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CURTIS  THAYER DEPUTY COWM SSI ONER, DEPARTMENT OF
ADM NI STRATI ON, introduced departnent staff. He provided a
disclainmer that any discussion on previously bargained
state contracts was not an indictnent of past practices. He
relayed that all contracts had been bargained wth and
agreed to by the state and parties. He added that historic
bargaining priorities nmay have been different than current
priorities. He provided a PowerPoint presentation titled
"Al aska Departnent of Admnistration: Understanding Labor
Contracts" dated February 27, 2013 (copy on file).

M. Thayer noved to slide 2 titled "Bargai ning 101"

* Negotiations are mandated by the Public Enpl oynent
Rel ati ons Act (AS 23.40.070-23. 40. 250) .

e Bargaining begins in accordance with the terns set
forth in the collective bargaining agreenents but
generally comrences between the nonths of October
and Decenber

 The State nust negotiate and enter into witten
agreenents on matters of wages, hours and other
terms and conditions of enploynent. These are
consi dered mandat ory subjects of bargai ning.

o For exanple: cost of living increases, nerit
I ncr eases, pay increnents, | eave accrual,
heal t h i nsurance

e« The State may, but is not required, to negotiate
perm ssive subjects of bargaining.

o For exanpl e: cl assification, benefits for
retirees, representation of non- per manent
enpl oyees

* Mbnetary ternms of the agreenent nust be submitted to
the Legislature no later than the 60th day of the
| egi sl ative session to receive consideration during
t hat cal endar year (AS 23.40.215).

M. Thayer elaborated that current contract negotiations
had commenced in October 2012 for the Ceneral Governmenta
Unit (G&J) and in January 2013 for the Supervisory Unit
(SU. He added that the state was currently negotiating
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with both units. The departnent and unions were working
together to submt their nonetary agreenents to the
| egi sl ature by the March 15, 2013 deadline. He noted that
the legislature was not required to look at the nonetary
terms if they were not provided by the deadline.

1: 39: 15 PM

M . Thayer continued to discuss Bargaining 101 on slide 3:

e |If negotiations do not I|ead to agreenent and
medi ation fails, enpl oyees (except protective
servi ce personnel) have the right to strike.

e Enpl oyees who are on strike do not get paid, but may
not be term nated because they choose to lawfully
strike.

e Striking enployees my be replaced - either
tenporarily for the duration of the strike, or
per manent |y under certain circunstances.

e Qur goal is to reach a fair and bal anced agreenent.

Contracts are...
e three years in duration

e typically bargained by the State on a cycle of 3-5
separate agreenents each year (see next slide for
det ai |

M. Thayer expounded that contracts were required to be
negotiated at |east every three years. He relayed that the
departnment was negotiating with two-thirds of the state
enployees in the current year including G3&J (8,500
enpl oyees), SU (2,200 enployees) and the Confidentia
Enpl oyees Associ ati on (CEA)

1: 40: 32 PM

M. Thayer turned to slide 4 titled "Bargaining Units
(BU)":

Contracts That Expire on June 30, 2013 Nunber of
Enpl oyees
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ASEA Al aska State Enpl oyees Associ ation

(G 8,231
APEA Al aska Public Enpl oyees Associ ation

(Supervisory Unit (SU)) 2,219
CEA Confidential Enployees Association 192

Contracts That Expire on June 30, 2014

AVTECTA Al aska Vocati onal Technical Center

Teachers 39
| BU | nl andboat nens’ Uni on of the Pacific 654
MEBA Mari ne Engi neers Benefici al

Associ ati on 99
MVP Masters, Mates and Pilots 97

PSEA Public Safety Enpl oyees Associ ation 487
Contracts That Expire on June 30, 2015

ACOA Al aska Correctional Oficers

Associ ation 777
LTC Public Enpl oyees, Local 71 1, 675
TEAME Teachers’ Educati on Associ ation

of M. Edgecunbe 29
Non- Covered Exenpt, Partially Exenpt

and Excl uded 1, 359

M. Thayer noted that the nunbers provided on slide 4 were
from June 30, 2012. He explained that the non-covered
exenpt positions i ncl uded comm ssi oners, deputy
conmmi ssi oners, di rectors, and the mjority of t he
Departnment of Law (DQL).

