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it is unlikely that publicity serves
any . . . deterreni function; among the most
intractable cases (when presumably publicity
would be used) the publicity only feeds the
drives that move these youthsoang may influ—
ence others toward emulation.

Further the Commission states:
In many cases publicity . . . serves only
to provide a deeply troubled youngster with
an opportunity to Tlaunt his unregeneracy.

The majority of arguments to be found on the issue are
convincingly clear that "publicity not only falls to deter,
but often provides encouragement for further and original
delinquency, publicity being the end sought by the delinquent."”"

In the absence of any contradictory evidence, confidentiality

.should continue to be afforded to the minor.

N. The passage of GB 59 would create the extremely harm—
ful stigma of delinquency.

""he public labeling of a child as a delinquent is a self-
defeating obstacle to effective rehabilitation and it is one
that persists throughout the child"s life. The labeling of a
child as such often does nothing more than confirm the child in
his own delinquency. The adverse consequences of the delinquent
stigma are overbearing. In addition to often inaugurating the
Juvenile into further delinquent careers, the stigma becomes
translated into effective handicaps by heightened police surveil —
lance , neighborhood isolation, lowered receptivity and tolerance
by school officials and rejections of youth by prospective
employers.-7 The armed forces make a Juvenile record grounds

for rejection. The juvenile accused of a delinquent act often



becomes unable to obtain licences and bonds. This result of
publicity is the labeling of the child as "a type destined for
failure."10

Our State Supreme Court condemns the publication of the
name of the juvenile delinquent on the ground that ™"it confirms
the child in his delinquent identity and impedes his reintegra—

tion into law-abiding society.n"”

J). Alaska Statute *47.10 .060 is the appropriate avenue
to deal with the unrehabllltative minor and at the same time
ensure the protection of the community.

To those proponents of SB 59 who argue that confiden—
tiality will turn loose on an unsuspecting public the dangerous
and the psychopathic person, the answer 1is readily available.
IT the court finds that the public safety would be endangered
by a serious delinquent, disposed of in a confidential setting,
that the Juvenile process will be of no rehabilitative value
to the minor, and that it is proper that the Juvenile be held
accountable, 1in an adult manner, for his acts, than the court
may under AS *47.10.060 (V/aiver of Jurisdiction) refer the matter
for adult prosecution. The hearing and record would thereby
become public and at the same time the minor would have full
protection of his consitutional guarantees.

In our opinion, it ia most proper that the court be the
body to make the determination as to the kind of person it is
dealing with. The court may determine to handle the person in
a special manner, affording him the protections a child has

under the Juvenile justice system. Or, if the court determines

i/



that the person 1is accountable as an adult, then he should be
accorded all of the rights of an adult.

If we offer tne person only part of the protections due
a child under the juvenile system, and only some of the rights
due an adult under the adult criminal system, we "expose
thousand upon thousands of essentially normal and Innocent
young people < the damaging consequences of a [public] juvenile
court record."12 If we afflict a young person with a public
delinquent record, at the same time denying him equal protec—
tion, we may be destroying all chances that person has of
becoming a productive law-abiding citizen.

The hazard is too great. Alaska Youth Advocates urges
the House HESS Committee to vote against the passage cf

Senate Bill 59.

March, 1975
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March 1] 1975

Senator Bill Ray
Pouch "3"
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Senator Ray:

As a member of the Valley Republican Women®s Club;
a mother of four sons, five step-sons, two step-daughters,
and seven foster daughters; grandmother to twenty six; and
a concerned citizen of Alaska, | wish to add my feelings
to the masses of correspondence you have probably already
received in regard to your Bill in the Senate, which deals
with publishing the names of juvenille offenders.

I agree with you completely! And | sincerely hope it
passes!

In raising my own grout) of young people, (three of
them had minor scrapo3 with the law) 1 found that the
answer to the problem of delinquency was....if they did
anything against the law, hit “em with both barrels, and
it didn"t happen again. When 1 was unable to persuade a
bleeding heart Judge 1in Washington state that my son needed
to.ihave the "book thrown at him", that son came back for a
senond time around, but that time the Judge was smarter, and
mother would not go Sonny"s bail, so it never v/as necessary
again after he sat in jail for 16 days! And if you publish
the offender®s name, the parents will perhaps be a little
more careful of what kind of publicity the child, and they,

get! .
Sincerely, * /
e /- ( - % *tf__
Mrs. W. 1I). Strassburg /
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"An Act making a supplemental appropriation to the University of Alaska;
and providing for an effective date.”
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JUNEAU ALASKA

HESS COMMITTEE MEETING

May 1-, 1975

Members Present:

Davis Sullivan
Hackney Swanson
Osterback
Ostrosky

Chairman Sullivan called the meeting to order at 3:45pm. The Committee met only
briefly before going back into the budget caucus.

ft 1 ¥

Ostrosky: Motion to nove bill out of Connittee
Chairman : Hearing no objection, so ordered.

Meeting adjourned at 3:55pm.



I am David Hoke, a matiiematics instructor at Ancnorage Community
College and thus a member of the bargaining unit. I am also .Cnairman
of the University Assembly and am speaking in that capacity today.

The University Assembly 1is a policy-making Dcdy witnin tne University
structure and Assembly actions are suoject to Presiaeatiail approval

or veto. The Assembly membership consists of administrators, students,
ah alumus and faculty members 1in the areas of instruction, rcsearcn

and public service with representatives from ?3ch of tne taree regions
of the University. As Chairman of this body, it is my responsibility
to represent as best | can the entire University community ratner than
any particular unit or group witnin tne University."

In the November 11, 1974 union newsletter 1 was severely criticised

for representing views otuer than those of the Union. The criticisnm

was primarily that since | was elected to the Assembly by tne community
college faculty of tiie Soutncentral Region and since a majority of tnose
faculty had voted to be represented at the bargaining table by tne Union,
I should represent ONLY UNION VIHiv'S in my role as Assembly Cnairman.

It was suggested tnat since | was not doing that 1 should either resign
or be removed from office. I was particularly criticized for suggesting
that the Assembly take a stand on the impropriety of an agency saop
within a University, spending of State dollars for strictly Union
activities and facilities, and opposing any negotiating on academic
policies.

I understand full) the major reasons for the organization of this

Union and | appreciate tiie many hours spent by some Union members in
sincerely working to improve salries and working ;conditions, but all
that seems somewhat irrelevant now. The Union has gone well beyond the

bounds of propriety, certainly witnin a University.

At an Assembly meeting on tile Anchorage campus March 22, 1974, tne
Union President made the following- remark:
"I think that one cf tiie important points which people of this
campus nave gradually come to understand as they nave read tne
newsletters that have been nut out and have discussed the Union
with people who are in the Union 1is that a Union 1is really a
reflection of the people that are 1its members, especially tnose
members who bother to work to make the Union go. 1It"s quite possible
that a Union could become strong enough and be composed of people
cynical enough to bargain for tnings which would ultimately load
mto the detriment of quality education. It's my firm belief and
I think that we have demonstrated it by our actions on this campus
that the people in this particular Union are interested in quality
education.”
Unfortunately for the University and for Alaska, the Union lias by now
exceeded even its wildest dreams in arriving at that level of cynicisnm
mentioned above. I agree that the Union is a reflection og its members
and that tne newsletters referred to indeed indicate where the union
was headed. Copies of several of those newsletters are attached for
your perusal.

In the newsletter printed two days after the one-day strike in October,
the following statements appear:
"Additionally, student support for community college faculty was
tremendous. IC wisli to extend our heartfelt THANK YOU to tne
thousands uf students who supported tiie strike in many different
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tays. Witaout you, W€ couldn"t have accomplished our immediate
objectives with a strike this brief, We"re happy to be back in class
with you. We encourage everyone 1involved in"the Union"s talks
with the University - students, faculty, administration, and indeed

all Alaskans - to rememoer tne reasons for the strike ana tne
forcefulness wnicn allowed for its prompt conclusion. We also
encourage all of those involved to be mentally prepared for another
strike. V0 arc returning to our classes as a gesture of good faitn."

Whst haooened to that good faith when the second strike was called in
spite of the fact that the negotiators were 1in a marathon session wiicu
saw several agreements reached? And wvihat hapnened to that gratitude

for student support after tiie strike when Union teachers returned to

the classrooms announcing tnat no work would be made up if tncy were

not paid for doing so? What happened to tne great concern for students
when Union teachers refused to give any credit for work done by students
under substitute teachers during tiie strike?

And what kind of concern for students 1is expressed when students are
threatened by instructors tnat they had better not make statements
against tne Union or testify here today? I personally was approacned
by a student yesterday who was indeed a very frigatcned individual
because he had been told not to make statments against the Union.

A second individual w.iom | requested be referred to me because of
tactful remarks made regarding students testifying here today refused
to see me because nc was afraid somebody would hear about it.

Presently 35 faculty members of the bargaining unit are 1in the position
of possible termination for refusing to authorize a payroll deduction

of a fee of $35 per montn 1in order to keep taeir jobs. These teacners
taught during the strike and are opposed for different reasons to many
activities of the Union. Paying this fee would amount to supporting to

tiie same extent as Union members all tnose Union activities which tne
non-Union Tfaculty members den lore.

The, entire University will suffer from this. The Union has requested
the firing of twenty-some faculty members from the Anchorage campus,
four of tiie eleven faculty at Kuskokwim, both faculty members at Palmer,
one of tiie four faculty members at: Kodiak and the entire staff of tne
secretarial program at Juneau-Douglas.

Without addressing tiie amount of tiie fee, | must address tiie requirement
of any fee regardless of its size. An agency shop - and certainly anyt.iin
more severe - is entirely out of place®in an academic setting. It
requires a fTaculty member®s first allegiance to oc to tne Union in order
to even be a faculty member.

