Our first contract expires September 30th - a week: away. Our contract committee has
begun negotiating. with the University ‘Administration. They are presenting the contract
proposals ‘approved and passed by the membersnip in the last 2 months. All AUCE members
should have received a copy of the proposals by campus mail.

Contract negotiatiOns are the most important part of belng in ‘a’union. As members,
with good, up-to-date information we can decide to resvond:and take action which will
affect what gets thrown across the bargaining table - not just sit back and wait for the
outcome. In other words, the contract committee can only put across the policy we
determine, and w1ll present it acrcording to our strategy decisions. . (They need usi)

So, contract and communications committees are working jointly to issue newsletters
as often as necessary throughout negotiations, instead of the usual monthly editions.
Starting now, -distribution will be done by hand to union divisions in lieu of campus mail
to ensure speedy delivery and hopefully. .to increase personal contact and communications
among members in these times when solldarlty may need to be ¢alled upon hastily.

If problems arise or members f1nd they've been left out, contact one of the following
people, corresponding to your division:

A - Jean, ~ 2871 E, F & G - Peggy - 3276
B - Karen - 2761 or Heather - 2773 (Sedgewick Lib. - Jack, 3894)
C&D =~ Nancy - 5214 H - Louise - 2720

I - Jack - 3894
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WHAT'S HAPPENED SO FAR

This report covers negotiations

to Monday, September 22, six work-
ing days before the contract
expiry date of September 30. The
Contract Committee and the Univ-
ersity have met 15 times (compare
with 32 sessions in total 1last
year).

In the first sessions, the Contract
Committee responded to the Univ-
ersity's proposed contract, stat-
ing our objections and asking for
clarification. Our proposed con-
tract was then presented to the
University. The remaining sessions
to last Friday were spent with the

University raising their objections.

Friday the negotiators had been
over our contract two full times.

The session today, Monday, Sept.
22, was spent going over both the
University and our contracts
simultaneously and seeing if there
was anything that could be agreed
to.

The -following clauses have been
agreed to. If there are no
changes from last year's contract,
they are listed according to
article and section number. If
there are changes, it is written '
out and the changes underlined.

ARTICLE 2 - Recognition
ARTICLE 4 - Probation
o : 1. Duration
. 3.Rights
ARTICLE 7 - Union Activity
T - 3y:Short Term Leave of
S J!:Absencg. :
ARTICLE 8 - Stewards

4, Notification

ARTICLE 18 - Bulletin Boards

The University agrees on request
of the Union to provide bulletin
boards in a permanent and promin-
ent location acceptable to the

Union. (rest as in previous contract)

Letter of Agreement - Campus Mail
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WIAT IT ALL MEANS

I am going to comment on the attitude
of the University in negotiations to
date. I think the personal accounts
fron members of the Contract Committee -
that follow this article will provide
fuller illustration to the conclusions

I have drawn. From my experience last
year, it seems things have not ‘changed.
It's disheartening to think of this

kind of circus being repeated year after
year in this process the Labour
Relations Board in the Labour Code of
B.C. has misnamed "bargaining in good
faith”.

It is important to note that in
this year's necotiations the
University does not recognize
last year's contract. This means
going bhack to square one, reargu-
ing clauses and not being able

to rely on our experisnce in
working with the coantract in the
nast year, especially in regards
to questions decided by arbitra -
tion. MNo decisions from last
year are binding in this year's
contract, secems to he one of the
main premises of the University's
bargaining position.

Another thing I have noted in
going over our minutes of nego-’
tiations is that the University
seems very displeased with the
way our contract worked in prac-
tice last year, and they appear
to say in several instances that
they will nct allow this to
happen again. Their attitude
often seems one of »unishing
misbehaving children. (I cannot
quote directlv because of the
nature of the minutes, but will
use the minutes as written to
illustrate my points.)

The University has said:

We have been bitten by ambiguous
statements in contracts before and
are not prepared to agree to any
now.

and in a discussion on union

representation on building desian

committees:
Last year an agreement was reached
and the intent of each article
carefully discussed and understood
by both parties involved. However,
in its operation, your executive
and president refused to discuss
with the university any terms of
the contract. The grievance comm-
ittee determined the interpreta-
tion of the vartous articles.
This is why we are wary of any
loose wording.

The University is raising two
main objections to almost all of
our demands:



HAT IT ALL MEANS (cont'd)

1. It costs too much money.
2. It infringes on management
rights.

Management rights is definitely
their stronger objection and has
come u» in almost every article
discussed. This is the Catch 22
in all trade union agreements, as
it is a standard and, as of vet,
unchallenged clause.. This gives
management the exclusive right to
“manage’, "direct®, "control® the
workers at its place of business.
Our purpose in bargaining with
the University is to obtain reco-
gnition and rights that were
previously not granted by manage-
ment. e sit on opposite sides
of the table, at cross »nurposes.

e want more rights and reccgnition.

