1 , 1 00 34 37,400 

1986 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 , 000 1 1 , 000 

Sheet •tal workers 

1982 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 , 000 1 5  75 , 000 

1986 . . . . . . . . . . . . . s . ooo 24 120 ,000 

1990 . . . . . . . . . 7, 000 30 2 10 ,000 



I 
Province 

I 

A lberta • . . . . . . . . 

B r i t ish ColLmJia . . . . 

Mani toba . . 

New Brunswick 

Newfoundland 

Nova Scot i a  . 

Ontar io . . . 

Prince Edward 

· auebec . . 

Saskatchewan 

canada . . 

. 

. 

. . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . 

I s land . . 

. . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . .  . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 
. . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 

. . . 
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Table 9 

"orlc Stoppages in the Constructi on  Industry in  Canada, 1 978- 1 990 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. . 

. . 

. 

. 

. 
. 
. . 
. . 
. . 

. . 

. . 

Stoppages . 

. 

. 85 

. 49 

1 1  

1 07 

. 36 

37 

. 1 43 

. 6 

. 25 

. so 

. 552 

Uorlcers Involved 
Average 

Nl.llber Percent of Durati on  
Labour 
Force 

40, 540 0 . 32 1 1 .9 

71 , 220 0 .48 1 7. 0  

2, 070 0 . 04 75 .5  

1 5 , 740 0 .52  5 .4  

13 ,440 0.65 20 . 2  

7, 850 0 . 20 28 . 2  

207, 730 0.41  20 .3  

1 , 000 .0 . 20 2 1 . 7 

228, 700 0 .71 8 . 1  

1 5 , 420 0.38 34 .4  

603,020 0.60 15.1  

Person days l ost 

Nl.llber Percent of 
Estimated 
Uorlc Time 

481 , 530 0 . 02 

1 , 207,760 0 . 03 

1 55 ,360 0 . 01 

84, 470 0 .0 1  

271 , 080 a . as 
221 , 530 0 . 02 

4, 206,960 0 . 03 

32 ,600 0 . 03 

1 , 842, 780 0 . 02 

530 ,630 0 . 05 

9, 132,680 0.03 
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APPENDIX V 

Union Wage Rates and Fringe Benefit Payments 
in ICI Construction in Ontario, 1977-1991 
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Ontario Ministry of Labour 
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Union Wage Rates and Fringe Benefit Payments 

in ICI Construction in Ontario, 1977-1991 

Th i s  report traces the movements of wage rates and fri nge benefi t p ayments i n  
I C I  construct i on i n  Ontari o  by us i ng data on 1 9  trades i n  23 central c i t i es for the 
years May 1 977 , 1 984 and 1 991 . Data for May 1977 s how the occupati onal and reg i ona l  
wage rate and fri nge benefi t rel at i onsh i ps that  exi sted a year pri dr to l eg i s l ated 
provi nce-wide bargai n i ng i n  the IC I  sector .  They form the bas i s  for measur i ng· 
s h i fts that have occurred i n  the rel at i ve pos i t i on s -of trade and c i ty wage rates and 
fri nge benefi ts  i n  May 1 984 , m i d-way i n  the 1 4 -year h i story of prov i nce-w i de 
barga i n i ng ,  and i n  the - May 1 99 1 , the l ast year of the current �greements . 

Part 1 of  the report deal s w i t h  the · wage and fri nge benefi ts  structures that 
exi sted i n  May 1 977 for the trades and i n  the c i t i es sel ected . Part 2 measures the 
changes that have occurred i n  these structures i n  May 1 984 and May 1 99 1 . Part 3 
compares the wage and fri nge benefi t r�nk i ngs of the trades and c i t i es sel ected 
d i fferent i al s  i n  1977 , 1 984 , and 1991  between Toronto and the other c i t i es surveyed . 

Part 1 Wage Rate and Fringe Benefit Levels, 1977 

In  May 1 977 , a year before prov i nce-wi de barga i n i ng was l eg i s l ated i n  I C I  
con struct i on ,  un i on wage rates and fri nge benefi t payments i n  t h e  sector var i ed 
wi de ly  among the l ocal un i ons that represented the 1 9  trades stud i ed ,  and a l so 
wi t h i n  the geograph i c  coverage of many of the l ocal s .  One hundred and seventy 
l oc a l s were i nvol ved that barga i ned mostly i nd i v i dual ly  w i th l ocal empl oyer groups . 

Trade Wage Rates 

Tabl e 1 s hows averages of the wage rates that were negot i ated for May 1977 for 
each of 19 trades stud i ed i n  al l the 23 c i t i es surveyed . 
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The average wage rate for al l 1 9  trades was $ 1 0 . 37 .  For the bas i c  on c i v i l 
trades as a group , the average rate was $ 1 0 . 07 ;  and for the 12  speci al ty 
trades exami ned the average rate was $ 1 0 . 54 . 

., Among the i nd i v i du al bas i c  trades , operat i ng eng i neers h ad the h i ghest 
average rate wi th $ 1 1 . 79 ,  fol l owed by structural i ron workers w i th $ 1 1 . 1 7 and 
carpenters w i th  $ 1 0 . 57 .  Labourers had the l owes t  average rate wi t h  $8 . 34 ;  
and average rates for the rema i n i ng bas i c  trades ranged from $8 . 59 for 
teamsters to $ 1 0 . 1 6 for rodmen . 

., Among the i nd i v i dua l  spec i al ty trades , refr i gerat i on mechan i cs had the 
h i g hest average rate wi th  $ 1 2 . 47 ,  fol l owed by asbestos workers wi th  $ 1 1 . 63 
and el ectri c i an s  wi th  $ 1 1 . 54 .  Gl azi ers had the l owest  average rate wi th 
$7 . 78 ;  and average rates for the rema i n i ng speci alty t rades ranged from $9 . 2 1 
for roofers to  $ 1 1 . 23 for pl umbers . 

Tmde Fringe Benefits 

Tab l e I s hows averages o f  the amounts that were contri buted by empl oyers to 
vacati on and hol i day pay ,  heal th  and wel fare , pens i on ,  suppl ementary unempl oyment 
benefi t and sav i ngs funds for the 1 9  trades i n  May 1977 . 

0 The average empl oyer contr i but i on for these benefi ts for al l 19  t rades was 
$ 1 . 66 .  For the bas i c  trades as a group , the average contr i but i on was $1 . 63 ;  
and for the 1 2  speci a l ty trades exami ned the average contri but i on was $1 . 68 .  

0 Among the i nd i v i dua l  bas i c  trades , the l argest average contri but i on was $2 . 43 
for structural i ron workers ,. fol l owed by $ 1 . 84 for rodmen and $ 1 . 77 for 
operat i ng eng i neers . The smal l est  average contr i but i on was $ 1 . 24 for 
teamsters ; and average contri but i ons for the rema i n i ng bas i c  . trades ranged 
from $ 1 . 3 1  for l abourers to $ 1 . 45 for carpenters . 

0 Among the  i nd i v i dual spec i al ty t rades , the l argest  average contri but i on was 
$2 . 42 for mi l l wr i ghts fol l owed by $2 . 16  for pl umbers and $2 . 02 for spr i nkl er 
fi tters . The smal l est average contr i but i on was $ 1 . 06 for roofers ; and 
average contr i but i ons  for the rema i n i ng spec i al ty trades ranged form $ 1 . 18 
for gl azi ers to  $ 1 . 89 for sheet metal  workers . 



- 83 -

Trade Wage Rates Plus Fringe Benefits 

Tabl e l shows averages of the package amounts combj n ing wage rates and fri nge 
benefi t contri but i ons that were pa i d  to the 1 9  trades i n  May 1 977 . 

• The average package rate for al l 1 9  trades was $ 1 2 . 03 .  For the bas i c  trades  
as  a group the average package rate was  $ 1 1 .  70 ; and  for the 1 2  spec i a l ty 
trades exam i ned the . a.verage package rate was $ 1 2 .  22 . 

• Among the i nd i v i dual bas i c  trades , structural i ron workers h ad the h i ghest  
average package rate w ith  $ 1 3 . 60 ,  fol l owed by operat i ng eng i neers w i th $13 . 56 
and carpenters wi th $ 1 2 . 02 .  Labourers h ad the l owest average package rate 
wi th $9 . 65 ;  and average package rates for the rema i n i ng bas i c  trades ranged 
from $9 . 83 for teamsters to $ 1 2 . 00 for rodmen . 

o Among the i nd i v i dual s spec i al ty trades , refri gerat i on mechan i cs had the 
highest average package rate wi th  $ 1 3 . l2 ,  fol l owed by asbestos workers wi th  
$13 . 42 .  Gl az i ers had the l owest  average package rate wi th  $8 . 9�; and average 
package rates for the rema i n i ng spec i al ty trades ranged from $ 1 0 . 78 for 
pai nters to $ 13 . 39 for pl umbers . 

Regional Wage Rates 

Tabl e 4 shows averages of the wage rates that were pa i d  i n  May 1 977 to al l 
the 1 9  trades stud i ed i n  each of the 23 c i t i es surveyed . These c i t i es are grouped 
i nto  fi ve reg i on s  match i ng the geograph i c  coverage of the wage rates negoti ated by 
mos t  construct i on l ocal s .  

• Western Ontari o had the h i ghest average wage rate for al l trades , wi t h  
$1 0 . 6 1 .  Among the c i t i es i n  th i s reg i on ,  Sarn i a  h ad the h i ghest average rate 
with $ 1 1 . 22 .  Average rates for other c i t i es ranged from $ 1 0 . 30 i n  Chatham t o  
$10 . 58 i n  Wi ndsor . 

Central Ontari o h ad the second h i ghest average rate for al l trades , wi t h  
$ 10 . 53 .  W i t h i n th i s  reg i on Toronto had the h i ghest average rate wi th  $ 1 0 . 96 . 
Average rates for other c i t i es ranged from $ 1 0 . 07 i n  Peterborough to $1 0 . 62 
i n  Oshawa . 
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0 Mi d -western Ontar i o  had the t h i rd h i ghest average wage rate for al l trades , 
wi t h  $ 1 0 . 38 .  W i th i n  th i s  reg i on Hami l ton h�d the h i ghest average rate wi th 
$ 1 0 . 82 .  Average rates for other c i t i es ranged from $ 1 0 . 1 7 - to $ 10 . 57 .  

Eastern Ontar i o  and Northern Ontari o had average wage rates of $ 1 0 . 18 and 
$ 1 0 . 1 7 for al l t rades , respect i vel y .  Wi th i n  Eastern Ontari o ,  Ki ngston had 
the h i ghest average rate wi th  $ 10 . 36 ;  and average rates for other c i t i es 
ranged fr_om $9 . 98 i n  Cornwal l to  $ 1 0 . 24 i n  Bel l ev i l l e . W i th i n Northern 
Ont ari o ,  Thunder Bay had the h i ghest average rate wi th  $ 1 0 . 53 ,  and average 
rates  for other c i t i es ranged from $9 . 92 to $ 10 . 1 5 .  

Regional Fringe Benefits 

Tabl e 4 shows averages of the amounts that were contri buted by empl oyers i n  
May 1977 t o  fri nge benefi t funds for al l the 1 9  trades stud i ed i n  each o f  the 23 
c i t i es surveyed . 