IT ever there was a situation where, 1in a collective bargaining process,
tiie bargaining agent should epitomize fairness to all, recognition of
basic rights of .individuals, responsibility for one"s own actions and
debts, and the long-term effects of their actions on otners as well

as themselves, it is in a University where tne bargaining is actually
done by the faculty members tifemselves..

And ccrtainlv in such a situation, the Union should be aole on its own
merits and actions to gain tne support of tne bargaining unit members
without having to force the non-union members to support tncir efforts.



£ the Union was, indeed, working for the good of tne faculty, tne
improvement of the University"s ability to serve, the students and the
.State, mid the guarantee of academic excellence, tne Union would have
the support of all or nearly all of .its constituency wnicn it supposedly,
but-at-presently questionably represents. The fact that tne union was
not funranteed forced support by all faculty members would serve to
cunaxnua?ly make the Union more conscientious 1in its activities.

There arc some highly competent instructors who would come to tne
iin.iver.sity and from whose talents ths State could bene fir, but who will
net ot cannot support a Union on campus and would therefore refuse to
accept an appointment. Can you imagine any faculty or potential facul ty
member with integrity even considering working here knowing that the
Union has forced the firing of even one, let alone 20 or so faculty
members solely for refusing to support tne Union? The Unic Lwill be
tienyirg the students and the State the benefit of such instructors.

But is is an absolute right of any student to be exposed to instructors
whs jtrrc anti-Union views.

How representative of all its constituents can a Union oe when 1its
President informs one of the Tfaculty member- that he can join tne Union
if he “fmake a moral commitment to work for ACCFT--and most particularly
never to work actively against this union for tac duration of your
membership.”™™ That letter was addressed to me and | am providing you
with a copy.

And ewhat conscientious Tfaculty member or union leader would stoop so

low as to even suggest taat someone witn opposing views would agree

to commit uimsclf.aerself to cease immediately tne utterance of inflammatory
A~ wubrts regarding tae Union or the agency fee in excnange for ocing

allowed to finish the semester, but still pay iiis/,hor agency fees?

That was an option presented to faculty members opposing the agency

shcn and no apology can ever erase tne fact that tne statement was made.

iv. address Senate Till 76, I begin by stating that there are many
inequities in salary witnin tiie oargaining unit - some small and some
quite gross. These 1inequities must indeed be corrected immediately.

And a substantial raise for all faculty members may be 1in order, out tiie
raise of roughly 265 over tne past IS months 1is not to be scoffed at.

We received that raise thanks to tiie efforts 1in bargaining og tne Alaska
Public .Employees but they nave never attempted to assess us a fee for
thrH *\._ejTforts from wnicn we ocnofittcd. out, tne 265 raise 1is not an

tttilu answer since i1t was an across -tiic-board raise which simply
fn-rthfT compounded tiie inequities.

This University has not really seriously made an effort to correct these
inequities or they would not continue to exist. But tne Union salary
scaJ.c and nlaccnonc criteria - even though they may be an improvement -
have one great lack. Tiie only criteria for salary determination are
hours spent in class as a student, years standing in aclassroom as a
teacher or years on a job related to tiiearea of one"spresent teacaing
assignment, ho weight 1s given to competence or quality of nerfornancce
All one 1iilas to do to assure himself of a 55 pay raise eacu year is to

his heart beating. I

Ints contract has eliminated tenure academic rank and merit pay from the
bargaining unit. This is important for two reasons, first these are
tiie only rewards a university can give for quality performance.
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By removing these from the bargaining unit, the Union has denied the

University tne capability to reward faculty for- the very thing which tne
Union claimed was their primary concern - quality teaching. Secondly
.the reviews of faculty performance which normally occur when one is
.eligible for tenure, promotion in rank or is being considered for merit
pay have now b een eliminated so that there is no evaluation - at

least no meaningful evaluation of the performance of any faculty member
in the bargaining unit.

Now for the major thrust of my statement®today. | am not going to
"suggest either passage or defeat of Senate Bill 76. What 1 wish you

to strongly consider is tnis. The University exists primarily if not
exclusively for the students and the citizens of Alaska - not for any
group of faculty nor for the faculty or staff in its entirety. Our
-SJtudents and our public are in no way comparable to potential customers
of General Motors who iiavc no input into bargaining for the workers

who put together the cars. The students are affected at least as much
aS tiie faculty by what the Union has done 0" will do in the University.

These hearings today are not only the last opportunity for any public
input into the bargaining, but more 1importantly it is, in fact, the

first onportunity for any suca inpu. Tne public 1is paying the costs

of the contract and a large®"share of the costs of the actual negotiations.
Yox as representatives of this® public now have tne opportunity and
responsibility to see that the public 1is heard and their interests

come first.

Thus 1 urge that you listen very; carefully to the statements today

and make your own judgement as to wnetacr the individuals most affected
by this contract will be served by the bargaining unit members working
under this contract as it presently stands. Thcrd is alot more at
estake than a few or a lot of dollars.

Union demands and Union activities indicate quite strongly that the
Union®s urinary concern 1is protecting the reputation and power of tne

Union. It is a sad day for education when a University is staffed by
faculty members who consider Union security to outweigh in 1importance
human dignity, honesty and individual rignts. In no way cn sucn a faculty

serve the State wiicn their primary concern is to serve the union.

I urge that before you approve passage of this bill and by such action
imply approval of all that the Union has done this past year, you insist

tbnt the Union Tfind solutions to the very serious problems of the present
whihb they nave created..

One honorable solution would be for tne Union to accept the responsibility
for the agency shop clause ana tne furor it lias created, agree witn tne
University to a ammendment to tne contract eliminating the agency snop
clause for the life of tne contract a.id inviting non-union members to
contribute to tne Union a fair share of the costs of negotiations based

on salary and otncr benefits received by each individual. Tnis would oo
an ideal solution, but it is not necessarily feasible. IVnatever compro—
mise may be reached, the Union must recognize that tucy nave not earned
the rigiit to determine now any amount of a non-union faculty member®s
salary is to be spent.

Finally 1 urge that you Senators use your influence to demand of the

higher echeJdons of University administration that tiiev beHn

their management rights and obligations as granted and nrovi
In tne contract. Provi



April 3, 1975
Members of the Alaska Legislature:

the enclosed statements were given by me in testimony to the
Senate Finance Committee and the Senate Committee for Public Hearing
on Senate Bill 76. I wrote these two statements based on my.,observation
of the events surroundig the formation of the Union on the Anchorage
Community College campus, Union activities prior to end during the
strike, and Union activities since the strike. I have been greatly
dismayed at the Union®s lack of concern for students and for faculty
members who do not approve of Union activities and disagree with
Union policies. I request that you read these two statements which
have very little overlap and consider my thoughts prior to forming
any final opinions regarding passage or defeat of Senate Bill 76.
Senate Bill 76, if passed, would fund the financial aspects of the
contract between the University of Alaska and the Community College
Teachers.

I further urge that you read carefully the statement from the
Anchorage Senior College Faculty Association which carefully outlines
the possible demise in quality of the education the University can
offer as a result of some aspects of the contract, particularly the
agency shop provision. I understand that the authors of that statement
have sent a copy to each legislator.

I would hope that you give careful thought as to the reasons
**or the Legislature allowing for agency shops or Union shops for
public employees and consider whether the intention was to fire
a large number of employees who could not in good conscience support
financially the activities of a Union. I hope that you also consider
very carefully the difference between a University and industry and
the jobs done by the emnloyocs. An agency shop or Union shop in a
University neems most inappropriate. Likewise the firing of 35
faculty members simply because they cannot in good conscience support
the activities of the present Union seems hardly in the public interest.

I urge that you give a great deal of thought to the possibility
of ammending the Public Employees collective bargaining statue to
exclude agency shop and Union shop from higher education or all
educational institutions. A Union in education should be conscientious
enough and concerned enough to gain support of bargaining unit members
based on its actions and its owtf merits rather than forcing all
members of tho bargaining unit to support that Union regardless of
what it does.

Sincerely,

- i B oum V A
David Hoke



I an writing in response- to your telegram of May
10 regarding Senate Bill 76.

As you probably know, the original Senate Bill was
cut by a Finance Committee Substitute, which Included
reducation in both the salary increase and cost-of-
living items. Our committee has drawn up a House
Substitute for this bill which would appropriate the
following amounts:

Placement and salary increase $659,000
Cost-of-living increases 256,000
Area cost-of-living differential 111,600

. 1y 1 1,026a700

As this House Substitute requests an amount Ularger
than either of the Senate versions, a special
conference committee wlllrmost likely adapt the

bill so as to satisfy both Houses. Hopefully, this
will result in provision of the full salary request.

Yours truly,

Susan Sullivan, Chairwoman
House HFSS Committee

SS:la
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Anchorage, Alaska
February 5# 1979

Susan Sullivan, Chairman

Health, Education and Social Services
Pouch V

Jhneau, Alaska 99801

Dear Susan:

Congratulations on your becoming chairman of the H, E & S S committee.
It is indeed an honor and will require one heck of a lot of work.

Novr as you are learning by now that very few very write unless they
want something. After all what are you dfcwn there far-whrt a dirty
dig.

My wife Cleone 1is a school teacher and so we are going to be inter—
ested in any legislation that deals with education in any way. More
particularly we 1ine interested in legilation relating to retirenent.

Senate Bill No. H6 is a bill dealing with early retirement for
teachers. We are in favor of this bill for we feel that it woj Id
be good both for the teaching profession and the education sys*
as well. It will permit older teachers who desire to retire it
an earlier age if they desire. This will permit hiring of youarr
teachers for less money. This will result in a saving of money
for teachers and give young people an opportunity to get j"bs.

I am sure that this bill will be thoroughly studied in all the
committees and it is my hope that all findings will be favorable
and the bill will be approved by both houses.

It has been rather quite around here since the election and our

legilstures departure for Juneau. I haven™t seen your Dad for o
some time. I am sure that he 1is buisy.

