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Referred: Finance

Original sponsor Coghill

BY THE HEALTH, EDUCATION AND
IN THE SENATE SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 12 (HESS)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act providing for the issuance of general obliga—
tion bonds in the amount of $38,550,000 for the
purpose of paying the cost of school construction;
and providing for an effective date."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. For the purpose of paying the cost of school construction,
general obligation bonds of the state in the principal amount of not more
than$38,550,000 may be 1ssued and sold. The full faith, credit, and
resources of the state are pledged to the payment of the principal of and
interest and redemption premium, i1f any, on these bonds. These bonds shall
be issued under the provisions of AS 37.15 as those provisions read at the
time of issuance.

* Sec. 2. If the issuance of these bonds is authorized by the qualified
voters of the state, a special fund of the state to be known as the "1990
school construction fund"” shall be established, to which shall be credited
the proceeds of the sale of the bonds described in sec. 1 of this Act
except for the accrued interest and premiums.

* Sec. 3.The amount of $38,550,000 1is appropriated from the ™"1990
school construction fund” to the Department of Education to be allocated in
accordance withrthe following projects and estimates:

(1) Tok school completion $13,250,000
(2) Glennallen school completion
(3) Ketchikan high school renovation
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* Sec. 4. IT the issuance of these bonds is authorised by the qualified

voters of the state, the amount of $134,925 or as much of that amount as ie

found necessary is appropriated from the general fund of the state to the

state.bond commiitee to carfy out the provisions of this Act and to pay
expenses 1incident to the sale and issuance of the bonds authorized in this
Act. The amounts expended from the appropriation authorized by this sec—
tion shall be reimbursed to the general fund from the proceeds of the sale
of the bonds authorized by this Act.

* Sec. 5. The amount withdrawn from the public facility planning fund
for the purpose of advance planning for the improvements financed under
this Act shall be reimbursed to the fund from the proceeds of the sale of
bonds authorized by this Act*

* Sec. 6. The question whether the bonds authorized in this Act are to
be issued shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the state at the
next general election and shall read substantially as follows:

Proposition
State General Obligation School Construction
Bonds $38,550,000
Shall the State of Alaska 1issue 1its general obligation
bonds in the principal amount of not more than $33,550,000
for the purpose of paying the cost of school construction?
Bonds Yea f 3
Bonds No [ 1]

* Sec. 7. This Act takes effect Immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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Referred? Health”™ Education and
Social Services and Finance

[l THE SENATE BY COGHILL
SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 12
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act providing for the issuance of general obliga—
tion bonds in the amount of $17,550,000 for the
purpose of paying the cost of school construction;
and providing for an effective date."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. For the purpose of paying the cost of school construction,
general obligation bonds of the state in the principal amount of not more
than $17,550,000 may be issued and sold. The full faith, credit, and
resources of the state are pledged to the payment of the principal of and
interest and redemption premium, 1f any, on these bonds. These bonds shall
be i1ssued under the provisions of AS 37.15 as those provisions read at the
time of 1issuance.

. *.éec?v&- If the |ssuance of these Qpnds is authorized by th%Yq%FI'fled
voters of the state a special fund of the state to be known as the "1990
school construction fund”” shall be established, to which shall be credited
the proceeds of the sale of the bonds described in sec. 1 of this Act
except for the accrued interest and premiums.

* Sec. 3.The amount pf $17,550,000 1is appropriated from the ™"1990
school constructlon fund” tolthe Department of éducatlon to be allocated in

accordance with the following projects and estimates:

amount of $61,425 or= a®uch of that amount as 1is

m *



found necessary is appropriated from the general fund of the state to the
state bond committee to carry out the provisions of this Act and to pay
expenses 1incident to the sale and issuance of the bonds authorized in this
Act. The amounts expended from the appropriation authorized by this sec-
tion shall be reimbursed to the general fund from the proceeds of the sale
of the bonds authorized by this Act.

* Sec. 5. The amount withdrawn from the public facility planning fund
for the purpose of advance planning for the improvements financed under
this Act shall be reimbursed to the fund from the proceeds of the sale of
bonds authorized by this Act.

* Sec. 6. The question whether the bonds authorized in this Act are to
be 1issued shall be submitted to the qualified voters of the state at the
next general election and ahall read substantially as follows:

Proposition
State General Obligation School Construction
Bonds $17,550,000
Shall the State of Alaska 1issue 1its general obligation
bonds inthe principalamount of not more than $17,550,000
for thepurpose of paying the cost of schoolconstruction?
Bonds Yes f 1
Bonds No 11

* Sec. 7. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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STATE OP ALASKA Bill Version: CS SSSB 12 (HESS)
1989 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Publish Date: 4/27/89

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST:

Revision Date: L Agency Affected: State Bond Committee
Title: $38,550,000 General Obligations BRU:

Bonds for School Construction

Sponsor: Coghill Components:

Requestor: Senate HESS

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

1FYy 88 1FY 8 1FY 9 1FY 91 1FY 92 1FY 93
OPERATING 1 1 1 1 1 1
PERSONAL SERVICES 1 ) | 0 1 0 ! 0 | 0 1 0
TRAVEL I 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 ] 0 i 0
CONTRACTUAL ! 0 | 0 1 0 ! 0 ! o ! 0
SUPPLIES 1 0 1 0 ! 0 ! 0 i o ! 0
EQUIPMENT 1 0 ! ) i 0 | 0 i 0 i 0
LANDS & STRUCTURES I 0 | 0 1 0 i 0 | 0 1 0
GRANTS, CLAIMS | 0 I 0 1 o 1 0 | 0 1 0
MISCELLANEOQOUS 1 0 1 0 1 0 | 1,349.11 5,488.6] 5,488.6
TOTAL OPERATING 1 0 1 0. 1 0 | 1,349.1] 5,488.6] 5,488.6
CAPITAL

I REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

| GENERAL FUND | 0 0 0 I 1,349.11 5,488.6] 5,488.6

! FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 0 j 0 j 0 | 0

! OTHER 0 0 0 | 0 | 0 | 0

1 TOTAL 0 0 0 I 1,349.11 5,488.6] 5,488.6

POSITIONS:

i FULL-TIME 0 0 0 | 0 0 0

| PART-TIME | 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0

I TEMPORARY 0 0 0 ] 0 Q 0

ANALYSIS: Attach a separate jaage for analysis.

Prepared By: Milt Barker Phone: 465-2350

Division: Treasury /7 / Date: 2ri2231
Approved by Commissione ate:
Agency: Department of>l(evenue

Distribution (by preparer)
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) page __ of __



STATE OF ALASKA Bill Version: SSSB 12

1989 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Publish Date: 4/26/89
FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST:

Revision Date: Agency Affected: State Bond Committee

Title: $17,550,000 General Obligations BRU:

Bonds for School Construction

Sponsor: Coghill Components:,

Requestor: Senate HESS

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)

Il FY 88 1| FY 8 1 FY 9 [ FY 9l 1 FY 92 1 FY 93
OPERATING 1 1 1 1 1 1

PERSONAL SERVICES I o] 1 o] ! 0 1 o] 1 o] 1 o]
TRAVEL 1 o] 1 0 i 0 ! o] ! o] 1 o]
CONTRACTUAL ! o 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 [ 0
SUPPLIES I o] 1 0 i 0 1 0 I 0 1 o]
EQUIPMENT I 0 ! o] I 0 1 0 ! o] 1 o]
LANDS & STRUCTURES I 0 | 0 | 0 | 0 1 0 I o]
GRANTS, CLAIMS 1 0 i 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0
MISCELLANEOUS 1 0 o I o | 6142 | 2498.712,498.7
TOTAL OPERATING 1 0 | 0 1 0 | 6142 | 2,498.72,398.7

1 CAPITAL 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

1 REVENUE 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)

| GENERAL FUND 0 0 0 | 6142 | 2,498.712,498.7

j FEDERAL FUNDS 0 0 0O | O | 0 | 0

| OTHER 0 0 0 | 0 | 0 | 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 j 61420 j 2,498.7]2,498.7

POSITIONS:

| FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

| PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0

I TEMPORARY 0 I 0 0 0 0 0

ANALYSIS: attach a separate page for analysis.

Debt service assumes 10 year bonds at an average

interest rate of 7.0 percent. FY 91 is one semi-annual

interest only payment.

Prepared By: Milt Barker Phone: 465-2350

Division: Treasury Date: 3-8-89

Approved by Commissioner: Date: 3-8-89

Agency: Department of Revenue

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor

Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies)



BILL VERSION CSSSSB 12

1990 LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISH DATE: 4/26/89
. 'm'vE ‘‘m

REQUEST:
Revision Dale:  2/22/90 Agency Affected: Office*, of the Governor
Title: For the issuance of a general HRU: Elections
obligation bond in the amount of $38,550.000 T
Sponsor:  Coghill Components :.11- Primary & fipneral

Requestor: Coghill

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:
OPERATING FY 91

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS .
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 2.2*

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING:

GENERALFUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

(Thousands of Dollars)

Elections

(Thousands of Dollars)

ANALYSIS :  (Attach a separate page if necessary)
The fiscal impact for FY 90 is -U-. o '
Costs included cover 2 to 3 pages in each O fficial Election Pamphlet,

for printing and typesetting, and costs estimated to cover computer
programming requirements for vote counting purposes.

Prepared by rM&iimda Edgeworth Phone  46.5-46LL
Division ;»/ Division of Elections Date
Approved by Commissioner: Date: 2

Agency: __Division of Elections

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies)
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CONTINUATION Of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Bill/Resolution No. CSSSSB 12 (HESS)

However, these <costs are based on the assumption that all
candidates and issues will fit on three ballot cards, which is the
norm.” It should be-noted, however that should the inclusion of
this 1issue require a 4th ballot to be printed, the cost increase
AMWrruld have to be calculated at 16 cents per ballot x approximately

320,000 voters. The total cost of printing the additional ballot
card would be $51.2

Under these circumstances the fiscal note would be:



| P !
« STATE OF ALASKA . BILL VERSION: CSSSSBI2 (HESS)

1990 LEGISLATIVE SESSION " P PUBLISH DATE:__A/26/89

Revision Dale: 1/29/90 ... | AganreyAlTccted: O ffice of the Governor
Title: Issuance of general obligation bondsfrpn Elections

bonds in the amount of $17,550,000 for the cost of
SKflrcaiXX school construction  TT- Primary ft General
Requestor. Coghill Elections
Sponsor: Coghill

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 91 FY 92

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL 2.2*
SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER

TOTAL

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME
P\RT-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS :  (Attach a separate page if necessary)
The fiscal impact for FY 90 is "-0-.

* Costs included cover 2 to 3 pages in each O fficial Election Pamphlet,
for printing and typesetting, and costs estimated to cover computer
programming requirements for vote counting purposes.

Prepared by : f=-Cnda _Edgewonth . Fhonc: 465-46.11.
Division :» / Division of Elections p Date: Lj2--1/ZL
Approved by Commissioner: MY Datc:

Agency: Division of Elections/

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor

Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ics)



CONTINUATION OFf FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Bill/Resolution No. CSSSSB12 (HESS)

However, these <costs are based on the assumption that all
candidates and issues will fit on three ballot cards, which 1is the
norm. It should be" noted, however that should the inclusion of

this issue require a 4th ballot to be printed, the cost increase
would have to be calculated at 16 cents per ballot x approximately
320,000 voters. The total cost of printing the additional ballot
card would be $51.2

Under these circumstances the fiscal note would be:



STATE OF ALASKA-
1990 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE

'request:

Revision Date: 12/7/89
Title: Obligation Bonds,

constructiPn(17,550.0)
Sponsor: Coghill
Requestor: Coghill

. ti- .
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:

OPERATING FY o1
PERSONAL SERVICES

travel .
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS .
MISCELLANEQUS

TOTAL OPERATING

Schools-

FY 92

2.2%

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER

TOTAL

POSITIONS: ¢

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME -

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS : (Attach a separate page if necessary)

* Costs
for printing and typesetting,

inda Edgeworth

Prepared by:
pare- by Division of Electons

Division i _

Approved by Commissioner: .
Agency: Division of Elections '

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
| Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies)

c?d< *alfr>f3a vy

included cover 2 to 3 pages in
and costs

programming requirements for vote counting purposes.

N

. Components «IT .-

Agency Affected; O ffice of the Governor
BRU: Division of Elections

Elections

(Thousands of Dollars)
FY 93

FY 94

Elections Pamphlet,
to cover computer
(Continued)

each O fficial
estim ated

Phone: *65-4611
Date:__LWEI

Date:

v I &



CONTINUATION Of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Bill/Resolution No. SB 12

However, these™ costs are based on the assumption that all
candidates and issues will fit on three ballot cards, which 1is the
norm. ~ It should be-noted, however that should the inclusion of
this 1issue require a 4th ballot to be printed, the cost increase
would have to be calculated at 16 cents per ballot x approximately
320,000 voters. The total cost of printing the additional ballot
card would be $51.2

Under these circumstances the fiscal note would be:






CoMMI ™

FURTHER

DATE TURNED INT FFICE
5/1/89 V 00 ¢

Mr. President:

Committee considered

public school employees®™ collective bargaining agreements; efd

and recommended
[t*"replace with )[]1 same title

[ J or adopt
[1 technical

title change

[ ] attached amendment(s) and
(HB only)

[ 1] _letter of intent adopted

[ ] do pass

[ 1 do not- pass

[ 1 individual recommendations

[ 1 further referral to

FISCAL NOTEFfSI [ ¢"T Figsagch [ ] fiscal impact [ 1 appropriation no FN
[ J $50% [ 1 updated. [ ] previous

[ 1] same as previous Tfiscal note(s) published

MEMBERS SIGNING DO PASS RECO NDATIONS

[ ] Committee Backup attached
/Jo



State of Alaska Bill Version: CSSB 15 (Finance)

1989 Legislative Session Publish Date: .

FISCAL NOTE
REQUEST:

Revision Date: Agency : ah Departments
TITLE: Permitting public school BRU:

employees to engage 1in strikes. -—-—--e——————-
Sponsor: Duncan. Zharoff, et al COMPONENTS:  —mmm—

Requestor:

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 85 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94
Pers.Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land/Build.
Grants/Clainms
Miscellaneous

o [eoleoloNoloNoNo o)
COO0OO0COO0C OO
Sl eleoNoloNoNoNo)
eoleololeloleNole]

o
o
o

TOTAL

o
—

Capital i 0 i 0 i

o o o eoleolololloloNoNe]
o o o [eleololololoNeNe)

o
o

1 REVENUE 0 0

Funding: (Thousands of Dollars)
General Funds 0
Federal Funds 0
Other 0
TOTAL 0

cocoo
cocoo
ococoo
ocoocoo
ococog

Positions:
Fult-Tinme "0
Part-Tinme
Temporary 0

o

co 4

oo
o
oo
o

Date: May 6, 1989
Phone NOTI 465-4821"



IN THE SENATE . BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 15 (Finance)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
62 For an Act entitled: "An Act permitting public school employees to engage
in strikes."