Central Ontar i o h ad the l argest average payment for fri nge b·enefi ts  for a 1 1  
trade s ,  w i th $ 1 . 78 .  Toronto i n  th i s reg i on had the h i ghest average payment 
wi t h  $ 1 . 89 . . Other c i t i es had average payments rang i ng from $ 1 . 69 i n  Barri e 
to $ 1 . 82 i n  Oshawa . 

Western Ontari o h ad the second l argest average payment for fri nge benefi ts 
for al l trades , w i th $ 1 . 7 1 .  I n  th i s reg i on ,  W i ndsor had the h i ghest average 
payment w i th $ 1 . 79 .  Average payments for other c i t i es ranged from $ 1 . 64 i n  
London t o  $ 1 . 73 i n  Chatham . 

• M i d -western Ontar i o  had the th i rd l argest payment for fri nge benefi ts  for al l 
trades , w i th $ 1 . 65 .  W i th i n  th i s  reg i on ,  Hami l ton had the h i ghest average 
payment w i th $ 1 . 74 .  Average payments for other c i t i es ranged from $ 1 . 60 to 
$ 1 . 64 . 

0 Eastern Ontar i o and Northern Ontar i o  had average payments for fri nge benef its  
of $ 1 . 60 and  $ 1 . 59 for al l trades , respect i vel y .  Wi t h i n Eastern Ontari o ,  
Bel l evi l l e  had the h i ghest average payment ,  wi th  $ 1 . 63 ;  and other c i t i es had 
average p ayments rang i ng from $ 1 . 58 for Ki ngston to $ 1 . 6 1 for Ottawa . With i� 
Northern Ontari o ,  average payments ranged from $ 1 . 47 t o  $ 1 . 64 .  
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Regional Wage Rates Plus Fringe Benefits 

Tabl e 4 shows averages of the package amounts combi n i ng wage rates and fr1 nge 
benefi t contr i but i ons that were pa i d  i n  May 1 977 to a l l the 1 9  trades studi ed i n  
each of the 23 c i t i es surveyed . 

• Western Ontari o and Central Ontar i o h ad about the s ame average rate for wages 
and fri nge benefi ts  payments combi ned for a l l trades , at $ 1 2 . 32 and $1 2 . 3 1  
res pect i ve ly . Wi th i n  Western Ontari o ,  Sarn i a had the h i ghest average package 
rate wi th  $ 1 2 . 90 ;  and average package rates for other c i t i es ranged from 
$ 1 1 . 97 i n  London to $ 1 2 . 37 i n  Wi ndsor . W i th i n  Central Ontari o ,  Toronto had 
the h i ghest average package rate w i th $ 1 2 . 85 ;  and average package rates for 
other c i t i es ranged from $ 1 1 . 97 i n  London to $ 1 2 . 37 i n  W i ndsor . Wi th i n 
Central Ontar i o ,  Toronto h ad . the h i ghest average package rate wi th  $1 2 . 85 ;  
and average p ackage rates for other c i t i es ranged from $ 1 1 . 77 i n  Peterborough 
to $ 1 2 . 44 i n  Oshawa . 

• Mi d-western Ontar i o had the th i rd h i ghest average package rate for a l l trades 
wi th  $ 1 2 . 03 .  Wi th i n  th i s  reg i o n ,  Hami l ton h ad the h i ghest average package 
rate w i t h  $ 1 2 . 56 .  For other c i t i es average package rates ranged from $1 1 . 8 1 
to $ 1 2 . 20 .  

• Average package rates for al l trades i n  Eastern Ont ar i o ·and Northern Ontari o  
were cl ose at $ 1 1 . 78 and $ 1 1 . 76 respect i ve ly .  Wi th i n  Eastern Ontari o ,  
Ki ngston h ad h i ghest average package rate w i t h  $ 1 1 . 94 ,  and other c i t i es h ad 
average package rates rang i ng from $ 1 1 . 57 i n  Cornwa l l to $ 1 1 . 87 i n  
Bel l ev i l l e .  W i th i n Northern Ontari o ,  Thunder Bay had the h i ghest average 
package rate w i th  $ 1 2 . 00 ,  and other c i t i es had average package rates rang i ng 
from $ 1 1 . 5 1 to $ 1 1 . 79 .  

Part 2. Wage Rate and Fringe Benefit Levels, 1991. 

Th i s  part exam i nes the wage rates and fri nge benefi t payments that are made 
as o f  May 1 991  to the 1 9  trades stud i ed i n  the 23 c i t i es surveyed , and measures the 
changes these rates represent from the rates that were pa i d  in  May 1 977 . 
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Trade Wage Rates 

Tabl e 1 shows averages of the wage rates that were negot i ated for May 1991  for 
each of the 1 9  trades stud i ed i n  al l the 23 c i t i es surveyed . .  Tabl es 2 and 3 show . 
the changes  these rates represent from the 1 977 l evel s i n  dol l ar and percentage 
terms respect i vel y .  

As o f  May 1 99 1 , the average wage rate for al l 1 9  trades  has  advanced to 
$23 . 46 ,  an i ncrease of $ 1 3 . 09 or 1 26 . 2  percent over the average rate i n  May 
1977 . For the bas i c  trades as a group the average rate has  advanced to 
$22 . 58 ,  an i ncrease of $ 1 2 . 5 1 per 1 24 . 2  percent over the average rate f n  
1977 . F o r  t h e  1 2  spec i al ty trades stud i ed t h e  average wage rate h a s  advanced 
to $ 23 . 97 ,  an i ncrease of  $ 13 . 43 or 1 27 . 4  percent over the average rate i n  
1 917 . 

• For the i nd i v i dua l  bas i c  trad�s � average wage rates have advanced to  l evel s 
rang i ng from $20 . 23 for teamsters to $25 . 3 1  for operat i ng eng i neers . These 
rates refl ect i ncreases over 1977 scal es , of $ 1 1 . 64 for teamsters to $ 1 3 . 52 
for operati ng eng i neers or 1 1 4 . 7  percent for operat i ng eng i neers to 143 . 8  
percent for l abourers . 

• Except for teamsters and l abourers , the bas i c  trades have mai nta i ned the i r  
1 977 ran k i ngs  o n  t h e  1991  wage structure . The average rate for teamsters has 
changed rank i ng wi th  l abourers rate to become the l owest i n  the 1 991 wage 
structure . 

., For the i nd i v i dua l  s pec i al ty trades , average wage rates have advanced to 
l evel s rang i ng from $20 . 65 for gl azi ers to $27 . 24 for refr i gerat i on 
mech an i cs . These rates refl ect i ncreases over 1 977 scal es , of $ 1 1 . 19 for 
pl asterers to $ 1 4 . 77 for refri gerat i on mechan i cs or 1 1 5 . 8  percent for 
pl umbers to 1 65 . 4  percent for gl azi ers . 

• Rank i ngs of the spec i al ty trades on the 1991  wage structure have sh i fted 
con s i derabl y from the i r  1 977 pos i t i on s . · Refr i gerat i on mechan i cs ,  
el ectri c i an s  and g l azi ers have ma i nta i ned the i r  1 977 rank i ngs o f  fi rst , th i rd 
and l owest , respect i vel y .  Bri ckl ayers , m i l l wr i ghts , roofers , sheet metal 
workers and spri n kl er fi t ters h ave i mproved the i r 1 977 ranki ngs by two or 
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three steps . Asbestos workers , pa i nters pl asterers and pl umbers have dropped 
by one to fi ve ·steps from thei r 1 977 ranki ngs .  

Trade Fringe Benefits 

Tab l e 1 shows averages of the amounts that were negot i ated for fri nge benefi t s  
for May 1 9 9 1  for each of  the 1 9  trades stud i ed i n  a l l t h e  2 3  c i t i es surveyed . 
Tabl es 2 and 3 s how the changes these payments represent from the i r 1 977 l evel s i n  
dol l ar and percentage terms , respect i ve ly .  

• As of May 1 99 1 , the average payment made by empl oyers for fri nge benefi ts for 
al l 1 9  trades has advanced to $5 . 39 ,  an i ncrease of $3 . 73 or 224 . 7  percent 
over the average payment i n  May 1 977 . For the bas i c  trades as  a group the 
average payment has advanced to  $ 5 . 51 , an i ncrease of $3 . 88 or 238 percent 
over the average payment i n  1977 . For the 12 spec i a l ty trades studied the  
average payment  advanced to  $5 . 33 ,  an i ncrease of $3 . 65 or 2 1 7 . 3  percent over 
the average payment i n  1977 . 

° For the i nd i v i dua l  bas i c  trades average fri nge benefi t payments have advanced 
to l eve 1 s rang i ng from $3 . 87 for 1 abourers to $ 7 .  34  for structura 1 i ron  
workers . These payments refl ect i ncreases over 1 977 1 eve 1 s ,  of $2 .  56 for 
l abourers to $4 . 9 1 for structural i ron workers or 1 95 . 4  per cent for 
l abourers to 275 . 8  percent for carpenters . 

• Structural i ron workers , rodmen , operat i ng eng i neers and carpenters have 
mai nt a i ned the i r  1977 rank i ngs on the 1 99 1  fri nge benefi t payment  structure . 
The teamsters have i mproved the i r 1 977  ranki ng by two steps to be repl aced by 
l abourer w i th the l owest  rank i ng i n  1 99 1 . 

• For the i nd i v i dual spec i a l ty trades average fri nge benefi t payments have 
advanced to  l evel .s rang i ng from $3 . 1 9 for roofers to $6 . 69 for ·asbestos  
workers . These payments refl ect i ncreases . over 1977 l evel s ,  of $2 . 13 for 
roofers to  $4 . 88 for asbestos workers or 200 . 9  percent for roofers to 3 1 3 . 6  
percent for refri gerat i on mechan i cs .  

Q Ranki ngs o f  the spec i al ty trades on the 1 99 1  fri nge benefi t payment structu re 
have s h i fted con s i derab ly  from the i r 1 977 pos i t i on s .  Sheet metal workers , 
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bri c kl ayers and roofers have ma i nta i ned the i r 1977 ranki ngs  of fourth , 
seventh and l owest respect i ve ly .  Asbestos workers have i mproved thei r 1 977 
rank i ng by fi ve steps to top the 1991  structure ; refri gerat i on mechan i cs have 
i mp roved thei r rank i ng by four  steps ; and el ectri c i ans , gl az i ers , p l asterers 
and roofers h ave i mproved thei r ranki ngs by one step . Mi l l wri ghts , pa i nters , 
pl umbers and spri nkl er fi tters have dropped by one or two steps from the i r  
1977 rank i ngs . 

Trade Wage Rates Plus Fringe Benefits 

Tabl e 1 s hows averages of the pac kage amounts combi n i ng wage rates and fri nge 
benefi t contr i but i ons that were negoti ated for May 1 99 1  for each of the 1 9  trades 
stud i ed i n  al l the 23 c i t i es surveyed . Tabl es 2 and 3 s how the changes these 
package rates represent from the i r  1977 l evel s in do 1 1  ar and percentage  terms , 
respect i vel y .  

