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MESSAGE:

Attached please find correspondence to the Board dated July 21,2003,

/cjn

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information that is
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Any other distribution, copying or disclosure is strietly
prohibited. If you have reccived this message in ervor, please notify us immediatcly by telephone and return the original
transmission to us by mail without making a copy.
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July 21, 2005

Canada Industrial Relations Board
Room 410, 757 West Hastings Street
Vancouver, BC

V6C 1Al

Attention:  Mr. Tom Panelli
Registrar and Western Regional Director

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

Re: Telecommunications Workers Union -and- TELUS Communications Ine. and
TELE-MOBILE Company
Unfair Labour Practice Complaint pursnant to Section 97(1) of the
Canada Labour Code alleging violation of Sections 94(1)(a)

We are legal counsel for the Telecommunications Workers Union (“TWU” or the “Union”) and
have been authorized to file the following complaints of its behalf:

COMPLAINTS

1. The TWU complains, pursuant to Section 97(1) of the Canada Labour Code, PartI -
Industrial Relations (the “Code™), that TELUS Communications Inc. and TELE-MOBILE
Company (together, “TELUS” or the “Employer”) has violated Section 94(1)(a) of the
Code by denying employees access t0 company premises.

Suite 1210, 1140 West Pender Street, Vancouver, B.C. V6E 4Gl = Tel: 604-669-4447 + Fax: 604-669-4737
*denotes Law Corporation



07/21/2005 13:07 FAX 604 669 4737 SHORTT MOORE & ARSENAULT 1003/017

Page 2
THE PARTIES
Complainant Counsel for the Complainant
Telecommunications Workers Union Shortt, Moore & Arsenault
5261 Lane Street Barristers and Solicitors
Burnaby, B.C. #1210 - 1140 West Pender Street
V5H 4A6 Vancouver, B.C. V6E 4G1
Contact: Mr. Bruce Bell Attention: Mr. Morley D. Shortt, Q.C.
Phone: 604-437-8601 Phone: 604-669-4447
Fax: 604-435-7760 Fax: 604-669-4737
Respondents Counsel for the Respondents
TELUS : Unkniown
3777 Kingsway
Burnaby, B.C.
VSH 3727
Contact: Mr. Steven Bedard
Fax: 604-435-5530
TELE-MOBILE Company Urnknown

200 Concilium Place, Suite 1600
Scarborough, Ontario

M1H 3J3

Contact: Mr. David Wells

Fax  416-279-9001

L SUBMISSIONS OF FACT

2. On August 15, 2000, the TWU provided written notice to bargain to the Employer and
also provided its bargaining proposals to the Employer.

3. The parties met to bargain collectively from November 1, 2000 until early 2004 and
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thereafter from time to time,
On Japuary 19, 2004, TELUS tabled 2 “final offer” collective agreement to the Unior.

On or around January 30, 2004, TELUS withdrew the “final offer” tabled on January 19,
2004.

On February 10, 2005, TELUS re-tabled its January 19, 2004 “final offer” with an
attached letter outlining the areas that TELUS proposed to modify.

The parties met to bargain collectively subsequent to February 10, 2005.

On or about April 13, 2005, TELUS tabled another “final offer” to the Union. On or
about June 14, 2005, TELUS tabled an addendum to its April 13, 2005 final offer to the
Union.

On April 18, 2005 the Employer provided the Union with seven days notice of its
intention to lock out employees, This document was entitled “First Notice of Lock Out
Pursuant to Section 87.2(2) of the Canada Labour Code” (“First Notice of Lock Out”)
and is attached to this complaint as Exhibit “A”.

On April 25, 2005, the Employer implemented the actions set out in Exhibit “A”.
Since April 25, 2005, the Employer has implemented measures to escalate the lockout.

Since April 25, 2005, the Union has advised its members to engage in various strike
measures. For example, on July 7, 2005, Union issued an “Action Bulletin” directing
employees in Operator Services to engage in strike activity by providing customers with
live service or by offering the customer the choice between live and automated service,
instead of referring customers automatically to automated service. The “Action Bulletin”
is attached as to this complaint as Exhibit “B”.

On July 6, 2005, the Employer sought to deny Ms. Hope Cumming, TWU Vice President,
access to TELUS’ property in Fort McMurray, Alberta. Ms. Cummings sought access in
order to consult with TELUS employees about Union matters.