7
81 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
ol * Section 1. AS 14.20.580 1is amended by adding a new subsection to

10 read:

(d) IT the parties do not accept the recommendations of the

advisory arbitrator, the employees may engage in a strike if a majori—

12_!

lNF ty of the employees 1in a collective bargaining unit vote by secret
14 ballot to do so.

15

16

1



OFFERED IN THE SENATE BY BINKLEY

TO: CSSB 15 (

Page 1, line 6, after through page 5, line mAr
Delete all material.
Insert ""An Act permitting public school employees to -engage in

strikes."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 1A.20.580 1is amended by adding a new subsection to
read:
(d) If the parties do not accept the recommendations of
advisory arbitrator, the employees may engage 1in a strike if a majori—

ty of the employees in a collective bargaining unit vote by secret

ballot to do so."

5/6/89

the
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- 5/6/89
Original sponsors: Duncan, Zharoff,
Kerttula, et al.
IN THE SENATE (psre ¢

L721&-X20£>/>/6dL

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 15 (
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act including public school -employees in the
Public Employment Relations Act as class (a)(3) em—
ployees entitled to a right to strike; and providing
for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 14.16.050(a) 1is amended to read:

(a) Thefollowing provisions apply with respect to the operation
and management of the state boarding school as if it were a school
district:

(1) requirements relating to school district operations:

(A) AS 14.03.030 - 1A.03.050 (defining the school
term, day in session, and school holidays);

(B) AS 14.03.083 - 14.03.140 (miscellaneous provisions
applicable to school district operations);

© regulations adopted by the board under authority
of AS 14.07.020(a) that are applicable to school districts and
their schools, unless the board specifically exempts Che state
boarding school from compliance with a regulation;

(D) AS 14.12.150 (authorizing school districts to
establish and participate in the services of a regional resource
center);

(E) AS 14.14.050 (imposing the requirement of an
annual audit);

) AS 14.14.110 (authorizing cooperation with other
\ - nLoeveam 3o
i v VAH
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school districts);

) AS 14.14.130 (directing the employment of a chief
school administrator);

H) AS 14.14.140(hb) (establishing a prohibition on
employment of a relative of the chief school administrator) ;

) AS 14.18 (prohibiting discrimination based on sex
in public education);

(2 requirements relating to state financial assistance
education and the receipt and expenditure of that assistance:

(A) AS 14.17.080 (relating to student count esti-—
mates) ;

(B) AS 14.17.082 (relating to school operating fund
balances);

(C) AS 14.17.160 - 14.17.220 (setting out the proce—
dure for payment of financial assistance, and imposing general
requirements and limits on money paid);

3) requirements relating to teacher employment and retire—
ment :

(A AS 14714 _.105 and 14.14.107 (relating to sick
leave);

(B) AS 14.20.095 - 14.20.215 (relating to the employ—
ment and tenure of teachers);

(C) AS 14.20.220 (relating to the salaries of teachers
employed);

(D) AS 14.20.280 - 14.20.350 (relating to sabbatical

leave provisions for teachers);



with regard to teachers who are administrators and except that
the board may delegate some or all of its responsibilities under

those statutes;

(P AS 14.25 (provisions regarding the teachers

tirement system);

4) requirements relating to students and educational pro

services for exceptional children)

health
education program standards)
©) AS 14.30.400 - 14.30.410 (relating to bilingual
and bicultural education).
14.16.070. APPLICABILITY OF OTHER LAW. AS 23.40.070

23.40.260 (Public Employment Relations Act) apply to the employees of
the state boarding school [WHO ARE NOT SUBJECT TO AS 14.20].
Sec. 3. AS 23.40.200(c) 1is amended to read:

(c) The class in (@) (2) of this section 1is composed of public
utility, snow removal, and sanitation [AND PUBLIC SCHOOL AND OTHER
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION] employees. Employees in this class may
engage in a strike after mediation, subject to the voting requirement
of (d) of this section, for a limited time. The limit is determined
by the interests of the health, safety or welfare of the public. The
public employer or the Jlabor relations agency may apply to the su-—
perior court in the judicial district in which the strike 1is occurring
for an order enjoining the strike. A strike may not be enjoined
unless it can be shown that it has begun to threaten the health,

safety or welfare of the public. A court, in deciding whether or not



16
17
18
19

N

23
24
25
26
27
28
29

to enjoin the strike, shall consider the total equities in the partic—
ular class. "Total equities”™ includes not only the impact of a strike
on the public but also the extent to which employee organizations and
public employers have met their statutory obligations. If an impasse
or deadlock still exists after the 1issuance of an injunction, the
parties shall submit to arbitration to be carried out under AS 09.-
43.030.

Sec. 4. AS 23.40.215 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(c) Notwithstanding (b) of this section, the monetary terms
an agreement entered into between a school district or regional educa—
tional attendance area and its employees are not subject to approval
by the legislature.

Sec. 5. AS 23.40.250(6) 1is amended to read:

(6) "public employee" means any employee of a public em-—
ployer, whether or not 1in the classified service of the public em-—
ployer, except elected or appointed officials [OR TEACHERS OR NONCER—
TIFICATED EMPLOYEES OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS];

Sec. 6. AS 23.40.250(7) is amended to read:

(MN"public employer"™ means the state or a political subdi—
vision of the state, including without limitation, a municipality
[TOWN, CITY, BOROUGH], district, school district, regional educational
attendance area, board of regents, public and quasi-public <corpo—
ration, housing authority or other authority established by law, and a
person designated by the publicemployer to act in 1its interest in
dealing with public employees;

Sec. 7. AS 23.40.250 is amended by adding a new paragraph to read:

9 "regional educational attendance area"™ means an educa-

tional service area in the unorganized borough tpat may or may not

z [ |
include a military reservation, and that contains one or more public

CSSB 15( ) 4



schools of grade levels K - 12 or any portion of those grade levels
that are to be operated under the management and control of a single
regional school board.

* Sec. 8.Nothing 1in this Act terminates or modifies a collective
bargaining unit, vrecognition of exclusive bargaining representative, or
collective bargaining agreement 1if the unit, recognition, or agreement 1is
in effect on the effective date of this Act.

* Sec. 9. AS 14.20.550, 14.20.555, 14.20.560, 14.20.570, 14.20.580,
14.20.590, 14.20.600, and 14.20.610 are repealed.

* Sec. 10. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).



AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE SENATE

TO: CSSB 15 (HESS)

Page 1, lines 6 -8 :

Delete "relating to continuation of the provisions of certain terms of
a teacher"s expired contract, nonretention of teachers, and teacher lay-—
offs;"

Insert "requiring that the salary paid to a teacher whose contract has
expired be determined by the salary schedule set out in the prior contract
based on the teacher®"s years of experience and education as of the begin—
ning of the prior school year; permitting nonretention of tenured teachers
after a determination by a school board that a reduction in staff is neces—
sary because of a decrease 1in school attendance or a reduction 1in funds
available to the school district; permitting a school district in which an
arbitration decision has increased the cost of employee salaries or bene—
fits above the amount proposed by the district to lay off tenured and
nontenured certificated employees during the term of the collective bar—

gaining agreement;"

-1- 5/1/89

am
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Senator Riefc iJehliu* m m MAY 5 1989

Alaska State Legislature

PO Box V (MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Greetings!

This letter comes to express my concerns about CS SB #15 (re: binding
arbitration for public school teachers). Several half baked arguments
have been forwarded in support of this legislation. But none are truly
justified. Let's take a look at them:

le This legislation has been around so lono. we need to move on it.

¥*Since when does longevity equal merit?! If a bill legal-
izing child abuse were around for 15 years, would we then
just go ahead and legalize that?

*Sowhat, does that mean legislators should turn into
wimps and cave in on the issue?

2. This is needed because negotiations drag on for so long and there
is no finality to the process

*They certainly do drag on long... .and that is by choice of
the union (NEA)

a. The Union brings in a proposal which asks for the
moon, and refuses to settle unless they GET the moon

b. It is good strategy to be negotiating in the fall just
before school is supposed to start; then you use negoti-
ations as a club against the school board; see it our
way or we'll strike! Yes, striking is illegal, but it
didn't stop the Anchorage teachers. The Fairbanks crew
has repeatedly taken the famous strike vote in the fall
just prior to school opening

¢c. Unions love to negotiate while school is in session and
on school time, but absolutely refuse to negotiate AT ALL
during the summer! Must not be all that important!

*There “finality" to the process. The school board has the
management right to say "NO" and that is FINAL! And that is
the way it should be!

3. This isn't FULL binding Arbitration?

*Really?! What part of the arbitor's decision can the school
board ignore?

*Just like you can't be part pregnant you can't have "part"
arbitration! Any arbitration is FULL arbitration!

s



Obviously these well worn arguments have nothing of substance to sub-
stantiate them. Now let's look at the three most legitimate questions
to be asked concerning CS SB #15.

L. Is this legislation necessary? Answer: NO!

*A study of teacher negotiated agreements from around the
state will prove the teachers are NOT being treated

"arbitrarily” and "capriciously” as they always complain.
Indeed,.... they are being treated VERY WELL!

Example: In the Fairbanks NS Borough School District

-lst year teacher get $28,369 for NINE months work
-Tod teacher pay is $53, 619 for NINE months work
-Excellent health packeage, as well as life insurance
-All kinds of leaves: legal; sabbatical, adoptive, new
born; military; personal; sick; emergency sick; to
hold public office; NEA?Alaska President's; ETC.!I!!

*And as covered previously there is finality to the nego-
tiations orocess, and they don't have to drag on if the
union didn't want them to.

2. 1s this Legislation constitutional? Answer: MO!

*This is an obvious case of "taxation without representation”;
and, courts in several states have ruled it as such. The
person making final decisions on money matters has got to

be someone who is accountable to the tax payers and voters
in the local communities.

3- Does this legislation benefit the local citizens? Answer: NO!

*This bill serves only the very special interest of the
employee unions (NEA)! Unions are concerned with wages
and working condi tions,....not with the welfare of students.

*Parents and students don't have the organizational structure,
the funds or the time to have "Fly Ins" to Juneau. Thus, we

depend on our legislators to protect us from these well
funded, self interest groups. MAINTAIN LOCAL CONTROL!

PLEASE, be very strong and vote against any legislation that will give,
binding arbitration to public school teachers! Glenn Hackney, almost

singlehandedly kept this wolf from our door for years. Please carry
on the battle!

Thanks for your attention! Cam Carlson "79~23"8
PO Box 80234
College, Alaska 99708

Cam Carlson
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Interior Public

2118 Cushman
Fairbanks. Alaska 99701

May 4, 1989

Senators John Binkley and Rick Uehling, Co-Chairs, and members of the Senate Finance
Committee

Dear Senators:
The Interior Public Employees Coalition supports passage of CSSB 15,

It does not seem fair that such a large group of public employees should be without a method
of finality in bargaining, disruption in the workplace is not appropriate in our school
systems, particularly since education and the school year is such a timely matter.

The public places a high value on education and it seems logical that the Legislature should
protect that value by implementing a process which would avoid strife and disruption.

| have testified at previous hearings on this bill and have listened to those who have opposed
SB 15. | must say | have noted a uniformity of misunderstanding of binding arbitration.
Many of those who spoke against SB 15 confused the different types of binding arbitration
with the different categories of employees recognized under Title 23 (PERA). They further
offered what seemed to be "by rote" testimony claiming arbitrators always find in favor of
employees. Of course, this simply isn't true.

N respectfully request that this letter be read into the Finance Committee record and ask
favorable passage of CSSB 15 from committee.

Sincerely,

Barry
Chairman
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* ALASKA COUNCIL OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

326 Fourth St., Suite 408 Juneau, Alaska 99801 586-9702
POSITION STATEMENT

CSSB 15 "BINDING ARBITRATION UNDER PERA"

The ALASKA COUNCIL OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS urges you to vote NO on
the passage of CSSB 15 "Binding Arbitration under PERA".

Rationale:

1 In addition to verbal testimony the committee received, there have
been resolutions opposing the bill passed by city/borough mayor
associations, borough assemblies from the largest communities in Alaska,
the Alaska Municipal League, all elected public servants just like members
of the legislature, all dLolring to carry out the responsibilities of their

positions.

2. Editorials In major Alaskan newspapers have spoken against this bill.

3. It was demonstrated In the House Finance Committee that they ere
having difficulty with binding arbitration on the state level by the vote
on HB 154 the supplemental bill, not to fund the Labor Relations Agency
for a 1967 binding arbitrator’s ruling.

4. School boards must be able to carry-out the responsibility they have
been given under oath of office.

It 1s said that the union desires finality, yet, under the current process of
collective bargaining, they have been successful In securing a number of
benefits In addition to respectable salaries. Hare are just a few examples

taken from a current negotiated agreement:

1 Association leave

Leave of absence
Emergency leave
Parental leave
Temporary military leave

a ko

Page 2

6. Legal leave

7. Professional leave

8. Civic leave

9. Personal leave ( 6 additional days a year for any reason determined by

the employee)

In addition to leave benefits, districts pay the cost of state required
physical examinations. This has cost the district as much as $800 per
employee.

They have also been successful In securing the work day for teachers 8t
7.5 hours per day to Include break time , time before and after students
attend class. This translates to as much as 5 hours a day that Is the
actual time teachers are required to be with students.

Conclusion: When one really stops to analyse the results of past
collective bargaining agreements and also consider the continuing
employment rights through tenure, we must conclude that school boards
have bargained In good faith and any form of binding arbitration would be
advserse to a strong local board's commitment to education and their right
and responsibility to carry out the tasks of their office.

Therefore we respectfully request the Senate Finance Commute to vote
NO on SB 15 or assign It to a subcommittee for further study.

»



TO: Senate Finance Committee
FROM: Carl F_N. Rose, AASB Executive Director
RE: AASB Legislative Fund Contributions

DATE: May 5, 1989

Per Senator Duncan®s request at the Senate Finance
Committee hearing on May 4, 1989, the list below represents
the school districts who voluntarily contributed to the AASB
Legislative Fund.