As of  May 199 1 , the average package rates for al l 1 9  trades h ave advanced to 
$28 . 85 ,  an i ncrease of $ 1 6 . 82 or 139 . 8  percent over the average package rate 
i n  May 1 977 . For the bas i c  trades as a group the average package rate has 
adv anced to $28 . 09 ,  an i ncrease of $ 1 6 . 7 1 or 142 . 4  percent over the average 
pac kage rate i n  1977 . For the 12 spec i a l ty trades stud i ed the average 
package rate has  advanced to $29 . 30 ,  an i ncrease of $ 1 7 . 08 or 139 . 8  percent 
over the average pac kage rate i n  1 977 . 

• For the i nd i v i d ual bas i c  trades average package rates h ave advanced to l evel s 
rang i ng from $24 . 20 for l abourers to $3 1 . 49 for operat i ng eng i neers . The new 
rates refl ect i ncreases over 1977 l evel s ,  of $ 1 5 . 02 for teamsters to $ 17 . 93 
for operat i ng eng i neers , 1 27 . 9  percent for structural i ron workers to 1 52 . 8  
percent for teamsters . 

Of the bas i c  trades on ly l abourers have ma i nta i ned the 1977 ranki ng ,  w i th the 
l owest pos i t i on i n  the 1991  package rate structure . Three trades have 
i mp roved and three h ave dropped thei r 1977 rank i ngs each by one step i n  1 99 1 . 

For the i nd i v i d ual spec i a l ty trades average package rates h ave advanced to 
l evel s rang i ng fro� $24 . 74 for gl azi ers to $32 . 41 for refri gerat i on 
mechan i cs . The new rates refl ect i ncreases over 1 977 l evel s of $ 1 5 . 37 for 
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pai nters to  $ 18 . 69 for refri gerat i on mechan i cs or 1 3 1 . 5  percent for 
bri ckl ayers to 1 76 . 2  percent for gl_az i ers .  

• Of the spec i al ty trades . s i x  h ave mai ntai ned thei r 977 ranki ngs , w i t h  
refr i gerat i on mechan i cs at t h e  top and gl azi ers a t  the ittom of the package 
rate structure i n  1 99 1 . Two trades h ave i mproved the i r . 977 ranki ngs by two 
or three steps and four h ave dropped the i r  ranki ngs b} one or two steps i n  
199 1 . 

Regional Wage Rates 

Tabl e 4 shows averages of the wage rates t hat were negot · ted for May 1991 for 
a l l the 1 9  trades stud i ed i n  each of the 23 c i t i es surveyed . Tabl es 5 and 6 show 
the changes  these rates represent from the i r  1 977 l evel s i n < l l ar and percentage  
terms , res pect i ve ly .  

• As of  May 1 99 1 , the average wage rate for al l trades has 1dvanced the h i ghest 
in Central Ontar i o to  $ 24 . 1 6 ,  an i ncrease of $ 13 . 63 or 1 J . 4  percent over the 
average wage rate in May 1 977 . Average rates for the ndi v i dual c i t ies i n  
th i s  reg i on h ave advanced to  l evel s rang i ng from $ : . 29 to  $ 24 . 99 for 
i ncreases of 13 . 22 to $ 1 4 .  03 or 1 28 percent to 13 1 . percent over 1 9 77  
average rates . 

The average wage rate for a 1 1  trades has  advanced t t  sec_ond h i ghest i n  
Western Ontari o to $ 23 . 64 ,  an i ncrease of $ 13 . 03 or 1 2  . 8  percent ove� the  
average wage rate i n  1 977 . Average rates for the i nd i \ dua l  c i t i es i n  th i s  
reg i on h ave advanced to l evel s rang i ng from $23 . 4 1  to $2 :  . 62 for i ncreases of  
$12 . 80 to  $ 1 3 . 29 or 1 22 . 3  percent to  1 28 . 7 percent over 1 977  average rates . 

• The average wage rate for al l trades i n  M i d -western mtari o advanced to  
$23 . .  48 , an i ncrease of $ 1 3 . 1 0 or 1 26 . 2  percent over the  . verage wage rate i n  
1977 . Average rates for the i nd � v i dual c i t i e� i n  th i s  · eg i on have advanc ed 
to l evel s rang i ng from $23 . 27 to $23 . 94 for i ncreases o ;  $ 1 2 . 94 to $ 13 . 22 o r  
121 . 3  percent t o  1 28 . 8  percent over 1 977 average rates . 

• The average wage rate for a 1 1  trades i n  Eastern Ont a .  i o has advanced t o  
$23 . 1 9 ,  an i ncrease of $ 13 . 01 or 1 27 . 8  percent over the average wage rate i n  
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1977 . Average rates for the i nd i v i dual c i t i es i n  th i s  reg i on h ave advanced 
to l evel s rang i ng from $22 . 94 to $23 . 34 for i ncreases of $ 1 2 . 96 to  $ 1 3 . 07 or 
1 25 ;3 percent to 1 29 . 9  percent over 1 977 average rates . 

• The average wage rate for al l trades has advanced the l owest i n  Northern 
Ont ar i o at $22 . 93 ,  an i ncrease of $ 1 2 . 7 5 or 1 25 . 5  percent over the average 
wage rate i n  1 977 . Average rates for the i nd i v i dual c i t i es i n  t h i s reg i on 
have advanced to l evel s. rang i ng from $22 . 56 to $23 . 39 for i ncreases of $ 1 2 . 64 
to $ 1 2 . 87 or 1 22 . 1  percent to 1 27 . 4  percent over 1 977 average rates . 

Regional Fringe Benefits 

Tab l e 4 shows averages of the amounts of empl oyer contri but i ons  to  fri nge 
benefi t funds that were negot i ated for May 199 1  for al l the 19  trades stud i ed i n  
each of the 23 c i t i es surveyed . Tabl es 5 and 6 show the changes these contr i but i ons 
represent from the i r  1 977 l evel s i n  dol l ar and percentage terms , respect i vely .  

0 As of May 1 99 1 , the average payment for fri nge benefi ts  for a l l trades has 
advanced the h i ghest i n  Central and M i d -western Ontar i o to the same l evel , at 
$5 . 42 .  For Central Ontari o ,  th i s  amount represents an i ncrease of $3 . 64 or 
204 . 5  percent over the average payment  i n  May 1 977 . For M i d -western Ontari o ,  
th i s  amount represents an i ncrease o f  $3 . 77 o r  228 . 5  percent over the average 
payment  for fri nge benefi ts i n  May 1977 . 

., For the i nd i v i dual  c i t i es i n  Central Ontari o average payments for fri nge 
benefi ts  have advanced to  l evel s rang i ng from $5 . 26 to  $5 . 6 1 for i ncreases 
of $3 . 56 to $3 . 72 or 1 96 . 8 percent to 2 19 . 5  percent over 1 977 average 
payments . For the i nd i v i dual c i t i es i n  M i d -western Ontari o average payments 
for fri nge benef i t s  have advanced to l evel s rang i ng from $5 . 32 to $5 . 57 for 
i ncreases of  $3 . 68 to  $3 . 9 1  or 2 18 . 4  percent to 228 . 8  percent over 1977 
average payment s . 

0 The average paymen t  for fri nge benefi t s  for a l l trades has advanced to the 
second h i ghest l evel i n  Northern Ontar i o $5 . 41 ,  an i ncrease of $3 . 83 or 244 : 6  
percent over the average payment for fri nge i n  1 977 . Average payments for 
the i nd i v i dua l  c i t i es have advanced t� l evel s rang i ng from $5 . 20 to $ 5 . 48 for 
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i ncreases of $3 . 73 to $3 . 89 or 2 1 7 . 1 percent to 270 . 1  percent over 1 977 
average payments . 

• The average payment for fri nge benefi ts  for al l trades has advanced to the 
same l evel i n  Eastern and Western Ontar i o ,  at $5 . 36 .  For Eastern Ontari o ,  
th i s  _amount represents an i ncrease o f  $3 . 76 o r  235 . 0  percent over the average 
payment for fri nge benefi t s  i n  1 977 . For Western Ontari o ,  th i s  amount 
represents an i ncrease of $3 . 65 or 2 1 6 . 9  percent over the average payment for 
fri nge benefi ts i n  1 977 . 

• For the i nd i v i dual c i t i es i n  Eastern Ontari o ,  average payments for fri nge 
benefi t have advanced to l evel s rang i ng from $5 . 29 to $5 . 43 for i ncreases of 
$3 . 69 to $3 . 84 or 226 . 4  percent to 241 . 5  percent over 1 977 average payments . 
For the i nd i v i dual  c i t i es i n  Western Ontari o ,  average payments for fri nge 
benefi t s  have advanced to l evel s rang i ng from $5 . 20 to $5 . 44 for i ncreases of 
$3 . 56 to $3 . 69 or 202 . 2  percent to 226 . 8  percent over 1 977 average payment s .  

Regional Wage Rates Plus Frmge Benefits 

Tabl e 4 shows averages of the package amounts comb i n i ng wage rates and fri nge 
benefi t contr i but i ons  that were negot i ated for May 1 991  for al l the 1 9  trades 
stud i ed i n  each of the 23 c i t i es surveyed . Tabl es 5 and 6 show the changes these 
package rates represent from the i r  1 977 l evel s i n  dol l ar and percentage terms , 
res pect ive ly .  

0 As of May 1 991 , the average package rate for al l trades has advanced to the 
h ighest l evel i n  Central Ontari o at $29 . 58 ,  an i ncrease of  $ 1 7 . 27 or 14 1 . 9  
percent over the package rate i n  May 1 977 . . ·Average package rates for the 
i nd i v i dual c i t i es i n  th i s  reg i on have advanced to l evel s rangi ng from $29 . 42 
to $30 . 60 for i ncreases of $ 1 6 . 78 to $ 1 7 . 75 or 138 . 1  percent to 140 . 2  percent 
over 1 977 average package rates . 

• 0 The average package rate for al l t rades has advanced to  the second hi ghest 
l evel i n  Western Ontari o at $29 . 00 ,  an i ncrease of $ 1 6 . 68 or 1 35 . 4  percent 
over the package rate i n  1 977 . Average package rates for the i nd i vidual 
c i t i es i n  th i s  reg i on have advanced to  l evel s rang i ng from $28 . 82 to $29 . 38 
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for i ncreases of $ 1 6 . 48 to $ 1 6 . 85 or 1 27 . 8  percent to 1 40 . 8  percent over 1 977 
average package rates . 

The average package rate for al l trades h ad advanced to the th i rd h i ghest 
l evel i n  Mi d -western Ontar i o at $28 . 90 ,  an i ncrease of $ 1 6 . 87 or  142 . 1  
percent over the average package rate i n  1 977 . Average package rates for the 
i nd i v i dual  c i t i es i n  t h i s reg i on have advanced to  l evel s rang i ng from $28 . 59 
to $29 . 5 1 for i ncreases of $ 1 6 . 78 to  $ 1 7 . 1 3 or 134 . 9  percent over 1 977 
average package rates . 

