SEIU Local 2 v. Dexterra Group Inc
Section 96 Unfair Labour Practice Complaint

SCHEDULE “"A” TO THE UNFAIR LABOUR PRACTICE COMPLAINT FILED BY SEIU
LOCAL 2

OVERVIEW

1. The Applicant respectfully submits that the Respondent has committed clear violations of
Sections 17 and 70 of the Ontario Labour Relations Act, 1995 (the “Act”) by deliberately
failing to disclose and making material misrepresentations concerning the existence of
members of the bargaining unit.

2. Specifically, upon receipt of the Applicant’s Notice to Bargain on January 6, 2025, the
Respondent represented to the Applicant that it no longer had any employees who were
covered by the parties’ existing collective agreement, covering the period of April 1,
2022 to March 31, 2025, and therefore had no employees who would be covered by a
renewed collective agreement. Based upon that (mis)representation, the Applicant did
not pursue negotiations with the Respondent in the 2025 round of Toronto City-Wide
central collective bargaining.

3. The Applicant has since discovered that the Respondent has concealed the existence of
several contracts under which employees have performed bargaining unit work going as
far back as 2022. These contracts remain active and were active at the time the
Respondent misrepresented to the Applicant that the bargaining unit was empty. By
failing to disclose the existence of these bargaining unit members, the Respondent
deprived the Applicant of the opportunity to bargain a collective agreement under the
2025 round of Toronto City-Wide central negotiations, thereby gaining an unfair
advantage vis-a-vis the Applicant and its competitors who participate in central
bargaining. The Applicant respectfully requests that the Ontario Labour Relations Board
(the “Board”) order the Respondent to sign the 2025-2028 Toronto City-Wide Collective
Agreement, among other remedies.

BACKGROUND
The Parties

1. The Applicant, Service Employees’ International Union, Local 2 (or the “Union”) is a
trade union within the meaning of the Act.

2. The Respondent, Dexterra Group Inc. (“"Dexterra”) is a company that operates in the
facilities management industry in the Province of Ontario and, particular to this
application, provides contract cleaning or janitorial services to its clients.
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Central Bargaining in the Contract Cleaning Industry in Toronto

3. The Union began organizing cleaning industry workers in Toronto as far back as 2006.
Since at least 2013, the Union has participated in multi-employer, city-wide bargaining in
the cleaning industry in the City of Toronto. At present, the Union represents
approximately 3,000 employees in this industry in the City of Toronto. Over 80% of that
total membership have their terms and conditions of employment set as part of that
multi-employer, city-wide central bargaining process.

4. Central bargaining is a voluntary process that is held together by a number of factors,
including the employer groups’ own self interest and trust that by participating in this
process no employer at the central table will gain an unfair advantage over the other in
terms of labour cost. For example, in the most recent round of central bargaining, all
parties agreed to stronger language concerning subcontracting, as it was in all parties’
mutual interest to deter the use of subcontractors and agency workers so that no
employer gained an unfair advantage in the market.

5. On the other hand, the Union has made it clear to the participants in central bargaining
that if they break away from the central table, the Union will focus its resources on that
particular employer to raise their labour costs. Nevertheless, should one employer
succeed in breaking away from the central process and negotiate more favourable terms
for itself, confidence in the central process would be irreversibly shaken.

Dexterra’s Participation in Central Bargaining with SEIU Local 2

6. The Union has engaged in multi-employer central bargaining with cleaning contractors in
the City of Toronto since 2013.

7. Prior to the 2016 round of bargaining which led to the April 1, 2016 to March 31, 2019
Toronto City-Wide collective agreement, Dexterra’s predecessors, Compass Group
Canada (“Compass Canada”) and The Hurley Group, participated in all Toronto City-
Wide central bargaining rounds with the Union

8. In the 2016 round of negotiations, Compass Canada participated again, along with other
cleaning and facility management services companies that hold contracts in Toronto,
including DTZ, Bee-Clean Building Maintenance, Hallmark Housekeeping Services,
Commercial Cleaning Services, Magic Maintenance, and Alpine Building Maintenance. As
a result of that round of bargaining, each participating employer entered into a Toronto
City-Wide Collective Agreement with identical economic terms. (Tab 1).