Aleutian Region
Annette Island
Bering Strait
Northwest Arctic
North Slope
Ra"lbelt

Sitka

Yupiit
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May 1, J989 Ja.-nea Ston*

Senator Rick Uehlincj
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99311

Re: SB 15
Dear Senator Uehling:

We would like to add out comments fc>J your consideration
regarding SF>iS. This is on behalf of the common constituency
between the North Slope Botough School District and the Arctic
slope Regional Corporation. I understand Oliver Leavitt has
talked with you directly, urging defeat of SB 15.

ASRC supports the position of the North Slope Borough School
District which opposes the passage of 3B15. The passage of SB15
would remove from local control a vast majority of the budget for

the school districts. Self determination and local control has
been a cornerstone of the development of the borough government
on the North Slope. Governor Cowper®s administration has
strongly supported appropriate local government for Alaska,
particularly rural areas. SE15 would be a step away from this.

Further, such intrusion into local decision making raises a
serious question as to the legality of state action in this area;
this should be carefully analyzed before action is taken on the
bill.

Binding arbitration is also very inflationary because
salary and benefits will Ilikely significantly 1increase. This
would force the school boards to cut student instructional
programs to cover the cost of these increases, or raise local
taxes on businesses such as ASRC. With the artificial tax cap on
the North Slope Borough, this 1is particularly troublesome.

Thank you for your consideration to our comments on this
bill.

Sintfferely,
.yoob Adams
resident
ANAKTUVUK PASS ATKASOOK BARROW _ KAKTOVIX NUIQSUT FT HOPE PT LAY VVAINWRIGHT
ONiCE 607A SR, Aedadh B

Pr.C'Oc, (90?) 3''a-23s) lala-.~.c (kC7[3-55-a2U



i MemORrBvor the finance Committee
From: SfifftSy A. McCoy, Vice Pres. Sitka School Board

Reference: SB 15, Binding Arbitration

Senators
Please Consider the following:

1. School board members motives, KIDS. We have nothing to win
or loss, personally. ThiG is not true of NEA members.

2. We are elected and speak for our communities. They are our
3rd party review.

3> We work with allocated funds. Our last advisory arbitrator
was here 1 day, spend 1 week to look over the information,
and give us a bill for $Uq,Q00. Our budget can not support
this type of funds being pulled from education,

We had almost 300 applicates for 9 openings. Does that sound
like teachers aren®"t being paid well and taken care of?

5< School boards are not opposing teachers, we are opposing NEA
trying to use our legistrators to interfere with local control

of elected officials.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 1 know you will be looking
forward to the close of session next week,

E§»$»
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Faor Kuskokwim
School
District

Board of Education
P.0, Box 305 e Bethel, Alaska 99559
907 543-4800 Bxt. 812, 813

May 4,1989

Senator Johne Binkley, Co-Chair
Senate Finance
Juneau, Alaska

Dear Senator Binkley,

The Lower Kuskokwim School District Board of Education opposes binding arbitration
in the negotiation process. | know that you are familiar with the arguments both in
favor of and against binding arbitration but would like to address two points.

1) Last evening on national television U. S. Secretary of Education Cavazos spoke to
the "national report card” on the nation's schools which was not complementary to the
education received by our youngb people. One of the solutions that Dr. Cavazos
suggested was more local control by local boards and parents of the education offered
to our children.  Certainly, binding arbitration in the negotiating process which places
the decisions concerning salaries and conditions of employment in the hands of a
"non local" third party, erodes that control.

22 The Lower Kuskokwim School District has the largest number of Alaska Native
students who fall Into Lau categories A and B In the State.  Should an arbitrator
award substantial salary Increases to certificated staff, the majority of whom do not
speak or understand the Yup'ik language, the ability of the school board to determine
the number of Yup'ik speaking teacher aides and associate teachers required to
ﬁrowde a quality program to our Yup'ik speaking students would be seriously
ampered. Aswe all are aware, a district's operating budget can only stretch so far.

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter and, on behalf of the LKSD Board, urge
you to vote against binding arbitration,

Sincerely,

Harold Sparck, Secretary
Lower Kuskokwim School District
Board of Eduoatlon

mm
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

P.0. Box 62
fjorrov/. Aiaskci 90723

Goorgo N. AhrMOgak, S*,, Mayoi

May 1, 1989

Senator Rick Uchling, Co-Chair
Senate Finance Committee.
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box?~V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Uehling:

Arponlid}?

I am vr.Jting to oppose passage or SB.15 which would mandate

h Lr.dbng arbi.tration.

7ba North Slope Borough School District receives the majority
from State
laws on the
North Slope Borough .School District when its dollar contribution
is less than 10h of our total school budget. I feel

or .its funding from our _local government, not
Federal grant?;. It. is unfair for the State to impose

we exercise maximum, control because the majority

corees from cur own local contribution.

of our

Is SBI5 in the best interest!? of our children?
the impact of sbi 5 or. our students? I strongly submit that SB1

is not in the best interest of our children and
this bill over the interim for continued study.

Respectfully,

N, Ahmaogak,
yor

Sr.

What will

and

strongly that
funding

b-

urge you to hol>



Ann McCoy
7749 0ld Harbor Rood
Anchorage, AK 99504

TESTIMONY
April 28, 1989
Senate H.K.S.S. Committee Hearing on SB 15

I would like this* testimony made part of the record since | was unable to
speak at the hearing.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Ann McCoy. | am a parent and
long time school volunteer. | believe in the value of public education. | am here
today in response to an advertisemsnt | saw in yesterday"s newspaper.

The current system of resolving a labor dispute between teachers and their employer
i9 unfair. The employer has all the power and no incentive to negotiate in good
faith. There is no way to encoui dge the resolution of a conflict. Ibis is not good
public policy. | have lived in the state for almost 20 years. In 1979 | was an
active volunteer in my local elementary school. If you will recall, that was the
year Anchorage School District teachers went out on strike, the strike was declared
illegal and teachers were put in jail. There was no reasonable legal way to resolve
that dispute. | saw the hal@ feelings and disruption that occurred because of the
strike. The effects lingered for over a year and our children were the ones who
suffered because of it and ultimately paid with a decroased quality of education.
While a strike is certainly not an activity to be wished for, a legal solution to
labor disputes that is equitable to both sides is sorely needed. 1 believe the
current system does not always work in the best interest of children.

Members of the education community have more important issues to address. Too much
time, effort, and money have already gone into this effort. School board members
should be focusing their energies on important policy issues, such as school
improvement. Teachers should be focusing on providing quality education in their
classroom. It is past time to address this issue and move on to other things. |
have heard that other states have managed to address finality in the bargaining
process. We should be able to do it, too.

As I said earlier, 1 am here today because of an ad | saw yesterday. It i9 my
understanding that the Association of Alaska School Boards iB an organization that
is mandated in the state law. Its members are the local school boards. The dues
they pay to A.A.S.B. come from state and municipal funds, | strongly object to
using public money for such a high-powered advertising campaign.

It is time to provide a solution to the inequity.teachers have in the bargaining
process. |If the last best, offer arbitration .is not acceptable, perhaps you should
address another type of arbitration. Whatever you do, we need to put this behind us
and get on with the business of providing the best possible education we can for all
children. I encourage you to fairly address the issue and move SB 15 out of your
committee so that it can be addressed on the Senate floor.



Judy Salo, President

ANCHORAGE REGIONAL OFFICE JUNEAU OFFICE FAIRBANKS REGIONAL OFFICE

T THEREET AT
April 3, 1989
TO: Senator Uehling
FROM: Judy
RE: CSSB

NEA-ALASKA STRONGLY SUPTORTS AND ENCOURAGES YOUR
FAVORABLE ACTION ON LEGISLATION TO IMPROVE THE BARGAINING
STATUTE FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT EMPLOYEES.

School districts and school boards around Alaska have mounted an extensive and
expensive campaign against S.B. 15. But, the hysteria raised about this bill needs to
be carefully analyzed. Much of it has been inspired by distortion of fact. This
distortion has been funded by you and | and the other taxpayers of Alaska.

"Local control"/"Right to manage" have been the primary themes. But education is
a significant state responsibility and every education statute is in fact a limitation
of local control.

Those "limitations" exist to promote the public interest in the state of Alaska with
regard to the education of our children. The bargaining statute exists because it is
in the public interest that the teachers and school employees in this state be treated
fairly and with dignity.

Wc are before you with this bill because in too many instances the statute is not
working. The length of negotiations, the amount of public money going into an
inadequate process, and the effect of this process on school district employees are
proof that there is a need for change.

NEA-Alaska worked very hard with the Alaska Association of School Boards to
reach a compromise on this issue. We made significant movement and addressed
several issues that were of concern to them. At several junctures we believed that
we had reached a compromise only to have that reversed at the next meeting. Our
frustration in dealing with AASB is only a mirror of what our members throughout
the state have dealt with at the bargaining table.

Over 6000 members of NEA-Alaska are hoping that this legislature will be the one
that will deal with this issue. The people who are working with our most
important resource are awaiting your action and arc looking to you as our state
lawmakers to finally fix this long-time problem.

This is NOT a bill that asks for more money. This is a bill that asks for equity
and fair treatment. This is hopefully a bill that will produce shorter negotiation’s
periods at less expense both in terms of human and financial resources.

Thank you very much for your time and consideration.

JS01/CSSB15/dI



Viewpoints on Binding Arbitration by Locally Elected Officialsand Concerned Citizens
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Viewpoints on Binding Arbitration by Locally Elected Officialsand Concerned Citizens

COMMITTEE ACTION

Senate HESSCommi ttee hesdecided toplbllicly
hear CS B 15 (ES) and hes Indlacted kmay

pess the @l aut of comirttee.
Sen. HESS Carmittee villl hear the binding arbi-
tratian [l on Arichy, Al ZBth. autof

comittee the livull be heard next IhSenate
Rmance.

THIS ISSUE

Fairbanks editorial
calls binding arb
"bad i1idea"
Rural Mayors
say binding arb

“‘erodes government?"

Binding Arb bill
may be forced
out of Sen. HESS
Legislature cuts

funding for P.S.E.A.

arbitration award

A  Response to
Legislator on

binding arb

BINDING ARB BILL TO BE HEARD:

MAY BE FORCED OUT OF COMMITTEE

Despite failed attempts by the Sen. HESS Subcommittee to
reach agreement between AASB and NEA regarding binding
arbitration, Sen. HESS Chairman Paul Fischer will bring CS SB
15 (HESS) before the committee one last time before session
ends. Apublic hearing on binding arbitration is scheduled for Fri-
day, April 28,1989. Inan attempt to assure passage of this leg-
islation, Senate majority members are being pressured to pass
this bill out of committee. The Association of Alaska School
Boards is hopeful that the Senate will not pass legislation that will
usurp local representative government.

HOUSE FINANCE CUTS FUNDING FOR

P.S.E.A. ARBITRATION AWARD

The House Finance Committee nixed funding for an arbitration
award that called for a substantial increase in salaries for
P.S.E.A. members. Rep. Swackhammersaid itwas notin keep-
ing W|th re ent on5|aerat|on to C}J] fundln% b %% ?]6%
Pre ent o0l boarasare |vené e same Kind o authorit
to decl het er oaccesp |sor}/ arb|trat|op awar
\(/}/Q%nC Setermmmg what IS In the best Interests of schoo
ICt

MAYOR®"S CONFERENCE RESOLUTION

SAYS BINDING ARB WILL ERODE

REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT

In a resolution unanimously passed February 10th, 1989 the
North & Northwest Mayor’s Conference ¢ame out galn t pas-
sa e of binging arbltratL n, bill. I cted
ﬁ oaras' respons% I|I(§¥t0 determine t eexP naityre
% ﬁatlé) iD blic L1 recejved for education an '[8
esta 1S %t onal po % IVIﬂ%SUCh authority an
power to an arpitrator erodes representative government,
takes final decision-making on essential budget and manage-
ment decisions away from elected public officials, places such
decisions inthe hands of a person who is not accountable to local
voters, and therefore removes political responsibility from such
decision-making," reads the resolution.

(' more)
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AT ADMINISTRATOR FLY-IN:

A RESPONSE
Dear Represertative Larson:

'[M] attended the recant Fy-In of the Alaska Association of
School Adninistrators. .. Inyour talkyou made two camnpari-
sonswith state lewel issues thatwere goparently intended tobe
somewhat analogous 1o binding interest arbitration at a school
district leel.

FNEUTRAL RECOMMENDAT IONS!!

--- Arstyou mentioned the recentMcDowel 1 study of areaaost
differenmalsfunded by the Legislature forthe purpose of acouir-
ing dojective, thirdparty recommendations outsice the liical
arema. However ... the legislature did rot, and coulld rot, bird
itsifinadvance tothe inplementation ofthe McDowel I recom-
mendations. .. trelr recommendations were intended to pro-
duce aosideration by the Legislature inthe context of other
Tactorswhich you and your fellov legislators must westle n
determiningwhat, nyour judgement, Isinthe best interestsof

An analogous sitLaticn al ready exists relative to school district
allective bargaining on two leels. Ifthe parties cannot agree
a reutral third party mediator triesto assist them mreachinga
nmutLal ly acoeptable settlerent. ifttetfails, an advisory abitra-
121 reviess the issues and makes recommendations for an
agreament. The school board, as laallyelected plblicafficials,
then reviens those recommendatiions inthe cormtextof the other
variables affectirg the goeration of the district and makes a
cecision as towhat, inttelr judgement, s inthe best interests
of the district.

Compulsory binding Interestarbrtration Isvestlydifferatt,
howvever, because the arbitrator does not recommend.
Insteed, he or she establishes public policy and deter-
mines the expenditure of public funds.

FLAYOFFS & FUNDING!

The other camparison you drew dealtwith how the Legislature
might: handlle the request far a supplemental goprgpriation t
cover increeses in bargained insurance baefits for state
employees. You indicated thet tre Legislature may notfundthe
Incresses, thus necsssirtating massive laoffs. This intummay
force the parties to the bargaining teble to negotiate some form
of insurance cost cormtainment.

