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LOC/\L 1 FEPO!:T 

I'm sure that each of our locals has felt the effects of the federal controls . 
Some more significantly t h-,.n others. For those who have been at the ':iar9aining 
table in recent months, I'~ sure that you will a~ree, that who.t has ahrnys proved a strenuous exercise in t he past - has become a gruelling and exhausting experienc e under the shadrn~, of the Anti-Inflation Programme. 

,;ucE's oriqinal objectivP- , the elimination of discriminatory r,ay ;,ractices , is 
considerably hampered if not made an exercise in futility , by the terms dictated by Ottawa. Will public sector workers and particularly the women workin g in t he public sector - remain ti-ie qoverments scanegoats? /Jre 11Je to be continually sinnl ed out to bear t he brunt of Canada's economic deficiencies? 

As many of you may know, ALICE local l recently had the utter misfortune of beinq rolled back and ordere d to ~ayback salaries outline d in our 1975/76 collective a9reement. That contract ~ t 11ourh retroactive to October 1st 1975 (a perioc! prior to the introduction of t~e controls programme) was si sned Jecember 23rd 1975 after a \'Jeek-1 onq strike. '!r ile speculation and the 1 av, of averaoes held t hat t he controls programme ,,,ould lJe adopted t,y t he BC Provincial Government - at that point in tir.ie workers fallin0 1,1nrler provincial jurisdiction were not covered by t he fer:l-eral controls. In fact. it was not until mid-June of 1976 that the BC Provincial r-;_overnment passec. ~arallel legislation retro-actively coverin g :-)rovincial employees. By this ooint in time , Loccd 1 \'Ja S in the nint h month of its one year contract. 
In lat e July 1976 the lJnion and the University ~,,ere requested by the /\IB to submit t he actual cost fiaure of the contract for examination ty t he board. Doth parites 
werej at that time, given t he opportunity to submit 1.,iritten justification for t he 
neqotiated wage settlem s" t. While the University argued that the wage settleme nt was similar to settlem ents awarded to other b~rqainino units on campus - fUCE 
attempted to qualify for ex~motion under the sexual discrimination provisions of the Anti-Inflation Act. 

The qist of local l's orininal ti-10--.3.ne submission f"',cused on the issue of equal oay for ivork of equal val1Je . It 1•:as and is our conviction that the most pervasi ve and generalized sex discrimination in pay practices is that which dictates that 
fomale-tyne jobs shall be Dilid less t han ma:e-type .iobs. tle pointed out that ou~ wage settlement partially eliminated t he existin g ~isparitv and that it was the elimination of discriminatory pay practices \'d,ich 1·1as t he sole criterion for our original wage demand. 

!,Je \·•ent further and compclred our jo b descriptinns v:it h com11arable ciescriptions in other baraainin a units which a.re predominately male and enjoy substantially l argE!" salaries. Unfortunatel y the AIB chose to i gnore these arquments. 

Approximately t ~ree weeks after we maile d in our submission ~e were contacte d by the boar d and informed t hat our brief v.Jas not in a form the f\IB could accent. It 1,1as pointe d out to us that our interpretation of t he exemption for sexual ~iscrimination was much too broad and not one that the board found acceptabl e . Apparentl y 1 their interpretation is sn narrow as to limit sexual discrimination to sit uations involvin g men and w0men doin9 exactly the same jo bs and being pai d different sal-aries. That this interpr et ation lacks insi ght into the true struggles of women wor kers is so obvious as to ~e trite. Women's skills and qualifications must be i~eighed and recognized enually with those possessed by t heir male counter parts 
regar dless of whether or not t he duties performed are i den ti ca 1. 
In t he weeks that followe d. Local 1 did extensive investiqation of salaries raid t0 corresponding emj)loyees at other post-secondary institutions - includin g ot her li..1ca·1: 
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of P,UCE. lJe had been advised by the !UB that as our sexual discrimination argument 
was rather weak in their view, we should attempt to make a case under the provisions 
proviced for historical relationship. Essentially, this involved convincinq the 
board that salaries naid by various Universities and Colleges had borne a demon-
strable relationship with our own for the two year period prior to Cctobsr 14th, 
1975. By provinq thc1.t salaries and rates of increase had remained ~uite comparable 
- we :1oped to justify our V!age settlement by maintainino that had our increase been 
considera~ly ::,r::1ller ·.·!e •.,muld not have been able to maintain the salary relationsh·ip 
that had existecl for many years. Clerical '..JOrkers at uric 1::ould fall consi dera bly 
b-:hind others performing exactly the same jobs but located at different institutions , 

