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BULLETIN */6

FROM THE FORMER CONTRACT COMMITTEE

-a8 reported In Bulletin #!5 some members of the past Contract Committee have
begun meeting to discuss the next set of contract negotiations

-in order to facillitate this process end to get fair representation on the
new Committee, Divisions should now be electing representatives to the Con-
tract Committee; if you are not sure as to your divisional structure or |f
you are interested in having your Division elect a representative, contact
either the Unlion co~ordinator or organizer -

-t0 date we have discussed such i{tems as commencing bargaining early in Januery
1978, the number of our proposals, committes accountabliity to the membership,
strike strateglies, etc, . Fin | P

~=on Tuesday, October 3rd the Contract Committee met with Jane Strudwick in

the Dept. ot Employee Relatlons énd signed - for the first time - a formal
and complete collective agreement binding on both parties for the April |,
1978 - March 81, 1979 period :

-the University’s "position” as to what eonstitutes a formal and binding
collective agreement was presented to the Lebour Relations Board - in the
form of a brief - on September 21, 1978 |

=their basic assumption, at that time, appeared to be that as of August 30,
1978 there existed -~ or came Into effect - a binding eollective agreement.
Thelr contention was a bolt out of the bliue - nothing, except for the Uni-
vqultr'a wvage offer, had been submitted to our membership for ratification
a8 outlined in our Constitution, a process we have followed since our incept-
fon as a trade union : 7

=for the past four contracts Contract Committees have signed memorandums of
agreement subject to retification by the membership

~why the University embarked upon this course is anyone’s guess - as far s
we are concerned the University undermined their LRB submission when they
signed the new col lective agreement - ratified by our membership on September
27th - on Tuesday, October 3, 1978

-the LRB originally scheduled an informal hearing for Friday, October (3th,
but when the University Informed the Board that the contract had been executed
on October 3rd, the Registrar, R.F. Bone, wrote to both partlies stating:
"As the issues raised in your lettér of September 21, 1978, have now
become academic, the Board has decided not to proceed further with
your applications...” .
However, | have been instructed to inform you that the decision not to
proceed further in these matters does not indicaete that e judgment on
the merits of this case had been made by the Board.” :

-it appears that the Upiversity could, | they so choose, resurrect the |ssue
next year. |t is obvious that the next Contract Committee wili{ have to expend
some 7ffort in educating the University’s Negotiating Committee and their .
super iors |

~reprinted below is an annotated version of the University’s submission - what
we attempt to do is to refute and quection several of -the University’s state-
ments and fact, and to speculate as to their possible intent i



-the University’s brief to the LRB raises more questions théan it answers, and,
It contains more than the simple assertion that the Union and the University
entered (nto a binding collective agreement on August S0th

-the Contrect Committee feels ith&t the University has put forward some indefens-
ible positions, positions whichi gttack the means and methods by which we run
our unlon

-if the University had proceeded with their submigsion, we were prepsred to

file a complaint under Section 8 (1) of the Code, charging the University with
interfering with the internal administration of a trade union - we would also
have included the letter affixed to Bulletin #15 outlining Strudwick’s question-
eble approaches to a member for Information about a membership meeting :

-what then follows is & polnt-by~-point (eﬂ%haugh by no meane exheustive) analy-
- 8ils of the University’s submigsion, the bulk of which was written prior to
_Bone’s Octcber 3rd |etter cancelling the hearing -~ = . , = - . ST

I. AUCE Local #1 has not refused to”execute the agreement.” In fect, we, as a
union, heve merely followad the time-honoured policy of referring the proposed
terms of & settlement to the membership. As the Unliversity Negotiating Com-
mittee takes the proposad changes to the existing collective agreemant to its
superiors ~ the Board of Governors - go the Unlon’s Contract Committee refers
the matter for final ratification to |ts membership. The University did just
this at the Board mescting on September 18, 1978, and the Union did |lkewise

in the form of a referendum ballot which wes counted on September 27, 1978,
The respective Committees then met on October 8, 1978 - under the cloud of the
Univeraity’s submisaion to the [RB - to slgn & new collectlive agreement. With
this action the Union feals that the Unlverscity has effectively undermined
their submission and the contentions contained therein. -

If, as the Unliversity seems to claim, a colédective agraement was In affect on
or eround August 30th, why did its Committee have to refer the matter to the
Board of Governors on September 18, 1978 for ratificetion?

