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COMMENTS TO SB 95

SB 95 adds a confusing piece of legislation to Alaska’'s
labor laws.

SB 95 is contrary to the National Labor Relations Act,
the Sherman Antitrust Act, and violates rights protected
by the United States Constitution.

SB 95 is contrary to the declaration of policy of
Alaska®s Public Employment Relations Act AS 23.40.070

SB 95 permits public employers to negotiate with labor
organizations without a showing that the labor
organization represents a majority of the public
employer®s employees.

SB 95 is contrary to antitrust principles currently
expressed in Alaska"s statutes.

SB 95 could encourage public employers to undertake high
risk construction work utilizing their own employees
rather than utilize the private sector.

SB 95 will encourage public employers to enter the high
risk fields of construction without the safeguards
provided by "contracting out™ through the competitive

bidding system.

SB 95 will delay construction projects and expose public
employers to increased litigation costs.

HISTORY

Alaska®s Public Employment Relations Act (AS 23.40.070) confers
upon public employees the right to organize and bargain
collectively. The Act permits the establishment of bargaining
units, it provides for public employees to be represented by a
labor organization and allows the employees to vote on whether they
want to be represented by a labor organization and if so which
labor organization. The Act aiso describes certain conduct by a
public employer, or a labor organization as unfair labor practices.
The Act"s declared public policy 1is to promote harmonious and
cooperative relations between government and its employees and to
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protect the public by assuring effective and orderly operations of
government. Importantly/ the Act only affects public employees and
public employers private employers and private employees are

unaffected by the Act.

SB 95

SB 95 causes the Act to affect private employers and employees.

Subsection (e) is confusing. However, the subsection appears to
make permissible certain agreements between public employers and
labor organizations whereby a public employer could agree not to
let any contract to a contractor or subcontractor who does not have

a labor agreement with that labor organization. In other words,
Alaska®s Public Employment Relations Act will now affect the labor
relations policies of private sector businesses. IfT a contractor

does not have a Jlabor agreement with any wunion, or even a
particular union, that contractor could be precluded from being

awarded a public project.

All or part of SB 95 may violate the National Labor Relations Act

(NLRA) and the Sherman Antitrust Act. See attached Plaintiffs”
Motion for Summary Judgment, ABC v City of Seward. Case No A91-001
Civil (U.S. District Court, Alaska). While the NLRA does not

affect public employees and public employers, SB 95°s impact on
private sector employees and employers may be an 1impermissible
intrusion into an exclusive federal area.

More important is the apparent change in state policy contained 1in
SB  95. As presently written, SB 95 will permit a labor
organization and a public employer to negotiate an agreement
without showing that the labor organization represents a majority
of present or prospective employees. Further the agreement can
dictate the Jlabor policy of private employers with whom that
particular labor organization may not have any relationship. These
provisions are contrary to the purposes set forth in the current
Act (See AS 23.40.070); and contrary to Alaska"s "Antitrust Act."
See AS 45.50.562-45.50.596.

SB 95 may affect existing public employer/union agreements and more
public employers may take the role traditionally performed by
construction contractors in constructing and maintaining Alaska“®s
infrastructure. Subsection (d) will allow a public employer to

What is the meaning of the following? "However, the public
employer shall retain the right to control the means, manner, and
standards of performance of all employees engaged in work or
employed on projects covered by the agreement." Does this mean
the public employer can control the standards of performance for

a contractor®"s employees?
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enter into an agreement with a any union covering construction or
maintenance. Thus a public employer can negotiate an agreement
with a union who does not represent any of its current employees.
The agreement can provide that the union will refer the workers on
an as needed basis. The public employer may find this a convenient
way to hire part time people or terminate existing relationships

with other unions.

Public employers may rely on construction unions to supply them
with Jlabor on an as needed basis outside the existing public

employee relations act and the procurement code. This option may
encourage public employers to undertake construction projects
without the benefits normally found by "contracting out." These

benefits include a hard-dollar contract, performance and payment
bond protection for subcontractors and suppliers, and the
competitive bidding process.

Finally, at the bargaining table, public employers may find unions
insisting wupon work provisions affecting private employers.
Because it will no longer be an unfair labor practice the public
employer may have difficulty refusing to bargain over such a
provision; however, the provision may still be unlawful. Most
importantly, che public will suffer while projects are delayed by

litigation.

In a recent suit, a City of Seward project is being delayed while
this very issue is being litigated. The suit was filed in Federal
Court and the plaintiffs allege in part that such an agreement
violates the NLRA, the Sherman Antitrust Act, and their civil

rights. See attached Motion for Summary Judgment. These
allegations are proper even if SB 95 were passed because SB 95 will
not affect the federal law. Thus, the passage of SB 95 may

encourage unlawful acts by public employers, delay the award of
public projects, and increase a public employer®s litigation costs.

SUMMARY

SB 95 is a dramatic departure from the Alaska Public Employment
Relations Act. Passage will affect: labor relations between public
employers and existing public Jlabor organizations, contractual
relations between state agencies or political subdivisions and
contractors; and labor relations between private contractors and
their employees. Such a departure from existing law and policy
should not be taken without a clear statement of policy to explain
the change. Finally, SB 95 will probably not accomplish the aim
of its backers because of federal law. At a minimum, all hearings
on SB 95 should be postponed pending a final ruling in ABC v. City
of Seward.
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Many supporters of SB 95 contend it is somehow related to "local
hire." It has nothing to do with local hire SB 95 will allow
labor organizations to dictate terms and conditions of employment
to private employers by bargaining with a public employer.
Exceptions to Alaska®s Antitrust Act and Public Employment
Relations Act should not be made to accommodate a "possible™
solution to local hire. There are many ways to address local hire
without abrogating existing principles of law.
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COKMENTFI TO 8B 95

1
SB 95 adds a confusing piece of legislation to Alaska“s

labor Ilaws. ;
i

SB 95 1is contrary to the National Labor Relations Act,
the Sherman Antitrust Act, and violates rights protected
by the United StatesConstitution. .

SB 95 is contrary to the declaration of policy of
Alaska®"3 Public Employment Relations Act AS 33.40.070

SB 95 permits public employers to negotiate with labor
organizations without a showing that the labor
organization represents a majority of the public
employerM employees.

SB 95 is contrary toantitrust principles, currently
expressed in Alaska®™s statutes.

SB 95 could encourage public employers to undertake high
risk construction work wutilizing their ownlemployees
rather than utilize the private sector.

SB 95 will encourage public employers to ent”r the high
risk fields of <construction without the safeguards
provided by "contracting out"™ through the competitive

bidding system.

SB 95 will delay construction projects and expose public
employers to increased litigation costs.

HISTORY

Alaska"s Public Employment Relations Act (AS 23.40.070) confers
upon public employees the right to organize and bargain
collectively. The Act permits the establishment of bargaining
units, it provides for pub)ic employees to be represented by a
labor organization and allows the employees to vote on whether they
want to be represented by a labor organization and if so which
labor organization. The Act also describes certain conduct by a
public employer, or a labor organization as unfair labor practices.
The Act"s declared public policy 1is to promote harmonious and
cooperative relations between government and its employees and to
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protect the public by assuring effective and orderly operations of
government. Importantly, tho Act only affects public employees and
public employers*- private employers and private employees are

unaffected by the Act.

SP_£5

SB 95 causes the Act to affect private employers and employees.

Subsection (e) 1is confusing. However, the subsection appears to
make permissible certain agreements between public employers and
labor organizations whereby a public employer could agree not to
let any contract to a contractor or subcontractor who does not have

a labor agreement with that labor organization. In other words,
Alaska®s Public Employment Relations Act will now affect the labor
relations policies of private sector businesses. If a contractor

docs not have! a labor agreement with any wunion, or even a
particular union, that contractor could be precluded from being

awarded a public project. ;

All or part of SB 95 may violate the National Labor Relations Act
(NLRA) and the Sherman Antitrust Act. feg attached Plaintiffs”
Motion for Summary Judgment, ABC v City of Seward, Case No A91-001
Civil (U.S. District Court, Alaska). While the NLRA does not
affect public employees and public employers, SB 95"s impact on
private sector employees and employers may be ah impermissible
intrusion into an exclusive federal area.

More Important is the apparent change 1in state policy contained in
SB  95. As presently written, SB 95 will permit a labor
organization and a public employer to negotiate an agreement
without showing®" that the labor organization represents a majority
of present or prospective employees. Further the agreement can
dictate the labor policy of private employers with whom that
particular labor organization may not have any relationship. These
provisions are contrary to the purposes set forth in the current
Act (SEE£ AS 23.40.070); and contrary to Alaska®"s "Antitrust Act."

See AS 45.50.562-45.50.596.

SB 95 may affect existing public employer/union agreements and more
public employers may taka the role traditionally performed by
construction contractors in constructing and maintaining Alaska“s
infrastructure. Subsection (d) will allow a public employer to

IWhat is the meaning of the following? "However, the public
employer shall retain the right to control the means, manner, and
standards of performance of all employees engaged 1in work or
employed on projects covered by the agreement."” Does this mean
the public employer can control the standards of performance for

a contractor®s employees?
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enter into an agreement with a any union covering "construction or
maintenance. Thus a public employer can negotiate an agreement
with a union who does not represent any of its current employees.
The agreement can provide that the union will refer the workers on
an as needed basis. The public employer may find this a convenient
way to hire pa“fc time people or terminate existing relationships

with other unions. !

Public employers may rely on construction unions to supply them
with Jlabor on an as needed basis outside the Existing public
employee relations act and the procurement code. This option may
encourage public employers to undertake construction projects
without the benefits normally found by "contracting out." These
benefits include a hard-dollar contract/ performance and payment
bond protection for subcontractors and suppliers, and the

competitive bidding process.

Finally, at the bargaining table, public employers may find unions
insisting wupon work provisions affecting private employers.
Because it will no longer be an unfair labor practice the public
employer may have difficulty refusing to bargain over such a
provision; however, the provision may still be Unlawful. Most
importantly, the public will suffer while projects are delayed by

litigation.

In a recent suit, a City of Seward project 1is being delayed while
this very 1issue, is being litigated. The suit was filed in Federal
Court and the plaintiffs allege 1in part that suph an agreement
violates the NLRA, the Sherman Antitrust Act, ajnd their civil

rights. See attached Motion for Summary Judgment. These
allegations are proper even if SB 95 were passed because SB 95 will
not affect the federal law. Thus, the passage of SB 95 may

encourage unlawful acts by public employers, delay the award of
public projects, and increase a public employer®s litigation costs.

SUMMARY

[
SB 95 is a dramatic departure from the Alaska Public Employment
Relations Act. Passage will affect: labor relation? between public
employers and existing public Jlabor organizations, <contractual
relations between state agencies or political subdivisions and
contractors; and labor relations between private contractors and

their employees. Such a departure from existing law and policy
should not be taken without a clear statement of policy to explain
the change. Finally, SB 95 will probably not accomplish the ainm

of its backers because of federal law. At a minimum, all hearings
on SB 95 should be postponed pending a final ruling in ABC v. City

of Seward.
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Many supporters of SB 95 contend it is somehow related to “1ocal
hire.¥ it has nothing to do with 1local hire SB 95 will allow
labor organizations to dictate terms and conditions of employment
to private employers by bargaining with a public employer.
Exceptions to Alaska®s Antitrust Act and Public Employment
Relations Act should not be made to accommodate a "possible™
solution to local hire. There are many ways to address local hire
without abrogating existing principles of law.
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United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the
Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industry
PLUMBERS & STEAMFITTERS LOCAL UNION NO. 367

610 W. 5" rH AVENUE <« ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99518
DARRELL SMITH, BUSINESS MANAGER
PHONE (907) 562-2810

April 3.9, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce
P.0. Box "v"
Juneau, Alaska. 99011

Re: Senate Bill #95.
Senator Pearce:
This letter is being sent to encourage your support of S.B.#95.

Project Labor Agreements will allow the State a legal means of
using Alaskan contractors and Alaskan workers on State and/or
Municipal projects. This legislation is not mandatory. It
allows State Agencies and local governments to enter into
agreements when they find it to be in their best interests, the
same way you or any other project owner would do in the private
sector. Unfortunately, there are some who have blown this
concept completely out of proportion.

I  find it difficult to understand why anyone, especially an
elected representative of the State, would oppose legislation
that has the potential of placing Alaskan workers and Alaskan

employers on Alaskan financed projects.

Most of the opposition appears to be from the Associated
General Contractors who seem to be influenced by out-of-State
contractors who don"t like the idea of employing Alaska
residents.

Possibly, the AGC has concerns of having to deal with the

Unions. I would like to point out that the Unions are not
monsters out to gobble up everything and everyone in their
path. We are guite simply business managers attempting to

secure employment opportunities for our membership.

