COMMITTEE REPORT

Mr. President Date

The Committee on
under consideration. A Major ity of the members of the Committee
() recommends it DO PASS

recommends it DO NOT PASS

recommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)

recommends it BE REPLACED WITH CS FOR AND THAT

oo S&1A W s 3¢ 0

"and" recommends it BE REFERRED )fO THE /o ividufll C%MSM'
COMMITTEE

reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION

other

Members signing the Majority report

Members NOT concurring in the Majority report
recommend s
recommend s
recommends
recommend s
rec.ommen

Cha 1rman
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JAN\A/al KCS
Senator Chance Representative Sullivan CS%%
(Fin)

Senator Tlllion *Representative Il. uelrrei

The Free Conference Committee Letter of Intent follows:

FREE CONFEERENCE COMMITTEE LETTER OF INTENT
FREE CONFERENCE COM&??TEE SUBSTITUTE
HCS forFSESB 76
It Is the Intent of the Free Conference Committee on HCS

for CSSB 76 to fund the arbitrated FY 75 contract for
community college instructors at the following levels:

Cost of Negotiations § p

Formal Grievance Procedure 5,000
Travel 2,400
Site Visitation 5,700
Offices 10,000
Substitutes 54,600
Overloads 45,000
Summer Employment 105,000
Less than Full Time Employment 5,000
Placement and Salary Increase 659,100
Area Cost of Living 105,000
Cost of Living Escalator (6.5%) 292,900
Parking p

Lounge p

Continuing Education 12,900
Professional Development Leave p

Annual Leave 66,100
Union President Released Time 2,300

TOTAL $1,371,000
HOUSE MEMBERS

- H- -
im Duncan’, Chairman

J

Susan Sullivan

aJn
tlem V. Tillion

Senator Kerttula moved and asked unanimous consent that
Senate action on the above Free Conference Committee
report be deferred to a later time. Without objection, It
was ro ordered.
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INTRODUCTION AND REFERENCE CF SENATE BILLS

SENATE BILL NO. 465 by Senator Huber, entitled:

"An Act relating to the ferry transportation
Act; and providing for an effective date."

was read the first time and referred to the State Affairs
Committee and the Finance Committee.

SENATE BILL NO. 1)65 by Senator Huber, entitled:

"An Act relating to attorney fees in workmen®s
compensation and malpractice actions.”

was read the first time and referred to the Judiciary
Committee.

Senator Kerttula moved and asked unanimous consent that
the Senate recess to a call of the Chair for Democratic
caucus. Without objection, the Senate recessed at 10:18

a.m.
AFTER RECESS
The Senate reconvened at 12:10 p.m.

Senator Kerttula moved and asked unanimous consent that
the Senate recess until 1:30 p.m. Without objection the
Senate recessed at 12:11 p.m.

AFTER RECESS
The Senate reconvened at 2;)|6 p-m.
Senator Miller requested that the reconsideration of COM-
MATTEE_SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 488 be taken up at
this time.

HOUSE BILLS IN THIRD READING

COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE _BILL NO. 088 amended by the
Senate (election campaigns) wad read the third tiine.

Senator Miller moved and asked unanimous consent that the
bill be referred to the State Affairs Committee. There
being no objection, it was so ordered.
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O ffered: V30/75
Iriginal sponsor: Tine Rules Committee by Referred: Rules
request of the Governor

N THE SENATE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 76
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
or an Act entitled: "An Act making a supplemental appropriation to the
University of Alaska; and providing for an effective
date."
E IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
# Section 1. The sum of $576,100 is appropriated from the general fund
he University of Alaska for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, to pay

ollowing estimated costs of the arbitrated 1975 contract for community

ollege instructors:

Area cost-of-living differential $ 111,600
Salary increases ~37 500
$ 576,100

s Sec. 2. This Act takes effect Immediately in accordance with AS 01.10.-

70 (c).

-1- CSSB 76

to

the



Original sponsor: Rules Committee by Offered: 5/29/75

request of the Governor For Today"s Calendar
I IN THE SENATE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
2 HOUSE CS FOR CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 76 (Finance)
3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

A BILL
f For an Act entitled: "An Act making a supplemental appropriation to the
/ - . .
Department of Administration for state salaries; and
8 providing for aneffective date."
v

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OFTHE STATE OF ALASKA;

m * Section 1. The sum of $1,455,500 is appropriated from the general fund
n - . . .
to the Department of Administration for fiscal year 1975, to pay the e sti-
12
mated full costs of the arbitrated 1975 contract for community college
13 .
instructors.
M
s Sec. 2. The sum of $5,845,400 is appropriated to theDepartment of
1
Administration for fiscal year 1975to pay the unfunded costs related to
16
salary increases, primarily the cost-of-living allowance. The appropriation
17
is funded as follows:
18
General Fund $5,607,100
i9
Fish and Game Fund 212,400
20
Agricultural Loan Fund 6,300
A
Veterans' Loan Fund 12,800
27
Surplus Property Reserve Account 6,400
73
Second Injury Fund 400
A
$5,845,400
25
* Sec. 3. The sum of $4,228,400 is appropriated to the Department of
26
idm Inistration for fiscal year 1975 to pay the salaries of state employees
27
overed by the general government contract settlement. The appropriation is
28
unded as follow s:
29

Fiscal Year 1975

-1 - HCS CSSB 76 (Finance)
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General Fund $3,576,100
International Airport Revenue Fund 121,800
Fish and Game Fund 40,600
Highway W orking Capital Fund 13,900
Teachers' Retirement System 9,7CJ
Public Employees' Retirement System 9,700
Agricultural Revolving Loan Fund 1,700
Veterans' Revolving Loan Fund 17,700
FICA Fund Reserve Account 1,700
Surplus Property Account 7,600
Second Injury Fund 1,700
Sick and Disabled Fishermen's Fund 1,700
Donated Commodities Fee Reserve Account 1,700
Federal Program Receipts 422,800
$4,228,400
* Sec. 4. The sum of $2,652,800 is appropriated from the
the Department of Administration for fiscal year 1975 to pay
alary Increases for state employees not covered by any

agreement..

general

the

collective

fund to

cost of

bargaining

Sec. 5. N otw ithstanding the provisions of AS 37.07.080(e) pertaining to
appropriation transfers, the division of budget and management is authorised
w0 transfer the appropriate amounts shown in secs. 1 - 4 of this Act between
arogram categories or agencies as required for salary Increase purposes.

“ Sec. 6. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.10.-
370(c).

iCS CSSB 76 (Finance)
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SCM and Senators Butrovleh and Sackett signed "no recommenda-
19 tlon"; Senators Chance and Hohman signed "Do pass."

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 19 was referred to the
Rules Committee.

CSHB The Finance Committee has had COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR

279 HOUSE BILL HO. 279 amended (supplemental appropriation_ for

am  the Capital Site Selection Committee) under consideration,
and reports it back as follows: Senator Ray, Chairman,
signed "Do Pass"; Senators Chance and Hohman signed 'no

recommendation™; Senators Butrovleh and Sackett signed
"Do not pass."

COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL HO. 279 amended was
referred to the Rules Committee.

SB  The Finance Committee has had SENATE BILL NO. 76 (supple-

76 mental appropriation to the University of Alaska) under
consideration, and the committee recommends it be replaced
with COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 76 and
reports the committee substitute back as follows: Senator
Ray, Chairman, and Senators Butrovleh and Sackett signed
"Do pass"; Senators Rader, Hohman, Chance and Poland
signed "no recommendation."

SENATE BILL NO. 76 was referred to the Rules Committee.
The Finance Committee®s letter of intent follows:

"SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT
FOR CSSB 76

The Senate Finance Committee has approved FY 75
supplemental funding for salary increases and area
cost-of-living differentials included in the University
of Alaska Community College Faculty Contract. The
amounts appropriated are based upon estimates that were
developed by the Alaska Community Colleges®™ Federation
of Teachers.

The following sections of the contract describe the
effect of this committee substitute upon the union and
university:

"13.4 Saving Clause

In the event of any such court or administrative
decision or in the event of failure of the legislature
to appropriate money or enact legislation as expressly
contemplated herein, the parties agree that, upon
written request by either party, the parties shall
promptly reopen this agreement for the specific and
limited purpose of negotiating language to deal with



April 30, 1975 SENATE JOURNAL

STANDING COW!ITTEE REPORTS

The Einar.ee Committee has had SENATE BILL NO. 181 (loans
for the construction of hatchery facilities) under con-
sideration, and a majority of the committee recommends it
be replaced with COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL

NO. 181, entitled:

"An Act relating to_loans for the construction
of hatchery facilities; and provi .ing for an
effective date,”

and reports it back as follows: Senator Ray, Chairman,
and Senators Butrovleh, Rader and Poland signed "do pass";
Senators Sackett, Hohman and Chance signed ™no recommenda-
tion."

SENATE BILL NO. 181 was referred to the Rules Committee.

The Finance Committee has had COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR
HOUSE BILL "0. 251 (supplemental appropriation to the
Department of Health and Social Services) under consider-
ation, and the committee recommends it do pass. The
report was signed by Senator Ray, Chairman, and concurred
indbg fqutors Butrovleh, Sackett, Hohman, Chance, Rader
and Poland.

COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 251 was referred
to the Rules Committee.

The Finance Committee has ted SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
NO. 17 (peace officer training programs related to treat-
ment of rape victims) under consideration, and recommends
it be replaced with COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 17,

Relating to peace officer training programs
related to treatment of rape victims,

and reports it back as follows: Senator Ray, Chairman,
and Senators Butrovleh and Sackett signed '"no recommenda-
tion"; Senators Chance and Hohman signed "do pass."

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 17 war referred to the
Rules Committee.

The Finance Committee has had SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
NO. 19 (special Investigative units for cases involving
sexual offenses) under consideration, and the committee
recommends it be replaced with COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR
SENATF, CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 19,

Relating to special investigative units
for cases involving 3exual offenses,

arid reports it back as follows: Senator Ray, Chairman,

695

CSHB
251
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the application ruled invalid or not appropriated or
not enacted or to replace the provisions ruled invalid.
If this agreement is so reopened, all the remaining
terms shall remain in effect. The written request
shall state what provisions or applications were
invalidated upon which it is proposed to negotiate,

the substance of the rights affected, and the substance
of the proposed amended provisions.

If the parties are unable to agree on the proposed
amendments, then the matter at issue shall be submitted
to mediation, and if the parties are thereafter unable
to agree, the matter shall then proceed to arbitration
indthe manner provided by Step 3 of the grievance pro-
cedure .

13.5 Legislative Appropriation

It is agreed by and between the parties that any pro-
vision of this agreement requiring legislative action
to permit its implementation, by amendment of law or
by providing additional funds therefor, shall not
become effective until the appropriate legislative
body has given approval."

Chairman
Senate Finance Committee"

The Finance Committee has had SENATE DILL HO. 195 (coverage
of correctional officers under Public Employees®™ Retire-
ment System) under consideration, and the committee
recommends it do pass. The report was signed by

Senator Ray, Chairman, and concurred in by Senators
Butrovleh, Sackett, Hohman, Chance, Rader and Poland.

SENATE BILL NO. 195 was referred to the Rules Committee.

The Resource- Committee has had HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
HO. 31 (proposed trans-Alaska gas pipeline) under consider-
ation, and the committee recommends it do pass. The

report was Jigned by Senator Poland, Chairman, and con-
curred in by Senators Rader, Rodey, Huber, Orsinl, "leland
and Butrovleh.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 31 was referred to the
Ruiec Committee.

The Resources Committee has had HOUSE BILL NO. 151 (If
brands) under consideration, and reports it tack as
follows: Senator Poland, Chairman, and Senators Rcdey and
Orsinl signed "Do pass'"; Senators Huber, Meland and
Butrovleh signed "no recommendation."

ROUSE BILL NO. 151 was referred to the Rules Committee.
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The Resources Committee has had SENATE BILL HO. 315
(creatine 2 special fish and game prosecutor) under con-
sideration, and a majority of the committee recommends
It do pass. Senators Rodey, Huber and Meiand signed the
majority report. Senator Poland, Chairman, signed "no
recommendation.” Senator Orslnl signed "Do not pass."

SENATE EILL NO. 315 was referred to the Finance Committee.

The Resources Committee has had SENATE BILL NO. 316 (special
appropriation for the special prosecutor for fish and

game matters) under consideration, and the committee re-
ports it back as follows: Senator Poland, Chairman,

and Senators Orsinl and Meiand signed "no recommendation."
Senators Rodey and Huber signed "Do pass."

SENATE BILL NO. 316 was referred to the Finance Committee.

Senator OrsInl moved and asked unanimous consent that
his recommendation on SENATE BILL NO. 316 be changed to
"Dg paif if amended.” Without objection, it was so
ordered.

The Resources Committee has had HOUSE BILL NO. 257 (special
appropriation to the Gas Pipeline Impact Committee) under
consideration, and the committee recommends it do pass.

The report was signed by Senator Poland, Chairman, and
concurred in by Senators Rodey, Huber, Orsini and Meiand.

HOUSE BILL HO. 257 was referred to the Finance Committee.

The Resources Committee has had COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR
HOUSE BILL NO. 258 amended (creating the Gas Pipeline Im-
pact Committee) under consideration, and the committee
recommends it do pass. The report was signed by Senator
Poland, Chairman, and concurred in by Senators Rodey,
Huber, Orsinl and Meiand.

COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 258 amended
was referred to the Finance Committee.

The Community an% Regional Affairs Committee has had
SENATE BILL No. 382 (state aid to local governments) under
consideration, and the committee recommends it do pass.
The report was signed by Senator Rodey, Chairman, and
concurred in by Senators Willis and Bradley.

SENATE BILL NO. 382 was referred to the Financ. Committee.

The Community nnu Regional Affairs Committee has had
HOUSE BILL NO. .12 amended (revenue sharing for road
maintenance) under conniderallcn, and the commit.tee re-
commends It dc pass. The report was signed by Senator
Hodey, Chairman, and concurred Is by Senators Willis and
Bradley.



The Finance Committee has had SENATE BILL HO. 76 (supple-
mental appropriation to the University of Alaska) under
consideration, and the committee recommends It be replaced
with COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE POR SENATE BILL HO. 76 and
reports the committee substitute tack as fellows: Senator
Ray, Chairman, and Senators Butrovleh and Sackett signed
"Do pass'; Senators Rader, Hohman, Chance and Poland
signed "no recommendation."

SENATE BILL NO. 76 was referred to the Rules Committee.
The Finance Committee®s letter of Ir.tent follows:

"SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT
POR CSSB 76

The Senate Finance Committee has approved FY 75
supplemental funding for salary Increases and area
cost-of-1lving differentials Included in the University
of Alaska Community College Faculty Contract. The
amounts apBropriated are based upon estimates that were
developed by the Alaska Community Colleges® Federation
of Teachers.

The following sections of the contract describe the
effect of this committee substitute upon the union and
university:

"IS.¥ Saving Clause

In the event of any such court or administrative
decision or in the event of failure of the legislature
to appropriate money or enact legislation as expressly
contemplated herein, the parties agree that, upon
written request by either party, the parties shall
promptly reopen this agreement for the specific and
limited purpose of negotiating language to deal with

the application ruled Invalid or not appropriated or
not enacted or to replace the provisions ruled Invalid.
If this agreement 1s 30 reopened, all the remaining
terms shall remain In effect. The written request
shall state what provisions or applications were
invalidated upon which it is proposed to negotiate,

the substance of the rights affected, and the substance
of the proposed amended provisions.

If the parties are unable to agree on the proposed
amendments, then the matter at Issue shall be submitted
to medlaticn, and If the parties are thereafter unable
to agree, the matter shall then proceed to arbitration
In the manner provided by Step 3 of the grievance pro-
cedure ,

13.5 Legislative Appropriation

It Is agreed %y and between the parties that any pro-
vision of thls agreement requiring legislative action
to permit Its Implementation, by amendment of law or
by providing additional funds therefor, shall not
become effective until the appropriate legislative
body has giver, approval.”

Bill Ray v
Chairman _ i
Senate Finance Committee"
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REACTION! The Uuivemity position is irr.ccuraic ar.d
unclear* The LxLer-7.re;y;rtcr.t C::.nii.Tce tprovided
for in tho contract) /ns to date rcelcY-d at least-
Id notice:, of "Univecrr.it;,» intent, not to venire for
FY 76", Kctr-.iniv::' of these inciivirr.nl0 sr, pro-
vided for in the cshi-r.-.ct in apparently viewed, cy
the University as a no-cost iter,

UNION’ TPCTCsAIl: Assur.in® that the University ir.tsr.ds to
fulfill its eerierretveil cbli.Rations ivyurdiv- re -
trainin'; of lhcv.Ity sent notices of "intent not to
rohire" the Union raises no objection at this tine.

¢ & PVitc-'ncnt ¢f Prrscr.; ~1 on_Salary fehedv.le— uNION nSTUIATIIl

8FACTION: Union agrees with sentence one. However,
cost analysis in erroneous. Our basis io taken
ib?or. tho crilc*y.i;vLle;l i'j of tho Union—University
Salary PJusraent Consittec,

UNION PPOFC'IAL;

FY 75— Soot, 1, 18?f— dune yO, 1975 (a.nd includes

tho lit’ fringe benefit cost)
J«y 2;> TOTAL

FY 76— July 1, :"?27r— Jure y7, 19?6 {end includes

l.hc 16 #Hfrir.fe benefit cost) "
FY 76 TOTAL $fyptf

“r.cte: TVr I"e 26 fiy.vrc" Jrr\i.cdc.*; th,* cstin atel
39 r.mf Liven -,.rct'o‘cd by tho UnJ*<*cr-itv*

Figures worked up from theUnion-Univorsity Salary Placement Commiltee
study indicate that salaryincreases from Sept. 1, 107A through Dec. 31,
1974 total $125,934. Increases from January .1, 1975 through June 30,
1975 total $412,044, Tiie.se figures are added, and then increased by

16% to reflect llie. cost offringe benefits. Thus Ilso total salary IKGKIhV

for FY 1975 is $624 ,t)4;’.

Assuming one vertical inurement and no horizontal movement per bargaining

unit member, tin* average projected salary for a unit member in FY 1.976,
including fringe benefits, is $23,526. l11linger's University figures
project. 731 unit members for FY 1976. M ultiplying these two we get
$33,526 X 221.e$4,9/S,2i() as the total cosL for bnrgainiug unit member
salaries for FY 19/6.



COST ITEMS

Cost of negotiations

Formal Grievance Procedures
Travel

Site visitation

Offices

Substitutes

Overloads

Summer employment

Less than full-time employment
Placement

Salary Increase

Area cost of living

Parking

Lounge
Continuing education

Professional leave

Annual leave

President of union release time
FY 75
FY 76 SALARY ADJUSTMENT*

*Salary items increase by 9.75 for 1-1-76 increase,

SENATE BILL NO. 76

SUPPORTING DETAIL

FY 75

~N -
or oM
N~ oo

54.6
56.7
-0 -

FY 76

14.9
105.0
5.1
17.1
35.0
136.5
125.0
56.7

17.0
189.6
492.5
109.2

12.0

in fringe benefits on total salaries as adjusted.

Attachment 1

INCREASE ELEMENT

Best estimate

Full year
Full year
Pledged expenditures
Full year
Full year

30 courses X 3 credit hours X
average salary $630
Full year

Full year

Normal cost of maintenance and
police

/Additional equipment

Full year plus estimated
increase

9 persons at half salary of
$18,000 plus 16s

Full year plus increase

Full year

6.5% step increase and 1% increase



Introduced: 1/28/75

Referred: Health, Education
and Social Services and
Finance

BY THE RULES COMMITTEE BY
S REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR

SENATE BILL NO. 76
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

i ;
g A Si.LL
!&or an Act entitled: “A ing a supplemental appropriation to the
> i Unavsrsity c¢f Alaska; and providing for an effective
"IpE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE, OP THE STATE OF ALASKA:
£Yb,/00
# Section 1. The sum of is appropriated from the general fund

£
'to the

University c¢f AL.-.0Rj. I'ur the fiscal year ending June 30. 1975, to

"jjpay the following estimated costs of the arbitrated 1975 contract for

§
lcommunity college instructors:

'm Ocard:-O'ad"=r:ont?ccfV
bl Mi-i-eage'- b e t w e e nr d fr s *
4 G tffioerspa'dd~

Area cost-of-living differential

2 Reserved" psflffrig* 0

-aisles V3V, S%°

Salary increases

<,"385=386 S'l/ L \r=

* Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.-
.LJIJIIO.OYO(C).
if
23
29

-1- SB 7b



March 14, .1975

ALASKA COMMUNITY COLLEGES FEDERATION OF

LOCAL 7tCi AFFILIALI U'V.JH AfI MO JLUUIVIE<F\Ct OliIVE ANCHONIAGC. ALASKA 80503

Senate Members

Alaska Senate Finance Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Senators:

Alaska Community Colleges' Federation of Teachers wish to thank you for
this opportunity to present our suggestlLons for revisions to Senate Ail] Ho. 76.
We feel that our calculations are more broadly based.rin fact than those of the
University administration (Hullinger report: Supporting Detail, Feb. 28), and
we hope that our figures because they are fairly well refined, w ill be useful
to you in computing actual dollar appropriations. In our attached report each
contract cost is itemized adjacent to the Uniyersity projected cost so that
differentials can easily be identified.

We have attempted to present both the data bases from which our figures
were abstracted, and an outline of the computations themselves, in an effort
to assist you in understanding the motivation behind our proposals. Copies of
supportive data are enclosed.

Because of financial problems which have occurred w ithin the University
in the past, we suggest that funds appropriated in this b ill be earmarked
strictly for expenditure within the Alaska community college bargaining unit.
Any transferability provisions should be limited, and preferably Ilimited ex-
p licitly to a particular community college.

We would be happy to make ourselves available in Juneau to present this
information and explain it to the Finance Committee, if you would so desire.
As much advance notice as possible would be greatly appreciated, but we can
probably be present on 48 hour notice. Please feel free to call any of us at
any time to provide any explanations which would be helpful to you.

Again, thank you for this opportunity to present our suggestions. t We hope
you find them help ful.

Fdie Lynch. President, ACCFT Local 2404 Clark Corbridge, ACCFT Chief Negotiator
fi. r ; i< il
»I] TeY-v 1L / 1 |
Joe.'Connors, Vice President, ACCFT Ralph Me Crath, ACCFT Negotiator
f
i
Atcached:

O ffice Need Survey (Pond Report)
Summer Session Study (Connors Report)
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S'KiluK k: .. NO Vo
ALASKA CC'fUIMTY CCI/.D-Of-s" FED/:*/.;il!." Or 'IE'.CKFRS
C-*T A;-.;:?1C
UiSIV. UNI Oii Liiil".
COOT 1":-Q M 75 FY V-, r'fjo rv_J» 6
Cogt of nchciintione 0.0 179 1.1,6 I.L.O
Fornal GrievanceProcedure:: v-0 ?0,0 13.0 100.0
Travel 2.5 L 7.2 51
Relocation 0,0 f+ 0 e.o 0,0
Site Visitation f,7 5%7 *«103.0 17 1
orncM n u o N - 750 23i10-r-~ 35-0
Clerical Support G.o 3.2 0,0
Sutctiiuiea j-xa Tic 1 /g
Overloads rJt-J- V"J( ABT. 5 125.0
Sur.r.er Finploynecnt "V/2,0 c.o 1,036.7 56.7
Lore, than Full Tir.c Ksiplcyed 8.5 Ox 0.0 17.0
Rctvnir.ln? 0.0 ‘ov 0.0 0.0
Placcn?s:t £ Salary Increase " Lt ",?2?2h.2.4+ 632.1
Area Cost ¢f Living il”.0o — ~ 0 135.5 109.2
Fringe ione.iiis 0.0 0.0 0.0
Parking 0.0 *3.0 0.0 12,0
Lounge 3-5 v '1.0 1.0
ContiuuiuT Education 0.0 19+0 0.0 3> 5
Frcfcnnlonal Leave 0.0 0.0 101.,4 93.7
Annual IMave VI5-5 * +05.0 150.0
Checkoff 1.1 0.0 =00 0.0
Unicn Prcaiient Release ?,) v 6. 5.6
FY 2?6 Univ. wwinr7 Af tv.rr: Iy
Coat of Livii If:;; calf.*, ter 207*3 A ¢9*.. 7 A
TOTALS vrorr e
p;:°f,;_. i;..0a vijv.
vv L 7% 0.l 2y 71
* Tr.e Uriiverslty i'nde no pro.,eelion for the Owv.i of L.".vin.; Escalator ar.d
the Union outinaii? in bnvi c:ii ' 7 1/2 wfee Y 73 Jr; )Y for F: 7
++ The Union fipure cited here is tlu* TOTAL GOST for bargaining unit membei
salaries for FY 76. (or in included in iho final totals for I'Y 76.)

1
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I’r/nr.iatio:: UNION ESTIMATE

ACTTONi The Union does not feel the University
projected cost of 14,900 is accurate or justified,
Hines 801? of tho bargaining unit, neuters are fro.T.
Anchorage and the contract calls for negotiations
to be hold in Anchorage it seers inappropriate that

"

and negotiation sessions cf a longer duration vould
alleviate nueh of this administrative ecsr. The.
costs cited, are purely administrative.

UNION PROPOSAL:

That 2 of tho 3 University negotiators be ircu ine
Anchorage area and that r.o moro xhv.u 10 trips are
needed for outside travel. Thereforei

FY 75~~Us cent, nagstie tions arc over with.,

vy 75 TOTAL
FY 7t""0:;e University negotiator travel zrcn.

outside Anchorage caliing
10 tripe 6 average cost $110 pox- trip
Lodging and meals in Anchorage $50 per
day X 30 days
Cost for 3 Union, negotiators sub stitute
tc-achcr (Provided for in the contract)
3 (negotiators) X .1.00 (sub. pay) X 30 (days)
Cost for 3 University negotiators should be
absorbed as part of their contractual
agreement. We calculate that this .could be
in excess of 13,600.

