AUCE LOCAL #1 - General Membership Meeting (Special Meeting)
17 June 1976, 5:00 P,M,, Biuchanam 100

Ian MacKenzie was seated as chairperson.

1. Ian MacKenzie This meeting has been called as a special meeting
to discuss the pending layoffs of twenty-two persons.
In the registrar's office twenty-two people were given
notice that their services were no longer required
as of July 4th and according to article 34.08 of the
contract in that case people having the least amount
of seniority in the affected classifications - campus
wide should receive notice of lay-off.

This situation is further complicated by the fact that
the twenty-two persons in the registrars office are
primarily students and from our information would be
faced with the possibility of bumping fulltime continuing
employees. This presents a real problem for these
students as they were originally hired with termination
dates and would have been considered laidoff at the end
of the summer when they returned to school and would
subsequently retain their seniority on campus. However,
if they bump continuing employees their original termination
dates would no longer apply and if they wish to return to
school they will have to severe and loose their seniority.

The Grievance Committee has met with these people and
with the University over this matter and it was decided
that we would suggest to the membership that the Union
and the University would come to an unprejudicial written
agreement that would hopefully be in the better interests
of both parties.

It was decided that as the Grievance Committee were
divided in their decision to recommend this so called
deal that Maureen Gitta would motivate the letter of
agreement and then Kevin Grace would explain the article
as outlined in the contract and explain the implications
of signing such an agreement.

I quess 1'1ll call upon Maureen to make her presentation
and you will have a chance to question her after that.

Heather MacNeill Point of order. You have to move that that be accepted
as the proposed agenda.

Tan Mackenzie Are there any objections to having the presentations made
in that manner?

(No objections were raised)

Maureen Gitta I move that the Membership authorize' the Grievance

Marcel Dionne Committee to sign this letter of agreement with the
University concerning the twenty—-two persons in the
Registrar's Office. (see attached for proposed letter of
agreement )



Maureen Gitta She elaborated on Ian's earlier statements and
explained more fully about the possible loss of
seniority for these people. She also brought up
the suggestion of reopening negotiations on that
particular article of the contract. Representatives
from the contract committee were present with a
proposal for changing the article as it presently reads.
She then opened the floor for discussion.

Pearl Roy Not everyone involved in the Registrar's Office have
termination dates, what happens to them?

Maureen Gitta If a person's appointment is extended passed their
termination date they are classed as continuing and
therefore under the collective agreement must bump.

Pearl Roy So you are saying we have to bump?

Heather MacNeill As I understood it, everyone involved in this whole
thing, during the interviews at personnel, relayed
their feelings about what they wanted to happen. I
received a list today with the names of those people
who wanted to be considered laidoff, those who wanted
to follow the regular procedures and bump and those
who had found other jobs.

Fairleigh Funston Perhaps at this point I should clarify what that
list is. I was the steward present during the interviews
and I made notes on how people felt about bumping, lay-off
and I also noted those people who had found other employment
There are a few people involved who are not students, all
of the individuals involved received termination dates when
they were hired but a few people have now worked past those
dates, and are therefore classed as continuing. I think
that Pearl's question is directed on behalf of those people
who theoretically no longer have termination dates.

I would also like to point out that if you check the way
the letter of agreement is worded the statement with regard
to termination dates simply says that all individuals who
were listed were at the time of their respective appointment
-s given termination dates, in all cases this statement is
true.

Ian Mackenzie If there are no further questions I would now ask Kevin
Grace to make his presentation and I would also ask that
you ask your questions once he is finished.

Kevin Grace He made the following presentation:

I think the first thing we must consider in making a
decision on this vitally important issue is what is

best for the membership. Now who exactly is the member-
ship? We hear a great deal of talking about the member-
ship and what their desires and wishes are but now we
must consider exactly who this vague conglomerate is.



continued from previous page ...