Senator, we are both aware of the blatant abuses of Alaskan
hire by the Oil Companies on the North Slope and the hiring
practices of the Japanese in thefish processing plants
through-out the State. Unfortunately, this legislation won"t
effect projects such as the above, but it"s a step in that
direction.



As an elected representative of the State of Alaska I should
think that you would view this legislation with an open mind
and a positive attitude tovards creating employment
opportunities for your unemployed constituents.

As a thirty-six [36] year resident | feel a Bill such as this
is long over due. I, like many other "true" residents of this
great State are sick and tired oi being unemployed at a time
when hundreds of jobs are being manned by out-of-State workers.

PLA"s do work. A most recent example is the Bradly Lake
Hydro-Electric Project. The State mandated local hire on this
project which was ruled unconstitutional by the Supreme Court.
Through the negotiated PItA the local hire was continued and

successful. The project was completed on schedule and under
budget.

There was a PLA negotiated for the Air Force Backscatter Radar
project to be built North of Glennallen. It too, mandated not
only local hire but included Native hire and training as well.

Unfortunately, the project was cancelled.

Again, if the State wants a legal means of achieving local hire
it can be accomplished through the wuse of Project Labor

Agreements.

I urge your support of this important Alaskan Hire Bill.

Respectfully,

Darrell F. Smith
Business Manager
U .A. Local 367
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February 14, 1991

Drue Pearce
P.O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Drue:

It was a pleasure meeting with you this past weekend and having the opportunit
to explain the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local Union 1547's F'IBEWX
osition re?ardlng Senate Bill 95. 1 believe such enabI[n? legislation will not only afford
he State of Alaska the ability to secure the best possible terms and conditions under
which to construct state-funded capital projects, but also Rrowde the ability to insure
Alaskans the first possible opportunity for employment on those projects.

| look forward to the opportunity to meet and further discuss the legislation as SB-
95 pro%resses throu%? the process. [stand prepared to answer any questions you may
have after review of the analytical information provided by Senator Rodey’s office.

. Again, it was a pleasure to visit with you and | wish you a very productive 17th
legislative session

Very truly yours,

Gary Brooks
Business Manager

GB:csd

PROUDLY SERVING 586.000 SQUARE MILES ON TOP OF THE WORLD
- miaf



PROGRESS - POLITICS - PROMISE

Gary Brooks

The 102nd Congress,

which convened January 3,

1991, facesacarry-overlis|

of unfinished business on

work-related legislation

from the previous Congress,

thepromiseofa major, new

initiative in the area of oc-

cupational safety and

health, and intensified

pressure from organized

labor to provide job protec-

tion lo workers who go on

strike. Optimistic union of-

ficials who see a slight im-

provement in the political

landscape for labor as a

result of last November's

election also expect the

Democratic leadership to place a high priority on overcoming

President Bush's objections to civil rights and family and medical

leave legislation, on examining proposals to reform the nation's

health care system and on considering necessary modifications lo
the 1989 law that increased the minimum wage.

Despite Bush's perfect veto record, organized labor enjoyed
many victories including Bush's approval of legislation to raise the
minimum wage, establish health and safetv standards for child care,
protect the retirement assets of workers whose pension plans are
terminated, prohibit discrimination against the disabled and older
workers and prohibit U.S. air carriers from using foreign workers
during a strike.

Alaska's 17th Legislature convened on January 21, 1991 and
also faces a carry-over list of unfinished business on labor- related
legislation from the previous session. IBEW is back hefore tne State
Legislature with a request to fix a loophole in the state's overtime law-
which permits certain employers to work employees seven con-
secutive days without paying overtime. We have proposed to
redefine "workweek" so that it consists of any consecutive seven-
day period that an individual works, regardless of what day of the
week the seven-day shift begins. Now, ifan employee begins work
on Wednesday and theemployer's work week istechnically Monday
through Friday, the employee can be worked from Wednesday
through the following Tuesday without overtime paid for the sixth
and seventh days because they will fall into a separate "work week."

We are again working to secure passage of camp bill legislation
which would require adequate living quarters be provided workers
v uen state-funded projects are located in rural areas where such
facilities are not otherwise available.

But, more importantly, we are again attempting to secure

passage of a bill that would permit the state to enter into pre-hire
agreements with single labot organizations or multi-trade associa-
tions that, if passed and implemented, would prohibit contractors
from bidding stale-funded construction work in the absence ofunion
signatory status. This particular piece of legislation is, w'ithout a
doubt, the single most important bill before the Legislature from
labor's construction industry affiliates’ perspective and, if passed,
could trulychangelhefateofpeople working in Alaska'sconslruction
industry forever. The beauty of the bill isthat it promises to secure for
Alaska a legal means to insure local hire. The local hire would be
predominately union for sure but, with passage of this bill, the state
would have granted itselfauthority to enter into collective hargaining
agreements with unions which could require all contractors to
secure their employees exclusively through union hiring halls.
When you consider the millionsofdollars that are taken out of Alaska
annually by non-resident workers and non-resident contractors, this
bill, if passed, could be a major victory.

Similar pre-hire legislation was passed last year by (he City of
Seward which facilitated the negotiation of an agreement between
Seward and Local Union 15-47 with the same effect. Only contractors
signatory to an IBEW agreement can be qualified to bid on the
Lawing to FortRaymond 115KV transmission line underan addendum
to theSeward/IBEW collective bargaining agreement. Unfortunately,
but as we predicted, our agreement with Seward has been attacked
by Aaron Downing, Irby Construction Company, Associated Build-
ersand Contractors, and Associated General Contractors in a law-suit
recently filed in U.S. District Court. Downing has also attacked our
subcontracting agreements with Chugach Electric Association, Inc.
and Homer Electric Association, Inc. with National Labor Relations
Board unfair labor practice charges. Although w'e are deadly serious
about these challenges, we did an enormous amount of preparatory
work before we initialed these projects and are thus optimistic that
we will prevail.

With theeconomy pulling out of itsprevious severalyearslump,
| feel we can begin to look forward to an increase in construction in
Alaska. Although we remain skeptical, we are nonethelessoptimistic
that our new' Governor's emphasis on construction should operate
to enhance this trend. For the first time in several years, we have
negotiated package increasestooui OutsideConslruction agreement
and are underway with negotiations for our Inside Construction
agreement. Although thework picture has not rebounded as strongly
for our Inside electrical industry, we are hopeful that at least we can
achieve some long overdue gains for our members working under
our Inside Agreement.

In an effort lo deal more effectively and forcefully with our
upcoming utility elections, wohave retained Tom Begich in sufficient
time to prepare detailed and constructive plans lo insure the success
of our endorsed candidates. Likewise, we intend to take an active

icontimiot] on page 2)
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role in insuring the successful election of Red Boucher to the An-
chora%e Municipal Assembl5{ seat vacated by Pal Parnell. More so
now than ever, it is absolute ){1 crucial that we reelect not only our
friends but those people who have been the lonely voices of reason
on the Anchora%e Assembly over the past few /ears.

Sineeearly December 99ﬁwellave beenembroiled inyetone
more battle with Tom Fink and the Municipality of Anchorage. Both
the Mu_niciBal Light and Power and Anchorage Telephone Utilitoy
collective bargaining agreements expired December 31, 1990.
Negotiations were essentially useless and, in short order, we found
ourselves involved in the very complex and lime demanding fact-
finding/interest arbitration process on behalf of both utilities. We
have completed the first phase of fact-finding and, aswe predicted,
received a ve(rjy favorable report from the fact-finder. The
Municipality's demand for concessions was not recognized as
legitimate by the fact-finder nor were the Municipality's proposals to
gut the agreements sustained. The second stage of fact-finding was
completed in mid-January 1991 and we now await tlie fact-finder's
final decision. Based upon what he recommends in hisorder, we will
then be required to submit last and best offers. Hewill then select and
build two new’ utility agreements on an article.-b%-articlef basis from
the parties' respective proposals. The problem isthe administration's
lack of respect for the process and its claim that, regardless of how
well we do in fact-finding and arbitration, Mayor Fink will be
successful in getting the Assembly to reject the arbitrator's decision
and force both ML&P and ATU to strike. We are concerned that the
Assembly may be unable to resist public pressure to slash municipal
wages. We still hold out hope that, as long as the fact-finder's
decision iswell-researched and reasonable, the Assembly will make
the just decision regardless of how tough or politically unacceptable
that decision mightle.

After doing battle With the City of Ketchikan over its decision to

ASEESTCE ABATEVENT TRAINING
AND CERTIFICATION PROGRAM

Alaska Quality Control and Technical Services, Li D. is offering
an Asbestos Abatement Training and Certification Program.
Schedule of Classes for 1991 :
February' 11-15
May 20-24
August 59
November 18-22

Tw'o to sixteen hour-training short courses are also available for
maintenance staff employees. _

The Registration fee of S550.00 includes all necessary- course
material. Registrants will be permitted to attend the program only if
payment has heen received ﬁ)rlot to the start of the courses. To
register, or find out additional information, please call (907) 561-
2400 or (907) 562-6443.

NOTICE OF APPRENTP

~ The NECA/IBEW Apprenticeship program is intending to
indenture some new apprentices in the Lineman, Wireman (Elec-
tricians), and Telephone trades. The Apprenticeship Committee
will accept applications tor agprennceshlp beginning March 1,
1991 anden mg September 30, 1991 from 8:00 a.m. lo 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday. ' o
Applications may be filled out at the Electrical Apprenticeship

IBEW News

February 1991

lay off its local directory assistance operators in 1987, IBEW has
finally proved its case before the Alaska Supreme Court. The
Superior Court's decision in favor of Ketchikan Public Utilities was
overturned; the arhitrator s award in favor of IBEW was reinstated.
KPU filed for rehearing before the Supreme Court, but wassuccesstul
in convincing the Supreme Court lo change its mind, which means
that, in the near future, the KPU telephone operators would be able
lo look forward lo reinstatement and back pay to June 1987.
Likewise, our dispute w-ith the Municipality over the appropriate pay
rate for our MI&P mechanics has finally been resolved in IBEW'S
favor in a dispute that began as early as 1986.

Inall, this year begins asone truly full of promise. When | w-role
my first Business Manager's report in late 1987, the Local Union's
financ's bordered on disaster and we spent i tore time fighting
amongst ourselves than championing the rights of the membership.
Since that time, IBEW has re%ained its internal stabilig and financial
health. We have pul together one of the finest, dedicated, and
talented staffs this Local haseveremployed And, IBEWhas rightfully
reclaimed its place as one of the most pow-erful and effective labor
organizations in the state. We have oecome an effective voice in
Juneau and other unions look to usfor strength and direction. Interest
in joining our ranks mounts around the state and | have found it
necessary to direct Barbara "B.J." Jewell full time to organizing. We
are making contract gains during negotiations in both our utility and
construction agreements. And, wearebecomingmoreadept at using
the kinds ol sophisticated tools that our enemies have used against
uswithout effective resistance for so many years. There iscause now
foi optimism. And let us reflect upon how fortunate we are with
thanks and appreciation for the dedicated men and women in the
Persian Gulf. For it is those men and women we must thank for the
continued opportunity to safely pursue our dreams and goals here at
home in the United States and Alaska.

ATTENTION VEVBERS

As mentioned in the last IBEW NEWS, the Local Union
Examining Board isin the process of updating the questions
to be used in the Journeyman examinations and are solicit-
ing input from the membership.

I P/OU have recommendations for questions that should
be included on any examination please submit them. Send
the proposed question with the correct response, including
your name and telephone number to:

Examining Board

IBEW Local Union 1547
2702 Denali Street
Anchorage, AK. 99503

ESHIP OPPORTUNITY

School located at 5144 East 22nd Street, Anchorage, or at the
Fairbanks School located at 478- Dale Road. The necessarv information
for each application must bo completed by the September 30, 1991
deadline to be considered lor next year'sclass.
It you have any (westlons about the apprenticeship program
Elease call the Anchorage School at (907) 337-9508 or the
airbanks School at (907) 479-4449.



Wintor 1991

OLES,
MORRISON &
RINKER,
LAWYERS

33rd Ftoof
Columbia Conter
701 Fifth Ava.
Seattle, WA
98104-7007
(206)623-3427

Nr ,S & VIEWS
Is an Informs-
llonal service for
clients end
friends of Oles,
Morrison &
Rinker. ftlIs nec-
essarily In sum-
mary form

and should not
be relied upon os
a substitute for
direct attorney
consultation.
Readers are
urged to seek
legal advice
before taking
any action. All
rights to this
publication are
reserved, but
portions may be
reproduced
when the source
Is credited, ft
you have any
questions or
comments
regarding the
articles In this
Labor Letter,
please contact
William Q.
Jeffery, Partner.