FY 76 TOTAL

Grievance and Cxr.rol:.'at. Procedure UNION H3TIMAT3

RFAOTICN* Tne contract states that iho University-

Union objective is "to encourage tho pror.pt and
informal resolution ¢f complaints " and thus
vc find University costs to be ereessivo— their
costs suggest that grievances cjrayr. go to the
final ren.-iy of crbicravion. Interesting iy, the
University's projected cost of $70,000 is in ex-
cess ox” iho total m njes that vJIl be collected

by the Union for its entire operating costs duxinr
the life of the contrac.il

UNION PhO PCfALI

FY

FY 75— One r.ajox* grievance '™$5,00u
Five rJLror grievances $750

Travel $250 EY 75 TOTAL

76— Two major grievances C? $*.,000
10 liincr grievances C* 750
Trave !l $500

FY 76 TOTAL

waweawiaam

3 person- travellr.or iron outside Anchorage have to
fly in ;0 tine:". Selection of Anchorage negotiators

$

1,100

1,500

9,000

11,600

5,000
3,750

250
9,000

10,000
7,500
500

18,000
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RCACTIG."1i  Trs Ur:"_.amity ranr®er_eui will ccntrol
thin cant I'y th ir assiriwricrit of Iniv."sinir.-" unit
nenhnv. to trav..i. Hcwerer, trn.Yeii;y; 25 tir.cn

in ur.rcrliutie in vicar of th.i i1 nock scrmesttn”with
c3anc.cn rcotin.” F Xr a wy;:l:., Correct fIR”re should

co at leant 0 Trip:; per oarnr.irj.nr uxv. 1l neuters.

Tr.e majority of travel ZXill la den: in .._nchora’e

and ccivraeu ACC arid trie riiiirry lose euupuses

at ft. Kicharden/i and Firur.deri*c Thun tho average

round trie ir. between C*-.T0 alien, We one 25 as
the rr.oiistio avnra/"e niio.s >nd not 3, Also we
roto that toe Urdvemit” in currently pr.yirr 16
cento a nilo. nod rot. ja an they cite.

UNITON FRnPOVAL:

py 7'tn—=20 no'.t peal’'m travciirrc "* tir.es at an
cat.> d diatnnce r= 7r rilra X 16 c.ivti>

FY 7-3 TOTAL
FY "t s.hila, horivel [:>" W) [Saes *t o2
r.j . .1 . .i.."~.0i- ril:*> A lo uetttr

"V 7o Lvd

6.5 Relocation UNION FIT:NATF.
liiJAC'ITGNj U'iis.a supports L.o- University eralysis
UNION FFtPUIAL:
FY 75— tio cent FY 75 TOTAL
FY 76— 00 coat FY 76 TOTAL
EECH KRk o e * X K - - e ... 9

L oo o t

WA VEXVSKARIATE /P, AL X W= jtro 7

2,U0

7,20

7,2"

0

0

0



- C:j'IN i J,.* U.eiwr:.ity vild control

CO-.i: i.y 'heir aseif,;rent of Iv.r/vtir.lr*; unit
~(‘i:l.err. jto I e visitation, To rd"nwatoiy service
*u.0 needs of u'iyi.::.; erraVWith.'S. we rocennend —13
ouch course:: (avera,T one* for every four ur.it

TR Ya' roxi AT

i'Y 7:— Urlet: accepts

yy ®/—

1/30 721,~

* note; Union avcranr-

the University

‘ave. salaryj «

salary figure s

cost. 5670

FT 75 TOTAL 5,670

LiJ courses '0 3 credits each

3.02,900
5x 76 TOTAL 102,950

net at

Liznc.z 1.0t 1d ,>00 as 1hr. u niversity projects.
Our firfrus ere Laced cr. Salary ?laca.~cnt resort

Rii.'U"T10 ;{9
spa build *
K ill TerevAdo -v;
FU2T- Opfior.
ar.d 32 WS
tho vez=t™r.ioii
"bar 31 MET uxrit rr.".l ke
of office r.ce;.: (soo 'JJ4..457“3d Fond

folltciiir - pro,at:trdt

v YAr.vairj.n

#* * Thn U-iV'v=i'cv

» 0if providrd Vy the
f addit:’eral crecurc

cort:

ri Vav--Ur.ter: cc:¥k "0 an ad'ltioa sl
«3iC U v#S1E g0 gy

rYy ¥ cist cof dditio r «ii if]
J: i,,<:urtiiy pro.vev. U

facility Mrca.

Corl*sfjv la +i*.'® provide =
“ ceaAar. rerr*jt, ihe Ur.ive rs.itey

Jnscd or.

inertnon
{ ™M) X $!,y6'>0s5sis:,)

tiot "where

r with
vr?es to rc*furot
io-islatere
offic as for
tr.t? UrSion*s
Ropert.) the.

for
a il
3liid

6253. 1(10 ihovr 233.100
m6.35r COO.

TV 75 TOTAL 233,100

ice a eased on
of 39 new 63,796

r: 7u TOTAL 68.796

*XLAC'TICM: ir:v.l cr. "hr LTnlvorcity statcrienc wo assume
that the iirl.vavsiiy dt-.c r:t. r.cci rdditicrtl fur.vs
for clerical r.wr ted is aaherfry to the contract
j ai; " providi::- clerical support at tho rate «cf
approxiratc-ly cr.o ior every ten unit renters". Hot;-
ever for PY 76 ar. itierrare c¢f 39 faculty -cart;: an
addifi.c::.! U el'rios'l. nut;sort staff to ruiritain 30-1.
FY 79— Ur.lon driver;'. 3ty eo' position
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6,1C Lucotitut>; ULICU ITOFGOAL

KKAC*1"IC:!; Currys:! Uidvrxv.iiy policy allots for
ue.criai of 1 1/2 day.; per uenth per faculty
jterfl-er or 13 1/2 d:y:: per need,:.sic year (fto,.)
The Lsilvercity cost ir. ir.c.dcnuate or it as. uses
that tie- r.v.jiv.ye iarro.inir.:; unit na™b-r v:iil
net use r.cro then V1" of hir./hrr accrued nick
leave {,io 10 days divided by 1/ 1/2 « y &) Union
also fuels t.uit . per n.ssr paid +n substitute
is insr.ik™icicnt b™stwc. on hours spent in yropnratior
for teaching. ThereTerr u? :acorwond 435.00,

UiilON
FY 7 0°-Uni aa accept®™- Uni*"erajd™ cvct nml"val;
Y of this

O NMXT v, FY 7?5 TOTAL  fA-600
FA ' rF22 e mnru « -UTilcit*ted
\ e ¥4 >0 fof* v'vity r.s Uil & is- r?.s
pro.isev.OU; 5 credit he ®- "pv /fnr
~Noje V0 R ktitu t'V
. 0 QJ 5 1/ -o_ acar-r'! >
y
FY ?5T7307
JvF.".0T10.N : University stater. cf 30 courses for

JY yir. .totally irrcanisterc vi.th the prior practice
clause c¢f the no.yotiftsu c'jnlaaicc end jr. incor.sistent
vith vactol'f*r.rys of ov.-.rloat'.. finer* most acr.c)sale
ejticul'v ec:. S no: .m ntraein this ireeld greatl/
effect tic oorrwnjiy coilr\V'-1 r ser.sicm since
thrv cfi'cros c¢cn tan ovorlc.-.a Vssir:, sundin,ra of

..\ error n cost.

;11 Of
y. i/30 (re,cot! ricd
t vat ) -t I: 2?2t .aVv'saye saliry]j
75 TOTAL (-.6,363
H r or
r-. Tl to ¢ ‘.t-sui-ncrt
elw:ilri<v.:
?7.CO ca”rr,?:;; 2 a 1/30 (. totinted

ccitract rate X (FY 76 arcrapa salary)



20 7.1 burner I0Omrdo'/mont- dhK PROPCCAL

REACTION: In cn epnsrent rotalitory novo 1975
Svinmer Session offerings have teen intentionally
cut each excessively (rot* attached Ur;jon finding??)
from the 1974 level. Ha propose t.-.ni u ;.n;.nc
level of offerings be prcvide-1 for cummer of /575*
At ACC in suiuv.ar 197A alone there wore 191 courses

offered. The ynj.cn proposes 220 courses statewide
in totn FY 75 f'2 2t Sumer session. Cost as
fellow s:

UNION PROPOSAL:

FY 75— 220 (courses) X 1 month (only Juno 75 would he
charged to the 75 budget) X 3 credit hours
X 1/30 X 21,454 (ave, salary FY 75),

FY 75 TOTAI 471,938
FY 76— 220 (courses X 2 months (July and August 75 would

bo charged to tho ?6 budget) X 3 credit hours
" X 1/30 X 22,526 (ave. salary FY 76). Total 991,164

and

220 (courses) X | month (only June 76 would be
charged to the 76 budget) X 3 credit hours
X 1/30 X 22,526 (ave. Salary FY 76), Total 695.572

FY. 76 TOTAL 1486,716

21 7,2 Leer, than Fnll~T.l:'.o K.wdovnent

REACTION: Union accepts for the FY 75 the University
cost of 8, 580. Ne suggest that for FY 76 it is moro
appropriate to budget fcr these positions c¢cs new hires
at the full bargaining unit members' salary and therefore
find it unnecessary to appropriate any funds for FY 76
in this category.

.UNION PROPOSAL:

FY 75— Accept University cent projection
FY 75 TOTAL 8,520

FYy 7'-"*-*0 cost as this should b? absorbed
i:i new hires, FY 76 TOTAL 0



23 7.4 8 Rotralninr;"Ui<fOH L".i:MATE

REACTION: The University position is inaccurate arid
unclear, The Liber-Harmg;r.cnt Cor.ruttc-c (provided
for in the contract) nas to date rcciuvcd at lee at.
Id notices of "University intent not to rehire for
FY 76", Retraining of those individuals as pro-
vidod for in the contract is apparently viewed by
ths University as a noncost item,

UNION [7.CPCii.tl:  Anour.ing: that the University intends to
fulfill its contractual obligations regarding re-
training; of faculty sent notices of "intent not to
rchore" the Union raises no objection at this tins.

2k 8.1 e <iPlacrgntrfrPfrsor.sol or. Salary Schednlg— UMIPH ESTIMATE

8.2
REACTION: Union agrees with sentence one. Howeverr

cost aralycir, is erroneous. Our basic is taken
from tho calculated firurss c¢f tho UniOr-Jniversity-
Salary Picccrcnt Co?.nittce,

UNION PROPOSAL:

FY 75— Sept, 1, 19?"—-June "Of 1975 (.and includes
tho 161 fringe benefit cost)
FY 75 TOTAL $624,052 =

FY 76— 'July 1, 1975— Jure TO, 1978 (end includes
the 16 % ftinfo benefit cost) '*
Fy 76 TOTAL  $7p978,26'c =

*nc'te: The FY ?6 fi-vrc? 1r.clvdf.-s the cstiaatcd
59 r.Oif hires y>rejected, by the UnlJvarsity.

* Figures worked up from die Uni.on-Univorsi.ly Salary Placement Committee
study indicate time salary increases from Sept. 1, 1974 through Dec. 31,
1974 total $125,924- Increases from January 1, 1975 through June 30,

1975 total $412,044. These figures are added, and then increased by
16Z to reflect die cost, of fringe, benefits, Tims die total salary 7.NCKKA:
for FY 1975 is $624,042.

Assuming one vertical increment and no horizontal movement per bargaining
unit member, tho average projected salary for a unit member in FY .1976,
including fringe benefits, is $22,526. M ullingar's University figures
project 221 wunit, member;: lor FY 1976. M ultiplying these two we get
$22,526 X 221-$34,97b,24(> as the total cost for bargaining unit member
salaries for FY 1976.



Aren Coat of Livj ;< Diri'crcr.tialu UIIIQH ESTIMATE

HEACTIO i In calculating1Cort of Living
tho Union used the exact data pv ‘-.cd
by the Union-LLiivcrsity Salary Placement
Committoo, Fi;rurcs are included for
only these c:...rusec that are entitled to
cosi-cf~living difforential

UN1CcK PROPOSAL:

VV nr
TOTAL SALARIES AREA

COHKUK ITY COLLEGE AT 1-1-75 TOTAL
Kodiak 73,540 » 142 10.3CO
Kuskcta fis 149,732 418 64,420
Ketchikan 1 ,096 .006 820
Sitka 56,484 , 100 5,448
Juneau 211,320 071 15.003

Total 90,199

Plv.3 16 <5 fringe benefit*;

Fy 75 TOTAL 111,590 (9 MONTH)*

The Union is investigating with the chief arbitrator
(Tom Mannix) responsible for the contract award to find
out if the Cost of Living D ifferential is effective for
9 or 5 months. We w ill report on that at the time of
the hearings on Senate hill 76. We are also including
the cost based on a 5 month application

Figures based on a 5 month period:
Total 61,994

Plus 16% 9,994

FY 75 TOTAL 71,913

FY 76

111 rHU X 22 (unit .ombojrs incl. 39 now hiros),
L82 (tin LI members previous year)

FY 76 TOTAL 135,502

(5 MONTH)

(9 MONTH)



J1 b.5 Vrvrfitr, UNIOIl S-TIKATE

REACT!CIi: Union accepts tho University cost for
KX 75» Hesever, tho contract doon pro-
vide for tho possibility of a wtudv
ccr.rdttee to make recer.ftvcy .vrdirr;
chan.rcs in the frii.v «:o ma ofjts,
eerie cncosve a cost ires,

UHIGK fao:jCSAbt

i#Y ?5— Ho cent anticipated
pv 7.5 TOTAL

W 7c-~'.to cost anticipated
FY ?6 TOTAL

iit x// /< LA h:, [/ izlIt::itz-s:\i t(EzLiLi iV £E\:INE\{EIVI.

32 0,0 Torhir.r UHia FiiTiilAiL

REA(VilC.> Uo question ir.c ncccssity c¢f thin ex-
penditure (per,ess the University intends to in-
stall *ir.tcr electrical outlet plug; Ir.c) and
note tint no provider, ir redo fov the inaertc
the University derives fr:n the £30.00 per semester
faculty use fee, Ve cur*.ret u legislative- aud.it
of this iiori to ere’are that the funds have been
apprcvuiafely dieburned.

UNIC.T EICPCGAL:

FY 7y~-Ccst of inctullin-. parkin" rates, fence and
maintenance r.i.rht necessitate an initia |
cost of University estimated 3.0C0? A fter
that any additional costs should be absorbed
in parking fees collected fron faculty,

FY 75 TOTAL

PY70— Any additional costs should be alsori.uci in
monies collected fron faculty parking fee.

32 8 .6¢ Facul ty lonrge U;'10. EJTIMATK

REACT10."j Union agrees vJ.th theUniversityos himate
and cure als to see the funds, allocated for that
purpose,

UIJIOR rnOPCFAL:
FY 75— Cost ¢f lurnishinp andcquiping; fe -ult-y lounp.c
FY ?5 TOTAX 3,500

n 76— Additional forninhintd ?26m a , 1(000



J.0

33 0. cc. Corlinvjp.- Kthrrutjra U!ID!! £STIFATS
EHACTHN:: ‘inn Union doc" net hcoi .that dhere is e
-any cxpr-nor? to i;.o Ur.ivner.in iho ¢ tlrv'r
[(ZX.ca lic:: rrcv..r.".cn, .c csr.iiv. . r.poci-
V::0i; e;wlcoal
FY 75— cert the Untvernii"
FY 75 TOTAL
FY 7¢c— ho cost .o th? University
FY ?6 TOTAL
33 G1 IhrccrorA'vvx'l -T-.w \I5r*-r.t E'-.v? Lli.l¢ EGTIM ATS.
7rv Union a”ccs that Voere should to
no r.uocd ecu-. ic; ;: yvVv. nc*«cv?rt cr.cre rlli to
It CO»'t i.% P 76.
union rSOPOJAL
FY 75--F.T, nchli‘ional cent
FY 75 TOTAL
FY 70—7 Vhr.yr.ir.:n»: unit, .-.o-.tcrr Ac ?.Jir526
mc-ve. cujnry) Xc I/M (reelave up to
1/2 salary; «
FY 76 TOTAL 101,36?
37 3*3 Annual L~hvo UNION i ITIMVI'S
REACTION; The ee:nti..-.ved eonlev.ei sis:too t; -
ivurt.v.ini.r.,; ~rjt nov.t nr.all be pcvriitaei
, to accrue . , , raid leave,, "oDzimv:
aecur.ulail.cn: J~ "O r.>” ciivr., A r..a:nu;.v.

or "id day;. , . . iirered cycrued av yc oM 'il be
paid cIT at th.: aeralnation < fr.plcyrccent,

UKICN I;. CF0.; Al :

FY V.V'"7IUc burrainir,;. ur.it ric.".fc?rr; X $21,6'hr
(avo. salary) X [|fi c-T icavo)
luo (Vcric days per contract)
FY 72 107AL 325,386
FY~-27A"621 bar.rair.in,’; un.lt r:r»b'l'ru X $22, R0
S LJjv YFr ly-"re )
J0O (wona < p*'? contract)
FY 70 TOTAL. dld.d/V

(ave. ‘Thl.ry) X

nn.len nrr.wncc JC'O? .Tur.iir.»; Tor all .emr.ral |-w/e v* ich
P'W .jbjy Old )etee V'c?2™:"", in FY 7" nn.i F: /m
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38 i0,3 g-cc?goff union CTTurrs
REACTION: Union i-?.+h University position,

union Kiorrs™T;

FY 75"-'Ccr,t acr-crbod ir. ir.yroii office
FY 75 TOTAL

FY 7-'-'-0cr.i. r.tE2orbed in payroll o ffice
FY ?6 TOTAL

39 10.6 Tv ? UNION SI?IN: 572

REACTION: Unicr. cents arc based or. actual fi/pares
for FY 7;,0 FY 16 fiacre is based, on projected
cent a:, the candidates for President arc already
nominated,

UNTON PROPOSAL:

FY ?>~ Union Freeidout 1/3 annual salary and benefits
2,015 (no, salary) X 4 1/2 (nontnr,)
X 1,16 (“fringe benefits) X 1/5 (release)

FY 75 ToTAL 2,10"*

FY 76— Union President 1/5 amua.l. salary and benefits
3,11-i (no, salary) x 9 tenths)
X 1,16 (fringe benefits) X 1/5 (release)

Fy 76 TotaL 6,502

EHN FVILV .. ts ottt
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8.3 Cent of Escalator UNION E3TIllATE

KXACTICNj "'hr. University nadc no pro,lection cost
for thin iten. The Union nade itsV;0 . v o n
a7 1/2 ¢ for t'i 75 ar.i a 20 ‘i for FY 76, \e
emphasise that this IS A PROJECTEDCOST.
When data fron:the JBureau of Labor in nude available
kg Kill update xhis information,

UNION PROPOSAL:

FY 75—7 1/2 (estn, ?j increase) X 9 (9 mo.
academic year) X :,'2,33L (ave. no, salary
includes fringe benefits) X 182 (no. of
baryainii:.? unit members).
Fy 75 TOTAL 292,877

FY 76—20 £ (ce+r.. £ increase) X 9 (9 "o.
academic year) X A:?.50? (are, r.o. 35Ir.ry
includes fringe benefi.tr) Y 221 (no. of
tnr;vir’ny unit members. includes Un4” «
projected increase of 39 faculty).

FY 76 TOTAL 995,693



ALASKA COMMUNITY COLLEGES FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

LOCAL 2404 AFFILIATED WITH AFL CO 2533PROVIDENCE DRIVE, ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503
April 13, 1975

The Honorable Bill Hay
Senate Finance Chairman
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Hay:

It is almost a month since my fellow Union members
and | testified before your committee. Since that time
we have been reading in the papers about the Ferry workers
and Representative Malone®s forceful comments, about the
state supervisors and about the APEA iierotiations. As
citizens of Alaska as well as community college faculty-
coming before you on behalf of Senate Bill 79, we realize
the Senate Finance Committee has a difficult job to
perform in balancing the valid interests of these groups
against th4 equally valid need of the state, i. e. fiscal
health.

On the one hand, we come before you as community
college faculty v/ho have negotiated for particular needs
of our statewide faculty. Our salary increase, for example,
is not an across-the-board raise. V/e are asking for a
substantial portion for the elimination of salary inequities
unicue to the statewide community college system, and only
after these have been resolved, a wage 1increase. Believing
as Intently as v/e do in the good of our cause, it is often
difficult to see our bill in the larger cntext that the
Senate Finance Committee must view it.

On the other hand, the problems will net go away.
1, personally, would like to see more stable economic
planning on the part of those groups presenting funding
bills to the Legislature. It is not healthy to plan on
supplemental appropriations for a balanced budget. Indeed,
1 hope this is the only supplemental the ACCFT must ask for.
This will be the case if the University incorporates tho
additional contract costs in the 1978 budget.

Recognizing your massive problems as a Committee,
we do not wish to further complicate them. /e are available
here to furnish any information you request for Senate
Bill 78- V/e hope that whatever solution the Committee
arrives at will have long-term benefits for all concerned.

Sincerely,

Edie Lynch, President



ALASKA COMMUNITY COLLEGES FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

|.OCAL 2W AFFILIATED WITH AFL-CIO

The Honorable B ill Ray
Pouch V

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Ray:

Thank you for making
Union and m yself to speak before
the testimony we presented
decisions,
hesitate
m aterials

com m ittee to make its
needed, please do not
disturbing package of

to a University proposal
the b ill to all professional
that this was a typical
part of the University.

President H iatt's

the Board of Regents'

the University of Alaska.
w hich the University has
Com mittee, there already
average statewide community
($20,614)
proposal, the President
w ith the highest salalries
the funding of demonstrated

senior college salary

President Hiatt also
Alaska salary would have
because it puts overpriced
college faculty, and sp lit
w ith recognized under-paid
campuses
in the Solie Report clearly
figure benefiting faculty
from Table | of the Solie

of all senior college

fiscally

proposal
Senate B ill 76 be distributed
staff in the University

2533PROVIDENCE DRIVE. ANCHOR it \ ALASKA 89508
April 13, 1975

possible for other members of the

your com mittee. We hope that
w ritten report w ill enable the
but if further information is
call on wus. | received a

the other day which referred
extend the salaries provided for in
staff in the University. | feel

irresponsible act on the

that the salary increases in

across the board to all professional
shocking and directly contradictory to
equal treatment of all faculty at
According to the current Solie Report,
presented to the Senate Finance

a $5 000 difference between the
college salary ($15,764) and the average
at all ranks. In making his

for an additional 10% for those
system and potentially jeopardizing

inequities at the community colleges.

"that the average University of

raised 20.9%." This figure 1is distorted
research faculty ($30,000 - 35,000), senior
faculty-adm inistrators in the same category
community college faculty. A comparison

w ith all community college campuses

how the 20.9% is a weighted salary

senior college campuses. (See Attachment
Report.)



April 13, 1975

Specifically, 95% of all faculty holding the highest rank,
and thus highest salaries, are senior college faculty. At the
next highest level, associate, the Solie Report locates 67 Of
84 faculty (79%) holding that rank, again, in the senior college.
That 95%, interestingly, receives almost $3,000 more annually
than the community college faculty 10% at the same rank. Likewise,
the 79% receive $2,765 more annually than their counterparts at
the same rank in the community colleges.

Of equal interest is the distribution at assistant
professor rank. The 45% at that rank at the senior college
receive $1000 more than the remaining 55% at that rank in the
statewide community colleges. Most interestingly, at the lowest
rank there were only 14 instructors at all senior college campuses,
which is only 7% of the total statewide senior college faculty.
At the same time instructors at the community colleges statewide
numbered 79, which means that 43% of the total statewide community
college faculty are at the lowest rank and the lowest pay scale.

It is clear from their own statistics that those holding
highest ranks and highest average salaries in the total University
system come from the senior college and those holding lowest rank
and lowest salaries come from the community colleges.

Rather than subsidizing and perpetuating a monolithic
structure, we feel the legislature would have more impact on
the statewide educational system if it increased the fundinqg level
of educational bills such as Senate Bill 239, Post-Secondary Education
in Rural Areas by University of Alaska and Senate Bill 240,
Post-Secondary Education Delivery by Systems and Programs, which
provide rural educational delivery systems throughout Alaska.

These bills request approximately $4 million as compared to the
University's $11.6 million inflated salary request — a $7.5
million difference in the University's favor.

Thank you again for your time in considering these
points, Senator. I hope you will use this information when the
Committee next discusses the University's April 1 proposal.

Yours truly,



Campus/Rank

Average
Salary”

All Senior Celleoe Campuses

Professor (42)
Associate (67)
Assistant (71)
Instructor (14)

Ave. All Ranks (*94)

Canpus/Rank

All Community Colleges
Professor (2)
Associate (17)

A ssistant (84)
Instructor (79)

All Ranks (182)

20,593
21 ,969
17,207
13,474

20,614

Average
Salary'

23,373
19,204
16,301
14,260

15,764

Average Fringe

Benefits

2,966
2,702
2,430
2,217

2,625

Average
Fringe Benefits?

2,782
2,544
2,378
2,258

2,346

Average

Average
Compensation

29,559
24,671
19,637
15,691

23,239

Compensation-’

26,155
21,748
18,679
16,518

18,110



Viqig

April 16, 1575

Member of the Alaska Legislature

| am w riting again on the natter of the effects of the Union within the
Community College system of the state of Alaska, its effect on the other units of
the University and the funding of the contract through passage or failure of
passage of Senate B ill 76.

The furor seems to have died down on campus for the noment because there is
pending at present a grievanceregarding the establishing or justifying of the
agency fee for non-Union members and awaitingadjudication of that grievance, the
status quo is to be maintained - hence no one has as yet been terminated even
though the Union has requestedteim.ination of 35 faculty members.

The union has made clear that once the University terminates those individuals

- and the Union w ill press for such action once the semester ends and once the
grievance is settled - they w ill then take each of the terminated faculty members
to court and sue for collection of the agency fees which those faculty w ill have

been fired for refusing to pay.

The Union is,currently trying to keep full-time summer teaching assignments
limited to those bargaining unit members who have either paid their dues or agency
fees or have signed an authorization for payroll deduction of same. The grievance
referred to above simply asks that the University make clear to bargaining unit
members just what their obligations to the Union are and further requests that
a fair agency fee be established and justified before nori-Union members be forced
to pay that fee cr be terminated from their employment with the University.

Finally the grievance asks that non-Union members not be requested to pay a fee or
authorize deduction of same until the legislature takes action on the funding of

the salaries so v/e w ill know what benefits we get from the negotiations. Once the
above matters are clearly settled, many who have as yet not paid any fee or authorized
any deduction may very well pay the fee. The contract does not provide for discrim i-
nation against non-Union members nor non members of the bargaining unit in the
selection of summer faculty. Herice this request of the Union violates the contract
on two counts.