M. Thayer discussed the average annual base salary
excluding benefits on slide 5. Salaries varied broadly
depending on the association; average annual pay was
$55,000 for G&UJ nenbers, $80,000 for SU nenbers, $75,000
for the Al aska Vocational Technical Center Teachers, and
$50,000 to $85,000 for the various maritinme unions. The
average enployee benefits accounted for an additional 49
percent on top of wages. For exanple, including benefits
the average SU pay was close to $120,000 and the average
GAU pay was close to $80,000. The average annual salary for
t he non-covered enployees (DCOL attorneys and the executive
branch) was $96, 000.

M. Thayer directed attention to slides 6 through 8 titled
"Contract Negotiations Now Underway." Slide 6 provided
detail on G&U which had 8,941 budgeted positions (the 8,231
figure listed on slide 4 represented a snapshot of the
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nunber of enployees on payroll on June 30, 2012). Oher GGU
statistics included an average nenber age of 44, an average
service of 7.87 years, a $55,000 average annual salary for
full-time enployees, and a total FY 12 gross pay for all
menbers of $414 nillion. He noted that the gross pay
figures excluded benefits. Slide 7 included the information
for SU. Statistics included a nenbership total of 2,240, an
average nenber age of 49, an average service of 13.69
years, an average annual salary for full-time enployees of
$76,638, and $173 nmillion in total FY 12 gross pay for al
menbers. Shown on slide 8, the CEA included a nenbership
total of 201, an average nenber age of 42, an average
service of 8.26 years, a $55,000 average annual salary for
full-time enployees, and a total FY 12 gross pay for all
menbers of slightly under $10 mllion.

1: 44: 15 PM

M. Thayer |ooked at slide 9 titled "Mnetary Terns." One
portion of the nonetary terns found in collective
bar gai ni ng agreenments was the cost of living increase. He
detailed that a general wage increase was provided to all
bargaining unit nmenbers typically effective on July 1 of
every year of the agreenent. Beginning around 2008 the
state had changed the systemto include nerit increases and
pay increnents. He explained that pay scale nerit steps
went from "A" to "F'; statute designated that enployees
received a 3.5 percent raise on an annual basis for
approximately the first 6 years of state service. Once an
enpl oyee reached the "F" step they received a 3.75 percent
pay increase every two years. He noted that the nerit
increases were provided in addition to the cost of living
i ncreases.

M. Thayer discussed how nerit increases and pay increnents
factored into overall costs (slide 10). He used G&U as an
exanpl e and explained that granting a 1 percent increase in

FY 14 would cost approximately $6.6 nillion; however,
cunul atively over three years the increase would cost
approximately $46.7 mllion. Merit increases and pay
increments were valued at approximately $15 mllion in FY

14, wth a cunulative total over three vyears of
approximately $105 mllion. He detailed that a 1 percent
increase added to the nmerit increases and pay increnents
woul d nean an additional $150 mllion in the budget over
three years. The slide also included the detailed
information for the SU and CEA. The cunulative total over
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three years was approximately $60 mnmllion for SU and
approximately $3 mllion for CEA He relayed that the
figures did not reflect vacancies or enployee turnover. He
comuni cated that enployees hired to fill vacant positions
would not be hired at the sane wage as their predecessors
(new hires were typically paid a | ower wage).

1:47: 05 PM

He turned to slide 11 related to understanding increases
over tinme. The slide provided a snapshot of a state
enpl oyee's salary. He detailed that if the enployee had
been hired in 2006 they would have received a 38 percent
pay increase by 2012 due to cost of living increases and
nerit/longevity steps. He explained that an enployee with a
"G' step in 2006 would have received a 28.25 percent pay
increase by 2012 with pay increnment increases occurring
every other year. The slide also showed the Consuner Price
I ndex increase from 2006 to 2012; the increase averaged
18.3 percent. He relayed that Al aska was one of the only
states that granted annual raises for state enployees
during the past six years. He elaborated that Florida had
not provided pay increases for six years and that sone
states had reduced wages.