No “Prevailing Wages”

On City_Reguired Improve-
ment? For Private
Development

Washington law specifies mini-
mum wage levels that must be paid on
‘public work" projects. These “prevail-
ing wage" rates are established by the
Department of Labor & Industries based
on wages and benefits paid to a majori-
ty of workers in a given trade in the
,Iar(lqest city of the County where a pro-
jectis located. These rates are often
above the market average, and a sub-
contractor has recently succeeded in
arguing that they need not be paid on
city required improvements that are part
of a private development project.

“The case involved construction of
a regional sho pmg mall in the City of
Bellingham. To obtain a building permit,
the developer was required to construct
street improvements, traffic controls,
and storm drainage. These improve-
ment would be dedicated tc public use
and would be maintained by the City.
The construction work was subconfract-
ed to a company selected by the devel-
oper

The City never called for competi-
tive bids on this work  Neither did the
City insist upon the procedures for
bonding or retention that would have
been required if the improvements had
been treated as a public work.
Nonetheless, the Department of Labor
& Industries sent out a notice of viola-
tion upon learing that the subcontrac-
tor paid,less than the "prevailing wage’
for public wark projects.

The City of Bellingham and the
subcontractor both appealed from the
notice of violation, and a hearing was
held before an administrative law judge.
The Department argued that improve-
ments built to City Specifications for
public use were éffectively a "public
work”. The appellants emphasized,
hOV\aever, that no public funds were
used.

The administrative law judge was
persuaded that the private development
project did not fall within the statutory
definition of “public work". After review-
ing this decision and its supporting
record, the Department's Director .
Issued an order dismissing the notice of
violation. B

The prevailing subcgntractor was
nggpLesented by Oles, Morrison &

inker, —

Truck Haulers To Federal
Construction Sites
Required To Pay Davis-
Bacon Wages

We have previusly reported on
efforts to expand application of the
Davis-Bacon Act on federal construction
contracts (see News & Views, Vol. 2,
No. 4). Recently, a federal trial court in
the District of Columbia held that truck
drivers who haul materials from com-
mercial suppliers to a federal construc-
tion site are entitled to “prevailin
wages" under this act. The holding was
based upon a conclusion that such
drivers were employed to “perform
tasks re(?uwed or involved in the com-
pletion of the work." ,

The case involved Midway Exca-
vators, Inc., a prime conractor on
eleven federal construction projects
between 1978 and 1990. Operating

through a wholly owned subsidiary, Mid-

way used trucks and drivers to haul
asphalt, gravel and equipment from var-
ious independent suppliers to federal
construction sites. The drivers did no
work on those sites and performed ser-
vices to other federal and non-federal

jobs. On these facts, the U.S. Depart-

ment of Labor determined that the
drivers were covered by the Davis-
Bacon Act (establishing minimum “pre-
vailing wage" rates). . ,

. Migway sought review of this
decision by the Wage Appeals Board.
That Board held that the drivers were
equivalent to independent material sup-
Bhers and were therefore not_subject to
Davis-Bacon requirements. The Build-
ing and Construction Trades Depart-
ment of the AFL-CIO appealed the rul =
ing to the U.S. District Court for the Digr
trict of Columbia.

. The District Court reversed, hold-
ing that the Wage Appeals Board's dec
sion was arbitrary and capricious
because it did not address regulations
Eromul ated by the Department of

abor, Migwa souqht review by the
U.S. Courl of Appedls. ,

. The appellate court affirmed the
trial court's conclusion that the Board's
decision had been arbitrary and capri-
cious. The case was, however,
remanded to consider Midway's argu-
ment that the Department of Labor's
regulations were an improper attempt
govern wages paid to off-site employ-
ees who are not covered under the
terms of the Davis-Bacon statute.

D tk'

& |1

~ On remand, the District Court

rejected Midway's argument. According
to the court, the Davis-Bacon Act "clear-
ly indicates” that workers employed hy
ederal contractors are entitled fo “pre-
vailing wages" whenever their tasks are
necessary and dedicated exclusively to
Berformanc_e of a government contract.
Because Midway's drivers were dump-
ing materials at federal sites and _
because their hauling activity was dedi-
cated to this purpose, they were found
to be performing “substaritial” work on
the site. o

Midway has again filed an appeal
from the District Court's decision. I
the interim, the Department of Labor is
likely to maintain its position that haul-
jng of materials and equipment from
independent suppliers to federal con-
struction sites is covered by the Davis-
Bacon Act. —»

Couyrt Invalidates Boston
HaHoor Union Hire
Agreement

In May 1989, the State of Mas-
sachusetts finalized a massive prc1)Ject
fora cIean-uP of Boston Harbor. The
project calls for ten years of work at a
cost ot S6.1 hillion. "A Project Labor
Agreement was negotiated between
employers, unions and the state. Ina
recent decision by a three 4ud e panel
the U.S. Court of Appeals Tor the First
Circuit invalidated this agreement
because its attempt to eStablisha
“Union onl¥" restriction was Impermissi-
ble under the National Labor Relations
Act (NLRA). However, on jonuary 3,
1991 the entire court withdrew the pan-
el's decision and set the case for ma-

reement before the entire Court on
ebruary 4, 1991 o

Modeled aher the Alaska Pipeline
Agreement, the Boston Harbor Project
Agreement required all contractors to
sign a project labor agreement and lo
hire workers through union halls. Non-
union workers had'to join a union within
seven days of hiring, and the entire pro-
ject is covered by Massachusetts pre-



For A Free Estimate Call; 345-7800

AAA FENCE
4021 Radoit Qreek R *Anchorage, AK- 99516

April 4, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

Subject: CS SB95

Dear Senator Pearce:

AAA Fence, Inc. 1is a open shop construction contractor in the State of
Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the State to enter into
project labor agreements with labor organizations on public construction
projects would be highly detrimental to everyone concerned, 1including
labor, management an the public.

First, it seeks to equate wunion hire with local hire and thereby
associates open shop contractors with non-local hire. This inference is
simply not true and a great disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses.
Second, it allows public employers to force employees into involuntary
union membership. Finally, and most importantly, it could severely linmit
or eliminate competitive bidding on publicly funded <construction
projects. We believe strongly in the principle of free and open
competition in bidding and obtaining public work. It provides the best
quality services for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply
bad public policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long term
economic benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan
legislators would even consider placing our company in a position where
our Alaskan employees would be excluded from Alaskan public construction
jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this 1ill
advised and unnecessary legislation and ask that you not support it in

any way.

SincerelyT)

M
Roger/draff
cc: Virginia Collins

Dick Eliason
Rick Halford
Jay Kerttula
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No "F?revailin? Wages"
On City Regurred Improve-

ments ‘For Private

Development

Washington law specifies mini-
mum wago levels that musl bo paid on
“public work" projects. These “prevail-
ing wago" rales aro established by the
Department of Labor & Industries based
on wages and benofils paid to a majori-
ty of workors in a given trade in the
,Iar(I]est city of the county where a pro-
jectis located. Those rales arq often
above the market average, and a sub-
contractor has recently Succeeded in
arguing that they need not be paid on
city required improvements that are part
of a private development project. .

_The case involved construction of
aregional sho pmg mall in the City of
Bellingham. To obfain a building permit,
the déveloper was required to construct
street improvements, traffic controls,
and storm drainage. These improve-
ments would be dedicated to public use
and would be maintained by the City.
The construction work was ‘subconract-
ed to a company selected by the devel-

er.
~The City never called for competi-
tive hids on this work. Neither did the
City insist upon the procedures for
bonding or retention that would have
been required if the improvements had
been treated as a public work.
Nonetheless, the Department of Labor
& Industries sent out a notice of viola-
tion upon learning that the subcontrac-
tor pad less than the “prevailing wage"
for public wark projects.

The City of Bellingham and the
subcontractor both appealed from the
notice of violation, and a hearing was
held before an administrative law judge.
The Department argued that improve-
ments built to City Specifications for
public use were éffectively a “public
work". The appellants emphasized,
hov%ever, that no public funds were
used.

The administrative law judge was
persuaded that the private development
project did not fall within the statutory
definition of "public werk". After review-
ing this decision and its supporting
record, the Department's Director”
issued an order dismissing the notice of
violation. 5

The prevailing subcontractor was
rRe,pLesented by Oles, Morrison &

inker. —
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Truck Haulers To Federal
construction Sites .
Required To Pay Davis-
Bacon Wages

We have previously reported on
efforts 0 expand application of the
Davis-Hacon Act on federal cor.struction
contracts (see News & Views, Vol. 2,
No. 4). Recently, a federal trial court in
the District of Columbia held that truck
drivers who haul matorials from com-
mercial sugpher,s to a federal construc-
tion site aro entitled to “prevailin
wages" under this act. The holding was
based upon a conclusion that such
drivers were employed to “perform
tasks re(%uwed or involved In the com-
pletion of the work." ,

The case involved Midway Exca-
vators, Inc., a prime contractor on
eleven federal construction projects
between 1978 and 1990. Operating
through a wholly owned subsidiary; Mid-
way used trucks and drivers to haul
asphalt, gravel and equipment from var-
ious independent SL{pphers to fegeral
construction sites. The drivers did no
work on those sites and performed ser-
vices to other federal and non-federal

jobs. On these facts, the U.S. Depart-

ment of Labor determined that the
drivers were covered by the Davis-
Bacon Act (establishing minimum "pre-
valling wage” rates). ,

. "Midway sought review of this
decision by the Wage Appeals Board.
That Board held that the drivers were
equivalent to independent material sup-
Bher,s and were therefore not subject to
Davis-Bacon requirements. The Build-
ing and Construction Trades Depart-
ment of the AFL-CIO appealed the rul-
ing to the U.S. District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia.

. The District Court reversed, hold
ing that the Wage Appeals Board's dec
sion was arbitrary and capricious
because it did not address regulations
Eromul%llted by the Department of

abor. ‘Midwa sougiht review by the
U.S. Court of Appeals. ,

. The appellate court affirmed the
trial court's conclusion that the Board's
decision had been arbitrary and capri-
cious. The case was, however,
remanded to consider Midway's argu-
ment that the Department of Labor's
regulations were an improper attempt tc
govern wages paid to off-site employ
ees who are not covered under the
terms of the Davis-Bacon statute.

~ Onremand, the District Court _
rejected Midway's argument. According
to the court, the Davis-Bacon Act “clear-
ly indicates” that workers employed b
ederal contractors are entitled to "pre-
vailing wages" whenever their tasks are
necessary and dedicated exclusively to

erformance of a government contract.
Because Midway's drivers were dump-
ing materials at federal sites and
because their hauling activity was dedi-
cated to this purpose, they were found
to be performing “substaniial” work on
the site. o

Midway has again filed an appeal

from the Disfrict Court's decision. In
the interim, the Department of Labor is
likely to maintain its position that haul-
jng of materials and equipment from
independent suppliers to federal con-
struction sites is covered by the Davis-
Bacon Act. —

Coyrt Invalidates Boston
HaHbor Una}on H?re
Agreement

In May 1989, the State of Mas-
sachusetts finalized a massive pr%(]ect
for a clean-uP of Boston Harbor. The
project calls for ten years of work at a
cost of $6.1 billion. "A Project Labor
Agreement was negotiated between
employers, unions and the state. Ina
recent decision by a three *ud e panel
the U.S. Court of Appeals Tor the First
Circuit invalidated this agreement
because its attempt to eStablisha .
“Union onIY" restriction was Impermissi-
ble under the National Labor Relations
Act (NLRA). However, on January 3.
1991 the entire court withdrew thé pan-
el's decision and set the case for rea-

reemenl before the entire Court on
ebruary 4,1991. o

Modeled after the Alaska Pipeline
Agreement, the Boston Harbor Project
Agreement required all contractors to
sign a project labor agreement and to
hire workers through Union halls. Non-
union workers had'to join a union within
seven days of hiring, and the entire pro-
ject is covered by Massachusetts pre-



vailing wage laws. Strikes and lockouts
were prohibited, and jurisdictional dis-
putes between unions were subject to
mandatory binding arbitration by a
named arbitrator. = ,

The federal trial court in Mas-
sachusetts refused to enjoin implemen-
tation of the agreement, finding that
harm to non-union contractors was out-
wel%hed by consequences of delay to
tho harborclean-up. A panel of the
appellate court held, however, that the
agreement could properly be set aside
because it infringes on the federal pre-
emption by which the NLRA provides
the exclusive procedure for determining
questions of union representation and
collective bargaining.

If the décision stands, one can
expect to see increased challenges to
project agreements in which unions and
employers impose “union only" require-
ments on state projects.

Court Strikes Down
Requirement To Accelerate
Repayment Of Apprentice-
ship Loans When Trainees
Join Non-Union Companies

A federal court in Colorado has
ruled that a union training fund was not
entitled to require early repayment of
apprenticeship loans from trainees who
took jobs with non-union employers.