Such a sittation ot analogous to similarcircunstances na
school district. A schooll board could not refuse to appropri-
ate funds to pay fora neg otlated Item, as thiswould be a
ocontract violation subject to mandatory binding grievance
arbitration which the district would Inevitably lose. The
detrictdoes not have the same latitLce as the state to lay off
employees because the Legislature has already tied the hands
of astriats relatie o layoff of cartaficated employees.™

Regectfully,
B.A. Weinberg

DAILY NEWS-MINER

EDITORIAL
AGAINST BINDING ARB

"Powerful Weapon-*

Teachers have a good chance thisyear of getting some-
thing they™ve been trying to get foryears: binding arbitra-
o inantract talks and the ngitto strike.

I1BADJDEA1

For citizan.swho are not teachers, the hill Inthe Leg-
islature remains as bad an Ideaas leverwas. The dif-
ference isthat this year there doesn™t appear tobe a
committee chairmanwho Isprepared to take the heatt
Tromteachers® labbyistsand kil It Iftgets totre flar,
most legislative obsenvers expect o pess.

Binding arbrtratian, as the 1ssle salled, would greatly
improve the teadhers™ hand inaontract talks. The threatof
a strikewould be an effective weapon N extracting con-
cessions at the bargaining teole.

TUNFAIR TREATMENT??1

As the sitLation stands, teachers cannot strile. Theoreti-
ally, at lesst, school distrids can impose a aontract on
‘teachersand foroe them towork under EThismightseem
unfair to teadhers, but even the strogest supporter of
binding arbitration must adnit tret, at lesst in the Fair-
banks North Star Borough, contracts negotiatedunder the
present system have been very good 1 teaders. The
school adninistration, the schooll board and the borough
assembly are not going to foroe teadhers towork under a

aotract they fird unacoeptable.

Binding arbitrationtakes the decisionoutof lacal hands. IF
‘teachers struk, municipal leederswould be bombarded
withdemands toopen the sdhools. ks lielythey would
tum to the courts forkellp. The [l provides ttetwhen a
community seeks an injucto, the contractwilll be sub-
mrtted to a state-gopointed arbiter, whose decision ntre
metterwill be binding to both parlies.

TREMAIN LOCAL1

Communities, which pay a major part of school ex-
penses, should not be forced to accept decisions
made by an outside arbrter. Negotiations with local
‘teachers should remain In local hands.

We hope that a legislatorwill come forward with the
strength to prevent the hill from passing. But ifthisis
the year that the Legislature passes a binding arbitratin
hilHorteaders, we urge trat iiinclude a provisiontoal lov
comunities tovote on whether tshould gply.™

Fairbanks Daily News-Miner, editorial, Fairbanks, Alaska
April23, 1989.
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COMMITTEE ACTION

Senate HESS Commirttee has decided topblicly
hear CS 8 15 (£5) and hes Irdicated kmay
pess the Al out of comirttee.

Sen. HESS Committee villl hear the birding arbi-
trationalll on Frichy, Axill Bth. Antacipatirg saft

Inthe Serate, the House hes alreedy
cal ahaarlrgﬁ’SB BrextiWednesday
IhHouse HES,

THIS ISSUE . ..

Union admits
"no need for binding

arb,”says arbiter:

Arbiter rules against

binding arbitration

A.A.S.B. fund

guestioned

North Slope
requests Legal

review of binding arb

Reject binding arb,

says Letter to Editor

Lessons from the
Mat-Su advisory

arbitration

MAT-SU TEACHER UNION
ADMITS "NO NEED FOR
BINDING ARB*

SAYS ARBITRATOR

ARBITRATOR RULES AGAINST USE

OF BINDING ARB

nthevvnttenre ort-April 3,1989-regardin adwso tr
énra IOH ﬁ éﬁ IP/Iat Su%duca onAs at|on N §1 t

choo Boar arb|fer Tim, Bornst%}n IuntI demed
Feac er unjon's pro gsa to institute bin (lqmter st arb|trat|on
or the Settiemerit of disputes over new contract terms:

"While the District's objections tothis proposal appearto

be well taken on both practical and legal grounds, for
me the [Mat-Su Ed.] Association's candid acknowl-
edgment at the hearing that it has experienced no
need for blndlnﬂ Interestarbitration inthis districtis
itself compe reason for denying the
Association’s proposal

Borpstem }on to say that "Bmﬂmg mtere?t arbitration effec -
n/e K al%u s%ea tHal decision over the terms of a new contract in

Ird party.”

Bornstem ended rthe dascussm
clause’in |ssc | dlistrict
se INAlaska, andt esenous

kalaw, | recommendagainst this

k
theYa F rae%egl?ﬂte orsucﬁti
clou over|ts|ega|tyunderA
proposal.”

After days of teachers pjcketing the agministrative building, the
SC ooﬁj oard ‘ast night o,ecns gto |m|c(11ement t ecom&et% pay
Increases the arbiter had aavised. o

more

%Lblndmg ar%ltratl n with this.
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AN CH DAILY NEW ime

0 R A
LEYTER® RE) ECT BINDING ARB SAYS
KENAI BOARDMEMBER

"Two years ago, during the negotiations then tak-
ing place, our taxpayers on the Kenai Peninsula
were vocal and assertive intheirgoals concerning
school staff wages. | find it hard to believe that
these same folks will approve the notion of binding
arbitration that will remove control from the locally
elected school board and give that control to a
dlsmterested out3|de third party. That is what we

ce withCS S nd mongtary ISsues are not

all that VcYOU| be 0 resse even school pol-
|cy could go to an arbiter.

Mildred M. Martin, President
KenaiPeninsula Borough SchoolBoard
April23.1989 Letterto the Editor,
Anchorage Daily News

OTHER LESSONS FROM THE

MAT-SU ADVISORY ARB

REPORT ...

School districts should beware to incorporate
ground rules that limit what an arbiter may rule on.
Language should be included to limit the arbitra-
tion of itemstothose actually onthe table when the
district and union go into mediation or arbitration.

Ins ite of the Mat-Su, District In ormlnrq the
Iter that bindl Jﬁﬁ]arbmatmnwa not aneqo-
t|a e Issue, and therefore not arbitrable,
[blter de8|ded {0 entertahn arguments on t
clause and to decide on the ISSue anyway.

Mat-Su’s district representatives entered the arbi-
tration hearing with the understanding that the
binding arbitration clause had been tabled as an
issue, and were not prepared to discuss the item.
But at the hearing a new NEA representative
showed up and placed it on the table once again.

AASB has previously voiced concern that arbitra-

tors sometimes have the tendency to exceed their
authority.

-XS3BH

B S

SLOPE REQUESTS

[

NORTH

LEGAL REVIEW

The North Slope School Board has requested a
legal review of binding arbitration as it pertains to
the "constitutionality question. A letter sent to
legislators states, "The Supreme Courts in five
other states have already held compulsory binding
arbitration laws as unconstitutional. We would ap-
predate a legal review of this bill and request that
all school boards throughout Alaska be glven a?
copy of your study." - E

BRISTOL BAY ASSEMBLY

PASSES RESOLUTTION

AGAINST BINDING ARB

The Bristol Bay Borough assembly passed a reso-
lution on April 24th, 1989 saying that binding arb is
counterto the pr|n0|ples ofa represent tlyeformo

overnment .that %II' an par (f
treatment of the bin Ing arb bill Is In jeaparay
due to political pressures brought to bear by the
teacher unions of the state."

JfeSsft

A_A_S.B FUND COMES

UNDER SCRUTINY

AASB's efforts to educate the public on educa-
tional issues have come under question. Recently
AASB sank nearly $6,000 into statewide "THANK

mATEACHER"television spotsto gamersupportfor

teachers and education ingeneral. Most recently
AASB spent $2,700 on half page advertisements
In newspapers to educate the public about the
effects of binding arbitration on theircommunities.

Certain legislators are specifically questioning the
newly formed AASB Legislative Network Fund,
which--in a letter dated April 21 to school board
presidents--states: "The purpose of this one-time
contribution fund isto ... educate and garner the
public's support and media attention.. .If you are
unable to afford the monetary contribution, your
individual efforts to assist the AASB lobby effort
are appreciated.”

Wh are funds for this being questioned when
éggor%eThank- A-Teacne C#campa?gn Were
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COMMITTEE ACTION

On Marcn 22Serate C&RA Committeemoved a
CS frSS 55 Intome Serate HESS Comittee.
devel i GHI%WHESIEESS
acCs i Into
(Pelodacshyging treatert bl
teadhersduring revenue ceclires, and aontinu-
ation of teeders”™ salariessduning ool leohe bar-
% 1hen created a subcomittee o ad-

Novetedon: norefentdon oftead’ersmould

Include two new causes
mafsdfasdetemn"ed mesdm board
a reduction of aailzble O the

sdoo detric Pro/lsrrsaqolymlytotaadwers
hired on or after the effectine

Tawre: Serate HESS changed terure fran a
two-year periad toa fveyear periad Taraoul-
sinoftaue ks

Cmtlrmrgcmlra:ls When anesterontrecl B
no laer heffectandwhen a new one hasnot

been adopted an enployer would not be re-
quired 1o provice any salary Inoreeses farexpe-
rienee areducation earmed since the epiratin
oftheantrect. Promsqqo%tetead’ersﬁst
hired on or aftathe effectinve
Senate HESS created a subcomittee, with
-Serator Jim Duncan, prime sposor of the bind-
|[gabma]m [ll, as tre sole member of the

ittee. No subcomittee mestings
have been scheduled at tistine.

THIS ISSUE ...

Anchorage Chamber
of Commerce

Matanuska-Susitna
school board

State report calls
binding arb expensive

P.T.A. steers clear of
binding arb

P.T.AL. STEERS CLEAR OF

BINDING ARB BILL
The Alaska Parent Te ers souat
0zen resoIH 10 s a ecﬂﬂg
onvent|on | ast Wee | [a
\Was, not amon em. Citingt e 3|v
on thés contr ersia ss ewou
|dn ake anoffi |a 0S| |one erway. PTAQTTIC snoe
t? schoo oar me Lan feac jrsm a sma |on

% ﬁmemb rship [total, 17,000}, an eres
membership, mostyp fs, is not steeped int e|ssues
ANCHORAGE

sed a half-

PTA%& thelr annuial
M %mam
ectt attagm sa

a
ave on Its memper h|p

BUSINESS LEADERS:

JUST SAY NO TO BINDING ARB

The %a e Chamberof Com ercevolcedthelr smon
b|n Ing arbitration In a recent ||c hearin Marc ?
e nch ra mber

mem ers Iﬂ'[ e USI

Duane Heyman, president of t
merce, said his orEanlzatlon has overl

nes ommun| esenting over 38,000 employees. Heyman
sad t e 5100 g{ mar\a% ment ng?]tsw Xt In the est
Interests of the State of A

STATE REPORTS CALL BINDING ARGB

EXPENSIVE, CITE "CHILLING EFFECT?"*
EXCERPTFROUOFFKEOFUA/IAQEyENTAWBUOGET STATE SALARYt BENEFITS EPORT. JANJARY 1865

ere are dse!ne Instances where collect|ve gammgI
;I) emente Ba éxmalor ole Intaisin sa r|e Tire 1972
E%T g&%&%@l erest aritra on WOSG 6SSEN-

\Were pr |ted rom r|k|n erethis has
een Implemented, itap ars fo0 havel {0 rapid increases In
pay (contlnued on back)

PKBCZNT IT WM CH PAY INGUA& X HA71
nCH«P INFLATION. I N M

m PALOVIIM Q SAOM tT8

1BpLBel

Sourw: Offlo*«FM«vg*nrt and Budgh. Sva« SxWy 4 fepon. Jan. 1968
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STATE REPORTS continued

R ANUARYOLJ™ID ccunex report

"The only bargaining unitto consistently use inter-
est arbitration has been the law enforcement unit.
The salary schedule for this unit has been in-
creased overthe majority of State employees as a
direct result of interest arbitration."

It is the State's opinion ttﬁxt aC m?ulsory
Bnterest.arbnratlon asa ‘chilling’ effect on the

algalning Process. it has also been the State's
experience that a union does not seriously pursue
a mutual agreement when it believes it has a
chance to secure more of its demands from an
arbitrator than from the employer. For example,
the State and PSEA reached tentative agreement
on a new contract in 1987. The membership re-
jected the agreement. Subsequently, the union
had twenty-three (23) changes for a better deal
from the arbitrator.”

Salary Differences
With"and without
Binding Arbitration

— Public Silaj Unit

—- Gmexil Co*. Unit

DOAdtu.

1974 1974 1971 1910 1912 1914 1914 1911
YEAR

SOURCE: OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, STATE OF ALASKA EMPLOYEE
COMPENSATION AND BENEFITS, JANUARY, 1984. P. 17.

A NOTE ON OVERTIME: wnite overtime may

account for some of the increase in salaries, it
should be noted that the issue is itself an arbitrable
item within public safety unit negotiations, and
subject to increase due to arbitrations. The base
salary for the public safety unit--with binding arbi-
tration—s 45% higher than the general govern-
ment unit.

MAT-SU: BINDING ARB
w ,bLL ULTIMATELY RESULT

INLOSS OF
«

CHILDREN®"S PROGRAMS

"Dear Senator Fischer:

It is my understanding that SB 15 [binding arbitra-
tion] has been passed out ofthe C&RA Committee
and is now in your committee. As President of the
Matanuska-Susitna School Board, | must tell you
that 1am very much concerned about this hill.

I fear that passage of this bill will not only result in
the loss of our present ability to resolve our nego-
tiation with employees of our school districts locally
but will ultimately result in losses of programs
needed by our children. It seems like a great
paradox to me that the legislature would consider
passing such a hill at a time when we are looking
at deficits and losses of revenue. This bill will cost
the state money.

I am alsc concerned that passing such a bill will
make school boards impotent intheir dealings with
employees. If employees are assured of binding
arbitration as a way of resolving their labor dis-
putes, what incentive isthere forthemto enter into
good faith bargaining with their school board?

We have within our present policies, opportunities
to resolve at the local level our negotiations to the
satisfaction of all parties. What we do in our nego-
tiations reflects not only our understanding of the
contributions our employees make and fair com-
pensation for their work but also reflects the com-
munities in which we live. SB 15 is not legislation
that this state needs.

Sincerely,
Kenneth P. Fallm, X, Presidant
MATANUSKA-SUSITNA SCHOOL BOARD



viewpoints on Binding

COMMITTEE ACTION

Sinethe Senaite HESS created a suboaomittee,

with Seretor Jim Duncan, prime sporsor of the
birdirgabitationtll, asthesolemember ofthe
subcomittee, one publicsubcommittee meet-
irghas been reld. Honever, r’aaﬂydallycom—
mnicatios between Serator Duncan. NEA-

Alegd@and AASB antine.