M. Thayer addressed slide 12 titled "Leave." He detailed
that enployees with zero to two years of state service
received 24 days of |eave per year and enployees with over
ten years received 36 days. He noted that |eave included
personal and sick tinme; in 2000 the bargaining units had
conbi ned separate sick | eave and vacation tinme systens into
one |eave system He detailed that previously there had
been a cap on |eave accrual; however, the cap had been
removed in 2000. Currently enployees were required to use
one week of |eave per year. He noted that enployees earning
36 days of |eave per year could earn a substantial anount
of leave given the requirenent to only use 5 days per year.
Addi tionally, enpl oyees could cash-in unlimted |eave
providing they maintained a balance of 37.5 hours. Leave
was valued at an enployee's current rate of pay with the
exception of non-covered enpl oyees. He expounded that if an
enpl oyee had worked for the state for 10 years any accrued
| eave would be valued at their current rate of pay.
However, |leave for non-covered and exenpt enployees was
valued at the rate of pay at the tine it was accrued.
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M. Thayer continued to discuss |leave on slide 12. He
explained that there was a working reserves account in
statute that was used for funding the paynent of |eave
cash-ins and accrued | eave upon separation from enpl oynment.
He relayed that in 2012 the state had nade |eave paynents
to enpl oyees totaling $36 mllion.

1: 50: 49 PM

He directed attention to a bar graph on slide 13 titled
"Gowing Leave Liability." The increasing leave liability

was currently $164 mllion. The leave liability was grow ng
by approximately $6 mllion to $10 mllion per year; when
pay increnents and cost of living increases occurred, the

| eave cost grew. He noted that many enpl oyees viewed their
| eave investnment as a bank account. He pointed to a |eave
liability exanple for the state's top ten enployees on
slide 14. He communicated that the ten enployees had a
conbi ned personal |eave balance of 34,500 hours, which was
valued at $1.6 million. The slide included the annualized
hourly leave rate that varied by enployee. He noted that a
CEA enpl oyee had the highest |eave balance (4,400 hours),
but due to their wage structure the enployee's |eave val ue
was lower than that of an enployee with a |ower |eave
bal ance but with a higher hourly rate. He enphasized that
the | eave balance was a substantial liability to the state.
The state had worked with the three bargaining units on the
i ssue. He shared that the state had discussed putting a cap
on leave and the possibility of inplenmenting new accrual
ratings. He stressed that the issue had becone the "800-
pound gorilla in the roont in the past six nonths. He
reiterated that enployees were only required to use one
week per year. He noted that the ten enployees shown on
slide 14 were probably earning 36 days or close to 36 days
of | eave per year.

M. Thayer addressed a health insurance graph on slide 15.
The red bars showed the state's contributions to the active
enpl oyees' health plans (the list of health plans were
shown on the right of the slide). He pointed out that the
state's healthcare contribution was growing significantly.
There were approxinmately 8,000 active enployees in the
state benefit plan. He relayed that the state did not
directly insure all of its enployees. He detailed that sone
bargaining units used a health trust; G3J and APEA had
health trusts, and the Public Safety Enpl oyees Association
used a third-party insurer. The state was required to make
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an annual health insurance contribution of $15,960 per
enpl oyee (the anpbunt was included in the 49 percent average
enpl oyee benefit figure on slide 5). The state's annual
heal th insurance contribution to the G&J union was $16, 506
in FY 13. He relayed that Al aska was one of the four states
that covered the full premum for the basic famly plan
(100 percent contribution to the econony plan).

1:54: 40 PM

Co-Chair Stoltze asked the departnent to el aborate on slide
15. M. Thayer replied that in 2001 the state had
negotiated with G3U to |leave the state healthcare plan and
to create a trust fund. The state paid the annual $15, 960
per enployee and an additional $600 per enployee per year.
He relayed that wusing the trust fund cost the state an
additional $4.5 nmillion. The state had discussed the idea
of bringing 8,000 enployees back into its healthcare plan
to save noney and to increase its market share, which would
provide a nore cost effective deal

Co-Chair Stoltze noted that wth insurance, the larger the
pool of insured individuals, the better the deal was. He
surm sed that there was a good deal for one group, but that
the average state enployee may get the better deal. M.
Thayer responded that the state was paying $4.5 mllion
nore into the G3J health trust than it was for state
enpl oyees for roughly the sane benefit package.