In early December 1976 - ti-·o months after t he ex:.>i ry of the contract in quest inn t he 
AIB ruled that the negotiated 1settlement ~as excessive. In total dollars our 
settlement had amounte•1 to .:m overa 11 percentage increase for the entire bargaining 
unit of approximately 19%. The AIB stated that they felt we were entitled to 15% 
but no more. It was left uo to the Universitv and the Union to neaotiate how and 
\•there tile cuts in _pay ,iere going to come. - -

Quite apart from the init1al horror and confusion experience by everyone ·- th~ 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 9rades t here were now 10. This reductio n resulte d 
in varied increases to our membership. The range was arnroximately bet~een 9% and 
24%. The sub-committee of the executive 11Jho were elected to neaotiate the roll b .ck 
had to decide the fairest 1,.:ay oossible to reduce \I/ages and pacify t he resentment 
felt by a minorit y of Vie r:iembership 1,1ho had not received large rercentage increases 
to start with. It should be noted that while some of t he higher classifications 
received \11h-1t 1_"/0Uld appeci.r to be · st·:'.11 percentagf increases t he fact that they had 
been earning higher waoes to start with insured t1at the actual dollars they re-
ceived were sometimes greater than those received by people awarded higher perce nt-
ar.ie r :-.i ses) 

l'ith the interruption caused by the Christmas season it took the joint committee 
until February to negotiate t he possible rollback and payback options. These then 
went to the membership for referenrlum vote. The final decision was t hat everyone 
would be rolle d back equally - we vJOuld all lose $32.00 per month. It was furt: ,er 
decided that everyone v!oul cl have a numher of payhack anti ons O;len to them from 1,1hi ch 
they could choose. 

At t hi s point in time "le 1,1ere sti 11 covered 1Jnder the a.ffected agreement as 1!!2 ha'.1 
!1ad no success in negotia ting a new contract. We had, therefore-beer receiv ing t he 
wages affected by the ruling, for sixteen months. Our total payback if we had 
been workin0 full-time during th e entire period would amou~t to about $454.00 each. 
The University agreed that the long er we were given to :1ay back that amount - the 
less dramatic our monthly :iay loss would be. He agreer! on a twenty-four month 
payback. 

In early f1arcil we sur.mitterl our entire agreement to thP. /US for revie 11. They w.2.re 
to decide if they found our compliance plan and pa_vhack sc heme acceritable:. Si~~ 
weeks 13.ter, around t he ?nth of ,!lirril v!e received their ans•,1er. Everything v1as 
to their likin9 except the 24 month pay back - they wanted th~ money in 12 months. 

It should be pointed out t hat when we submitted our plan to them we \~ re assured that 
that if they found problems with any or all of it we 1~ould hear within 48 hours afte r 
they received it. T::2 Univ8rsity had \·Jaited tvJo i.-,1eeks and havinq heard nothing 
from t he board spent t housands of dollars in overtime payments to q-~t th e •.·1hole 
thing implemented. Every r~ucE member received a bill and a returnable form on 
\\lhich thc~y specified the payback options of their choosinq. nost of t he forms had 
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been rec0i ved by the time the board told us they the~,, would not permit a t vJ,:mty-r four month payback. 