0 The average package rate for al l trades i n  Eastern Ontar i o has  advanced to 
$28 . 55 ,  an i ncrease of $ 1 6 . 7 1 or 142 . 4  percent over the average package rate 
i n  1 977 . Average package rates . for the i nd i v i dua l  c i t i es i n  t h i s reg i on have 
advanced to l evel s rang i ng from $28 . 37 to $28 . 63 for i ncreases  of $ 1 6 . 69 to 
$ 1 6 . 84 or 140 . 3  percent to 1 45 . 2  percent over 1 977 average packaga rates . 

0 The average package rate for al l trades has advanced to the l owest l evel i n  
Northern Ontar i o at $28 . 34 ,  an i ncrease of $ 1 6 . 58 or 1 4 1 . 0  percent over the 
average p ackage rate i n  1977 . Average package rates for the i nd i v idual 
c i t i es i n  th i s  reg i on have advanced to  l evel s rang i ng from $28 . 04 to $28 . 59 
for i ncreases of  $ 1 6 . 53 to $ 1 6 . 61 or 1 38 . 3  percent to 1 43 . 6  percent over 1 977 
average package rates . 

Part 3. Comparison of Trade and Regional Wage Rate and Fringe Benefit Rankings 

in 1977 and 1991 

Al though payments al l ocated by un i on s  to fri nge benefi t funds have vari ed 
con s i derably over the 1 4 -year peri od of prov i nce -wi de barga i n i ng on ly smal l sh i ft 
have occurred i n  1991  i n  wage rate and package rel at i onsh i p s among the trades and 
c i t i es s t ud i ed from the rel at i onsh i ps that exi sted i n  1 977 . 

· Trade Wage Rate and Fringe Benefit Rankings 

Tabl e 7 shows the rank i ngs of average wage rates , fri nge benefi t contr i but i ons 
and package payments i n  1 977 , 1 984 and 1991 among the 19 trades stud i ed .  Sh i fts i n  
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the 1 991 rank i ngs of wage rates and package payments from 1 977 ranki ngs are noted 
bel ow . 

Trade Wage Rates 

0 Average wage rates for refri gerat i on mechan i cs ,  el ectri c i an s ,  cement masons 
and l abourers h ave ma i nta i ned the i r 1 977 ran k i ng on the 1 99 1  wage rate 
structure . 

0 Rodmen , gl azi ers and s heet metal  workers h ave i mproved the i r 1 99 1  average 
wage rate ranki ngs ; and bri c kl ayers , mi l l wri ghts , pl umbers and spri nkl er 
fi tters h ave i mproved the i r  ranki ngs by four steps . 

" Operat i ng eng i neers , pa i nters , structural i ron workers and teamsters h ave 
dropped i n  ranki ngs on the 1991 wage rate structure by one or  two steps from 
the i r  1 977 ranki ngs ; and pl asterers , roofers and asbestos workers have 
dropped i n  ranki ngs by three or fi ve steps . 

Trade Wage Rates Pl us Fri nge Benefi ts 

0 Average package amounts combi n i ng wage rates and fri nge benefi t contr ibut i ons  
for operat i ng eng i neers , rodmen and gl azi ers have i mproved the i r ranki ngs on 
the 1 99 1  package structure by one step above the i r  1 977 ranki ngs ; and 
mi l l wr i ghts and spri n kl er fi tters h ave i mproved the i r ranki ngs by three or 
four steps . 

° Carpenters and l abourers h ave dropped i n  rank i ngs on the 1991  package 
structure by one step from the i r 1 977 ranki ngs ; and pl umbers and structural 
i ron workers have dropped i n  ranki ngs by three or fi ve steps . 

0 The rema i n i ng ten trades h ave ma i nta i ned the i r 1977 rank i ngs on the 1 99 1  
_ package structure . 

0 Refri gerat i on mechan i cs rema i n  at the top of both the wage rate and package 
structures i n  1 99 1  as i n  1 977 . Teamsters h ave dropped to bottom of the wage 
rate structure i n  1 99 1 , exchang i ng seventeenth p l ace i n  1 977 w ith the 
gl az i ers ; and l abourers h ave dropped to the bottom of the package structure 
in 1 99 1 , exchang i ng ei ghteenth pl ace i n  1 977 w i th  the g l az i ers . 
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Regional Wage Rate and Fringe Benefit Rankings 

Tabl e 8 s hows the rank i ng . of  average wage rates , fri nge benefi t contri but i ons 
and package payments i n  1 9 77 ,  1 984 and 1991  for the 19 tr-ade s  among the 23 ci t i es 
stud i ed .  Sh i ft s  i n  1 99 1  rank i ngs of wage rates and patkage payment s , from 1977 
ranki ng are noted bel ow . 

Reg i onal Wage Rates 

Average wage rates for al l trades i n  St . Cathari nes and Saul t Ste . Mari e have · 
ma i nta i ned thei r 1977 ranki n·g s i n  the 1 99 1  wage rate structure . 

• Toronto , Oshawa , Cornwal l and Chatham have i mproved thei r 1 9 9 1  rank i ngs by 
one to three steps over the i r  1 977 ranki ngs ;  and London , Barr i e  and 
Peterborough have i mproved the i r  rank i ngs by four to e i ght  steps . 

e Bel l ev i l l e , Ottawa , C ambri dge and Ki tchener h ave dropped i n  ranki ngs on the 
1 99 1  wage rate structure by one step from the i r  1 977 ranki ngs ;  K i ngston , 
Brantford , Sarn i a  and T i mm i ns have dropped i n  ranki ngs by two steps from 
the i r  1977 ranki ngs ; and Hami l ton , Wi ndsor,  North Bay ,  Sudbury and Thunder 
Bay have dropped i n  ranki ngs by three steps from thei r 1977 ranki ng s .  

Reg i onal Wage Rates Pl us Fri nge Benefi ts 

• Average pack�ge amounts combi n i ng wage rates and fri nge benefi t contri buti ons 
for al l trades i n  Bel l ev i l l � ,  Cornwal l ,  K i ngston , Peterborough and Toronto 
have i mproved the i r  1 99 1  ranki ngs by one step above the i r  1 977 ranki ngs ; 
Osh awa , London and Barri e have i mproved the i r ranki ngs by two or three steps ; 
and Ottawa has i mproved i t s  ranki ng by e i ght  step s . 

• T imm i ns , North Bay ,  Sudbury and Wi ndsor have dropped i n  ranki ngs on the 1991 
package . structure by one or two steps from the i r 1 977 ranki ngs ; and Sarn i a  
and Thunder Bay h ave dropped i n  ran ki ngs by four  steps . 

• The rema i n i ng e i ght c i t i e s have ma i nta i ned the i r 1 977 ranki ngs on the 1991 
package s tructure . 
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• Toronto has moved to the top of both the wage rate and package structures i n  
1991 from second pl ace i n  1 97 7 ,  repl ac i ng Sarn i a  wh i ch has  dropped to th i rd 
pl ace on the wage rate structure and fi fth pl ace on the package structure i n  
199 1 . Saul t Ste . Mar i e  rema i ns at the bottom of both the wage rate an9 
package structures i n  1991  as i n  1 977 . 

I 

Differentials from Toronto Package Rates 

Tabl e 9 shows the percent d i fferent i al s  i n  May 1 977 , 1984 and 1991  between t he  
package rate for al l 1 9  trades i n  Toronto and t he  package rates i n  the other 2 2  
c i t i es surveyed . 

0 In May 1 977 , the average package rate i n  Toronto for al l 1 9  trades i n  Toronto 
was 0 . 4  percent l�ss than the average package rate for al l trades i n  Sarn i a .  
However , Toronto ' s  rate was 1 0·. 4  percent h i g her than Saul t Ste . Mari e ' s  
average rate , 9 . 9  percent h i gher than Cornwa l l ' s average rate and from 2 . 3  
percent to 8 . 8  percent h i gher than the average rates i n  the remai n ing 1 9  
ci t i es .  

0 In May 1 984 , the average package rate for al l trades i n  Toronto was h igher 
than those in  the other 22 c i t i es .  Sarn i a ' s  average rate dropped from be i ng 
0 . 4  percent h i gher than Toronto ' s rate i n  1 977 to be i ng 0 . 8  percent bel ow 
Toronto ' s rate . However , the d i fferent i a l s  between Toronto ' s  rate and those  
i n  the other  c i t i es wer_e smal l er than i n  1 977 , rang i ng from I . I  percent to  
6 .8  percent ,  compared to 2 . 3  percent to 1 0 . 4  percent i n  1977 . 

0 As of May 1 99 1 , the average package rate for al l trades i n  Toronto i s  st i l l  
• h i gher t han those i n  the other 22 c i t i es ,  w i t h  l arger d i fferent i a l s  than i n  
1984 , rang i ng from 2 . 7  percent to 8 . 4  percent .  

Summary 

In 1 977 ,  a w i de range of wage rates and fri nge benefi ts  contribut i on s  covered 
the  trades stud i ed ,  i n  a h i gh ly  fragmented barga i n i ng structure prevai l i ng in I C I  
construct i on a t  the t i me .  Refri gerat i on mechan i cs were at the top o f  the package 
rate schedul es , and gl az i ers were at t he bottom w i t h  a l arge d i fferent i a l of $4 . 76 
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from the average package rate for refr i gerat i on mechan i cs .  D i fferen t i al s  for the 
other trades studi ed ranged from 12 cents  for structural i ron workers to $4 . 07 for 
l abourers from refr i gerat i on mechan i c s average package rate .  

Onl y  modest s h i fts  h ave occurred from the  1 977 package rate rel at i onsh i ps 
dur i ng the fourteen -year peri od of l eg i sl ated prov i nce -w ide  barga i n i ng .  I n  1 99 1  
refr igerat i on mech an i cs have t h e  h i ghest package rate , and g l azi ers h ave moved one 
step upward to be repl aced by l abourers at the bottom of the schedul e s . N i ne other 
trades have mai nta i ned the i r  1977 rank i ngs , and the rema i n i ng trades h ave moved -one 
to  three steps up  or down from the i r 1977 ranki ng s .  D i fferent i al s  i n  1 99 1  between 
the average package rate for refr i gerat i on mechan i cs and those for other trades 
range from 92 cents  for operat i ng eng i neers to $8 . 2 1 for l abourers . 

On a reg i ona l  bas i s ,  Western Ontari o was at the top of the package rate 
schedul es  i n  1 977 , and Northern Ontari o was at the bottom w i t h  a 56 -cent 
d i fferent i al from the average package rate for Western Ontari o .  S i nce then Central 
Ontari o has moved to the top of the schedu l es , and as of May 1 99 1  has an average 
package rate that i s  58 cent s  h i gher than the rate for Western Ontar i o .  Northern 
Ontari o has  remai ned at the bottom of the schedul es and other reg i ons h ave al so 
mai ntained the i r 1 977 rank i ngs . 

On a c i ty bas i s ,  Sarn i a  had the h i ghest average package rate i n  1 977 , wi th a 
d i fferent i al of $ 1 . 39 from the rate . for Saul t Ste . Mar i e at the bottom of the 
schedul es . S i nce then Toronto has moved to the top of the schedul es , and as of May 
1 99 1  has an average package rate that i s  $ 1 . 22 h i gher than the rate for Sarn i a  wh i ch 
has dropped to f i fth p l ace on the schedul es . Saul t Ste . Mar i e has remai ned at the 
bottom of the schedul es , seven other c i t i es have . al so mai ntai ned the i r  1 977 
ranki ngs , and the rema i n i ng th i rteen c i t i es have moved one to e i ght  steps up or down 
from thei r  1977 ranki ngs . D i fferent i al s  i n  1 99 1  between the average package rate 
for Toronto and those for other c i t i es range from 84 cents for Oshawa to $ 2 . 56 for 
Sault Ste . Mari e .  