M. Thayer turned to slide 16 titled "National Trends":
* Little to no pay increases since 2007
» Extensive furlough of enpl oyees
* Extensive layoffs
* Freezing of longevity pay
* Increase in subcontracting —“managed conpetition”

e Limtations on “legacy” costs such as pensions, sick
or vacation “buyback” wupon retirenent, and other
such long-termcosts
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e Geater operational flexibility, to provide nore
service at the sane or |esser cost to taxpayers and
citizens

M. Thayer elaborated that the extensive |ayoffs had begun
in 2008 going forward. He turned to slide 17 titled
"Department of Admnistration's Bargaining Priorities and
Concerns":

* Fiscally prudent cost of living increases

e Reducing the cost of longevity steps (i.e. pay
i ncrenents)

* Reducing the | egacy costs of leave liability
* Operational productivity inprovenents
e otain voluntary, bal anced agreenents

 If a strike occurs, continue to provide essential
services to citizens

M. Thayer expounded that the state could not afford to
have large cost of living increases. He noted that a
reduction in the cost of longevity steps would have to be
negotiated in statute. He reiterated that the current |eave
l[iability was $164 million and that ten of the state's
enpl oyees had 34,000 hours in accrued |eave. He enphasized
that the state had 16,000 enployees and arresting the
growing leave liability was necessary. The state's goal was
to negotiate agreenents that the unions and the |egislature
were both confortable with. He relayed that a strike
situation was a last resort to the state.

1:59:19 PM

NI CKI NEAL, DI RECTOR, DI VISION OF PERSONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF
ADM NI STRATI ON, addressed slide 18 titled "Next Steps." She
di scussed that once nonetary terns were agreed to DOA
submitted them to the legislature for appropriation. She
explained that if the legislature failed to fund the
nmonetary ternms of an agreenent the next steps varied by
bargaining unit and the action taken could be affected by
whet her or not the terns were submitted in a tinmely manner
(by the 60th day of |egislative session; March 15 in the
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current year). She communicated that if the |egislature
failed to fund the agreenent, an inpasse was considered to
exist for sonme units and others had 10 days to reach an
agreenent. She stressed that each situation was eval uated
and was fact specific; contract |anguage varied between
units. She stated that the fact that the nonetary terns of
the parties' agreenent could potentially be submitted to
the legislature after the 60th day of session did not
prevent the legislature from either considering or funding
them Additionally, the appropriation was subject to the
ratification of the collective bargai ning agreenment by the
union's nmenbership. She detailed that appropriated funding
was proportionately reduced if the unions did not ratify
t he agreenent.

Ms. Neal directed attention to a bargaining "road map" flow
chart on slide 18. She relayed that the ideal process began
with negotiation and was foll owed by a voluntary agreenent,
the submttal of nonetary terns to the legislature, and the
f undi ng of nmonet ary ternms t hr ough | egi sl ative
appropriation. If the legislature failed to fund the
nonetary terns, sonme contracts specified that an inpasse
exi sted; whereas others required the state to return to
negotiations for a specified period of tinme. In the case of
an inpasse, the state often entered into nediation;
interest arbitration was entered into if mediation was not
successf ul for Cl ass I enpl oyees (i.e. troopers,
correctional officers, and other). It was the state's
position that it was not required to go to interest
arbitration with units with a mxed nenbership (i.e. units
that were not solely Cass |I) until the nmenbership voted to
strike. In the event of an inpasse the state could choose
to inplement its "last best offer”; however, any nonetary
terms were subject to appropriation. She stressed that
situations were eval uated on a case-by-case basis.

2:02:55 PM

Co-Chair Austerman referred to slide 16 and asked what the
term "managed conpetition” neant. M. Thayer answered that
the concept was being inplenented on a national level; it
put public enployee unions in conpetition with the private
sector on a given project or function. For exanple, tree
cutting services in Chicago had previously been done in
parks by state enpl oyees; however, the contract was awarded
to the private sector due to its nore conpetitive bid. He
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stated that the citizens appeared to be getting the best
contracts.

Representative WIlson pointed to slide 15 and asked if the
state paid $15,960 per enployee for all unions except one.
Ms. Neal answered in the affirmative; the state only paid
nore for GGU nenbers.