9. In a letter dated November 22, 2016, Compass Canada informed the Union that they
had sold a portion of their facilities business to Carillion Canada (“Carillion”). The letter
acknowledged that the sale of business would “have impact upon many workplaces
currently under Collective Agreement with [the Union]” including a number of properties
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located in the City of Toronto and therefore covered by the Toronto City-Wide Collective
Agreement. (Tab 2).

In or around April 2017, Carillion signed various collective agreements with the Union,
including the 2016-2019 Toronto City-Wide Collective Agreement, Ottawa, Belleville and
Peterborough collective agreements, and various site-specific collective agreements.
(Tab 3).

In 2018, Fairfax Financial Holdings Limited (“Fairfax”) acquired the facilities
management business of Carillion after Carillion sought protection under the Companies
Creditors Arrangement Act (Canada). (Tab 4). Fairfax subsequently rebranded that
business as Dexterra. (Tab 5).

During the 2019 round of central Toronto City-Wide negotiations, Dexterra was a
participating employer, along with C&W Services (formerly DTZ), Bee-Clean Building
Maintenance, Hallmark Housekeeping Services, Commercial Cleaning Services, One
Facility (formerly Magic Maintenance), Alpine Building Maintenance, Compass Canada,
Best Service Pros, and Amphora Building Maintenance. Dexterra was represented at this
round of negotiations by its Labour Relations Director, Henry Van Vroenhoven.

The 2019 round of bargaining led to all participating employers entering into a Toronto
City-Wide Collective Agreement with the Union with identical economic terms for a
duration of April 1, 2019 to March 31, 2022. (Tab 6)

On January 31, 2022, Dexterra announced its acquisition of TRICOM Facility Services
("TRICOM"), another Canadian cleaning and facility management services company.
(Tab 7). Daniel Adanski, a senior manager at TRICOM, became a Vice-President at
Dexterra after the acquisition.

Following the acquisition, Dexterra acknowledged and represented to the Union that it
was the successor employer of TRICOM’s employees at various other sites throughout
the country and that the Union had continued bargaining rights vis-a-vis Dexterra,
including at the Chateau Laurier in Ottawa, ON and the Skytrain in Vancouver, BC.

During the 2022 round of central Toronto City-Wide negotiations, Dexterra was a
participating employer, along with C&W Services, Bee-Clean Building Maintenance,
Hallmark Housekeeping Services, Commercial Cleaning Services, One Facility, Alpine
Building Maintenance, Compass Canada, Best Service Pros, Amphora Building
Maintenance, and J&A Cleaning. Dexterra was represented at that round of negotiations
by Carlos Montes.

The 2022 round of bargaining led to all participating employers entering a Toronto City-
Wide Collective Agreement with the Union with identical economic terms for a duration
of April 1, 2022 to March 31, 2025. (Tab 8).
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Dexterra’s Misrepresentation
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The last record the Union has of Dexterra submitting dues to the Union is from January
2023.

On January 6, 2025, the Union delivered Notice to Bargain a renewal of the 2022-2025
Toronto City-Wide Collective agreement. (Tab 9).

On February 4, 2025, Sarah Fields, Human Resources Business Partner for Dexterra,
responded to the Notice to Bargain by email. Ms. Fields stated that Dexterra was under
the impression that it no longer had staff under the City-Wide Collective Agreement.
(Tab 10).

On February 27, 2025, Ms. Fields followed up by email, confirming that Dexterra had
been removed from the list of participating employers because it no longer had
employees under the City-Wide Collective agreement. (Tab 11).

The Union did not pursue negotiations with Dexterra during the 2025 round of central
Toronto City-Wide negotiations on the basis of its (mis)representation that the
bargaining unit was empty. The Union formed a Justice For Janitors Bargaining
Committee ahead of negotiations comprised of representative workers from all
participating employers, mobilized its membership, and took advantage of the
centralized bargaining table to achieve economic gains for its membership.

The 2025 round of bargaining led to all participating employers entering into a Toronto
City-Wide Collective Agreement with the Union with identical economic terms for a
duration of April 1, 2025 to March 31, 2028. The economic terms of the renewed
collective agreement provided richer wages and benefits to the Union’s membership.
(Tab 12).