Here 1is wishing you a very successful session. If 1 can help you
in anyway, please feel frceX to oall on me. Sorry about my tying

for it is not my best talent.

N rEAn8rrage
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Thank-you for your telegram regarding Senate Bill"/76.

vV Vv . >
The original Senate Bill was cut in the Senate Finance
Committee, with reductions in both the salary increase
and cost-of-living items. Our committee, in recognition
of the need for the full salary appropriation, drew up
a Hou:.-e Substitute, requesting the following amounts:

Placement and salary increase $ 659,000
Cost-of-living increases 256,000
Area cost-of-llving differential 111,000

$1,026,700

As this House Substitute requests an amount larger
than does either of the Senate versions, a special
conference committee will most likely adapt the bill
so as to satisfy both Houses. Hopefully, this will
result.,in provision of the full salary request

Yours truly,

Susan Sullivan, Chairwoman
House HESS Committee

SS:la
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Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99701
May 26, 1975

Rick Goodfellow

206 Bunnell Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99509

Dear Rick:

Thank you for your letter on Senate Bill 76 concerning a
supplemental appropriation to the University of Alaska for
a community college teachers* pay raise.

I agree that the whole University of Alaska needs close scrutiny,

especially salary levels. Senate Bill 76, as it was amended
in our committee, 1is something of a compromise between the
original version and the Senate version. One of 1its best
virtues, |1 think, 1is that it realigns salary and experience

levels of the faculty, thus making a more sensible systenm
of pay rates.

The bill is presently in the House Finance Committee. Since
there are several widely divergent versions of it, it seems
likely that it will go to a conference committee.

Please write again in the future on issues that concern you. *

~

Youra truly,

Susan Sullivan, Chairwoman
House HESS Committee

SS:la



JUNEAU ALASKA

Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Diana Berkowita

3332 Perdue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Jason®"s Momk
Thank you for your letter regarding Senate Bill 76.

The original Senate Bill was cut in the Senate Finance
Committee, with reductions in both the salary increase
and cost-of-living items. Our committee, 1in recognition
of the need for the full salary appropriation, drew up a
House Substitute, requesting the following amounts:

Placement and salary increase $ 659,000
Cost-of-living increases 256,000
Area cost-of-living differential 111,000

$1,026,700

As this House Substitute requests an amount larger than

does either of the Senate versions, a special conference
committee will most likely adapt the bill so as to satisfy
both Houses. Hopefully, this will result in provision of the
full salary request.

Yours truly,

Susan Sullivan, Chairwoman
House HESS Committee

SS:la
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TO: GOVERNOR JAY HAMMOND AND THE ALASKA LEGISLATURE

FROM:  STUDENT LIASON FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
A
y L)

We 1implore your attention to tra-~e<«frcnE” Tabor strife on the

- -V

community college campuses throughout the state. Valued faculty members
are being threatened with termination becauhe of their objection to the
agency fee of $35.00 per month being impose! by the ACC/AAT. ~,nr,y

2404, AFL-CI10.

A student group, delegated to attempt a compromise between
the two factions last Friday has met with cooperation from the objecting
faculty members, however, the AFT has within the past hour refused
this group®s entry into a meeting between the two sides. As always,
students who are most affected by these problems are given no
opportunity for representation.

Student feeling on campus 1is very high and we greatly fear
violent student action if this matter is not resolved. Furthermore,
such ar. atmosphere 1is definitely not conducive to learning, and that is
the goal of every student in an educational institution.

This only emphasizes our concern that students should be
involved in present and any future negotiations between unions and
administration on college campuses statewide. We would like your
support, in concept, of our proposal t.o alter the Alaska Strte Public
Employees Act to .include students, by law, in collective bargaining.

STUDENT LIASON FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

n/T~yL” - S TN AN A\

F—-.KATHY BURGESS, CHAIRMAN JAV~A"BROWN, CO-CHAIRMAN
Voo, /<
— ata.g— > . «/m>x.. b, ,

DAN COCKLIN ROBERT HEASLEY j






THE FOLLOWING PAGES WERE TREATED AS
A UNIT IN THE ORIGINAL FILE.
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AFT Alaska Community Colleges Proposed Budget
(ZwJAIU ruM f

3 Major Grievances 0 $5,000 each

15 Minor Grievances 0 $750 each

President®"s Release (one course, two semesters)

Transportation 0 $600/mo.

Per Capita

Paper and Publicity 0 $100/mo.

Communications -and Social 0 $100/mo.

Debt Amortization

/U4 T<UES fun g

TOTAL

1[p

$ 15,000
11,250
5.000
7.200
6.000
1.200
1,200

16,500

$63,350



ALASKA COMMUNITY COLLEGES FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

LOCAL J401 AFFILIATED WITH A< L CIO 733 i'ROVIOEMCI OHIVC ANCHORAGE. ALASKA T0503-

Senate Members

Alaska Senate Finance Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99301

Dear Senators:

Alaska Community Colleges®" Federation of Teachers wish to thank you for
this opportunity to present our suggestions for revisions to Senate Bill No. 76.
We feel that our calculations are more broadly based"in fact than those of the
University administration (Hullinger report: Supporting Detail, Feb. 28), and
we hope that our figures because they are fairly well refined, will be useful
to you in computing actual dollar appropriations. In our attached report each
contract cost is itemized adjacent to the University projected cost so that
differentials can easily be identified.

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

Because of financial problems which have occurred within the University
in the past, we suggest that funds approprl "ed in this bill be earmarked
strictly for expenditure within the Alaska community college bargaining unit.
Any transferability provisions should be limited, and prefenbly limited ex—
plicitly to a particular community college.

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

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

(d/ u,d L rd8 (\ ) dp

Fdie Lynch., President, ACCFT Local ivt0"i ClarkCorbrldgL?, ACCFT Chief Negotiator
Joe/Cottliol-s, Vice President, ACCFT Ralph Me Grath, ACCFT Negotiator
At taciied:

Office Need Survey (Pond Report)
Summer Session Study (Connors Report)



SENATE BILL NO. ?b
ALASKA COMMUNITY COLLEGES FEDERATION COF TEACHERS

COS? ANALYSIS

UNION UNIY. UNI UNIV.
COST ITEMS jeLzs FY y$ FY% FY 76

Cost of negotiations 0.0 14.9 11.6 14.9
Formal Grievance Procedures 910 70.0 18.0 105.0
Travel 2.4 1.7 7.2 5.1
Relocation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Site Visitation 5.7 5-7 w 03.0 17.1
Offices 233.1 35.0 63.8 35.0
Clerical Support 0.0 0.0 43.2 0.0
Substitutes 5".6 54.6 125.3 136.5
Overloads 64.4 567 450.5 125.0
Summer Employment 672.0 0.0 1,486.7 56.7
Less then Full Time Employed 8.5 8.5 0.0 17.0
Retraining 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Placement €Salary Increase 624.1 566.4 4,976.2 ft  682.1
Area Cost of Living 111.6 109.2 135.5 109.2
Fringe Benefits 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Parking 0.0 8.0 0.0 12.0
Lounge 3.5 3.5 1.0 1.0
Continuing Education 0,0 12.9 0.0 33.5
Professional Leave 0.0 0.0 101,4 08.7
Annual Leave 325.4 66.1 414.8 150.0
Checkoff 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0
Union President Release 2.1 2,3 6.5 4.6
FY 76 Univ. Malary Adjustment 251.4
Cost of Living Escalator 292.0 X 995.7 It
TOTALS 2,209.3  1,015.5 * 8,947.4 #1,854.8

UNTON UNIV. UNION .

7375 Fy 16 Fy 76

* The University nado no projection lor the Cost of Living Escalator and
the Union estimate is based on a ? 1/2 Y% lor FY 75 and 20 %for Fy /6.

++ The Union figure cited here is the TOTAL COST for bargaining unit member
salaries for FY 76. (or is included in the final totals for FY 76.)



REACTION: The Union does not feel the University

projected cost of 14,900 is accurate or justified..
Sirce 30% of the bargaining unit members are from
Anchorage and tr.e contract calls for negotiations

to be held in Anchorage it seens Inappropriate that

" 3 persons traveling from outside Anchorage have to
fly in 30 times". Selection of Anchorage negotiators
ar.d negotiation sections of a longer duration would
alleviate nuch of this administrative ecct. The
costs cited, are purely administrative.

UNTON *PROPOSAL :

That 2 of the 3 University negotiators bs from the
Anchorage area and that no more than 10 trips are
needed for out: ide travel. Therefore:

FY 75--No cost., negotiations arc over with.

fY"76-r-One University negotiator t%veﬁ ')I;%[%L

outside Anchorage making

10 trips @ average cost $110 per trip $

Lodging and seals in Anchorage $50 ;or
day X 0 days
Cost for 3 Union negotiators substitute
teacher (Provided for in the contract)
3 (negotiators) X 300 (sub. pay) X 30 (days)
Cost for 3 University negotiators should, bo
absorbed as part of their contractual
aprccrr t::. We calculate that this would be
in excess of 13,890.

FY 76 TOTAL

Orifiva::™® a”l nor,el -1 procedure UNI9ON ESTIMATE

REACTION: The contract states that the University-

UnJon objective is "to er-cowa*;*. the prompt and
informal resolution of cvrplaistr/ . . and thus
kc Find University costs to Vc excessive- their
costs suggest that grievance”’alvays go to the
fir.-1 remedy of arbitration, interestingly, the
Universe tij*» projected cost of $70,000 is in ex—
cess of the Total monies <rst will be collected
foy the Union for Its entire operating o sts during
the life of tne contract!