Representative WIson asked whether step increases were the
same under each union. MVs. Neal answered that pay
increnents were all at 3.75 percent; however, t he
per cent ages between A through F varied even within a union

For exanple, the GGEJ schedule varied between slightly over
3 percent and 4 percent. The 3.75 percent was an average
i ncrease between each step.

M. Thayer added that maritinme unions had a different
contract and pay scale than the one used for non-covered
enpl oyees and the mpjority of the bargaining units.

2:05:36 PM

Representative Gara discussed insurance premuns for
famlies. He wondered whether an enployee only paid a
specific anmount for insurance (regardless of the nunber of
people in a household) and the state picked up the
remai nder. Ms. Neal answered that there were not different
premuns for single people versus famlies for enployees
covered under the state's Select Benefits plan.

Representative Gara asked about the logic behind the state
paying for health insurance for all of a state enployee's
famly nmenbers. M. Thayer replied that the policy had been
negotiated with unions. He agreed that the issue (the sane
premum was paid for single enployees and for enployees
with a famly of four) needed to be |ooked at in the |ight
of growi ng heal thcare costs.

Representative Gara believed paying the sanme premum for
individuals and famlies was absurd. He wondered why the
state had not |ooked into the issue. M. Thayer answered
that healthcare was a large issue. He elaborated that the
state had | ooked at costs between its econony, standard,
and premum plans. The state was also |ooking at high
deductible plans and others that could potentially Ievel
the playing field. He stressed that the adm nistration and
DOA Commi ssi oner Becky Hultberg had been prudent in their
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effort to look at ways to reduce healthcare costs. He
enphasi zed that sonme of the plans had been in place for 20
to 30 years. He agreed that it was necessary to |ook for
alternative options.

Representative Gara asked the state to do sonething about
the situation. M. Thayer affirned that the adm nistration
wanted to do sonet hing about the issue.

Representative Gara felt that DOA was saying it had not
negotiated contracts that it wshed it had. He thought
negotiating the contracts as prudently as possible was the
departnment's job.

M. Thayer responded that the departnent was not saying the
contracts were good or bad. He stated that unions were a
"creature of statute" and that the state operated under
PERA [Public Enploynent Relations Act]; the contracts were
successive and he did not know what bargaining priorities
had been 20 vyears wearlier and where they should be
currently. He highlighted that the state currently had a
very lucrative plan for its enployees including nerit
i ncreases, heal th insurance, and |eave bal ances. He
conpared the issue to a large ship that the state was goi ng
to slowy turn. He hoped that when the |egislature |ooked
at the negotiated terns that the focus would expand beyond

the cost of Iliving allowance. He stressed focusing on
whet her the state was "turning the tide" on |eave bal ances
and accrual rates and looking at the cost of |I|iving,

| ongevity, and health insurance costs. He enphasized that
the existing contracts were not bad. The current goal was
to present what the departnment thought a good contract

would look like. He reiterated that he believed a good
contract in the future would begin addressing |ong-term
| eave accrual costs, i nplenmenting a cap on | eave,
reasonable cost of Iliving, reducing |ongevity steps, and

other. He discussed that negotiating sick |eave out of the
state contracts had been beneficial; Al aska had been one of
the first in the country to nmake the change. Wiy the state
had not negotiated to put a cap on the | eave was unknown to
him therefore, it was currently necessary to address the
i ssue.

2:11: 38 PM

Representative Kawasaki asked if the increasing state
contributions to active enployee health plans (slide 15)
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mat ched heal thcare cost increases. M. Thayer replied that
sone of the state's costs were not rising as quickly as
those in the broader healthcare arena; whereas, others were
hi gher. He detailed that over the past couple of years the
state had only seen a single digit increase in healthcare,
while prior to that the state had seen double digit
increases in other years. He elaborated that the increases
were fluctuating, but the state was working to keep the
heal thcare costs down. He believed the state was at or
slightly bel ow the national average.

Representative Kawasaki rephrased his question and asked
whet her the figures on slide 15 roughly reflected the costs
in healthcare from 2001 to 2012. Ms. Neal believed so. She
el aborated that the figures on slide 15 represented the
state's contribution to health plans; contributions were
based on clains history. She would confirm the answer wth
the Division of Retirenent and Benefits.