Construct i on and Manufacturi ng  Earn i ngs Compari son 

The actual  earn i ngs of Ontar i o construct i on workers have been con s i derabl y 
l ower than the un i on wage rates d i scus sed above seem to i nd i cate . However·, the 
earn i ngs of con�truct i on workers have been substan t i al l y  h i gher than the earn i ngs 
of manufacturi ng workers wh i ch ,  nonethel ess , have i ncreased at a faster rate than 
the earn i ngs of construct i on workers . 

As Tabl e 1 0  s hows , the hourly earn i ngs of construct i on workers , wh i ch averaged 
$8 . 34 i n  1 977 , i ncreased by 1 1 0 . 9  percent to  $ 1 7 . 59 i n  1 990 . Th i s  represents an 
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annual average i ncrease of 5 . 9  percent wh i ch i s  0 . 8  percentage poi nts l es s  than the 
annua l  average rate of i ncrease in  the Consumer Pri ce I ndex between 1 977 and 1990 . 
By contrast , the average hourl y earn i ngs of manufacturi ng workers , wh i ch were $2 . 1 1  
l ess  than the average hourl y earn i ngs of construct i on workers i n  1 977 , i ncreased by 
1 35 . 2  percent to $ 1 4 . 65 i n  1 990 . Th i s  represents an annual average i ncrease of 6 . 8  
percent wh i ch i s  0 . 1  percentage poi nt more than the annual average i ncrease i n  the 
Consumer Pri ce I ndex. 

Tabl e 10 further shows , that i n  1 977 the average hourl y earni ngs of 
construct i on workers were 33 . 9  perc�ht h i gher than the average hourl y  earn i ngs of 
manufactur i ng workers . However ,  duri ng the next n i ne years , the d i fferent i a 1 

· dropped stead i l y  to 1 5 . 1  percent i n  1 986 , except for a smal l i ncrease i n  1980 . The 
d i fferent i al i ncreased to  18 . 7  percent i n  1 987 , and after dropp i ng aga i n  i n  1 988 
advanced to 20 . l  percent i n  1 990 . 



Trade 

A l l  trades - . . . 

Basic trades . . . . . . 

Carpenters . . . . . . . . .  

Cement inasons • • • • • • • •  

Labourers • • • • • • • • • .  

Operat ing Engineers • • • • •  

Roanen . . . . . . . . . . .  

Structural i ron workers • • .  

Teamsters • • • • . • • • • • 

Specialty trades - . - . 
Asbestos workers . . . . . .  

Br ick layers • • • • • • • • •  

E lectr i c i ans . . . . . . . .  

Glaz i ers . . . . . . . . . .  

Mi l lwrights • . • • • • • • •  

Painters . . . . . . . . . .  

P lasterers . . . . . . . . .  

P llllbers . . . . . . . . . .  

Refr i gerat ion mechanics • • •  

Roofers • • • • • . • • • • •  

Sheet metal workers • • • • •  

Spri nkler f i t ters • • • • • •  

Table 1 

Average Union Hourly "age Rates and Eq>loyer Contributions* for N ineteen Trades in ICI  Construction 
in C ities of 35,000 Population or Nore, May 1977, 1984 .'and 1991 

Hay 1977 Hay 1984 

Wage Rate Wage Rate 
Wage E�loyer plus E�loyer Wage E�loyer plus E�loyer Wage 
Rate Contr ibut ions Contr ibut i ons Rate Contributions Contributi ons Rate 

10.37 1 .66 12.03 16.75 3.35 20. 10  23.46 

10.07 1 .63 1 1 .70 16. 17 3.34 19.51 22.58 

10 .57 1 .45 1 2 . 02 16 .82 3 .33 20 . 1 5  23 .21 

9 .90 1 . 37 1 1 . 27 15 .56 2.85 18.41 22 .37 

8 .34 1 .31 9.65 14 .00 2 .64 16.65 20 .33 
. .  

1 1 .79 1 . 77 13 . 56 18.39 3.33 21 . 72 25 .31 

10 . 16  1 .84 1 2 .00 16 .57 4 .05 20 .62 22.97 

1 1 . 1 7  2 .43 13 .60 17.54 4 .48 22.02 23 .66 

8 . 59 1 .24 9 .83 14.33 . 2 .68 17.01  20 .23 

10.54 1 .68 12.22 17.09 3.36 20.45 23.97 

1 1 .63 1 . 81 13 .44 18 .74 3 .04 21 . 78 24 .42 

10 .35 1 .  70 1 2 . 05 17.47 3. 1 1  20 . 58 24 .60 

1 1 .59 1 .83 13 .42 18. 1 1  3 . 71 21 .82 25 . 27 

7 .78 1 . 18 8 .96 14 .24 2 .66 16.90 20 .65 

10 .32 2 .42 1 2 . 74 17 .03 4 .  71 21 . 74 24 . 57 

9 .28 1 .50 10 .78 15 . 00 3 . 25 18 .25 21 .50 

10 .20 1 .30 1 1 . 50 1 5 .40 3 . 12 18 .52 22 . 14 

1 1 . 23 2 . 1 6  13 .39 1 7. 63 3 .91 21 . 54 24 .23 

12 .47 1 . 25 13 .72 19.52 3 .40 22 .92 27. 24 

9.21  1 .06 10 .27 15 . 57 2 .06 17 .63 22 .65 

1 1 . 19 1 .89 13 .08 17.84 3 . 55 21 .39 24 . 79 

1 1 . 22 2 . 02 13 .24 18 .52 3 .80 22 .32 25 .52 

Hay 1991 

Wage Rate 
E�loyer plus E�loyer 

.Contr ibut ions Contr ibut i ons 

5.39 28.85 

5.51  28.09 

5 .45 28.66 

4 .44 26.81 ., 
3.87 24 . 20 

6 . 18 3 1 . 49 

6.63 29.60 

7.34 31 .00 

4 .62 24 . 85 

5 .33 29.30 

6.69 31 . 1 7  

5 . 06 29.66 

5 .84 31 . 1 1  

4 . 10 24 . 75 

6 . 52 31 .09 

4 .65 26 . 15 

4 . 79 26.93 

6.39 30 .62 

5 . 1 7  32 .41 

3 . 19 25 .84 

5 .84 30.63 

5 . 76 31 . 28 

* Includes employer contr ibut ions to vacat ion and hol iday pay funds, hea l th and wel fare funds, pens ion funds, savi ngs funds and supplementary unemployment benef i t  funds . 

Note: Because of rounding,  suns of individual i tems may not equal total s .  

<:o 
0:, 



Trade 

Al l  trades . . . 

Basic trades . - . . . 

Carpenters . . . . . . .  

Cement masons • • • • • •  

Labourers . • • • • • • •  

Operati ng Engi neers . • •  

Roanen • • • • • • •  ■ • 

Structura l i ron workers . 

Teamsters . • • • . . • •  

Specialty trades • • • 

Asbestos workers . . . .  

Bricklayers • • • • . • •  

E lectr i c i ans . . . . . .  
Glaziers . . . . . . . .  

M i l l wr ights • • • . • • .  

Painters . . . . . . . .  

Plasterers . . . . . . .  

Plllli>ers . . . . . . . .  

Refr igerat ion mechanics . 

Roofers • • • • . • . • •  

Sheet meta l  workers • • .  

Spr i nkler f i tters . • • •  

� 

Dol lar Change in Average l!Jnion Hourly �age Rates and Eq>loyer Contributions* for N ineteen Trades in ICI Construction 
in Cities of 35,000 Population or Nore, May 19n. 1984 and 1991 

19n-1984 1984-1991 19n-1991 

Dol lar change Dol lar change in 
Dol lar dlange in wage rate Dol lar change wage rate plus Dol lar change 

Dol lar change in 19ployer plus eq,loyer Dol lar change in eq>loyer eq,loyer Dol lar change in  eq,loyer 
in wage rate contributions contributions in wage rate contributions contributions in wage rate contributions 

6.38 1 .69 8.07 6.71 2 .04 8.75 13.09 3.73 

6.10 1 .71 7.81 6.41 2 . 17  9.58 12.51 3.88 

6.25 1 .88 8 . 1 3  6.39 2 . 1 2  8 .51  1 2 .64 4 . 00 

5 .66 1 .48 7. 14 6.81 1 . 59 8.40 1 2 . 47 3 .07 

5 . 67 1 .33 7 . 00 6.32 1 . 23 7.55 1 1 .99 2 . 56 

6.60 1 .56 8 . 16 6.92 2 .85 9.n 13 .52 4 .4 1  

6 .4 1  2 . 21 8 .62 6.40 2 .58 8.98 1 2 .81 4 . 79 
,· 

6.37 2 . 05 8 .42 6 . 1 2  2 .86 8.98 1 2 .49 4 .91 

5 . 74 1 .44 7 . 18  5 . 90 1 .94 7.84 1 1 .64 3 .38 

6.55 1 .68 8.23 6.88 1 .97 8.85 13.43 3 .65 

7 . 1 1  1 . 23 8 .34 5 .68 3 .65 9.33 12 .79 4 .88 

7 . 1 2  1 .4 1  8 . 53 7, 13 1 .95 9.08 14 .25 3 .36 

6 . 52 1 .88 8 .40 7 . 16 2 . 13 . 9 .29 13.68 4 . 01  

6 .46 1 .48 7.94 6.41  1' . 44 7.85 12 .87 2 .92 

6 .71 2 .29 9 .00 7 .54 1 .81 9.35 14 .25 4 . 10 

5 . 72 1 .75 7.47 6.50 1 .40 7.90 1 2 .22 3 . 15 

5 . 20 2 .82 7 .02 6 .74 1 .67 8.41 1 1 .94 3 .49 

6. 40 1 .75 8 . 1 5  6.60 2 . 48 9.08 13 .00 4 . 23 

7 .05 2 . 1 5  9 .20 7.72 1 .n 9.49 14 .n 3 .92 

6.36 1 . 00 7.36 7 .08 1 . 13 8 . 21 13 .44 2 . 13  

6.65 1 .66 8.31  6.95 2 . 29 9.24 13 .60 3 .95 

7.30 1 . 78 9 .08 7 .00 1 .96 8.96 1 4 .30 3 .74 

Dol lar change 
in wage rate 

plus eq>loyer 
contributions 

16.82 

16.39 

16.64 

15 .54 

1 4 . 55 

17.93 

1 7.60 

17 .40 

1 5 . 02 

17.08 

17.67 

1 7.61 

1 7.69 

1 5 . 79 

18.35 

1 5 .37 

1 5 . 43 

17 .23 

18.69 

1 5 . 57 

1 7.55 

18 .04 

* I nc ludes eq)loyer contr ibutions to vacat ion and hol iday pay funds , hea l th and wel fare funds, pension funds, savings funds and supplementary unefll)loyment insurance funds. 