The case involved the Sheet Met-

al Workers' National Training Fund,
which provides loans t r participants in
its apprenticeship program. The Fund
allowed trainees to_r%pay their loans
over a ten year period, except that a full
repayment was due upon demand if the
trainge began working for a non-union

employer.
P ¥he court held that this system

impermissibly discriminated against per-

sons who took jobs with non-union
employers.

U.S. Labor Department
Proposes Changes For
Apprenticeship Standards

. The U.S, Department of Labor
has issued revisions to its “Labor Stan-

dards lor the Registration of Apprentice-

ship Programs". “These regulations are
intended to expedite and provide, unifor-
mity in approval of apprentice training
programs. .

. The Depadment's proposed revi-
sions include:

1 Increasing fiom one to two
years the minimum term in registered
apprenticeship:

.. 2. Redefining criteria for deter-
mining which, occupations are subject to
apprenticeship requirements;

. 3. Increasing portability of regis-
tration, so that employers or multi-
employer groups could operate for up to
six months in another state or region if
they have a validly registered appren-
ticeship program in their home area;

4. Efforts to increase agency
accountability by requiring a staterment
of particulars when program registration
is denied or rescinded:

. 5. Arequirement for periodic
review of programs;

6.. Increasing flexibility in ratio of
apprentices to journeymen, with consid-
eration for the Sponsor's capabilities
and imposing no fixed ratio other than
mse required under the Davis-Bacon

Ct;

1. Establishing benchmark crite-
ria for relationships between instruction
hours and grants of advanced standing
ang awards of completion certificates;
an

8.. Clarifying procedures for
recognition and de-recognition of state
agencies which act as program registra-
tion authorities on behalf of the U.S.
Department of Labor (continuing the
principle of uniform standards for all
such state agencies).

The Department of Labor is cur-
rently rewewmg written comments on its
proposed regulation changes. The

t

Building and Construction Trade unions
have, however, declared opposition to
any modification to the current s;an-
dards, and they have threatened litiga-
tion if the Department adopts its pro-
posed changes.—

Court Allows Labor Depart-
ment To Increase Use Of
Helpers

Effective on February 4,1991, the
U.S. Labor Department pldns to pro-
ceed with implementation of requlations
allowing increased use of helpérs on
federal construction projects covered by
the Davis-Bacon Act. The road to this
implementation was cleared when a
federal trial court in the District of
Columbia dismissed an injunction
against the Department.

The requlations define “helpers"
as semj-skilled woikers who are
allowed to use tools of the trade.
Helpers can be employed at wages that
are lower than for journeymen of for
workers in union apprentice programs.
The opportunity fo use helpers (in areas
where their usé is a “prevailing" prac-
tice) will be welcome to non-union
employers and to relatively unskilled
workers who are attempting to lean a

trade.

. Under the Dipartn ent's now reg-
ulations, there can normally be no more
than two helpers for every three jour-
neymen, but some variarices are possi-
ble. There will also be a procedure to
add a classification for helpers in Davis-
Bacon waﬁe determinations.

As the Department begins fo sur-
vey foi helper use, contractors will be
asked to report their numbers of
helpers, apprentices and trainees in
each craft (together with their wage
rates). This data will be collected as
part of the Davis-Bacon wage surveys
regularly conducted by the Depart-
ment's regional offices. —



For A Free Estimate Call: 345-7800

AAA FENCE
4021 Rachit Oresk Rd » Anchorage, AKe 99516

April 4, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0O. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

Subject: CS SB95

Dear Senator Pearce:

AAA Fence, 1Inc. is a open shop construction contractor in the State of
Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the State to enter 1into
project labor agreements with labor organizations on public construction
projects would be highly detrimental to everyone concerned, 1including
labor, management an the public.

First, it seeks to equate wunion hire with 1local hire and thereby
associates open shop contractors with non-local hire. This inference 1is
simply not true and a great disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses.
Second, it allows public employers to force employees into involuntary
union membership. Finally, and most importantly, it could severely linmit
or eliminate competitive bidding on publicly funded <construction
projects. We believe strongly 1in the principle of free and open
competition in bidding and obtaining public work. It provides the best
quality services for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply
bad public policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long term
economic benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan
legislators would even consider placing our company in a position where
our Alaskan employees would be excluded from Alaskan public construction
jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this ill
advised and unnecessary legislation and ask that you not support it in
any way.

cc: Virginia Collins
Dick Eliason
Rick HaJ ford
Jay Kerttula



ACCENTS BY CLINT, INC

Contractor License A-17738
Clint Carper
P.0O. Box 2568
Palmer, Alaska 99645
(907) 745-7435

April 15, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

PO Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: CS SB95
Dear Senator Pearce:

Accents By Clint, Inc., is an open shop construction contractor 1in
the State of Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the State
to enter into project labor agreements with labor organizations on
public <construction projects would be highly detrimental to
everyone concerned, 1including labor, management and the public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby
associates open shop <contractors with non-local hire. This
inference is simply not true and a great disservice to Alaskan open
shop businesses. Second, it allows public employers to force
employees 1into involuntary union membership. Finally, and most
importantly, it could severely 1limit or eliminate competitive
bidding on publicly funded construction projects. We believe
strongly in the principle of free and open competition in bidding
and obtaining public work. It provides the best quality services
for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply bad public
policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long
term economic benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand
why Alaskan legislators would even consider placing our company in
a position where our Alaskan employees would be excluded from
Alaska public construction jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this
ill-advised and unnecessary Jlegislation and ask that you not
support it.

Sincerely,

Clint Carper”™ President

cC Senator Jay Kerttula
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Anchorage, AK 99504
Phone: (907) 338-3300
FAX: (907) 338-7162

March 21, 1991

Senator Rick Halford
P.0. Box V
Juneau, AK 99811

RE: CS SB 95

Dear Senator Halford:

Regarding CS SB 95, 1 am opposed to this bill for a number of reasons. Not
only does this bill raise serious legal questions, it will raise the cost
of construction to the State by limiting competition, delaying projects and
increasing litigation.

As an open shop, several of our non-union employees could face loss of jobs
and force ACS, Inc. to hire unskilled labor in our highly specialized, high
risk field.

Although these arguments are only the tip of the iceberg, they are more than
sufficient reason to kill this bill.

We strongly urge you to vote against CS SB 95.

Sincerely,

David L. Ballard
President

cc: Senator Drue Pierce
Chairperson, Labor and Commerce Committee
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Juneau, AK 99802 Fairbanks, AK 99708

(907) 479-6550

(907) 586-2302

ALASKA DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, INC

March 10, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor and Commerce Committee
P.0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99011

Re: Senate Bill 95

Dear Senator Pearce:

Alaska Development Services, Inc is an Alaskan company
that has been contracting since 1985. We are a relatively
small company that employs approximately 50 seasonal
employees each construction season. We have and will
continue to hire 100% Alaska 1local hire.

Senate Bill 95 would possibly force us to hire union -

something we don"t believe in (not union - but being forced
to hire union). It also would be directly against our local
hire practices. We predominantly work 1in remote villages of
which there is no local union members in fact all villages 1
have worked 1in hate unions. We would be forced to either
bring union members in or force the local people to join the
union. Needless to say neither situation is acceptable.

I urge you to let this bill die in committee.

Sincerely

Justin D. Swift
Secretary/Treasurer

cc: Senator Eliason
Senator Kertula
Senator Collins
Senator Halford
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ALASKA INDUSTRIAL ELECTRIC

P.O. Box 264 Homer, Alaska 99603
(907) 235-6977

April 1, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman

Senate Labor and Commerece Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P. 0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

RE: SB 95
Dear Senator Pearce:

We would like to take this opportunity to express our concern with
the above referenced legislation. Alaska Industrial Electric is an
open shop construction contractor and we feel SB 95 has the potential
to put contractors like us out of business.

In our opinion this bill would reduce competetion, which in turn, would
increase construction and construction management costs needlessly.
More importantly, we believe the bill will also increase Alaskan
unemployment, especially among non-union workers and deny these

people the opportunities to support their families.

Not only are we concerned with the legal questions this bill would raise
but also the moral obligations of the State of Alaska to its people.

We would appreciate it if you would consider the ramifications of this
bill to all Alaskans and decide not to give your support to SB 95.

Thank you for your time,/

Gary J Tridweiler
Owner

cc: fTile
Virginia Collins
Dick Eliason
Rick Hallford
Jay Kerttula

3 199V



P.0. Box 233769
Anchorage. Alaska 99523-3769
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Letter No. AIC-91-062

March 19, 1991

STATE OF ALASKA
SENATE OFFICES
P.O. BoxV Rm. 101
Juneau. AK 99811

ALttn: Senator Drue Pearce
Chairman - Labor and Commerce

Subject: Senate Bill No. 95

Senator Pearce:

The passage of CS SB-95 will severely impact the goals of competitive bidding. We
further believe that in this era of limited State capital budgets, the State needs to
maximize the benefits of all of the these projects to all of the licensed Alaskan
contractors, union and non-union alike.

This bill as proposed in section "C", giving the State or political subdivision substantial
control of jobsite labor relating to standards of performance of the contractors
employees will create a legal nightmare. In all honesty, a prudent contractor will not
enter into such an agreement that will effect his efficiency and project management.

This attempt to sell union hire dispatch as the only alternative to local hire is destined
for a long, protracted legal challenge in both federal and state courts. The bill will
ceirai.nly delay construction projects and ultimately expose the public to increased
construction costs Jue to litigation and a limited number of bid responses.

SB-95 is counterproductive and not in the best interests of the residents of Alaska or
interested contractors and should not pass the Senate Labor Committee as proposed.

Sincerely,

STATE CONSTRUCTION, INC.

AN ALASKAN CORPORATION



Alaska RoadBuiiders
44990 Ridgeway Road
Soidotna, AK 99669
Phone: 907-262-9140
Fax: 907-262-1213

April 16, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P. 0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 9981 1

RE CSSB9%S
Dear Senator Pearce:

Alaska RoadBuilders is an open shop construction contractor in the State of
Alaska. We feel this legislation, referenced above, allowing the State to enter
into project labor agreements with labor organizations on public construction
projects would be highly detrimental to everyone concerned, including labor,
management and the public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby associates open
shop contractors with non-local hire. This inference is simply not true and a
great disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses. Second, it allows public
employers to force employees into voluntary union membership. Finally, and
most importantly, it could severely limit or eliminate competitive bidding on
Publicly funded construction Erojects. We believe stronPIy in the principle of
ree and open competition in bidding and obtaining public work. It provides
the best qualitg services for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is
simply bad public policy

APR



Senator Drue Pearce Page 2
April 16, 1991

As an Alaskan construction comEany we recognize the short and Ion? term
economic benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan
legislators would even consider placing our company in a position where our
Alaskan employees would he excluded from Alaskan public construction jobs,

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this ill advised
and unnecessary legislation and ask that you not support it in anv way.

Sincerely,

Blake G Hardina
Manager

BGHIks]

cC: VirEinia Collins
Dick Eliason
Rick Hall ord
Jay Kerttula
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ALAGNAK. INC.
P.0. Box .1275
Kodiak., Alaska y-K"lo

March 29, 19°1

c-:nator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor @ Commerce: Comms.tt.Qe
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Ak 99811

Subject CS SB?5

Dear Senator Pearce:

Adfagnak, Inc. is a contractor m the State of Alaska. wte feel this
legislation allowing the State 10 enter into project labor agreements
with labor organizations m public construction projects woulc: be
highly detrimental to everyone concerned, including labor, management
uvthe public.

First, the legislation requires tne political entity to retain
substantial control of the moans, manner, and standards of performance
of ail employees or. the job. This requirement represents a monumental
change in the traditional relationship between the owner and contractor,

Second, the political agency and the labor organization could refrain
from doing business with a contractor, subcontractor, or other person.
In essence, this provision might allow an innocent party to be
"blacklisted™ from bidding or. work subject to a project lanor agreement.

Third, wage rates and fringe benefits are defined in the Davis-Bacon
Act, and ensure that all Contractors, Union or han-union, nay the
appropriate wages and benefits. [f the public sector undertakes to
reach Project Agreements with the Unions and to make those agreements
binding on Contractors bidding and performing State funded projects,
our current process cf bargaining with these Unions will be subverted
which is an integral part of our competitive bid process and free
market economy.

Sincerely,

tna:rman



To

ALCAN BUILDERS, INC.
General Contractors
LETTER

P.O. Box 323
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99707
APR 5 199

(907) 456-1383 Date 472791

Senator Drue Pearce Subject CS SB 95

Senate Labor and Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V (MS3100)

Juneau,Ak99811

Dear Senator Pearce,

This proposed Bill violates my constitutional rights and insults
the intellegence of Alaska®"s people. This ?s an attempt to lock up
public monies for those elite few we all know as,unionized employees.