Represent ati ve Kawasaki wondered whether the first bullet
point on slide 16 ("little to no pay increases since 2007")
was an ongoing trend. He referred to a recent copy of the
Stateline |egislative magazi ne that showed inproved budgets
(e.g. an 8 percent increase in Indiana s public enployee
contracts).

Ms. Neal had answered that she had recently attended the
Nat i onal Association of State Personnel Executives neeting.
She rel ayed that Al aska was one of two states out of the 22
in attendance that had continued to provide pay increases.
Del aware had provided increases in the past several years;
however, the governor had not included the increases in the
current budget. She expounded that Louisiana and one other
state had planned to provide increases in the current year
for the first tinme in several years. She el aborated that
the other states had not provided cost of living increases
and very few had provided nerit steps. Additionally, nany
states had furloughed enployees or had lain off thousands
of workers.

2:15:29 PM

Representative Kawasaki asked whether the state used the
market rate for its enploynent positions and whether it
conpared to simlar private sector positions on a statew de
and national |evel.
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Ms. Neal answered that the state did not have a practice of
conparing and setting state salaries for individual job
cl asses based on market. She detailed that DOA had done a
mar ket survey in 2009 for the first tine in many years. The
survey had |ooked at 174 benchmark job classes; it had
determ ned that 11 classes potentially had not paid enough.
The state |ooked into the 11 classes and found that it was
not having recruitnent difficulty and was not forced to
of fer advanced step placenment upon hire; it had al so | ooked
at several other factors and had decided that the results
did not warrant raising salaries. Currently the state had a
contractor reviewing classification pay plans to determ ne
future options.

Representative Kawasaki referred to recent Departnent of
Revenue testinony that it had been unsuccessful in
recruiting for vacant auditor positions. He noted that
other agencies had testified on unsuccessful efforts to
hire accountants. Ms. Neal replied that she had m sspoken

She explained that the full rmarket survey had been
conducted in 2009; however, around 2006/2007 the state had
i npl emented a program call ed market-based pay. She detailed
that the program had been difficult to manage and had
created somne i nequi ties; t her ef ore, it had been
di scontinued. During the sane tinme the state had conducted
a survey on job classes that had extrene recruitnent
difficulty; oil and gas auditors had been one of the
cl asses and had subsequently received a pay increase.

2:18: 07 PM

Representative Thonpson asked what would happen if the
nonetary ternms of a contract agreenent were not submtted
to the legislature by the 60th day of session and the
| egi sl ature chose not to address the contracts. M. Neal
believed that |egislative action on the contracts would be
del ayed until the following year if the legislature did not
act prior to the end of session. She added that a
retroactive inplenentation of the updated contract terns
may be required under the scenario.

Co-Chair Stoltze was interested in the increasing $164
mllion leave liability. He asked about potential exposures
in the budget process. He referred to an ongoing
conversation with nmenbers of his district who believed the
state was awash in noney, that it could chose to inplenent
an incone tax, that the permanent fund was |arge, and that
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the state should fund nenbers' <contracts. He wondered
whet her the di scussion had occurred with bargaining units.

M. Thayer replied that he had been involved with G3J and
SU negotiations; M. Neal had been involved with the CEA
negoti ati ons. He rel ayed t hat somne of t he samne
conversations had occurred at the bargaining table. He
continued that John Boucher [Senior Economst, Ofice of
Managenment and Budget, Ofice of the Governor] had
presented on oil production, the price of oil, and what
occurred when the itens went up or down. He believed it had
been hel pful to begin negotiations with a discussion about

how a drop in the price of oil inpacted state spending.
There had also been positive dialogue with the unions
related to |eave accruals and potential |eave cap; the

unions understood the increasing liability. Additionally,
the state had discussed rising healthcare costs and
reasonable cost of Iliving allowances. He noted that the
state was still working out what a reasonable cost of
living all owance was. He believed the negotiations had been
productive and that the legislature would see neaningful
contract terns. He relayed that they had taken a break in
current negotiations to present to the House Finance
Commttee. He hoped to have sonething to the |egislature
prior to March 15, 2013.