UNION PROPOSAL:

0 minor grievances P
Travel $500

Fry 70 Tort.L

11,600

FY 7« One major grievance $5,000 $
Five minorgrievancesS $750
Travel $250 pv ,74Ur A L —coeeee
[
FY 76- Tvto major grievances 3 7$5,000 $

18,000



;rnt irei

REACTION| The University management will control
this cost by th:ir assignment of bargaining unit
members to travel. However, traveling 25 times
is unrealistic in view of the 15 week semester with
classes meeting 2 X a week. Correct figure should
be at least 30 trips per bargaining uniu members.

The majority of travel will le done in Anchorage
and between ACC and the military base campuses
at Ft. Richardson and Elmenrtorf. Thus the average
round trip is between 20*30 miles. Ve use 25 as
the realistic average miles and not 8, Also we
note that the University is currently paying 16
cents a mile.and not 14 as they cite.

UNION PRCPOG\L:

FY ?c¢= 20 unit rrnbers traveling 30 times at an
estimated distance of 25 n.il-'s X 16 cents

FY 75 TOTAL

FY ?Gt—60 unit anr-feers travel?.nr 30 times at an
ertimated diet?.*tee of 2; miles X 16 cents

dA

6.5 Relocation UNION ESTIMATE

REACTION: Union supports the University arslyr.is
UNION FRO?COAL:
FY ?5 ro cost “ FY 75 TOTAL
FY 76~-no cost FY 76 TOTAL

2.400
2.400

7.200

7.200



s’ ,

Mmain** >l the Uftivir..1*y management xilJ control
this coot by Teir acr.lgmcnt of bargaining unit
members to si e visitation. To adequately service
the s"ear: of ._utlying ccr:r.unitis3 vc recommend 4b

hueh courses (average oi" one for every four unit
aembers.

UNION PROTCSAI:
FY 75— Union accepts the University cost 5.670

FY /5 TOTAL 5.670

FY 76— Estimaro 46 courser. 4 3 credits each
& 14™ credit hours.
144 X 1/30 X 21,454 (arc. salary) n 102,950

FY 76 TOTAL 102,950

* notet Union average salary figure is set at
21,454 not .18,900 as University projects.

Our figures are based cn Salary Placement report
and are rrecise.

6.3 Faculty 0ff3ccs— UNION ESTIMATE

REACTION: Contract language provides that "where
space and building design permit, the University
will provide every bargaining unit member with a
secure Office, , . The University agrees to request
and spend funds an provided by the legislature for
the provision of additional secure offices for all
bargaining ur.it ncmVeroN Based cn t”o Union 3 study
of office needs (see attached Pond Report) the
following costs arc projected:

FY 75- Union rout is an additional $233,100 above 233.100
the University already spent $35,000.
FY 75 TOTAL 233,100
FY 76% Cost cf an addition"ll 39 offices based on
Universityprojected increase cf 39 new 66,796
faculty hires. ( 39x $1,764 estm,%
Fy /6 TOTAL 68,796

6.9 Clerical R"v./rort UNION PROPOJAL

REACTIONS5 Based or. the University statement vc assume
tnat the University docs rot need additional funds
for clerical support and is adhering to ".he contract
lan ;ua.gc " J eoviding clerical support at the rate of
approximately one for every ten unit members". How—
ever for FY [0 an increase of 39 faculty means an
additional 4 flerical support staff to riintain 10-1.

FY 7§ Union accepts University no cost position
FY 2?5 TOTAL 0

FY 76— Add 4 clerical staff £ 10,000 plus 8%)fringe

*nrflto* N76to*i 43200

Wwr -



18

19

6,1C

6, m

Substitutes UNION PROPOSAL

REACTION. Current University policy allows for
accrual of 1 1/2 days per month per faculty
aerocr or 13 1/2 days per academic year (9mo.)
The University cost is inadequate as It assumes
that the average bargaining unit member will
net use more than Y4§%ox nis/her accrued sick
leave (ie 10 days divided by 13 1/2 « %) union
also feels tftat $25.00 per hour paid +o substitute
is insufficient based on hours spent in preparation
for teaching. Therefore we recor-mend. $35.00,

UNION RESPOH3E:

FY 75— "Union accept-. University cost analysis
but nuggar,t it be audited -1 er.d of this

fiscal veer. FY 75 TOTAL 54,600

Fy 716—221 unit %enters (in-?\s anticipated
increrse of 79 faculty as University ras
projected| X 12 credit he = tot w*ek
Y sc (snjjar cert of substitute)

/ Z%V?IT. fi' *c.comen
v 5 days)
FY % "o-""

Per.leads U”10N FKO,S"7AL

REACTION: The University statement of 30 courses for
FY 7 = is-totally irrorsistent with the prior practice
clause of the negotiated contract and is inconsistent

/)32 7,307

.with past offerings of overloads. Since*neat academic

faculty are on 9 month contracts this would greatly
sffcot the community colleges® 4nira.’r session-= since
trey are offered on the overload_basis. Funding cf

thin Jor critic 1 in t-cth 75 and 70, Univ. error 5m cost.

UNION [1"AOPOF/.1, i

FY 7r— 70 Aur-vI X > <¢'redlt h*ure X_1/30 (r.ogotl itod

ccntr ct rate) y Lhwe {"y 1 average salary)

FY 75 TOTAL

rY yt= Union pro.icels < more vcuisilc need for
200 corrnca pc ye.ir (an end to cli®-suppcct
atT**=itri  fc:)
200 courses X 3 cr. hr:;, X 1/30 (negotiated
contract rate X 2?,*26 (FY 76 average salary)

Fy 76 TOTAL

64,363

450,534



20 7.1 Sumner Fmployront UNI*  PROPOSAL

REACTION:
Sunnier

In an apparent retaiitory nove 1975
Session offerings have been intentionally

cut back excessively (see attached Union findings)
from the 1974 level. We propose that a ;us] nance
level of offerings be provided for sturner of 1975.

At ACC
offered

in Slimmer 197 alone there wore 192 courses
. The Union pronoses 220 courses statewide

in both FY 75 and FY 7@ Summer session. Cost as
follows {

UNION PROPOSAL:

FY 75—

FY 76-

21 7.2 Less tha” Full

REACTION:

220 (courses) X 1 month (only June 75 would be
charged to the 75 budget) X 3 credit hours
X 1/30 X 21,1*54 (ave. salary FY 75).

FY 75 TOTAL ~ 1*71,988

220 (courses X 2 months (July and August 75 would
ca charged to the 6 budget) X 3_credit hours
X 1/30 X 22,526 (ave, salary FY 76). Total 991,144-

and

220 (courses) X _1 month (only June 76 would be
charged to the 76 budget) X 9 credit hours
X 1/30 X 22,526 (ave. Salary FY [0). Total 495.572

FY 76 TOTAL 1466,716

-Time Rmi-loynent

Union accepts for the FY 15 the University

cost of 8, 520. Wc suggest that for FY 16 it is more
appropriate to budget for these positions as new hires

at the

full bargaining unit members salary 3nd theref r(

find it unnecessary to appropriate any funds for FY
in this category,

UNION PROPOSAL:

Fy 19—
Fy [6-

Accept University cost projection
FY 75 TOTAL 8,520

No cost as this should bo absorbed
in new hires, FYy 76 TOTAL 0



23 7.4 8 Retraining- UMION ES IMATE

REACTION: The University position is inaccurate arid
unclear. The Labor-Management Committee (provided
for in the contract) has to date recioved at least
14 notices of "University intent not to rehire for
FY 76". Retraining of these individuals an pro—
vided for in the contract is apparently viewed by
the University as a no-cost it:erv

UNION K3GPCCAL: Assuming that the University intends to
fulfill its contractual obligations regarding re—
training of faculty cent notices of "intent not to
rehixe” the Union raises no objection at this tine.

24 e <& Placement of Personnel on Salary Schedule-— UNION ESTIMATE

8.1
8.2
RF*TTION: Union agrees with sentence one. However,
wost analysir ic erroneous. O06&r basis is taken
from the calculated figures of tho Union-Unlversity
Salary Placement Committee,

UNION PPCIXALj

FY 75— Scot, 1, 19?4~June 30, 1975 (and includes
the 16£ frIn,"?% benefit, cost)
FY 15 TOTAL $h24,Q42 *

FY 76— July 1, 1975--June 30, 1976 (and includes
tne Ib gbfiingo benefit cost) *
Fy 70 ToTAL  $4,978,246 *

*uotej The Fv 16 figures Includes the estimated
39 new mtus pro.Vcted by the Univarsity.

* Figures worked up from the Union-University Salary PLacement Committee

study indicate that salary increases from Sept. 1, 1974 through Dec. 31,
1974 total $125,924. Increases from January 1, 1975 through June 30,

1975 total $412,044. These figures arc* added, and ihen increased by

16% to reflect tho cost of fringe benefits, Thus the total salary INCRIIA.1
for FY 1.975 is $624,042.

** Assuming one vertical increment and no horizontal movement per bargaining
unit member, the average projected salary for a unit member in FY 1976,
including fringe benefits, is $22,526. Ilullinger®s Univeisity figures
project 221 unit members for FY 1976. Multiplying these two we get
$22,526 X 221=%$4,978,246 as the total cost for bargaining unit member
salaries for FY 1976.



*

REACTION: In calculating Cost of living
the Union used the exact data provided,
by the Union-University Salary Placement
Committee, Figures are included for
only those campuses that are entitled to

cost-of-living differential

UNION PROPOSAL:
FY 75

TOTAL SALARIES AREA
COMMUNITY COLLEGE-: AT 1-1-75 FACTOR  TOTAL
Kodiak 73,590 » .192 10,300
Kuskckwiim 199.732 918 69.920
Ketchikan 138,096 ,006 828
Sitka 56,989 100 5,698
Juneau 211,320 o071 15,003
Total 96, .i99

Plus 16 %fringe benefi to
FY 75 TOrA

The Union 1is investigating with the chief
(Tom Mannix) responsible for the contract
out if the Cost of Living Differential is
9 or 5 months. We will report on that at

L 111,590 (9 1IONTH)*

arbitrator
award to find
effective for
the time of

the hearings on Senate Bill 76. We are also including

the cost based on a 5 month application

Figures based on a 5 month period:

Tote 1 61.,99A

Plus 16/ 9,994

FY 75 TOTAL 71,913

FY 76

111 590 X — - (“hil members incJ. 39 new

hires),

182 (unit members previous year)

FY 76 TOTAL 135,502

(5 MONTH)

(9 MONTH)



ji 0.5 Fringe rorrfltn UNION ESTIMATE

REACTION! Union accepts the University cost 13r
FI 75. However, the contract does pro—
vide for the possibility of a study
committee to make recommendations regarding
changes in the fringe benefit.-., inis
could become a cost item,

UNION PROPOSAL!