On July 11, 2005, the Employer sought to deny Ms. Hope Cumming access to TELUS’
property in Grand Prairie, Alberta. Ms. Cumming sought access in order to consult with
TELUS employees about Union matters,

On July 11, 2005, Mr. Stephen Bedard, Vice President, Labour Relations at TELUS,
wrote to Mr. Bruce Bell, TWU President, advising that TELUS intends to deny access to
its premises to Union representatives. The letter provides in part that “representatives of
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the TWU are not permitted to enter onto the property of TELUS unless they have
obtained prior written authorization from Labour Relations”. The letter further provides
that ... in the event that a TWU representative enters upon the property of TELUS
without prior written authorization, that indjvidual will be considered to be trespassing
and legal proceedings to restrain future entry may be brought”. TELUS cites the alleged
breach of its security “policy” and the alleged disruption of its operations among the
reasons for preventing access. The letter dated July 11, 2005 is attached to this complaint
as Exhibit “C”.

16.  On July 12, 2005, the Employer gave notice to the Union of its intention to implement its
April 13, 2005 final offer, with addendum, on July 22, 2005. Attached as Exhibits “D”
are news reports referring to TELUS” intention to rmplement its final offer on July 22,
2005.

17.  On July 13, 2005, Allison Kuzyk, a TWU business agent, was denied access by TELUS
to TELUS’ central office in Red Deer, Alberta. Ms. Kuzyk was seeking access in order to
consult with TELUS employees about Union matters.

18.  On July 14, 2005, Mr. Mick Shiels and Ms. Sandi Mutter, TWU business agents, were
denied access by TELUS to TELUS premises in Lethbridge, Alberta. Mr. Shiels and Mr.
Mutter were seeking access in order to consult with TELUS employees about Union
matters.

19.  OnJuly 14, 2005, Mr. John Carpenter, 2 TWU business agent, was denied access by
TELUS to TELUS premises in Medicine Hat, Alberta. Mr. Carpenter was seeking access
in order to consult with TELUS employees about Union matters.

20.  On the mormning of July 14, 2005, Mr. Tim Williams, a TWU business agent, was
permitted access to the 6™ Ave. location of the Employer in Prince George to conduct a
study session. The Employer informed Mr. Williams and others of its intention to
lockout employees until 1pm that day, which the Employer did.

21.  Atorabout 1 pm employees returned to work. At about 2 pm, Mr. Robin Spenser, a
union delegate for Operator Services, Local 18, and Sheena McPherson, President of
Local 26, conducted another study session from 2 pm to 4:30 pm on the Employer’s
premises. The Employer threatened to call the police if the delegates didn’t leave the
building. The delegates continued to conduct the meeting despite the threats from the
TELUS. At about 4 pm Mr. Williams returned to TELUS’ 6™ Ave, location and after
identifying himself as a Union business agent was denied access to the company’s

premises by Mr. Joseph Manela who identified himself as TELUS Corporate Security at
that time.

22.  Since issuing its July 11, 2005 letter, TELUS has permitted some TWU representatives
access to TELUS premises from time to time in order to conduct union business.
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SUBMISSIONS OF LAW

Canada Labour Code

Section 8(1) of the Code provides:

Every employee is free to join the trade union of his choice and to participate in its
lawful acrivities.

Section 94(1)(a) of the Code provides as follows:
94.(1) No cmployer or person acting on behalf of an employer shall
(a) participate in or interfere with the formation or administration
of a trade union or the representation of employees by a trade
union;..
Jurisprudence

Section 94(1)(a) of the Code prohibits an employer from interfering in union affairs.

