LOCAL 1 PEPORT

I'm sure that eaci of our locals has felt the effects of the federal controls.

Some more significantly than others. For those who have been at the bhargaining
table in recent months, I'm sure that vou will agree, that what has always proved

a strenuous exercise in the past - has become a cruellinag and exhausting experiance
under the shadow of the Snti-Inflation Proaramme.

AUCE's original ebiective, the elimination of discriminatory nav nractices, is
considerably hampered if not made an exercise in futility., by the terms dictated by
Ottawa. U911 public sector workers and particularly the women working in the
public sector - remain the qoverments scanegoats? Are we to be continually sinaled
out to bear the brunt of Canada's economic deficiencies?

Fs  manv of you may know, AUCE Local 1 recently had the utter misfortune of beinc
rolled back and ordered to nayback salaries outlined in our 1375/76 collective
acreement. That contract. thouch retroactive to October 1st 1975 (a period prior
to the introduction of the controls programme) was sicned Jecember 23rd 1975 after
a week-lona strike. 'lhile speculation and the law of averagas held that the
controls nroaramme would he adonted Ly the BC Provincial Government - at that point
in time workers fallino under nrovincial jurisdiction were not covered by the tz24-
eral controls. In fact, it was not until mid-June of 1976 that the BC Provincial
GCovernment nassed narallal legislation retro-actively covering nrovincial employees.
By this point in time, Lncal 1 was in the ninth month of its one vear contract.

In late July 1376 the Union and the University were requested by the AIB to submit
the actual cost fiaure of the contract for examination by the board. Both parites
were, at that time, given the opportunity to submit written justification for the
negotiated wage settlemznt. While the University aroued that the wage settiement
was similar tc settlements awarded to other b-rgaining units on campus - AUCE
attempted to qualify for exemntion under the sexual discrimination provisions of
the Anti-Inflation Act.

The qist of Local 1's oriainal two-:.zne submission f~cused on the issus of equal
pay for worlk of eaual value. It was and is our conviction that the most pervasive
and ceneralized sex discrimination in pay practices is that which dictates that
female-tyne jobs shall be naid less than ma‘e-tvpe jobs. We pointed out that our
wage settlement partially eliminated the existine disparity and that it was the
elimination of discriminatory pay practices which was the scle criterion for our
original wage demand.

We went further and compared our job descriptinns with comnarable descriptions in
other barcaining units which are predominately male and enjoy substantially larger
salaries. Unfertunately the AIB chose to ignore these arauments.

Apnroximately three weeks after we mailad in our submission we were contacted by the
beard and informed that our brief was not in a form the AIB could accept. It was
pointed out to us that our interpretation of the exemption for sexual discriminaticn
was much too broad and not one that the board found accentable. Apparently,

their interpretation is so narrow as to limit sexual discrimination to situations
involving men and women doing exactly the same jobs and being paid different sal-
aries. That this interpretation lacks insight into the true struggles of women
workers is so obvious as to he trite. Yomen's skills and qualifications must be
weighed and recognized ecually with those possessed by their male counterparts
regardless of whether or not the duties performed are identical.

In the weeks that followed, Local 1 did extensive investigation of salaries paid to
corrasponding emplovees at other post-secondary institutions - including other locais
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of AUCE. Ue had been advised by the AIE that as our sexual discrimination arcument
was rather weall in their view, we should attampt to make a case under the provisions
provicded for historical relationship. Essantially, this involved convincing the
board that salaries naid by various Universities and Colleges had borne a demon-
strable relationship with our own for the two year period nrior tc Ccteober 14th,
1875. By proving that salaries and rates of increase had remained cuite comparable
- we hoped to justify our wage settlement by maintainino that had our increase been
considerably siialler ve would not have been able to maintain the salary relationship
that had existed for many vears. Clerical workers at !BC would fall considerably
bohind others performing exactly the same jobs but located at different institutions.

In early December 1976 - two months after the exniry of the contract in question the
AIB ruled that the negotiated settlement was excessive. In total dollars our
settlement had amounted to an overall nercentage increase for the entire bargaining
unit of approximately 15%. The AIB stated that they felt we were entitled to 15%
but no more. It was left up to the University and the Union to negotiate how and
where the cuts in pay were goinc to come.

OQuite apart from the initial horror and confusion experience by everyone - the re-
duction in pay could create some real deep-rooted philosophical problems as well.
The wage settlement had involved a drastic restructuring of our old pay scale -
where once there had heen 33 pay grades there were now 19. This reduction resulted
in varied increases to our membershin. The range was anpnroximately between 27 and
24%. The sub-committes of the executive who were elected to negotiate the roll back
had to decide the fairest way pnossible to reduce wages and pacify the resentment
felt by a minority of the membershin who had not recsived large percentage increases
to start with. It should be noted that while some of the higher classifications
received what would appear to be : :=11 percentage increases the fact that thay had
been earning hidher waaes to start with insured that the actual dollars they re-
ceived wer? sometimes greater than those received by neonle awarded hicgher bercent-
ace rcises

Hith the interruption caused by the Christmas season it took the joint committee
until February to negotiate the possible rollback and payback options. These then
went to the membership for referendum vote. The final decision was that everyone
would be rolled back equally - we would all lose $32.00 per month. It was further
decided that everyone would have a number of payhack options open to them from which
they could choose.