How can an American in good conscience propose such a Bill as this?

SIGNED

D Please reply 1 No reply necessary
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FAX (907) 562-4714
PHONE (907) 563-1911

4900 FAIRBANKS STREET
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503

April 24, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

SUBJECT: CS SB 95
Dear Senator Pearce:

Please find attached our comments regarding proposed legislation
above referenced.

We strongly urge you to cosider the negative consequences of this
ill advised and unnecessary legislation and ask that you not support
it in any way.

Sincerely yours,

Dick Elxason
Rich Halford
Jay Kerttula
Curt Menard

Pat Rodey
Cabinets Appliances Custom Cabinets Vanities Counleitops
Paint Vatnish loots Thmners Adhesive Wall Paper Vinyls Floor Tile Car pci Linoleum
Marble Paneling Formica Tops Acoustical Tile and Mechanical Systems Glass Mirrois Ceramic Tile

Plastics Windows Slore Fronts Window Wall Cuilain Wall



Menard Bill is I111-Advised

Imaj.ne that you live in a rural area and that you have an aching

tooth. The nearest dentists are in the Jlarge town down the road
a distance. Since you are on a limited budget you select the least
expensive qualified dentist. At the appointment, vyou advise the

dentist that you do not want the regular staff to work on your tooth;

in fact, you have personally hired your Jlocal neighbors to do the
work. Furthermore, you inform the dentist that he must pay wages

to them in the amount you prome .d and that he personally must guaran-
teee and insure their work. he inquires why. You respond that your
neighbors were out of work and they they needed some employment.

He inquires 1if they are qualified. You respond that you don"t know
but if he doesn"t like the arrangment, you will take your business

elsewhere. Of course the dentist refuses your business and eventually
you find another dentist. He of course charges you substantially
more to accommodate the arrangement you seek.

Senator Menard, a dentist, would have us believe that the above
scenario makes so much sense that we should pass legislation and
make it law. Furthermore, he 1isn"t talking of dentistry and of a
few dollars, he"s talking of every large public construction project
in Alaska and of billions of dollars.

Senate Bill 95, <co-sponsored by Senators Curt Menard and Pat
Rody would allow the state and local governments the power to negoti—
ate with labor bargaining units (unions) and then force the contractors

to only hire the same union employees. The terms, conditions, and
crew make-up of employment would not be set by the employer, but
by the government and the employee®s union. There would be no bar—

gaining allowed by the contractor.
The 1local media would have us believe this 1is a union VS non-—

union debate. This is untrue. Associated General Contractors which
represents the majority of Alaska®s wunion and non-union contractors
is on public record as unanimously opposing this bill. The focal

issue here 1is whether or not the state and local governments should

have the right to force the construction 1industry into contracts

with employees with whom the contractors have no right to bargain.

The contractor 1is contractually bound to the government to provide

and warranty his work and he is further heavily penalized with liqui—
dated damages 1if the project 1is late; yet, he has no control over
who he hires nor can he in most <cases use his own trained regular

employees. This effects both union and non-union contractors.

In military terms, the <contractor 1is not unlike the soldier
sent to war with both hands tied behind his back.

How can Senators Menard and Rodey believe that government control
is more cost effective and efficient than free enterprise and compe—
tition? Why not have government therefore build all its own buildings
and public works? All they need to do 1is to look to our neighbor
to the East, the Soviet Union, to see the error of their thinking.

Senators Menard and Rodey would have us believe that local hire

will be increased. Impossible! Suppose a school is to be built
in the typical Alaskan village. Unions do not of course exist in
the village, so the State has to deal with unions where they exist:
Anchorage and Fairbanks. A deal 1is cut. Who do you think the Union

sends, the largely wuntrained village residents who must join the
union, or the trained men already sitting on the bench in the local
union hall? Now here®"s the clincher...Suppose the state does require
local villagers to be enrolled and used, but since they are not



as skilled, who pays for productivity loss? The State, the Union,

or the Contractor? You guessed it: the Contractor. After the pro—
ject, what happens to the local villager? As a union member, he
cannot do non-union work; however, there may not be another public
construction job (union work) 1in his village for years. Consequently,

he 1is somewhat permanently unemployed or he can break with the union
and forfeit most of his pension money back to the wunion since he
would not be fully vested.

Alaska®"s contractors police themselves as to Alaska hire. Accept
the challenge to drive through any public construction site®"s parking
lot and find a non-Alaskan license plate. They do not exist. All

public construction work 1in Alaska 1is regulated by the "Davis-Bacon"
wage laws which simply state that all workers get paid a government

predetermined wage whether they be wunion, non-union, Jlocal or non-—
resident employees. These wages are publicly posted, the payrolls
are publicly reviewed, and a contractor publicly debarred from further
work 1if he cheats. Therefore, as 1long as the wages are set, what

advantage does the contractor have in flying 1in workers from outside
the locality and having to pay the costs of airfare/" room and board
if there were local help available for which these costs could be
eliminated? Local hire is always first option if[ there are adequately
trained workers. The senate bill wunder consideration cannot nor
will not change this sample fact. I, personally, as a union flooring
contractor have advertised 1in newspapers covering the entire state
looking for either union or non-union flooring installers. To date
I have never received a response except from the major population
centers. The unions "rolls are no different.

Sen ator Rodey states that the bill will "introduce more competi—
tion." The exact opposite is true. Since wages are already set
by law and they are the same for all contractors, large numbers of
both union and non-union firms currently bid public work. This bill
will skew labor agreements toward union firms. Under current bargain”
agreements, once a non-union Tfirm signs an union agreement, all his
work, public or private, 1is now union. Many will be reluctant to
enter such agreements considering the major decline and uncompetitive —
ness 1in recent times of union contractors doing private work. Conse —
quently, it is not unreasonable to assume that many publicly active
non-union contractors will cease further bidding on public works
so as not to jeapardize what 1is predominantly non-union in private
construction. In fact, the author knows of two electric utilities
that wused non-union contractors recently for building additions for
competitive reasons even though 1in the past they only allowed union
building contractors to bid their work.

Senator Menard indicates that the bill would provide the advantage

of no-strike clauses. The 1industry without the help of the government
is already self-regulating through contractual Jlanguage between con-—
tractors and subcontractors. When, in recent memory, has there been

a construction job held up by strikes?

Senator Menard further states the bill "has the potential of
saving the state a pile of money 1in construction costs and lawsuits."
Don*t you think for a minute that a contractor will not rais j his
overhead and profit for dealing with the 1impact of this bilJ . If
youhad to use wuntried and perhaps untfained employees forceo upon
you and then guarantee their work and still have the project done
on time, wouldn®"t you build in a "little extra"™ for contingencies?
Tax payers should also beware since a portion of schools and other
public buildings come from 1local funds and property tales. As to
lawsuits, every time the state tries to Tfavor one locality of the



State over
(every one

Every
employment

another and calls it local hire, they invite more lawsuits
of which in the past the State has always lost).

citizen of this state should have the right to pursue
and every business should have the freedom to pursue legal

commerce without wundue government 1interference. Senators, please

reconsider

this ill-advised and unneeded legislation.

Kerrjy Petersen
-Padmer Resident
Officer of Commercial Contractors Inc.

An Alaskan

Union Contractor Since 1967



APR 2 3 1991

FAX (907) 562-4714
PHONE (907) 563-1911

4900 FAIRBANKS STREET
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503

April 19, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

SUBJECT: CS SB95

Dear Senator Pearce:

Commercial Contractor®s Inc. 1is one of Alaska®s oldest union construc—
tion contractors. We also operate dually as non-union as well. We
feel that the referenced legislation allowing the State to enter
into project labor agreements with Jlabor organizations and then re—
quiring contractors to assume these same obligations will be detri—
mental to ourselves and the State for the following reasons:

IDUnion labor in our specialty of floorcoverings is only avail —

able in the 1large metropolitan areas. Ourcompany policy is
to utilize local hire where available in the many remote areas
of Alaska 1in which we do business. This legislation would 1in

effect minimize local hire and their potential for work.
2Unemployment would 1increase in "local hire" remote locations.
A local hire would have tojoin a union (ifthey allow him)
and then not be allowed by wunion rules to do non-union work
without losing membership and benefits. Unfortunately, 1in the
villages, public construction 1is not frequent forcing him to
either detrimentally break union rules to work for private non-—
union contractors, or sit "on the bench™ and stav unemployed.
3)We currently have union agreements which may vary with those
the State might negotiate; conflicts will arise. Do we break
a contract to have a contract?

4)This legislation assumes that the union can supply adequate

numbers of personnel. This 1is not the case. The uni.on repre—
senting floor layers in Anchorage can only provide 3 or 4 people
total. We"re one of approximately 35 floorcovering dealers
and we employ up to 12 men. The wunion has not been able to
meet our needs for years requiring the use of "non-union" person-—
nel or other sub-tier subcontractors. What happens when lack

of union personnel availability forces delays on projects? is
the State willing to absorb these delays or will the contractor
be responsilbe financially?

5)It appears to us that the trend for Alaska construction is
away from "Union"™ <contractors. The non-union contractors are
more competitive at this tinme. IfT the State were to survey
the projects for the 1970"s (highly unionized), the 1980"s (half
and half? and currentI%ﬂmwmostly non-union), they would find

abmels Appliances atnnels Vamlies Countertops
(@mi Varnish lools Inmneis Adhesive Wall Paper Vinyls Floor file Carpel linoleum
Marine Paneling Formica lops Acoustical Me and Mechanical Sysiems Glass Minors Ceramic Tile

Plashes Windows Slore Fronis Window Wall Curtain Wall
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that this legislation 1is 180< in the wrong direction with what

is happening in the real world.

6)The union requires that once you sign an agreement, all work
public and private be with union workers. Any contractor who
then does one public job, will then be uncompetitive on private
sector work. This will open the doors to outside competition
or force financial disabilities on the contractor. Union contrac—
tors historically have not been able to compete with non-union

on private work.
7)This legislation assumes that all union workers are talented

and qualified. What happens when they are not and union rules
still require their employment on the project. Who pays for
faulty-workmanship?

8)Many of our products require factory installers. This legis—

lation precludes their wuse making non-manufacturer approved
installations and voided warrantys a reality.

In short, this seems alot |like Soviet socialism where the central
government controls business and minimizes the freedom of commerce.
It has been inefficient elsewhere and would also be for the State
in our opinion. The system in place works fine and is not "broken".
Why tinker with it in the manner proposed 1in this legislation? let
the contractors, who bear the responsibility have controls over the
decisions that effect their work and livelihoods.

In short, can you as a homeowner 1imagine contracting for a home im—
provement without letting the contractor use his own forces and further
requiring he hires a force made up of only people with whom the owner
has made separate agreements? The contractor has no idea 1if they
are qualified, talented, fast, slow, or whatever. The 1improvement
becomes a trial and error project which you mayor may not like.

If the workmanship or pricing 1is unacceptable, whose Tfault 1is it
and would it even be acceptable to the homeowner?

Please consider thenegative <consequences ofthis 1ill advised and
unnecessary legislation. Please do not support it in any way.

Sincerely yours,
COMMERCIAL CONTRACTORS, INC.
dba Allen & Petersen Company

Dick Eliason
Rick Halford
Jay Kerttula
Steve Walsh
Curt Menard



April 4, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman

Senate Labor & Commerce Committee

Alaska State Legislature

P. 0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Subject: CS SB95

Dear Senator Pearce:

Alaska Mechanical, Inc. is a union construction contractor

Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the State to enter

labor agreements with labor organizations in public

would be highly detrimental to everyone concerned,

management and the public.

First, the legislation requires the political entity to retain

control of the means, manner, and standards of performance

on the job. This requirement represents a monumental

traditional relationship between the owner and contractor.

Second, the political agency and the labor organization could

doing business with a contractor, subcontractor, or other

essence, this provision might allow an innocent party to

from bidding on work subject to a project labor agreement.

Third, wage rates and fringe benefits are defined in the

and ensure that all Contractors, Union Nonunion, pay

wages and benefits. If the public sector undertakes to

Agreements with the Unions and to make those agreements

Contractors bidding and performing State funded projects,

process of bargaining with these Unions will be subverted

integral part of our competitive bid process and free market

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences

advised and unnecessary legislation and ask that you not

way.

cqr, Virginia Collins, Dick Eliason, Jay Kerttula, Rick Halford
ALASKA MECHANICAL INC.