2. The chrenolegy here Is correst, but according to the Labour Code bergaining
in good faith must commence within ten days. Such was not the case as one
month elapsed ¢rom the Union’s request to the actual point when negotiations
commenced., The University had contravened the Code, but the Union did not
press the lasue.

3. The date is correct, but It I8 not clear whether or not the University Is
referring to the “final wage proposal” and the "Unliversity’s position” and the
“University’'s offer” as meaning the seme thing. The Union Contract Committee
structured the August 29, (978 spoecial membership meeting around the Univer-
;ltrfa.waqa offer and the Union’g positions on wages and Article 33.06 - Dis-
ciplinary Action. Tho University’s wage offer was nerrowly accepted end the

““.Union Contract Committee was directed to drop 33.068 from the table. The Com-

‘mlttes announced at tho end of the maeeting that all proposed changes to the
existing contract would be sent to tho membership - In the form of a referend-
us ballet - for final acceptance or rejection, Nothing eise was elither dis-
cussed or decided at that meeting - excopt @ matter that had come to the .atten-
tion of the Contract Committes and the Executive In regards to the University’s
chlef negotiator, Jone Strudwick (see the lotter affired to Bulletin #15)

4. Whet s meant by the introductory phrese “sccording to our 'instructions®? Does
it meen that the University dictated how we should structure our voting pro-
cedure or g It merely a typo which should reed ”asccording to our information??
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The date here is Incorrect - the Union did not contact Mr, Sims until Fri=-
day morning, September ist. At that point the Union informed Sims that the
membersh ip ﬁad accepted the Unilversity’e wage offer and that the Union

would be In touch with the University to draw up & memorandum of agreement,
Ms. McCaughren belleves that she mentioned to Strudwick that the membership
would have to ratify the agreement during a telephone conservation on Friday
September lst, not on August 30th.

Agaln the University’s brief seems to confuse the wege offer [ssue which
occuplied the August 28th membership meeting with all the changes that had
been negotiated since negotiations began on March 30, 1878, Sims was inform-
ed of the acceptence of the University’s wage offer and alsc of the fate

of Article 33.06, and, furthermore, that the changes negotiated by the two
Committees would be submitted to tﬁa membership for ratification.

Ms. Strudwick did not deliver anything to the Unlon Office on Thursday, Aug-

- ust 3ist. The tnlon. had nothing prepared by that time ‘and was waiting to -

hear from the mediator, Ed Sime. in fact, It was not until| the morning of
September S5th, a Tuesday, that Michelle ﬁcCaughren and Jean Priest met with
Strudwick to exchange documents, That same afternoon Michelle informed
Strudwick that the University’s document was full of errors and omissions.
The University’s chronology does not make sense - if, In fact, documents
were exchanged on Thursday, August 3lst, then why would the Union, who
supposed|ly had “the formal agreement” in their possession for a day, ask
for & leave of absence for two AUCE members to peruse the documentf What
had happened was that McCaughran and Strudwick had decided on Friday, Sept-
ember |st to meet on September 5th to view the documents. At this point

Ann Hutchison, the AUCE president, contacted Strudwick and requested time
off - a request which was shortliy denled,

The Contract Committee was at this point trying to ensure that an accurate
documaent would be submitted to the Board of Governors for their ratification,
As the Board would have to ratify it, 8o would our membership. The Board did
this at their September |8th meeting; the membership reclprocated when the
referendum ballot was counted on September 27th.