In CFTO-TV Limited (1995) 97 di 35 (at p. 25, QL), the Board summarized the broad
purpose of section 94(1)(a):

In ATV New Brunswick Limited (CEFCW-TV) (1978), 29 di 23; and [1979] 3 Can
LRBR 342 (CLRB no. 149), the Board first described the three notions of
formation, administration and representation in the following terms:

L The formation of a union. This is the initial stage, and can be viewed as
the first step towards collective bargaining. The trade union must have a
recognized status

2. The administration of the union. This is directed at the protection of the

legal entity, and involves such matters as elections of officers, collecting
of money, expenditure of this money, gencral meetings of the members,
cte. in 2 word all interna] matters of a trade umion considered as a business.
This is o assure that the emplover will not control the nnion with which
it will negotiate and thus assure that the nesotiations will be conducted at

arms length,

3. The representation of employees by a trade union. We are of opinion that
“representation’ as used here deals mainly with collective bargaining. The
main objective of 184(1)(a) is to protect the bargaining rights of the
bargaining agent to negotiate collectively. It is because of this subsection
that the employet cannot negotiate working conditions directly with his
employees, either collectively or individually, without the permission of
the union It is a necessary corollary to protect the rights of the union
given to it by section 136(1) of the Code. [Emphasis added]

@o06/017
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77 Anti- union animus not a necessary ingredient to finding a breach of 5.94(1)(a): CFTO-TV
Limited (1995) 97 di 35 (at p. 24, QL).

28.  The Board applies a "balapcing test" to determine whether an employer's conduct which
ostensibly interferes with the formation or administration of the union or its
representation of employees, constitutes a breach of section 94. The Board first asks
whether there is a lawful union activity protected by section 94(1)(a). The Board then
examines whether a compelling business reason exists to counterbalance the employer's
interference with the union's protected activity: Canadian Broadcasting Corporation
(1990), 83 di 102; and 91 CLLC 16,007 (CLRB no. 839), confirmed in Canadian
Broadcasting Corp. v. Canada (Labour Relations Board), [1995] 1 S.C.R. 157; and
CFTO-TV Limited, supra, at p. 28.

29.  In Canada Post Corporation (1988), 74 di 72 (CLRB no. 693), the Board summarized the
union’s right of access to company premises under the Code:

One of the fundemental, settled principles of labour relations law is that lawful
union activity or business may be carried on by employees on company premises
during non-working time, unless it is disruptive of productivity, discipline, good
order, safety, security, ot is confrary 10 some compelling employer business
interest. Despite the qualifiers, the scope for legitimate union activity or busincss
on employer premises during non-working times is quite broad. ...

30.  Subsequently, in Time Air (1989), 77 di 55, the Board found (at p. 10, QL) that:

Tt seems incongruous that 2 union would be given by Parliament the “exclusive
authority to bargain on behalf of the employees in the bargaining unit” (scction
36(1)(a)) and yct not be allowed to let these employees be informed in any way
at their place of work of their bargaining agent’s actions in that respect. ...

31.  For an employer to establish “compelling and justifiable business reasons™, it must show
that its operations are being disrupted or that other legitimate business interests are being
adversely affected: Canada Post Corp. (1987), 69 di 91, at p. 9 (“Canada Post Corp.
(1987)).

32.  In CFTO-TV Limited, supra, the majority concluded that a union had a right of access to
employer premises as a necessary incident of its right of administration. In that decision,
the employer refused to grant the union’s nationa) representative access to its premises for
the purpose of conducting union business. A majority of the Board found that this
breached 5.94(1)(a) of the Code, finding the access requested by the union is a right of
administration protected by 5.94(1) as “administration” deals with “all internal matters of
a trade union considered as a business”. The majority found the employer’s reasons, i-e.
that the union had no right of access to the employer’s property and the possible
disruption of the workplace, were not compelling business reasons to justify the refusal to
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grant access. The employer was ordered to grant the union access to it premises subject
to reasonable conditions.

In Canada Post Corp. (1987), supra, the Board found, at pages 7 -8 (QL), that the
employer did not establish “compelling and justifiable business reasons” in the following
circumstances:

What reason did the eroployer advance for prohibiting the union representatives and
the employces from engaging in lawful union activities at Edmonton, Calgary and
London? Early in the hearing the employer said that in its opinion it did not have
10 provide premises for unionmeetings where the union was mobilizing its mermbers
for a cause that attacked the policies of the employer and of the incumbent
Governpment. Mr. Fehr Jater testified that Mr. Brown informed him the employer
would not permit local union representatives to meet with the employees to discuss
the March 31 demonstrations because they were attacking the policies of the
employer, In argument, counsel for the employer reminded us that the employees
were paid throughout their coffee breaks and meal breaks.