]IA'HCff—Ci <>i0p'VO/vn
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construction
including

substantial
employees

"blacklisted"

Davis-Bacon
appropriate

support
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April 8, 1991
Senator Drue Pearce
Alaska State Legislature
P.0. Box V
Juneau, Ak. 99811
Re: CS SB98
Dear Senator,
I urge you and your colleagues not to support this bill. In fact,

1 urge you to adamantly oppose it. My company has aggressively
participated in public works projects for the last eight years.
This includes federal, state, and municipal projects. We are an

open shop. Our revenue in this area of work for 1990 was 2.7
mi 11 ion.
Having read this proposed bill, I cannot understand the motiva —

tion behind it. There really doesn ™ seem to be a legitimate
reason for it. The end result, 1in the event of its passage, could
be disastrous. It gives the state a tremendous amount of control
over the contractor and subcontractor that it has absolutely no
business having. The state should not have the power to control
who the contractor hires on public works projects that have been
awarded through the competitive bid process.

Senators Rodey and Menard should more specifically define their
intent for this piece of legislation and tailor it accordingly.
As it 1is, it would give the state an almost unlimited power over

who can bid on certain projects and who they hire. |If we lose
control over who wehire then we have no control over our produc—
tivity and, hence,our profits. I hope this was not the intent
behind the bill. If it was, one can only surmise that big labor
(union in nature) is behind it. As a businessman and as a tax
paying constituent, 1 really cannot imagine why the state would

even want this kind of control.

There are already to many regulations for small business to
contend with. Government should, as much as is practicable, let
the FREE enterprise system take care of itself. The very nature
of our system ensures that government pays the lowest possible
price for public works projects while small business uses all
available resources to ensure their survival. Survival of the;
fittest can only happen as long as we have control over our
production. And this can only happen as long as we have control



In closingl can only reiterate my concern over this proposed

bill. Rumor inour industry has it that the |IBEW 3trongly sup —
ports the bill as It would empower the state to require all
contractors to hire their employees exclusively through union

hiring halls.

Very truly,

President

BAH/mI
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Co.. Inc. 586-4392
March 20, 1991
Senator Drue Pearce
Chairman, Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Re: Senate Bill 95
Dear Senator Pierce:
My name is Clifford Berg. I am President of Berg
Construction Co., Inc., a General Contracting firm founded
here in Juneau in 1937. We have been engaged in all types
of construction throughout Southeast Alaska over the years.
In the late 30's and early 40's when construction unions
were first being formed in this area, we became signatory
to labor agreements with all of the unions covering crafts
utilized in our type of work.
We are familiar with the various union's pressures and
tactics during labor negotiations consisting of wage rates,
hiring provisions, work rules, etc.
We have also been a member of the Associated General
Contractors of Alaska since 1952 and | would like to make
this observation. About 15 years ago, there was only one
Csneral Contractor out of 100 or more in AGC Alaska that
was an "open shop™ contractor while all the rest were
"union"™ contractors. This has changed in recent years
with a change of the majority of Contractors to "open shop™
status and presently there are only 5 or 6 that are still
considered "union™ contractors. This change has been
made by choice to lower job costs and to reduce work
restrictions and to avoid domination by union leaders.
Senate B ill 95 should be recognized for exactly what it is.
It is a blatant attempt to permit union control over the
entire construction industry. What the unions have failed
to negotiate at the bargaining table, they are now trying
to succeed legislatively.
If enacted into law, this bill will be a disaster for the
construction industry. It will give the unions "carte
blanche™ to totallycontrol the contractors. It will restrict

the competition to only those chosen few who kow-tow to the
union demands and become signatory to their agreements.

A Pioneer Alaskan Contractor Since 1937



Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman March 20, 1991
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee Page Two
Re: Senate Bill 95

It certainly doesn't do anything for the State of Alaska
to help reduce costs, create a safer work place, or provide

for a more harmonious work place. I don't believe that

this legislation 1is in compliance with the State Procurement
Code and will almost certainly result in endless litigation.
Therefore, | urge you to vote against passage of this bill.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

BERG CONSTRUCTION CO., Inc,

Clifford Berg, President
CB:p
cc: Senators

Virginia M. Collins

Rick Halford
Jay Kerttula



BOUNDS LLLf: 1fUC & LNTLHPKISeS
i 4214 Harnic i.oop
Eagle River, ftiaska 99577
Phone: (707)696-0555

April 4, 1991

Senator Drue? Pearce, Chairman
Sena Lo Labor n Commerce L'arnmilLlee
Al ril:;i Skale Leyis lalLure

P. 0. Box, V (CIS 3100)

Jur,e3a, Alasla 9981 |

Subject: CS SB95

Dear Sena to* Pearce:

Bounds Electric & Enterprises as an open shop consti uc:Lion
contractor in the? State of Alaska. We fee] this legislation
allowing the Slate to enter into project laboa: agreements with
labor t;iij.tni.Miiuns on public construction projects would be highly
dots imentul to everyone concerned, including Jlabor, management and
the public.

;irst, it scabs to equate union hire with local hire and thereby
associates open shop contractors with non- local hirel. This
ins a-enca? is simply not "rue? and a great disservice to Alaslan open
shop businesses. Second, ii allows pub.lil employers to force
employees into involuntary union membership. Finally, and most
jr.Qt taniily , it could severely lim it 0i eliminate competitive
b.d ling on public funded consritlion projects. We believe strongly
in the principle of free and open competition in bidding and
ot (.lining public work. It provides the best qualify services for
the lowest, costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply bad public
puliCy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long
term economic benefits uf hiring Alaskans. We cannot undersand why
Alaskan legislators would even consider placing our-company in a
position where our Alaskan employees would be excluded from Alaskan
pub I ic co'.ici.i uclLiun lobs.

Wi? strongly urge you to considci the negative consequences of this
il auvised and unnecessary iegislal! fun and as! that you not
suapoi it. in any ws\

Eiircercdy, ce 9lrginia Collms
m/ . A ] Dick Eliason
Cj"lcr/C|<> 1J </~k,s ,cd vi- Rici Hal?ord

Jav Kerb tula
\b.onne J. Mounds



BRECHAN ENTERPRISES, INC./GENERAL CONTRACTORS

2705 Mill Bay Road = Kodiak, Alaska 99615

March 29. 1991

Senator Drue Pearce Chairman
Senate Labor « Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0O. Bo;: V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Ak 99811

Subject CS SBr'b
Dear Senator Pearce:

Brechan Enterprises, Inc. is a union construction contractor in the
State of Alaska. Vie feel this legislation allowing the State to enter
into project labor agreements with labor organizations in public
construction projects would be highly detrimental t: everyone
concerned, including labor, management and the public.

First, the jlLegisiativ. requires the political entity to retain

substantial control of the means, manner, ai.-d standards of performance
of ail employees on the jobh. This requirement represents a monumental
change in the traditional relationship between the owner and contractor.

Second the political agency r.d the labor organization could refrain
from doing business with a contractor, subcontractor, or other person.
In essence, this provision might alio™ an innocent party to be
"blacklisted" from bidding on work subject to a project labor agreement.

Third, wage rates and fringe benefits arc defined in the Davis-Bacon
Act., and ensure that all Contractors, Union or Non-union, pay the
appropriate wages and benefits. If tno public sector undertakes to
reach Project Agreements with the Unions and to make those agreements
binding on Contractors bidding and perrorming State funded projects,
our current process of bargaining with these Unions will be subverted
which is a:i integral part of our competitive bid process and free

market economy.
Sincerely,

BRECHAN ENTERPRISES. fC .

President

BRECHAN ENTERPRISES. INC./GENERAL CONTRACTORS « 2705 Mill Bay Road. Kodiak. Alaska 93515
Ph. (907) 486-3215 + FAX (907) 486-4889
Alaska Business License #001858 « Alaska Contractors License tfAA441

We Are An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Bic Cc OM P A HY Consulting & Construction

i tfiii

P.O. Box 91438 0 Anchorage, Alaska 99509 ¢« Phone (907) 277-9977 « FAX (907)276-1913

Josef Ressel

Owner

March 2+, [IMlI

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

Subject: CS SB95

Dear Senator Fcarcc:

c £ompa riy. is a open shop construction contractor in the State of
Alaska. We feel this legisfation allowing the State to enter into project labor agreements with
labor organizations on public construction projects would be highly detrimental to everyone
concerned, including labor, management and the public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby associates open shop contractors
with non-local hire. This inference is simply not true and a great disservice to Alaskan open
shop businesses. Second, it allows public employers to force employees into involuntary union
membership. Finally, and most importantly, it could severely limit or eliminate competitive
bidding on publicly funded construction projects. We believe strongly in the principle of free
and open competition in bidding and obtaining public work. It provides the best quality
services for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply bad public policy.

As an Alaskan contstruction company we recognize the short and long term economic benefits

of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand wm{ Alaskan legislators would even consider
placing our company in a position where our Alaskan employees would be excluded from

Alaskan public construction jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this ill advised and unnccssary
legislation and ask that you not support it in any way.

Jay Kcrttula

P.S. If passed this law would not stand a constitutional tost-
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Catering Contractors international
of Alaska, Inc.

fipi"11 4, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce,, Chairman
Senate L,abar & Comrnerce Coinmillee
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Bow V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

Subjects CS SBIIS5

Dear Senator Pearces

Catering Contractors International of Alaska is an open shop service
company in the State of Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the

State to enter into project labor agreements with Jlabor organisations aon
public construction projects would be highly detrimental to everyone

conearned, me luding labor, rnanagement and the pub lic.

First,, it seeks to eqguate union hire with local hire and thereby
associates open shop contractors with non-1local hire. This inference s
simply not true and a great disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses.
Second, it allows public employers to force employees into involuntary
union membership. Finally, and most importantly, it could severely

lim it or eliminate competitive bidding on publicly funded construction
projects. We believe strongly in the principle of free and open
competition in bidding and obtairiing public work. It provides the best
guality services for the Jlowest costs, and to pretend otherwise .is

simply bad public policy.

As an Alaskan service company we recognise the short and Jlong term

economic benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan
legislators would even consider placing our company in a position where
our Alaskan employees would be excluded from Alaskan public construction

jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequence of this ill
advised and unnecessary legislation and ask that you riot support it in

any way.

Sipetrely,
Lamy b ill
cc: Virginia Collins

Dick Eliason
Rick Halford
Jav Kerttula

F.S. 1 was going to write mv own, but this was a good summary of OUI

oplnion. 1200 East 76th. Unit 1213 « PC Box 2300S9 < Anchorage, Alaska 99523-0089
Phone |907| 349-0400 » Fax (907) 344-1246

5 in9l
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April 4, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate :Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State legislature

P.0. Box V (MS3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

Subject CS SB95

Dear Senator Pearce:
CDF INC., General Contractors is a open shop construction contractor in the State

of Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the s.:ate to enter into project labor
agreements with labor organizations on public construction projects would be high—
ly detrimental to everyone concerned, including labor, management and the public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby associates open
shop contractors with non-local hire. This inference is simply not true and a
great disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses. Second, it allows public
employers to force employees into involuntary union membership. Finally, and

most importantly, it could severely limit or eliminate competitive bidding on
puplicly funded construction projects. We believe strongly in the principal of
free and open ccnpetition in bidding and obtaining public work. It provides the
best quality services for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply bad
public policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long term economic

benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan legislators would

even consider placing our company in a position where our Alaskan employees would
be excluded from Alaskan public construction jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this ill advised
and unnecessary legislation and ask that you not support it in any way.

e _A_JDennis 0. French

cc: Virginia Collins
Dick Eliason
Rick Halford
Jay Kerttula



CROOCH & HARRIS PLUMBING & HEATING CO., INC

MECHANICAL CONTRACTORS
6250 TUTTLE PLACE »7
ANCHORAGE, AK 99507

(907) 561-5098 .
FAX (907) 562-7993 April 12* 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senator Labor & Commerce CountitLee
Alaska State Legislature

P.(CL Box V (MS 31.00)

Juneau, Ak- m5WI1l

Subjectr CA SB9S

Bear Senator Pearce:

Crooch & Harris Pluoibing & Heating Co., Inc.* is a open shop
construetion in tine State of Alaska- Me feel this legislation
allowing the State to enter into project labor agreements with labor
organizations on public construction projects would be highly
detrimental to everyone concerned, including labor, management and
the public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby
associates open shop contractors with non-local hire. This inference
is simply not true and a great disservice to Alaskan open shop
businesses. Second, it allows public employers to force employees
into involuntary union membership. Finally, andl most, importantly,

it could severely limit or eliminate competitive bidding on publicly
funded construction projects. Me believe strongly in the principle of
free and open competition in bidding and obtaining public work. It
provides the best quality services for the lowest costs, and to
pretend otherwise is simply bad public policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and Jong
term economic benefits of hiring Alaskans. Me cannot understand why
Alaskan legislators would even consider placing our company in a
position where our Alaskan employees would be excluded from Alaskan
public construction jobs.

Me strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this

11l advised and unnecessary legislation and ask you not support it in
any way.