A pblicwork session, schedulled farFridy. Aril

X was canelled. Sm. Duncan aottinues
hold rearty chilly ssssias on the [l hhisoffice.

THIS ISSUE ...

Railpelt cities form
coalition against "BA"

Ketchikan Chamber of
Commerce calls binding
arb undemocratic

Sitka Schools congratulate
Sen. Paul Fischer

S0 you say an Arbiter won t
determiné policy?

St Mar?;s Binding arb
a step backward for
Native people

Letters from school boards
« Mat-Su
* Railbelt
* Fairbanks
» Copper River
* Annette Islands

ad Citizens

RAILBELT C _ mico Kk RESENT

RESOLUTION TO LEGISLATURE

a%n;r AT s

ar_raor f resolu on loned by assem
IS st%trn(ﬂt at the _rlrﬁ n stron ose
compu 50 g arbrtatr t coaIrtr utro
res rn p rson Heat er nfrénrc ity o
Anch rage. The reso utron S approve nApr
KETCHIKAN CHAMBER OF

COMMERCE CALLS BINDING ARB

UNDEMOCRATIC,UNCONSTITUTIONAL

Dear Sen. Paul Fischer and Sen. HESS Committee Members:
Inding arbitration Is not an acceptable concept In our r:
!erLtatrv form o? overnment. de H Lrtratronl?s mr(:maepatpf

nl%mo%[ csysteman |san nco W?]trtutronal %atﬁ
of schoo S aut ont% 0.2 third party Who IS not responsiole
oraccountabetot e public.”

Respectfull
Ve Batthol

omew, Preside
Greater Ketcm(

tkan Chamber oP ommerce

SITKA BOARD CONGRATULATES

SEN. FISCHER

The Sitka School Drstrrct assed a resolutron orhﬁprrl 939
Su ortrn an con%ratua Senator Pau sce t reads in
E)a Paul Fischer QU ter to what IS poll trca sP edient

result ng rn reat o g JJ Uress, Nnas take trton n
Burﬁré)ort of 4 falr’ | s sion and cons eratron 0 thrs

eg tratron The |t a Scn ol Board's ports en
FISCher for |scour gean sense of Tairmess ont ﬁgb (?n
thg Nks the tor r hIS st ce o posrtro to poth bindin

ratio an 0Se whowou rp pIO |set e common goo
or the sake of this special Interest legislation.”

(more)
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BINDING ARB: A STEP

BACKWARD FOR NATIVES

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

"The matter of binding arbitration isa deep concern
to the St. Mary’s City School District. The people
of St. Mary's formed their community for the sole
purpose of educating their children at the Mission
School inthe early days. Flora Paukan, our school
board president, has been on the board for over 20
years, and [our] board is one of the most stable in
all of Alaska."

"That is why binding arbitration would be a step
backwards for the community of St. Mary's, whose
entire history has been centered around the em-
powerment of the Native p ople througl‘ba histor
of e eIIent ducatro Eﬂln |trat|0nj
WOU not on %IV%} e sa et
cagnot be res S| own SCh

ovemn ut woul as 0 allen tet
Natr e peop e who have made years 0 prog
[€SS. Binding arbitration is the antithesis of em-
powerment of a people who have struggled for self
determination through education. Binding arbitra-
tion would truly be an insulting and degrading step
for the people of rural Alaska."

Sincerely,
Sister Ann J. Pratt, board member
St. Mary’s City School District

SO YOU SAY AN ARBITER

WON®"T DETERMINE POLICY?

Ohio Arbiter Determines Staffing Practices
An arbiter banned a school board from assigning
workoutof the bargaining u itto reduce COSts. H
ar Iter too P osition th ta Inancial crﬁrs
dS no SU IcIen treason or ma mg Suc
C ange The arbiter also found that the school
board's initial decision to fill the position with a
certificated teacher from the time it was created
was determlnatlve The arbiter, Nels Nelson, is a
member of the Federal Mediation & Conciliation
Service, a free federal government service that
selects and assigns arbitrators. 1€ American
Arbitrators Association-written into CS SB 15
(HEsS)- and the FMCS share most of the same
arpiters. The AAA charges for their services, but
also administers the arbitration process itself.

m m

EXCERPTS OF LETTERS

FROM SCHOOL BOARTDS

Dear Sen. Fischer:

"I fear that passage of [binding arbitration] will not
only result in the loss of our present ability to
resolve our negotiation with employees ...but will
ultimately result in loses of programs needed by
our children."--Ken Fallon, President, Mat-Su

Dear Sen. Fischer:

"It is our belief that [binding arbitration] would be
fundamentally bad public policy, not only in mat-
ters of predicted inflated costs both in terms of
human and fiscal resources, but primarily in the
loss of public control over education."-James
Paul, Superintendent, Railbelt School District

Dear Sen. Fahrenkamp:

“In a time of shrinking revenues ... fit would be
[imprudent] to remove from local school boards the
ability to control personnel costs, which amount to
approximately 80 percent of a school district's
budget. That is why the Fairbanks School Board
has gone on record ...opposing binding arbitra-
tion."—Rick Cross, Superintendent, Fairbanks

Dear Rep. Wallis:

"Thank you for introducing HB 199. HB 199 [clari-
fying when contracts expire] would save school
districts money and give an incentivetoteachersto
bargain in good faith. Too many times bargaining
groups drag the negotiations process on, costing
school districts a good deal of money. [The union]
argues thatthey have a continuing contract... until
they agree to something new."-Billy Williams,
President, Copper River School District

Dear Sen. Adams:

"As an elected official yourself I'm sure you under-
stand the need to be responsive to the local needs
of your constituents. Binding arbitration will re-
move this authority from local school boards and
create financial crises in our educational agen-
cies."-Janis Johnson, Board Member, Valdez

Dear Rep. Foster.

"Who loses [with binding arbitration]? Our chil-
dren... whose education we are to provide."”
-Rachael Askren, Metlakatla Council member,
AISD
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COMMITTEE ACTION

SincetheSerate HESS createdasuboomittee.§, 6 0 VERNOR COWPER INTRODUCES

with Seretor Jim Duncan, priine sponsor of the
blrdlrgartma]mmasﬁesolememberoftre—
subcomirttee, no publlic subcommittee meet- «
Inshave been held. There hes. honever, been
reedyobllymmmlmtlonsbemeenSerm
Duncan. l\EA—AIasIeandAASB
J*SHBooVMSIU™HUWME W W A — *
vhille iatias have been r%erlrg 6atet
Speed, a romise o
b Sepator DU ol N AT o
accused AASB of stallirg. AASB clains thatsb-
Saratte corpromise# arent forthooming.

AtaApr! 10.1989Sen. HESSCommitteemesting

Serator Duncan gave an update on
the Hll. Testinony was allso heard by AFTs Nidk

A pblicwork sessin I*es been scheduled
Arichy, Amil 4

THIS ISSUE ...

Governor introduces
package arb for
state employee groups

Alaska woman's club
fears "taxatation without
representation®

AF.T. wants inon binding
arb negotiations

Fairbanks Daily News Miner
‘Guest Opinion*

Administrators lobby
against binding arb

PACKAGE BINDING ARB BILL FOR
A. EMPLOYEE GROUPS

SX%OE%GV a&OWA%%ro Sr'”té%fi%&SdC'S%S'ﬁt“’” OB”Jf S
(Al n lon f state” empl rou

|m| artot ? gst ?g |tra

t ersin

est-0
thﬂ E%S%(Bion resen n r 8|[]|SIm%\p({) %asig

}/ eausgenator
un an. Davi Rams ur rom he Governo sO Ice, said ong of
the reasons Governor Cowper sdeuded of orF orree| C-
%onwasto &ur uecontrov rsial eg|slat|0nt cﬂ eelsisint g

est Intere The newty proposed legislation‘woul
also make |tc eart at conﬁracts e%dp wﬁ) en they%xpwe

A_F.T. UNTON WANTS IN ON BINDING
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Viewpoints on Binding Arbitration by Locally Elected Officialsand Concerned Citizens
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-Judy Salo, President

N EA-ALASKA

AFFILIATED WITH THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

ANCHORAGE REGIONAL OFFICE JUNEAU OFFICE FAIRBANKS REGIONAL OFFICE
1411 W. 33RD AVENUE 105 MUNICIPAL WAY. SUITE 302 2)18 CUSHMAN STREET
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503 JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801 FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701
(907) 274-0536 (907) 586-3090 (907) 456-4435

April 3, 1989

TO: Senator Uehling

FROM: Judy

RE: CSSB

NEA-ALASKA STRONGLY SUPPORTS AND ENCOURAGES YOUR
FAVORABLE ACTION ON LEGISLATION TO IMPROVE THE BARGAINING
STATUTE FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT EMPLOYEES.

School districts and school boards around Alaska have mounted an extensive and
expensive campaign against S.B. 15. But, the hysteria raised about this bill needs to
be carefully analyzed. Much of it has been inspired by distortion of fact. This
distortion has been funded by you and | and the other taxpayers of Alaska.

"Local control'V'Right to manage" have been the primary themes. But education is
a significant state responsibility and every education statute is in fact a limitation
of local control.

Those "limitations" exist to promote the public interest in the state of Alaska with
regard to the education of our children. The bargaining statute exists because it is
in the public interest that the teachers and school employees in this state be treated
fairly and with dignity.

We are before you with this bill because in too many instances the statute is not
working. The length of negotiations, the amount of public money going into an
inadequate process, and the effect of this process on school district employees are
proof that there is a need for change.

NEA-Alaska worked very hard with the Alaska Association of School Boards to
reach a compromise on this issue. Wc made significant movement and addressed
several issues that were of concern to them. At several junctures we believed that
we had reached a compromise only to have that reversed at the next meeting. Our
frustration in dealing with AASB is only a mirror of what our members throughout
the state have dealt with at the bargaining table.

Over 6000 members of NEA-Alaska are hoping that this legislature will be the one
that will deal with this issue. The people who are working with our most
important resource are awaiting your action and are looking to you as our state
lawmakers to finally fix this long-time problem.

This is NOT a bill that asks for more money. This is a bill that asks for equity
and fair treatment. This is hopefully a bill that will produce shorter negotiation’s
periods at less expense both in terms of human and financial resources.

Thank you very much for your time and consideration.

JS01/CssB15/dl



OFFICE OF THE MAYOA

P.0. Box 69
Borrow. Alaska 95723

Phcna: 907 85 _ -
Goorgo r~. Amiaog.-ik, ., Mayor

Aorpmyltdin

May 1, 1989

Senator Rick Uehling, Co-Chair

Senate Finance Committee -
Alaska State Legislature

P.0O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Uehling:

I am vriting to oppose passage of SB15 which would mandate
binding arbitration.

The North Slope Borough School District receives the majority
or" .its funding from cur local government, not from State and
Federal grants. It is unfair for the State to impose laws on the
North Slope Borough .School District when its dollar contribution
is less than 39" of our total school budget. T feel strongly that
we exercise maximum control because the majority of our funding
comes from cur own local contribution.

Is SB15 1i.n the best interests of our children? What will b-

the impact of SB13 on our students? X strongly submit that SB1

not 1in the beat interest of our children and urge you to hol»
this bill over the interim for continued study.

Respectfully,

N, Ahmaogak, Sr.
yor
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COUNCIL ANNETTE

Harris 1. Atkinson, Mayor
Rosebelle G. Nelson, secretary
Bonnie G. Scudero, Treasurer

April 26, 1989

State of Alaska
Senate and House

Established 1887

ISLANDS RESERVE

Metlakatla Indian Community
P.O. BOX 8
Metlakatla, Alaska 99926

of Representatives

PO Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Honorable Members of the Alaska State Legislature,
Enclosed with this letter please find a copy of a

resolution which was passed by the Metlakatla Indian

Community on the evening of April 25, 1989. This resolution

is intended to communicate strong opposition to binding

arbitration in any form. The Metlakatla Indian Community

believes that the matters of negotiating agreements,

compensating personnel,
and the management of school
issue of local control
governed by individuals

consideration
bills as

Your
and the companion
appreciated.

Atkinson, Mayor
Indian Community

Hafcris L.
Metlakatla

Enclosure
HLA:JL

\misck

determining school
district economics
and should
outside

employee workload
is clearly a

not be influenced or
of the local communities.
of this resolution as CSSB 15

they are processed will be



RESOLUTION NO. 89-28
By The

Council Annette Islands Reserve
METLAKATLA [INDIAN COMMUNITY

WHEREAS, the Alaska House of Representatives and Senate 1is currently
considering the adoption of a binding arbitration bill that would
require local school districts to submit to binding arbitration in
instance of negotiations 1iImpasse; and

WHEREAS, binding arbitration takes away the decision-making from
local boards of education and local communities; and

WHEREAS, binding arbitration will 1increase the costs of operating
public schools In the many Alaskan communities; and

WHEREAS, boards of education are currently charged with the respon-
sibility of determining the nature of educational programming and
school district financial management; and

WHEREAS binding arbitration would result In persons who have little
or no knowledge about Hlocal conditions making decisions about local
commun it ies; and

WHEREAS, the Metlakatla Indian Community 1is committed to local con-
trol, local governance of the schools and fostering quality educa-
tion; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED that the Metlakatla Indian Community Council
vehemently opposes any form of binding arbitration; and FURTHER,

BE IT RESOLVED that the legislators who are considering the binding
arbitration proposals be encouraged to reject any further consid-
eration of such proposals.

DATED: This 26th day of April 1989 at Metlakatla, Alaska 99926.
Signed:
r METLAKATLA INDIAN COMMUNITY

ATTEST:

mris L. Atkinson Mayor

Patricia L. Gunyah, ~(ct ing Sec.

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly passed at a
Council Meeting held on the 25th day of April, 1989, at which a
quorum was present by a vote of 8 FOR and O AGAINST, the Mayor being
authorized to sign the Resolution.

Signed:

Patricia L. Gunyah, Acjting Sec.



JIMD. CLARK TELEPHONE
BOROUGH MANAGER (907) 246-4224

BOX 189+ NAKNEK, ALASKA 99633

April 25, 1989

The Honorable Rick Uehling
Alaska State Legislature
P.O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Uehling,

Attached 1s a resolution opposing binding arbitration. The
Bristol Bay Borough contends that the right to establish
educational costs should remain local.

We hope that you will <consider our resolution in making your
decision.