Notably, during the 2025 round of bargaining, the Union bargained for, and all
participating employers agreed to, stronger language concerning bargaining unit work
and the use of subcontractors by the participating employers. (Tab 12 at Arts. 2.03-
2.04).

The Union entered into similar Ottawa City-Wide negotiations with cleaning contractors
operating in Ottawa. Dexterra participated in that round of central Ottawa City-Wide
negotiations and became a signatory to the Ottawa City-Wide Collective Agreement with
a term of July 1, 2025 to June 30, 2028. (Tab 13).

On September 3, 2025, Matthew Hamilton, the appointed conciliator from the Ontario
Ministry of Labour, Immigration, Training and Skills Development, wrote to the Union
stating that he had been “advised by Dexterra that they no longer hold the contract for
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this file” (i.e., that they no longer held any contracts within the scope of the Toronto
City-Wide collective agreement). (Tab 14).

Discovery of the Misrepresentation

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

On or about January 13, 2026, the Union learned from another cleaning contractor that
Dexterra had a contract with Crosslinx Transit Solutions (“Crosslinx”) to clean the
Eglinton Crosstown LRT stations in Toronto.

Between January 2026 and March 2026 the Union investigated and independently
confirmed that Dexterra did indeed hold the contract to clean the Eglinton Crosstown
LRT and that they therefore had staff who would or should have been covered under
the Toronto City-Wide Collective Agreement.

On March 9, 2026, Union Business Agent Kumar Ramcharran wrote to Jamal
Mohammed, Dexterra’s Manager for Labour Relations, asserting that the work being
performed under the Eglinton Crosstown LRT contract fell under the Union's jurisdiction.
(Tab 15).

Mr. Ramcharran and Mr. Mohamed spoke by phone on March 17, 2026 at 12:17 PM.
During this call, Mr. Mohammed confirmed that Dexterra held the contract for cleaning
services for the Eglinton Crosstown LRT and that he was “going to reach out to SEIU.”
Mr. Mohamed indicated that Dexterra wished to renegotiate and narrow the Union'’s
bargaining rights to be a standalone contract limited to the Eglinton Crosstown LRT
contract. (Tab 16).

On March 24 and 27, 2026, Mr. Ramcharran followed up with Mr. Mohamed by phone to
ask for a copy of the list of all employees providing cleaning services related to the
Eglinton Crosstown LRT contract. On April 7, 2026, Mr. Ramcharran followed up by
email again asking for a copy of the employee list. (Tab 17.)

On April 7, 2026, Mr. Mohamed responded by email and provided the Union with a list of
employees. The list included only nine individuals, five of whom were supervisors. (Tab
17).

The Union later determined that the list was limited to only those Dexterra employees
working on the Eglinton Crosstown LRT contract as of April 2026.

In fact, upon further investigation the Union discovered that Dexterra had had
employees working on the Eglinton Crosstown LRT account since approximately 2022,
and that a significant portion of the work had (and has) been contracted out to
subcontractors in violation of the 2022-2025 Collective Agreement. Specifically,
individuals on the abovementioned list of employees confirmed to Mr. Ramcharran that
they had been cleaning the Eglinton Crosstown LRT through contracts held with
Dexterra for years and that Dexterra had engaged in continuous hiring as construction
on the line progressed. Those individuals also confirmed that Dexterra had sub-
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contracted out much of the cleaning work on the Eglinton Crosstown LRT to agency
workers provided by Primepro Services of Brampton, ON.

. The Union subsequently learned that Dexterra holds or held several other contracts

under which Dexterra is providing cleaning services in the City of Toronto that would be
covered under the Toronto City-Wide Collective Agreement.

First, the Union has discovered that Dexterra holds contracts with Crosslinx and/or the
Toronto Transit Commission (the “TTC") to clean seven office buildings in Toronto that
are rented out by Crosslinx and the TTC to provide office space for their employees.

Second, the Union has discovered that Dexterra holds a contract (or contracts) with the
TTC to clean Toronto streetcars during the day. The Union learned about the existence
of this Dexterra contract from a cleaning services company that had bid on the TTC
contract against Dexterra and lost. The company was concerned that they had not been
competitive with Dexterra because Dexterra was not a signatory to the 2025-2028
Toronto City-Wide Collective Agreement.