Recently, the Union sent a letter of appeal to the board regarding the question 0f 
payback. 1-Je maintaine0 t '1:-t having to payback functs within 12 months 1•1ould creat e 
real financial har dship for our r.iem!:>ership - we c1sked that they reconsider t he 24 
month period. Early last i·.1eek we heard via the Universit y that the board haci 
d8cided to oermit a maximum recovery l)eriod of 18 months - a com1Jromise bet 11een 
their position and our m•1n. This \•.iill no doubt cost the University several t hou-· 
sands of dollars - as th<:\'' will have to r8-issue most of the oriqinal payback 
forms. The situation h,~s nddE:cl to the rapidly deteriorating relations at t~e 
bargaining ta ble and has nut only strain on everyone affected. It is Local 1 's 
hope that other locals will nevet have to exoerience sirniliar hassles with the 
government, but that 1·1.e ''.'ill all see theend of the controls programme in t he very 
near futur~. 

Contract Peport 

Because 111e be~an negotiating so long ago 9 vJe t nd in revie~dng t he proce .:_dings, 
to calculate around kev dates when some of th e more siqnificant events have 
occurred. The first, of cnurs ej fl.uqust 10. ,.,:as the da_y, almost a year ago? 1·.1hen 
we planned our first negotiating session. The University showed up on August 13. 

Bargainin'.) \•tas slo1,1 for the first 3 months. kJe sigr.ed a handful of clauses, nothing 
earthshaking~ and by t he enrl of Octo ber had reac hed the end of our rope. The Uni-
versit y was refusing to ne~otiate anythin g of substance rending the ruling by t he 
AIB on our previous s ~ttlernent t1.1hich \las under reviev.;. They, in effect, declar ed 
discussion of so-call ~cl mon(?tary items to be out of order $ and these in:Ju ded about 
:ialf the it ems that \•Jer!:? on the ta ble. He calb d for a mediator and suspen ded 
ne9otiations until one 111es appoint ed . In late 1'Jovemb~r we resumed our me2tin0s in 
t he presence of Jock lfat erston who som2 of you know, who dozed at one 0nd of tre 
ta ble while the Universit~, carri ed on with its feisty ref usal to negotiat e half t he 
clauses that had ~een ~penerl. 

He carri ed on this ,,my t hrough Christmas and th e 1dnt er until at last~ on f'arch 
17, t he University DrescC?nted us wit h t ~2ir St. Patrick's ua_y ;·'assacr 2 to ken, a 
lengt hy package comprisc rl mainly of xerox copi es of t'1e same positions tf~ey had 
been offering throug hout t ~ose many months. It repres ent erl very 1 ittl e movement 
on th eir part~ a.nd not c.11 in a progressive directfon, by any means. i'iarc l1 18 
was our last day of mee tinns. We took the package hack to the membership on A;t : l 
14. It was unanimously roj,~cted. vie prooose d at t hat meeting to rresent th·~ 
University with a counter packages respondin9 ~here possibla, to anything positiv e 
that had aprcar ed in t le irs. On June 9 our proposed aackage was approve d by our 
membership ~or pn~sentat.ion to the University. l-'e expect to be back in negotiati rn s 
next week after a r2cess of thr ee months. 

The greatest snngle roadblock to a settlement this year ~as been the issu e of jo b 
security. The University has made some very obvious att empts to undermine our 
rig hts to ~rotcction under the contract and to exclude certain cat egories of 
employe es from t hat ()rot ection by ir:iposing :)robationary periods of up to a year. 
The language th ey are pro~osing, in many cases , woul d prove an utter nightmare for 
a grievance committee . 

\,Je have never had a serious discussion of any mon2tary items , alt hough th e AIB 
ruling 1,,;as receive c last r1r=:cember. Their wage offor of ~.42 r.nd $32 in a t ···o--yec1r 
contract they justifieci by claiming the 11oot v!as e:mpty 11 • P.pparently thGy have an 
array of pots of different sizes - a 5.8% pot for CUPE, a $5, 526, 000 pot for 
faculty - and an emptv on~ for us. 