These are hardly justifiable business reasons for prohibiting Jawful activities under
the Code. This time the topic happens to be a lawful demonstration, next time it
could be the ratification of a collective agreement whete the union representatives
are recommending rejection of the employer's offer or it could be the election of
union officers where employees are electioncering for 2 candidatc who is not
popular with the employer. Should an employer be permitted to nterferc m such
activities simply beeause it does not like what the union and the members are
talking about? We think not!

For an employer to estzblish compelling and justifiable business reasons, it must
show that its operations are being disnupted or that other legitimate business
intercsts are being adversely affected. One glaring example would be where the
employees are engaged in disorderly conduct or in a manner that threatened the
safety of its operations. No such reasons were advanced here.

In the present case, the Employer has breached section 94(1)(a) by refusing to allow
TWU representatives on company premises for any reason, including to post notices for
nnion meetings, to communicate with members and to conduct “study sessions”. These
activities fall within the broad protection afforded by section 94(1)(a) of the Code to
activities relating to “the administration of a trade union or the representation of
employees”.

The Employer advanced no “compelling and justifiable business reasons” for denying
various TWU representatives access to its premises. The Employer simply asserts that
unanthorized access to company premises by union officials “represent[s] a significant
breach of Company policy” and further asserts that “strike activity consisting of attending
study sessions” is “strike activity” that “has disrupted the Company’s operations and
adversely affected the Company’s legitimate business interests”. Neither of these
assertions can justify preventing the Union from exercising its right of access to the

1008/017
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Employer’s premises as permitted by section 94(1)(3) of the Code.

With respect to employer policies regarding access, in Canada Post Corporation (1989),
79 di 122, CLRB Decision No. 772, the employer refused to recognize or allow access to
the premises to two union representatives following their dismissal for alleged just canse
based on the terms of the collective agreement between the parties that contemplated that
union representatives had to be employees (at p. 6, QL). The Board held that this refusal
was 2 breach of Section 94(1)(a) of the Code. Similarly in CFCN Television (1988), 76
di 8, the Board held that the Code took precedence over an employer’s rule which
prohibited the distribution of union literature. Accordingly, the TWU submits that
TELUS’ general assertion that Union access violates its security policy cannot affect the
Union'’s right to have access to the workplace under the Code.

The Union is currently engaging in strike activity as outlined above. As such, the Union

representatives are seeking access during non-working hours as enunciated in the
jurisprudence.

RELIEF SOUGHT

Pursuant to Sections 99 (1) and 99(2) of the Code, the TWU seeks the following Orders:
a. A declaration that TELUS has violated Section 94(1)(a) as outlined above;

b. An Order compelling TELUS to cease and desist its violations of the Code;

c. An Order that TELUS iramediately permit all TWU representatives access to its
premises;

d An Order that TELUS post this decision within 14 days of the date of the decision
in a place accessible to all TELUS employees and to distribute this decision via
the TELUS intranet;

€. An Order that the Board retains jurisdiction to ensure the implementation of its
decision in this matter and to deal further with anything arising therefrom; and

f. Such other relief as counsel may request or the Board may find appropriate.
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V. HEARING
The TWU submits that an expedited hearing is required in respect of the within complaints. The
TWU respectfully requests that such a hearing be convened by the Board as soon as
possible in order to prevent any further violations of the Code.

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED.

Yours truly,

SHORTT, MOORE & ARSENAULT

MDS:pad
Enclosures

cc: M. Bruce Bell
T.W.U.

Mr. Steven Bedard
TELUS Commumnications Inc.

Mr. David Wells
TELE-MOBILE Conpany Inc.
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Exhibit A

FIRST NOTICE OF LOCKOUT PURSUANT TO
SECTION 87.2(2) OF THE CANADA LABO UR CODE

TO: TELECOMMUNICATIONS WORKERS’ UNION

AND TO:

AND TO:

FROM:

5261 Lane Street

Burnaby, BC
V5H 4A6

Attention: Bruce Bell
President (referred to herein as the “TWU”)

Honorable Joseph Frank Fontana, MP
Minister of Labour and Housing
Ministry of Labour

165 Hotel-de-Ville Street

Place du Portage, Phase IT

11" Floor

Gatineau, Quebec K1A 0J2

Ms. Elizabeth MacPherson

Director General, Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service
HBuman Resources and Skills Development Commission

165 Hotel-de-Ville Street

Place du Portage, Phase I1

11th Fleor

Gatinean, Quebec KI1A 0J2

TELUS Communications Inc.