FY 75— Ko cost anticipated
FY 75 TOTAL

FY 76~-No cost anticipated
FY 76 TOTAL

32 0,6 Parking UNION ESTIMATE

REACTION; We question the necessity of this ex—
penditure “unices the University intends to in—
stall winter electrical outlet plug ins) and
note that no provision is made fo** the income
the University aerives from the S30.00 per semester
faculty use fee. We suggest a legislative audit
of this item to assure that the funds have bcem
appropriately disbursed.

UNION PROPOSAL1

FY 15-r-Cost of installing parking gates, fence and
maintenance might necessitate an initial
cost of University estimated 8,0C0? After
tnat any additional costs should be ahoorbod
in parking fees collected from faculty,

FY 75 TOTAL 0
Fy /76— Any Additional costs should be absorbed in
monies collected from faculty parking fee, 0
32 8,0c  Faculty Lounge UNION ESTIMATE

REACTION: Union agrees with the University estimate
and expects to see the funds allocated for tinat
purpose,

UNION PROPOSAL:
FY 75~*Cost of furnishing and equiping faculty lounge
FY 2?5 TOTAL 3,500
FT 76+ Additional furnishing Fy 76 ToaL 1j000



33 8*6d Continuity Education UNION ESTIMATE

REACTION: The Union dots not feel that there is
any expense to the University in the continuing
education provision. The contract specifically
states "without tuition cost".

UNITON PROPOSAL

FY 75~>No cost to the University
FY 75 TOTAL

FY 76*Ho cost to the University
Fy 70 TOTAL

33 9*1 Professional Development Leave UNION ESTIMATE

REACTION: The Union agrees that there should ce
no added cost_for FY 75* However, there will be
a cost in FY .

UNION PROPOSAL

FY 757-No additional cost
Fy 75 ToTAL

FY 76— 9 bargaining unit members Xs $22,526
(ave. salary! Xs 1/2 (recieve up to
1/2 salary) « n ~ TOTAK

37 9.3 Annual Leave UNION ESTIMATE

REACTION: The negotiated coniract states that:
" bargaining unit members shall be permitted

; to accrue , . . paid leave. Maximum
accumulation: is 30 working days, A maximum
of 30 days . . . unused accrued leave shall bo

paid off at the termination of employment.

UNION PROPOSALZ

FY 75- 182 bargaining unit members X $21,45"
(ave. salary; X 15 (days of leave)

180 (Work days per _co> tract)

101,367

FY 15 TOTAL 325,336

FY-1-16- .221 bargaining unit members X $22,526

(ave. salary) ¥ ibQ ~ otk A I™ ™). contract;

FY 70 TOTAL 414,8<4
Union assumes 1.00& funding for all annual leave which

possibly could bo accrued in FY 15 and Fy 70.



10.3 Checkoff UNION ESTIMATE
REACTIONt Union nprerr with University position,

UNION PROPOSAL;

FY 75-~Cozt av-crbed in payroll office
FY ?5 TOTAL

FY 76— cost absorbed in payroll office
FY 76 TOTAL

10.6 TM.cmnri Time UNION ESTIMATE

REACTION: _Union coots are based on actual figures
for FY 75, Fy 76 figure is based on projected
ccst as the candidates for President are already
nominated,

UNTON PROPOSAL;

FY 75- Bnion President 1/5 annual salary and benefits
2,015 (no, salary.) X 4 1/2 (months)
X 1,16 (fringe benefits) X 1/5 (release)

FY 75 TOTAL 2,104

Fy 70- -union President 1/5 annual salary and benefits
3,114 (mo, salary) X 9 (months)
X 1,16 (fringe benefits) X 1/5 (release)

Fy 70 TOTAL 6,502



Cost of Living Escalator UNION ESTIMATE

KEACTIONiI The University made no projection cost
for this iten. The Union made itsprojecti.o:. c¢n
a7 i/2 Y%for FY 75 and a 20 Y%for Fy 70.
emphasize that this IS A PROJECTEDCOST.

When data fromthe Bureau of Labor is madeavailable
we will update this information,

UNION PROPCSAIj

FY 75~»7 1/2 (estm. gﬁincrease) X9 (9 mo.
academic year) X $2,389 (ave. mo. salary
includes fringe benefits) X 162 (nho. Df
bargaining unit members).

FY 75 TOTAL 2921879

Fy 78- %0 % (sstm. gbincrease) X9 (9 mo.
academic year) X $2,503 (ave. no. salary
includes fringe benefj.tr) X 221 (no. of
bargaining unit members, includes Uni~”?,
projected Increase of 39 faculty).

Fy 70 TOTAL 995,693



2/21/75

TO: Labor-Management Committee

FROM: Bargaining .Unit Members Office Survey Committee
Roberta Pond, Chairperson
Paula Guetschow
Bill Mackey
Amy Bollenbach
Doug Veltre

The attached survey of offices of Bargaining Unit Members 1is complete

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

been received from Ketchikan, Kuskokwin and Sitka to date.

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

Here are our recommendations regarding office size and placement:

I. Recommended Size and Equipment:

A. Single Person: a standard private office must be 150 sg. ft.,
have floor to ceiling walls and exterior window. When an ex—
terior window 1is not possible, the office must have an interior

A window of at least 20 sq. ft.

H B. Two people: an office for 2 people must provide 15C sq. ft.
per person and a visual barrier to provide similance of privacy
within office. Walls a™0 windows will be the same as in indiv—

idual office.

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

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

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

A.  Size

1 person-private 100 sq.ft.

2 people- 225 sq.ft.

3 people - 350 sq.ft.

4 people- 475 sq.ft.

B. Equipment - same as for standard offices.

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



Placement AUt
No faculty member shall be moved from a locked office to an
unlocked office.

B. Faculty currently in standard offices which are acceptable to
them shall remain in those offices.

C. The committee will assemble a list of faculty in substandard
offices in order of seniority. As offices are made ready for
occupancy they will be offered to list of faculty in order.
Faculty members may decline an office without prejudice;
faculty members®™ names remain on the list at the same place.

D. No faculty shall be either assigned an office or moved with—
out consultation.- "

E. Half-time and part-time faculty members should be provided
office space after all full-time faculty have acceptable
offices.



Criteria for temporary adequate office; 1 person (private) - 100 sa ft
-people - 350 sq. ft.; 4 people -475 sq. ft.; 5 people - 600 sq!

Criteria for standard office: 1 person - 150 sq. ft.;

Number of People
to be Relocated for:

) ) Adequate Standard
Office Location O ffice office office Location
c108 (90 sq. ft.) OK €212
€103 (99 sq. ft.) OK E in? 1
C206 (99 sq. ft.) OK A104 Hatn? Modular
K204 (modular) 1 ? i & Eid
K204  (modular) 1 "7 Hoppertied !
K214 OK _ i
Merrill Field
Eggj (modu:ar) 1 A between 204 & 206
(modular) 1 A between 206 & 208
K204 (modular) 1 A209
K204 (modul ar) 1
E—NSIVEV (s:orage) 1 J Previts/Neilsen
(storage) 1 G Pearson/Pannone
c108 1 D104
C (between 201 & 203 €213
K215A 1 i i
(202C oK E Mil lor,Robinson,Lohman
B102 2 K140A modular
) D101
*K206A  (will be faculty lounge) 1 c210
K10 4A 0K C214
cl 06 2 A207  Knislcy
Kill 0K A207 Gripne
K140B 1 n? Hotchkiss
A211 (Appel? BUM?) 0K A207  congdon/Miller
A211 (Medley) 1 J. Bldg
A211 (Bohner - BUM?) 0K
C211 1
C210 (private) 0K

2 peopld - 300 sq.

=2 Dpnnip 999 __

p A

ft.

Number of People to
be Relocated for:

Adequate Standard

Office Office

1 2
1 2
2 2
1 2
1 2
1 1
1 2
1 1
2 2
2 3
2 2
2 3
OK 4
4 4
3 4
3 4
0K 1
0K 1
1 1
1 2

o3 3



Office Location

A .B.E. Downtown
Ft. Rich

Ketchikan

Library
Other

Kodiak
Kuskokwim
Sitka
Juneau
Campus

Downtown
A .B.E.

Adequate
Office

3
4

11

W -

Standard
Office"

3
4

N

11

w o1



SUMIiARY OF NUMBER OF OFFICES HEEDED:

Location NumbAel[P?I/_»gdethgoate Numb(e;fc:f Standard
ces
A.C.C. o "B.0.K
A. Building 7 14
B. Building 4 I
C. Building 13 o
D. Building 5 7
E. Building 3 5
F. Building ) )
G. Building ) .
H. Building ] ]
J. Building ) )
K. Building 11 01
ABE Downtown 3 4 3
Ft. Rich A I
SUB TOTALS
A.C.C. 56 09
Ketchikan 3 C
Kodiak 4 A
Kuskokwim 33 .
Sitka 3
Juneau 7 '
Kenal 5 :
Mat-Su 3 J

TOTALS 89 197



Cost:

(Estimates received

Construction for 10
Construction for 10
Removing Walls of K

Cost of Needed Offices

Adequate Offices
.*Standard Offices
Removal of Walls

for

89
127
20

from U.A.A. Planning Office)
X10 = $1176 per office

X15 = 1764 per office
Building = $20 per lineal foot
B.U.M. (Estimated)

X1200 = $106,800

X1800 = 228,600

X 225 = 4 ,500"



SUMMER CLASS OFFERINGS SLASHED
Report by Joe Connors

Various administrative sources at Anchorage Community Collone have expressed
that they are expecting a rather sharp decrease in enrollment this summer (over pre—
vious summers.) As one reviews the "unofficial" offerings, | can easily see why
their prognostication will no doubt con:e true. However, the problem goes deeper
than the reduction in offerings and jncludes: (1) the failure to utilize input

(faculty and student), (2) increased class size, and (3) poor time assignments for

classes.