Sincerely,

k i PresidentE
CROOCH & HMIRIRIS PLUNBHWG & IEATINB CO., IMC.
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FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99708
(007) 479-2927 GENERAL CONTRACTORS

April 1.1991
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Dear Senator Pearce:
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Sincerely,

cc \irgl ,a Collins
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C ity E 1 e ¢c t r i c¢c , in c . ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS
3700 RA'NIER AVENUE SOUTH  SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98144  (206) 7220700 FAX: (206) 722 0! 19
819 ORCA STREET ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 9950!  (907) 272-4531 FAX (907) 276-7213
3540 HOLT ROAD FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 9970!  (907)452-7158 FAX: (907) 451 014)

reply to Anchorage Office

REFERENCE
March 11, 1991

The Honorable Drue Pearce
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Pearce:

This letter is for support of SB-95, authorizing State agencies to enter into project
labor agreements (PLA's) such as private industry now does.

City Electric, Inc. has been an Alaskan business since 1946. We have seen many

successful PLS's used over the years. We endorse PLA's since we believe they will
control costs and help maintain a reliable future work force for the State of Alaska.

Very truly yours,

INC<

P. L. Poythress
President

Jet



QLARION COVPANY 2Bl

P.O. BOX 433  KODIAK, ALASKA 99615
(907) 486-3908  FAX (907) 486-3909

April 9, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0O. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

Subject: CS SB95
Dear Senator Pearce:

We at Clarion Company, an Alaskan general contractor, would like
to take this opportunity to voice our strong opposition to the
above reference legislation. This bill could severely linmit
competitive bidding on publicly funded construction projects.

We believe that the competitive bidding process that 1is currently
in place provides good quality services at the best price. We do
not need any Jlaws 1in place that limit free and open competition.
Every properly licensed and qualified contractor has a right to
bid and obtain public work.

This unnecessary legislation has nothing but negative
consequences to offer and I urge you to not support it in any
way .

Sincerely,

.."-Georg”e R. Rieth
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CONSOLIDATED ENTERPRISES, INC

633 E 81STAVENUE + ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99518
TELEPHONE (907) 344-4567 + FAX (907) 349-6390

TW-1
April 5, 1991

The Honorable Drue Pierce
Room 510 Capital Building
P.O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Senate Bill 95
Dear Senator Pierce:

I adamantly oppose Senate Bill 95. I see the bill as another
attempt by organized labor to achieve employee representation
through legislation instead of through the appropriate channels
of employee election.

What purpose does this bill serve other than to unionize State
projects? I see none.

Why is the State seeking to place organized labor at the control
of State construction projects?

Let's not forget the power abuses of the Teamsters and other
unions once they achieved a project labor agreement for construc-
tion of the Trans Alaska Pipeline. Employers and employees alike
were at the mercies of the union and their power-wielding
tactics.

This bill will effectively Ilimit competition on State construc-
tion projects and consequently lead to higher construction costs.
Open shop constructors whose employees do not want to be repre-

sented by organized labor will no longer bid State projects.

I see this Dbill as merely a piece of special interest legislation
an attempt by Senator Rodey to payback a political debt to the
unions. I ask that you step back and look at this legislation
and ask yourself, "Is this piece of legislation good for the
people of Alaska?" The answer you'll see is a resounding no!

Thank you for your time and consideration of my position. If 1

can be of further assistance, please contact me at my work number
344-4567.

Tom White \

TW/mk



CONSOLIDATED ENTERPRISES, INC.

6331 0LST AVENUE » ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99518
TELEPHONE (907) 344 4567 » FAX (907) 349 6390

LS-1
April 5, 1991

The Honorable Drue Pierce
Room 510 Capital Building
P.O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Senate Bill 95
Dear Senator Pierce:

I adamantly oppose Senate Bill 95. | see the bill as another
attempt by organized labor to achieve employee representation
through legislation instead of through the appropriate channels
of employee election.

What purpose does this bill serve other than to wunionize State
projects? | see none.

Why is the State seeking to place organized labor at the control
of State construction projects?

Let's not forget the power abuses of the Teamsters and other
unions once they achieved a project labor agreement for construc-
tion of the Trans Alaska Pipeline. Employers and employees alike
were at the mercies of the union and their power-wielding
tactics.

This bill will effectively limit competition on State construc-
tion projects and consequently lead to higher construction costs.
Open shop constructors whose employees do not want to be repre-

sented by organized labor will no longer bid State projects.

| see this bill as merely a piece of special interest legislation
an attempt by Senator Rodey to payback a political debt to the
unions. I ask that you step back and look at this legislation
and ask yourself, "Is this piece of legislation good for the
people of Alaska?" The answer you'll see is a resounding no!

Thank you for your time and consideration of my position. I f 1

can be of further assistance, please contact me at my work number
344-4567 or my home number 337-2042.



CONSOLIDATED ENTERPRISES, INC.

633 E 815 AVENUE » ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99510
IELEPHONE (907) 34/1 4567 + FAX (907) 349-6390

JH-2
April 5, 1991

The Honorable Drue Pierce
Room 510 Capital Building
P.0O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Senate Bill 95

Dear Senator Pierce:

I adamantly oppose Senate Bill 95. I see the bill as another
attempt by organized labor to achieve employee representation
through legislation instead of through the appropriate channels
of employee election.

What purpose does this bill serve other than to unionise State
projects? I see none.

Why is the State seeking to place organized labor at the control
of State construction projects?

Let's not forget the power abuses of the Teamsters and other
unions once they achieved a project labor agreement for construc-
tion of the Trans Alaska Pipeline. Employers and employees alike
were at the mercies of the union and their power-wielding
tactics.

This bill will effectively Ilimit competition on State construc-
tion projects and consequently lead to higher construction costs.
Open shop constructors whose employees do not want to be repre-

sented by organized labor will no longer bid State projects.

I see this bill as merely a piece of special interest legislation
an attempt by Senator Rodey to payback a political debt to the
unions. I ask that you step back and look at this Jlegislation
and ask yourself, "Is this piece of Ilegislation good for the
people of Alaska?" The answer you'll see is a resounding no!

Thank you for your time and consideration of my position. If 1

can be of further assistance, please contact me at my work number
344-4567 or my home number 338-3205.

JH/mk



CONSOLIDATED ENTERPRISES, INC.

633 E 81STAVENUE * ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99518
TELEPHONE (907) 344-4567 + FAX (907) 349-6390

SS-1
April 5, 1991

The Honorable Drue Pierce
Room 510 Capital Building
P.0O. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Senate Bill 95
Dear Senator Pierce:

I adamantly oppose Senate Bill 95. I see the bill as another
attempt by organized labor to achieve employee representation
through legislation instead of through the appropriate channels
of employee election.

What purpose does this bill serve other than to unionize State
projects? I see none.

Why is the State seeking to place organized labor at the control
of State construction projects?

Let's not forget the power abuses of the Teamsters and other
unions once they achieved a project labor agreement for construc-
tion of the Trans Alaska Pipeline. Employers and employees alike
were at the mercies of the union and their power-wielding
tactics.

This bill will effectively |limit competition on State construc-
tion projects and consequently lead to higher construction costs.
Open shop constructors whose employees do not want to be repre-

sented by organized labor will no longer bid State projects.

I see this bill as merely a piece of special interest legislation
an attempt by Senator Rodey to payback a political debt to the
unions. I ask that you step back and look at this Jlegislation
and ask yourself, "Is this piece of legislation good for the
people of Alaska?" The answer you'll see is a resounding no!

Thank you for your time and consideration of my positron. If 1

can be of further assistance, please contact me at my work number
344-4567.

SS/mk
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CONSOLIDATED ENTERPRISES, INC.

633 E 81STAVENUE « ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99518

TELEPHONE (907) 344 /1567 « FAX (907) 349-6390
FL-3
April 5, 1991
The Honorable Drue Pierce
Room 510 Capital Building
P.O. Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Re: Senate Bill 95
Dear Senator Pierce:
I adamantly oppose Senate Bill 95. I see the bill as another

attempt by organized Ilabor to achieve employee representation
through legislation instead of through the appropriate channels
of employee election.

What purpose does this bill serve other than to wunionize State
projects? I see none.

Why is the State seeking to place organized labor at the control
of State construction projects?

Let's not forget the power abuses of the Teamsters and other
unions once they achieved a project labor agreement for construc-
tion of the Trans Alaska Pipeline. Employers and employees alike
were at the mercies of the union and their power-wielding
tactics.

This bill will effectively limit competition on State construc-
tion projects and consequently lead to higher construction costs.
Open shop constructors whose employees do not. want to be repre-

sented by organized labor will no longer bid State projects.

| see this bill as merely a piece of special interest legislation
an attempt by Senator Rodey to payback a political debt to the
unions. I ask that you step back and look at this Jlegislation
and ask yourself, "Is this piece of legislation good for the
people of Alaska?" The answer you'll see is a resounding no!

Thank you for your time and consideration of my position. If o

can be of further assistance, please contact me at my work number
344-4567.

Sincerely,

Fred Lind

FL/mk

!
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FTOMBOX 230070 « ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99523-0070 = CONTRACTOR #AA3778
GENERAL CONTRACTOR = TELEPHONE (907) 563-3422 <« FAX (907) 563-5023

March 29, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

?. 0.

Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99311

Subject CS $395

Dear Senator Pearce:

Construction & Rigging, Inc. is a union construction contractor in the State
of Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the State to enter into project
labor agreements with labor organisations 1in public construction projects
would be highly detrimental to everyone concerned, including labor, management

and the public.

Firs!:,

the legislation requires the political entity to retain substantial

control cf the means, manner, and standards of performance of all employees on
the job. This requirement represents a monumental change in the traditional
relationship between the owner and contractor.

Second, the political agency and the Jlabor organization could refrain from
doing business with a contractor, subcontractor, or other person. In essence,
this provision might allow an innocent party to be "blacklisted” from bidding
on work subject to project labor agreement.

Third,

wage rates and fringe benefits are defined in the Davis-Bacon Act, and

ensure that all Contractors, Union or Non-union, pay the appropriate wages and
benefits. If the public sector undertakes to reach Project Agreements with
the Unions and to make those agreements binding on Contractors bidding and
performing State funded projects, our current process or bargaining with these
Unions will be subverted which 1is an integral part of our competitive bid
process and free market economy.

We strongly urge you to consider +he negative consequences of this ill advised
and unnecessary legislation and asx that you not support it in any way.

Sincerely,
CONSTRUCTION & RIGGING, [INC.

*/m
H. Bardie Scarbrough
Vice President

corres/unionltr.sen

cc:

Virgina Collino
Pick Siiasen
Jay Kerttttla
Rick Haifcrd



Culttips 'Excavating

7107 ARCTIC BLVD.
ANCHORAGE, AK 99518
349-4914 office
257-7604 Mobile

Senator Due Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V (MS3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Ref: CSSBY5

Senator Pearce:

Cullips Excavating is a open shop construction contractor in the State of Alaska. We feel this
legislation allowing the State to enter into project labor agreements with labor organizations on
public construction projects would be highly detrimental to everyone concerned, including
labor, management and the public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby associates open shop contractors
with non-local hire. This inference is simply not true and a great disservice to Alaskan open
shop businesses. Second, it allows public employers to force employees into involuntary union
membership. Finally, and most importantly, it could severely limit or eliminate competitive
bidding on publicly funded construction projects. We believe strongly in the principle of free
and open competition in bidding and obtaining public work. It provides the best quality service
for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply bad public policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and the long term economic benefits
of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan legislators would even consider placing
our company in a position where our Alaskan employees would be excluded from Alaskan public
construction jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequence of this ill advised and unnecessary
legislation and ask that you NOT support it in any way.

Sincerely,

Owner, Cullips Excavating

CC: Virginia Collins
Dick Eliason
Rich Hanford
Jay Kerttula
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April 4, 1991 Siam Ham

Senator Drue Pearce

LABOR AND COMMERCE COMMITTEE
Alaska State Legislature
P.O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: Senate Bill 95
Dear Senator Pearce:

| am writing to express my opposition to Senate Bill 95. As
I understand the Bill, all state agencies and municipal
governments would be permitted to enter into agreements with
labor unions that would restrict the types of businesses who
could do design and construction for these entities.
Nothing could be worse for the businesses of this State than
the possible but not wunlikely scenario that any business
performing design or construction services in the State be a

union shop. | f agencies and local governments were
permitted to enter into these types of agreements, this
would open doors for requirements that all subcontractors,
sub-subcontractors, material men and suppliers would also

have to be union members.

The argument that these types of agreements would promote

safety are nonsense. Between the State of Alaska and the
federal government's Occupational Safety and Health Acts
(OSHA), Alaska has extremely stringent job safety
requirements. Most major insurance companies and
contractors establish and implement their own in-house
safety training and programs. In addition, the fear of law
suits has resulted in a continuing monitoring of job site
safety by all persons at a construction site.