The Union is presently organizing a letter-writing campaign to urge legislative

support of Senate B ill 76. That is only natural. | simply notify you that it s
coming and not to pay too much attention if you receive around 80 letters since
they v/ill no doubt almost all be fron faculty members who w ill benefit from passage
of that b ill. | would like to see some public input rather than just asking faculty

members if they would like more money.

| enclose a copy of a memo circulated by the Union President- yesterday. You
v/ill notice that she is virging bargaining unit members to urge legislators to not
support the salary increases requested by the University for the professional staff
members not in the bargaining unit. That is hardly the way to promote harmony

between the Community College faculty and the Senior college or Fairbanks faculty.

Ms. Lynch in her memo points cut the higher salaries and higher ranks held by
faculty members outside the bargaining unit. The reason most high ranked faculty
members and highly paid faculty members are not in the community colleges is



because the community colleges are young in Alaska and likewise their faculty
members are much younger on the average than on the Fairbanks campus. The faculty
members outside the bargaining unit are required to have a doctorate degree and thus
have more credits in education than do most members of the bargaining unit members.
And most of the Fairbanks and Anchorage Senior College faculty have more years of
teaching experience. Thus they are higher in rank and salary than their younger
non-doctorate-degree-holding community college colleagues.

This is interesting since the contract for the bargaining unit places every
member on the salary scale based solely on education (number of credits amassed)
and years of experience. This means that if the entire faculty of the University
were placed on the Union salary scale the same faculty members would still command
the highest salaries and might in fact be even further ahead than at present.

A communique to ge the letter-w riting campaign underway informs those who are
opposed to the agency shop and/or agency fee tnat they w ill not get their big raise
unless they support Senate B ill 76 and help get it passed. This is telling those
members that in spite of the principles they are supporting, they should compromise
those principles and get that money in their pocket. This completely ignores the
fact that the raise is not all that valuable in principle to those faculty members
who are opposed to the agency shop in principle in an educational setting.

If ever there was a situation where collective bargaining occurred and the
bargaining agent should be able to gain support on its own integrity, merit and
performance, it is an educational institution where the bargaining is done by
faculty members themselves. Because of the very nature of a University and its
primary reason for existence, it is improper and potentially detrimental to force
faculty members or other employees to have to associate with or support a Union in
order to teach or otherwise work at that University. And it seems peculiar that
if only 2 of the nation's labor force is unionized, 100$% of the faculty of an
educational institution should have to be unionized in one form or another.

| urge you to eliminate the possibility of either an agency shop or a Union

shop from higher education - and preferably all education in the state of Alaska.
This w ill not destroy any unions or other bargaining organizations within cur
educational systems. It will in fact strengthen the good organizations and force

the others to improve in order to win the right to represent their constituents.

Sincerely,

David Hoke, Chairman
University Assembly
University of Alaska



To: All Bargaining Unit Members Interested in the Passage
of Senate Bill 76

From: Edie Lynch, ACCFT

Re: Second.Status Report, Senate Bill 76

Date: April 11, 1975

Our latest report from Juneau is that Senate 3ill 76
is still in the Senate Finance Committee. However, the Senate
and House Finance Committees are considering a number of
University-related appropriation bills, such as the Budget,
the AMU appropriation, etc. These bills v/ill hove an effect
on Senate Bill 76 and thus should be responded to.

On the basis of this, it is important that vweemphasize
the following items in our letters to legislators:

1) Indicate our priorities in Senate Bill 76. Obviously
full funding of the salary, the cost of living escalator clause
and the area differentials is essential.

2) Challenge the University"s position that the salary
increases should be distributed across the board to all
professional staff in the University. According to the current
Solie Report, which the University has just presented to the
Senate Finance Committee, there already exists a 1$5,000 difference
between the average statewide community college salary (115,76h)
and the average senior college salary 0>20,61A) at all rants.
Hiatt"s proposal could .jeopardize negotiated community college
faculty econtract salaries in order to give those v/ith the
highest salaries in the system an additional IQfa.

5) President®s Hiatt"s letter to Senate Finance -1so
states, "that the average University of Alaska salary mo-ild have
to be raised 20.9-1- This figu LS ~d RSt ed because it -vis
overpriced research faculty %836,060-33,66 ), senior collc-c
faculty, and split faculty-administrators in the same cat j"-ory
v/ith recognized under-paid community college faculty. /
comparison of all senior college campuses v/ith all comr.um: "ty
college campuses in the Solie Report clearly chows how the
20.9% is a weighted salary figure benefiting faculty at senior
college campuses.

Average Average Average
Campus/Rank Salary*  Fringe Benefits® Compensation-"
All Community Colleges:
Professor 2% 23,373 2,782 26,155
Associate (1 g 19,204 2,544 21,748
Assistant (84 16,301 2,378 18,679
Instructor (79) 14,260 2,258 16,518

All Ranks (182) 15,764 18,110



Average Average Frj™nge Average 3 «

Salary® Benefits .Compensation
All Senior College Campuses: w
Professor (42) 26,593 2,966 29,559
Associate (67) 21,969 2,702 24,671
Assistant (71) 17,207 2,430 19,637
Instructor (14) 13,474 2,217 15,691
Ave. All Ranks (194) 20,614 2,625 23,239

specifically, 95# 0f all faculty holding the highest
rank, and thus highest salaries, are senior college faculty.
At the next highest level, associate, the Solie Report locates
67 of 84 faculty (79#) holding that rank, again, 1in the senior
college. That 95#, interestingly, receives almost $3,000 more
annually than the community college faculty 10# at the same
rank. _Likewise, the 79# receive 3:2,765 more annually than
their counterparts at the same rank in the community colleges.

Of equal interest is the distribution at assistant
professor rank. The 45# at that rank at the senior college
receive $1000 more than the remaining 55# at that rank in
the statewide community colleges. Most interestingly,
at the lowest rank there were only 14 instructors at all
senior college campuses, which is only 7# of the total
statewide senior college faculty. At the same time instructors
at the community colleges statewide numbered 79, which me s
that 43# of the total statewide community college faculty c_re
at tne lowest rank and lov/est pay scale.

It is clear from their ov/n statistics that those holding
highest ranks and highest average salaries in the "rotal
University system come from the senior college and those
holding lowest rank and lov/est salsries come from the
community colleges.

4) Suggest that if the legislators wish to have the
most impact on the statewide educational system, rather than
subsidizing and perpetuating a monolithic structure, they
should increase the funding level of educational bills such
as Senate Bill 239 Post-Secondary Education in Rural Areas by
University or Alaska and Senate Bill 240, Post-Secondary
Education Delivery Systems and Programs, which provide rural
educational delivery systems throughout Alaska. These bills
request approximately $4 million as compared to the
University®"s $11.6 million inflated salary reouest- a 97e5
million difference in the University"s favor.

Since the House presently has the University budget,
our Juneau assistant ..suggests v/e concentrate on the following

representatives:



University of Alaska
FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99701

February 28, 1975

Honorable Bill Ray, Chairman
Senate Finance Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Bill:

In compliance with your request, | am submitting my best estimate of
the cost of Senate Bill No. 76, relating to a supplemental appropria-
tion to the University for paying the arbitrated 1975 contract for
community college faculty.

This information has been supplied to the union acting as the bargain-
ing unit for the faculty for concurrence, but, as of this date, the
information does not contain their input.

I will be out of the state until March 19th and will be unable to
provide you with further details until after that date. Should you
wish further information, please contact my office and we will certain-
ly try to respond.

The University is supportive of the bill and must receive additional
funds to implement the conditions of the contract.

Sincerely,

Max M Hullinger
Vice President for Finance
and Comptroller

cc: Senator George Hohman
Senator John Sackett

f'LI AS1l REPLY BY AIRMAIL



COST ITEMS

Cost of negotiations

Formal Grievance Procedures
Travel

Site visitation

Offices

Substitutes

Overloads

Summer employment

Less than full-time employment
Placement

Salary Increase

Area cost of living

Parking

Lounge
Continuing education

Professional lea.ve

Annual leave

President of union release time
FY 75
FY 76 SALARY ADJUSTMENT*

*Salary items increase by 9.7% for 1-1-76 increase,

SENATE BILL NO. 76

SUPPORTING DETAIL

FY 75

o1 01 W ~N -
1 No O NN oo

1
o

.5
189.6
376.8

FY 76

14.9
105.0
5.1
17.1
35.0
136.5
125.0
56.7

17.0
189.6
492.5
109.2

12.0

in fringe benefits on total salaries as adjusted.

Attachment 1

INCREASE ELEMENT

Best estimate

Full year
Full year
Pledged expenditures
Full year
Full year

30 courses X 3 credit hours X
average salary $630
Full year

Full year

Normal cost of maintenance and
police

Additional equipment

Full year plus estimated
increase

9 persons at half salary of
$18,000 plus 16%

Full year plus increase

Full year

6.5% step increase and 1% increase



%

The Legislature of the State of Alaska
FISCAL NOTE

First Session - Ninth Legislature
REQUEST
B ill No. Senate B ill No. 76
Title : An Act-Making and Supplemental Appropriation to the University of Alaska
Requested by: senator B ill Ray Date: February 11, 1975
Return Date Requested: February 19, 1975
Agency: University of Alaska Program: Post secondary & Adult-. Fdnra-Hnn

FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected: A Il Ccmnunity Colleges
A. EXPENDITURES: (Thousands of dollars)

OBJECT FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 Fy 80
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 8695 1478.4 16641 1,863.7 2078.3.. 2,309.0
200 TRAVEL 37.6 51.5 59.2 68.1 78.3 90.1
300 CONTRACTUAL 92.0 1205 138.6 159.4 183.3 210.8
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT 3.5 1.0 ﬁ.O 1.0 1.0 1.0
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC. 12.9 33.5 63.5 93.5 1235 153.5
TOTAL 1,015.5 1,684.9 1,926.4 2,185.7 2,464.4 2,764 .4
B. i-UNDING: (Thousands of dollars)
GENERAL FUND 1,015.5 1,684.9 1.926.4 . 2.185.7 2.464.4 2.764 .4
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
C. POSITIONS:
PERMANENT/TEMPORARY 18V 220./ 1250/ 280/ 310 / 340./
MAN MONTHS (P./T.) 1638/ L986./ |225</ 252/ 2790/ 3060/ ..
1. ANALYSIS (see Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 1I11)
Personnel in the bargaining unit are expected to increase by 38.7 in FY 76 and by
30 for each of the following years. Salaries w ill increase 15% plus 6.5 each year
for step increases, and 1% of total salaries for fringe benefits. Other expenses
w ill increase at 15% for inflation. Continuing Education w ill continue to increase
at rate of 30.0 per year.
v . ATTACHMENTS
1. Summary of cost of the contract
2. Detail of the costs
V. DATE: February 28. 1875 PREPARED BY: .7/ 1/c?/ /] /J'/'/J
&
Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget aid Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
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Attachment 2

Page 1

COST ITEMS IN THE CONTRACT

Cost of Negotiations

Three persons traveling from outside Anchorage

30 trips @ average cost $110 per trip

Lodging and meals in Anchorage $50 per day X 100 days
TOTAL

This cost w ill be absorbed by the University in in-

dividual travel budgets.

Grievance and Complaint Procedure
It is difficult to develop a cost of the added
expense for the staff time required to process
grievances and complaints as we have no exper-
ience or knowledge of the magnitude of the disputes
that may arise.

Formal Grievance Procedure - Step 3
Cost of grievances to be settled by arbitration
Estimate 20 grievances at an average cost of $1,500
for the arbitrator and $1,000 for legal services.
Travel and expenses of staff $1,000

Assignments RequiringTravel
Cost of travel between work stations.
60 unit members traveling 25 times at an estimated
distance of 8 miles X 14 cents

Relocation
No change in current policy - Cost covered in budget

Site Visitation andBush Courses

Estimated 3 courses @ 3 credits each = 9 credit hours
9 X 1/30 X 18,900 (ave. salary)

Faculty O ffices

The University has ccmmitted $35,000 to be spent on
faculty offices in FY 75

Clerical Support

No change in current level of support

9,900
5,000
14,900

70,000

1,680

5670

35,000
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Attachment 2

Page 2
Substitutes
182 members of the unit, estimate an average of one
week a semester absence for which a substitute is
required.
12 credit hours per week X 182 X $25 (cost of
substitute) $ 54,600
Overloads
30 courses X 3 credit hours X 630 (ave. per credit hour) 56,700

Sumner Employment

FY 75 is not affected by this condition of the contract
as the next sumner session falls in FY 76

Less Than Full-Time Employment

10 persons X 3credit hours = 30 X current part-time
rate of $346 per credit hour = $10,380 compared to
30 X $630 1/30 of a credit hour of $630 8,520

Retraining
NO cost in FY 75 or FY 76
Placement of Personnel on NewSalary Schedule

The gqualifications of each member of the unit was

evaluated by a committee of union and management people

and placed on the salary schedule in accordance with the

criteria on page 26. Cost $152,810 plus 16% fringe

benefitsand $12,300 for additional adjustments 189,600

Salary Schedule

Based on placement on the salary schedule as estab-

lished in 8.1e above, it costs an additional $141,642

to place the members on the September 1 schedule and

an additional $162,198 to provide for the January 1, 1975

increase and $26,300 for additional adjustments 376,754

Cost of Living Escalator (Note)

The base salary for unit members at January 1, 1975
is $3,347,098.12. The cost of living applicable as of
March 1, 1975 would be represented by the increase
times this amount plus 16% fringe benefits. This in-
crease would also apply against the area cost of
living differential (8.4). This adjustment cannot be
determined at this time.
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Attachment 2

Page 3
Area Cost of Living Differentials
TOTAL SALARIES AREA

COMMUNITY COLLEGE AT 1-1-75 FACTOR TOTAL
Anchorage $2,567,842 m % =
Kenai 114,0.13 0
Mat-Su 44,473 0
Kodiak 73,126 .142 10,384
Kuskokwim 149,732 .418 62,588

TOTAL 2,949,186 72,972
Ketchikan 133,839 .006 803
Sitka 56,347 .100 5,635
Juneau 207,726 .071 14,749

TOTAL 397,912 21,187
GRAND TOTAL $3,347,098 $ 94,159
Plus 16% fringe benefits

Any cost of living increase must be applied against this
amount.

Fringe Benefits
No change in current practice
Parking

Cost of installing parking gates, fence and maintenance
for preparing the parking lot in Anchorage (estimated)

Faculty lounge

Cost of furnishing and equiping a faculty lounge at the
Anchorage campus

Continuing Education

90 staff X 3 credit hrs. X $30 = 8,100
40 dependents X 6 credit hrs. X $20 = 4,800

Professional Development Leave
No cost in FY 75
Annual Leave

Salary level 3,347,100 X 25% of annual rate of 7.9%

$109,224

8,000

3,500

12,900

66,105



Attachment 2
Page 4

PAGE ITEM
10.3 Checkoff

Cost of deducting and ranitting dues is being absorbed
within the payroll and accounting office.

39 10.6 Released Time

Union President 1/5 annual salary and benefits
18,135 + 16% +7.9% (Accrued Leave) 22,698 T 1/10 = 2,270



First Session - Ninth Le ;islature

REVISED
REQUEST _
Bill Mo. Senate Bill 76
Title!l .An Art Makit" mm Siiwlmeeit; 75! Aop.-g”~ " 1ion t~--mU-v of Alin~:a
RequestsJ byT S a:'or il i - - 1.1
Return Date Reouocjc-j: reur Te i< 17 .
Agency: University of Alaska PC" rar.l: Post Secondary 6 Adult Education

Il. FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected: All Community Colleges
A. EXPENDITURES : (Thousands cf doliarsj

OBJECT FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 Fy 78 FYy 79 TVEP

100 PERSONAL SERVICES 1370. 2 3213.2 3981.2 4932.6 6111.6 7572.2
200 TRAVEL 36. 5 35.6 40. 9 47. 8 54. 1 62. 3
300 CONTRACTUAL 50. 4 543. 5  107. 5 123. 6  142.2 163. 5
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT 3.5 1.0 %P 1.0 1.0 1.0
GOO LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC. 12. 0 33. 5 63. 5 93.5 123. 5 153. 5

TOTAL 1482. 5 3826. 8 4194.1 5198.5 6432.4 7952.5

B. FUND ING: (Thousands of dollars)

GENERAL FUND 1482.5 3826.8 4194.1 5198.5 6432.4 7952.5

rEDr,itAn PURUS
OTHER

C. POSITIONS:

PERMANENT/TEMPORARY 182/ 220 / |220/ 220/ 220 / 220 /
MAN MONTHS (P./T.) 16397 1986/ 1198/ 198/ 10 %6/ 1Qfet/
1. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)
Personnel in the bargaining unit are expected to increase by 38. 7 in FY 76.
Salaries will increase 15% plus 6. 5% each year for step increases, and 1%
of total salaries for fringe benefits. Other expenses will increase at 15% for
invlation. Continuing Education will continue to increase at rate of 30.0 per
year.

IV. ATTACHMENTS

1. Summary of cost of the contract.

2. Detail of the costs.

V. DATE: 4 -4-75 IRE VT.SPD) PREPARED BY
Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)



Attachment

SENATE DILL NO. 76

Summary of the Cost of the Contract

Cost Items FY 75 FY 76

Cost of Negotiations 27. 0 14.9
Formal Grievance Procedure 23. 5 45. 0
Travel 2.4 7.2
Site Visitation 5.7 50. 0
Offices 35.0 500. 0
Substitutes 54. 6 125. 3
Overloads 64.4 225. 0
Summer Employment 105. 0 350. 0
Less -than-full-time Employment 8.5 17. 0
Placement and Salary Increase 659.1° 1582.5%
Area Cost of Living 111. 6 176. 7*
Cost of Living Escalator (6. 5%) 292. 9" 428. 3*
Parking 8.0 12. 0
Lounge 3.5 1.0
Continuing Education 12. 9 33. 5
Professional Development Leave -0- 101.4
Annual Leave 66.1 150. 0
Union President--Released Time 2.3 7.0
1482.5 3826.8

*Based on salary increases for the year FY 75 as follows:

Placement 5.29% March 1, 1975 6.5% —
Sept. 9, 1974 4.9% July 1, 1975 9. 09% Salary
Jan. 1, 1975 5. 6% 5. 56% Step Increase

and 1% increase in fringe benefit cost.



Attachment 2

Page One
COST ITEMS IN THE CONTRACT
Pase Item
5 1.5 Cost of Negotiations
The University has spent 327,000 to date on
negotiation expenses and expects to spend at
least 33,000 more before the end of the fiscal
year. No funds available to cover these
expenses.
(Project 1976 at guess of 314.9) 27,000
9 41 Grievance and Complaint Procedure

We project 3 major grievances (35,000) and 5

minor grievances (3750) plus travel. 8
grievances x 2 people for 3 days each at
$100 per day 23,500

(Project about double in 76 $45.0)
16 6.4 Assignments RequiringTravel
FY 75—20 unit members traveling 30 times at
an estimated distance of 25 miles x 16 cents 2.400
FY 75 Total 2.400
FY 76—60 unit members traveling 30 times at

an estimated distance of 25 miles x 16 cents 7.200
FY 76 Total 7.200

16 6.5 Relocation
No change in current policy. No added cost.
17 6.6 Site Visitation

Estimated 3 courses at 3 credits each = 9 credit
hours. 9 x 1/30 x 18,900 (ave. salary) = 5,670

FY 76 Project 22 courses at 3 credit hours each
= 66 credit hours x 1/30 x 22,526 (ave.
salary) or $50.0



Attachment 2
Page Two

Paee Item
17 6.S Faculty Offices

The University has committed 335,000 to be

spent on Faculty offices in FY 75 35,000
In FY 76 we are requesting $500.1 for offices.

This will not provide offices for all bargain—

ing unit members, but will satisfy part of the

need.

18 6.9 Clerical Support

No change in current level of support.
Increase for FY 76 are included in the budget
request.

18 6.10 Substitutes

182 members of the unit, estimate an average
of one week a semester absence for which a
substitute is required.
12 credit hours per week x 182 x
$25 (cost of substitute) 54,600

FY 76— 221 unit members (includes
anticipated increase of 39 faculty as University
has projected) x 12 credit hours per week x
35 (dollar cost of substitute)
6.76 (1/2 of 13 1/2 days accrued)
5 (5 days)
125,307

19 6.11 Overloads

FY 75- 30 courses x 3 credit hours x 1/30

(negotiated contract rate) x 0$1.455 (py 75

average salary) 64,363
FY 76 project at 100 courses x 3 credit hours

x 1/30 x 22,526 225,260

20 7.1 Summer F.mployment

50 courses x 3 credit hours x 1/30 Xx

21,454 105,000
FY 76- 150 courses x 3 x 1/30 x

22,526 = 350.0



Attachment 2
Page Three

Page Item
21 7.2 Less Than Full-time Employment

10 persons x 3 credit hours = 30 x current
part-time rate of S346 per credit hour =
$10,380 compared to 30 x $630 1/3 of a credit
hour of $630

FY 76 full year at $17.0

23 7.4f8 Retraining
No cost in FY 75 or FY 76

24 8.le
/8.2 Placement of Personnel on Salary Schedule

Calculations based on actual placement on the
schedules by a committee composed of Labor
and Management

FY 76- Increase in salary as of 1-1-75 per
actual placement indicated a cost of $77,728
per month. Using $3,000,000 as the salary
base for FY 75 add the $77,728 x 9 months
plus a 6.5% cost of living adjustment at
3-1-75 plus 9.09% increase at 7-1-75, plus
a step increase of 5.56% at 7-1-75 and a 1%
increase in fringe benefits = $1,582,520

31 8.3 Cost of Living Escalator

FY 75- 7 1/2 (est. % increase) x 9 (9 mo.
academic year) x $2,384 (ave. mo. salary
includes fringe benefits) x 182 (no. of
bargaining unit members) .

FY 76- Salary base at 7-1-75 = $4,582.5
plus COLA 176.7 x State projection cf 9%

= $428.3
31 8.4 Area Cost of Living

FY 75 Total Salaries Area
Community Col. At 1-1-75 Factor
Kodiak 73, 570 .142
Kuskokwim 149,732 .418
Ketchikan 138,096 .006
Sitka 56,484 .100
Juneau 211,320 .071

Total

8,520

659,100

292,900

Total

10,300
64,420
828
5,648
15,003

"96,109
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Area Cost of Livinc - continued

Plus 16% fringe benefits FY 75 Tctal 111,600
(9 months)

FY 76- area cost of living increased to a full
year 111.6 plus 23% plus 6.5% plus 9.09%
plus 1% = 176.7

Fringe Benefits
No change.
Parking

Cost of installing parking gates, fence and

maintenance for preparing the parking lot in

Anchorage (estimated) 8,000
FY 76— Project cost of maintenance and policing

to be $12.0

Fac ®fy Lounge

Cost of furnishing and equipping a faculty lounge
at the Anchorage campus 3,500
FY 76- Estimate additional 1.0 for equipment

Continuing Education

90 staff x 3 credit hours x $30 = 8,100

40 dependents x 6 credit hours x $20 = 4,800 12.9
FY 76— Increase to full year and 25% increase

to $33.5

Professional Development Leave

No cost in FY 75.
FY 76- 9 bargaining unit members x $22,526
(ave. salary) x 1/2 (receive up to 1/2 salary)= 101,367

Annual Leave

Salary level 3,347,100 x 25% of annual rate of

7.9% 66,105
FY 76— Increase to full year plus salary

increases $150.0
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Page Item
38 10.3 Checkoff
Cost of deducting and remitting duos is being
absorbed within the payroll and accounting office.
39 10.6 Released Time

Union President 1/5 annual salary and bene—

fits 18,135 + 16% + 7.9% (accrued leave)

22,698/ 1/10 2.3
FY 76- Union President 1/5 annual salary

and benefits 3,114 x 9 months x 1.17

fringe benefits x 7.9% (accrued leave)/ 1/5

= 7,076



Introduced: 1/28/75

Referred: Health, Education
and Social Services and
Finance

BY THE RULES COMMITTEE BY

IN THE SENATE REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR
’ SENATE BILL NO. 1%
! IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
NINTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
"-jFor an Act entitled: Act rr.aking a supplemental appropriation to the
/ University cf Alaska; and providing for an effective

g .
v|pB IT ENACTED BY THE LEM3L-.TURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

i » Section 1. The sum cf $900,000 is appropriated from the general fund
:i"to the University of Alu-dri fcr the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, to
”_pay the following estimated costs of the arbitrated 1975 contract for

community collage instructor;::

¢ Substitute pay $ 3,000
Special assignment*. * .ral 5,000
s Overload contracts 50,000
Mileage between teucn_ug ...ications 1,500
Office space 35,000
Area cost-of-living differential 185,500
Reserved parking 10,000
Continuing education, spouse andchildren 12,000
?,P Salary increases 500,000
n j Cost-of-living increases 98,000
r $ 900,000
% * Sec. 2. This Act takes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.-
10.070(c).
L
23
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Introduced: 1/28/75

Referred: Health, Education
and Social Services and
Finance

BY THE RULES COMMITTEE BY
IK THE SENATE REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR

2 SEKAT"a BILL No. 0
E{‘ IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

NINTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

A BILL
|[por an Act entitled: Ar. Act making a supplemental appropriation to the
/E University cf Alaska; and providing for an effective

;JBE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
# Section 1. The sum $300,000 is appropriated from the general fund
ei'ro the University of Aluu..". the fiscal year ending June 30 1975, to
|

pay the following estimated costs of the arbitrated 1975 contract for

Tcommunity college instructor:

Substitute pay 3,000
Special assign:;. < 5,000
Overload contract:-: 50,000
i Mileage between ten.t.. ia ations 1,500
Office space 35,000
Area cost-of-living differential 185,500
Feserved parking 10,000
Continuing educati: n, spouse and children 12,000
ne Se"nry increase-:: 500,000
‘! Coti-of-living increases 98,000
o $ 900,000
ksec. 2. This Act cukes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.-
D14 070(c).
23
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2121175
TO: Labor-Management Committee

FROM: Bargaining Unit Members Office Survey Committee
Roberta Pond, Chairperson
Paula Guetschow
Bill Mackev
Amy Boilenbach
Doug Veltre

e The attached survey of offices of Bargaining Unit Members is complete

to our knowledge. A copy cf the survey was sent-to Broderick, O0"Mahonov,
Irany, and directors of all outlying community colleges requesting that
they verify the information listed for their people. Responses have

been, received from Ketchikan, Kuskokwin and Sitka to date.

Consistent with the contract ail faculty members must be provided with
offices that are lockable and secure.

Here are our recommendations regarding office size and placement:

I. Recommended Size and Equipment:

A. Single Person: a standard private office must be 150 sq. ft.,
have floor to ceiling walls and exterior window. When an ex—
terior window is not possible, the office must have an interior
window of at least 20 sq. ft.