Note: Because of rounding, sums of individual i tems may not equal totals . 

I 
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Percent Change in Average Union Hourly Mages Rates and &ployer Contributions* for Nineteen Trades In ICI Construction 
in Cities of 35, 000 Population or Nore, Nay 1977. 1984 and 1991 

Trade 

Al l trades . . . 

Basic trades . . . . 

Carpenters . . . . . . .  

Cement masons • • . • • •  

Labourers • • • • • • • •  

Operat ing Eng i neers • • •  

Roanen . . . . . . . . .  

Structural i ron workers . 

Teamsters • • • • • • • •  

Specialty trades . . 

Asbestos workers . . . .  

Bricklayers • • • . . • • 

E lectr ic ians . . . . . .  

Glaz i ers . . . . . . . .  

Mi l l wr i ghts • • • • • • •  

Painters . . . . . . . .  

P lasterers . . . . . . .  

Plurbers . . . . . . . .  

Refri gerat i on mechani cs . 

Roofers • • • • • • . • •  

Sheet metal workers . • •  

Spri nk ler f i tters . . . • •  

Percent change 
in wage rate 

61 .5  

60.6 

59. 1 

57.2 

68. 0  

56 .0  

63 . 1 

57.0 

66.8 

62. 1 

61 . 1  

68 .8  

56.3 

83 .0  

65 . 0  

61 .6 

5 1 . 0  

57.0 

56 . 5  

69 .0  

59.4 

65 . 1  

1977- 1984 

Percent change 
Percent change i n  wage rate 

in employer plus employer 
contributions contr ibut ions 

101.8 67. 1 

104.9 66.8 

1 29.6 67.6 

108.0 63 .4  

10 1 .5  72. 5  

88 . 1 60 .2 

1 10 . 1  71 .8 

84 .4 61 .9  

1 16 .  1 73 . 0  

100.0 67.3 

68 .0  62 .6 

82 .9  70 . 8  

1 02 . 7  62 .6  

125 .4 88 .6 

94 .6 70 .6 

1 16 .7  69.3 

140 . 0  61 .0  

81 . 0  60 .9 

172 . 0  67. 1 

94 .3 71 . 7  

87. 7 63 . 5  

88 . 1 68 .6 

1984- 1991 1977- 1991 

Percent change 
Percent change in wage rate Percent. change 

Percent change i.n employer plus employer Percent change in employer 
in  wage rate contributions contributions in  wage rate contributions 

40. 1 60.9 43.5 126.2 224.7 

39.6 .65i.0 44.0 124.2 238.0 

38. 0  63.7  42.2 1 19.6 275 .8  

43 .8  55.8 45 .6 126 .0  224 . 1  

45 . 1  46.6 45.3 1 43 .8  195 .4 

37. 6 85 .6 45 . 0  1 1 4 . 7  249. 1 

38 .6  63.7  43 . 5  126. 1 260 .3 

34 .9  63'.'8 40 .8  1 1 1 .8 202 : 0  

4 1 . 2  72 .4 46. 1 135 .5  272 .6 

40. 1 58.6 43.3 127.4 217.2 

30.3 120 . 1  42 .8  1 09.8 269 .6 

40.8  62.7 44 . 1  137.7 197.6 

39. 5  57.4 42 .6  1 18 .0  219 . 1  

45 . 0  54 . 1  46 .4  165 . 4  247. 4  

44 .3 38.4 43 . 0  138 . 1  169.4 

43 .3  43 . 1  43 .3  131 .7  2 10 . 0  

43 .8  53.5 45 . 4  1 17 .  1 268. 5  

37 .4  63 .4 42.2 1 1 5 . 8  195 .8 

39. 5  52 . 1  4 1 .4 1 18 .4  3 13 .6  

45 . 5  54.8 46 .6  146.0  200 .9 

39. 0  64 .5  43 .2  1 2 1 . 5  208 .9 

37.8  5 1 .6 40 . 1 127 .5  185 . 1  

Percent change 
in wage rate 

plus employer 
contribut i ons 

139.8 

140.1  

138 .4  

137.9 

150.8 

132.2 

146 .7  

127.9 

152.8 

139.8 

131 . 5  

146 . 1  

131 .9 

1 76.2 

144 . 0  

142 .6  

134 .2  

1 28 .7  

136 .2  

15 1 . 6  

134 .2  

136.3  

* I nc l udes employer contributions to vacat ion and hol iday pay funds, hea l th and wel fare funds, pension funds, savings funds and supplementary unemployment benefi t  funds. 

Note: Because of rounding, SllnS of individual i tems may not equal tota ls.  

N 
c::, 
c::, 



C i ty 

A l l  cities • • • •  

Eastern Ontario . . 

Bel L evi l l e  . . . . . . . . 

Cornwal l  . . . . . . . . .  

Kingston . . . . . . . . .  

Ottawa . . . . . . . . . .  

Central Ontario 

Barr ie  . . . . . . . . . .  

Oshawa . . . . . . . . . .  

Peterborough . . . . . . .  

Toronto • . • . • • • • • •  

Mid-western Ontario . 

Canbri dge • . • . • • • • •  

Guelph . . . . . . . . . .  

Kitchener • • • • • • • • •  

Brantford • . • • . • • • •  

Hami l ton . . . . . . . . .  

St . Catharines . . . . . .  

Mestern Ontario . . 

Chatham • • • • • • • • • •  

London 

Sarn ia  

. . . . . . . . . .  

• • • •  ■ • • • • •  

Mi ndsor • • . • . • • • . •  

Northern Ontario . . 

North Bay • • • • • • • • •  

Sau lt  Ste Mar ie  • • • • • •  

Sudbury • • • • • • • • • •  

ThlXlder Bay • • . • • • • •  

Ti111nins • • • • • • • • • •  

� 

Average lJniCl'II Hourly Mage Rates and Eoployer Contributions* in Cities of 35,000 Population or Nore 
for Nineteen Trades in ICI Construction, Nay 1977, 1984 and 1991 

May 1977 Hay 1984 

Wage Rate P lus Wage Rate 
IJage Employer Employer IJage Employer plus Employer IJage 
Rate Contr ibutions Contributi ons Rate Contributions Contr ibutions Rate 

10.37 1 .66 12.03 16.75 3 .35 20. 10 23.46 

10. 18 LM 1 1 .78 16.64 3. 18 19.82 23 . 19 

1 0 . 24 1 .63 1 1 .87 16 .67 3.26 19 .93 23 .28 

9.98 1 . 59 1 1 . 57 16.45 3 . 15 19 .60 22 .94 

10 .36 1 .58 1 1 .94 16.85 3 . 1 2  19 .97 23 .34 

1 0 . 1 5  1 .61 1 1 .  76 16.60 3 ,  19 19 .79 23 .22 

10 . 53 'i .78 12.31 16.89 3.48 20. 37 24. 16 

10 .47 1 .69 1 2 . 16 16 .79 3.38 20 . 1 7  24 . 02 

10 .62 1 .82 12 .44 16.95 3.56 20 . 5 1  24 .35 

1 0 . 07 1 . 70 1 1 . 77 16 .53 3.31 19 .84 23 .29 

10 .96 1 . 89 12 .85 17.28 3 .67 20 .95 24 .99 

10.38 1 .65 12.03 16.78 3.36 20.14  23.48 

1 0 . 1 7  1 .64 1 1 .81 16.55 3 .30 19 .85 23 .27 

1 0 . 1 7  1 . 64  1 1 .81 16.56 3 .30 19.86 23 .27 

1 0 . 1 7  1 .64 1 1 .81 16.55 3 .30 19.85 23 .27 

10 .42 1 . 60 12 .02 16.87 3 .30 20. 17  23 .36 

10 .82 1 .  74 12 .56 17 .28 3 .44 20 . 72 23 .94 

1 0 . 57 1 .63 12 .20 16.90 3 .54 20 .44 23 .79 

10.61 1 .71 12.32 17. 1 2  3.33 20.45 23.64 

10 .30 1 . 73 12 . 03 16.94 3 .37 20 .31 23.41 

10 .33 1 .64 1 1 .97 16.99 3 . 24 20 . 23 23 .62 

1 1 . 22 1 . 68 12 .90 17. 52 3 .27 20 .79 24 .02 

1 0 . 58 1 .  79 12 .37 . 17 .02 3 .44 20 . 46 23 .52 

10.17 1 .59 1 1 .76 16.40 3.38 19.78 22.93 

1 0 . 1 5  1 .64 1 1 .79 16 .35 3 .47 19 .82 22 .90 

9.92 1 . 59 1 1 .51  16 .08 3 .44 19 .52 22.56 

1 0 . 1 5  1 .64 1 1 . 79 16.35 3 .47 19 .82 22 .90 

1 0 . 53 1 .47 1 2 . 00 16.92 3 . 09 20 . 01 23 .39 

10 . 1 1  1 .60 1 1 .  71 16.28 3 .45 19 .73 22 .88 

Hay 1991 

Wage Rates 
Employer plus Employer 

Contr ibut ions Contributions 

5 .39 28.85 

5 .36 28.55 

5 .32 28.60 

5 . 43 28.37 

5 . 29 28.63 

5.38 28.60 

5.42 29.58 

5 .40 29.42 

5 .41 29. 76 

5 . 26 28 .55 

5 .61 30.60 

5 .42 28.90 

5 .32 28. 59 

5 .32 28 . 59 

5 .32 28. 59 

5 . 46 28.82 

5 .57 29 .51  

5 . 54 29.33 

5 .36 29.00 

5 . 42 28 .83 

5 . 20 28.82 

5 .36 29.38 

5 . 44 28.96 

5 .41 28.34 

5 .48 28.38 

5 . 48 28.04 

5 . 48 28.38 

5 . 20 28.59 

5 .4.4 28.32 

* Inc ludes �Loyer contributi ons to vacat i on and hol iday pay funds, hea l th and we l fare funds, pensi on funds, savi ngs funds and supplementary unemployment benef i t  funds. 

��l�; B�c�use of rounding, Sl.lllS of i ndividual i tems ��Y not equa l total�.  

1--1 
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C i ty 

All cities • • • • •  

Eastern Ontario . . . 

Bel levi l le . . . . . . . . . . 
Cornwa l l  

Kingston 

Ottawa 

Barrie  

Oshawa 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . .  

■ • e ■ ■ ■ ■ D ■ ■ D D 

Central Ontario . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . .  

Peterborough . . . . . . . . .  

Toronto • • • • • • • • • • • •  

Mid-western Ontario . . 

Carrbr i dge • • • • • • • • • • • 

Guelph ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ D ■ ■ ■ 0 D 

K i tchener • • • • • • • • . • •  

Brantford • • • • • • • • • • •  

Hami l ton . . . . . . . . . . .  

St . Cathari nes . . . . . . . .  

Western Ontario . . . 

Chatham • • • • • • • • • • • •  

London . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Sarnia . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Windsor • . • • • • • • • • • •  

Northern Ontario . . . 