6" Floor - 3777 Kingsway (the registered and records office is on 21" FIr)
Burnaby, BC .
V5H 327

and

TELE-MOBILE COMPANY/SOCIETE TELE-MOBILE/TM Mobile Inc.

1600 - 200 Consilium Place
Scarborough, ON
MI1H 3J3

do11/017

(referred to herein collectively as “the Employer”)

Please be advised that, effective Monday, April 25, 2005 at 8:00 a.m. Pacific Daylight Savings Time, the
Employer will be commencing a lockout by implementing the following measures:

1. Subject to section 67(6) of the Canada Labour Code, all grievance and arbitration activities under
the BCTEL/TWU collective agreement; the TELUS/IBEW, Local 348. Craft and Services

Emp
Employees collective agreement;
agreement; and the TELUS Mob
except with respect to those matters that are currently

where arbitration hearing dates have beén scheduled.

loyees collective agreement; the TELUS/IBEW, Local 348 Clerical/Operator Services
the TELUS/CSU 52 Professional/Supervisory Unit collective
ility/CEP, Local 237 collective agreement, will be suspended
in the midst of arbitration proceedings or
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2. The operation of the following committees will be suspended:

. Contracting Out and Technological Change Committee (Article XXII of the
BCTEL/TWU collective agreement)

" Joint Standing Committee on Work Jurisdiction (Letter of Understanding, dated
January 10, 1989)

’ Joint Labour Management Committee (Article 8 of the TELUS/IBEW, Local 343
Craft and Services Employees collective agreement)

" Joint Committee Grievance Review (Letter of Understanding, dated October 23,

1999, in the TELUS/IBEW, Local 348 Clerical/Operator Services Employees
collective agreement)

. Corporate Committee on Clerical Temporary Employees (Letter of Agreement,
dated December 19, 1996, in the BCTEL/TWU collective agreement)

. Clerical Job Classification and Job Evaluation Joint Working Committee (Letter
of Agreement, dated December 19, 1996, in the BCTEL/TWU collective
agreement)

. Clerical Prerequisite Committee (Letter of Agreement, dated December 19, 1996,

in the BCTEL/TWU collective agreement)
- Scheduling Committees (Appendix 2 and Appendix 3 of the BCTEL/TWU
collective agreement)

Amny meetings of the foregoing Committees scheduled to take place after April 25, 2005 at 8:00
amn. Pacific Daylight Savings Time will be cancelled. Any arbitration hearings that have been
scheduled or are in progress before a Chair of any of these Committees will continue.

3. The scheduling of Accumulated Time Off (Article XXXIII of the BCTEL/TWU collective
agreement) and Personal Days Off (Article 31 of the TELUS Mobility/CEP, Local 237 collective
apreement) will be suspended.

4. Payment for the first day of absence for sickness will no longer be made under the following
collective agreements: Article XXVII of the BCTEL/TWU collective agreement; Article 24 of the
TELUS/IBEW, Local 348 Craft and Services Employees collective agreement; Article 28 of the
TELUS/IBEW, Local 348 Clerical/Operator Services Employees collective agreement; Part II of
the TELUS/CSU 52 Professional/Supervisory Unit collective agreement; and Article 23 of the
TELUS Mobility/CEP, Local 237 collective agreement.

5. All wage progression increases that would have been implemented under the BCTEL/TWU
collective agreement; the TELUS/IBEW, Local 348 Craft and Services Employees collective
agreement; the TELUS/IBEW, Local 348 Clerical/Operator Services Employees collective
agreement; the TELUS/CSU 52 Professional/Supervisory Unit collective agreement; and the
TELUS Mobility/CEP, Local 237 collective agreement, will be deferred.

6. Any increase of vacation entitlement that would have been granted upon an employee’s service
anniversary date under the BCTEL/TWU collective agreement; the TELUS/IBEW, Local 348
Craft and Services Employees collective agreement; the TELUS/IBEW, Local 348
Clerical/Operator  Services Employees collective  agreement, the TELUS/CSU 352
Professional/Supervisory Unit collective agreement; and the TELUS Mobility/CEP, Local 237
collective agreement, will be deferred.