B. Two people: an office for 2 people muse provide 15C sq. ft.
per person and a visual barrier to provide similance of privacy
within office. Walls and windows will be the same as in indiv—
idual office.

C. We cannot recommend offices for more than 2 people because all
privacy and security would be forfeited in such an office.

D. Each Bargaining Unit Member must be provided with she following
equipment: desk, executive chair, 4 drawer lockable file cabinet,
telephone, approximately 30 ft. of book shelves, 2 extra chairs.

Il. Vie realise that before all Bargaining Unit Members can be provided
standard offices, an interim period will elapse during which it
will be necessary to have faculty in substandard offices. >The
following recommendations apply to these facilities:

A. Size
1 person - private 100 sq.ft.
2 people - 225 sqg.ft.
3 people - 350 sq.ft.
4 people 475 sq.ft.
B. Equipment - same as for standard offices.

We recognize that faculty having offices which do not meet these
recommendations may prefer to wait for the r.ew offices rather than move
to another substandard office which meets the recommended size requirements,
However, the University should make every effort to move faculty who.do
r*\ot wish to remain in offices below the recommended secure footage.



mPage *2

1. Placement ,\Lc
A. No faculty member shall be moved from a locked office to an
unlocked office.
B. Faculty currently in standard offices which.are acceptable to
them shall remain in those offices.
C. The committee will assemble a list of faculty in substandard
offices in order of seniority. As offices arc made ready for
< occupancy they will be offered to list of faculty in order.
Faculty members may decline an office without prejudice;
faculty members®™ names remain on the list at the same place.
D. No faculty shall be either assigned an office or moved with—
out consultation.- 1
E. Half-time and part-time faculty members should be provided
office space after ail full-time faculty have acceptable
offices.



Office Location

c108
c] 03
C206
K2G4
K204
K214
K203
K204
K204
K204
B-SW
E-NE
C108
C
K215A
K202C
E102

K206A
K104A
Cl 06
K) 11
K14 0B
A211
A211
A211
c211
210

3 ; OFFICES TO D§:CONSTRUCTED
{
Criteria for temporary adequate office: 1 person (private) - I1C0 sq. ft.; 2 people - 222 sq
3 people -m350 sq. ft.; 4 people - 475 sq. ft.; 5 people - 600 sq. ft.
Criteria for standard office: 1 person-- 150 sq. ft.; 2 peopld - 300 sq. ft.
Number of People Number of People tc
to be Relocated for: be Relocated for:
Adequate Standard Adequate Standard
Office Office Office Location Office Office
(90 sq. ft.) 0K 1 C212 ; 1 2
(93 sqg. ft.) 0K 1 E Main? Modular 1 2
(99 sq. ft.) 0K 1 A104 2 é
(modular) 1 1 F ? Dopperfied & Eid 1
(modular) 1 -
0K Merrill Field
(modular) 1 1 A between 204 & 206 1 2
(modular) 1 1 A between 206 & 208 1 1
(modular) 1 1 A209 \ 1 2
(modular) 1 1
(storage) 1 1 J Previts/Neilscn 1 1
(storage) 1 1 G Pearson/Pannone 2 2
1 1 D104 2 3
(between 201 & 203 1 C213 2 2
1 1 E Miller,Robinson,Lohman 2 3
0K 1
2 2 K140A modular 0K 4
D101 4 4
(will be faculty Ilounge) 1 1 C210 -3 4
0K 2 C214 3 4
2 3 A207 Knisley 0K 1
. 0K 2 A207 Gripnc 0K 1
1 2 n 2 Hotchkiss 1 1
(Appel? BUM?) s OK 1 A207 Congdon/Miller *© 1 2
(Medley) 1 1 J. Bldg. “3 3
(Bohnor - BUM?) 0K 1
1 1
0K 1

(private)



Adequate Standard

O ffice Location Office Of ficc~~
A.B.E. Downtown 3 3
Ft. Rich 4 4
Ketchikan
Library 0K 2
Other 3 3
Kodiak

4 4
Kuskokwin

11 11
Si1 tka

3 3
Juneau
Campus 1 5
Downtown 3 3
A.B.E. 3 3
Kenai
I"at-Su



Location

C.C.

. Buildmg
Building
Build ing
Duilding
Build ing
Building
Building
Build ing
Building
Building
" Down town

Rich

ONMmoo®N

SUn TOTALS

A.C.C.
Ketchikan

Sitka
Juneau
Kenai
Mat-Su

TOTALS

3

SUMMARY OF NUMBER OF OFFICES NEEDED:

Number of adequate

Offices:
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ESTIMATED COSTS

Cost: (Estimates received from U.A.A. Planning Office)

Construction for 10 X 30 $1176 per office
Construction for 10 X 15 1764 per office
Removing Walls of K Building = $20 per lineal foo

Cost of Needed Officesfor B.U.M. (Estimated)

Adequate Offices 39X 1200 $106,300
mStandard Offices 127 X 1800 225,600
Removal of Walls 20 X 225 = 4 ,500"



* " ESTIMATED COSTS

(Estimates received from U.A.A. Planning Office)

Construction for 10 X 10 $1176 per office
Construction for 10 X 15 1764 per office
Removing Walls of K Building = $20 per lineal foot

Cost of Needed Officesfor B.U.M. (Estimated)

Adequate Offices S9X 1200 = $106,800
mStandard Offices 127 X 1800 = 225,600
Removal of Walls 20 X 225 = 4,500~
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SUMMER CLASS OFPERINCS SLASHED
Report by Joe Connors

Various administrative sources ;i+ Anchor-igo Community College havo eyressod
that they arc expecting a rather sharp decrease in enroll:vr.t thir. sr.r).r (over pre-
vious summers.) As one reviews the "unofficial” offerings, | carI J'tsily sec why
their progr.oszication will no doubt coma true. However, the problem goes deeper
than the reduction in offerings and includes: (1) the failure to utilize input
(faculty and student), (2) increased class size, and (3) poor time assignments for

classes.

The figures speak for themselves:

OOURSE OFFERINGS BY DIVISION

Division summer 74 summer 75 % change
Academic Q@ 4 -49
Career Luccation ) 57 70 123
Coi:?i:uriitv Services 55 53 -4

Within the Academic LAvision, one sees that there are decreases in such

areas as.

DISCIPLINE SUMMER 74 SUMVER 75
Art 4 1
Biology 3 1
C'hem|stry 1 0
Economics 3 2
French 2 0
Geography A 0
History 10 3
Ha Ui 7 5
tinsir 2 0
I hi iesuphy 3 |
Po"iisr. 1 Sc ionce 4 2
Sociology 7 4
Speech 7 4
rheatre 4 0



-2-

In an oUr.;r>1; to show that it's not all decrease?, one can see a few in-

creases wit!rin the Carrier Ed and Ccuvi.i;nity Services Divisions in such areas as:

DISCIPLINE SUI'IXR 74 SUKNER 75
Corrections 3 5
Electronics 10 16
Law Science . 3 6
Police Administration 5 6

1 realize that those figures arc subject to seme error. However, the trend
is obviouo, rcgardlc.s of what the .pacifies are. There is a rather large decrease
iri summer offerings in the Academic Division, while Community Services is remainin'!
about level, and Car oer Education ir. increasing. These trends aro very interesting
when one goes the next step and cxamir/'s how many studonts too! courses if. each nf
these divisions last summer. Utilizing a copy of the Course J.pj'o.l.n'cent*o port,

U_of A OewLV I'utral h.-nini,, dated 73C/74, | tamo up vith the ful’...ing:

DIVISION . . STUDENTS ENROLLED  STIL.T.ffT CONTACT LOURS
Academics 1,721 5,096
Career Education 534 2,024
Ccitninity Service 413 740

EANTASIICI A new philosophy in oduco Lion must he emerying X«ich has as
its basis that a good summer offering should include reducing the number cf

courrcs ilal aL*ui f : .noo.oe  *imio, C,i. m&A L scu<.>** dun * . igu

up fo; .

This brings i ' to in/ «ei'ind imjcr arr.i, Ji»se issuos L' al -w pounded tile

situation ana no doubt will adi to reduced enrol l.v.uil this summer.

first, the loci: of faculty ii;i:t  In 1)+ disci].*l'in " of 'dom.!), we had



received rcqu-sl..mfro.." /o hc-slth-occu .L%on programs to offer certain courses

and at specific tines so that their student., eculd enroll. Vickie Christie

(Speech teacher) submitted a memo that included these requests. The administration
developed the Speech schedule and the product was four courses in Speech,.not one of
which matched any of the six that Vickie had asked for. We have unofficially heard
that our memo was a day late for the deadline. Very Iinteresting, when other changes

have been made after the deadline. | view this rationale as an excuse, but a poor

one at best, for not accepting faculty input.

Another example reflecting this same arrogant behavior in developing the
schedule is the treatment of the Instructional Advisory Committee formed as 2 re-
quirements of the Community College faculty contract. At its first mooting last
month, the Dean presented the "unofficial” sum e schedule. Yhvi. was on ¢ Tiursday
afternoon, and the Committee hod until Priday lo respond. The Co vit'ee wd: vari
requests in terms of were courses being needed. A couple Were .'wid-J; he..ever, for the

most part the decision had already been made and the "unofficial® seheaulc stood.

As students you should also realize that class size has been increased
almost across the board from 30/35 students to 45. This means that you will re-
ceive less time and attention lay the toucher, since the class size has been in-
creased approximately 50".. While this might he OK for some course-?, | feel it will
bo a disaster in Speech, '.her- 5Alit ('mm#a spv.king assign::'nl.s ‘ra a must+ wr will
probably have to reduce the n.m.bar of assignments proooi tionally.

Tnitd, another aspect thet you should find interesting is the tivn
schcduli:ipfor classes. !u looks |ike mojori Ly of the courses in Lite Academic
Division ..ii! be in ino evening; there is even a sp.ccii cour.-c from 3:33 la !G'-0

p.m., certainly a poor time for slidcu’ts to stand up .nd - Iheir thing, after IhMv



have? cither v.")"Fed or enr.o lo school all ' vT 'V’,n uy.vein worl* the rrvt fikvV
| feel the tine schc.duiing ir. not responsive to student desires but rather to aJ-
minitrative convenience {it's easier Lo find part-Line teachers f»¢« the community

to teach at night.)

The total summer schedule is c disaster and is an obvious attempt by the
administration to prove their point--enroilnont. will be low. As a student*, you will
find the- results disastrous, as you will have difficulty finding courses, that you need
and want and that you can take. However, while this poor offering exists, the ad-
ministration will be going on their merry way this summer at a cost in excess of

$133,000.00 to run these courses.

Students, stand up and be heard; this is an issue that you can do something
about. First, contact student government and urge them to get involved. Second,
phono* or telegraph your legislators and. let them know how you feel about tin's. Third,

contact the orr'emor's <fice here in town at ?7f~K78.
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foILeoT Bep?rrie nv p2e»olti

CATEGORY summer 74
(1) Academics 30
(2) Career Ed. r

(3) Comr.iuni ty 3erv ice

192

jUinU.m 7/
41 -

70
£3

164

Frffed Lhd ONTT YR 6RG e pEVEC TRT

Academics

Career Ed.
Community Services
Course 1i ncr -
Outlying Col legos

DARB IV 1 w PiT WriimES 450

G menths
9 mo r.tns
11 me i:ths
12 ncr. ths

64
<
11

9
50

178

EpkTRar- L fViriiG

- §”
- 125
- 8

- 31

173

BARGAINING UNIT MERGERS
CONTRACT LENGTHS BY DIVISION

ACAJ[IEHICS
Less than 9 :iu::s
9 : th ,
1G or 11 iikCi. 1Is
12 (iontits

CAREER ED.
Less than 9 months
9 months
10 or 11 months
12 months

59

*

g

20

64

u









Ll Y vision

STUDS NY
DiVISION NROLLMEN7 ov-i ‘15 "
HOURS
Academi c. 1,721 5,0 96 ?’I
Comiruirc Ed. 0 0~. 2,024 00.
Community Sorvices M © Vi 94
100,

Non-BUM Expense for Summer 75 at ACC

Dean's Office

Dean Ouj

Other ... S,»2 .. 17
Career Ed

Di rec tor 6,322

Asst. Dir. 4,035

Other L2 2Cjj549
Community Services

Director 57 P&

Counselor £)0J »

0! her I ARA Y 17,125
ACADEMIC :

Broderick 6,981

Ehlino 5,519

Roberts 5,939

Sears 3,831

other 20,841 ... 43,261
CONTINUING ED.

Director 5,44 3

Other 20,925 26 ,377

0O RA i TOTAL $133,097
Admi n ACC for Stiimer 75 fronm

directors Level (Note - i
tion does not include U
Heads u Program Coord inator Lx/>e )



ALASKA COMMUNITY COLLEGES FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

LOCAL 2404 A.-FfIL"ATEOWITH AFL CIO 2533?HOVIDE%CE ORIVE, ANCMUHArJ ALAV.A . I",7

: - ' Ve

TO  All Bargaining Unit Members tk**/

FROM Edie Lynch, ACCFT President

SUBJECT: Check-off DATE  2/26/75

Please sign both of the attached deduction authorizations. The
first authorization is for the monthly agency fee, which will be deducted beginning
with the March 31, 1975 paycheck. The second authorization is for the retroactive
agency fee from August 5, 1974 through February 28, 1975. The retroactive fee will

be the amount still owed to the ACCFT on April 1, 1975.

The Community College Faculty Contract states "all bargaining unit
members shall, as a condition of employment or of continued employment, provide the
University with a written authorization to deduct from each paycheck the Union service

fee.

These authorization forms must be returned to Edie Lynch, Move Lamborn,
or the Southcentral Payroll Officeno later thanFriday, March 7, 1975. Alist o7
all bargaining unit member whohave notsubmitted these authorizations by that date
will be forwarded to the Comptroller of the University of Alaska for aporopriate

action. (



, me Social Security No.
(Please Print)

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA DEDUCTION AUTHORIZATION
To: University of Alaska

Subject to the limitations of applicable,Alaska and federal
laws, and pursuant to section 10,2 (checkoff) of the
collective bargaining agreement between the University of
Alaska and Local 270 Alaska Community Colleges®™ Federation
of Teachers, | hereby authorize deduction of the service
fee of the Union from my pay.

Date Signed Signature of Employee
Received

Comptroller Date
Name Social Security No.

(Please Print)

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA DEDUCTION AUTHORIZATION
Toi University of Alaska

Subject to the limitations of applicable Alaska and federal
laws, and pursuant t,0 section 10.2 (checkoff) of the
collective bargaining agreement between the University of
Alaska and Local 270" Alaska Community Colleges ™ Federation
of Teachers, | hereby authorize deduction of the applicable
service fee from August 5 through February 28 from the

check for my retroactive pay increase.

- - -_ -_ -
Date Signed Signature of Employee

Received

Comptroller Date
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7 1 / SENATE BILL 76
Senntors " SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION
Representatives

Alaska State Legislature

In regards to collective bargaining, the negotiated contract and the request
for supplemental appropriations, we feel that some issues should be clarified
and for that reason we respectfully submit a summary of our views:

1. It was the decision of the Board of Regents of the University of Alaska to
delineate the Community Colleges as a separate unit for collective bargaining.
Under this plan, an election was conducted last year to determine whether or
not the American Federation of Teachers Local 2404 (now the Alaska Community
Colleges Federation of Teachers Local 2404) was to be the representative body
for collective bargaining. By an overwhelming proportion, the members of the
bargaining unit selected the AFT to represent it.

In the process of negotiations, it was determined that there would be an "agency

shop™ so that those who benefit from the Union representation would also bear

some of the expenses through paying an agency fee.

There are now some members of the bargaining unit who oppose this plan.However,

on the contracts which they signed for this year it was clearly stated that the

conditions of employment were retroactive to negotiations. Now as a condition
for employment, all members of the bargaining unit must permit the University

to deduct from their paychecks the agency fee.Those who do not accept the plan

or find the agency fee excessive in their estimation have several options.

a) Since the Union members voted on the amount to be charged for agency fee, and
can elect in the future to change this amount, all eligible bargaining unit
members are free to join che union and through the democratic process,ch nge
the fee.

b) They may elect not to pay the fee and sign a release which will allow them to
finish out the year and then terminate. This will allow them to complete the
courses and thereby serve tue students who are enrolled.

c) They may electto not pay the fee and be terminated.

d) They may seek legal recourse against the Union and perhaps the University.

Hcwever, since an election was conducted and through it the AFT was selected to

be the representative for all bargaining unit members,then they must abide by the

wishes of the majority until another election is held to select another
representative.

2. We feel that the Union, In good faith, has pursued the matter of neeotiatlons
according to the State Statutes and policv. As negotiations proceeded,certain
stalemates were reached and accordingly both parties went to a process of
mediation. The Union members then went on strike and were ir.joined by the Court
to return to work and to go into binding arbitration.Out of that binding arbitration,
came the salary settlement and several other aspects of the contract.We felt that
we had proceeded in every proper way and complied not only with the law, but the
spirit of it.

We are aware of the fact that the Legislature has the responsibility for the
fiscal matters of the State and so must either fund or not fund the costs of
implementing the negotiated contract. We also realize that the arbitrator who

set the salary amounts was not selected by the Legislature, but that he indirectly
obligated the State.

In the future, perhaps there may have to be changes in the process and statutes
not only for collective bargaining on the part of University personnel, but on a
wider basis for all State employees who belong to the AREA. However, for the
present contract, we feel that we have complied with the intent of the Legislature
and the law via the court,so that the supplemental appropriation should be granted
to provide the benefits provided in the contract.
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3.In preparing the request for supplemental appropriations, the personnel in the
Union have done a great deal of research.lt was only after personnel were placed
in the salary scale that they determined what the actual cost would he both for
salary increases and potential riseu in the cost of living.We do not find these
salaries to be excessive considering the fact that the placements were made on
the basis of graduate training or experience in non-academic fields and actual
teaching or discipline-related experience.

It has been the goal of the Union to provide quality education for the students
in our community colleges. As you may already know, previously many of the teachers
were paid below the national average if you consider the higher cost of living in
Alaska. The new salary scale will attract those who are well qualified and the
method of salary increase will encourage them to remain within the system rather
than having frequent turnovers and reduced continuity in the system.

We feel, then, that the salary requests are fair and equitable and that they are
for the betterment of the whole community college system.

.In the event that you see your way to funding this supplemental appropriation now
proposed in Senate Bill 76, we ask you to keep in mind that those of us in the
Community College Bargaining Unit have been designated as a unit within the
University system.Hence, the appropriation for this supplemental amount does not
necessarily mean that you must extend salary increases and benefits for the entire
University of Alaska; it deals only with the Community Colleges. WE further ask
that if you appropriate the funds that you, in some manner, direct that they be
expended for the benefit of the Bargaining Unit

We know that you will scrutinize the proposed budget very carefully.We hope,for
example, that questionable matters can be worked out amicably with the University
so that there will be few, if any formal grievances.We have only a very limited
amount of money for legal fees and if the University were granted a large sum for
grievances, we could almost be grieved out of operation into bankruptcy.So, in
such matters, we ask that you consider the matters very carefully.

local residents of Juneau, we are at your service as our teaching schedules and

obligations permit so that if you have further auestions or wish any clarification
on our part, feel free to contact us.

Bargaining Unit Members, Juneau-Douglas Community College.

"YW (U&'



March 21, 1975

Honorahle Governor Hammond:

March 15 | wrote a letter and sent it to you with James lIrany
alon,” with copies to Senator nay and Representative Bradner. The letter
was written very late at night in order to get it to Mir. Irany to be
handenrried the nex”rtorning:

Having just reread that letter for the first time since writing
it, | realize that It does not convoy quite what | had intended when
| referred to not funding the contract.

There is little, if any, doubt that many of our faculty members
at the Community Colleges are underpaid and have been for several years
in come cases. A”d there is no doubt that past efforts by the University
have been unsuccessful in attaining necessary funds to upgrade the
salaries of these underpaid faculty rsotrbcrs. Likewise there is no doubt
that the University has not taken the most active rolo possible to
improve the salaries. Thus | did not intend to suggest that none of these
salary increases covered ir. tkr University-COramunity College contract
be funded.

What | did wish to convoy”hat in addition to the salary schedule
there are several aspects or conditions of the contract that are not
good for the University - and | do not refer to the administratiohn but

rather to the students and the University's capability to serve the
students.

The agency shop clause, in particular, plus the methods of the
Union in carrying out the negotiations and pursuing the contract
settlement they v/iGhod to obtain are detrimental to the University
and v/ould be so to any University. Thus | would hope, and wished to
convey in ay letter of March Ip, that you would consider carefully
the effects of the contract as a whole and the precedents it v/culd set
for future negotiations before giving carte blanche approval to fund
all the financial provisions of the contract.

I would like to see h;/ colleagues get salaries comparable with
faculty mop/ocrs elsewhere and have comparable working conditions.
But | v/ould not like to see the contract funded and have such funding
aco. to be unconditional approval of what the Union lias done to the
University of Alaska.

Granted Alaska statuses give or seem to give the Union the right
to legally do all or most of what is being done related to arbitrarily
assessing a fee or terminating faculty members. But it is a sad day
for education when a University is staffed by faculty menders who
consider that maintaining the reputation and power of a Union on campus
is more important than exercising human decency, respecting the lights
of colleagues to stand up for their principles and allowing free expression
of ideas contrary to those cf the Union. The past few weeks have shown
that the Alaska Community College Federation of leathers' leadership
considers the Union to far outweigh in importance*'the University, the
students and individuals bo they Union or non-Union. In no way can ouch
a faculty serve the state when their primary concern is to serve the Union.

Sincerely,



MEETING ON SENATE BILL NO. 76
February 11, 1975
1:25 p.m.

Senator Sackett met with Max Hullinger from the University of
Alaska regarding SB 76, An Act making a supplemental appropri-
ation of $900,000 to the University of Alaska to pay costs of
the arbitrated 1975 contract for community college instructors.

Mr. Hullinger gave Senator Sackett a copy of the Community College
Faculty Contract between the University of Alaska and the Alaska
Community Colleges' Federation of Teachers Local 2404.

Mr. Hullinger explained that under the Collective Bargaining Act,
they were petitioned by the Anchorage Community College Faculty.
The Board of Regents said they didn't accept a bargaining unit
any smaller than the total community college faculty in the State.
This necessitated Local 2704 in Anchorage to change their desig-
nation from Anchorage Community College to Alaska Community Col-
lege. (See bottom of page 3-top of page 4 of Contract for compo-
sition of Bargaining Unit.) The Contract came out on August 5,
197~. They held an election and had a review of the election,
and 2704 was designated as the exclusive bargaining representative.
On August 6, they started meeting with the collective bargaining

team of the wunion. There were four members for the University.

Mr. Hullinger was Chief Negotiator for the University Team, and
many meetings were held. There was a one day strike, and they

went into mediation with the Federal Mediation Service in Anchorage.
They met as a group in Anchorage and continued to negotiate. He
didn't know the date of the strike off hand, but during that period,
the negotiators reached an impasse. In the meantime, they went

to court for an injunction to stop the strike, but it was denied.
However, the Judge told them to come back a week or ten days later.
At that time, Judge Hanson accepted their injunction and indicated
he wanted them to go to arbitration. Three people were involved
in this, a neutral arbitrator and the chief negotiators from both
sides, so Mr. Hullinger became a member of the arbitration team.

The arbitration team held a series of hearings over four days on

12 remaining issues. Arbitration proceedings were held and the
neutral arbitrator drew up his recommendations. The final result
was the present contract, which w ill go until June 30, 1976.

Mr. Hullinger pointed out that certain facets of the Contract
were retroactive. Charging of dues to members of the Bargaining
Unit go back to August 5S the point at which they were named,;
salaries are retroactive to September 1, 197", and everything
else is made applicable January 1, 1975,



Mr. Hullinger stressed that under the terms of this contract, the
items costing money are subject to appropriation by the Legislature,
and that this is "hit" in several places.

Mr. Hullinger noted that when he was in the Dept, of Administration
O ffice he was asked to put down figureswhich were his best esti-
mates for FY 75 and 76. He had no datato work from other than
hunches and guesses, so SB 76 was submitted based upon that. Since
then, this has been reviewed and some of the factors have changed.
The total dollars are within the $900,000 request, but two factors
which changed significantly are the cost of the salary increases
which has been raised to $616.4 and thearea cost of living which s

now $104.8. (See Enclosure for listingof new costs.) Mr. Hullinger
explained that a factor which effected the $616.4 is that he had not
anticipated cost for placement of people on the schedule. Nov;, this

is included.

Mr. Hullinger also mentioned the figure of $98,000 which they threw
in to give them a contingency if this doesn't work out. The new
figures are closer to what they are going to be needing.

Mr. Hullinger stated that one thing not funded is a cost of living
differential that would have apllicationon March 1, 1975. That is
based upon the cost of living factor that, appears on page 31, Sec-
tion 8.3 of the Contract. They didn't know whether that should be
a part of this b ill or a separate b ill for all State employees.

He said he had no estimate for the University on this. Senator
Sackett requested that he come up with one.

Mr. Hullinger went on to say there were three different schedules

in this Contract— three different applications of increases in

the negotiated statement. These are illustrated beginning on

page 28 of the Contract. The July 1, 1975 schedule would be adjusted
if there is a cost of living escalator on March 1. He said there
could be no projection unless they knew exactly what the rate of
increase was. He noted the State was talking s.. but he didn'"'t

know. Senator Sackett asked that he check that out.

Senator Sackett asked for further explanation of the salary sched-

ules. Mr. Hullinger said the salary schedules were the Lock Step
Plan that most school districts have. ' He referred Sen. Sackett to
page 26 of the Contract for lane placement criteria. A faculty
member is placed in one of the lanes based upon educational exper-
ience and work experience. Each year a faculty person is with them
staying within a lane, there is a s« increase. Mr. Hullinger

said that in the future the negotiators w ill only negotiate the
first figure in the lane. Everything else is mathematical calcu-
lations. No merit is involved— only education and experience

Mr. Hullinger said they did not yet have faculty placed on this
type of criteria, although they expect to have it by February 21,
and then they will know what the salaries will be.



He added that at this point, they have taken a rough projection

as to what salaries will be. "They have taken people at their cur—
rent salary and location and multiplied them out. Mr. Hullinger
said that he would get the information to the Finance Committee a
couple of days after the 21st of February.

Senator Sacket requested specific breakdown in terms of the number
of teachers 1in each area, etc. He said he wanted each of the
figures itemized, but didn"t require extreme detail. He needed to
know how accurate the figures were..