Kevin Grace Well, its everybody, not quite everybody, of course
but approximately 1200 people at UBC most of the
people you work with. That includes you and I and hundreds
who aren't with us tonight. It is the wishes and rights
of the entire membership we are dealing with tonight
and we must not forget that this means not 5 people or
100 but 1200 people and we must make this the paramount
factor in our decision..

What are we dealing with here? It is equal to nothing
less than a violation of our collective agreement. Not
a petty violation but rather a major violation. Not
merely a violation of the letter of the contract but

a violation of the spirit of this contract.

Why is it important not to violate the contract? Well,
there are several reasons. Firstly, the contract is
considered sacrosanct. The membership authorized the
union to bargain for the contract and accepted the final
version. The membership, last summer, approved the clause
in question here.Last December the membership approved
this contract as a legal agreement binding both the Union
and the University. When the University can plainly see
that the Union and its membership consider the contract

to be non-negotiable and inviolate they will not attempt
to change parts of it because they realize their attempts
at this would be futile. However, if the University

knows that the membership does not consider the contract to
be sacrosanct, that the Union wavers in its resolve to
firmly uphold it against renegotiation then the University
will be unrelenting in their attempts to subvert the
contract. Once a crack has been opened in the damn it is
well impossible to keep the flood waters out.

Are there circumstances under which we should consider
making a deal with the University? The answer is;

of course. However it is my opinion that deals with the
University should only be undertaken when the Union's
future is at stake. A good example would be the situation
that exists at Notre Dame University. The University

is threatened with extinction and therefore the membership
has deemed it necessary to make a deal with the Administrat-
ion on the issue of rotating lay-offs, for the good of all
employees. The membership must decide in this case whether
the risks outweigh the benefits.

It would probably be wise at this time to attempt to
perceive exactly why the University is so eager to make
this deal with the Union.

The reasons are threefold. Firstly, this agreement would
save the University a great deal of embarrassment and
trouble. If this deal was finalized, the University would
appear to have solved a problem caused by their own gross
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Kevin Grace negligence. The University has brought this crisis
on by persisting in hiring people without knowing what
its departments' budgets will be. They have also
persisted in the outrageous practice of hiring and
laying off people simultaneously. Incredibly the latest
job posting includes four Clerk I and II fobs in the
registrar's office. Both these onerous practices cause
a great deal of hardship and this deal would absolve them
of a great deal of responsibility. The second reason is
money. The University is proceding on the assumption
that this deal will be finalized and as a result have
not as yet issued lay-off notices to the people who should
properly be laid-off under article 34.08(b) that is, the
people in the affected classifications with the least amount
of seniority. If this deal is not passed by the membership
the University will be forced to pay people for not
working. How infuriating would this be to them. Thirteen
days have passed since the original lay-off notice of June
4th, and if the lay-off procedure is properly implemented
the University will have to pay a number of people at
least two weeks salary for doing nothing. Surely not a
fact to trifle with!

The third reason for the University agreeing to this

deal is its figuring in the imminent dissolution of the
lay-off clause. When I first joined the Grievance Ctte.
what seems to be a very distant not—-quite six months

ago, I was constantly chided by the other members of the
Ctte. for my innocent belief that the University would
respect the contract and keep its promises because it

was their duty and they were honorable people. How wrong
I was! During my stay on the Grievance Ctte. the members
of that ctte. have seen and heard untold lies, deceptions,
and attempts to contravene the contract from the other
side of the table. Now we are to believe that suddenly
the University has become honorable and trustworthy.
Riding a metaphorical white horse as it were. I wonder
who is being naive now. We are to believe that a non-
binding promise, a mere scrap of paper is going to keep
them from doing what they so desparately desire: subverting
the lay-off clause.

Now the University knows fully well exactly what article
34.08(b) entails. Back in :February, there were many long,
involved and occasionally rancorous discussions with the
University over this issue. The University tried to
maintain that "bumping' was department-wide and later

that it was voluntary. It took a great deal of persuading,
and more importantly a threatened arbitration to bring
them around to our way of thinking. However since that
time they have continually misinformed employees to the
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tune that bumping doesn't exist, or that its voluntary.