North Bay • • • • • • • • • • •  

Sau lt  Ste Mar i e  • • . • . • • •  

Sudbury • • • • • • • • • • • •  

Thunder Bay • • • • • . • . • • 
Tinmfns • • • • . • • • • • • •  

-· -- - ----·-

-

----

Dol lar change 
in 111age rate 

6.38 

6.46 

6.43 

6.47 

6.49 

6.45 

6.36 

6.32 

6.33 

6.46 

6.32 

6.40 

6.38 

6.39 

6 .38 

6 .45 

6.46 

6.33 

6.51 

6.64 

6.66 

6 .30 

6.44 

6.23 

6.20 

6 . 16  

6 .20 

6 .39 

6 . 1 7  

. . ... . .. · · - - . - ·  . . -- --- -----· 
'977-1™ 

,. _____ _____ _ 

Dol lar change 
in eq>loyer 

contributions 

1 .69 

1 .58 

1 .63 

1 .56 

1 . 54 

1 . 58 

1 .70 

1 .69 

1 . 74 

1 .61 

1 . 78 

1 . 71 

1 . 66 

1 .66 

1 .66 

1 . 70 

1 .  70 

1 .91 

1 .62 

1 .64 

1 .60 

1 . 59 

1 .65 

1 . 79  

1 .83 

1 .85 

1 . 83 

1 .62 

1 .85 

._, ... .. . . .. .  ·- - -
!Dol lar thQ@ 
in wage rate 

plus eq>loyer 
contributions 

8.07 

8.04 

8 .06 

8 . 03 

8.03 

8 .03 

8.06 

8 .01 

8 .07 

8 .07 

8 . 1 0  

8. 1 1  

8 .04 

8 .05 

8 .04 

8 . 1 5  

8 . 16  

8 . 24 

8.13 

8.28 

8 .26 

7.89 

8 .08 

8.02 

8 .03 

8 .01 

8 .03 

8 .01 

8 .02 

- .. ----·--· ·-· ·-- .,. 

.. --- ·•--- -· - ·
- -

-- ·-· 

Dol lar change 
in Mage rate 

6.71 

6.55 

6.61 

6.49 

6.49 

6.62 

7.27 

7.23 

7.40 

6 .76 

7.71 

6.70 

6 .72 

6 .71 

6 .72 

6.49 

6.66 

6.89 

6.52 

6 .47 

6.63 

6 .50 

6 .50 

6.53 

6.55 

6.48 

6 .55 

6.47 

6.60 

�--· · · .  -- .. . . . - - ------·····- --- -· 
l9114-1W1 

·· · - - - --- · ·· 

Dol lar chqe 
in eaployer 

contributions 

2.04 

2.18 

2.06 

2 . 28 

2 . 1 7 

2 . 19 

1 .94 

2 . 02 

1 .85 

1 . 95 

1 .94 

2.06 

2 . 02 

2 .02 

2 . 02 

2 . 1 6  

2 . 13 

2 . 00 

2.I03 

2 . 05 

1 .96 

2 .09 

2 .00 

2.03 

2 .01  

2 . 04 

2 . 1  

2 . 01 

1 .99 

- ... . .. - ·- . . .. . -- -
9�U!!r Ft!� 
Jn Wi'l8� rate 

plus eaployer 
contributions 

8.75 

8.73 

8.67 

8.n 

8.66 

8.81 

9.21 

9 . 25 

9 . 25 

8 .71 

· 9 .65 

8.76 . 

8.74 

8 . 73  

8 .74 

8.65 

8 .79 

8.89 

8.59 

8 . 52 

8 .59 

8 .59 

8 .50 

8.56 

8.56 

8 .52 

8.56 

8 . 58 

8 .59 

.. ··• · ---- -- .. ... . 

· ··-•··•···- ·- . . .... -- - - --

Dol lar change 
in wage rate 

13.09 

13.01 

13 .04 

12 .96 

1 2 .98 

13 .07 

13.63 

13 .55 

13 .  73 

13 .22 

14 .03 

13.10 

13 . 10 

1 3 . 1 0  

1 3 . 1 0  

1 2 .94 

1 3 . 1 2  

13 .22 

13.03 

13 . 1 1  

13 .29 

12 .80 

12 .94 

12 .75 

1 2 .  75 

12 .64 

12 .75 

1 2 .86 

12 .n 

-·· · · ·· . ····- - - - - -- - -- · · --·-·-
1977�1�1 

. . . .. . . 

Dollar change 
in eq>loyer 

contributions 

3.73 

3.76 

3 .69 

3 . 84 

3 .  71 

3 .n 

3.64 

3 . 71 

3 .59 

3 . 56 

3 . 72 

3.n 

3.68 

3.68 

3 . 68  

3 .86 

3 .83 

3 .91 

3.65 

3 .69 

3 .56 

3 .68 

3.65 

3.83 

3 .84 

3 .89 

3 . 84 

3 . 73 

3 . 84 

·--·-• · . · · · · ·· · ·  

Dol h1r RIIIO!J� 
in Will!� f'IJ1:e 

plus eaployer 
contributions 

16.82 

16.71 

16 .73 

16.80 

16.69 

16.84 

17.27 

17 .26 

17.32 

16.78 

17 .75 

16.87 

16.78 

16.78 

16 .78 

16.80 

16.95 

17 . 13 

16.68 

16.80 

16.85 

16 .48 

16 .59 

16.58 

16 .59 

16 .53 

16 .59 

16 .59 

16.61 

N 
c:::, 
I:\:) 

* Includes efl1)loyer contr ibut ions to vacat ion and hol iday pay funds , hea lth and wel fare funds, pensi on funds , savings funds and supplementary unemployment benef i t  funds . 

�oie: Because of roundi ng,  SYIIS of individual i tems may not equal total s .  



C i ty 

A li. cities . . . 
Eastern Ontario • •  

Bel l evi l le . . . . . . .  

Cornwal l  . . . . . . . . 

Kingston . . . . . . .. . 

Ottawa . . . . . . . . .  

Central Ontario • •  

Barri e . . . . . . . . . 

Oshawa . . . . . . . . .  

Peterborough . . . . . .  
Toronto • • • • • • • • •  

Hid-western Ontario • 

Canbridge • • • • • • • •  

Guelph . . . . . . . . .  

Ki tchener • • • • • • • •  

Brantford • • • • • • • •  

Hami l ton . . . . . . . .  

St. Cathari nes . . . . .  

Western Ontario • � 

Chatham • • • • • • • • •  

London 

Sarni a 
. . . . . . . . .  

. . . .  . . 

11 ; -..J ... __ Windsor • • • • • • • • •  

Northern Ontario -

North Bay • • • • • • • •  

Sau lt  Ste Mar ie  • • • • •  

Sudbury • • • • • • • • •  
Thunder Bay • • • • • • •  
T inmins • • • • • • • • •  

l. � 

Percent Change in Average Union Hourly Wage Rates ard Eq>loyer Contributions* in Ci ties of 35,000 Population or Hore 
for Nineteen Trades in ICI Construction, Hay 1977, 1984 ard 1991 

19n• 1984 

Percent change 
Percent change i n  wage rate 

Percent change i n  efll)loyer plus eq:>loyer Percent change 
i n  wage rate contr ibut i ons contr ibut i ons in  wage rate 

61 .5  101 .8  67.1 40.1 

63.5 98.7 68.3 39.4 

62.8  100 . 0  67.9 39. 7  

64. 8  98. 1 69 .4 39. 5  

62 .6 97. 5 67. 3  38. 5  

63 . 5  98. 1  68.3  39.9  

60.4 95.5  65.5 43.0 

60.4  100 .0  65 .9 43 . 1 

59.6 95 .6 64.9 43 . 7  

64. 1 94 . 7  68.6  40 .9 

57.6 94 .2  63 . 0  44 ,6  

61 .7 103.6 67.4 39.9 

62 .7  1 01 . 2  68. 1 40.6  

62 .8 101 . 2  68 .2  40 . 5  

62 . 7  101 . 2  68. 1 40 .6 

61 .9 106.3 67.8  38.5 

59 . 7  97. 7  65 .0  38 . 5  

59.9 1 1 7.2 67.5 40. 8  

61 .4 94.7 66.0 38. 1 

64 . 5  94 .8  68.8  38 .2  

64 .4 97.6 69. 0  39 .0  
�f, , Q4 f, "'1 , �7 , 

I I 60 . 9  92 . 2  65 .4  38. 2  

61 .2  1 12.6 68.2 39.8 

61 . 1  1 1 1 .6 68. 1 40 . 1  

62 . 1  1 16 .4 69.6 40 .3  

61 . 1  1 1 1 .6 68 . 1 ' 40 . 1  
60. 7  1 10 . 2  66.8 38 . 2  
61 .0  1 15 .6  68. 5  40 . 5  

1 984- 1991 

Percent change 
Percent change i n  wage rate 

in eq:>loyer plus eq:>loyer 
contributions contributi ons 

60.9 43.5 

68.5 44.0 

63 . 2  43 . 5  

72 .4 44 . 7  

69.6 43 .4 

68.6 44 . 5  

55.7 45.2 

59. 7  45 .9 

5 1 .9 45 . 1  

58 .9 43.9 

52.9 46. 1 

61 .3 43.5 

61 . 2  44 . 0  

61 . 2  44 . 0  

65 .4 44 . 0  

68. 8  42.9 

61 . 0  4·2.4 

5 1 .4 43 . 5  

62.8 41 .8  

54 .3  41 .9  

65 .4 42 . 5  
I-� I ' 1  .., 

57.3 41 . 5  

62.1  43.3 

57.9 42 . 7  

59 . 3  43:6 

49. 8  43 . 2  
76 . 1 42.9 

57.7 43 . 5  

Percent change 
i n  wage rate 

126.2 

127.8 

127.3 

129.9 

125 . 3  

1 28 .8  

129.4 

1 29.4 

1 29 .3  

131 .3  

1 28 . 0  

126.2 

128 . 8  

1 28 .8  

128 .8  

124 . 2  

121 . 3  

125 . 1  

122.8 

1 27.3 

128.7 
1 1 1  '1 , , ,  ., 

1 22 .3  

125.5 

125 . 6  

1 27.4 

125 . 6  
122 . 1  

126 .3  

1 977- 1991 

Percent change 
i n  ef11Jloyer 

contr ibut i ons 

224.7 

235.0 

226.4 

241 . 5  

234 .8  

234 .2  

204.5 

219.5 

197 .2  

209.4 

196.8  

228.5  

224.4 

224 .4  

232.9 

248 . 1  

218.4 

228.8  

216.9 

200 .6 

226.8  
.......  .,. ., ....... .,. ., 

202 . 2  

244.6 

234 . 1  

244 .6 

217. 1 
270 . 1  

240 .0  

Percent change 
i n  wage rate 

plus enployer 
contribut i ons 

139.8 

142.4 

140 .9  

145 . 2  

143 . 2  

140.3 

141 .9 

139 .2  

142 .6  

138 . 1  

140 . 2  

142 . 1  

142 . 1  

142 . 1  

142 . 1  

139 .8  

134.9 

140 .4  

135.4 

139.7 

140 .8  
I 

1 .,-, n 1 .,-, n 

134 . 1  

141 .0 

139.9 

143 .6  

140 .7  
138.3 

141 .8  

* I nc ludes eq:>loyer contributions to  vacat i on and hol iday pay funds, hea lth and wel fare funds, pensi on funds , savings funds and supplementary unenployment benef i t  funds . 