At this point in time we were still covered under the affected agreement as we had
had no success in negotiating a new contract. !le had, therefore beer receiving the
wages affected by the ruling, for sixteen months. Our total payback if we had

heen workina full-time during the entire period would amount to about $454.00 each.
The University agreed that the longer we were given to nay back that amount - the
less dramatic our monthly nay loss would be. We agread on a twenty-four month
paybacx.

In early March we submitted our entire agreement to the AI? for review. They were
to decide if thev found our compliance plan and navhack scheme accentable. Six
weeks Tater, around the 20th of Arril we received their answer. Everything was
to their Tiking except the 24 month pay back - they wanted the monay in 12 months.

It should be pointed cut that when we submitted our plan to them we werc assured that
that if they found prohlems with any or all of it we would hear within 48 hours aftar
they received it. The University had waited two weeks and having heard nothing

from the board spent thousands of dollars in overtime pavments to gzt the whole

thing implemented. Every AUCE member received a bill and a returnable form on

which they specified the payback ontions of their choosing. ilost of the forms had
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baen received bv the time the board told us they they would not permit a twenty-
four month payback.

Pecently, the Union sent a letter of appeal to the hoard regarding the question of
navback. Me maintained that having to payback funds within 12 months would create
real financial hardship for our mambershin - we asked that thay re cons1ﬁer the 24
month neriod. Early last weak we heard via the University that the hoard had
dacided to permit a maximum recovery neriod of 18 months - a comhromise between
their position and our ovn. This will no doubt cost the tniversity several thou~
sands of dollars - as thevy will have to re-issue most of the oriainal nayback
forms. The situation has added to the rapidly deteriorating relations at the
bargainine table and has nut only strain on everyone affecte ad. It is Local 1's
hooe that other locals will never have to exnerience similiar hasslas with the
goverament, but that we will all see theend of the controls proarammz in the very
near future.

contract Eenort

Because we began negotiating so long ago, we t nd 1in reviewing the proce:dings,
to calculate around kev dates when some of the more significant avents have
occurred. The first, of course, August 10, was the day, almost a vear ago, wnen
we planned our first negotiating session. The University showed up on August 13.

Bargaining was slaw for the first 3 months. e sianed a handful of clauses, nothing

earthshaking, and by the end of October had reached the end of our rope. The Uni-
versity was rc.us1nq to nenotiate anything of substance panding the ru!1ng Dy t%>
AIB on our previous sattlement which was under review. They, in effect, declared

discussion of so-callzad monatary items to be out of order, and thase in-1uded ano”ﬁ
half the items that were on the table. ‘Ye callzd for a mediator and suspended
negotiations until one was anpointed. In late !ovembar we resumed our meatings in
the presence of Jdock Materston. who some of you know, who dozed at one end of the
table while the Universitv carriad on with its faisty refusal to negotiate half the
clauses that had bsen ~nenad,

e carried on this wav thrﬂuq' hristmas and the winter until at last, Varc?
17, the University oresented us with their St. Patrick's Day i‘assacre foknn
lenqthy nackace comprised mainly of xarox copies of the sama positions they had
peen offering throughout those many months. It represented very little movement
on their part, and not all in a progressive d1rect1nn, hy any means. larch 18
was our last day of meetinns. We took the package hack to the membership on A i1
14. It was unanimously reiscted. we nronosed at that meeting to present the
University with a counter packace. resnondinc where nossiblae, to anything positiv&
that had apreared in theirs. On June 9 our proposed nackags was anproved by our
membership for prasentation to the University. e expect to be hack in negotiaticns
next week after a racess of three months.

The greatest snngle roacdhlock to a settlement this year has been th2 issue of job
security. The lniversity has made some very obvious attempts to undermine our
rights to nrotection under the contract and to exclude certain catagories of
employees from that nprotaction by imposing probationary periods of up to a year.
The Taﬂodaqr they are pronosing, in many cases, would prove an utter nightmarz for
a8 grievaence committea.

We have never had a serious discussion of any monztary 1toms a]thouah he AIB
rullng was received last Necember. Their wage offer of $42 nnd $32 in a tro-year
contract they justified by claiming the "pot was cmpty". fnﬂarnnt1v they have an

array of 00*: of ¢ifferent sizes - a 5.8% pot for CUPE, a Tb 526,00C pot for
faculty - and an empty ona for us.
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At presant, we have siacnad some 36 articles of a total of more than 102 outstanding
from both sides. YWe are prenaring for what we expect will be a difficult settlement
this summer. Timing has Lecome the most important factor in negotiatina. A ser-
ious delay at the table could force us past the noint where we would be able to rull
off any effective job action, should it come to that. In the meantime, the strike
committee has been workina hard, building support amona our members and the nublic
and anticipating the possibility of a strike vote to be taken at the end of Julv.