2:22:55 PM

Co-Chair Stoltze had been told that some of the bargaining
units were on a 40-hour workweek as opposed to the nore
common 37.5-hour state workweek. He asked for detail on how
the issue inpacted bargaining. M. Neal responded that
there were 11 different bargaining units plus the non-
covered enployees. She detailed that state troopers worked
a 40-hour week and correctional officers worked a 42-hour
week. She noted that the enployees were conpensated
accordingly. She conmunicated that narine and teacher
unions were slightly different as well. The average state
enpl oyee including G&J, non-covered, SU CEA,  and Public
Enpl oyees (LTC) all worked a 37.5-hour week. She added that
the state paid overtinme for many enpl oyees when they worked
above 37.5 hours per week. She relayed that the state paid
additional straight-time for a smaller nunber of enployees
wor ki ng between 37.5 and 40 hours, with overtinme paid after
40 hours.

2:24: 42 PM
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Representative WIson asked whether contracts could be tied
to oil production. M. Thayer replied that the departnent
had discussed the idea internally prior to entering
negotiations. He discussed that the concept would be
difficult given various factors including the price of oil,
production, and any mechanical issues that may occur wth
the pipeline; therefore, DOA had experienced difficulty
determ ni ng how the concept woul d be struct ur ed.
Additionally, it was hard to determne how to tie the issue
to enployees; the state needed the enployees to cone to
work and the idea of tying them to sonething they had no
direct involvement in would be difficult.

Representative Gara pointed to slide 19 and asked whether
managenent nmenbers of the executive branch accrued an
unlimted anmount of Ileave. M. Thayer responded in the
affirmative; however , because t he positions wer e
politically appointed, the enployees were not necessarily
accruing | eave as fast as sone enployees. He noted that the
| eave for non-covered, executive branch enployees was
valued at the rate it was earned whereas; union enployee
| eave was valued at their current salary. He added that the
executive branch expected union negotiations to apply to it
as wel | .

Representative Gara suggested that it nay be easier to
negotiate a cap on |eave for union enployees if the non-
covered enpl oyees had a cap on | eave accrual .

M. Thayer replied that the state intended to inplenent the
sanme accrual of |eave, cap, cost of living allowance, and
health insurance for both non-covered and union enployees.
He added that the executive branch typically followed
structure outlined in negotiated union contracts.

2:28:27 PM

Representative Moz asked about overtime savings that
woul d occur if the 37.5-hour workweek was changed to a 40-
hour workweek. M. Neal replied that the question was
difficult to answer. She communicated that sone enpl oyees
received overtime pay for anything above 37.5 hours; if
their hours were increased to 40 per week it would have to
be determ ned whether the enployees would be conpensated
for the additional 2.5 hours, which equated to an increase
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of approximately 6.3 percent. She relayed that DOA did not
currently have the figure and would need to ook into it.

M. Thayer added that the 37.5-hour workweek dated back to
1955; the workweek had been negotiated down from 40 hours
per week to 37.5 hours in lieu of a furl ough.

Representative Munoz inquired if the departnent could share
sonme of its proposals related to a potential cap on |eave.
M. Thayer replied that the state was currently in
di scussions with wunions on a potential |eave cap. He
declined to coment on specifics given the current union
negoti ati ons that were underway.

Representative Minoz queried how a cap on |eave would
i npact enployees who could not take nore than a few days
off at a time, given the critical nature of their duties

M. Thayer replied that the departnment had been | ooking at
the cap and increasing the required usage of |eave per
year. He stated that generally enployees should find the
time to take the necessary |eave. He elaborated that
enpl oyees had earned the usage of the time and should be
allowed to take leave for their own nental health. He
provi ded an exanple of businesses that required nandatory
| eave. The state was not discussing mandatory |eave wth
the unions, but it was discussing how to increase the
usage. The state needed to work with supervisors on givVving
enpl oyees |eave approval; it wuld keep costs down and
woul d gi ve enpl oyees increased tine off.

Co- Chair Austerman di scussed the schedule for the follow ng
week and the follow ng day.

#
ADJ OURNIVENT

2:33:56 PM

The neeting was adjourned at 2:33 p. m
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