Mote: Because of rounding,  sums of individual i tems may not equa l tota ls .  
' 

1-1 
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Table 1' 

Ranking of Average lklion Hourly Mage Rate and Eq>loyer tonttrilbufl:ions� for Nineteen Trades in ICi Construction 
in Cities of 35, 000 POf)Ulation or Nore, !!lay 19770 1984 and 1991 

Ranking 

1977 1984 

Mage rate Mage rate 
!,!age Eq>loyer plus eq>loyer Mage Eaployer plus eq,loyer Mage 

1991 

�layer 
Trade rate contributions contributions rate «:ontributions contributions rate contributions 

Basic trades 

Carpenters e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 9 1 2  1 1  1 1  9 1 2  1 1  1 0  

Cement masons • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 4  13  1 4  1 4  1 5  1 4  1 4  16  

Labourers • • • • •  · • • • • • • • • • • • • •  1 8  1 4  18  19  1 8  1 9  18  18  

Operat i ng Eng i neers • • • • • • • • • • • • •  2 9 3 4 9 7 3 6 

Roanen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 6 1 2  1 2  3 1 0  1 2  3 

Structural i ron workers • • • • • • • • • • •  8 1 2 8 1 3 10 . 1 

Teamsters • • • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1 7  17  1 7  1 7  1 6  17  19  1 5  

Specialty trades 

Asbestos workers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 8 4 2 1 4  5 8 2 

Br icklayers • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  1 0  1 0  1 0  9 13  1 1  6 1 2  

E lectr i c i ans . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 7 5 5 6 4 4 7 

Glaz iers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  19  18 19  18 17  18  1 7  1 7  

M i l lwrights • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  1 1  2 9 10  2 6 7 4 

Painters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 5  1 1  1 5  1 6  1 1  1 5  16  14 

P lasterers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2  1 5  13  15  1 2  13 1 5  1 3  

Plumers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 3 6 7 4 8 9 5 

Refr igerat ion mechanics • • • • • • • • • • •  1 16  1 1 8 1 1 1 1  

Roofers • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  16  19 16  13 19 16  13  19 

Sheet metal workers • • • • • • • • • • • • •  7 5 8 6 7 9 5 7 

Spr ink ler f i t ters • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  6 4 7 ·  3 5 2 2 9 

Mage rate 
plus eq,loyer 
contributions 

1 2  

1 4  

19 

2 

1 1  

7 

1 7  

4 

1 0  

5 

1 8  

6 

15  

13  

9 

1 

16  

8 

' 3 

* Includes e!Jl)loyer contr ibutions to vacat i on and hol iday pay funds, hea l th and wel fare funds, pension funds, savi ngs funds and supplementary uneirployment benef i t  funds. 

1--l 
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_T __ ·!I 

Ranking of Average Union Hourly Wage Rates and Eq>loyer Contributions* i n  Cities of 35,000 Population or 110re 
for Nineteen Trades I n  ICI Construction, Nay 197T, 1984 and 1991 

Ci ty 

Eastern Ontario 

Bel levi l l e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Cornwal 1 • • ■ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Kingston . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Ottawa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Central Ontario 

Barrie . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Oshawa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Peterborough . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Toronto • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • . • •  

Mid-western Ontario 

Carrbridge • • • • • • • • • • . • • . . . . • 

Guelph . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  " 

Ki tchener • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .  

Brantford • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • . •  

Hami l ton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
St . Catharines . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Western Ontario 

Chatham • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  

London . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Sarni a . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Windsor • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Northern Ontario 

North Bay • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  

Sau l t  Ste Mar ie  • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .  

Sudbury • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . • . .  
Thunder Bay • • • • • • • .  _ . . • . • • . • •  

T immins • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •  

Mage 
rate 

13 

22 

10 

17  

8 

4 

21 

2 

14 

14 

14 

9 

3 

6 

12 

1 1  

1 

5 

1 7  

23 

1 7  

7 

20 

1977 

Wage rate 
Ellployer plus elll)loyer 

contributions contributions 

15 13  

20 22 

22 1 2  

17  20 

7 7 

2 4 

6 19 

1 2 

9 14 

9 14 

9 14 

18 9 

4 3 

15 6 

5 8 

9 1 1  

8 1 

3 5 

9 17  

20 23 

9 1 7  

23 10  

18 21 

Ranking 

1984 

Mage rate 
Wage Eaployer plus e911>loyer wage 
rate contributions contributions rate 

13 18 13  14 

19 21 2 19 

1 1  22 1 2  1 2  

14  20 20 18 

12 10  9 3 

6 2 4 2 

18 12 17 13  

2 1 1 1 

16 13 15 15 

1 5  1 3  14  1 5  

16 13  1 5  15 

10 13 9 1 1  

3 7 3 5 

9 3 6 6 

7 1 1  7 9 

5 19 8 7 

1 17 2 3 

4 7 5 8 

20 4 18  20 

23 7 23 23 

20 4 18 20 

8 23 1 1  10  

22 6 . 21 22 

1991 

Eq>loyer 
contr-ibut ions 

16 

10  

20 

14 

14 

1 2  

21 

1 

16 

16 

16 

7 

2 

3 

1 1  

22 

15 

8 

4 

4 

4 
22 

8 

Wage rate 
plus eq>loyer 
contributions 

12 

21 

1 1  

12 

4 

2 

18 

1 

14 

14 

14 

9 

3 

6 

8 

9 

5 

7 

19 

23 
19 

14 

22 

hi 
C:) 
t:.r, 

* Xntl-udes -e!ll?Loyer contributi ons to vacat ion and hol i�ay pay funds , hea lth and wel fare funds , pensi ons funds , savings funds and supplementary un�loyment benef i t  funds . 



City 

Barrie . . . . . . .  

Bel Levi l le  . . . . .  

Brantford • • • • • • 

Cani>ridge • • • • • •  

Chatham • • . • • • •  

Cornwa l l  . . . . . .  

Guelph . . . . . . .  

Hami lton . . . . . .  

Kingston . . . . . .  

Ki tchener • • • • • •  

London • • • • • • a 

North Bay • • • • • •  

Oshawa . . . . . . .  

Ottawa . . . . . . .  

Peterborough . . . .  

Sarn ia  . . . . . . .  

Sault  Ste. Mar i e  . .  

St .  Cathar ines . . .  

Sudbury • • • • • • •  

Thunder Bay • • • • •  

T immins • • • • • • •  

Toronto • • • • • • •  

Windsor • • • • • • •  

Table 9 

Percent D ifferentials froa loronto Average Union Mourly Wage Rates Plus Eaployer Contributions in Cities 
of 35,000 Population or Nore for Nineteen Trades in ICJl Construction, May 1977, 1984 and 1991 

1977 1984 

Percent difference Percent di fference 
IJage rate plus �rm Toronto wage IJage 1r.mtm plus frm Toronto wage Wage rate plus 

eq>loyer rate plus eq>loyer eiapll.o,rer rate plus eq>loyer eq,loyer 
contributions contributions contributions contributions contributions 

1 2 . 16 - 5 .4 20 . 1 7  -3 .7  29 .42 

1 1 .87 -7 .6  19.93 -4.9 28.60 

1 2 . 02 -6 .5  201 . 7  - 3 . 7  28 .82 

1 1 .81 - 8 . 1  19.85 - 5 . 3  28 . 59 

12 .03 -6 .4  20 .31 - 3 . 1  28 .83 

1 1 . 57 -9.9 19 .60 -6.4 28.3� 

1 1 .81 -8. 1 19.86 - 5 . 2  28 . 59 

1 2 . 56 - 2 . 3  20 . 72 - 1 .  1 29 .5 1  

1 1 . 94 - 7. 1  19 .97 -4 .7  28.63 

1 1 .81 -8 . 1  19.85 - 5 . 3  28.59 

1 1 .97 -6 .8 20 . 23 -3 .4 28.82 

1 1 .79 -8 .2  • 19.82 - 5 .4 28.38 

12 .44 -3 .2  20 .5 1  - 2 .  1 29 .76 

1 1 .  76 -8 .5  19 .79 - 5 . 5  28 .60 

1 1 .  77 -6.4 19.84 -5 .3 28 .55 

1 2 .90 +0 .4 20 .79 -0 .8  29 .38 

11 . 51 - 1 0 .4  19 .52 -6.8 28 .04 

1 2 . 20 - 5 . 1  20 .44 -2.4 29 .33 

1 1 .79 -8 .2  19.82 - 5 .4 28.38 

1 2 .00 -6.6 20 . 01 -4 . 5  28 . 59 

1 1 .  71 -a.a 19 .73 -5 .8  28.32 

1 2 .85 - 20 .95 - 30.60 

1 2 . 37 -3 .  7. 20 .46 -2 .3  28 .96 

1991 

Percent difference 
fraa Toronto wage 
rate plus eq>loyer 

contributions 

-3.9 

-6.5 

- 5 .8  

-6 .6  

- 5 .8 

-7.3 

-6.6 

-3.6 

-6.4 

-6.6 

- 5 .8  

-7.3 

- 2 .7  

-6.5 

-6.7 

-3.9 

-8.4 

- 4 . 1  

-7.3 

-6.6 

-7.5 
-

-5 . 3  

* Includes employer contr ibutions to vacat ion _ and hol iday pay funds , hea l th and wel fare funds, pension funds , savings funds and supplementary unemployment insurance funds. 

Ol 

I 



I 
Year 

1977 . . . . . 

1978 . . . . . . . 

1979 . . . . . . . 
1980 . . . . . . 

1981 . . . . . . 
1 982 . . . . . 

1983 . . . . . . 

1984 . . . . . . 

1985 . . . . . . . 
1986 . . . . . . . 
1987 . . . . . . . 

1988 . . . . . . . 
1989 . . . . . . 

1990 . . . . . . . 

• Not avai lable • 

. . . 

. . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 

- 1 07 -

Table  1 0  

Average Hourly Earnings in Construction 
and Narufacturing in Ontario, 1977- 1990 

Manufacturing Construction Al l Industries 

6.23 8.34 * 

6.65 8.80 * 

7.20 . 9.38 * 

7.87 1 0 . 28 * 

8.79 1 1 .37 * 

9.78 1 2 .36 • 

1 0 . 53 1 2 .76 9.54 

1 1 . 1 7  12 .99 9.99 

1 1 .61 13 .43 1 0 .39 

1 2. 1 1  13 .94 1 0 .  71 

12 .55 14 .90 1 1 . 26 

13 . 22 1 5 . 43 1 1 .85 

13.89 16.45 1 2 .61 

14 .65 1 7. 59 1 3 . 23 

.... Data not avai lable to determine percentage. 

Construction as Percent of 

Manufacturing Al l  Industries 

133.9 ** 

132.3 ** 

130.3 ** 

130.6 ** 

1 29.4 ** 

126.4 ** 

12 1 . 2  133 .8  

1 16 .3  130 . 0  

1 1 5 .  7 129 .0  

1 1 5 . 1  130 . 2  

1 18 .7  132 . 3  

1 16. 7 130 . 2  

1 18.4 130 . 5  

1 20 . 1  133 . 1  
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