There are approximately 13,700 employees in the bargaining unit that will be affected.



07/21_/2005 13:09 FAX 604 669 4737 SHORTT MOORE & ARSENAULT do13/017

Page 3

s The TWU may apply to Matt Walter, Manager, Labour Relations (TELUS BC); Don Windsor, Director,
' Labour Relatons (TELUS AB) or Rose Thast, Vice President, Labour Relations (TELE-MOBILE
Company) for relief on behalf of any specific employee who believes that he or she is going to suffer or is
suffering irreparable harm as a result of these measures. Appropriate proof and a written explanation
must be offered in support of the employee’s claim and the Employer will consider the application m
good faith and will advise on it as promptly as possible. ‘Appropriate proof’ means credible evidence
(documentary support preferred) that is specific to the jndividual employee and that demonstrates
individual circumstances of irreparable harm. ‘Irreparable harm’ means significant and material harm
(likely above and beyond that experienced by most employees) that cannot be later remedied. “Written
explanation’ means a statement, with specific reference to the appropriate proof, as to why the individual
employee is going to suffer or is suffering any irreparable harm as a result of these measures.

The Employer’s representatives, Stephen Bedard, Vice President, Labour Relations and David Wells,
Executive Vice President, Employee Services, are and remain open to any discussions with the TWU at
any time on the issue of this procedure or any related issue.

This procedure for applications for relief shall apply not only to the measures set out in this notice but
also automatically to any subsequent measures that may be announced, unless later expressly revoked or

modified.

Stephen Bedard
Vice President, Labour Relations
TELUS Communications Inc.

April 18, 2005 KOQQ/ M

Rose Thast

Vice President, Labour Relations
TELE-MOBILE COMPANY/SOCIETE
TELE-MOBILE/TM Mobile Inc. '

April 18, 2005
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Exhibit B
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TWU Action Bulletin

July 7, 2005 News Category: bulletins
Operator Services

Notice of Activities pursuant to the Canada Labour Code, Part 1,
Section 87.2(1)

Without prejudice to the position of the Telecommunications
Workers Union that TELUS has illegally initiated lockout procedures
and without prejudice to our pasition that members have always
had the choice of how to handle customers, the TWU is initiating
the following actions:

1. Effective immediately, July 7th, 2005, all members in Operator
Services should be providing the customer with live service or offer
the customer the choice between live or automated service.

As per the Canada Labour Code, Part 1, Section 94.(1)(3)(v)

No employer or person acting on behalf of an employer shall refuse
to employ or to continue to employ or suspend, transfer, lay off or
otherwise discriminate against any person with respect to
employment, pay or any other term or condition of employment or
intimidate, threaten or otherwise discipline any person, because the
person:

Has participated in a strike that is not prohibited by this Part or
exercised any right under this Part.

TWU EXECUTIVE COUNCIL

€_Click bar to go Back
Copyriaht ® 2005 TWU

TWU Privagy Policy Eeedback to TWU
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TEAUS Comuunicabons Ine.

Bumaky, British Colmmbia

Capada VSH 347

604.132,4634 Telephonz
G04.208.TM§ Cellulsr
§04,432 4086 Fresimils
steve hednm)(idelus. come

July L], 2005

Mr. Bruce Bell

President

Telecommunications Workers Unlon

526) Lanc Suvet

Bumaby, B.C.

VSH 4A6

Dear Mr, Bell:

Re: TWU Access w Compasy Premises

Representatives of the TWU have roceatly entered onto the praperty of TELUS far he purpose of
directing TWU members (o partisipate in strike activity comsisting of attending “study sessions™
during working hours on Compeny premises. This strike activity hes disrupted the Company’s
operations and adversely atfected the Company’s legitimate business interests.