Sincerely,

Fred W. Pike
Mayor/Acting Manager

FWP/czo



JIMD. CLARK
BOROUGH MANAGER

Box 189+ Naknek, Alaska 99633

RESOLUTION 89-6

A RESOLUTION OPPOSING BINDING ARBITRATION IN SCHOOL DISTRICT
NEGOTIATIONS.

WHEREAS, a Bill has been introduced in the Alaska Legislature
proposing binding arbitration for resolving impasse in
school district negotiations, and

WHEREAS, binding arbitration would remove from a locally elected
school board 1its responsibility and right to establish
educational costs and place this right in the hands of
an outside arbitrator, and

WHEREAS, binding arbitration 1is counter to the principles of a
representative form of government to maintain the

common interest and good, and

WHEREAS, the fair and impartial treatment of the Binding
Arbitration Bill is in jeopardy due to political
pressures brought to bear by the teacher unions of the

State,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED," that the Bristol Bay Borough Assembly
opposes both binding arbitration Nand those who would compromise
the common good for the sake of this special interest legisla—

tion.

Passed and approved by the Bristol Bay Borough Assembly this
day of 1989.

Mayor

ATTEST:

i
1)\ U Borough Cj
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SOUTHEAST
ISLAND
SCHOOL

& DISTRICT

Robert Weinstein
SUPERINTENDENT

Senator Rick Uehling
Alaska State Senate
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Uehling:

Sofies

/fisQEm « v ‘.vrfji |

1621 rONGASS AVENUE SUITE 301
POST OFEICE BOX 8340
KETCHIKAN. ALASKA 39901

19071 225-9658 OR 225-9659

March 2, 1989

Enclosed you will find a copy of a letter sent recently to Senator Fischer
regarding SB 15, the proposed binding arbitration legislation.

The legislation as drafted is extraordinarily imbalanced.

Sincerely,

Robert Weinstein
Superintendent

RW: CM *
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e W SOUTHEAST
™ ISLAND 1621 TONGASS AVENUE SOIU 301
SCHOOL POSi CrFICC BOV fr-SED
KETCHIKAN. ALASKA ".iff.Il
DlSTRlCT *9071 22b-96SB Ch 22"i DALS"
Robert Weinstein
SUPERINTENDENT February 23, 1989

Senator Paul Fischer
Alaska State Senate
P. 0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 9981l

Dear Senator Fischer:

This is to comment wupon SB 15, the proposed binding arbitration

legislation.

There is a venerable legal maxim that particularly applies to current
discussions about binding arbitration for public school employees: "If it
ain't broke, don't fix it." I am firmly convinced that, if there is a

problem with collective bargaining in the public schools in Alaska, it is
not with the law, but with the attitude of a few school and union officials
towards the law.

In my experience, most school district negotiators throughout the State,
elected and appointed, are mindful that they aredoing the public's
business, and conduct themselves in good faith. There are rarely
problems when the approach of public officials is to willingly accept their
obligations under the law, and to show leadership in implementing both
the letter and spirit of the law. Citizens and the press usually respond
to occasional lapses in the process.

Those who want to invent problems, "because they are not comfortable in
assuring that the public through their elected officials has the final say
on public business, can readily do so. In pari, | believe that this is
why such legislation is being promoted by the teachers' union. It is no
accident that accurate statistical information regarding the success/failure
rate of the current statutory scheme in achieving collective bargaining
agreements is not being offered in support of binding arbitration
legislation. If onecarefully examines the historical record of collective
bargaining in Alaska for the past ten or more years, | believe that
available data will show that:

A. In over 95% of collective bargaining processes, a final settlement has
been achieved in Alaska school districts through good faith
negotiations under the current statutory scheme. If true, the
system "ain't broke."

R.  There is a decrease in settlements whenever the union is making a
major push for binding arbitration. It has been my understanding
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that, in past years as well as at the present time, NEA-Alaska
carefully orchestrates the non-settlement of contracts in order to
"show the Legislature” that a different version of “finality" is
needed.

In an era of declining revenues, negotiations are obviously not. as smooth
as when budgets are increasing significantly on an annual basis. This is
particularly exascerbated when a state-wide union does not review fiscal
reality with, nor recommend fiscal restraint to, its local chapters. It
should come as no surprise to legislators that school boards are not
jumping at the chance to accept proposals for 10% salary increases, for
perpetuation cf increasingly expensive "free" medical insurance programs,
for boards to delegate their policy making functions to the unions, and so
on.

A little common sense, mutual respect, and cooperation seems more helpful
now, not a major change to our collective bargaining statutes that would
bring one party to the table blindfolded and with hands tied behind its
back.

Even when considering it in the context of binding arbitration, the
proposal contains numerous sections which, when taken as a whole, would
result in a grossly imbalanced relationship between the parties involved in
school district labor relations. Virtually every feature of previous
binding arbitration bills introduced in recent years which would afford a
measure of fairness to school boards and, more importantly, a measure of
protection to the public is absent from the current proposal. Some
proponents of the proposal would lead us to believe that binding
arbitration is a form of wizardry, and that an arbitrator is a combination
of Merlin and Solomon. Unfortunately, the truth is that arbitrators are
mortal human beings, and that even good arbitrators make mistakes and
bad decisions. School districts need to be protected from human error
and/or poor judgment of such persons. | would therefore like to suggest
that certain changes occur in the event that the bill moves forward.

Specific comments to the proposed legislation are as follows.

l. Section 2: The proposed amendment to AS 17.20.550 does not
include appropriate guidance on what constitutes "good faith
negotiations” in a manner similar to parallel Alaska statutes which
exclude public school employees (AS 23.40.250).

Recommendation: Add, as Section 14.20.550(b), the following:

In this section, "negotiate in good faith" means the performance of
mutual obligations of the parties to meet at reasonable times and to
participateactively, indicating a present intention to reach
agreement, or to negotiate an agreement or a question arising under
the agreement, and at the request of either party to execute a
written contract incorporating any agreement reached. However, the
requirement to negotiate in good faith may not be interpreted to
compel either party to agree to a proposal or to make a concession.
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2. Section 4: To the best of my knowledge, the existing language in
AS 14.20.560, with respect to the recognition of bargaining agents

for employees, has worked well in most, if not all, instances. If
there is a need to change the language to involve a labor relations
agency in this process, | would suggest that such involvement only

occur if there is a failure under existing statutes by a school board
to recognize a properly designated bargaining agent for school
district employees.

Recommendation: Delete Section 4, retaining current statute.

3. Most of my concerns with the proposed legislation relate to the
sections on the arbitration process itself, particularly as it relates to
the scope of bargaining.

As you are aware, in 1977 the Alaska Supreme Court made a ruling
in combined cases involving the Anchorage, Kenai, and Matanuska-
Susitna School Districts and their respective teacher organizations.
The Court was confronted with conflicting views as to the scope of
good-faith collective bargaining under existing Alaska statutes and
the Alaska Constitution. By applying a balancing test which
weighed an item proposed for negotiations on its relative impact on
education policy versus working conditions or economic interests of
teachers, the Court determined, as have courts and employee
relations boards in other states, that the more an item tended to be
related to educational policy, the more a school board could
legitimately refuse to negotiate. Likewise, the more an item was
related to economic interests or working conditions of teachers, the
more bargainable that item became. Recognizing a large gray area,
the Court did specify, with respect to the case before it, which
items were negotiable and which items were not negotiable under
existing statutes (see enclosed appendix to ruling).

In addition, the Court stated tthat, under existing statutes, "the
legislature has not spoken with clarity" and, furthermore, that "it
would be helpful if the legislature, through future enactments,
provided more specific guidance on a number of the items which the
unions seek to negotiate".

In general, an item proposed for negotiation falls into one of three

categories:

A. It is a mandatory subject for bargaining, i.e. the item must be
discussed in good faith by the school board and bargaining
unit.

B. It is a permissive subject for bargaining, i.e. a school board

may or may not discuss the items with the bargaining unit.

C. It is a prohibited item, i.e. it is not allowed wunder the
Constitution or existing statutes and could not be enforced even
if written into the contract.



In line with the above, | would suggest a further amendment with
respect to the scope of arbitration itself. Rather than have
arbitration apply to every item in dispute, the decisions of an
arbitrator should be limited to economic interestsand working
conditions of employees. This would prevent an arbitrator from
establishing educational policy. [t would also prevent the
unrestrained introduction of items at the bargaining table in the
hopes of getting those to, and through, arbitration.

Recommendation: If the Legislature declines to be as specific as the
Court suggested, minimally the following should be addedas AS
14.20.550(c):

"Terms and conditions of employment and the fulfillment of
professional  duties" means the  hours of employment, the
compensation and fringe benefits, and the school board's personnel
policies affecting the working conditions of the employees; but does
not mean the general policies of the school board not predominately
related to economic interests and working conditions of the
employees.

Section 7: I question the rationale for eliminating the existing
requirement in AS 14.20.580 for the mediator to issue a report. It
appears that, as written, the proposal is designed to reduce the
potential effectivenss of the mediation process.

Also, as proposed, AS 14.20.580(b) requires arbitration to occur if
no agreement is reached by August L. This proposal does not
address a situation wherein one party has not been willing or
available to engage in good faith bargaining, nor does it allow an
extension by mutual consent. Put differently, an employee
organization could engage in delay tactics solely for the purpose of
avoiding good faith negotiations and thereby reaching arbitration.

Recommendation: Amerd AS 14.20.580 as proposed to:
1 Require that the parties have bargaining sessions in each of the
two immediate 30-day periods prior to August 1. If this did

not happen, neither would arbitration. This would prevent
arbitration by default.

2. Permit the August ! deadline to be extended by mutual consent.

Section 8:

No guidance is given for the arbitrator to use when making the
decision or for appropriate judicial review of the arbitrator’s
decision.

Recommendation:
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A.  Amend paragraph (c) of proposed AS 14.20.585 so that it
mandates the following factors to be taken into consideration by
the arbitrator:

1. The lawful authority of school district.

2. The public interest and financial abilities of the school
district. An award which exceeds the financial ability of
the school district, or which would require an additional
legislative and/or municipal appropriation, is prohibited.

3. The interest and walfare of the employee group.
4.  Changes in the cost of living.

5. Comparison of the wages, hours, and conditions of
employment  with other employees performing similar
services and with other employees generally.

6. The overall compensation presently received by the
employees, including direct wage compensation, vacations,
holidays, and other excused time, insurance and pensions,
medical benefits, the continuity and stability of
employment, and all other benefits received.

B. In paragraph (c), thearbitrator should be allowed to select the
recommendation of themediator (from the process in Section 6 -
14.20.570) as a thirdchoice, i.e. in addition to the last best
offer of each party.

C. Add a new paragraph (e) as follows:

Within 30 days after receipt of a final decision in an
arbitration, a party to the arbitration may file a motion in
the superior court for the judicial district in which the
school district is located to vacate or modify the decision.
The court, after a hearing, may vacate or modify the
decision if the substantial rights of a party of been
prejudiced because:

L. Thedecision violates constitutional or statutory law;

2. The decision exceeds the statutory authority of the
arbitrator;

3. The procedure in the arbitration is unlawful;
4.  The proceeding is affected by other error of law;
5. The decision is clearly erroneous in view of the

reliable, probative, and substantial evidence on the
whole record; or



6. The decision is arbitrary, capricious, or characterized
by abuse of discretion or clearly unwarranted
exercise of discretion.

Sections 9 and 10: Paragraph 3 of the proposed AS 14.20.590 and
the entire proposed AS 14.20.590(b) provide for resolution of unfair
labor practices through the grievance procedure (including binding
arbitration), and would also require a contract to be extended
indefinitely until a new agreement is reached.

One prevailing standard in labor relations is that both parties, i.e.
employer and employee organizations, should not engage in certain
practices which are considered unfair labor practices.

The proposed legislation, by providing for resolution of unfair labor
practices by the grievance procedures, makes it appear that
employer-committed acts shall be dealt With though an expedited
process, but that nothing shall result when an employee organization
engages in similarly prohibited actions. Is the employer now to
begin to file grievances against the employee group, in contravention
of most current definitions of grievance and grievance procedures?

The indefinite extension of an agreement until replaced by a new
agreement runs counter to principles clearly established at the
federal level by the National Labor Relations Board, and upheld by
various federal courts. In essence, the Legislature is attempting to
mandate contracts of "indeterminate duration,” which is defined as a
contract which may not be altered except by mutual consent. At the
federal level, contracts of indeterminate duration are allowed to
terminate by wunilateral action of either party after reasonable notice
and a reasonable lapse of time.

In effect, under a contract of indeterminate duration, each party
could stand entrenched knowing7 that the contract would continue as
it was. The side desiring to alter the terms of the contract would
never have a prayer of success. Furthermore, the Alaska Supreme
Court has noted that it looks to such federal decisions, including
those of the National Labor Relations Board, for guidance. In other
words, the proposal clearly is not in compliance with principles
established at the federal level, and apparently would also require
other changes in Alaska contract law.

Finally, the terms of duration of a negotiated agreement, including
terms for extension, are subject to collective bargaining. This s
exactly where it should remain.

Recommendation: Eliminate paragraphs (2) and (3) from the
proposed 14.20.590, and the entire section 10 (AS 14.20.590(b))
until such time as unfair labor practices are defined for the public
school collective bargaining, and balanced treatment of infractions is
provided.
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7. Section 12: The proposed legislation is clearly designed to erode the
legal responsibilities and duties of the school board, especially
including the right to make final educational policy decisions, by
assigning such responsibilities to a third party.

The Alaska Supreme Court noted that, "if teachers' unions are
permitted to bargain on matters of educational policy, it is
conceivable that through successive contracts the autonomy of the
school boards could be severely eroded, and the effective control ~of
educational policy shifted from the school boards to the teachers'
unions (my emphasis). Such a result could threaten the ability of
elective government officials, and appointive officers subject to their
authority, in this case the school boards and administrators, to
perform their functions in the broad public interest.”

Recommendation: Delete Section 12, retaining current statute.

8. The proposed legislation should also contain a mandatory sunset
provision whereby the legislation expires in three years unless the
Legislature takes affirmative action to continue its provisions.

This would prevent abuse of the arbitration process, which likely
would happen in the absence of such a provision.

In summary, the proposed legislation would not only alter the relationship
between school boards and employees by greatly reducing a board's
ability to make educational policy decisions, but would do so in a manner
which can best be described as imbalanced and wunfair to one of the
parties - school boards. | sincerely believe that the public interest will
best be served if parties to collective bargaining in our public schools
adopt a new attitude, not if the Legislature adopts a new law.