The figures speak for themselves:

COURSF OFFERINGS BY DIVISION

Division SUMMER 71 SUMMFI! 76 % CHANGE
iicaooi"vi ¢ CO- 4*r -CP
Carter Education 57 70 +23
Commonitv Services 55 53 - 4

Within the Academic Division, one sees that. there ere decreases in aucfi

areas as:

DISCIPLINE SUMMER 74 SUMMER

Art

Biology

Chemistry

Economics

French P
Geography

History 1
Ha th

Mus ic

1lvilcsu;.;;y

Pol Itia.il Science

Soc; olotiy

Speech

Theatre

—-Ou-gw W S

o

—

~ NN
O)>J>H'—\OU"OJOO|\)O|—\|—\

B~



In an attempt to show that it"s not all decrease, one can see a few in-
t
crease; within the Carreer Ed and Community Services Divisions in such areas as

/
DISCIPLINE SUMMER 74 SUMMER 75

Corrections 3 5

Electronics * 10 16

Law Science 3 6

Police Administration 5 6
I realize that these figures are subject to some error. However, the trend
is obvious, regardless of what the .pecifics are. There 1is a rather large decrease

t
in summer offerings in the Academic Division, while Community Services is remaining

about level, and Car eer Education is increasing. These trends are very interesting
when one goes the next Stop and examiner, how many students took courses in each of
these divisions 4ast summer. Utilizing a copy of the Course Enrollment Report,

U of A Southcentral region, dated 0/30/74, 3 came up with the following:

DIVISION * . STUDENTS ENROLLED STUDENT CONTACT POURS
Academics 1,721 5,096
Career Education 534 2,024
Community Service 413 740

FANTASTIC! A new philosophy 1in education must be emerging which has as
its basis that, a good summer offering should include reducing the number of
courses that attract student and offering more courses that Indents don"t, sign

up for.

This brings me to my secund major area, those issues that compounded the

situation and no doubt will add to reduced enrollment this summer.

First, the lack of faculty input. In the discipline of Soeech, we had



received requests-from two health-occupa-tion programs to offer certain courses

and at specific times so that their student, could enroll. Vickie Christie

(Speech teacher) submitted a memo that, included these requests. The administration

developed the Speech schedule and the product was four courses in Speech, not one of

which matched any of the six that Vickie had asked for. We have unofficially heard

that our memo was a day late for the deadline. Very interesting, when other changes
1

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

one at best, for not accepting faculty input.

Another example reflecting this :.".me arrogant behavior in developing Uli.p>
schedule is tiie treatment o; the Instructional Advisory Committee formed as a re-
quirements of the Community College faculty contract. At its first meeting last
month, the Dean presented the "unofficial”™ r.ur &r schedule. Thai, was c.i . Tiursdav
afternoon-, and the Committee had until h iday in respond. The Cosir.itlee "™ d - varm

luosts 1in t.enrs of inoro courses being needed. A ¢ mme)ll wore ; hew. \:r, for the

most part the decision had already been made and the "unofficial™ schedule stood.

As students you should also realize that class size has been increased
almost across the board trom 30/35 students to 45. This means that you, will re—
ceive less time and attention by the teacher, since the class size has been in- -
creased approximately 50". While this might hr Oh for some courses, 1 frel it will
be a disaster inSpeech, when. ir;li*/id,:il sjym>al in , assignir"iits ere ‘'mPdst--wc will
probably have loredu>the ru:;b:i of assignments proportionally.

Triizcl, another aspect that, you should find interesting is tl°" tiir®
scheduling oi classes. It looks like 2 majority of the courses in the Academic
Division _.ill bein the evening; there 1is even a speech course from 3:30 to 10:ro

p-m., certainly a poor time for students to stand up and do their thing, after they



ha*"e cither worked or gone to school ill day -or) hove to 13%in work the next day
I feel the time scheduling is not responsive to student desires but rather in ad-
minitrative convenience (it"s easier to find part-time teachers from the community

to teach at night.)

The total summer schedule is a disaster and 1is an obvious attempt by the
administration to prove their point-renrollment will be low. As a student, you will
find the results disastrous, as you will have difficulty finding courses that you need
and want and that you can take. However, while this poor offering exists, the ad-—
ministration will be going on their merry way this summer at a cost in excess of

$133,000.00 co run these courses.

Students, stand up and be heard; this is an issue that you can do something
about, hirst, contact student government and urge them to net involved. Second,
phone ur telegraph your legislators and lev. them know how you feci about this. Third,

contact the governor's orfice here in l-en at 2771






COURSE OFFERINGS BY DIVISION

CATEGORY SUMMER 74 SUMMER
(1) Acadeni cs co 41 -
(2) Career Ed. 57 70
(3) Community Service 0S 53
192 164

BARGAINING UNIT MEMBERS BY DIVISION

Academics 54
Career Ed. 4-
Community Services 11
Counseling 5
Outlying Colleges .50

o

BARGAINING UNIT MEMBERS AND CONTRACT LENGTHS

Less than 9 months - 8
. 9 months - 129

10 or 11 months - 8

12 months - 31

17:

BARGAINING UNIT MEMBERS
CONTRACT LENGTHS BY DIVISION

ACADEMICS
Loss than 9 months 1~
9 months 9
10 or 11 months
12 months 3 _ it
CAREER ED.
Loss than 9 months 2
9 months 24
10 or 11 months 2
12 months 20 46

<11

~rr 1tmnT—in.Nin,









Non-BUM Expense

Dean"s Office
Pean
Other

Career Ed
Director
Asst. Dir.
Other

Communi ty Services
Director
cOunde10r

Other

ACADEMIC
Broderick
Ehling
Robe ris
Sears
Other

CONTINUING ED.

Director
Olher
n R AN
o«n.
Doan lo
one exc

heads

for Sur 75 at ACC

d,623
J: B3 ? 17, CD"S
6,322
4,r35
17,11.D . O.<./’ 151
m?;i5
4,:E*
o _ J'M 25
6,9;1
5,5 <9
oM
v 8%
20_,G41 43,261
20,92JL . 26 , 377
D T c¢c 7 L L SID3,0y//
at ACC for Sll 1 r 7 -,
Director:, I " el (G\old - witl,
eption doe. ﬂ » include Uni !
Progra::. Coord ina tor Expense:



THE PRECEDING PAGES WERE TREATED AS
A UNIT IN THE ORIGINAL FILE.
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THE FOLLOWING DOCUHENT(S) MAY NOT FILM
LEGIBLY BECAUSE OF POOR QUALITY OF THE
ORIGINAL.



To Al ArcBarf ~inin* eoit Members
1
rom: ACCFT Executive Board

(1] e m II;
Subject: ftetré&ction :ind Apolopy

The notice yqu receitej Wednesday, March 1", pertaininf t#
ACCFT policy on the subjec: of termination and the ap.encv fee
contained the follc-vine remarks:

"the Onion has considered the students®™ request cn*efullv
and hat" adopted too foilov/inp policy:

m-2. The barpatninf unit member will ccnmtit himseii/
herself to cease imiedjateiv the utterance cf

Inflammatory remarks repat.Jtn? the Tnion or -ho
agency fee."

This pact of the statement (2. ) die not ant! does rot aecrrarely
report Union police The T-vocative hoard disc:us- it a >k ty
~Cilectea a eenerallv tel; desire that such rVM"c tc vml-i >m
for obvious reasons. It ejm not, however, a «,?? of «ho mot:on
>Assed by the Pxec.»itf/ft hoard that continunnon of *>vvice us e
s r.ade continpent on su.h a commitment.. tT was ioc «vei cm
intention to ask for < cessation of such "tr-.{-"meree-.i.

iT. is net the intent":or of tho »niol) ;p . <tw -wjj; rp
fmhl:. to the tree ex" ession ct lvis/her views or to }.. [Ii<e(e
my way on anvonel academic freedc-a*

To all hwrppin top un t members we therefor e ««rnn-i m r
sincere apol&pv for rhi consturnetion this re)e;.?< h < u.* ¢,



THE PRECEDING DOCUBENT(S) BAY NOT FILM
LEGIBLY BECAUSE OF POOR QUALITY OF THE
ORIGINAL.



ALASKA COMMUNITY COLLEGES FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

LOCAL 2404 AFFILIATED WITH AFLCIO 2533 PROVIOENCE DRIVE, ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 39503

C AtUs WY

TO: All Bargaining Unit Members erE/-l
|-
FROM: Edie Lynch, ACCFT President

SUBJECT: Check-off DATE: 2/26/75

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

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

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

fee.

These authorization forms must be returned to Edie Lynch, Dave Lamborn,
or the Southcentral Payroll Office no later than Friday, March 7, 1975. A list of
all bargaining unit members who have not submitted these authorizations by that date
will be forwarded to the Comptroller of the University of Alaska for aporopi®iate

action.



Name Social Security No.
(Please Print)

UNIVERSITY OP ALASKA DEDUCTION AUTHORIZATION
Toj University of Alaska

Subject to the limitations of applicable Alaska and federal
laws, and pursuant to section 10.2 (checkoff) of the
collective bargaining agreement between the University of
Alaska and Local 2404 Alaska Community Colleges®™ Federation
of Teachers, 1 hereby authorize deduction of the service
fee of the Union from my pay.