At present , we have siqned some 36 articl es of a total of more t han 100 outstanding 
from both sides. 1•/e are prcoaring for \'Jhat :ie expect will be a difficult settlr~Pient 
t his summer. Timing has bt:~come the most important factor in negotiating. P" ser-
ious delay at t he ta ble could forc e us past the point where we would be able to pull 
off any effe ctive job action 9 should it come to t hat. In thE: meantime, t he strike 
committee has been i•Jorkinr_, "lard, building support among our members and the public 
and anticipatin g t he possi hility of a strike vote to be taken at t he end of Jul y. 

Grievance Committee 

During the past year the rel ationship bet ween Local One's Grievance Committee and 
t he University's Labour Committee deteriorat ed rather markedly. By t he end of 1976 
we had eight grievances going to arbitration, and t~o issues bGfore the Labour Re-
lations 81)ard under 96 (1) . Since January, more grievanc es hav,~ had to be taken 
to arbitration. 

The two issu es befor e t h0 Labour Relations Board ~erq: 
(1) ~hether a disc harge arievance should properly start at st ep 1 or step 4. 
(2) time limits \•!here c n,rievance 111as declared null and voicl sinc e st eo 3 \'iaS 

process0d a day lat e . 
On t he first t he LRG rul ~d that if pay is given in li eu of notice than th e gri evance 
should be in itiat ed at step 4. In t he second case t~e LRB rul ed und2r a cl ause 
in the Labour Cod2 t hat the nrievance in ouestion should now ~rocecct to steo 3. • i I , 

The arbiration cases covGr a 1;,:ide range of claus es in our contract such as r2class-
icicationss job d~scri ~tinn , employ~e files 9 disc harge and l eave of absence. 

The Union was unable to get t he University to agree to a sin gle arbitrator to hea:· 
these cases, so t he l!nion ~,,as foro ~d to ask the '1inis t er of La'.1our to appoint one. 
ffr . 1''.ore ly Fox, v-!:10m hot: 1 the Union and t he Univ~rsit y had previously suggsstcd t·Jas 
ap;1oint ed. The Universit y retai ned l egal counsel 9 : 1r. K2ith f.1/itch ell; to act on 
their beh~lf i n these cas~s. 

The hearings began in April, with t he first cases heard being three reclas sif icati on 
gr ievances whic h have been unresolved sinc e January of 1974. f ft er fiv e days of 
hearin gs (whic h ,,~ere spr e~.ri out over tv10 ivee!{s) t'~er,:: !•!as a tra de9y t.ihi ch has put 
an indefinite halt to t he hearin gs. Our arbi t rator suff ered a heart atta ck during 
the afte rnoon of the 5th day, and alt hough he is no~ willing to contin ue~ t he 
future timinq and charact er of the remainder of t ~e fi rst arbitratio n and of the 
ot her ones i~ ur in th~ air. 

This delay is comrlicatnd by t he fact h'.1at t h2 L1niv,~rsit21's lav1y<2r is abl e to meet 
only very infr eouently and scheduling of t he hearings could mean we'll still be in 
arbitration at the end of the year. Also, t he heari ngs have been going ~uch mora 
sloi,Jly than anyone reall y oxrect ecl, whic h driv es the cost to t he Union up trem2nd-
ouslv. Another probl em which drasticall y aff ects t he cost is t hat just hefore t he 
arbit rations the Universit \f informed th e Union that the onlv 9~ople \'!ho \•1ould be ·- . paid for would be t he qri evor and t heir reoresenta tiv~. 