Here we have Ms., Strudwick passing on several copies of the Memorandum "duly
signed by the University’s ﬁegotietlng Committee” to two Union representag-
ives. Why then did the revised changes have to go before the Board at ail
Did the University in fact sign a binding collective agreement? Apparently
not. And, As stated eariier, the Unjon expected that both Committees would
go back to thelr respective parties for fina!l ratification. Thls appears to
the Union as an attempt - desperate or otherwi/se - to head off a possible
rejection of the proposed contract by the membership. Or, as an Indefensible
doub |le standard. - :

It Is exceadingly difficult to belleve that the University only jearned of
the Union’s decision to conduct a referendum ballot on September 6, 1978,
The past three contracts had been ratified on that very basis. Perhaps a
breakdown in communication occurred within the Dept, of Employee Relaticons
over the process. Perhaps the University was not aware of our Constitution
and the requirement' for a referendum ballot. Or, perhaps they had not heard
thiat it was announced on August 29th at the end of our special membership

meeting that referendum was to be hald, Or, as strange as'it saemsA they
9]

were not aware of the plece that appeared fn the Vancouver Sun on gust 30th
in which McCaughran stated - for the worid to see and for posterity - that



"Ed Sime, the governmant mediator who presided over the negotlations, would
be consulted about cleaning up the detaiis of drawing up a formal agreement
before it is sub,ected to ratification by the membership.”

8. This section le an unprovoked attack on the internal administration of our
union and as such I8 both regrettable and unacceptable. For a department, where

no vote hag epparcntly ever taken place

to put itself In the position o? mora |

arbitar on Unlon voting procedures |s mfagulded and contrary to the Labour
Code. Our voting procedures and our record have bsan, are, and will contlinue
to be beyond rapeoach, Perhaps, what Irks the University Is the result of votes
taken -~ this may be why they have launched this thinly-velled attack on our
internal affalve. Az to “the poseibillty of personal repercussions” - weil the
burden of proof rests with the Unlversity, and what an onerous burden they
have declded to shoulder., AUCE Local #! challenges the University to cough up
one bone fide example of "personal repercusslons” {n our four and one-half

KN

years as a traus union - just e single, sollitary example, not a few, not sev-
oi‘.t.-.&"_ Juﬁ't ON@. ] SR N e e - R ) b5

How “6b;l6déélfs It ~ end as mentloned before {géhbﬁFdéﬁfbf:bréo§ﬁngS with

the Unlversity? Times? Pleces? Dates? Tactics? A concerted and publicized
gtrategy on the part of the Union Contract Committee “to obtain & vote re-
pudiating the agreement reached on the basis of the members’ ear|ier vote.”
Once agdin It is necegeary to repest that the members only considered the
University wace offer and the dropping of the Union’s proposal on Article
33.06. Even |f the Union was so determined to reverse the result - and |t was=’
n’t -« |t was of no concern to the ‘Unilversity as It would have been an Intern-
al Unlon matter. The result of the referendum should be proof enough that
there was no effort on the part of the Contract Committee to repudiate any
“agreement” supposed|y reached on or around August 30th, The final agreement

was ¢lgned on October 3, |878.

Frenkly, we find it eppalling that the University should feel so pressed to
stoop to the tactic of ripplng & quote from a Unlon Contract Bulletin and
taking It 8o out of context as to mlsrepregent lts obvious meaning. When read
with what precedes the so-called revelatory statement and with what follows
there can be no doubt - reascnsble or otherwise ~ that the “one l|ast whack at
the cat” ls mereiy an attempt by the Contract Committee to re-axpliain their
perceptions of the |ssues which led up to and occupled the membership meeting
on August 29th. It did not - and, when read properly and honestly - could not
represent a cierion call for the rejection of the proposed contract. Page 2

of the Bulletin Is ample proof that effectively pute to rest the University’s
weak accusation. Here the Contract Committee al! but brings down the curtain
on this year’s negotiations - In fact, we make direct reference to commencing
the next set of negotlations early in January 1978, Finally, we make reference
to the referendum ballot which "wil| follow on the heels of this Bulletin.”
The whole tone of this unmietekable - cthe Contract Committee never once refers

‘to the raaching of an agreement or a sattlement. In fact, the tone Iis one of
.reslgnation or one of expectation that the membership would as a matter of
coursa ratify all the proposed revisions negotiated since March. This was

12,
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amply demongtrated by the results of the raeferendum baljot.