Date Signed Signature of Employee

Received

Comptroller Date

(Please Print)

UNITVERSITY OF ALASKA DEDUCTION AUTHORIZATION

Toi University of Alaska

Subject to the limitations of applicable Alaska and federal
laws, and pursuant to section . (checkoff) of the
collective bargaining agreement between the University of
Alaska and Local 2404 Alaska Community Colleges®™ Federation
of Teachers, | hereby authorize deduction of the applicable
service fee from August 5 through February 28 from the

check for my retroactive pay increase.

Date Signed Signature of Employee

Received
Comptroller Date



7337 Old Seward Highway
Anchorage, AK 99502
February 26, 1975

Ms. Edie Lynch, President
AFT Local 2404

“Anchorage Community College
Anchorage, AK 99504

Dear Ms. Lynch:

i
I have Dbeen ashed as one of the spokespersons from our associationto write
this letter requesting clarification on the subject of agency fees.\We
respectfully request that you send us the following information:

1. The amount of the fee non-union members who are also in

the bargaining unit will be assessed by your organization
for the period prior to JaniBry 1, 1975.

2.The amount of foes you anticipate will be assessed for the
periods after January 1, 1975, against non-union members,
the monthly amount, the months of the year those fees will
be assessed, and the total for the contract period.

3. A rationalization for the above amounts including past and

anticipated costs so we can justify benefits conferred.
|

4. The date you have set a's a deadline for payment of these
fees , and a note as to whether you intend to request the
administration to terminate bargaining unit members who
have not made payment or arranged for future payment; and
if so, when you anticipate termination will be effective.

We respectfully request that the above information be sent so that we receive
the information at least fifteen da- s before any deadline you have in mind

in order that we will have time to make a decision that may drastically affect
our professional careers.

Very truly yours,

A. Fonger, Spokesperson

Concerned Community ColL ge Faculty
pu

cc Dean Eugene Short
Provost Haines



ALASKA COMMUNITY COLLEGES FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

2533 PROVIDENCE DRIVE. ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503

March 6, 1975

Dear Mr. Fonger:
The letter which you sent last week has been thoroughly
discussed with the Executive Board of Local 24-04-. The Committee

has instructed me to make the following reply to your letter:

1.

Bargaining Unit Members® fees have been set in
accordance with an election, the results of which
are being announced today. For the period prior
to January 1, 1975> such fees will not exceed #65
total. Fees assessed after January 1, 1975 will
be #55 per month, to be paid for the first nine
months worked in any calendar year.

The fee schedule alternatives have been developed
as a result of literally hundreds of man-hours of
work . It would be impossible to give a complete
rationale here.

Suffice it to say that even the maximum proposed
figures reflect a quite conservative projection of
the cost of providing for adequate communication
with the community colleges outside of Anchorage,
and of providing for Union assistance for bargaining
unit members who become embroiled in the grievance
procedure. Since this will be the first time the
bargaining unit members will bo living with a
collective bargaining agreement, 1t would be
impossible to do an objective justification of

benefits conferred before the fact. The major
benefits which can be known in advance to bargaining
unit members who pay their fees are: a) A negotiated

salary increase of approximately 30%$. b) The
protection of a very rapid grievance procedure,
including a provision for binding arbitration as the
last step.

The deadline which we have established for payment
of the monthly agency fee (which must be delivered
to the Union Treasurer i:. person or by certified

mail by the 10th of each month) or for submission



*301 ~

of a signed fee checkoff authorization in lieu of payment,
is March 10, 1975« Bargaining unit members may either sign
and submit the retroactive agency fee authorization form by
March 10, 1975 or pay the retroactive agency fee to the
Union Treasurer (in person or by certified mail) within

working days after the issuance of the retroactive
paychecks to bargaining unit members.

It is our intent to require that the administration live
up to the contract clause which says "...all members of
the bargaining unit shall, as a condition of employment
or of continued employment, pay to the Union a service fee.
(article 10.1, paragraph 1j. We have been informed by
the payroll office that deduction forms received by

the payroll office on or before the 10th of the month can
be processed for that month"s paycheck. Therefore, we
shall request termination of any bargaining unit member
from whom we have neither received payment nor a dues
checkoff authorization on or before the 10th of a given
month. Such termination shall be effective the first
working day of the following month.

We hope that this information will be of assistance to you,
and that the decisions which you make will be the ones
which are ultimately the best for you.

Sincerely,



2651 providence ave./anchorage, alaska 99504/phone (907) 272-3557

April 2, 1975

Dear Legislator:

We would like to thank you most sincerely for the time you allowed for us to meet
with you last week concerning S.B. 76. Your response and expressed concern en—
couraged us in our endeavor tc maintain academic freedom throughout our University
system. Although we realize the problem with which you are confronted is certainly
not easily resolved, we are confident you will take every measure necessary to
uphold the high standards for which we are struggling.

Just to keep you informed with developments on campus regarding the ACCFT and
non-union members and especially as this affects students, please allow us to note
that the senate hearings held on campus Friday received a great deal of input from
both union and non-union faculty. The students, however, were not as well informed
(due to lack of time and diversity of students). However, of the total number

of students who did speak, only one supported the agency shop clause presently
appearing in the union contract. That one student is a wife of a union faculty
member attending the college free of charge via the new contract.

The Senior College Faculty Association of UAA as well as the faculty association
of the Fairbanks campus and the Arts & Lett rs Department of that campus have all
issued statements supporting the academic freedom and rights of non-union members
to remain free from the requirement to support the union in any way.

Beginning this past Monday an ad hoc committee of twenty students began circulating
petitions demanding the union withdraw its agency shop clause from its contract.
The results of this petition will be sent to you the first part of next week.

Our committee, the Student Government appointed Student Liaison for High _ iucation
Committee has documented at least one instance (there have been more, but documen—
tation of such an issue is difficult) of a union faculty member threatening to
lower the grade of a student if that person appeared to testii <at the public
hearings. Also, we have documentation of a union faculty member ending his formal
lecture early in order to "informally" denounce those students who came to Juneau
last week to speak out on S.B. 76

The officers and Board of Directors of the union have not-to this date- spoken to
any member of this committee concerning their interest in resolving the threat to
education which they and the administration endorsed. The Union officials have
displayed absolutely no public interest in responding to the is¥®other than
maintaining their grounds of being legally "within the law".

united students/university of alaska, anchorage//people getting things done



April 2, 1975
Page 2

We trust this communication will bring you up to date and may serve to keep you
informed on our state®"s only community college choice.

Again, we were deeply impressed with your sincerity of response to us and

trust our relationship will build in quality as we seek to guarantee our education
will be free from mandates forbidding the freedom to learn that which we deny
when we forbid the right to teach.

Sincerely,

Student Liaison for Higher Education

Dan Cocklin






il.IwWPUO

"An Act testing to health care

Information.?””

COMMITTEE REPORT
4/30/75 HOUSE JUDICIARY
Mr. Speaker: Date 447 1
The Commillee on HESS has had SB 113 am
under, cons idera tion. A Major ity of the members of the Committee
() recommends it DO PASS
L>
( Jrecommends it DO NOT PASS
( yrecommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)
( yrecommends it BE REPLACED WITH CS FOR AND THAT
CS FOR DO PASS
() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE
COMMITTEE
( )reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
( )"other"
Members signing the Majority report:
trU .
ﬁ- LL

Members NOT concurring in the Majority report:

recommends

recommends

recomme nd s

recommend s

rer ommends

Af /1
\4U j. 4 J jU J x L Chairman



SHFFIS

"Alaska j&ate Jlejgtslatatr

M m

JUNEAU ALASKA

1HESS COWHTTEE WPETING

May 7, 1975

Members Present:

Beirne Ostrosky
Davis Parr
Hackney Swanson

Osterback  Sullivan
Chairman Sullivan called the meeting to order at 3:15pm.

HB 474 Sheri Gross representing Speaker Bradr.er
In favor of the bill.

Parr  Move the bill be airmended to add "c: in Hr/ j] after the wo;-
Chairman Hearing no objection to the ammer.i . , : &3/-"rvd.
Swanson Move and ask unanamous consent *: T e

Chairman”™ Hearing no objection, so order*-:

CS3B 35 am

There was a motion to replace the langur , hat cf B2
Hearing no objection, so ordered.

Swarson - Move out
Chairman No objection, so ordered.

SB 1>3 am

Dr*. Dave Canterbury Testified in favor* of
Senator Ziegler - Stated that this war: a . ind als 'unlfLel in

Or. Soonce Testified In favor of the bil

H-"Irne - Move and ask unanamous concent.
Chairman Hearing no objection, so order
HJR 28

"mecakney  Move out of corrmistee.
Chairman Hearing r.o objection,so ore-

AdSumed/



MEMO rfey 2, 1975

PROM SENATOR ZIEGLER
TO REPRESENTATIVE SULLIVAN
RE SB 113

House HESS just received the captioned bill which was given
a secondary referral to House Judiciary.

I am attaching copies of correspondence which may be help—
ful to you. It is a good bill, 1 feel, and one which 1is
badly needed by hospitals, clinics, the medical profession
and so on.

It is about the only piece of personal legislation | would
like to see fly and, if there®"s anything you can do to move
it along, | would be appreciative.

RHZ/pkz

enc.

cc - Representative Gardiner



3412 TONOAS]J
KITCHIKAN, ALASKA 99901

J. W. Mortensen, Af. D.

EI. J. Henrickson, M. D. fhot 2 W

E. Johnson. M. D.

- March 25, 1975

Senator Robert H. Ziegler

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Ziegler: </ =

I am writing to you in reference to Senate Bill No. 133, regarding
the availability of hospital medical audit minutes to the courts.