Senator Sackett also asked whether during the negotiations they had
come up with any other 1increases that would be requested, either

by supplemental or within the General Budget. He wanted the total
picture in terms of what was happening.

Senator Sackett requested that he receive all information as soon
as possible. Mr. Hullinger didn"t think he could get it to him
before the end of next week.

Senator Sackett said he was going to ask that the supplemental
bill be held off until they received accurate figures.

The meeting concluded at 2:00 p.m.



University of Alaska

ADDITIONAL COST OF CONTRACT
WITH
COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY

FY 75 FY
Substitutes 3.0 6.
Special Courses 5 *x< 10.
Overload Contract (1/30 ofsalary) 50.0 150.
Summer Contracts (no make) -0- 10.
Mileage between teaching cations 1.5 4.
Offices (remodel) 35.0 35.
Professional Leave cges 100.
Area Cost of Living - 112.8 137.
Parking . 10.0 10.
Continuing Education 12.0 30.
Personal Services (including salary 616.4 1635.

schedule placement)

Estimated Cost 845.7 2127.
Escolatpr Clause (3/1 and 9/1) ?
Salary bgsed on 1400/1300 for 4 months 7.7%

1550/1300 for 5 months 19.2%

1700/1300 for 9 months (76) 30.8%

PLEASE REPLY BY AIRMAIL



Introduced: 1/28/75

Referred: Health, Education
and Social Services and
Finance

BY THE RULES COMMITTEE BY

IN THE SENATE REQUEST OF THE GOVERNOR
M SENATE BILL No. 76
A IN THE .LEUISLaTUKE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

l Nil,":- LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
- <4 51LL
e iFor an Act entitled: “A:. A:: making a supplemental appropriation to the
, Un_Tersltv cf Alaska; and providing for an effective
o - F

" ;:BE IT ENACTED BY THE La*ILL.-.TURF 0? THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. The saia cf ;"3Lu,000 is appropriated from the general fund

ej"to the University of Alaska T~ the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, to
ji
“Ipay the following estimatea lefts of the arbitrated 1375 contract for
O

Ecommunity college instr2.tor

q Substitute nr.y $ 3,000
Special assign:: :.f 5,000
Overload contracts 50,000
Mileage between =cations 1,500

iu Office space 35,000
1 Area cost-of-living ciifsrentlal 185,500
231 Reserved parking. 10,000
Continuing education spouse and children 12,000
Salary increases 500,000
Cost-of-living incree.ae 98,000
9 900,000

5

* Sec. 2. This Act cakes effect immediately in accordance with AS 01.-

20»?}0.070((;).
1

23

27

-1- SB 76
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JAY S. HAMMOND, Governor
v/ Era

DEPARTMENT OF LAW

(HEJ- THEATTOREY B ROUHK- SAECRITL
JNAUIBL

April 9, 1975

Senator Bill Ray
Chairman

Senate Finance Committee
Alaska State Legislature
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Senator Ray:

In your memorandum of March 11 you asked the following
cuestions:

1. Must the legislature fully fund the Community College
faculty labor agreement?

2. Must non-union members of the bargaining unit
receive the same benefits as union members?

AS 23-70.215 states as fTollows:

Funding. The monetary terms of any agreement entered
into under the terms of the Public Employment Relation
Act are subject to funding through legislative appropriation,

It is our belief that the effect of this provision is to reserve
for the legislature the responsibility to review the monetary
terms of labor agreements entered into pursuant to the Public
Employment Relations Act. The legislature has the power to treat
an appropriation requested for this purpose in the same manner as
it treats any other request for an appropriation. The legislature
may refuse to appropriate any funds or may appropriate the funds
at any level it deems proper. Since the Department of Law has
considered your first question on several occasions, | am attaching
copies of our earlier opinions which consider this question 1in
greater detail.

With reference to your second question it is our opinion
that all the employees of a bargaining unit, including both
union and non-union, must be treated in the same manner. (The
party with whom management 1is contracting is the union as agent
for the entire bargaining unit. This 1s recognised in the contract
which states 1in its oreamble:



Senator Ray April 9,
-2

This agreement is entered into by and between the
University of Alaska (hereinafter referred to as the
University) and the Alaska Community Colleges’
Federation of Teachers, Local 2404, (hereinafter
referred to as the Union) as the exclusive bargaining
agent for faculty members in the bargaining unit.)!/

This position is supported by our understanding of the nature of
the role played by the union in the collective bargaining process .
The union represents not only its own members but all of the
employees in the bargaining unit. 2/

Thus we conclude that the contract applies equally to

all members of the bargaining unit and that any appropriation
made to cover wages and fringe benefits agreed to in the contract
must apply equally to all of the members of the bargaining unit.

Sincerely,

AVRUM M. GROSS
ATTORNEY GENERAL

By .//7CU<JL

Mark Ertischek
Assistant Attorney General

Attachments:

Letter from Mark Ertischek to Mr. Warwick March 12, 1975-

Memorandum from Avrum Gross to Governor Hammond January 21, 1975-
Memorandum from Norman Gorsuch to Wes Coyner May 2, 1973-

Letter from John Havelock to Representative E.J. Haugen Jan. 24. 1973-

1/ Community College Faculty Contract August 5, 1974-June 30, 1976
Pg- 3-

2/ Ford Motor Co. v Hoffman, 345 US 5330, 31 LRRM 2548, 2551
T1953)- See also Truck Drivers Local 568 U. NLRB 379 Fid. 137,
65 LRRM 2309 (CACD, 1967), and Hughs Tool Co. 104 NLRB 81, 32
LRRM 10 10 (1953)-

ME:j w

1975
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JAY S. HAMMOND . Coye,ncr

IDEJPAIRSIMKKTr OIF LAW

HEC THEATIRELERL POUHK - SIATEGPITL
JNAUCERIL

January 21, 1975

MEMORANDUWM

TO: The Honorable Jay S. Hammond
Governor

FROM.: Avrum M. Gross
Attorney General

RE: Payment of Recently Negotiated Pay
Increase for Supervisory Employees

A question has been raised regarding payment of the
recently negotiated pay raise for supervisory employees. More
'specifically,”is the Department of Administration, because of the
December 13, 197*1- agreement, obligated to institute the supervisory
pay increase Immediately, despite a possible lack of appropriated
funds? Our understanding of the facts leading to this question is

as follow s.

. On December 13, 197*1, negotiators for the State of Alaska -
and the Alaska Public Employees Association reached an agreement
regarding the terms of a contract for supervisory employees. Included
in this new contract was a provision for a pay Increase retroactive
to November 16, 197*1. Currently, Mr. Robert Stephen, Executive
Director of the Alaska Public Employees Association, is asking when

this pay raise w ill be implemented by the State. However, the
Department of Administration, through Commissioner Warwick, states
that there w ill be no pay increase for supervisory employees until

there has been a'specific Legislative appropriation for that purpose.
The situation is complicated by the pay increase recently granted to
ferry system personnel. Pay increases retroactive to July 1,

were provided for in agreements reached With two maritime wunions on
November 18 and 2*1, 197*1. Contrary to the position taken by the
Department of Administration regarding the supervisors' pay increase,
the Department of Public Works implemented the raises for ferry
system personnel by sending out retroactive payments in December,
ly7*1, despite the fact that present projections indicate a deficit

in the Marine Transportation budget if a supplemental appropriation
is not granted.



The Honorable Jay S. Hammond January 21* 1975
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Initially * we note that it Is clear that the agreement
binds the State of Alaska to do all that is legally within
the,State's power to implement the pay increase. 1/ This
would Include seeing that the terms of the agreement are referred
for Legislative action when Legislative action* including
appropriation Is required. 2/

There are* however, certain restrictions on the payment
of the raise at this time. The first restriction is contained
in Article IX* Section 13, of the Alaska Constitution* which
provides in part that:

No money sha'!4d be withdrawn from the treasury
except in accordance with appropriations made by law. ' *“
Clearly the requirement of Legislative appropriation is superior
to and* in fact* a part of* any agreement entered into by
the executive branch which requires the expenditure of public

monies. In other words* the Department of Administration cannot
pay the negotiated pay increase unless sufficient funds have been
appropriated by the Legislature. 37/

If this x"ere the only legal restriction on Implementing

the monetary terms of the December 13, 197*1 agreement* two possible

methods of immediate implementation would exist. The first s

provided by the Executive Budget Act in AS 37.07.080(e) which states

that:

Appropriation transfers or changes as betx“een objects
of expenditures or activity areas within a program may be =«
made by the head of a state agency upon app oval of the
division. Appropriation transfers or changes between pro-
grams x-fithin an agency may be made upon review by the
division and approval of the governor* and shall be reported
to the legislature quarterly. No transfers may be made
betxveen agencies.

Thus* If sufficient funds existed in the line items of the budget
of each department* these funds could be shifted to the personal
services portion of its budget in order to pay the negotiated

wage increase. .However* this shift of funds should only be done

1/ State v. State* County 6 Munic. Emps.* Local 1726*
298 A 2d 362 (Del. Ch. 1972).

2/ Informal Opinion of the Attorney General* January 2*), 1973
(letter to State Representative E. J. Haugen).

s/ See Director* Bureau of Legislative Research* v. Mackrell*
20*T S.W. 2d 893 (Ark. 19*J7);, C alif. State Employees Ass'n. v.
State, 108 C al.Rptr. 00 (App. 1973).
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if to do so would not materially affect the operations of any
department so as to frustrate the intent of any prior Legislative
appropriation.

The second alternative would involve immediate implemen-
tation of the pay raise, accompanied by a request from the Governor
for a supplemental appropriation with which to fund it. Authority
to seek a supplemental appropriation is provided by the Executive
Budget Act-in AS 37-07.100, which provides that:

The governor from time to time may transmit to the
legislature proposed supplemental or deficiency appropria-
tions which in his judgment are necessary on account of
laws enacted after the transmission of the budget, or are
otherwise in the public interest. He shall accompany each
proposal with a statement of the reasons for it,, including
the reasons for its omission from the budget.

‘However, it must be kept in mind that this alternative is restricted
by Article IX, Section 13, of the Alaska Constitution, noted

earlier. Immediate implementation followed by a request for a
supplemental appropriation could only be considered if so doing
would not result in the possibility of deficit spending. That is ,

since the possibility always exists that the Legislature might not
approve the supplemental request, spending could not be commenced
if it would result In deficit spending absent the supplemental
appropriation.

However, as noted earlier, there are two restrictions on
immediate implementation of the monetary agreement. The second
restriction on meeting the obligations imposed by the December 13,
197*} agreement is contained in AS-23-*10.215, which provides that:

The monetary terms of any agreement entered Into
under the Public Employment Relations Act are subject
to funding through legislative appropriation.

Two interpretations of this provision are possible. First, It can
be argued that the Legislature intended to require Legislative
ratification of the specific monetary terms of any collective
bargaining agreement entered into before any money could be paid
to implement that agreement. Note that this interpretation would
rule out immediate implementation by either rebudgeting under the
Executive Budget Act or seeking a supplemental appropriation.

A second interpretation of AS 23.*10.215 is also plausible. It can
be argued that this provision is an Indication that the Public
Employment Relations Act, while permitting collective bargaining,
is not a grant of authority to the bargaining representatives to
spend public monies without Legislative appropriation. W hile it
might be argued that this interpretation is merely repetitive of
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Article 11X, Section 13, of the Alaska Constitution, it should

be remembered that AS 23.70 is applicable; to all public employers
and employees, i.e ., state, city, borough, etc. 4/ Hence,

AS 23-70.215 can be seen as an extension to all public employers

of the principle contained in Article IX, Section 13, of the Alaska
Constitution: appropriation by some legislative body is required

for the funding of the monetary portion of any agreement entered
into under the Public Employment Relations Act.

On the surface, it appears there is little difference
between these two interpretations. Certainly the first prevents
immediate implementation of a pay raise and the second, by restricting
the right of bargaining agents to commit public monies, appears
to do the same thing. It can, however, be argued under the second
interpretation that if the immediate implementation of the raise
does not result in deficit spending or does not otherwise frustrate
Legislative intent in the budget, some readjustment through the
Executive Budget Act might be made to permit immediate implementation
of a pay raise. It is not clear that this second interpretation
is the preferable one and there is no judicial authority to substan-
tiate the possible immediate expenditure of funds under such
an interpretation. 5/ Therefore, we do not feel we can in good
conscience advise the departments of the State to implement a
pay raise Immediately without first obtaining Legislative authorization
for their action.

| know that this interpretation is not entirely consistent
with the past actions of some of the departments of State government.
Apparently in past Instances the departments through use of the
Executive Budget Act or other means not readily apparent, did
immediately implement certain pay raises. | do wish to note,
however, that the question has been reviewed by two previous
Attorneys General, and our opinion is basically consistent with
that of Mr. Gorsuch and Mr. Havelock. For your benefit, | am
attaching copies of their opinions on this subject.

K Sec. 4 of Ch 113 SLA 1972 makes the Public Employment Relations
Act applicable to organized boroughs and municipalities unless
their legislative body specifically chooses Coy ordinance or
resolution) to make the act inapplicable.

5/ The legislative history of Ch 113 SLA 1972 is not helpful.
Ch 113 SLA 1972, the Public Employment Relations Act, was
enacted as HB 683 as amended in the Senate. There is almost
no legislative history of this b ill. HB 736, which was intro -
duced on March 16, .1972 by the State A ffairs Committee, was
basically the Public Employment Relations Act as later adopted.
However, it did not contain AS 23.70.215. This provision first
appeared in the Committee’s substitute for HB 736 on April 7,
1972. No explanation for this amendment could be found.
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5

| want to reiterate that the

an obligation to support this pay raise before the legislature,
= would also like to suggest that to avoid any future questions
in this area, each negotiated pay raise contain the specific

provision that pay raises w ill only be implemented after
appropriation by the Legislature.

administration does have

subsequent

AUG: as
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

TO:

FROM:

Honorable Senator Chancey Croft DATE January 29, 1975

President of the Senate
FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO:

Dickerson Regan subject: Memorandum of May 2, 1973
Assistant Attorney General
Department of Law

Your office asked for a copy of this office's memo on ferry system wages.
In passing on to you the enclosed memorandum of May 2, 1973, we note that the
Department of Public Works did not change its past practices as to paying marine
union pay increases upon passage of the Public Employees Relations Act. Marine
union wage increases have been paid retroactively at such time as contracts were
signed, although the legislature had not at that time appropriated funds for the
"monetary terms" of the agreement.;

Bargaining changed rlightly. The governor designated the commissioner
of Public Works as the spokesman and chief bargainer:' for the state and the commiss-
ioner of Administration and director of the Division oi Personnel made up the balance
of the bargaining team.

Attachment

DR:jdg
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May 2, 1973

NEHORAHDUM

TO: Wes Coyner -nit*
Executive Assistant
O frice of the Governo:

FROM: John E. Havelock
Attorney General

By ) .
Norman C. Gorsuch
Deputy Attorney General

SUBJECT: Authority of the Commissioner of Public Works to
negotiate a pay increase for Ferry Personnel
effective July 1, 1973 - legal analysis.

Our understanding of the background of the above
referenced situation is as follows:

A proposed pay increase for ferry system em ployees-
the particulars of which are were to be negotiated after the -
legislature adjourned, was included in the general.pay increase
proposed for all state employees which the legislature rejected.
Currently, ferry system personnel appear to he demanding a pay
increase regardless of the legislatures failure to appropriate
funds for such an increase. In January 19713 the Department of
Public Works obtained a supplemental appropriation to finance
pay increases for ferry system employees which had been nego-
tiated in 1970 and became effective July 1, 1970- However,
the Legislative Finance Committees had been alerted to the
probability of such a supplemental at the time of the original
appropriation to the Department of Public Works- Presently,
Public Works is interested in negotiating a wage increase for
ferry personnel effective July 1, 19/3, and seeking a supple-
mental appropriation in January 197" to pay for the increased

cost of ooeration the pay increase would cause. This Depart-
ment has been asked to' comment on the legality of such action-

AUTHORITY 07? TivL DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS" TO
NEGOTIATE WITH FERRY PERSONNEL * ¢ m



May 2, 1973
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It is nur conclusion that the Department cf Public
Y/orks no longer has the authority to Independently negotiate
with ferry system personnel.

AS 23,7"0.010 states as follow s:

UNION CONTRACTS WITH STATE AND POLITICAL '
SUBDIVISIONS, (a) Tine state or a po?ritical
subdivision of the state including but not

l[im ited to . . ., nay enter into a contract

with a labor organization whose members -
furnish services to the state or the politic al
subbdivision. -

(b) Nothing contained In this chapter
requires the state or political subdivision
of the state to enter into a union contract.

AS 23-70.010 wa3 repealed by the legislature in
1972 when it enacted the Public Employment Relations Act-

AS 23-70.0"10 which was not repealed by the legis -
lature states as followsr -

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENT. The com-
missioner of public works or his authorized
representative, In accordance with sections
10 - 30 of this chapter, may negotiate and
enter into collective bargaining agreements
concerning wages, hours, Wworking conditions,
and other employment benefits with the emp-
loyees of the Division of Marine Transpor-
tation engaged in operating the state ferry
system as masters or members of the crews

of vessels or their bargaining agent. No
collective bargaining agreement is fin al
without the concurrence of the commissioner
of public works. The commissioner of public
works may make a provision In the collective
bargaining agreement for the settlement of
labor disputes by arbitration. (Emphasis added)

It is the conclusion of this Department that the
repeal of AS 23.t0.010 also had the effect of repealing AS 23.
10.070. The rationale for this conclusion 13 the parti-
cular language of AS 23-70.040 and the obvious Intent of the
legislature in enacting the Public Employment Relations Act
(AS 23-~0.070-266; Ch. 113, SLA 1972).

In perusing the references in AS 23.70.010, It
becomes clear that AS 23.20.010 Is simply a refinement of
AS 23.10.G10 and by Its language Is operative only'ln.con -
junction with AS 23.to .010. The repeal of AS 23.1m .010 by
sec. 5 of the Public Employment Relations Act thus im pliedly
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reseals 0! negates AS 23*10-01C AS 23 .10.010 only described
how the Department of Public >forks is to implement the-basic
grant of authority to enter into collective bargaining agreements
which was repealed by the legislature.

The second reason for concluding that A323.10.010
vias im pliedly repealed with the repeal of AS 23*10.010 is
the broad scope of the Public Employment Relations Act.

B asically,tthe Public Employment Relations Act encompasses
the whole sphere of collective bargaining at the state level.
It grants state employees the right to organise and bargalr.
i:ith the state and imposes on the state the obligation to
bargain in good faith vrith state employees. Further., the
Act designates certain practices as unfair labor practices
and creates a labor relations agency to handle unfair'labor

complaints. The Act also contains a grandfather clause —
AS 23*720.270- designed to protect organised employees in the
state ferry system. This grandfather clause specifically pro-

tected existing collective bargaining agreements in effect

0o the time of the enactment of the Public Employment Relations
-.0 I, There is nothing In the language of that section v/hich
preserves any right of the Department cf Public Works to continue
to be the exclusive employer bargaining agent.

Indeed as the Commissioner of Public Works doe3 not
possess the legal authority to negotiate under the old statute,
he could be construed to be bargaining In bad faith a3 he would
have no authority to bind the executive branch-: .-

*The comprehensiveness of the Public Employment Relations
Act is a forceful manifestation that the legislature Intended
the Public Employment Relations Act to supercede AS 23-70.040,d

vi. Should point out however that the Governor can
designate the Commissioner of Public Works as the State’s nego-
tiating reoresentative under the Public Employment Relations
Act. AS 2370.250¢(b). ]

+AUTHORITY TC COMMIT THE LEGISLATURE TO NEGO-
TIATED MONETARY TERMS IN COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

AGREEMENTS. 7 . \

As the negotiations with the ferry system employees
must be conducted under the Public Employment Relations A.ct,
the question arises as to the authority uncler that Act to bind
the legislature to the monetary terms negotiated.

Article IX, Sec. 13 of the Alaska Constitution states
as foilov;3

”’No money shall be withdrawn from the treasury



Wes Coyner lqg, Itay 2, 1913

except in accordance with appropriations
made by law

The legislature has chosen to reserve unto itse |f
the ultimate approval of the monetary terms of any agreement
negotiated under the Public Employment Relations Act through
the appropriation process.

s 23"0215 states as follow s:

FUNDING. The monetary terns of any agreement
entered Into under the Public Employment
Relations Act ... subject to funding through.,
'"legislative appropriation.

Therefore, by the plain meaning of those statutory
terms, the executive branch cannot negotiate a binding agree- *
nent in the area of monetary terms with any collective bargaining
representative of the employees without It being specifically
subject to subsequent funding through the legislative approp-
riation process. .

Recent case law In the area of School Board — Teacher
Relations Indicates that where the legislature has by legislation
provided that the terms of a collective bargaining agreement
between a municipal corporation and a teachers union are sped—
fically made subject to final approval and funding through an
appropriations agency, the school board cannot be compelled to
pay the negotiated wage rates if the appropriating agency does
not appropriate sufficient funds to pay for them.

In Town of Scituate, et al., v. Scituate Teachers
Association, et al.D State of Rhode Island and Providence
Plantation Superior Court, Civil Action 71-2718, Feb. 8 1972,
the Court ruled that the Town must pay the negotiated wage
increases to the teachers because under the Rhode Island statutes
the legislature did not preserve the supremacy of the approp-
riating body and did not make any collective bargaining agreements
entered into-by school boards subject to the w ill of an
appropriating agency.

Similarly In Francis H. McDonald Jr., State’s
Attorney for the County of +.. «.... at Y/aterbury v. Raymond
J. Guinn, Jr., Connecticut Superior Court, .. Haven County
Case No. 32, 856 Hay 8, 1309, the Court denied a Connecticut
school boards requ st for a court order to force appropriation of
funds by the C ity Board of Finance to pay increased salaries
negotiated with teachers. The question at issue was whether
provisions of the charter of the City of Waterbury granting
ultim ate review and control of teachers salaries to the Water-
bary Board of Finance and Board of Alderman take precedence
ever a contract executed pursuant to the state’s teacher
negotiation act. The court found that the.legislature intended



that the charter provisions take precedence explaining its
decision as follow s:

The court recognises that many of our
teachers are sadly under paid and Wwould
like to see corrections in the existing
Inequities of their position with re |-
ation to other groups whose work is
less demanding of vitally skilled edu-
cation and equally vital educational

s kill. However, until the legislature
decrees otherwise, the final say as to
the teachers salaries rests with the
ultim ate budgetary control of the Board
of Finance and Board of Alderman.

The Court advised the teachers to seek a political
remedy rather than a legal remedy. In doing so, the Court
stated as, follow s: .

If the teachers ultimately decide that their
goal would be best served by receiving the
same treatment with respect to salary in -
creases as that afforded to other muni-
cipal employees . . . : they should ask

the legislature to change or better define
the respective powers of the Boards

Involved

Crucial to the Court's reading of legislative Intent
was a comparison of the Act permitting negotiations fcr teachers
with Connecticut's Municipal Employees Relations Act passed

during the same session of the legislature. Noting that ' -
unlike the latter act, the act authorising teacher negotiations,
is silent as to repeal of local charter provisionstheCourt

concluded that the difference seems to indicate adefinite
legislative direction that agreements with municipal employees
other than teachers, once ratified must be funded and paid -

In accordance with the terms thereof and that in the case of
agreements with teachers, there is no such requirement of
funding and no requirement that either party agree to any '
proposal or make a concession.” See also Naterbnry Teachers
Association v. Arnold. Furlong, et a l.; Naterbury Teachers
Association v. Board of Education; Uaterbury Board of Education
v. Waterbury Teachers Association; Connecticut Supreme Court
October term (Feb. 29, 1972).

Therefore, It is our conclusion that in view of
the specific legislative reservation qgqf its approval of any
monetary terms through the appropriate?/)process found In the
Public Employment Relations Act, the Executive Branch cannot
negotiate a binding pay Increase, effective, prior to specific
legislative appropriation to pay for it. It does have a duty
however, after concluding negotiations and signing an agreement
to present the agreement to the legislature for appropriate
funding.



Attached hereto is an earlier opinion issued by this
office to Representative Haugen vmich speaks to this issue.

EFFECTS OF THE EXECUTIVE BUDGET ACT ON THE ABILITY™ -, -
TO OBTAIN A SUPPLEMENTAL FOR A PAY INCREASE WITH
AN EFFECTIVE DATE PRIOR TO LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION.

*|f the Department of Public Works could revise its
marine transportation program to glean from its other line
Item s sufficient surplus funds which then could be transferred
to the personal services portion of Its budget In order to pay
for a negotiated wage increase without seeking a supplemental,

the Executive Budget Act may provide the methodology5o achieve
this.

The Executive Budget Act is applicable to the Depart-
ment of Public Works. The granting of a pay raise effective
July 1, 19737 sxid the embarkation upon a course of deficit
spending can be permitted by the Division of Budget and Jlanagement
only if Public Works submits a revised program and there is a
commitment by the administration to seek a supplemental appropriation
The specific statutory restrictions against a simple course of
deficit spending read as follow s:

- AS 37.07-030. PROGRAM EXECUTION, (a)
Except as lim ited by policy decisions 'of
the Governor, appropriations by the & -
legislature, ana other provisions of law,
the several 3tate agencies have full
authority for administering their program
service assignments and are responsible
for their proper management. '

(b) Each state agency shall prepare an . /
annual plan for the operation of each of
- its assigned programs except for programs
+ that are exempted from this requirement
by the division. The operations plan shall - -
.be prepared in the form and content and be
transmitted on the date prescribed by the

division. . - - >

(c) The division shall:

(1) review each operation plan to deter-
mine that it is consistent with the policy
decisions of the governor and appropriations
by the legislature, that it reflects the proper
planning and e fficient management methods,
that appropriations have been made for the
planned purpose and w ill nob be exhausted
before the end of the fiscal year,;
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(2) approve the operations plan if
satisfied that it neats che requirements
under (1) of this subsection; otherwise,
the division shall require revision of the
operations plan In whole or in part;

(3) modify or withhold, the planned
expenditures at any tine during; the
appropriation period if the division finds
that the expenditures are greater than those
necessary to execute the program at the .-
level authorised by the governor and the
legislature, or thas the receipts and
surpluses w ill' be insufficient to meet
the authorized expenditure levels. Yo

(d) No state agency may increase the

salaries of Its employees, employ acldi- o
tlon.al employees, or expend money or incur
obligations except in accordance v/ith lav?

and properl:/ approved operations plan.