Mr. Ramcharran spoke with Mr. Mohamed about these contracts by phone during the
week of April 20, 2026. Mr. Mohamed confirmed that Dexterra does indeed hold such
contracts.

SUBMISSIONS
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The Union respectfully submits that Dexterra is clearly in violation of Sections 17 and 70
of the Act.

Section 17 of the Actrequires that “[t]he parties shall meet within 15 days from the
giving of the notice or within such further period as the parties agree upon and they
shall bargain in good faith and make every reasonable effort to make a collective
agreement.” Dexterra’s failure to disclose (or willful concealment of) the existence of
employees and sub-contractors who would be covered by the Toronto City-Wide
Collective Agreement is a clear-cut violation of its statutory obligation to bargain in good
faith and make every reasonable effort to make a collective agreement.

“The Board has found on many occasions that the duty to bargain in good faith includes
a substantial obligation to disclose information.” Care Partners v. Service Employees
International’ Union, Local 1, 2015 CanLII 73888 (ON LRB) at para 20. This duty of
disclosure includes the duty to avoid misrepresentations and deception.

The Board in United Steelworkers of America, Local 4487 v. Inglis Limited, 1977 CanLII
490 (ON LRB) at para 16 described a misrepresentation as “the antithesis of good faith
[because it] destroys the rational basis upon which informed collective bargaining
decisions are made.” Thus, the Board has since consistently held that a
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misrepresentation of a material fact during bargaining violates the duty to bargain in
good faith.

For example, in Association of Management, Administrative and Professional Crown
Employees of Ontario, 2012 CanLII 3597 (ON LRB) at paras 70-72, the Board found that
the employer had made a material misrepresentation in violation of Section 17 of the Act
when it failed to disclose at the bargaining table the existence of a confidential
agreement between itself and another union providing better terms and conditions than
had been publicly disclosed. The Board proceeded to find that the misrepresentation had
been made in bad faith with the intention of causing the union to lower its expectations
as to what might be achieved at the bargaining table, thereby undermining its

bargaining position.

Critically, as the Board acknowledged in the seminal case of International Woodworkers
of America Local 2-69 v. Consolidated Bathurst Packaging Ltd., 1983 CanLII 970 (ON
LRB) at paras 43-44, this duty to disclose and to avoid making material
misrepresentations applies even when the other party has not explicitly solicited
disclosure of the information at issue.

Applying these principles to this case, it is clear that Dexterra has violated Section 17 by
deliberately misrepresenting that it no longer had any employees under the Toronto
City-Wide Collective Agreement as of February 2025 when in fact it held several
contracts providing bargaining unit work in the City of Toronto as of that date. It is
inconceivable that Dexterra could have simply forgotten about the existence of multi-
year contracts servicing major public transportation infrastructure like the Eglinton
Crosstown LRT. The Board should presume that Dexterra’s misrepresentations were
made in bad faith with the purpose of dissuading the Union from pursuing negotiations
with it during the 2025 round of Toronto City-Wide negotiations. Indeed, Mr. Mohamed
all but confirmed as much on March 17, 2026 when he indicated to Mr. Ramcharran
(after the conclusion of the 2025 round of Toronto City-Wide negotiations and upon Mr.
Ramcharran’s discovery of the Eglinton Crosstown LRT contract) that Dexterra wished to
negotiate a standalone collective agreement with the Union.

Dexterra’s failure to disclose the existence of bargaining unit members deprived the
Union of the opportunity to engage in bargaining with Dexterra at a// during the 2025
central negotiations. In concealing the existence of bargaining unit members from the
Union, Dexterra clearly calculated that if/when the Union discovered the truth, it would
be able to negotiate more favourable terms for itself by bargaining with the Union on its
own after all of its competitors had tied themselves to the Toronto City-Wide Collective
Agreement. Dexterra therefore sought to weaken the Union’s bargaining position (and
gain an unfair advantage in the market) by making material misrepresentations in bad
faith in violation of Section 17 of the Act.