As previously communicated. unmuthorized access to secure Company locations creatc socurity
concerns and represent o significamt breach of Company policy. Please bo advised that ihe
company wi(l continue to investigate mcidents of unauthorized access to Company premises and
take the necessary action 10 stop such violations,

You are hereby notified that, effective immediately, reprosentafives of the TWU are not permirved
10 enter onto the property of TELUS unless they have obtained peiar written authorization from
Labour Relations. We recoguize that there are TELUS employees who 8lso hold TWU union
representative roles. This ketter is not intended 10 prevent such employees from reporting to their
work location to perform their assigned daties 15 an employee of TELUS. Aside from this
{imited exception, please be advised that in the event a TWU representative enters upon the
property of TELUS without prior written authorization. that individual will be considered to be
trespassing and legnl proceedings to restrrin future antry may be brought.

o Aedoi_

Vice President — Labour Relations

Yours truly,
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Telus implementing most recent contract offer

Telus has taken another unilateral step in its ongoing contract fight with the Telecommunications Workers Union.

Telus says it is going o implement its mast recent offer to the TWU in an effort to end the dispute which has left Telus
employees without a contract for more than 4 years.

As of July 22, the workers will be paid under the terms of a contract offer Telus made on April 13 and upgraded on June
14.

- FROM JUNE 17, 2005: Telus pushes settlement of lengthy labour dispute

The union had previously rejected the offer and refused to putit to a vote, as Telus requested. "Since the company's offer
was not negotiated with the union, it does not warrant a vote " the union said in a July 8 posting on its website.

The union made a counter offer to Telus on June 22, which the company rejected completely, saying the TWU is living in
the past, and was refusing to recognize that "the telecommunications industry has undergone tremendous changes in
respect of increasing competition, technology, regulation and customer requirements,”

Telus needs "flexibility to compete on an even playing field with its competitors,” the company said, while the union is
"holding on to outdated views."

- LINK: Telecommunications VWorkers Union
The union blames the impasse on Telus president and CEO Darren Entwistle "and corporate greed."

Entwistle said in a statement Tuesday that introducing the contract “is necessary to ensure that the TWU and our
bargaining unit team members address our comprehensive offer of settlement.”

He said the union's actions, including a ban on gvertime, and its refusal to call a vote on the offer, are behind the jatest
Telus move.

The company has also been escalating its actions, suspending the grievance process, deferring wage and vacation
increases, and stopping collecting union dues.

The union has tried to block the measures legally.

The Telus contract includes two per cent basic annual wage increases, but the company will not make promised lump-
sum payments unless the union ratifies the deal.

Telus is the Jargest telecommunications company in Western Canada and the secand largest in the country.

TWU has offices in British Columbia, Alberta and Ontario. It began representing workers at B.C, Tel, which later merged
with Alberta-based Telus.
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Telus to impose contract

July 12, 2005

VANCOUVER - Telus announced this morning that it will unilaterally implement its latest offer of contract
settlement with its workers.

The comprehensive collective agreement, tabled with the Telecommunications Workers Union on April 13, 2005
and the addendum tabled on June 14, 2005 will take effect as of July 22, 2005, said the company.

That apparently answers the question of what it thinks of the offer of mediation by Labour Minister Joe
Fontana.

"Given the escalation of job action by the union and Its continuing refusal to consider placing the offer before
Its membership for a ratification vote, Telus concluded that this significant step is necessary to ensure that the
TWU and our bargaining unit team members address our comprehensive offer of settlement," said Darren
Entwistle, Telus president and CEO in a release. “Itis time to bring this matter to a positive conclusion for all
stakeholders: our bargaining unit team members have been without a contract for four and half years."

Today's announcement comes after the implementation of a progressive set of lockout measures designed to
encourage a settlement. These measures have not involved the closure of any Telus offices, and do not affect
general operations or service to our customers.

"We believe our offer is generous and would make our team members amongst the best-paid
telecormnmunications employees in Canada. Our offer provides job security for our team members and gives us
the flexibility we need to be successful in an increasingly competitive and changing marketplace," added
Entwistle.

However, it’s that flexibility that the union fears. As with most unions, they do not like much talk of contracting
out and that has been the major sticking point between Telus and the TWU so far. It has guickly shot down all
Telus offers, including the most recent one.

The contract implementation, however, will not include the lump sum signing bonus contained in the Telus
offer, which will only become payable following ratification of the comprehensive offer of settlement.

There is no change to the financial guidance that has been previously communicated by Telus concerning the
impact of the proposed new collective agreement with the TWU, the company told shareholders.

www.telus.com