No agreement "was reached between the University and the Union on August 30,
1878.” There is not a shred of evidence to support that contention, Mr. Sims
was only informed of the results of the Aligust 29th meeting - he was not
téld that a total agreement hed been reached. s

This stetement can be laid to rest once end for all by referring to the Union’s
press release of August 29th which appeared the following day, in the Vancouver
Sun. Perhaps the University’s pin¢tine Into Union affairs mal%unctloned when

it falled to cough up the fact that tho membershlp whs Informed on August 29th

of the referendum ballot.



14, 1t I8 not "clesr” that the Contract Committee decided to go back to the mem-
bership between the first and the sixth of September -~ onte again no proof |s
provided, The decision to go back to the membership was made when we wrote
our Congtltution years back. That section of dhe. Constitution has been Iimple-
mented for four contracts -~ the sum total of our existence. We stated to our
membersh Ip on August 29th that a referendum ballot would be sent to all mem-
bers. We aven went one step further and made public our intentions to the
madla and explicitly outlined our process of reporting back to our total mem-
bership through & refereandum baliot. No Machlavel!|ian back-room plot here.
Evarytﬁing above board - no clandestine Contract Committes meetings to over-
turn or influence a future membership declision,

| 5. We naver went back to our membership - except in the form of a referendum ‘
bailot. No attempt was ever Mnade *to persuade them to repudiate the agreement
reached on the bagis of the earl|lier vote.” There never was any ear|lier vote
or earlier agreement that encompassed a compiete and formal collective agree-
ment. The Unlon Contract Committee signed a Memorandum of Agreement
and understood that to mean that both Committees would submit |t to the:r
principles for ratification. The University did that on September {8, 1978 -
the Union followed sult with a ballot that was counted on September 27, 1978.
Ags a result both parties met on October S, (978 and signed a new and binding
coilective agreement. '

-as late as September |8th, Jean Priest, one of our Union Organizers, had a long
_conversation with Strudwick in regards to our ratlfication process. Jean advised
Strudwick to see Robert Grant to confirm AUCE’s past and present practice of
ratifying a collective agreement. As far as Jean was concerned the problem had
been sufficientiy clarifled .

-unfortunately, such was not the case as we discovered when the University pre-
sented @ brle? to the LRB on September 2!, 1878

-the whole affalr is of the "tempest-in-a<teapot” varlety on one level - on anoth-
er It Ia a fitting postscript for ocur just-completed set of negotistions. It
reflects, or better stiil, It Is the manifestation of the undercurrent of mis-
trust and of the thinly-velled hostility which the University drags to the
bargaining table each set of negotiations. Furthermora, the LRB brief Is of the
same conglestency as the Unliversity’s contract proposals which we had to knock
from the table during the course of negotiations

~the question that comes to mind in regards to the University’s Labour Relatlons
Board submission ls "why?" - why waste the time, the money and the effort to
¢lit at windmilis, Did the University’s stable of lawyers need this exercise?
&Te tgg University’s coffers so full as to finance a race that was never com-
plete .

~did the Unijversity honestiy feel that the membership would reject the agreement

when articles appeared in the Ubyssey that the Administration had & budget sur-
pius of $1,500,000 - money not earmarked, one-third of which came directly from
our rofl-back?

-or was |t to discredit the Contract Committee In the eyes of fellow union members,
to throw Into question our democratic voting procedures, and to drain the ener-
glies of those active in the Union by sending them off onto an enervating tangent?

-or was |t an honest error”in judgment?