https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onlrb/doc/2012/2012canlii3597/2012canlii3597.html?resultId=47725f1e283947eca615acf1b88f4503&searchId=2026-04-24T00:15:02:270/1f473b2b44c3495ea9866b53376b03cc&searchUrlHash=AAAAAQAyInRoZSBqdXJpc3BydWRlbmNlIGhhcyBsb25nIGFuZCBjb25zaXN0ZW50bHkgaGVsZCIAAAAAAQ
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onlrb/doc/1983/1983canlii970/1983canlii970.html?resultId=63554a489c404199811163567d1ba3d8&searchId=2026-04-24T09:24:02:744/d2d55c0041f34f5e94b4da9af5f08cd2&searchUrlHash=AAAAAQBWIm1lbW9yYW5kdW0gZGF0ZWQgRGVjZW1iZXIgMTV0aCwgMTk4MiBpdCB3YXMgYWdyZWVkIHRoYXQgdGhlIGNvbXBhbnkncyBmaW5hbCBwcm9wb3NhbCIAAAAAAQ

SEIU Local 2 v. Dexterra Group Inc
Section 96 Unfair Labour Practice Complaint

47. The Union submits that Dexterra’s conduct is also a violation of Section 70 of the Act,
which states that an employer shall not “interfere with the formation, selection or
administration of a trade union or the representation of employees by a trade union[.]”

48. As the Board noted in PSAC v. Canadian Corps of Commissionaires, 2019 CanLII 13537
(ON LRB) at para 34, the guiding question for determining whether an employer’s failure
to disclose information to the Union constitutes a violation of Section 70 is: “is the
disclosure so necessary to the bargaining agent in its representation of employees that a
failure to disclose it amounts to improper interference?”

49. In that same case at para 32, the Board noted that the majority of decisions finding that
an employer’s failure to disclose constituted a breach of Section 70 involved “refusals to
provide contact information for individuals in the bargaining unit [because such
information] was necessary for the bargaining agent to know who is in the bargaining
unit and to have the ability to contact them.”

50. That is exactly the type of non-disclosure at issue in this Application. In the first
instance, Dexterra misrepresented that it had no employees performing bargaining unit
work in the City of Toronto as of 2025, when it in fact had many. In the second
instance, after the Union discovered the existence of the Eglinton Crosstown LRT
contract and requested a list of employees performing bargaining unit work, Dexterra
provided the names and contact information of only nine Dexterra employees working
on the Eglinton Crosstown LRT contract. Dexterra did not provide information about any
employees working on its other Toronto contracts or disclose the existence of any of its
subcontractors and agency workers.

51. These misrepresentations or willful omissions are tantamount to a refusal to provide
information (e.g., identities, contact information, etc.) about individuals in the
bargaining unit. The disclosure of such information was necessary to the Union in order
for it to determine who (if anyone) was in the bargaining unit and therefore whether to
pursue negotiations with Dexterra for the 2025 round of central bargaining. By failing to
disclose such information Dexterra interfered with the Union’s right to represent its
members in violation of Section 70 of the Act.

REMEDIES SOUGHT

52. For these reasons, the Applicant respectfully requests the following relief:
a. A Declaration that the Respondent has violated Sections 17 and 70 of the Act;

b. An Order that the Respondent cease and desist from further violations of the
Act;
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c. An Order that the Respondent disclose to the Union any and all accounts and/or
contracts that it has held for the provision of cleaning services within the City of
Toronto since 2022;

d. An Order that the Respondent disclose any and all subcontracts or agreements
with agencies concerning the provision of cleaning services or workers
performing such services since 2022;

e. An Order that the Respondent must sign the 2025-2028 Toronto City-Wide
Collective Agreement, appended as Tab 18;

f. An Order that the Respondent must arrange for each of its employees,
subcontractors, and agency workers to meet with the Union on paid time;

g. An Order that the Respondent issue a notice to all employees advising of the
Board’s finding of a violation of the Actand to post it in visible locations around
the workplace;

h. An Order for damages compensating the Union for its costs in bringing this
Application;

i. An Order for damages compensating the Union for all monetary losses arising
from the Respondent’s concealment of the existence of bargaining unit members
and/or subcontractors as far back 2022; and

j.  Such other relief as the Board may deem appropriate.

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED



