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OVERVIEW 

The Ontario Skilled Trades Alliance has serious concerns about the review process 

the Ontario College of Trades has established to examine ratios and the 

classification status of trades.  The Alliance has completed an initial examination of 

the findings from the ratio reviews conducted earlier this year and it yielded some 

startling findings.  Decisions were based largely on anecdotal evidence and there 

were significant inconsistencies in the way the submissions were evaluated and 

conclusions were drawn.   

The process and criteria being used to review trade status is also a major concern 

for the Alliance members.  Based on the findings from the ratio review process and 

the issues identified with the trade status process, the Alliance is calling on the 

Government of Ontario and the Ontario College of Trades to halt all reviews until a 

thorough examination of the ratio process can be completed and a thoughtful re-

evaluation is conducted on the process and criteria for trade status reviews.   

Alliance members met with the new CEO of the College in October and presented 

the case for pause.  No decisions have been made public on the status of this 

request.   

KEY FINDING – RATIO REVIEWS 

1. Lack of Evidence: 

 
A common finding by the Review Panel members was that robust empirical research 

was often not available leaving the review panels to rely on anecdotal information 
only. 
 

Mr. Bernie Fishbein, Chair of Group C – 14: Plumber and Steamfitter ratio review, 

expressed his concerns regarding the lack of robust research available to the 

decision-making review panels in this Panel’s report: 

 



“PHCC commissioned a "policy paper" from William R. Lorimer, Director of Policy 

and Research of the Canadian Centre for Policy Studies for its submissions to us in 

this ratio review. That study equally concluded that it could find no "available data 

or existing research" to support the proposition that a "higher ratio results in better 

workplace health and safety records". However it is not clear to us whether the lack 

of data or research proves such a connection exists or does not exist - only that 

there has been no conclusive data yet gathered or conclusive study yet done.” 

(Page 6) 

Mr. Fishbein also includes similar comments in the Group D – 18: Electrician: 

construction and maintenance and Electrician: domestic and rural ratio review 

report: 

“As has become the trend in many of these ratio reviews, there is little hard data 

yet collected to definitively answer most of the criteria we are directed to by the 

regulation. As well, even if the data were more fulsome, as many pointed out, we 

are dealing with projections and forecasts into the future which even at the best of 

times are not foolproof. As a result many of the parties are left to advance what is 

essentially their own reasonable speculation about both the present and the future. 

Although we question the bona fides of no one, it should equally surprise no one 

that such speculation is frequently shaped by the parties' own perceived interests 

and agenda.” (Page 16) 

2. Inconsistent Decision Making  

The criteria to be considered by review panels and the weighting of the criteria 
differed from panel to panel, and trade to trade.  Review panels essentially set their 

own criteria in some cases and ignored the criteria provided. 
 
For example, in the review panel decision for the Residential (Low Rise) Sheet Metal 

Installer / Sheet Metal Worker, the panel, chaired by David McKee, used a different 
methodology to make its decision.  

 
 “Specifically, in analyzing criteria such as the environmental, economic and health 

and safety concerns, this Panel is not charged primarily with promoting or 
regulating economic, environmental, or health and safety issues. There are other 
statutes and their other bodies more specifically charged with those tasks and more 

capable of fulfilling it.” (Page 7)  
- D. McKee, Group D-16: Residential (Low Rise) Sheet Metal Installer / Sheet Metal Worker  

 

In effect, the Panel decided to ignore three criterion in making its decision. 
 

http://www.collegeoftrades.ca/wp-content/uploads/RR16-Sheet-Metal-InstallerSheet-Metal-Worker-Decision-Report-SIGNED.pdf


 

KEY CONCERNS – TRADE STATUS REVIEWS 

1. The Current Review Process 

Notification of Application – Stakeholders are not being adequately informed about 

a trade status review process.  At present stakeholders are only informed that a 

review will take place when it goes to the Board of Governors. These decisions 

could have an enormous impact on the construction industry.  At a minimum the 

Ontario College of Trades should be making industry stakeholders aware of an 

application to have a trade’s status reviewed when the application is approved by 

the Trade Board.  The College should also notify all participants acting as skilled 

workers in the specific trade under review - both CofQ members and non-CofQ 

members.   

The Application – The application to have the status of a trade reviewed should be 

public and shared with the broader stakeholder community.   

Scope of the Trade – It is not clear in the current process what the scope of the 

trade under review is.  The applicant should be required to define the scope of the 

trade they are requesting be reviewed in the application.  The scope under 

consideration should then be shared with all stakeholders.   

Burden of Proof – There is no burden of proof that must be met in order to have a 

trades status reviewed.  We suggest a prima fascia (or ‘needs analysis’) process 

would be an appropriate addition prior to Divisional Board and Board of Governors 

approval. This could also serve as a forum to allow for broader general public 

involvement. There is a concern that nowhere during this process is there an 

advocate for the general public. 

Timelines – The timelines that have been set for the initial trade status review are 

not long enough to allow for the preparation of thoughtful reseach based 

submissions by stakeholders other than the applicant.  The alliance is unclear why 

stakeholders are limited to such a short timeline in order to prepare their 

submission to the review panel.  Further the Alliance members believe these 

timelines to be unreasonable given the impact of the decisions on the industry and 

the current lack of empirical data available to make decisions on these matters.   

Contents of the Submission - There is currently a blanket limitation on all 

submissions to the review panel of 25 pages, double spaced, 11 point font.  If the 

panel is to consider real, hard empirical evidence, it is a challenge to prepare a 



thorough presentation of empirical evidence within the limit of 25 pages.  

Appendices should be allowed as part of all submissions. 

Sunset Review – A sunset review provision should be added to the process for trade 

status reviews.  There is a Sunset Review provision connected to the review panel 

decisions on ratios.  We believe that such a provision is just as important, if not 

more, for compulsory certification decisions. 

Appeal Process - In the interest of transparency and fairness, we encourage the 

College to consider implementing an appeal process specific to review panel 

decisions on compulsory certification. 

Jurisdictional Issues - Any jurisdictional issues between trades (i.e. which trade can 

perform which tasks) should be resolved prior to the Divisional Board considering 

an application for compulsory trade certification by a Trade Board. We suggest that 

the College should adopt a policy that requires trade unions to resolve any internal 

jurisdiction issues between trades (i.e. resolve which trades can perform which 

tasks) before any application for compulsory status can be considered. An 

application for compulsory trade certification should not be the solution to 

jurisdictional disputes amongst trade unions.  

 

2. Criteria Considered in the Reviews 

 

Many of the Alliance members took part in the 2010 consultations on compulsory 

certification criteria.  It was evident throughout these consultations, and the results 

of such, that there was no clear, industry consensus of what criteria should form 

the basis for decision-making. We believe that the following criteria are vitally 

important to any consideration of compulsory certification of trade and should be 

addressed by the Review Panels for trade status. 

Implementation/Grandparenting - The review panels must take into consideration 

grandparenting provisions (if any), and implementation on non CofQ holders 

operating within the trade under consideration.  Any decision on compulsory 

certification will have a drastic effect on the livelihood of many tradespeople across 

Ontario, and this must be considered by the review panels. 

Jurisdictional Issues - Above we suggested that jurisdictional issues should be 

resolved prior to an application for compulsory certification.  In absence of a policy 

or regulation by the College, we believe, at the very least, that this issue should be 

considered by the review panels. 



Training Providers - The issue of supply and demand of training providers and the 

availability of a cross-section of training providers must also be considered as any 

decision to compulsory certify a trade will most definitely put a strain on existing 

training resources across the province. 

Environment – The impact on the environment is irrelevant to the discussion on 

trade classification.  This criterion should be removed from the criteria to comment 

upon as it is odd and confusing, and was found to be a non-issue in the ratio 

reviews.   