(e) Appropriation transfers or changes as
metween objects of expenditures or activity
areas within a procram may be macle by the
head of a state agency upon approval of the
division. Appropriation transfers or changes
between programs within an agency may be made
upon review by the division and approval of
the governor, and shall be reported to the

legislature quarterly. No transfers may be

mads between agencies.

XEm.pbasis added) . * x -
1 The heart of the problem is thus propriety of
the Governor seeking a supplemental appropriation under the
current circumstances. AS 37*07-100 implies that a supplemental

appropriation Is inappropriate for an item which was Included
w ithin the executive budget and rejected by the legislature.
The text of AS 37.07.100 reads, as follow s:

The governor from time to time may transmit *
to the legislature proposed supplemental or
deficiency appropriations which in his
judgment are necessary on account of laws
enacted after the transmission of the budget,
ort ¢l270 otherwise in the public inheres! He
shall accompany each prorwal -with a state —
ment of the reasons for it, including the
reasons for its omission from the budget.
(Emphasis aaaed;



Wed Cayner *

Th

of AS 37-07.100
has rejected

legislature
item ,. is to

e only

a

possible way of avoid

.- Iltay .

19 7 3

-0- "

ing the implication

m aintain that the legislature has nev

separately considered the issue of a pay
It could be argued by the Administration that
n, the executive budget and the

system perso
in the past

only dealt "with

and because
raises), it

nnel.
sessio

of the
is in

loyees a raise.

This sam

a pay increase

employees be

cause

the rationale that

the issue.

increase

the issue of a pay increase for a

that a supplemental is Inappropriate if the
an appropriation request

for. the same
er really
for ferry

legislature
Il state employees

unique problems of the ferry system (no merit

the public interest to

e reasoning would not

it would be much more

grant fe

rry system emp-

necessarily apply to

effective July 1, 19733 for all ot

difficult

her .state
to sustain

the legislature did not specifically address

*

Therefore in summary, the Department of Public Works -
cannot Independently negotiate a salary
through the provisions of the Public Employment Relations Act--
designate the Commissioner as
the Department of Public Works

The Governor

could

representative for

provisions o

f the

Increase

Public Employment Relations Act

Sscondly, absent specific prio
by the legislature, all negotiated monetary terms'are subject

to approval

by the

to manipulate the
a revised program

other areas
fund against

the Department

in the
w hich

effective July 1,

is also possible
lation of the

legislature’. Thirdly

but must act

the negotiating
under the
anyway-

r appropriations

it .is po

ssible

provisions of the executive budget act through

that would collect sufficient

marine transportation
the Department could

budget a
negotiate

funding from

nd provide a working
and from which

could draw to pay for a negotiated wage increase

19733 without requesting any supplemental. It

for the Administration
executive budget act for the

to consid

seeking a supplemental appropriation under the ra
however, that this course of a
to strong challenge if litigation is initiated to
under the Constitution.

above. We b

elieve

The alternatives to be considered under
er of those alternatives most legally defensible

given to us

in ord

are as follow s:

1.

The

Public Employment
active pay increase and subject to legis

2.
increase at
at the same

3-

The
all an

The

Department can negotia

er the manipu-

purpose of

tionale discussed
ction is subject
test its validity

the circumstances

r

te a contract order wlch the

Relations Act with a provision
lative appropriation.

Department can refuse

to negoti

d seek to hold the ferry system
wage rates (obviously impractical but

Governor could call fo

fora retro -

ate any pay
employees
legally sound).

r a-special-session of



F/es Coyaer & May 2, 1973

-9-

ths legislature prior to the expiration of this fiscal year

to consider a special appropriation to the Marine Transportation
Division c¢f the Department of Public Works or the Department

of Adninistration for a pay increase commencing July 1, 1973.

t. The Department of Public Works and Administration,
could obtain additional funds through the manipulation, of the
Executive Budget Act provisions through a revised program and
not seek a supplemental appropriation.

5. negotiate an immediate pay increase under the
provisions of the Public Employment Relations Act effective
July 1973 and finance it with a supplemental appropriation.

Thich could be arguably Justified under the providions™of
AS 37-07-100.

.6 . Follow Commissioner Easley’s suggestion outlined
in his memo by giving him authority to negotiate under the old
statute an immediate pay increase aqgd start on a course of
deficit spending. This is the leaser desirable alternative and
the one most susceptable to being overturned if legally chal-
lenged as being in violation of the Constitution, Executive
Budget Act and Public Employment Relations Act.

It is our legal judgment that the best course of
action to follow is that outlined in number 1 above.



January 24, 1973

The Honorable B. J_ Haugen

Alaska Stata Representative .

Alaska Stats lagisiatare x
Juaeau, Alaska

Dear >ir. Haugen:

In your letter of this sans date you have- asked
whether the grant of the right of collective bargaining for
public employees provided for in Chapter 113, SLA 1972 con-—
stitutes a restriction, in violation of the Constitution of
the State of Alaska, on the Legislature ™ prerogative ewith
regard to the appropriation of state funds..

Your attention is invited to AS 24.40.215, enacted
also 1in Chapter 113, SLA 1972, which provides:

**The monetary terns of any agreement entered
into under the Public Employment ?.elatiou3
Act are subject to funding through legisla—
tive appropriation.®

Under this provision, the terms of a collective bargaining
agreement constitute an agreewent by the negotiating public
agency that the agency will sea that the torus of the agree—
ment are referred for legislative- action when legislative
action, including appropriation, s required.

The power of legislative review is superior to
the contract and incorporated in- the enabling Act, as to
provisions requiring the expenditure of funds. There is no
action for breach of contract arising only iron the failure
of the Legislature to appropriate the full amount required
to fund the agreement. Legislative authority ever appro-—
priations” is unimpaired by the adoution of Chapter 113, SLA
1972. z *

X hope this answers the- questions you have raised
to your satisfaction.

Sincerely, ~ .

oohn E. Havelock
Attorney General



March 12, 1975

The Honorable Andrew S. Warwick
Commissioner

Department of Administration
Pouch C

Juneau, Alaska

Dear Commissioner Warwick:

You have inquired as to the significance of AS 23-*10.215
which provides as follows:

Funding. The monetary terms of any agreement entered
into under the terms of the Public Employment Relations
Act are subject to funding through legislative
appropriation.

We have considered this question and in our opinion this clause
would preclude the state from entering into a binding labor
agreement with respect to its monetary terms.

AS 23**10.070 is a declaration of policy in which the
legislature enunciated Its reasons for establishing a collective
bargaining system. It declares in AS 23.*10.070(2) that this
policy will be effectuated by:

requiring public employees to negotiate with and
enter into written agreements with employee
organisations on matters of wages, hours, and other
terms and conditions of employment;

also AS 23.*10.210 says 1in part.

Agreement. Upon the completion of negotiations
between an organization and a public employer, If a
settlement is reached, the employer shall reduce

it to writing in the form of an agreement.

The provisions cited above do not conflict but rather
they indicate the Intention of the legislature to reserve the
power to review the monetary terms of labor agreements between
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the state and its organized employees entered into persuant to
the terms of the Public Employment Relations Act. As a party

to the contract it is the duty of the Department of Administration
to request a legislative appropriation, or supplemental
appropriation for this purpose.

We believe that it would be improper to assume that the

appropriation w ill be automatically approved by legislature

and to begin paying the employees before the appropriation is
approved. Such a practice would violate AS 23.40.215 which,

as we have noted provides for the legislative review of the
monetary terms of labor agreements. Any attempt to transfer
funds into an object of expenditure against which employee
benefits are usually charged would also be a violation of the
spirit if not the letter of AS 23.40.215.

Sincerely,

AVRUM M. GROSS
ATTORNEY GENERAL

By:
Mark Ertischek
Assistant Attorney General

ME :Jw
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i Introdiotiog

This study follows the methodology of the 1973 Salary Study entitled
"Professional Compensation at the University of Alaska, 1973-74," but

* it distinguishes between salaries and compensation for Senior College and
Community College instructional staff since the latter are now included under
a collectively bargained contract while the former are non-union.

Table | summarizes current average Senior College and Community College
salaries end compensation by rank and location as of the beginning of academic
year 1974. The table includes the 4% cost of living increase effective August
16, 1974, but does not include the increases bargained by the union or proposed
for the rest of the University professional staff for 1974-75 and 1975-76.

Tables Il and Ill include adjusted salaries and compensation levels based
on the bargained and proposed increases for 1974-75 and 1375-76. These adjusted
levels are shown for each rank and as an average for all ranks for Senior Colleges,
but only as an all-ranks average for Community Colleges since the latter
eliminated academic rank in their recently concluded negotiations. The average
salaries shown for 9/1/74 include the cost of fitting the faculty to the new "base"
salary schedule, application of area cost of living differentials, end a 7.7% increase
in the base schedule. The cost of fitting faculty to this new base schedule
represents the elimination of inequities among faculty and, in some cases, the
reclassification of staff members in order to bring individual salaries into the
proper relationship to each other. The cost of living differential applied for the
Senior Colleges is based on the differentials between Anchorage and Liie "lower
40" estimated by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the differential

between Anchorage and other Alaskan cities incorporated into pay schedules
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for State general government employees. Thus it provides a zero differential
between Juneau and Anchorage and an 11.2/i differential between Fairbanks and
Anchorage. The differentials used for Community Colleges were based on a
1972 survey undertaken by the State Division of Personnel since these area
differentials were included in the contract negotiated between the Community
College union and the University. These differentials are cited in footnote 4
of Table IV and are the basis for the development of the cost of living differential
indexes shown in Table IV.

Comparisons With Other Universities

Tables Vana VI show the 1974-75 and 1975-75 AAUP compensation scales
based on percentiles of distribution for universities and colleges throughout the
nation. These figures have been adjusted for the Alaska COLD (cost of living
differential) and thus they represent the amount which the University of Alaska
would need to pay in order to provide the real income equivalent of the AAUP
compensation scales.

Table VII is one of the key summary tables in the study since it reflects
the way in which University of Alaska compensation, present and bargained
(Table I1.1), compares with that of other colleges and universities throughout
the nation. (Tables Vand VI.) Two comparisons shown for Senior Colleges are
with Category | and Category IllIA institutions. The definition of Category |
includes those institutions which offer the doctoral degree and which, in the

most recent three years, conferred an annual average of 15 or more doctorates
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covering a minimum of three non-related disciplines. Category IlA includes
institutions awarding degrees above the baccalaureate level which are not
included in Category I. Although the University of Alaska is technically a
Category IlA institution at the present time, Category | is probably the most
relevant comparison for Senior College salaries and compensation for several
reasons. First, Category | is comprised largely of State universities and
includes all but three of the nation's land grant institutions (the only exceptions
being the Universities of Alaska, Wyoming and South Dakota). Category IIA,
on the other hand, is comprised largely of state colleges, and since in
attracting faculty for the Senior College campuses the University competes
mainly with other land grant institutions, Category | would appear to be the most
relevant comparison. Second, although the University of Alaska dees not
technically qualify at present os a Category | institution, it is likely that it
will do so in the not to far distant future. In 1971 the University conferred a
total of 12 doctoral degrees, and although this dropped to only 3 in 1972, by
1974 the level had again risen to 8 Ph.D's. It seems likely that the number of
.Ph.D's granted will increase further within the next few years.

Two comparisons are also used for the Community Colleges, Category Ill
and Category IV. Category Ill includes only two-year colleges while the
Category IV institutions are those which do not have faculty rank. Most, but
not all,, of the Category IV institutions are two-year schools.

Examination of Table VII shows that in comparison with other Categoiy |



institutions, present Senior College compensation levels would place the
University of Alaska below the 10tn percentile. In comparison with Category ILA
institutions, University of Alaska Senior Colleges are currently at the 30th
percentile. Proposed salary increases', which ore based on those negotiated

by the Community Colleges, would raise the University's compensation level

for Senior Colleges to the 80th percentile ir. comparison with Category | institu-
tions and the 95th percentile in comparison with Category IlA institutions by
January 1st of 1975. The 9.7% increase proposed for July 1975 would be just =
sufficient to offset projected increases in "lower 48" salaries and the increased
differential in cost of living between Alas lea and the "lower 48."

Comparisons of Community College compensation revealed that the
University of Alaska was in the 20th percentile in comparison with both
Category Ill and Category IV institutions prior to the negotiated increases. The
increases negotiated would, by January 1st of 1975, raise the University of
Alaska Community Colleges to the 80th percentile in comparison with other
Category Il institutions and the 60th percentile in comparison with Category IV.
Again, the 9.7% increase scheduled for 7/1/75 would be barely sufficient to
maintain these ratings.

Comparisons With State Civil Service

Table VIII compares University of Alaska Senior College instructional

staff salaries to those of State of Alaska Civil Service employees. <A similar

comparison is not undertaken for Community College instructional staff since
there is no longer a rank designation in the Community Colleges on which

this comparison is based.
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Determining grade and rank cornearability.

In making such comparison it is necessary to determine which State
pay grades would be most comparable to the various University academic
ranks. Thus an analysis was undertaken of the mirfmum requirements of over
100 different State job classifications which utilise similar training and
experience to that required for University instructional positions. This analysis
indicated that grade level 16 is the most common entry level for positions
requiring at least a Master's degree, although in a few cases individuals with
such qualifications might initially be hired as low as grade level 15 or as high
as grade 17. The University of Alaska Senior Colleges require a Ph.D. degree
for hiring at the Assistant Professor level, and although there are very few
State jobs which require a doctoral degree, those which do require or recognize
a doctoral degree in the hiring criteria stipulate an entry level of no less than
grade 20. Minimum requirements for hiring in grades above this level for the
State are generally stated in terms of additional experience requirements and
the typical pattern is one in which an additional minimum experience requirement
of one year would raise the hiring level by ore pay grade. In contrast, an
increase of one pay grade is the equivalent in percentage increase to two
longevity steps and two longevity steps would normally require two years of
experience. Thus, taking these two factors into consideration, it is reasonable
to assunwi that two years of additional experience in the State pay pattern are

the equivalent of an increase of between one and two pay grades. For University
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of Alaska Senior Colleges, promotion to Associate Professor requires a minimum
of five years experience as an Assistant Professor and thus the comparable
minimum hiring level in the State pay pattern is assumed to be pay grade 23 and
the range to extend to pay grade 25. Using a similar line of reasoning, the
University requires at least five years of experience at the Associate Professor
level for promotion to full Professor and thus the minimum State pay grade level
that is assumed to be comparable to that of the University's full Professor is
assumed to be pay grade level 25 and to extend up to pay grade 27. Admittedly,
most State pay grades at or above level 25 would be for an administrative
position, but the few non-adininistrative positions in this range require

experience and training comparable to that for a University Professor.

Salary comparisons.

As indicated in Table VIII, the average University of Alaska Senior College
salary is below that for comparable positions in State government at every
rank. For instructors, the average Fairbanks salary is 5.2% below the comparable
State salary for paygrade 15, and 41.3% below that for pay grade 19. For
Assistant Professors, Anchorage Senior Colleges are 10.6% below that paid
to State employees in comparable positions in pay grade 20 and '37.9% below
those in pay grade 23. The differences for Juneau salaries are almost the same,
but for Fairbanks the differentials are considerably larger and range from 23.5%
for pay grade 20 to 54.0% in comparision with State employees in pay grade 23.
The reaso% for this larger shortfall in the case of Fairbanks is, of course, the
lack cf any area cost of living differential in present University pay schedules

such as exists for State employees. For Associate Professors, Anchorage
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Senior College salaries arc from 9.0 to 26.3% below those paid to State employees
in comparable pay grades, and Juneau salaries are from 3.4 to 19.8% below
the same State pay rates. Again, Fairbanks is farthest short of the State pay
scales, with the shortfall ranging from 20.5% to 44.9%. Tor Professors, the
differential for Anchorage ranges from 9.9% tc 1S.2%, and for Fairbanks it is
24.7 to 34.2%.
Comcariscr.s With Federal Civil Service

Table DI compares University of Alaska Senior College Salaries with Federal
Civil Service Salaries for comparable positions. This table incorporates both
the base salary paid to Federal employees and the 25% "COU\." Since the
COLA is not taxable for Federal Income Tax purposes, the COLA dollars must
be adjusted upward to reflect this "tax break.” Such an adjustment is made
in Table IX ana column 5 shows what would have to be paid in fully taxable income
to provide the same amount of after tax income as does the Federal salary plus
COLA. Column 6 reduces that annual equivalent to an academic year (9 month)
basis for comparability with University instructional salaries.

Table LX shows that University salaries are below the comparable levels
paid to Federal employees in all but two instances. The two exceptions are
for Instructors' salaries compared with GS grades 7 and 8. T.vcn for Instructors
however, the University average is 10.2% below GS 9 and 21.8% below GS 10,
both ranges at which individuals with the- qualifications of the University of
Alaska Instructor could reasonably be expected to bo hired. Furthermore, it

should be noted that the Federal Government has boen experiencing severe
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problems in retaining qualified personnel at the lower pay grades for professional
employees, especially in Fairbanks, which is where all of the Instructors
considered in calculating average Senior College Instructors’ salaries are
presently located. As a consequence of the difficulties which they are experisnci
the heads of the Federal Agencies located in Fairbanks are currently making a
very active effort to obtain an upgrading of Fedorapay, particularly in the

lower grades for professionals.

For Assistant Professors the comparable Federal GS pay schedule provides
pay that ranges from 8.5% to 30.8% above the level for Senior College faculty,
for Associates the shortfall ranges from 23.0 to 47.3% and for full Professors
from 50.2 to 61.1%. A basic reason for the increasing differential as the pay
grade rises is, of course, the fact that the non-taxable status of COLA becomes
more important for higher income employees.

Summary

In summary it can be noted that while present University of Alaska
Community College and Senior College compensation is quite low relative to that
of their counterparts in the lower 48, the increases bargained and proposed
would raise them to the point where it should be possible for the University
to compete effectively for top quality faculty. Furthermore, whereas present
University salaries are below those fo heir counterparts in State and Federal
agencies, a larger than average salary Increase for University employees should

raise them to comparability with employees in the State and Federal governments.






-Table 1

AVERAGE UNIVERSITY Or ALASKA
INSTRUCT iONAL STAFF
SALARIES AND COMPENSATION BY RANK

AND LOCATION, 1974

Average Average Fringe Average
Camous /Rank Salarv- Benefits*' Compensation

Senior Collece s
Ancnorace Senior Collece:

Professor (7) $ 26,947 $ 2,986 $ 29,933
Associate (15) 21,782 2,691 24,473
Assistant (15) 17,211 2,430 19,641

Instructor (0)
Ave. All Ranks (37) 20,906 2,641 23,547

Fairbanks Camous:

Professor (35) 26,522 2,962 29,484
Associate (50) 21,986 2,703 24,689
Assistant (53) 17,210 2,430 19,640
Instructor (14) 13,474 2,217 15,691
Ave. All Ranks (152) 20,581 2,623 23,204

Juneau Senior Collene

Professor (0)
Associate (2) 22,962 2,759 25,721
Assistant (3) 17,124 2,425 19,549
Instructor (0)

Ave. All Ranks (5) 19,459 2,559 22,010

All Senior Collece Camnuses:

Professor (42) 26,593 2,966 29,559
Associate (67) 21,969 2,702 24,671
Assistant (71) 17,207 2,430 19,637
Instructor (14) 13,474 2,217 15,691

Ave. All Ranks (194) 20,614 2,625 23,239



Table | (continued)

Average Average Average
Campus/Rank Salary' Fringe Bonefits2 Compensation”
All Community Colleges:
Professor (2; 23,373 2,782 26,155
Associate (17) 19,204 2,544 21,748
Assistant (34) 16,301 2,378 18,679
Instructor (79) 14,260 2,258 16,518
All Ranks (182) 15,764 2,346 IS,1 10
1 Source: Personnel Offices, University of Alaska. All Salary and Compensation

figures are on an academic year (9 month) basis and include the 4p cost ot |living
increase effecti'.e 8/16/74.

2Frino2 benefits include the University Contribution to Social Security; hospital,

medical, audio-visual, dental, and |Ilife insurance, and the University's 5.612
contribution to the State Teachers' Retirement System. Technically, the retiremen
contribution would not be included if AAUP guidelines were followed since the

plan does not vest until the individual employee has a minimum of eight years or

service in the plan and the American Association of University does not recognize
contributions to plans which do not vest in 5 years or less.

3lncludes Salary and Fringe Benefits.

Note: Numbers in parenthesis represent the number of faculty in the particular rank
at the Campus indicated during the Fall 1974. Under the newly negotiated
Community College contract, academic rank has been abolished in the
Community Colleges.



achable I (continued)

Average Average Average
Campus/Rank Salary * Friroe Benef itsl- Ccn/sensat ion-3

Communit\‘ Collecies

Anchorane €oinmunity Cofllege:

Professor (2) 523,373 $2,782 $26,155
Associate (15) 19,215 2,545 21,760
Assistant (07) 16,209 2,573 18,582
Instructor (55) 14,220 2,259 16,479
Average AIll Ranks (139) 15,849 2,353 18,202

Tunonit- n'lu]3S C CTCITUP.ItV Coliccc-:
I-rotessor (0)

Associate (1) 19,125 2,539 21,664
Assistant (S) 16,243 2,375 18,618
Instructor (7) « 12,559 2,127 14,686
Average A Il Ranks (16) 14,611 2,277 17,088
Kenai:
Assistant (1) 16,569 2,393 18,962
Instructor (3) 15,057 2,307 17,364
Average Al Ranks (4) 15,435 2,329 17,764
Ketch ikar.:
Associate (1) 19,125 2.539 21,664
Assistant (2) 15,939 2,357 18,296
Instructor (2) 14,346 2,267 16,613
Average Al Ranks (5) 15,939 2,357 18,296
Kod iak:
Assistant (3) 17,262 2,433 19,695
Instructor (1) 17,532 2,448 19,980
Average All Ranks (4) 17,330 2,436 19,766

Kuskolw im (Bethel):

Assistant (1) 18,585 2,509 21,094
Instructor (9) 15,399 2,327 17,726
Average AIll Ranks (10) 15,718 2,345 18,063
Mat-Su (Palmer): .
Instrucror (2) 13,284 2,206 15,490
o, [o
Sltka:

Assistant (2) 17,262 2,433 19,695



Table I

UNIVERSITY CF ALASKA INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF SALARIES

— PRESENT AND BARGAINED CR PROPOSED—1974-75 AND 1975-75

Senior CcHeess:
Professor (42)
Associate (67)
Assistant (71)
Instructor (14)

Average All
Ranks (194)

Community Colleges:

Average All
Ranks (182)

Source: Table 1I.

Present
Avcrac:
Salaries

$26,593

21,969

17,207

13,474

$20,614

$15,764

Average Salaries
After 9/1/74

Increase (7.7%:-)

COLD Adiustment ~

$31,118
25,486
19,961

16,040

$24,001

$18,141

Average
Salaries
After 1/1/75
Increase (10.77)

$34,448
28,213
22,097

17,756

$26,569

$20,082

Average

Salaries
After 7/1/75
Increase (9.77-)

$37,789
30,950

24,240

19,478

$29,146

$22,030

Includes the cost of fitting the faculty to the new "base" salary schedule, application

of area cost of living differential (See Table IV for cost.of living differentials applied

for each city), and a 7.7% increase in the "base" schedule.

The average increase from

these three factors is 16.43% for Senior Colleges and 15.08% for Community Colleges.

Note: Numbers in parenthesis represent the number of faculty in each ran):.

Only the average for all ranks is shown for Community Colleges since tne contract
negotiated eliminated academic rank for their faculty.



R Table 111

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA NON-COMMUNITY COLLEGE

INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF COMPENSATION (SALARIES

PLUS FRINGE BENEFITS)— PRESENT AND PROPOSED--
1974-75 AND 1975-76 1

Average
Average Compensation Average Compensation
Present After Froposed 9/1/74 Compensation After After
Average Salary Increases & Proposed 1/1/75 Proposed 7/1/75
Comoensati.cn COLD Adjustment Salarv Increase Salarv Increase
Senior Colleges:
Professor (42) $29,559 $34,342 $37,862 $41,447
Associate (67) 24,671 28,389 31,271 34,217
Assistant/71) oo 19,637 22,548 24,806 27,124
Instructor (14) 15,691 18,403 20,217 22,090
All Ranks (194) $23,239 $26,819 $29,533 $32,310
Community Colleces:
All Ranks (182) $18,110 $20,624 $22,676 $24,788

See footnote 2, Table | for a discussion of fringe benefits included in compensation.
Increased compensation figures were obtained by adding appropriate levels of fringe
benefits (discussed in footnote 2, Table I) to salaries shown in Table Il and thus do
not reflect the same rates of increase as do salaries.

2
Source: Table 1.

Note: Numbers in parenthesis represent number of faculty in each rank.



Table IV

COSTS Or LOWER, INTERMEDIATE AND
HIGHER STANDARD FAMILY BUDGETS IN SELECTED
URBAN ALASKAN CITIES AS COMPARED
WITH U.S. URBAN AVERAGE - AUTUMN 1974
AND PROJECTIONS TO AUTUMN 1975 |

Autumn 1974 Autumn 1975
Lower Ir.tenr.ed. Hie her Lower Intermed. Hieher
Jrban U.S™ Ave 9,179 $14,166 $20,422 $ 9,730 $15,016 $21,647
IAnchorage “ 13,535 18,701 26,048 14,683 20,197 28,132

Cost of Living Differential Indexes
(U.S. Urban Average = 100) -

Anchorage 148 132 128 151 135 130
Bethel 210 187 181 214 191 184
Fairbanks 165 147 142 168 = 150 145
Jt  au (Community
College) 159 141 137 162 144 139
Juneau (Senior Colli ) 148 132 128 151 135 130
Kenai 164 e 146 141 167 . 149 144
Ketchikan 149 133 128 152 ' 135 131
Kodiak 169 151 146 172 154 148
Palmer 151 134 130 ' 154 137 132
Sitka 163 145 140 166 148 143
The "Lower," "Intermediate,” and "Higher" budget figures are based on the three
different budget levels utilized by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics in its annual
family living cost survey. For further discussion see Bracket, Jean C. , "New BLS

Budgets Provide Yardsticks for Measuring Family Living Costs," Monthly Labor
Review, April 19G9, pp. 3-16. These budgets are published for Anchorage but not for
other Alaskan cities.

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics figures for Autumn 1973 (U.S. Department of Labor,
"Autumn 1973 Urban Family Budgets and Comparative Indexes for Selected Urban Areas")
were projected to Autumn 1974 by applying the increase in the Consumer Price Index

for the U.S. as a whole (+12.2/;;) and Anchorage (+13.2%) for the period from October
1973 to Cctober 1974 to the respective budgets.