The University wants to maintain
its power to grant theseé rights.
le could have waited until the
University saw fit to recognize
us as worthwhile human beings, bhut
since we were a long tlme waiting,
we chose to stand up on our own
and demand that the University
work with us to establish a fair
working relatlonshlp between them
and ourselves (Artlcle 1, General
Purpose)

This contract'again finds us
fighting tooth and nail against
an administration who does not
want us to have either individual
power, as in having a say in what
goes on in our offices, or coll~-
ective pnower , as that which we
build when we stand as a Union
and ask for the right of represen-
tation in decisions affecting our
working conditions and our lives.

One place management rights
doesn’t come in is under Article

5, Union Security, in the discus-

sion of how employees should be
included in the union. We decided
that a Union Shop (everyone pays,
everyone joins) would allow for
full, democratic participation.
The University would like to see
us have the Rand formula (an
emplovee must pay dues, but does
not have to.belong to the Union)
with a slight variation = vou

must join the Union, but after a
year you can opt out if you so
choose.
considerate: souls that they are,
is that they would like us to have

NEGOTIATIONS

more than true.
meeting left all of us feeling as though
we had been pulled through knot-holes

1 - r L3 3 2 |
Their rationale for this, Here's an ewample.

"a greater freedom of choice®!
They are onlv concernsd about
this when it comes to how we
decide to organize ourselves to
raise our demands; in any other
situation they‘'re going on about
us interfering in their sacred
right to manage! 'Mot a word
comes from them about our freedom
to join the pension plan, or to
decide what we need as a decent
living wage, or to determine how
we work. As someone on the
Contract Comnittee »nut it, it
seems odd that all of sudden the
University is concerned about its
employees having decision-making
powers.
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LET'S HEAR HO'"] THE CORTRACT
COMMITTEE PEOPLE FEEL ABOUT THIS
YEAR'S ‘NEGOTIATIONS.

Frances Donaldson

Division D

FRUSTRATION (or so 1t
seems)

When I was asked whether or not I would
stand for election for Division D contract
representative, I said I would consider
it and check out the implications for

work, life, ete. and reply in a day or

so. As is obvious, I accepted. I was
told at the time that frustration,
energy-drain, ete. would be my lot and
I believed the person, but experience
has certainly proved the advice to be
The first all-day

backwards .

The major feeling I have about nego-
tiations :as they have gone thus far, 18

‘that the University does not consider

us as 'people, but as workers (read:

busy little bees constantly under dir-

ection). The University doesn't seem
to think we are responsible people.

They don't seem to realize that we are

capable of making decisions that direc-
tly effect our work areas and working
conditions. .

I get angry at the University's lack of

simple human respect for the people

who work here.

We have a proposal
under the Discharge article that lays
the burden of proof of just cause on the




Frances Donaldson (cbﬁt?d)

Untversity. The University has obgjected
most strenuously to this proposal during
presentation; we have yet to see what they
will say in a negotiating situation.

Does it seem logical to you that an

employer should feel this way? Why on
earth 18 this a problem? Do they want

to be able to fire people without just
cause? What kind of management is that?

Kok hk ki kdkdn

Dick Martin
Division H

Since the beginning of negotiations we
have still agreed to little that appears
to resemble a union contract. The
wording of this contract is determined

by negotiations, but whether the condi-
tions of the contract are catisfactory
depend on the union as a whole. The
arguments that occur across the bargain-
ing table are not hard to understand,
especially for those who are there to
hear the continual repetitious statements
made by the University negotiators.

These discussions and arguments carry

no more weight than the ink it takes to
write them down. The clout that it takes
to change things comes from reality of
action, words at a negotiating table
don't change a real situation.

Any arrangement based on a con:vact is
based on mistrust and that is the way -
every supporter of worker's organizations
must realize their role in negotiations.
A basic antagonism exists in our present
society between the people as involved

in the workplace and those who direct

the various institutions of society.

This is demonstrated by our present
contract negotiations with U.B.C. Where
disagreement is strongest, the arguments
are baseéd on two contradictory philoso-
phies that exclude each other, making
ccmpromise more than meeting half way.
For example, union activity on the actions
of stewards is opposed to management
rights, the direction of the work force,
job security and definition of employment
is opposed to University budgeting, and
so on. It is up to every member to
determine how much they are going to
trust the University administration to
come to a fair settlement.

Robert Gayton
Diviston A

Writing my personal feelings about

the negotiations thus far is a little
difficult for me. I don't really want
to write about either team. They
aren't the issue here.  But one parti-
cular point that the management team
has been puttzng across which deeply
bothers me is that the clerical staff
is not capable of fumctioning within
the positions they hold without the
direct and constant intervention of
Supervisors and Department Heads!