In fact, and this is very important, the lay-off letter of
June 4 itself was illegal. 1In this letter they named

22 people in the department who were to be laid-off.

They had no right to do this. The procedure is clear: if
22 people are no longer needed a meeting is held with the
University, the 22 people in the various categories with
the least amount of seniority are found and duly given one
month's notice. If this action necessitates transfer

then the University has the right to undertake this. I'm
sure many of you know that unilateral transfer is no
stranger to the University and the University especially
the Library has shown almost a gleeful desire to do this
during the past year.

If the University knows itself how the lay-off procedure
works why do they persist in sending illegal letters such
as that of June 4?7 That answer is obvious the University
is extremely antagonistic to the Lay-off clause, they wish
to undermine, or better destroy it. Letters like that of
June 4 instill guilt and doubt into the minds of employees
They confuse employees as to the true nature of this

hated clause and by doing so help to destroy it.

Now comes the part when we must see what the Grievance Cmmte
is bringing on itself and the Union as a whole by this
proposed action.

The nature of the Grievance ctte. is clear. We are not
social-workers or even Ann Landers or Mary Worth. We are
charged with interpreting the contract and being responsi-
ble for its enforcement. The contract in this instance is
clear and so should our action be. However, the Grievance
committee thinks differently. Why? Because they have
been swayed by the moral and fiscal objections of certain
members. If this precedent is set, it will turn the
Grievance Committee and the contract into a shambles.
Personal fears and objections should not enter into the
argument. If the Grievance Committee is allowed to suggest
personal exceptions to some, then all exceptions must be
considered and chaos is the result. The contract is for
all the membership equally, exceptions cannot be permitted
if fairness is to prevail. ‘

I ask you to consider the consequences of this action on
the lay-off clause alone just for the moment. The.

members of the Grievance Ctte. consider further lay-offs

to be imminent. We do not expect this to be an isolated
case. We can expect thesame thing to happen with
frightening regularity in the near future. Approval of
this deal is nothing less than ipso facto denial of the
rights of sessional employees to the use of clause 34.08(b).
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Kevin Grace If the same situation were to occur tomorrow what does
| the Union do then? With the pressure from the University
and from this precedent the Union would be forced to adopt
the same measure.

Most importantly of all , what if the people involved

were continuing people with no termination dates? Do you
honestly believe that if we grant exceptions to sessional
people we won't grant them to continuing people? What
will become of our proposed arbitration case on grant
employees (who have definite termination dates) must

bump if we take the rug out from sessional people. In
fact what this deal means when all is said and done is

the total dissolution of the entire clause 34.08(b).

This is the clause I and many others consider to be the
most important in the entire contract, and because of this
proposed deal it is in grave danger of collapse. Is this
deal worth it? I say no. Many people think the contract
should be amended in regard to the Lay-off of sessional
employees. Fine. This is your right. However, I plead
with you to make this part of next year's contract, if
you so desire, and not put asunder the fruit of many years'
labour by a hasty action such is being proposed today.

At the beginning of this address, I talked of the
membership as a group of 1200 people united and not a
collection of isolated individuals. When you vote on this
issue I remind you again of how your decision affects so
many and ask you to vote not for the greater good of a
handful but for the greater good of all.

I consider this to be the most important issue that has
faced our local since its inception. The choice is yours,
I urge you to defeat this motion.

Ian MacKenzie Before we proceed to the speakers' list does anyone have
any questions on the factual content of Kevin's report?

(no questions were raised)

Emerald Murphy I would like to point out that I don't consider this
clause the most important article in the contract I feel
our grievance and arbitration provisions are by far the
most importantbut nevertheless back to the issue. This
proposal is not a violation of the contract but rather it
is purely a matter of interpretation . We must understand
this matter completely and I would speak in favor of the
spirit of the agreement, I am however alittle leery of
the wording and maybe we should get legal advice on it to
ensure it's airtight. I think that it would also be
a good idea to make press releases to enlighten the public
on how poorly their tax dollars are being managed.
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