Sincerely,

Robert Weinstein
Superintendent

RW:CM
C: Carl Rose, AASB

Steve McPhetres, AASA
Bob Manners, NEA-Alaska



APPENDIX

LIST OF NEGOTIABLE AND NON-NEGOTIABLE ITEMS

Those items which are non-negotiable are as follows:
11/

Relief from Non-Professional Chores

Class Size and Teacher Load

Ombudsman

Evaluation of Administrators

Teacher Aides

Para-Professionals

PTR Formula

Specialists

Calendar

©o~No ok, whE

11/ In the Kenai case this item was described in the nego—
tiating document as follows:

"RELIEF FROM NON-PROFESSIONAL CHORES

The Board and Association acknowledge
that a teacher"s primary responsibility
is to teach and that his energies should
be utilized to this end, therefore, they
agree as Tollows:

Teachers shall not be required to per—
form the following duties:

A. Non-instructional assignments, in—
cluding but not limited to, super—
vising of cafeterias, sidewalks,
bus loading, or unloading, or play—
grounds of more than fifteen (15)
minutes daily.

B. Collecting.money from students.

C. mCumulative record cards and other
clerical and/or custodial functions."

These matters seem so closely related to school
board policy as to be non-negotiable. We do not pass upon
other conceivable non-professional functions. We also do
not know v/hat is specifically meant by "custodial™ func-—

tions, and do not, therefore, pass upon that aspect of this
item.



Those items which are negotiable are:
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37.
38.

Recognition

Negotiation Procedures

Grievance Procedures

Salary Schedule Conditions

Salary Schedule

Automatic Cost of Living

Extra Curricular and Extra Duty
Extended Contract

Additional Educational Employment
Life Insurance

Health Insurance

Liability Insurance

Automobile Allowance
Tuition/In-Service Workshops
Reimbursement for Physical Examinations
Sabbatical Leave

Career Development
Administrative Leave

Personal Leave

Sick Leave and Bereavement
Personal and Sick Leave for Half-Time Employees
Unpaid Leave of Absence

Maternity Leave

Political Leave

Duty-Free Lunch

Teacher Preparation Periods
Monthly Planning Time

In-Service Days

Discretional Materials

Personnel Files

Teacher Transfer

Teacher Retention

Job Openings

Reduction of Staff

Teacher Contracts

Association Rights and Privileges
(a) Information

(b) Release Time for Meetings

(c) Use of School Euildings

(d) Use of School Equipment

(e) Supplies

(f) Mail Facilities

(g) Subcontracting

(h) Non .jeopardy

(i) Exclusive Rights

(J) KPEA Professional Leave

(k) Dues Deduction/Continuing Membership

(1) Other Deductions

(m) Conformity to Law

(n) School Eoard Agenda

(o) Preliminary Draft of Budget
Agreement Print-up and Dissemination
Duration of Contract



Robert C. Hunter, Jr., M.D.
101 Jamestown Drive
Sitka, Alaska 99835

April 17, 1989

The Honorable Rick Uehling
Alaska State Legislature
P. 0. Box V (MS 3100)
Jjuneau, AK 9981l

RE: Senate Bill #15, The Binding Arbitration Bill.
Dear Senator Uehling:

| am very concerned about the outcome of Senate Bill #15 which

is now in the HESS Committee. | am strongly and firmly opposed

to binding arbitration, and | feel that this bill would create

a significant and serious deleterious effect onour local school
system. | am particularly concerned as my wife andl have three
young children just entering the school system. | am a private
practice physician and my wife is a registered nurse at Sitka
Community Hospital.

Thank you for your continuing work on our behalf. | appreciate
your attention to my concerns.

Sincerely,

Robert C. Hunter, Jr., M.D.



BOB R. MCHENRY

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS

March 2, 1989

Sen. Rick Uehling
Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Uehling:

The Kuspuk School District urges you to do all you can to
defeat binding arbitration in any form. We have been
negotiating with NEA officials since 1976. Frankly, it has
never been easy, but we have always reached a mutually
agreeable settlement. Not once has anything been crammed down
anyone®"s throat on either side.

It ain"t broke yet! So don"t break it or try to fix it! How
about a little trust in our local law makers to do what 1is
best for our local school district? We have no need for
disinterested decision makers in this school district;
especially when local boards are finally learning a little

bit about the public sector bargaining process. Putting the
binding arbitration requirement into law will only handcuff
your Tfellow elected officials. Thank you for your

consideration, and hopefully your support.
Sincerely,

AT )

Bob R. McHenry
Superintendent

BRM:ddp



Greyter Fairbanks

17 liov 74U
709 Second Avenue (907)-452-110r. t.tirb.mks, Al.uk,\ 99707
February 28, 1989
To: Members of the Alaska State Senate i
AR 6  jgftg

Re: SB 15
Dear Senator:

The position of Senate Bill #15 in the legislative process
does not allow the Greater Fairbanks Chamber of Commerce time
to recraft our resolution which strongly opposes its passage.
So strongly, 1in fact, that this letter accompanies the
resolution to provide you additional counsel toward wise and
prudent legislation.

If this Bill should pass, we feel the rights of the employee
should be balanced with the rights of the employer, and
should be in the best interest to the public who uses and
helps pay for the school system.

Under Section 14.20.550, we agree that the School Board
should be required to negotiate in good faith with employees.
But the employers likewise should be required to negotiate in
good faith with the School Board. The public has a right to
expect that. This Bill does not provide that assurance.

The meetings/arbitrations should be held in public with a
public awareness, not in Executive session. Further, Section
14.20.585B should be changed to read "Arbitrations shall be
conducted in public meetings requiring parties to present and
explain their position and final offers.”

Legislation that gives one party a bargaining advantage does
not ensure better education. Only quality programs and
highly qualified teachers can do that. Therein lies the real
problem. Fairbanks has achieved quality programs and
teachers without binding arbitration.

We respectfully urge serious consideration of these

Attachment: Resolution #04-0289



(907) 452-1105 Fairbanks. Alaska 99707

RESOLUTION #4-0289

RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION OF LEGISLATION ALLOWING
BINDING ARBITRATION FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL EMPLOYEES

WHEREAS, public school employees currently negotiate labor
contracts without the assistance of binding
arbitration, and

WHEREAS, without the assistance of binding arbitration,
Alaskan public school teachers are the highest paid
teachers in the country by a wide margin, and

WHEREAS, since binding arbitration often results in the
arbitrator splitting the difference between the
offers of management and labor, labor has little
incentive to settle wage issues independent of the
arbitrator, and

WHEREAS, binding arbitration will further increase the
negotiating position of labor, and

WHEREAS, state employees as a whole, 1including public school
employees, are the highest paid group of individuals
in Alaska, and

WHEREAS, the State of Alaska 1is experiencing a reduction 1in
oil revenues and the private sector is experiencing
the worst recession in. the history of the State, and

WHEREAS, our schools can ill afford a higher proportion of
total education dollars allocated toward
compensation and doing so will directly affect our
children.

NOW, THERE BE IT RESOLVED by the Greater Fairbanks Chamber of
Commerce, that our State Senators and
Representatives are petitioned to oppose SB 15 and
similar legislation that establishes binding
arbitration for public school employees.

4.1
Signed this day of February, 1989.

By.
W.R. Cox Rick Schikora
President and CEO Chairman Elect



March 15, 1989

Senator Rick Uehling
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, A K 99811

Dear Senator Uehling:

As a five year veteran of school boarding in the Copper River School District and
being experienced with current teachers®" contract negotiations in Alaska, I am
writing to express my objections to SB 15. Including teachers in Public
Employment Relations Act (PERA) and granting them the right to binding
arbitration and/or strike are issues which this bill presents as teacher contract
issues without acknowledging the detrimental impact these processes would have
on public education in Alaska. Furthermore, | believe the inclusion of teachers in
the PERA would violate Alaska State Law and the Alaska State Constitution.

Binding arbitration is neither a necessary nor money saving process. Alaska"s
teachers currently receive the highest average salary iIn the country. States in
which binding arbitration is legal for teachers report an increase in contract
costs. This additional anticipated financial burden is alarming in light of the
shrinking educational dollar in Alaska. Any additional costs incurred by this
process would ultimately be paid by the students inmy school district in the form
of decreased programs available and the lay-off of non-tenured teachers.

The control of education in Alaska is at stake iIn negotiating with the teachers®
unions, including NEA/Alaska. They reportedly have included managerial items
in negotiations which would erode the management authority of the locally
elected boards and the school administrators. The idea that an arbitrator could
come iIn and accept a package of negotiation proposals presented by a special
interest group, a teachers”™ union, is morally reprehensible and 1 believe,
prohibited by the Alaska State Law Sec. 14.20.610, which insures the legal
responsibilities and authority of locally elected boards. Furthermore, the Alaska



State Constitution, Article VII Section | states, concerning public education, "...
schools and institutions so established shall be free from sectarian control __..**
NEA/Alaska constitutes a sect, which is, according to Webster®s Dictionary, "any
group of people having a common Hleadership, set of opinions, philosophical
doctrine, political principals, etc., specifically a faction of a larger group."
Senator Jack Coghill, one of the signers of the Alaska State Constitution,
concurred with my understanding of the constitution. He stated that it was the
intent of the Alaska State Constitution that public education be free from the
control of special interest groups and subject to the authority of locally elected
officials. SB 15 would violate this constitutional intent.

Please take into consideration the items of this letter. My primary duty as a
school board member is to protect and provide for the education of those who
cannot do it for themselves, the students of the Copper River Basin. Itis in the
interest of their education, as well as that of all of Alaska®s children, that I ask

you to reject SB 15.

Serving Alaska"s children,

Cheryl R. Kajdan
Vice-Chair
Copper River School District
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ALASKA PTA

P.0. Box 142095
Anchorage, AK 99514-2095
907-279-9345

April 1i, 1989

Mr. Carl Rose, Executive Director
Association of Alaska School Boards
315 West 11th Street

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Carl:

1 received a copy of the April 3, 1989 issue of Binding Arb Watch which
was published by your organization. The article regarding PTA contanv-
numerous errors, misrepresents the position of our organization ana.Jo:
have caused harm to our public image. The Alaska PTA has a neutral
position, which means we are neither for nor against binding
arbitration. Lt is unfortunate that your organization chose to use- _
PTA name m your efforts to defeat binding arbitration.

PDA addresses issues, not specific bills. At our convention, held Map-:
31-AprLi 1, 1.189, we addressed four resolutions, three of which dam*
with education issues. The Alaska PIA did not address binding
arbitration because it was not a subject which was addressed by the
resolution process. Had the issue been submitted, and met the criteria
outlined in our process, PTA would have addressed it. PTA does not iv
and never has ''steered clear" of issues because they are controversial .

u“bviously, there are more than three issues of importance. Other s,
were not addressed because they did not come up through the resolur.i; n
pr.xiess. This process provides a method for local PTAs and PTA council,
to bring up an issue of statewide concern and to ask for action on tra
issue. A PTA must research the issue, draw a conclusion, formulate e,
resolution and present their findings to the convention body before we
wiLl act on a resolution.

To say that teachers and school board PTA members are the only portion
of our membership who are "steeped in the issues" does a real disservic,
i) the rest of our membership and casts doubt upon our effectiveness t-
an organization. I know many members who are ''steeped in the issues"
and “io Hieir knowledge effectively. PTA has a history of being
effective because its members take the time to study the issues, take
informed positions, and act on behalf of children.
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Antoski Hall «P.0. Box 149 = Galena, Alaska 99741  Telephone (907)656-130!

April 17,1989

Senator Rick Uehling
P.O. BoxV
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Uehling:

Please find enclosed City of Galena Resolution 89-11, Opposing Binding Arbitration
(Senate Bill 15). This resolution was passed unanimously at the special meeting of the
City Council on April 15,1989.

The thoughts in this resolution are their efforts to address the issue. We hope you
will give them consideration during the present legislative session.

Sincerely,

-1/

Nancy Gross, A
City Manger

NG/rla

cc: Governor Cowper
Each Member of the Alaska House of Representatives
Each Member of the Alaska State Senate
Files

nl4/18



BANDM

of Galena
Antoski Hall «P.0. Box 149 < Galena, Alaska 99741 e Telephone @07)656-1301

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLUTION 89-11

OPPOSING BINDING ARBITRATION !
(SENATE BILL 15)

the City Council of the City of Galena is the duly authorized governing
body of the City of Galena; and

the City Council is liable ior the Galena City School District budget
expenditures in the final analysis; and

the City Council is concerned about funding for the school District and
other City funds; and

the City Council is concerned about the erosion of school Board powers
which in turn erodes the powers of the City Council; and

the council is aware that Senate Bill 15 is under consideration by the
legislature and that this bill would impose binding arbitration on to
boards, thus taking power away from the local school Boards and thus
eroding the City's funds either directly or indirectly.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Galena City Council is completely
opposed to binding arbitration and education employees being included under PERA;

and

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council encourages you to vote against
any legislation which includes binding arbitration or the further erosion of school Board
powers which are not in the best interest of our students.

PASSED AND APPROVED this /S If-daVv of . 1989.

1
— ATTEST:

Vernon A. White,

Mayor



KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

FEB 1
February 7, 1989

Senator Rick Uehling, Co-Chairman
Senate Finance Committee

P.0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Uehling,

Enclosed are two resolutions passed by our board last evening,
the one in support of school construction debt retirement, the
other opposing binding arbitration.

Regarding the debt retirement, it is the intent of the board

to support HB 37 and SB 100 in their present form. HB 37 has
had widespread support and input from the educational community
and we believe it deserves your support and passage in 1its
present form.

Regarding binding arbitration, it remains the position of the
board that decision making belongs in the hands of the locally
elected board, not an outside third party. We believe that
binding arbitration circumvents the democratic process and denies
the people their rightful voice. Therefore we ask that you
oppose any legislative remedy which includes binding arbitration
as a final step in collective bargaining.