Autumn 1975 budgets were estimated by projecting a 6% rate of inflation for the U.S.
as a whole and an 8;. rate for Alaska. This 2% higher rate is assumed because of
jxpectcd pipeline construction impact. e



' Table IV (continued)

N Fairbanks and Juneau (Senior College) indexes were estimated by assuming that the
cost of living differential between these cities and Anchorage is the same as the
area pay differentials included in the State of Alaska classified personnel pay
schedule. This schedule shows no differential between Juneau and Anchorage, and
an average of approximately 11.2U between Anchorage and Fairbanks, ihe indexes
for Juneau (Community College) and all other Alaskan cities were developed by .using
the mean of the four indexes estimated by she State of Alaska, Division of Personnel
in their 197?. survey ("Survey of Salaries and Benefits, Housing, and Food Ccsts and
Salary Recommendations, Part Ill: Housing and Toed Costs," December 1972) ,
since these were the differentials included in the contract negotiated with the Community
College Union. These differentials are (Anchorage = 100): Bethel - 141.8, Juneau -
107.1, Kenai - 110.5, Ketchikan - 100.6, Kodiak - 114.2, Palmer - 101.3, Sitka - 110.0.



Tat V

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA EQUIVALENTS OF PROJECTED 1974-75
AAUP SCALES FOR AVERAGE ACADEMIC YEAR COMPENSATION

n
Rating L * 1 2 3 4 5
Percentile 95 90 80 70 e 60, 50 40 30 20 10

Category 1| °
Professor (42) 44,690 43,480 40,870 37,980 36,990 35,100 34,700 33,760 32,460 31,310
Associate (67) 31,790 30,040 28,530 28,040 27,550 26,880 26,370 26,300 25,590 25,070
Assistant (71) 25,030 24,590 23,680 23,210 23,060 22,520 22,090 21,940 21,730 21,170
Instructor (14) 21,340 20,700 20,200 19,770 19,270 19,010 18,940 13,560 17,950 17,330
Average *
All Ranks -(194) 31,355 30,281 28,825 27,827 27,353 26,496 26,071 25,761 25,113 24,435

Category 11A3 f
Professor (42) 38,320 36,990 . 35,360 34,160 32,700 31,250 30,060 28,490 27,140 24,980
Associate (57) 29,660 28,470 27,-400 26,930 26,210 25,440 24,760 23,670 22,940 21,530
Assistant. (71) 24,630 23,890 22,990 22,590 22,210 21,590 21,070 20,430 19,890 19,160
Instructor (14) 21,260 20,630 20,310 19,840 19,370 18,930 18,610 18,090 17,040 17,020
Average 4
Ail Ranks 29,088 .28,073 26,998 26,395 25.658 24,819 24,113 23,125 22,365 21,004

y Category 1l
Professor 43,910 37,110 31,370 29,520 28,100 26,500 25,610 25,040 23,070 20,860
Associate 33,950 28,780 25,870 24,560 23,200 22,280 21,600 20,680 19,2.10 18,540
Assistant 27,500 24,760 21,970 1,130 20,180 19,610 19,120 10,430 17,830 17,150
Instructor 24,300 22,490 19,650 19,080 18,650 18,300 17,780 17,240 16,800 16,460
Average 4
All lanks ''26,894 24,286 21,431 20,653 19,885 19,366 10,049 18,196 17,569 17,021
O
Category IV

One Rank 27,250 26,630 25,230 23,820 22,610 22,060 20,270 10,960 18,100 16,870



Table V  ntinued)

I University of Alaska equivalents of AAUP scales are a weighted average of comparable figures for those cities in which
University instructional staff (faculty) reside. (See Appendix Table IV.) The weights are based on the actual number
of instructional staff in each rank and in each city in 1974-75 (see Table | for distribution of faculty). In averaging
Categories | and IllA only Senior College staff was considered, while for Category Ill only Community College faculty

was included.

Interpretation of the Ratings:
1* = 095th percentile (top 5 percent of the institutions)
80th percentile (next 15 percent)
60th percentile (next 20 percent)
40th percentile (next 20 percent)
20th percentile (next 20 percent)
less than 20th percentile (bottom 20 percent)

For a discussion of the AAUP rating system see AAUP Bulletin, Volumn 57, Tune 1971, pp. 230-238.(

gD W N
1

3
Category I includes institutions which offer the doctoral degree and which, in the most recent three years, conferred

an annual average of fifteen or more doctorates covering a minimum of three -non-reluted disciplines. Category IlIA
includes institutions awarding degrees above the baccalaureate but not included in Category |I. Category Il includes
two-year institutions while Category IV includes institutions which do not have faculty ranks.
0
A~ Weights are based on the number of faculty in each rank at the University of Alaska, See figures in parenthesis by
rank titles in Table I.



Ratina
Percentile

Professor

Associate

Assistant

Instructor

Average All
Ranks

Professor
Associate
Assistant

Instructor

Average All
Ranks

Professor
Associate
Assistant

Instructor

Average All
Ranks

One Rank

N See footnote 1, Table V.

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA EQUIVALENTS OF PROJECTED 1975-70 AAUP PERCENTILE
SCALES FOR AVERAGE ACADEMIC VEAR COMPENSATIONI

1*
95

49,020
34,050
27,410
23,330

34,367

42,020
32,520
26,980
23,300

31,884

47,940
37,080
30,030
26,580

29,388

29,770

90

47,690
32,930
26,940
22,630

33,190

40,580
31,220
26,170
22,520

30,770

40,520
31,430
27,050
24,770

26,617

29,050

80

44,820
31,280
25,950
22,050

31,595

38,780
29,990
25,190
22,170

29,572

34,250
28,220
24,050
21,500

23,445

27,550

2
70 60
3
Category |
41,650 40,580
30,710 30,160
25,430 25,270
21,580 21,030
30,487 29,967
Category IIA
37,460 35,870
29,490 28,700
24,750 24,340
21,660 21,150
28,916 28,112
Cateqory 1l
32,220 30,680
26,830 25,360
23,140 22,130
20,070 20,400
22,599 21,775
Cateqory IV
26,040 24,750

50

30,500
29,430
24,670
20,750

29,025

34,270
27,860
23.660
20.660

27,191

28,930
24,370
21,510
20,020

21 ..212

24,160

40

30,050
20,880
24,200
20,600

28,561

32,970
27,110
23,100
20,310

26,420

27,930
23,740
20,990
19,440

20,650

22,230

30

37,020
28,800
24,050
20,260

28,225

31,240
25,930
22,40.0
19,750

25,342

27,320
22,660
20,150
18,840

19,895

20,740

35,610
28,020
23,820
19,600

27,518

29,730
25,130
21,720
19,470

24,469

25,230
21,070
19,490
18,370

19,215

19,790

34,340
27,460
23,200
18,920

26,774

27,360
23,600
20,920
18,580

23,071

22,860
20,280
18,750
18,000

18,613

18,450



See footnote 2, Table V.

See footnote 3, Table V.

See footnote 4, Table V.

Table VI (continue../

o

1



\ Table VII

UNIVERSITY OE ALASKA INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF
COMPENSATION TO AAUP PERCENTILE DISTRIBUTIONS
OF COMPENSATION ADJUSTED FOR ALASKA COLD,
1974-75 AND 1975-76

Percentile Ratings of University of Alaska Compensation

Based cn:
Inc. Bargained fcr Additional Additional
9/1/74 (7.7N) Plus Increase Increase
Present COLD Alien/. &Fitting Bargained for Bargained fcr
Compensation to Snlarv Schedule 1/1/75 (10.7%) 711175 (9.7V/)

Sonic- Colleges

Category | - Belov/

Ave. All Ranks 10th 50th 00th 80th
2

ategory IlIA -

Ave .All Ranks 30th 70th 95th 95th

Community Colleges

2

Cu .gcry I —

Ave. All Ranks 20th 60th 00th 80th
2

Category IV -

One Rank 20th 40th 60th 60th

* Percentile ratings are found by comparing the compensation figures in Table Il with the

percentile distributions in Tables V and VI.

Category | includes institutions which offer the doctoral degree and which , in the most
recent years, conferred an annual average of fifteen or more doctorates covering a

minimum of three non-related disciplines. Category llA includes institutions awarding
degrees above the baccalaureate but not included in Category |I. Category Ill includes
two-year institutions while Category IV includes institutions which do not have faculty

ranks.



Table UUI

STATE OF ALASKA CIVIL SERVICE SALARIES COMPARED TO UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA
SENIOR COLLEGE INSTRUCTIONAL ST/rF SALARIES 1

Current Uni\ arsity of Alaska

Professorial State Civil Service Senior College Average Salaries
Ranks and Grade Salaries - Academic Year Basis (Academic Year Basis)
Eguiun 'c-n.ts Steo Anchorage-Tuneau Fairbanks Anchorage Juneau Fairbanks
Instructor: @ D $13,474
15 $12,639 $14,180
16 C 13,664 . 15,264
17 G 14,714 16,422
13 c 15,833 17,679
19 c 17,041 19,033
Assistant Prof.: 17,211 17,124 17,21Q
20 D 19,033 21,252
21 D 20,486 22,881
22 D 22,047 24.616
23 D 23,735 26,503
;see Late Prof. 21,782 22,962 21,986
23 D 23,735 26,503
24 D 25,551 28,535
25 D 27,504 31,863
Professor: 26,947 (4) 26,522
25 F 29,605 33,060
25 F 30,704 34,297
.F 31,863 35,583

Grade equivalents were based on on analysis of minimum educational and experience requirements for State Civil Service
positions as compared to those for academic ranks at the University of Alaska. Step levels were based on the average
estimated time in rank for Senior College instructional staff in 1973-74 which were as follows: Instructor - 2.8 years;
Assistant - 3.9 years; Associate - 3.6 years; Professor - 5.8 years. These wore rounded to the nearest whole number

to ::ovido the steo level,



Table VIII (con™.iued)

© State Civil Service salaries are adjusted to an academic year basis to make them comparable with University of

Alaska academic year salaries. An adjustment factor of 0.018 is used in conformance with guidelines from the

AAUP.

Source: Table 1.

Indicates that there are no Senior College instructional staff in this rank at the campus indicated.



Tab!" TX
FEDERAL CIVIL SERVICE SALARIES PLUS "COIA" (COST OF LIVING ALLOWANCE)'

COMPARED TO PRESENT UNIVERSITY OF AIASKA SENIOR COLLEGE
INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF SALARIES 1

Federal Civil Service Salaries Plus "COIA"

@ @3] ® 4 (5) ® U. of A
Rank & Reg. Inc. Academic Senior College ~
|1G.S. Equiv. Annual COLA Equiv. of Year Average Salaries
Grade- Step Salary COLA Factor Salary + COIA Basis * (Academic Yr.Basis)
Instructor: ¢ 13,474
1 GS 7 3 $11,222 $2,806 1.273 $14,794 12,101
3y GS S 9 12,416 3,104 1.292 ; 16,426 13,436
\ GS 9 3 13,697 3,424 1.301 18,152 14,848
; GS 10 3 15,059 3,765 1.328 20,059 16,408
Assistant: 17,207
GS 11 4 17,029 4,257 1.362 22,827 18,672
; GS 12 4 20,308 5,077 1.418 27,507 22,501
Associate: 21,969
GS 13 4 23,997 5,999 1.508 33,043 27,029
GS 14 4 28,140 7,035 1.623 39,558 32,358
Professor: 26,593
GS 15 5 33,794 8,449 1.780 48,833 39,945
GS 16 5 36,000 9,000 1,818 52,362 42,832

Corr.oarable G.S.—grade levels used here are the same as those used in the 1971 Salary Study (See: "A Cnallenge to
Excellence: Professional Fersonnel Compensation at the University of Alaska, ' A Report oi the University oi Alaoka
Salary Review Committee, November 1971, Table XV, p. 30 and discussion pp. 29-32). these were based on an analysis
of minimum educational and experience requirements for Federal Civil Service positions as compared with University cu
Alaska minimum rank, criteria. The step levels were based on the average time in rank indicated in footnote 1, lanle VIII.

See Anab: Table VI for Civil Service Schedule Salaries.



Table DC (com  led)

"COLA Factor" is the factor by which COLA is adjusted to compensate for the non-taxable (for federal tax purposes) status
of COLA. It is calculated by the following formula: In= 1 (1 - ,205FS)

R C (1- 1.205FS)
Where IDis the regular fully taxable income equivalent of I (COLA) and Fg is the federal tax rate on theappropriate level
of margainal income. The appropriate federal tax rate was determined by assuming the 15%standard deduction up to
$2,000 .00 ,»or 10% deduction (whichever was greater) and a 4 - dependent family.
Annual Salary plus COLA adjusted by COLA factor.

Column 5 (Regular Income Equivalent of Annual Salary + COLA) times 9/11 (0.818).

Source: Table 1.






Retina-
Percentlie

Professor
Associate
Assistant

Instructor

Prcfereor
Associate
Assistant
Instructor

Professor
Associate
Assistant
Instructor

One Rank

N Source:

1*
95

29,770
21,360
16,530
13 ,530

25,520
19,930
16,290
13,480

31,910

¢+ 24,570

19,590
16,440

19,130

AAUP Bulletin,

Interpretation of

1* =

1
2
3
4
5
F

PERCENTILE DISTRIBUTIONS OF AVERAGE COMPENSATION

BY NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS, 1973-741
1 2 3
90 80 70 * 60 -50 40
Category |
28,960 27,220 25,290 24,640 23,380 23,110
20,180 19,170 18,820 18,450 17,950 17,570
16,260 15,600 15,260 15,150 14,760 14,450
13,060 12,590 12,190 11,750 11,530 11,470
3
Category IIA
24,640 23,550 22,750 21,780 20,810 20,020
19,130 18,340 17,990 17,450 16,880 16,380
15,750 15,100 14,810 14,540 14,100 13, 7u0
12,990 12,690 12,260 11,840 é1,460 11,190
Category Il
26,970 22,800 21.450 20,420 19,260 18,570
20,830 18,690 17,650 16,570 15,850 15,390
17,500 15,350 14,710 14,000 13,570 13,23.0
15,200 ' 13,010 12.450 12,u40 11,720 11,250
Category IV~
18,660 17,570 16,490 15,580 15,170 13,840
Vol. 60, No. 2, Summer, 1974, Table 8, page 178"
the Ratings:
95th percentile (top 5 percent of institutions)
80th percentile (next 15 percent)
6Cth percentile (next 20 percent)
40th percentile (next 20 percent)
20th percentile (next 20 percent)

less than 20lh percentile (bottom 20 percent)

30

2., ,0
17, 20
14,350
11,150

18,970
15,530
13,280
10,760

13,110
14,620
12,510
10,780

12,760

or a discussion of the AAUP rating system see AAUP Bulletin, Volume 57, June 1971,

20

21,620
16,990
14,200
10,650

17,970
15,060
12,790
10,560

16,550
13,500
11,920
10,410

11,920

pp. 230-238.

10

20,850
16,610
13,300
10,160

16,330
14,060
12,100

9,930

14,830
12,920
11,280
10,130

10,800



Appendix Tabl' T (continued)

3 r -tpcorv t includes institutions which offer the doctorate degree and which, in the most recent three years,
,an ,, mp, average of fifteen or more earned doctorates in a minimum of three non-related disciplines.

S " m includes two-year institutions while Category IV includes institutions which do not have faculty

ranks.



Ratine
Percentile

Professor
Associate
Assistant

Instructor

Professor
Associate
Assistant
Instructor

Profc ssor
Associate
Assistant
Instructor

One Rank

1*
95

32,003
22,962
17,824
14,545

27,434
21,425
17,512
14,491

34,303
26,413
21,059
17,673

20,565

90

31,132
21,694
17,480
14,040

26 ,488
20,565
16,931
13,964

28,993
22,392
18,813
16,240

20,060

1974-75 PROJECTED SCALES OF AVERAGE COMPENSATION
(SALARY PLUS FRINGE BENEFITS), 9-MONTH BASIS1

80

29,262
20,608
16,770
13,534

25,316
19,716
16,233
13,642

24,510
20,092
16,501
13,986

18,888

70

27,187
20,232
16,405
13,104

24,456
19,339
15,921
13,180

23,059
18,974
15,813
13,384

17,727

Appendix Table Il

2
60 ; 50
Category |
26,488 25,134
19,834 19,296
16,286 15,867
12,631 12,395
Category IlIA®
23,414 22,371
18,759 18,146
15,631 15,158
12,728 12,320

Category I~

21,951. 20,705
17,813 17,039
15,050 14,588
12,943 12,599

Category IV~

16,749 16,308

3
40

24,843
18,888
15,534
12,330

21,522
17,609
14,760
12,029

19,963
16,554
14,201
12,094

14,873

30

24,166
18,834
15,426
11,986

20,393
16,759
14,276
11,567

19,468
15,717
13,448
11,589

13,717

23,242
18.264
15.265
11,449

19,318
16,130
13,749
11,352

17,791
14,513
12,814
11,191

12,814

10

22,414
17,856
14,835
10,922

17,609
15,115
13,008
10 , QG4

15,942
13,889
12,126
10,890

11,610

1 Projections were made by assuming that all classes experienced the 7.5% average increase reported by the AAUP

in initial reports (See:

p. 1.)
2

"Pay Vs.

See footnote 2, Appendix Table I.

3

See footnote 3, Appendix Table I.

Living Cost:

the Unequal Race,

"Chronicle of Higher Education,
The 7.5% was multiplied times the actual 1973-74 decile distributions of Appendix Table I.

Dec. 2,

1974,



PROJECTED 1975-76 AAUP SCALES OF
AVERAGE COMPENSATION (SALARY PLUS FRINGE BENEFITS)
9 - MONTH BASIS 1

Ratine . 1* 1 2 9 4 5

Percentile 95 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10
Cateqory |

Professor $34,403 $33,467 $31,456 $29,226 $28,475 $27,019 $26,706 $25,978 $24,985 $24,095

Associate 24,684 23,321 22,153 21,749 21,321 20,743 20,304 20,247 19,634 19,195

Assistant 19,160 18,790 18,028 17,635 17,508 17,057 16,699 16,5 83 16,410 15,948

Instructor 15,636 15,092 14,549 14,087 13,579 13,324 13,255 12,885 12,307 11,741

Category IIA

Professor 29,492 28,475 27,215 26,290 25,170 24,049 23,136 21,922 20,767 18,929

Associate 23,032 22,107 21,194 20,790 20,166 19,507 18,929 18,016 17,404 16,248

Assistant 18,825 18,201 17,450 17,115 16,803 16,294 15,867 15,347 14,780 13,983

Instructor 15,578 15,012 14,665 14,163 13,683 13,243 12,931 12,435 12,203 11,464
! Category Ill

Professor 36,876 31,167 26,348 24,788 23,598 22,257 21,460 20,928 19,126 17,138

Associate 28,394 24,072 21,599 20,397 19,149 18,317 * 17,785 16,895 15,601 w=m140931

Assistant 22,639 20,223 17,739 16,999 16,179 15,682 15,266 14,457 13,775 13,035

Instructor 18,998 17,566 15,035 14,388 13,914 13,544 13,001 12,458 12,030 11,706
Cateciory 1V

One Rank 22,107 21,564 20,304 19,056 18,005 17,531 15,994 14,746 13,775 12,481

1 Projections to 1975-76 were made by assuming that the' same average rate of increase which prevailed from
1973-74 to 1974-75 (see footnote 1, Appendix Table IlI) also continued into 1975-76. Thus the data in Appendix
Table | were compounded twice by 7.5%.

See footnote 2, Appendix Table I.

See footnote 3, Appendix Table I.



Appendix Table IV

1974-75 PROJECTED AAUP SCALES FOR AVERAGE ACADEMIC YEAR
‘ COMPENSATION ADJUSTED FOR ALASKA "COLD™
OF SELECTED ALASKA CITIES?

Percentiles 95 SO 80 70 60 50 40 30" 20
~ ANCHORAGE CATEGCFY '
PROFESSOR ADOEC. . 37AfC. 3AECO . 33070. 21 POO. 30930. 2975C.
. ASSOCIATE 20 20 3. . 2ft?-0. 25527. 25A-.-2. 2-it".3. 2A36C. 20207. zosGC.
ASSI1 STAFIT 23110. . 21260. 0% I73=213~:. 70770. 20370. 2C2A3. 200-.0.
INST PUCTCR . 131AC. 177A3. 17250. 17070. 17C36. 161>60. 16110.
M > < - &k wx ik cc
LIVINO TN "EY 0
ANCHORAGE LC'rt ‘00  HIGH
1.4300 1.3200 1.2300
CATFCOPY |1
PROFESSOR ASAAC. AA710. AI1S30. 3*61J, 17=i:. 35a90. 3"230. 3A??0. 23070.
associate 27610. 2CC13. 21lrao. 277CC, 27250. 2/570. 27550. 2(°00. 26730.
ASS Isran 25iS0. 23770. 2a?JG.  »—we 235 23 lie. 22670. 22520. 22310.
INSTPUCI HR 213AR. 2C7C0. 1 rcc= Peh&e 15277. 15010. 105-0. 17560. 17"r7.
COST. OF. I IVIN'S INOE X
FAIRBANKS Low R0  H 1GH
1. 650C 1.A703 1.A200
J.
jun - nruG CATFGOOY 1
PROF FSSTA . A39£3._ 397.50. 37A60 . 3A5C0. 0290.". 37170. 31R90. 30°30« 29750.
ASSET"I AT = 2035C. 2777C. 263RC. 25¢30. BA~0. 2ArA0. 2A3-0C. 2A300. 20537.
ASSI Sif."T 23110. 22770. 21960 . 21A37. .ME£*3. 2.77.-. 20277. 2-2A0. 207?a ;-
INSTRUCT LR 19160. 17550. 13 1-40. 177AC. 1779). 17¢70. 17J0J. [:A,i3. 15115,
CCST OF tIVIM 1170r<
' JtIN - rruG . L<—* YTO  HIGH
1. Ae0C 1.3207 1.2300
anchorage CAT EC-0PY2-3
PROFESSE.R 35120. 32900. 32ACC. 013C0. 25577. 2B63C. 77550 2" IK. 2.C(C.
ASSOCIATE 22A20. N T8 2523C. 2= 1. 23A50 . 22560 ;. a0. ri160.
ASSI ST AF; T 227 AC. 22C50. 2171C. 2<5Ac. 27-mi* 10510 . 15A 30 eee*, = 33
INSTRUCTOR 191CC. 1E527. 152A0, 17E10. 17390. 16990. 16700 la..*. - 1vViC.
~ COST OF LIVING IMDEX
ANCHORAGE LOK "CO  HIGH
L I.A800. 1.22CO 1. 2000
FAIRBANKS
PROFESSOR 2A720. 232*50. 31770. 30550. 20960. 27600.
ASSOC]AT E £7*23. 21573. 26100. 25A30. 7A293. 235al7.
ASSI STANT 2527C. 2A510. 231B0. 22793. 23160. 21030. 20-7-70. 20A20.
INST RUC TOR 21260. 2C0 20. 19£A0. 1"37J. 16930. 1P61G. 1-J050. 17jAj .
NO ST
FAIRBANKS LOW NCO  HIGH
A700 1.A27C-
JUN - 0CIG catrjoORt?A
PROFESSOR 35120. 21700. 37A)S. MTIT, 2r97J. 2°A30. 27r30. 21110. 5Ar69
ASSCCIATE 27-,2r". 71-77w. 2622C. =-.0".:. GAO10. 22=%0. 27 0 . 71nA3. 2Z.L10
ASS ISTANT 2.-TA;. coos:. .:izic. o.mo. T.-A00. If,pi. IMAI"™. IfT31. 1 .3"2
iNsrrucTox ig:c;. ifs."l: mo.t. i.Ti:. 1Hvj. 107i90. .1s700. 1£239. I

r.rsT (£ livino I\il,~X
_JUN - DOUG.. .. LCH H."TD HIGH

1.A600 1.3200 1.2203

10

225A0.
25150.
15320.
15550.

2131
26/2
217 ;
1733

23°<"0.
22150.
15-510.
13:5;.

22360.
-=3vy?
7%
19-1

25A00.
2210T.
16670.

17327.