As a practicing physician and as a participant in the Professional

Standards Review Organization for Alaska, | am very concerned that
our work 1in reviewing medical care be done in the most frank and
completely honest manner possible. It is only if this is true, that

the audit will perform its function in assuring that each patient
receives the best possible care.

If audit is not preserved separate and distinct from any external
inquiry, physicians will be considerably less than forthright "In
their analyses, to protect themselv/05 from "litigation as VvE&ll as to

protecfE tnuir colleagues Audits, then, would srmplv be an elaborate
charade.
Because 1 believe that auditing is important, 1 earnestly request that

you report out this bill favorably from your committee and that you
support it on the Senate floor.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.



_ A ~DNS, WILSON AND WILSON, P.C.
- e-W-» 0. :i mARthUR N.WILSON, M.D.

. JAMES A WILSON, M.D,, F.ACS.
ARTHUR N. WILSON, JR. M.D.

p a. sax 319

KXTCHIXAN.AUiiKA 9S9D1

"al. - el |- w.l rcr.j*t - -
B eeg V. -.iCE esurrmd ¥4 e-:::
Si Ve ' - "V, nJL.S*
March 12, 1975 ot
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Senator Robert Zeigler )
Pouch V »TYCA er
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Zeigler:

I am writing this letter to express the views of myself and

Dr. Arthur Wilson, Jr. with respect to Senate Bill 113. Dr.
James Wilson is out of town. He has supported action of thr
kind outlined for several years during the times that he has
been chief of Staff, on the Executive Board of the Ketchikan
General Hospital and an officer in the state Medical Society.

I would say that all of the doctors who are on executive
boards of the hospitals in Alaska, or who serve on the various
Review Committees want this bill. I have personally spoken

to the presidents of the state Medical Society during the last
three years- they have told me that attempts have been made to
introduce such a bill and have been met with the objection
that members of other boards do not get this kind of im—
munity.

The most recent review board known as the Professional Service
Review Organization 1is being implemented this year. We think
there are features of this bill which are unworkable and re—
strictive, nevertheless it is law and hence must be complied
with. . Part of the duties of doctors who are on this board

will be to look over patients records to determine whether they
are getting adequate treatment, whether it is being done on
time, whether hospitalizations are unduly prolonged. Any
records that show a physician®s judgment is faulty, that his
treatment is below par, 1is reported to the Review Board. I
think it is obvious that the PSRO member would not want records
of their meetings, discussions on cases at hospital staff
meetings, available for perusal "in an action brought by a
person whose activities have been or are being scrutinized or
reviewed by a review organization™ to quote the second section
of the bill. "



Senator Robert Zeigler
Page 2

//Physician_s on hospital staffs owe a duty to the patients in
the hospital, to the medical profession and the public to
see that the practice of medicine is conducted with the ut-
most skill possible. Physicians who do slip shod work must
be corrected. In many instances this can be done quietly,
but when 1T becomes necessary to refuse further hospital
Brlwleges to a staff member because of incompetence, tne
oard member who is trying to set high medical standards
should be immune from suits.) We want these records confi-
dential and not sub6ect to subpoena or discovery as set forth
in Section 18-23-030.%

42 U.S.C., section 1320c-I which mentions disciplinary
actions by state licensing boards should also have immunity.
At the present time they do not have this.

The above are our ideas of what we want, why we want it,.
We need it because we don't have it. On reading the bill |
have not found any objectionable features.

Very truly yours

Arthur N. Wilson, Sr., M.D

ANWtkT \e%
CC: Robin Taylor, Attorney

Sister Ellen Caldwell

Rodman Wilson, M.D.



Poucii V
Juneau, Alaska 99801
May 29, 1975

Arthur N. Wilson, Sr., M.D.
P.0. Box 319
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Dear Dr. Wilson:

Thank you for your letter expressing your support, and the
support of Dr. Arthur Wilson, Jr. and Dr. James Wilson for
Senate Bill 113.

This bill has passed the Senate and moved rapidly through
the House committees. Presently in the Rules Committee,

it may come to the House any day now. Our committee took
the bill up on May 7, passing it out with a "do pass”
recommendation.

I share with you the conviction that Review Board members
should be immune from suits, and their records, confidential.
I will do whatever possible to ensure the passage of this
bill.

Thanks again for writing as the opinions of professionals
dealing with health care are particularly useful 1in assessing
such issues.

Yours truly,

GcusdSd/

Susan Sullivan, Chairwoman
House HESS Committee

SS:la



ARTHUR N. WILSON. M.D.
JAMES A WILSON. M.D.. FACS.
ARTHUR N. WILSON. JR.. M.D.
P.0. BOX 319
KETCHIKAN. ALASKA 99901

May 5, 1975

Representative Susan Sullivan _ _
House Health Education and Social Services Committee
House of Representatives

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Sullivan:

mwriting this letter to express the views of niyself, Dr.
hur Wilson, Jr. and Dr. James Wilson with respect to Senate
| 113. Dr. James Wilson has suPport_ed action of the kind
lined for several years during the times that he has been
hief of Staff, on the Executive Board of the Ketchikan General
ospital and an officer in the state Medical Society.

| a
Art
Bil
out
C
H

| would say that all of the doctors who are on executive boards
of the hospitals in Alaska, or who serve on the various Review
Committees, want this bill. | have personally sh)oken to the
presidents of the state Medical Society during the last three
years—they have told me that attempts have been made to intro-
duce such a bill and have been met with the objection that mem-
bers of other boards do not get this kind of immunity.

The most recent review board known as the Professional Service
Review Organization is being implemented this year. We think
there are features of this bill which are unworkable and re-
strictive, nevertheless it is law and hence must be complied
with., Part of the duties of doctors who are on this board will
be to look ever patients records to determine whether they are
getting adequate treatment, whether it is being done on time,
whether hospitalizations are unduly ?rolonged. Any records
that show a physician's dudgment IS faulty, that his treatment
is below par, is reported to the Review Board. | think it is
obvious that the PSRO member would not want records of their
meetings, discussions on cases at hospital staff meetings,
available for perusal "in an action brought by a person whose
activities have been or are beln% scrutinized or reviewed by
la;_rlelwew organization" to quote the second section of the

i,



Representative Susan Sullivan
May 5, 1975
Page 2

Physicians on hospital staffs owe a duty to the patients 1in
the hospital, to the medical profession and the public to
see that the practice of medicine is conducted with the ut—
most skill possible. Physicians who do slip shod work must
be corrected. In many instances this can be done quietly,
but when it becomes necessary to refuse further hospital
privileges to a staff member because of incompetence, the
board member who 1is trying to set high medical standards
should be immune from suits. We want these records confi—
dential and not subject to subpoena or discovery as set forth
in Section 18-23-030.

42 U.S.C., Section 1320c-1 which memtions disciplinary actions
by state licensing boards should also have immunity. At the
present time they do not have this.

The above are our ideas of what we want, why we want it.

We need i1t because we don"t have it. On reading the bill 1
have not found any objectionable features.

Very truly yours,
h-\a) S.,.m
Arthur N. Wilson, Sr., M.D.
ANW :kF

CC: George Holman, Senate HESS Committee
Terry Gardiner, House Judiciary Committee



Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99801
May 30, 1975

Sister Ellen Caldwell
Administrator

Ketchikan General Hospital
3100 Tongass Avenue
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Dear Sister Ellen:

Thank you for your letter presenting reasons to support
Senate Bill 113e

This bill has passed the Senate and moved rapidly through
the House committees. Presently in the Rules Committee, it
may come to the House any day now. Our committee took the
bill up on May 7, passing it out with a "do pass™ recom—
mendation.

I share with you the conviction that Review Board members
should be immune from suits, and their records, confidential.
I will do whatever possible to ensure the passage of this bill.
Thanks again for the writing as the opinions of those dealing
directly with health care are particularly useful in assessing
such 1issues.

Your3 truly,

Susan Sullivan, Chairwoman
House HESS Committee

SS:la



3100 TONGASS AVE.

<3Cetcl\ilan, &4 LsLa 99901

May 5, 1975

Representative Susan Sullivan

Chairman House Health Education 5 Social Services
Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Senate Bill #113

Dear Representative Sullivan:

I understand Senate Bill #113 is being referred to the HESS Committee and I want
to strongly urge you to support the Bill.

In the interest of high quality care find cost containment, Medicare/Medicaid and
the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Hospitals mandate that a program of on—
going self-evaluation and peer review be carried out in hospitals.

The hospital medical and professional staff is organized to monitor the care given
patients mid does this through various committees, utilization review, medical
audit, medical records, infection control, etc. Each committee 1is responsible

for a separate component of quality of care.

for this medical care evaluation process to be effective, the staff must look

at its own medical performance objectively, rationally, and nonthrcateningly

with a means to make changes where changes are needed. It must measure the
performance of peers against norms of care and medical criteria which the staff
itself has set up. Unless the staff is assured of some degree of confidentiality
and of iiimiunity from having the records of these review processes subpocned, it
cannot and will not have free, open and uninhibited discussions. There fore,

it is the concern of the Governing Board, Administration mid Medical Staff of
this hospital that we obtain this immunity.

Thank you very much for your efforts in obtaining the passage of this bill,
Senate Bill 3.

Sincerely,

Sister Ellen Caldwell
Administrator

SEC :1s






"An Act relating to the transfer of federal agency schools; and providing
for an effective date.l

5712/77= COMMITTEE REPORT
HOUSE
Mr. Speaker: Date
The Committee on HESS has had -3SB 128 an
under consideration. A Major!ty of the members of the Committee

( )recommends it DO PASS

( )recommends it DO NOT PASS

( yrecommends it DO PASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)
( )recommends it BE REPLACED WITH CSFOR AND THAT
CS FOR DO PASS

() "and"™ recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMM ITTEE

() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION

( )"other™

Members sign/l ng the Major ity report :

w1

Members NOT concurring in the Majority report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommend s :

recommends :

recommends:

Cha irman