Grievance Committee

”uring the past year the relationship between Local One's Grievance Committee and
the University's Labour Committee dgter1oratud ratner markedly. By the end of 12/6
we had eight grievances going to arbitration, and two issues beforz the Labour Re-
Tations Board under 96 (1), Since January, more grievances have had to ba taken

to arbitration.

The two issues before the Labour Relations Board wera:

(1) whether a 61scharnﬂ arievance should proneriy start at sten 1 or step 4.

(2) time 1imits where 2 orievance was declared null and void since sten 3 was
nrocassnd a day late.

Cn the first the LRD ruled that if nay is given in lieu of notice than the grievance

should he  initiated at step 4. 1In the saecond case the LPB ruled under a clause

in the Labour Codz that the arievance in cuestion should now nroceed to sten 3.

The arbiration cases cover a wide range of clauses in our contract such as raclass-
icications, job dascrintion, employae files, discharge and leave of absence.

ne Union was unable to cet the University to agrae to a single arbitrator to hear
thase cases, so the linion was forced to ask the “inister of Lahour to appoint one
Mir. lorely Fox, whom hoth the Union and the University had previously suggested vaj
appointed. The University retained legal counsel, Mr. Keith Mitchell, to act on
their behza1f in these cases.

The nhearings began in fpril, with the First cases heard bazina three reclassification
grievancas which have heen unresolved sinc > January of 1974, [/fter five days of
hearings (which ware spraad out over two weeis) Lhera was a tradegy which has put

an indefinite halt to the hearings. Our arbitrator suffered a heart attack durinc
tne afternoon of the 5th dav, and although he is now willing to continuc, the

future timing and character of the remainder of the first arbitration anc of the
other ones is urn in the air.

This delay is complicatad hy the fact hhat the University's lawver is able to meet
only very infreauently and scheduling of the hearinas could mean we'll still be in
arbitration at the end of the year. Also, the hoar1nos have been coing much more
stowly than anvone really exnectaed, which driv s the cost to the Union up tremend-
ouslv. Another problem which drastically affects the cost is that just hefore the
arbitrations the University informed the Union that the only noople who would be
paid for would be the arievor and their reonrasentative.

Also there is a certain rezluctance on the part of the I'nion and on tha part of

the University's lawver, to continue with the same arhitrator for the eight arbit.
rations for which he was annointed. itr. Fox, however, has indicated he wants to
continue. e and the Univaersity have agreed that he will finish the three reclass-
ifications and a date has haen set for what we believe should be the final dav of
these hearings. !r. Matkin, the Deputy [linister of Labour, in a telephone conver-
sation with a Local 1 renrésentative indicated that our recourse lay through the
courts or the LRB « hoth lengthy procedures. However, we may have resolved the
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problem in another way. e have each agreed on two arbitrators and are currently
negotiating the allocation of these outstandina 5 arbitrations. Ilhen this has been
done it secems that we will be able to solve this problem in a joint lztter to the
“inister of Labour explaining that we have found an alternate m:thod to resolve
thase disoutes.

- At the prasent time, there are only three members on the frizvance Committee, anc
as more and more arisvances must ¢o to arbitrafion, the nressure and the workload
are taking their toll on zveryone concerned. There is a problem of finding people
willing and able to research and handle individual cases for the Union: peonle who
can withstand the ballioerant tactics of the University's lawvar. It has appeared
that during tha last wvear, 2very single case that reaches tep 4 must be taken to
arbitration for settlement. It is almost as if the Universitv has launched a
concerted attempt to drain the Union financially and nhvsically. They have also
constantly triad to ncaotiate the contract with the agriesvance committes and apnar-
antly have tricd to trade solutions of grievances for clauses in our negotiations.
This puts the whole torz of labour relations at UBC in very serious jeopardy and

it is a problem which must be solved with dispatch if we are to nolice our contract
efficiently. Right now thz grievance Committee is asking for an amendment to our
by-laws to add three at large members to the grievance committee in an attemnt to
alleviate the workload on the few members we now have. This, however, is only one
Tittle thing that deals with one of the symptons of the major disecase of poor labour
relations. The last two meetings with the University have shown some sians of
imoroved relations but time will teld.

The University forced us to invoke arbitration on a leave of ahscnce grievance.
Last week thev settled the matter by granting the leave.  One wonders why the
University couldn't have sottled when the grievance was at step 4 or at an earlicr
stage, esnecially when it was costing them nothing to grant this leave. The Uni-
versity also refused to arant seniority for uo to one year to a iUnion Cfficial
on leave of absence for Union matters if that person had a definate termination
date. Thev would grant seniority only to that date and not beyond. !e indicated
we would grieve it if thers was no settlement on the issue. They aranted the son-
iority objecting to the nossible original intent and exnressed that seniority did
not mean experience on the job in this case. The article for full time leava of
absence for Union Activity reads: "A lecave of absence without pay of up to one vear
will ke aranted to any emnloyee who has lLeen elected %~ a fulltime officae or
nosition in the Union. Seniority shall accumulate during such emoloyes's leave of
bsence of up to one vear but no longer.”