PN\
P~
—o



Appendb: Table IV (continued)

40ji,,tr> shapy sours

s )

Perccv.t-ilcs 95 . S A d 20 _ia
Litjoofx 3 =
ppcfes'- Ctic. 37:1; i huro ?eple, 25050, 22C7C. Ciis
ASS £ liE - Ul -l o7r#0- luio. is-x:
ASSi_TeNT gosoc. ;-;r. :tt'c. 20712 1£7:0. 1.-.-S. 17-72. e«
iUS *pcc o™ 2293:. 21.2:. ift,c. lecco. 11/7:. 1iyo. 150,0. Iss;
CCE7 CF LUINC ["mDE»
ANCHCFATI - Lcx *37 Hic*
ttL«m3__
CETHU CATFGCF9 3 .
_P—.'Ilp _C.#O ‘e-",fo. s=-:r j*? (R *2: 5.
ASi.t. 1/t -1 oL .
ASSISTANT ;el 2- 3.1 2s: ¢ e <. t.a.
I1hi3f.:;;TC»" 32, $S2CS).252 7C. 25S1C 2-530. 2,,70 3770. 110SD 22 .icC
2CST Sr. LIVJI-'C IV 2T
0Eli-c1I” ic* .*03 -5:h
t1ccc 1 .£700 1.EICO
JUN - ccuc CATfCCFY 3
PP3E ESSCI3 7002. 2572C. 23153. 31SS3. 2:37:, 2337C. 27913. 25793. 25S7C. 223 23.
ASSCICl it £ 3t152. did::. '™ 55073, 22113. 233r3. 22012. 23,30. 19723
ASS I STENT 20052. 255:2. :7::c 30%33. 211,G« 03533. 20.02. 15777+ 13690. 17V 73
[l»SJ FE?J>_ 2. 52c.._z2t?C. A*7TE1C. .191i;C 232;,..13530°3LJ37s0..0.7.23...3.tertc,. IOL-3.
CCS7 CF LIV1AC IND
IN- @G "IE™ D >ir
—1.S5GC i.-1CC 1.37CO
KEN.*. | IATEGCPY 3
PRDFFSSr = *E£0. "2510. 2:353. 35152. 2E223. 27NGO. 259.50. 73053,
ASSOCIATE 232ic. 2-.57C. 25,90. 2,-50. 23590. 22 753. 21150. 2C92C
ASSI STA*'T 07« 2372C. 2220S. 21273. 2:252. 237 >3. 15923. 15213. 1:523.
INST FUCTUP 2s31¢C 2cs13. i,*2¢C 159 7C* 15110. 1£5:0. 13C03. 17550. 17193.
CCS7 CF LIVING INDEX
KENAI Lcw (-cp MICH
1.C50C 1+A6CC 1.51CO0
1775-75 CCHPUNITY CCL OISIFIBUTICNS ON AVCPACE CCKPINSATICN 111
KELCHI X AN CATECCP1 3
PPCFI SSTB B3s1c. 27113. 2127c. 29s2C. 261C3. 25£03. 25/>30. 2507G. *3150. 20790
AS5CC I ATE 3321C. 2E150. 20770. 295 10. 231 72. 22273. 21%53. 237:3 2 v
ASSISTANT 205iC. 25220. 2119 C. ’0t.-0. Ir913. 15 :so. 1s2c3. 1/3*0C.
INS 1FIJCTGP - 233 1C. 21322. I£t£C. 1S15C. 17720. 17350. 11d>: J7c 15630.
CCST CF LIVING INDEX
KETCHIKAN Lcv NOD HIGH
1.5500 1.3100 1.02CC
KCniAK CATECCPY 3
PPOF f SSPO SCO £0. 52323. 25720. 2Tt7 22353. 33233. 2r 27 D. 2C573. 063 A'0. 03%850-
ASSOC 1ATE 3e.t.:. *ON'n. 252*%0. 2Jdr:o. .oir0. 2S ], 9073 21870, 21123.
__ASS 1ST ANT 32750. 27710. 25L1C. 22072. 23522. is£ 3. w1 w 23%20. n: so..
INSIl oCcTOll 2619C. 2-253. 2121C. OCelC. 22103. 19 720 1wGio. lo 1i0. 173CoO.
rr-ST rr i ivINr* index
KCDIAK icv AT n K H
1.7¢c3C 1.5 cC 1.9130
HAT - su CATEGCF.Y 2 *
1I'° 0F *s520 __55590. 27.552, 21100. 25 °20.. 2?55] 20520. 26010. P3630. 21133
ASSi’l 1ATE 35 150. . .HO 21 lot. S-c. o2axs1 MTETTEoy 17-20. 1c»n0
assi St/INT 7720 Cim oic . 3.0.- Rt 1 x3. i776b. 1y o0
NS QF.cior 2320-0. 22052. 1022C. 112SC. .17 3 :, I /-%-a 17 I"-jzn _i6Viv . 1010J. 23513.
'0OS” i m o \2 i
122 1.3-.2 1.20:2 m
s 1T- * CA: -y
PPOfESSCP 9»02C. c 1r. m21cC. 2r0. 22732 7. 25;rad. » "o,
A scrriotf o', 2-11 . Yoo ' |, i IR
asil:lus | - lo. 31", 221 .2 13 . 1 ¢ 1t]e
INSIFoCTCF Ac iaj« 1/ 3 1 %3 1], i *#3
ror: 4 ; .vIN. INOfx
SIIAA Lcv »c3 ris i
,{"3C. 1.552} I|.vtJO___




Appendix Table IV (continued)

The 1974-75 AAUP projected'compensation scales (Appendix Table IlI) were adjusted
to Alaska dollar equivalents by the following method: The compensation for each
category,rank, and percentile in the AAUP scale-was compared to the three levels

of dollar budget cost projections fcr the urban U.S. for Autumn 1974 (see Table IV).
If the particular compensation figure exceeded the higher budget figure, it was
multiplied by the "higher budget" index for the Alaskan city to get its equivalent

in dollars fertile particular Alaskan city,, Tor example: the projected compensation
for the 95th percentile (1* rating) for Professors in Category | schools is $32,003
(see Appendix Table Il). Since this is greater than $20,422 (the Urban U.S.
estimated cost for the "higher" budget--see Table 1V), the $32,003 is multiplied

by 1.28 to get its equivalent in Anchorage and Juneau ($40,964— rounded to

$40,960 in the table) and by 1.42 to get its Fairbanks equivalent ($45,444— rounded
to $45,440). I: the gemiculer compensation figure being adjusted was less than
$20,422 but greater then $14,165 (the Urban U.S. estimated cost for the "intermediate
bud'jet--Table 1V), the following ratio was calculated: (Compensation figure -
$14,166) $ ($20,422-14,165). This ratio is the fraction of the distance from the
"intermediate " budget COLD index to the "higher" budget index for the compensation
figure being adjusted. Fcr example: the AAUP compensation figure for the 20tn
percentile for Assistant Professors in Category | is $15,265. Calculating the ratio:
(15,265 - 14,166) r (20,422 - 14,166) = 0.176. Thus the $15,265 compensation
figure is 17.6% of the distance between $14,166 and $20,422. To translate this
into Anchorage dollars, a COLD index is calculated which is 17.6% of the distance
between the Anchorage "intermediate and "higher" budget COLD indexes (i.c,
17.6% of the distance between 132 and 128 or 17.6% x 4 = 0.704; and 132 - 0.704

= 131.296%). This multiplied times the $15,265 figure is the Anchorage equivalent.
($20,042—rounded to $20,040) of the $15,265 compensation figure in the "lower
forty-eight." A similar method is utilized for other cities and for compensation
figures which fall between the "lower" and "intermediate" budget cost.

Note: See footnote 3, Appendix Table | for definitions of categories.
The COLD (Cost of Living Differential) indexes for each city are from Table IV.



Appendix Table V
A\

1975-76 PROJECTED AAUP SCALES TOR AVERAGE ACADEMIC

Percentiles

ANCHCRAGE
PROFESSOR
..ASSOCIATE
ASSISTANT
INSTFUCTOF

. FAIRPANKS
PROFESSES
A5SCCIATE
ASSISTANT
INS TKUC T7}P

JUN - TCUG

PPOFGSSOR
ASSOCIATE

assi stat.t

[f:STfUC TOR

ANCHGP.AGE
ppor-csr.rp
ASSOCIATE
ASSISTANT
INSTRUCTOR

FAIRBANKS
PROr-CSSCR
ASSOCIATE
ASS! STANT
INSTRUCTOR

JUN - prVviG
PPtJFESS T
ASSOCIATE
ASSISTANT
INS.TI'UC Kjt

YEAR COMPENSATION ADJUSTED FCR ALASKA

"COLD" OF SELECTED ALASKA CITIES 1
95 90 80 70 60 50 40
CATCAF-cY |
66720. 6351C. 6C50C. 379CG. 3702). 35120. 36720.
32C90. 30)20, 25.-3C. 2527C. 27770. 27110. 25600.
2527C. 26230. 2292C. 226£C. 233 10. 22700. 22330.
21060. 20370. n::o". 19610. 1 v20. i?2.070. 1C600.
CCST QF LIVING INDEX
ANCHORAGE LCW D HIGH
1.5100 1.3 500 1.3 occ —_—
_ .catec—cp.y J
6)020. 6E530. 65:10. 62329. 6129). 391HO. 36720.
35790. 23F20. 321?C. 3156  3C970. 30220. 2"-630.
2016C. 27650 . 2(:£20. 261 CO. 259)0. 25220. 2a360.
23303. 2263). 22050. 21560. 21023. 21733. 20600.
CCST CF..LIVING INDEX
FAIRBANKS LCW “CO  HIGH
1.600G 1.5000 1.6503
CATCCOPY I
66720. 63510. 03CIC. 37950. 37020. 3512), 36720.
32090. 3c32c. 2"CCC. 2327c. 2777). itiMi 2 ).
25270. 76.:33. 2jJ."C. 2366*0. 22317 2276j. 27iVi.
21062. 2::to. 151.50. 19610. 15)2). 1:)670. 16600
COST, rr LIV!IAG IN'OEX
jun - r/'uc i.ci. V.:0 mion
i.5i:c 1.3500 1.3 0.C
CATEGORY?.!
333A0. 37C20. 353 K. 36103. 32723. 31250. 30250
2286 2CTAD. 27%28. 27188. 27660. 25670. 25003.
26870. 2M30. 23260. 22C30. 22AG0. 21G60. 2132).
2G96C. 20270. 199:0. 156SC. 1502y. 15590. 1fc7C
CpST" pr L jvFKG INOE X
ANCHORAGE LOW f-CO  HIGH
............ 1. 5100 1.2500 1. 300J
e aaen. CATFCCPY2A -
62760. 61?"")0.3 033120 . 265C0. 36670. 23550.
33600. 3?7jG0.222 2C. 3)230. 29673. 25600. 27230
277C0. 26t 60.2°C:TO. 2->6CC. 26V-;0. 26200. ?37r0.
2330C. 22520.2217C. 21663. 2113). 20660. 2031C.
COST FF LIVING 1I.".HEX
FAIRBANKS LCw JCD HIGH
1.6300 1.5GCC 1.6500
CATFGCPY2 \

_33)60. 3702). 3ri;i"). 361EG. 3272 ). 31260. S"000.
20r60. ?r760. 27720. 271(0. 29V0. 20(70. 25000.
2617C. ®1?*. 2).67. Z0Ou. 70. ?1560. 21770.
20960. 2C'/:. !/’ .-O. 1969, 19)3: 1-iv/J. 1c270.

CCST or LIVING INT?X
JUN - ofuc irv: Kill)  HIGH
1.5 100 1.3500 1.3000

jo

33770.
27"530.
22190.
1)230.

376 >0"." 362*30.
20770.
26/ 0.
1)050.

29 570

26630.
2526 3.

33770.
26530.
22 1vJ.
12233.

25503,
23010.
205E.).
17760.

71790.
2062),
22 )'20.
19750.

1050).

0"u.3).
177<7).

jo

326v,0.
23220.
Z190C.
1752C.

32600.
25",
2L9: V.
17t>2C.

27123.
2312 2.
2116 3.
17510.

3)260.
25750.
22250,
1)670.

2 713-
i)i.":
2)0!

1791

30

31320
25311
216 2)
170 1)

-:<.)0)
21)0

-0

31323
2331
2iAJ
1701)

25-000.
217 30.
153 1T.
1371).

27130.
26220.
21V7T.
1H25 «



r»

Percentiles

AN CHC =
P=CF -SS;'=
ASS3CIATE
ASS I =-r «VT
INSTF"JCT; "<

BETH FL
PFOF ES5C ~
ASSOCIATE
ASS ISTANT
INS TPtIC TOF

JUN - CCUG
PROF ESSC9
ASSCCIATE
ASST STAM
INS TPUC.TOR

KEMA 1
PPGFESSIT
ASSrCTATF

ASSISTANT
INSTFUCTCF

Appendix Table 7 (continued)

a

95 90 £0 70 GO 50 40 30
CA75CCcY 3
AT75AC. 3-26C. 2222C. 3C6f2. 25930. 27530. 272 20.
26513. 2125:. 2°"C92. 26712. 25232. %5272. 23640. 22-72.
25A2C . vie. ::-=-c. 226 5C. 217CO. (F>?W° <iioCe 15763.
25080. 22222. 222-C. 157CC. 15250. It 5y 183A3. 17750.
CCST CF LIVI®C 1<cX
ANCHCFAGC Lcv vrc HI1".H
.............................. 1..5r3C 1.25C2
CATFGTPY 3
AL66C. 3751C. 3337C. 22112. 2C7C0. 29EA3. 25120. 27563.
2545C. 23C82. 2271C. 27£7C. 272A0. 267AC. 25970. 251S0.
CCST CF LIWFC wucex
BETHEL " LCwW f-CC UGH
2.14CC 1.5 1CC 1.EACO
CATFGCPY 2
__5126C._42220. 26 C2C. 3AA-6C._228C0. 3C9AC. 25860. 25200.
29A7C . Z2A63. 2CC20. 2E54C. 265C0. 23520. 252A0. 2A990.
21A7C. 2E23C. Z318C. 2A22C. 2216C. 22500. 21550. 21050.
2675C..2A56C_. 216JC. 21C2C...2C56C. 2C180.  15610. 19020.
CCST CF LIVI AC INDEX
JUK - ccur. LCW HCC HIGH
1.62CC [I1.AACC 1.2900
CATFGCF Y 3
5310C. AACEC . 275AC. 35c 50. 225C0. 32050. 3C930. 30250.
ACS5C. 2A66C . 21 11C. 2556C. 27540. 2%5A0. 26130. 24930.
326CC. 252A0 . 26C7C. 25C7C. 2356”". 22250. 22720. 21620.
277AC. 256A0. 2Z4CC. 217SC. 2125C. 2C663. 20260. 15650.
CCST CF LIVIAG «NCFX
KEN A1 LCW FCD HICh

1.67:c l.A9cC 1.4400

20

2522 C.
22-5vC.
151 1C.
17330.

27050.
245A0.

26950.
22A00.
20A20.

_18550.

27900.
23180.
2111 C.
19150.

.10

2:233

lv3 -m

26020
2-C-4C

2mM0C
215A0
15650
16100

25260.
22 250.

20300.
1S760.



\575-7t

Percentiles
KrTC-1xml.
PnOFF'Sf"
ASSCGI TZ
ASSIr T**T
inSTr'.C'T -

KCDT A"

PFOFESSCP
ASSC CI AT c
ASSf STif T
INST NLCTIX

MAT - SU

PP.CF C'.SCP
ASSOCI ATE
ASSI STANT
INSTPUC TOP

SITKA
PF.OF FSSCS
ASSCCIATE
ASSISTANT
INST RJC TC-

Appendix 'ichle V (continued)

"CC'-HINI Ty' CCL PISI1=1 :LTICNE CT AVE.-ACC CCMPENSAT ICN II1I

A0 70 60
CAT FOCFV 3
3C91C.
25273.
z1t3:.
ol. 2:-i"1.. A 1:2::.
CCS7 CF LIVTNC HOEX
KETCHIKAN LCN eee(C GF
ICO
CATFCCFV 2
5A56C. AA133. 39CCC. 3665C. 2A533.
A20 <0. 2512C. 21SEC..2 CA2C. 2177:.
2351C. 2ClcC. 26cEC. 2.5F7C. 2A753.
2c27C. 2£6?0. 221SC. Z2A7C. 21952.
CCST CF LIVING INCEX
KCC INK f-CC HIGH
1.1 ACC |I. A£03
CATECCFV 3
A?£cC« aha... 3A75C. 22720. 21153.
37A3C. 217SC. 23320. 2712C. 256A3.
2SEEC. 2£513. :5AC. 22C2-:.- 22:2:.
25A6C. 2273C, 2C6CC. 2CCCC. 19560.
CCST CF LIVING INCEX
MAT - SC LCU NCC HIGH
1* 5A0C 1.2 7CC 1.22C0O
CATECCFX 3
5272C. AA57C. 27£FC. 35A5C . 22750.
*DECC. 2AA2G. ZCCSC. 2536C. 277A3.
" 2227C. 251A0. 25C5C. 2A5CC. 231cCO.
2755C. 2566C. 2225C. 2L6CC. 21110.
CCST CF LIV INC INCEX
SITKA LC« NCC HIGH
l.dcCC I|.AECO 1.A2C3

50 40 10
25165. 231AC. 27510
2A36C. 2?71C+ 22620
;1110 . 2c69C. 15733
IrE 33. 1F3v0. 17 JA3.
32SAC. 31(TOO. "31110,
2766C. 265*0. 25730
2AC-60. 2?7A:3. 225A0.
215AC. 23510. 20270.
253eC. 22360. 277A0
2A6A0. 23990, 22910
2LAIC. 2CS$50. 2C070.
192C0. 1c£r0. 1£053,
3163C. 3C720. 3COA3.
26650. 25350. 2A773.
2213C. 22560. 21673.
2C72C. 26130. 19523.

20 10
2335C.
21010.
1915 0. 17-30
17 ACO
2C7A0.
2394Ce 233*2

dluuLe 2:95¢
19750-

25610. 232CO
21300. 2C5GO
19A2C. 1G659
176 AC. 17200

27710. 2509C
22020. 221-.0
2097C. 2C170
19030. 166 AO

See Appendix Table 1V, footnote 1 for ,..cthcdoloc,y in adjusting AAU? scale*

for Ala ska

"COf.A."



GRIlIE

10

11

12

17

18

55,294

5,936

6,764

7,596

8,500

9,473

10,520

11,640

12,841

14,117

15,431

IS,463

21,816

25,531

29,818

34,607

40,062*

46,326*

* The rate ot basic

of tlie United SL.uo:i Code to the race tor level V of tlie Incentive Schedule (currently 536,000).

55,470

6,196

6,959

7,349

S, 783

9,759

10,871

12,028

13,269

14.5SS

15,997

19,078

22,543

26,434

30,812

35,761

41,397*

55,646

6,396

7,214

5,1.02

9, C56

10,105

11,222

12,416

13,97

15,059

16,513

19,693

36,915*

42,732*

$5,822

6,595

7,439

8,355

9,349

10,421

11,573

12,804

14,123

15,530

17,029

20,303

23,997

2-3,140

32,800

38,069*

44,067

55,995

6,796

7,664

8,608

9,632

10.737

11,924

13,192

14,552

16,001

17,545

20,923

24,724

23,993

33,794

39,223*

45,402*

56,174

6,995

7,529

8,861

9,915

11,053

12,275

13,550

14,931

16,472

18,051

21,533

25, '<5]

25,245

34,783

40,377*

56,350

7,196

S

9,114

10,193

11,369

12,626

13,963

15,409

16,943

18,577

22,153

moO 1AJ\J

23,695

35,782

41,531*

56,526

7,396

$,339

9,367

10,481

11,685

12,977

14,256

15,537

17,414

19,093

2.2,763

26,905

21,522

' 36,776*

42,635*

56,702

7,595

3,564

9,620

10,764

12,001

13,328

14,744

16,262

17,835

19,609

37,770*

43 839*

iy tor t-Dnloyees .u the.-iu r.:Leii is llr.ltel by sectfen 330:i of t tie 5

1

56,378

7,796

8,739

9,373

A--, 0,
it'ITHIS-
GI'AIE
INCREASE

5 176

200

225

252

11,047 tmUj

12,317

13,679

15,132

15,693

13,355

20,125

23,953

23,359

k3 oy

33,764*

316

351

3>3

471

516

615

727

994

1154

1335

uctoter 1°3/m



vice-president for finance and comptroller

University of A laska
COLLEGE. ALASKA 99701

April 4, 1975

TO: Dr. Don M. Dafoe
FROM: M. M. Hullinger
RE: Salary Increases

As you are aware, there is a large group of employees within the University
that have similar duties as a group of state employees that are represented
by the Tri-Trades Agreement.

We compared the salaries for persons working for the state under the agree-
ment with the salaries of persons working for the University performing
similar duties and determined that for FY 75 it would require an additional
$550,000 for salaries and fringe benefits to implement the pay as contained
in the Tri-Trades Agreement for our employees.

I believe the University should request funds to pay the University employees
in the Tri-Trades category at the rates provided by the Tri-Trades Agreement.

This group of state employees will be renegotiating tueir contract with the
state at an early date and we should ask that sufficient funds bo given to the
University to allow for extension cf salary provision to our emp'avees per-
forming similar duties.

Attachment



UNIVLIRSITV OF ALASKA
COLLEGE. ALASKA 9970)

February 2k, 1775

TO: M. M. Kullinger
Vice President for Finance and Comptroller

FROM: William N. Case/ 'y
Budget Directci™"i-"

SUBJECT: Tri-traces Salary Analysis fcr University Employees

In conjunction with support efforts by Northern Berrien Personnel
Office, it has been determined that placement of the University
classified employees with Tri-trace job skills onto the Tri-traces
bargaining agreement would cost 5?5*0 in salary and staff benefits.
An additional ccst cf 61.U would be required in the second year to
cover the higher average wage after transition to the new

scale.

For comparative purposes, general cost-of-living increases and negotia—
tions of a new Tri-trace contract have been held without increase.

Likewise, anticipated increases in State Employees salary schedules
has not been estimated nor induced.

mah

1" \ LVl



U OF A vs. STATE GOVERNMENT PAY RAISE COSTS

FY 75 FY 76 Tota !
Uof A System
Uof A Classified (General Government terms) .6 2.1 2.7
Feb. 16, 1975 COLA for Classified 4 .5 .5
Community College 9 4.3 .5.2
Uof A Professional Staff
General Government Terms 1.3 4.0 5.3)
General Government Terms & Area COLA 3.1 6.1 9.2)
Community College Terms 4.3 12.3 16.6)
Uof A Aug. 16, 1974 COLA for 1975 1.0 1.0
Feb. 16, 1975 COLA for Professional .5 .5
Thtal Pay Raises Uof A (4.7 10.9 15.6)
( 6.5 13.0 19.5)
(7.7 19.2 26.9)

Total Pay Raises All Other 15.1 32.5 47.6



Uftivhnsitv of Alaska

College of Business, Economics and'Government

M EMORANTDUM

March 22, 1975

TO: Robert W. Hiatt, President
FROM: Richard J. Solie, Associate Dean
SUBIJECT: Revised Analysis of FY75 and FY76 Salary Increases Requested.

| did not include the cost of merit increases for FY76 since | did not know
what method Bill Case had used to calculate them. | also did not include the
increase in staff benefits since | thought this might be dealt with separately.

You will also note that my summary of increases requested for FY76
includes only the additional increases requested for FY76 above those requested
for FY75. Thus, to get the total added cost for FY76 above the present base,
you would need to add in the FY75 increases as Bill Case apparently did.

I hope these ore satisfactory, but if you have any questions or see the need
for changes, feel free to call me at home (479-2719). I will be there until
6:45 this evening and most of tomorrow afternoon.

RIS :jr
PS: Our xerox machine did a poor job of reproducing the copies, but | am

enclosing the original so you can have other copies made on a better
machine

'ETAM M LY 1Y AIKMAII



ANALYSIS Of UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA
NON-UNION PROFESSIONAL SALARY INCREASES
FY75 and FY76

FY75 Increases in Non-Union Professional Personnel Costs:

A. Beginning FY75 Non-Union Professional
Personnel Salaries $14,811,848

B,, 4% Escalator Clause Increase (8/16/74)
(4% X 91% X $14,811,848) ° 539,151

C. Beginning FY75 Non-Union Professional
Personnel Salaries Plus 4% Escalator
Clause Increase $15,350,999

D. Staff Benefits (C X 16%) 2,456,160

E. FY75 Non-Union Professional Personnel
"Base" Cost $17,807,159

F, Cost of Fitting Non-Union Personnel to
Base Salary Schedule (Including 16%
Staff Benefits) 120,254

G. Cost of Applying Area Cost of Living
Differentials Effective 9/1/74 2 (Incl. Staff Benefits) 1,607,984

H. FY 75 Non-Union Professional Personnel
"Adjusted" Base Cost $19,535,397

The 91% figure is based on the fact that approximately 9% of total professional
salaries were expended between 7/1/74 and 8/15/74; thus 91% would have been
subject to the cost of living adjustment.

This is calculated by taking the FY75 Base Cost (E) plus the cost of fitting
personnel to Base Salary Schedule (F) times the estimated % of total professional
salaries paid to Fairbanks-based professional personnel fox the period from
9/1/74 - 6/30/75 (approx. 80.1%). This, in turn, is multiplied times 11.2%
(the Fairbanks/Anchorage area differential used in the State of Alaska general
employees' salary schedule).



l. Cost of 9/1/74 Requested 7.7% Salary
Increase (Incl. 16% Staff Benefits) $ 1,343,799

J. Cost of Additional G.4% Salary Increase
Requested for 1/1/75 (Incl. Staff Benefits) 708,043

K. Cost of 4% Escalator Clause Increase
Effective 2/16/75 5 (Incl. Staff Benefits) 348,569

L. Total FY75 Non-Union Professional
Personnel Cost $21,935 ,808

M. Summary of Increases Requested for
Non-Union Professional Personnel-FY 75
(above Escalator Clause Increases):

1. Cost of Fitting to Schedule (F) $120,254
2. Cost of Area Differentials (G) 1,607,904
3. Cost of 7. 7% Increase-9/1/74 () 1,343,799
. 4. Cost of 6.4% Increase-1/1/75 (J) 708,043

$3,780,080

Approximately 12% of total professional salaries are paid out in July and August
thus leaving 88% to which the September 1st 7.7% increase would be applied.

The 6.4% salary increase is based on the 10.7% increase negotiated for
Community Colleges to be effective on 1/1/75 less the 4% Escalator Clause
increase already granted to Senior College faculty on 2/16/75. ~1.107 _ ~
This is multiplied times the estimated 58.86% of the 1.040
salaries from September 1st still to be paid after January 1st.

The 4% increase was applied to the estimated 73.94% of the salaries from
January 1st still remaining to be expended on February 16th.



FY76 Increases lor Non-Union Professional Personnel

A.

PY75 Non-Union Professional Personnel
Cost (loL.)

Cost of Extending FY75 Increases and
Adjustments to Full Year in FY76 b

1. Cost of extending -8/15/74-4%
Escalator Clause Increase $61,854

2. Cost of extending-2/15/75-4%
Escalator Clause Increase 560,346

3. Cost of extending Salary Schedule
Placement Costs 16,398

4, Cost of extending Area Differentials 219,271

5, Cost of extending 9/1/74-7.7%
Increase 183,245

6. Cost of extending 1/1/75-6.4%
Increase 658,835

FY76 Base Cost Before Increases
(A + B)

9.7% Salary Increase Requested to be Effective
7/1/75 (9.7% X C)

Total Requested FY76 Non-Union Professional
Personnel Funding (Excluding Merit Increases

and Increase in Staff Benefits)

Summary of Increases and Adjustments Requested
for FY 76

1. Cost of Extending I'Y75 Increases
to Full Year in FY76 $1,699,949

2. 9.7% lIrcrease - 7/1/75 2,292,668

Total Increase Requested - FY76

$21,935,808

1,699,949

$23,635,757

2,292,668

$25,928,425

$3,992,617



The cost of extending FY75 increase to a full year in FY76 is calculated
as follows:

a. The full year cost is determined by dividing the % of salaries
remaining to be expended at the time the increase was applied
in FY75 into the FY75 Cost of the Salary Increase. For example,
if at the time the increase was applied in FY75, 88% of the salaries
remained to be expended, the FY75 increase would have been
applied only to that 88%. (0.88 X Total Salaries X % Salary
increase = FY75 Cost of Increase). Thus

Full Year Cost of Increase = Total Salaries X % Salary Increase

= FY75 Cost of Increase
0.88

b. Subtract the FY75 cost of the increase from the Full Year Cost of the
Increase. The remainder is the Cost of extending the FY75 increase
to a full year basis in FY76.
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