Please do not take this lightly, because
this one attitude stands like a wall
before all employee rights and its the

University position in negotiations

that there are no employee rzghts 5 3
onlg_gmploage duties.

If'you are. abZe to function without
constant supervision; if you know what
your duties are and how to do them, if
you are able to get through a day's,

a week's, a month's work (or longer)
without ever having to speak to your _
supervisor.or department head concerning
how to do that work, then you can pro-
bably imagine our disbelief to be told
by the management's team that the staff
cannot be allowed to decide when they
will take thetr lunch break (the argu-
ment being that the individual employee
does not:know what her/his work priori-
ties are within the department). That's
Jjust one example.

What is the issue here, and what I must
ask each.of you to consider in light of
your own work situation i$: can many
of the decisions which relate directly
to your work and how it's dome be left
in your hands without jeopardizing
your entire office or library division?

In effect, this is what we are asking
f?om the University, and their reaction
is rather. depressing as an example of
what they know of our actual daily
duties - who, in fact, do the work in
those office and divisions!

DID YOU HEAR THE ONE ABOUT CHUCKIE CONNAGHAN, FORMER PRESIDENT OF
THE CONSTRUCTION LABOUR RELATIONS ASSOCIATION AND MEMBER OF THE UBC
BO/RD OF GOVERNORS, BEING HIRED TO THE TUNE OF §55,000 TO BRING

AUCE MEMBERS INTO LINE?

HERE'S TO UPPITY WOMEN!
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NMECATIATOR FAP A NAV - Thursday, September 18, 1975

A year's absence, but after one session all the feelings of accomplishment, all the
tension, all the frustration returns.

Negotiating in many respects lacks a sense of reality: it's easy to forget that you are

negotiating for someone, on behalf of others: it can for periods of time bhecome an end in
itself,

The Univensity negotiatons, Clark, Rell, Kennedy and Buwiian possess their own
peculian styfe. _ _ . ‘

Most o4 thein anouments are weab, thein discipline is shabby - they frequently and
openly contradict one another and hold spontaneous, inkormal caucases in front of oun
Contract Commitree.,

They sXiRL display a fundamental Lack o4 knowledae and concenn of what it {8 Ribe fo
be sunpornt stak4.

Thein position 44 "a-histonical® - they fonget that there wene and are valid reasons
for forming ourn orm union and struaghing fo neaotiato ourn Ainst contract.

They apoean to have taken thein Management 100 cowrses , and feel confident they can
handle those wppity women who daned to stin up the Univernsity climate Last yean; they
push management rights at every vossible opportunity - we made Zoo many Lnroads Last
yearn they intimate. : g
Heqotiations, they tell us, tabe time: there is a procedwre #o 40llow, a Limetable -
Anst, hoth sides present thein hespective contrnacts, then both arque thein initial
positions; the stage is nepeated; when this has havpened "neal negotiations™” begin,
with everything we won Last yean re-neqotiated.

Our Contract Cormittee is disciplined and articulate; they areue our proposals well,
while exposing the glaring inconsistencies and intentions of the University's proposals.

The University's negotiators are plodders; thev are at the bargaining table to take away,
not to create - a holding action apainst the support staff hordes of AUCE: they will be
back next year and the year after with their inane arguments and their persistent incon-
sistencies. ' \

They appear to resent the benefits we have won to date: Clark constantly hints that we
are out to cheat the University, that there is more to our proposals than that which
meets the eye: we are devious and our motives arc sordid.

Throughout Thursdav's session, Clark wove a continuous theme ~ the grievance procedure is
cumbersome and not really effective in dealing with problems before they reach the level
of confrontation: what he supgested was the formation of a joint labor-manacement
committee., ' ! S
Clark said "“we should have some means of contact, so they (the problems) don't reach the
level of confrontation®; and "we, meaning the University, can't get together with the
Executive because of the Grievance Committee'': but, he continued, the University does not
want to hynass the grievance procedure,

For me

0, this was the signifdcant impression o4 the day - the lnivernsity negotiatons
view owr having organized ourselves as a freakb incident, something quite unnecessary
which theu ane now willina to overloob.

Clark is now pushing for some chummy arrangement to bypass the Grievance procedure; and,
hence, AUCE Local 1's membership, although he chooses not to put it into such terms.

The use of the grievance procedure to interpret and enforce our contract with the
University is essential: the University knows it and so do we: they want to circumvent
it wherever possible because over the last year they have consistently lost grievances.

I can only guess at what tactics the University is employing -~ they may be out to break
AUCE as an innovative, active union or to weaken us to the point where they are dealing
with a few complacent individuals, content with having their egos stroked by an "enlight-
ened" University administration, they could be waiting for the wage-price control issue
now being discussed at the Federal level to be resolved (a little stalling could be
profitable): possibly the University negotiators are not really on top of things and
need prodding from an active AUCE membership to get things moving.
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These ane the same people who gave us the 338.00 wage offen Last Yoar; Zthis yeanr
they ane a Little slicken - they oave us a betien waage okfer, hoping Lo buy the
s 044, while they thy fo severely weaken the 4tnnnafh o{ owr 448t contract.