As we progress through our budget process, the need for full

and early funding becomes ever more paramount. Our budget has
no frills, we will go into our fourth year with no new equipment
purchases. In this fast changing age of technology that will
affect the overall quality of our programs. We are locked into

costs over which we have no control, specifically rapidly
accelerating health insurance costs and very modest regotiated
wage 1increases. (Our current negotiated contract included

a 5% wage decrease two years ago, followed by two years of
average CPIl increases only.) We have a new school that we are
unable to open due to lack of funds, and, we are at the funding
cap. That means, under the law, the local government is already
providing the maximum 21% as the local share, the local share
cannot be Increased. 1In other words, if for some reason we
receive any less from the State, because of the cap, our local
taxpayers cannot make that up, 1instead, we would have to reduce
our local share, dollar for dollar. A reduction in the
foundation formula would not result in the local taxpayer
contributing more but rather would amount to double indemnity.
For every one dollar cut on the state level our budget would

be cut two dollars. For the Kenai Peninsula that would be
catastrophic. This whole issue of the cap and its impact for

QOCPERLANDING BENGLISHBAY HOVER HOPE KENAI MOCSEPASS NKISK NIKOLABVSK
NINLCHK PORT GRAHAM SH DOVIA SWARO SOLDOTNA STERLNG TUSTUVENA TYONEK



increasingly more districts in the state cannot be
overemphasized. IT you have any questions concerning the cap,
please call me. I would appreciate the opportunity to talk
with you about this and other education related issues.

In these times of economic uncertainties, | know that the job
you have before you is difficult, as it is for all of us.
However, | believe that from an informed base those decisions
will be made based on what is wisest. Thank you so much for
your time, and for your support of education.

Very sincerely,

Mildred "Milli"™ Martin, President,
Kenai Peninsula Borough School Board
P.0. Box 2652

Homer, Alaska 99603

235-6652



KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
RESOLUTION 88-89-6
SUPPORT FOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION DEBT RETIREMENT

wHereasr Article 7, Section 1 of the Alaska State Constitution states
that the legislature shall establish and maintain a system of public schools
open to all children; and

~ WHEREAS, under AS 14.11.100 the State of Alaska agrees to repay school
districts at a set percentage rate for school construction bonded
indebtedness; and

WHEREAS, over the past years of high growth many regions of the state
have bonded for school construction in the good faith™ the state would honor
its obligation; and

~ WHEREAS, the past two legislatures have not fully honored these good
faith agreements placing a heavy burden on local taxpayers; and

WHEREAS, this aforementioned tax burden has created a hardship . for
taxpayers and resultant loss of local revenue for classroom education;

~ NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Kenai Peninsula Borough School
District Board of Education calls upon the legislature to fully honor all past
commitments for bonded indebtedness reimbursement;
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, “he.“Kenjji Peninsula Borough School District
calls upon the legislature to passtEss™/"which will insure fairness and equity
in school construction for all regions of Alaska.

IElgggARD OF EDUCATION OF THE KENAI PENINSULA ON THIS

Board of Education

ATTEST:

Barbara A. Jewell
Notary Public



KENAI' PENINSULA BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
RESOLUTION 88-89-7
BINDING ARBITRATION

WHEREAS, binding arbitration removes decision making from the locally
elected school hoards and puts it in the hands of an outside entity; and

WHEREAS, binding arbitration allows a third party to determine the
salaries of school district employees who bargain collectively; and

WHEREAS, it is the elected school board's responsibility to determine the
expenditure of public funds; and

~ NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Kenai Peninsula Borou?h School
District Board of Education opposes any dilution of local control through
compulsory or binding arbitration in the negotiation procedure; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Kenai Peninsula Borough School District
Board of Education opposes any legislative remedy which includes binding
arbitration as a final step in collective bargaining.

ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE KENAI PENINSULA ON THIS 4 +
DAY OF v jjiiUiLly , 1989,

Board of Education
Attest:

Barbara A. Jewell
Notary Public



C opper R iver

. Superintendent 3 Office
Chlstoehina
CoiperCenter Box 108

glaenonnaallen Glennallen, Alaska 99588

Kenny Lake
LottieySpark* (Nelchina) (907) 822-3234

Paxson
Slana

April 20, 1989

Senator Rick Uehling
P. O. Box V
Juneau, AK 99811

Greetings:

As the sun rapidly sets on the Sixteenth Alaska State Legislature, and a
vote on Senate Bill 15 grows near, please ask yourself this question, "Will
binding arbitration help the children of the State of Alaska?" The answer
is, of courso, no! Then why waste time considering such a bill to appease
a self-interest, political action group. Folks, political contributions are
one thing, but to yield to the demands of the contributors appears to
border on the edge of impropriety.

There are two definite camps regarding binding arbitration. In camp
number one (1), you find the school children, the school administrators
(who were mostly teachers before becoming administrators), the school
boards, the parents, and the general public. These people stand to gain
nothing from binding arbitration; however, they stand to lose a great deal

including a portion of their constitutional rights. In camp number two
(2), one finds the NEA and those who feed on their spoils. The membership
of this national power hungry union stands to lose nothing by participating
in binding arbitration. However, they could possibly gain control of our
entire educational system through this process.

Should one wonder why this potential union tool is named binding
INTEREST arbitration?  Whose interest? It is certainly not in the

interest of education.



Perhaps | should attempt to list and identify all the reasons | oppose
binding arbitration. However, you as legislators, all know these reasons
quite well. In addition to being unconstitutional, it removes the power of
local elected officials, who, better than anyone in Juneau, Massachusetts,
Washington, Colorado, or even Georgia, know the capabilities of Alaska
communities to meet the demands of NEA.

I think this quote from an avid Anchorage AEA/NEA member in his letter to
the AEA president states my reasons for opposing binding arbitration far
better than any words | could write:

| sincerely hope you were not "taken in" by the editorial in the
Daily News. If you too think we (AEA) are a public service
organization devoted to serving the citizens and children of
this community, under the full glare of public scrutiny, then
things have gone even further than 1| fear. NEA-AK hires
people to be union employees, | hope, not examples to be held
up to the public. Such "examples" are mostly hired over at the
Anchorage Christian School, | think.

Please don't let your eyes be blinded by NEA's pressure on this issue.
Binding interest arbitration is clearly designed to serve self-interest

groups, not the people.

Professionally yours,

Leland L. Dishman
Superintendent



P.0. Box 429
Sand Point, Alaska 9966 1-0429

AKUTAN

ALEUTIANS EAST BOROUGH

School District

April 19, 1989

Senator Rich Uehling, Co-chair
Senate Finance Committee
Box V
Juneau, AK 99811

BINDING ARBITRATION: CS SB 15
Dear Senator Uehling,

I wish to state my opposition to the "Binding Arbitration Bill"

currently before the Senate. My objections are not based on
party lines, old ideas, or unwillingness to play on a level
field. I firmly believe the Bill as currently drafted is not in

the best interest of our students or school district, and that
means all of us including teachers.

Local Control

This is severely 1limited once you mandate a final step in
negotiations in terms of an arbitrator. I feel that Boards
should remain the final authority as they are financially
responsible to the local communities they serve.

Salaries

At a time when we are being asked to hold the line, the
current proposed legislature would work against achieving
that end. Binding Arbitration will mean higher salaries.

Management

The ability to manage any organization is and will remain
critical to our ability to achieve our goals. The current
philosophy of NEA 1is that schools should be managed by
teachers. Sounds great but in reality it is not workable.
Do not support further ercr>ion of the Boards ability to
define the direction of the organization.

Children

How will this benefit <children and their education? More
time and money will be spent on negotiations and staff
compensation, less or programs for our communities”
children. Even if the state could continue to raise the
level of support for education there is a point where it
does not make reasonable sense to do so.

————— SERVING =

COLD BAY FALSE PASS KING COVE NELSON LAGOON SAND POINT

Phone: (907)383-5222
FAX: (907) 383-3496
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The Honorable Rick Uehling
Alaska State Senate

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Uehling:

As a member of the Alaska Senate, you may soon be consid—

ering Senate 3ill No. 15, the controversial proposal which

would impose a system of compulsory binding arbitration 1in

the case of negotiation impasses affecting public education
employees.

On behalf of our Alaska membership, 1 strongly urge you to
oppose Senate Bill 15.

Compulsory binding arbitration completely destroys the con—
cept of citizen control over the delivery of vital public
services by turning over all decision-making power to a third
party who 1is totally unaccountable to the citizenry involved.

I am enclosing supportive material, including an Issue
Analysis prepared by the Research Department of the Public
Service Research Council. This study points out many of the
disadvantages and illogic of public sector binding arbitra—
tion legislation.

Thank you for your consideration of the enclosed. I would
very much appreciate hearing from you in regard to your own
feelings about the extension of binding arbitration 1in the
public sector 1in general and concerning SB 15 in particular.

Sincerely,

Roman K. Rice
Director of Legislative Affairs

RKR:eg
Enclosures

Issue Analysis
Newspaper articles



| am writing in opposition to SB 15 (Binding Arbitration), a bill which
may get to your committee.

Our school district is a good district. We have very low administrative
costs. ~ We manage extremely well. W are domP a_good job
educationally, We are paying -fair salaries. We have a ot of community
support. We have a stablé and competent board.

But, we don't have any extra money, Things are really tight
financially.

We have had to cut program costs significantly the last three years.

But, apart -from reducmq\lposmons, we can't cut personnel costs. Qur
last negotiations with NEA led to a 2.1 7. salar?/ increase.  That was
fair.  Our teachers are being paid a little [less than the highest
district in Southeast Alaska.” We want them to be well paid. ™ W
treasure them.

But, if Binding Arbitration had been in effect, you know what would have
ha_pP_ened. NEA would have asked fpr 8 or ? We would have heen
willing to take care of in-flation and would have offered 27. An
arbitrator would have come in and settled for 5 or .. And we don't
have that kind of money!

We have already cut a lot of meat out of our program. Three years ago
when then Gov.” Sheffield imposed his reductions on us we cut $700,000
out of a $12 million budget.” At that time | personally pleaded with ny
friends in the local NEA to give us a 2. rollbdck so that ouf
cost-cutting would not all have to come out of program. They refused.

So, here we are with high-paid tenured teachers who are neuer going to

be willing to reduce their salaries for the sake of the whole program.

Anu now they want Binding Arbitration which is just a guarantee that

they can get bigger pay increases than they are presently able to

rgﬁgtotlateh. S0, who is going to pay for these “increases? The kids are,
at's who.



You give us Binding Arbitration and I'll tell you where the bucks are
going to come -from,” they'll come -from our educational program. The kids
will paK the price. We don't have any place else to go -for the kind of
money that Binding Arbitration is going to cost us.

AASB has been willing to compromise with NEA. But the compromise has to
have some -financial teeth. The stuff NEA and Sen. Duncan are proposm?
doesn't protect us at all. Those so-called “compromises” take away al
our power to manage.

| have been on the School Board for four years and have been President
the last three years and | tell you that it you don't kill this Binding
Arbitration bill or give us some "honest-to-goodness com%roml_ses then you
are %omg to be personally responsible for hurting the kids of this
School District. The teachers will come in next year and ask for the
sun and stars and we'll be forced by Binding Arbitration to give them
the moon and we can't pa%/ for it. " NEA is a teacher's lobby that is
grlmarll concerned with the financial welfare of its members.” We, the
chool Board, are primarily concerned with having funds to provide a
good education for the kids in this community. Paying (I;ood salaries is
one component of providing a good education, ‘but it isn't the only one.

We are hurting and we don't have the money to fund what SB 15 will put
on our doorstep.

Thank you for listening.



ASSOCIATION OF ALASKASCHOOL BOARDS
316 W. 11thS. + Juneau, Alaska 99801-1510 « (907) 586-1083

APR 5 1989

April 4.1989
HAND DELIVERED

The Honorable Rick Uehling
Alaska State Legislature

PO Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Uehling:

Carol Stolpe, a director of the Association of Alaska School Boards, has asked that Iforward a
copy of the lawsuit challenging Connecticut®s binding Interest arbitration law for teacher con —
tract disputes. The suitargues that the law violates the Conn. constitution and the 14thamend —
ment of the U.S. Constitution inthat itoverrides the authority of elected public officials to set
local policies, establish budget and staffing prioritiesand determine local property tax rates.

Ifwe can be of further assistance regarding research and Information on the affects of binding
arbitration, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

Sincerely.

Greg
Information Services

cc. Carol Stolpe, Director, AASB
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J" M. Gilman, Principal
0. Box 050 Eek, Alaska 99578
(907) 536-5229

Senator Uehling

Alaska State Legislature
Box V

Juneau, AK. 99811

Dear Senator Uehling:

The purpose of this letter is to ask your support for SB #73. In addition,
support for adding an amendment to SB #73 which would add a "Window"
for 1989 as well as the window 1990. There are many of us here in the
field who would take advantage of such an opportunity. In short we would
appreciate having the opportunity to retire at the end of this school year.
We believe the additional opportunity would increase savings to both the
School Districts and State.

Your support and consideration is appreciated.

Sincerely



P.O. BOX 189

/1 ANGOON
0F ALASKA PHONE:
m NGOON 99820 (907) 788-3653

MAR 2 2 1989
March 22. 1989

State of Alaska

Alaska State Legislature
P~O. Box V

JLineau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senators and Representatives.*

At the regular meeting held on March 21, 1989 the Council of theCity of Angoon voted
unanimously by those present to oppose CS for SB13 (C4cRA) relating to binding arbitration

within the "school systems".

The Council of the City of Angoon does not believe that this bill isin the best interest of
thf education of the children of the State of Alaska.

If there was a strong need for this legislation, the request lor such action would be

presented by school boards.

Quality education should be the primary goal of all elected officials, this can be achieved
with better results through the negotiating process rather than using an effort which disrupts

the child’s education process.

The State of Alaska is now caught in a high administrative operating cost and has a forecast
of growing even larger. Let us make an effort not to put the school systems in the same

situation.

Please take to heart the City of Angoon’s opposition to "binding arbitration™ for the school
systems.

Best Regards,

Mayor

cc: Angoon City Council



To: Membara. of the finance Committee
From: SnrJjrey A. McCoy/ Vice Pres. Sitka School Board

Reference: SB 15, Binding Arbitration

Senators

Please Consider the following:

1. School board members motives, KIDS. We have nothing to win
or loss, personally. This is not true of NEA members.
2. We are elected and speak for our communities. They are our

3rd party review.

3. We work with allocated funds. Our last advisory arbitrator
was here 1 day, spend 1 week to look over the information,
ar.d give us a bill for $k0,Q0Q0. Our budget can not support

this type of funds being pulled from education.

U. We had almost 300 applicates for 9 openings. Does that sound
like teachers aren®"t being paid well and taken care of?

?« School boards are not opposing teachers, we are opposing N'EA
trying to UBe our legistratora to interfere with local control

of elected officials.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 1 know you will be looking
forward to the close of session next week,