Also t here is a certai n reluctanc e on the part of t he i!nion and on the. oart of 
the Universit y 's la1J1yer , to continu e with the same: arbitrator for the eight a.rt.it .. 
rations for which he vJas a':looint ed, 11r. Fox, hol,!E:Ver ; has indicat ed he 1·1ants to 
continue . d2 and t he Uni v2rsit y have agreed that !,r.: ·,t il 1 finis h t he three reel ass-
i ficati ons and a datG has b8en set for what we beli eve should be the final day of 
t hese hearings. 11r. ~1atkin , the Deput y l"iinister of Labour~ in a t c l 0phon e conver-
sation wit h a Local 1 renresentativ e indicat ed t hat our recours e la y through th e 
courts or t he__; LRB - both l engthy procedures. However, v1e may have resolv ed t he 
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problem in another t·tay. !•'e have each agreed on t \,.fO arbitrators and are currently 

, - negotiating the allocation of these outstandin9 5 arbitrations. Hhen this has !)een 
done it seems th at we will be able to solve this problem in a joint l et ter to the 
flinister of Labour explainin g that we have found an alternate wJthod to resolv e 
t hese dis9ut es. 

/\t the pres ent time j t h0.re are only thr ee m2mbers on the Gri evance Committee~ and 
as more and more qri Gvancos must go to arbitration~ th e pressure and th e workloa d 
ar e taking their toll on everyone concerned. There is a problem of fin ding people 
willinq and able to r2s P.arch and ha_ndle in dividual cas es for the Union ; people \-I/ho 
can wit hstand the belli0 0rcint tactics of the Univc~rsit y 's lat,1_11er. It has appeared 
that during th e last y0ar, every singl<: cas e that reaches te p 4 must bE ta ken to 
ar bitration for settl em?nt. It is almost as if t he Univ ersitv has launch ed a 
concert ed attemDt to drai n the L:nion financially and !=)1vsically. They have also 
constantl y tria d to neaotiat e th e contract witl1 the gri evance committee and apnar-
entl y have tri ed to trad ~ s0lutions of grievances for claus es in our negotiations. 
This outs t he whole tm 1,a of la :.:our relations at UBC in very serious jeopardy and 
it is a problem whic h must be solve d with dispatch if we ar e to polic e our contract 
effici ently. Right now t h~ grievance Committee is asking for an amendment to our 
by-1 av-1s to add three nt larg e members to the gri evance committ2e in an attempt to 
alleviate t he ~·.i'Orkload on t 'ie few members we nov: l1ave . This~ hm,1ever~ is only one 
little t hing that deals wit h one of th e symptons of the major disease of poor la bour 
relations. The last t qo meetings vdt h the IJniversit~, have shown some si gns of 
improved relations but tim~ will t ell. 

The Univ ersity forced us to invo kE~ arbitration on a leave of absence:: gri evance . 
Last week they sett l (~d t h~ matter by granti nq the l eav,::. One \vonders why t he 
University couldn't have settl ed when th e grievance was at st ep 4 or at an ea rli er 
stagej especially when it was costing them nothing to grant t his l eave . The Uni-
versity also refus ed to grant seniority for up to one year to a Union Official 
on l eave of absence for Union matt ers if t hat person had a definate t ermination 
dat e . Thev \,muld qrant s0niorit 1_1 onl, to that dat e and not bevonci. '.-'e in dic at ed 
we would grieve it - if t h,.,rr: was no settlem ent on t he issu ,2. They grant ed t he sen-
iority objecting to t h,: [)ossiblG original int ent and ex!)ress ed t hat seniorit y did 
not mean experienc e on t h~ jo b in this cas €. The article for full time l eave of 
absence for Union Activit y reads :. 11/l. leav e of absf:.nce ··lithrn1t pay of up to one vei.,r 
will be granted to anv Pmployee who ~as been el ected ~ 0 a fulltirn e offic e or 
position in th e Union. s~ni ority shall accumulat e dur ing such employ~e 's l eave of 
a'.)sence of uo to one year but no longer. 11 