The session T attended was the fournteenth this yearn: Last yearn we had a fotal of 32
and signed a conthact.

We pointed this out to Clark and his cohorts, telling them that our membership would
like to see a more rapid procedure, with results: we told him that Septembor 30£h,
the expiny date of the contract was approaching and that the membenéhap would be dis-
appointed that Little progress had been made.

Clark became animated and said that the September 30th date was not sacrosanct:; we told
him that we were not making any implications, but that obviously the expiry date of a
contract raises certain expectations in people's minds.

- Ray Galbraith
AUCE Contract Committee member - 1974
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We have a proposal which reads: "In discussions between the University and an employece
regarding work-related problems, the emplovee shall have the ripht to be accompanied by
a steward". _

The University insists that stewards have no business being in on any discussions
except regarding grievances. e felt that our nroposal gives everyone concerned in a
particular problem, a vehicle for cormunication.

The University also said that they wouldn't accept any revision to their proposal ...
which is...
"When the University wishes to discuss dissatisfaction with the work of an employee,
the employee, upon request, may be accompanied by a steward'.

"\(\H T ‘{H‘I\!} ﬁT;th phn‘hl 2 o r\fTr\T nrclqro (\;Jp T\;{*ﬂpgt r;\g(*':" N |[) Tpnr:qmr[q‘[ﬂILIT\/, p”p
ATTITUDFS, QUR SHOPTCOMINGS, ,, 777 |
In our propnsal we are giving the university the opportunity to build up better communica-

tions between employees and supervisors, between the union and management...3etter com-
munication could rectify nroblems before they become grievances. '

The University said that if any other problems do exist, they can be rectified through
the grievance procedure.

NNESN'T TYUE INIVERSITY WANT To HELP tie PPRE'T enrrvaricrs?

- Dale McAslan .
Chainpernson, Contract Commitiee



Qun membership, at an August meeting, supported and passed a wage demand consisting of Awo
parts: a revised arading sustem plus an achoss-the-boand increase of $175. on 182 (which-
evern 45 greafern) edfective Octohen 1, 1975.

The present, complex and irrational system of 33 pay grades has little rhyme or reason.
Various iobs, in fact, require similar skills, training and experience and should really
he grouped together on the same grade level. The membership has proposed to replace it by
seven pay grades, each separated from the next by $80. per month. In each pay grade, one
obtains a $20. per month increase each year, up to five years.

The increase of $175 or 187 ensures that (i) our members at least keep up with rising
living costs and (ii) bring us up to near parity with technical workers on campus. To
illustrate the now-existing discrepancies, see the following:

Clerk 1 Starting rate $633: Minimum qualifications required: high school education plus
business training: some knowledge of office procedures. On
jobs where typing is required, a minimum of 40 wpm.

Assistant Technician 1  Starting Rate $932 (as of October, 1975)

Minimum qualifications: good physical fitness, elementary education; no experience is
generally required. ¥nowledge of work to be performed is usually obtained by on-the-
job training.

The University has proposed a first wage offer: 14% or $100 (whichever is greater)
effective October 1, 1975 plus 5% on April 1, 1976.

They appear to have given us little thought. Even the very basic fact of inflation has
been conveniently overlooked. Their offer cannot be taken seriously particularly when
you consider that the percentages are split up over a span of months. To illustrate
this, the followine example is offered (over the term of our next 1 year contract):

univ. proposal - 147 or $109 on October 1/75
Base rate, Grade 3, $633 + $100 = $733 effective October 1 to
March 31/76 (total of 6 months)
(And if vou include deductions, totalling anproximately $146.80 (Inc.Tax,CPP,UIC), in
1act vou are only receivine a take-home pav cheaue of ($733-146,80) = $586€.20. This is
onlv $67.55 higher than the present take home pay of $518.65 for Grade 3.)

57 on April 1/76
$733 + 37 (5%) = 8770 effective Apnril 1 to Sept. 30/76 (total of 6 mth)

Estimating a 3100 increase for 6 months plus an additional $37 increase for 6
months, the figures show that the university is actually only proposing an average
monthly gross increase of approximately $119 and that is before deductions.

This proposed. increase neither compensates us for inflation nor pays any attention to

the validity o4 a nevised arading system. And the issue of parnity with technical wonkers
on campus seems to have escaped the thought processes of the Univernsity. The university's
prlonities arne indeed strnange: they pay the vice-president $54,800 a yean yet sLLEL
cannot necognize the value of the people who heep this university running.

- 7....