The argument that this type of Bill would promote local hire
is also false. The pool of labor in Alaska that s
available is rather constant at the present time and
available to all general contractors. It is more likely
that for large <construction projects, local wunion halls
would rely on their ™outside affiliates™ to supply labor.
This could easily end up Ilike the situation we had in che

pipeline days where if you wanted to weld on the pipeline,
you had to be dispatched out of Tulsa, Oklahoma from Local
798.

1407 W bt Mst AvtNi't. Fifth Fuv>re Am iiorai.e. Aia-k\ ¢ 99503 « Tuephose (4071272745 « Fusimiif ("07127(-7S73



Senator Drue Pearce
Page Two
April 4, 1991

This Bill has no purpose
enhance the power of organized
have always respected

opportunity to opursue

severely restrict or

all Alaskans should enjoy.

Very truly yours,

DAVISON & DAVISON, INC.

Bruce E. Davison
Attorney at Law

BED:jke.a\0208

whatever
they choose. To permit

strengthen and
State. Alaskans

and equal

gainful employment
become law would
fundamental

rights that

DAVISONODAVISoN
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2970 COTTLE LOOP . WASILLA. ALASKA 99687
TELEPHONE (907) 376-3443
FAX (907) 376-6069

April 16, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0O. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

Subject: CS SB95
Dear Senator Pearce:

D.J. EXCAVATION & DEVELOPMENT, INC. is an open shop construction contractor in

the State of Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the State to enter into
project labor agreements with labor organizations on public construction projects
would be highly detrimental to everyone concerned, including labor, management

and the public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby associates open
shop contractors with non-1local hire. This inference is simply not true and a
great disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses. Second, it allows public,
employers to force employees into involuntary union membership. Finally, and
most importantly, it could severely limit or eliminate competitive bidding on
publicly funded construction projects. We believe strongly in the Principle of
free and open competition in bidding and obtaining public work. It provides

the best quality services for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is
simply bad public policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long term economic
benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan legislators would
even consider placing our company in a position whe"e our Alaskan employees
would be excluded from Alaskan public construction jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this ill advised
and unnecessary legislation and ask that you not support it in any way.

Sincerely,
D.J. EXCAVATION & DEVELOPMENT, INC

Dorwin R. Smith
President

DRS/kI



EA R TH M O V E R S 0O F FAIRBANIKS, INE@C

GENERAL CONTRACTOR BL 635813

[T & & * 25 Aurora',Qljia .
[ Fairbanks, Alaska 99709-2197 Phono (907) 450-5087
(907) 452-5634
;* n Fax (907) 451-7632

April 1, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: CS SB95

Dear Senator Pearce:

Earth Movers of Fairbanks, Inc. is a union construction
contractor in the State of Alaska. We feel this legislation
allowing the State to enter into project labor agreements with
labor organizations in public construction projects would be
highly detrimental to everyone concerned, including labor,

management and the public.

First, the legislation requires the political entity to retain

substantial control of the means, manner, and standards of
performance of all employees on the job. This requirement
represents a monumental change in the traditional relationship

between the owner and contractor.

Second, the political agency and the labor organization could
refrain from doing business with a contractor, subcontractor, or
other person. In essence, this provision might allow an innocent
party to be "blacklisted™ from bidding on work subject to a
project labor agreement.

Third, wage rates and fringe benefits are defined in the
Davis-Bacon Act, and ensure that all contractors, union or
non-union, pay the appropriate wages and benefits. If the public

sector undertakes to reach Project Agreements with the unions and
to make those agreements binding on contractors bidding and
performing State funded projects, our current process of
bargaining with these unions will be subverted which is ar.
integral part of our competitive bid process and free market
economy.



Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
April 1, 1991
Page -2-

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of
this ill advised and unnecessary legislation and ask that you not
support it any way.

Sincerely,

S OF FAIRBANKS, INC.

Randy Brand
Vice President

cc: Virginia Collins
Dick Eliason
Jay Kerttula
Rick Halford
Interior Delegation

RB/Im
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E & E CONSTRUCTION, INC

GENERAL CONTRACTOR
P.0. BOX 2287
PALMER, ALASKA 99645
PHONE 745-5081
FAX (907) 746-1569

March 29, L199J.

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P. 0. Box V (MS-3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

SUBJECT: CS SB95

Dear Senator Pearce:

E & E Construction, Inc. is an open shop construction contractor in the State of
Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the State to enter into project labor
agreements with labor organizations on public construction projects would be

highly detrimental to everyone concerned, including labor, management and the
public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby associates open
shop contractors with non-1local hire. This inference is simply not true and a great
disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses. Second, it allows public employers to
force employees into involuntary wunion membership. Finally, and most important,

it could severely limit or eliminate competitive bidding on publicly funded construc-
tion projects. We believe strongly in the principle of free and open competition

in bidding and obtaining public work. It provides the best quality services for

the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply bad public policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long term economic
benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan legislators would
even consider placing our company in a position where our Alaskan employees would be
excluded from Alaskan public construction jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this ill advised and
unnecessary legislation and ask that you not support it in any way.

Sincerely

E & E CONSTRUCTION, INC.

Floyd L. (Butch) Ehinann
Vice President

cc: Virginia Collins
Dick Eliason
Rick Halford



Electrical Construction

& C onsulting Snc.

71241 Michelin, Suite A
Anchorage, AlasUa 99518

(907) 344 5130  FAX 522-3963

April 5, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P. 0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

Subject: CS SB95
Dear Senator Pearce:

Electrical Construction & Consulting, Inc. is a open shop
construction contractor in the State of Alaska. We feel
this legislation allowing the State to enter into project
labor agreements with labor organizations on public
construction projects would be highly detrimental to

everyone concerned, including labor, management and the
public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and
thereby associates open shop contractors with non-local
hire. This inference is simply not true and a great
disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses. Second, it
allows public employers to force employees into involuntary
union membership. Finally, and most importantly, it could
severely limit or eliminate competitive bidding on publicly
funded construction projects. We believe strongly in the
principle of free and open competition in bidding and
obtaining public work. It provides the best quality

services for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is
simply bad public policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short
and long term economic benefits of hiring Alaskans. We
cannot understand why Alaskan legislators would even
consider placing our company in a position where our Alaskan
employees would be excluded from Alaskan public construction

jobs.



This appears to me as an attempt by the State to further
interfere with private industry. Try reducing the operating
budget instead.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences
of this ill advised and unncessary legislation and ask that
you not support it in any way.

Sincerely,

/'jimmy/D. Fleming /
President /

cc: Virginia Collins
Dick Eliascn
Rick Halford
Jay Kerttula



Electric, Inc.

£Uctnic< tl (fat& uxctvt*

2609 ASTREET
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503
PHONE (907) 277-1431

March 08, 1991

Senator Pat Rodey
P 0 Box V
Juneau, AK 99%11

Subject: SB-95 - Project Labor Agreement

Dear Senator Rodey:

I have just read the work draft of subject bill and your

2/20/91 memorandum. I am very much in favor of this bill

and sincerely hope that you can get it enacted into law.
Keep up the good work.

Very truly yours,

ELECTRIC, INC



APR
Engineers & Contractors, Inc.
Eloctric.il Dintr.idor
P.O. IK)X 111267  ANCHORAC:, Al ASKA W r.| 11267 PHONF:: 1907) I-1i )/

»AX: 1907) M5-'10

April 4, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P. 0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Subject: CS SB95

Dear Senator Pearce:

Engineers & Contractors, Inc. is an open shop construction contractor in the
State of Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the State to enter into
project labor agreements with labor organizations on public construction
projects would be highly detrimental to everyone concerned, including labor,

management and the public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby associates
open shop contractors with non-local hire. This inference 1is simply not
true and a great disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses. Second, it
allows public employers to force employees into involuntary union
membership. Finally, and most importantly, it could severely [imit or
eliminate competitive bidding on publicly funded construction projects. We
believe strongly in the principle of free and open competition in bidding
and obtaining public work. It provides the best quality services for the

lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply bad public policy.
As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long term
economic benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan

employees would be excluded from Alaskan public construction jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this il
advised and unnecessary legislation and ask that you not support it in any

way.

Sincerely,

cc Dick Eliason, Rick Halford, Jay Kerttula

|
)

81991



EXCLUSIVE LANDSCAPING & EXCAVATING, INC.
P.0. BOX 72103
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99707
(907)451-6585
FAX 452-8586

April 1, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor S. Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V(MS3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Subject : CSSBY95

Dear Senator Pearce:

Exclusive Landscaping & Excavating, Inc, Is an open shop construction contractor in the State of
Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the State to enter into project labor agreements with
labor organizations on public construction projects would be highly detrimental to everyone
concerned, including labor, management and the public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby associates open shop contractors
with non-local hire. This Inference Is simply not true and a great disservice to Alaskan open
shop businesses. Second, it allows public employers to force employees into involuntary union
membership. Finally, and most importantly, it could severely limit or eliminate competitive
bidding on publicly funded construction projects. We believe strongly in the principle of free
and open competition in bidding and obtaining public work. It provides the best quality services
for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply bad public policy.

As on Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long term economic benefits of
hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan legislators would even consider placing our
company in a position where our Alaskan employees would be excluded from Alaskan public
construction jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this ill advised and unnecessary
legislation and ask that you not support it in any way.

Sincerely,
EXCLUSIVE LANDSCAPING & EXCAVATING, INC.

Daniel Himebauch

President

cc Virginia Collins
Dick Eliason
Rick Halford

Jav Kerttula

APR
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I\/I 5.2 Mile Badgei Road < P.0. Box 2057 + Fairbanks. Alaska 99707

Const Inc.

GENERAL CONTRACTOR

April 2, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor sc Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK. 99811

Subject: CS SB95

Dear Senator Pcarcc:

.Gnorge T. Killer Const.. Inc.  isaopen shop construction contractor in the State of
Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the State to enter into project labor agreements with
labor organizations on public construction projects would be highly detrimental to everyone
concerned, including labor, management and the public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with iocal hire and thereby associates open shop contractors
with non-local hire. This inference is simply not true and a great disservice to Alaskan open
shop businesses. Second, it allows public employers to force employees into involuntary union
membership. Finally, and most importantly, it could severely limit or eliminate competitive
bidding on publicly funded construction projects. We believe strongly in the principle of free
and open competition in bidding and obtaining public work. It provides the best quality
services for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply bad public policy.

As an Alaskan contstruction company we recognize the short and long term economic benefits
of hiring Alaskans. Wc cannot understand why Alaskan legislators would even consider
placing our company in a position where our Alaskan employees would be excluded from

Alaskan public construction jobs.

Wc strongly urge you to consider the ne(%a_tiv_e consequences of this ill advised and unnces”ary
legislation and ask that you not support it in any way.

Sincerely,

cc: Virginia Collins
Dick Eliason
Rick Halford
Jay KcrttuJa

Quality Homes . Dozer-Backhoe Services ¢ Septic Systems



GHEMM COMPANY, INC.

General Contractors
Contractors License No. AA116
P.O. Box 70507
FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 90707

March 22, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce

Chairman, Labor & Commerce Committee
P.O. Box "V", MS 3100

Juneau, AK 99811

Re: SB 95
Dear Senator Pearce:

We are very much opposed to SB 95 and sincerely believe if passed
into law, its affects would be detrimental to the welfare of all

Alaskans.

We are a union contractor and might even see a very short term

benefit due to preference in bidding. But that would not last
and the stabilizing affect resulting from open and free competi-
tion between union contractors Ilike ourselves and our open shop
competitors, would be lost forever to the detriment of the Pub-
lic.

The affect of SB 95 would be to make local hire control more
elusive and probably would open the door to more schemes and
scams. Within the various state employees unions and other
municipal union agreements, the record on local hire is not

always that great.

Project agreements, touted as being so desirable by business
representatives of the unions are often a disaster. The Alyeska
Pipeline Agreement was a classic example of a mess that we have
struggled for more than a decade to finally overcome.

The basic argument | would like to make is that the State should
not be doing anything to enhance the solidarity of the Fiblic
Employee Union movement.

TEL. (607)452-5191 FAX (907) 451-7797



Senator Drue Pearce
March 22, 1991
Page two

As stated above, we are a union contractor and we are satisfied
with that arrangement. When we bargain for agreement renewals
its done with an incentive for both sides to achieve its goals.
In the case of Public Employee Union bargaining, there is little

economic 1incentive to hold the line. The fear of loss of work to
open shop contractors is part of what makes our negotiations
successful. Our fear, and that of our unions also, is that if we

allowed wage scales to get too high the union member could become
the highest wage-rated in the world but with no employment in
site, and we , the union contractor, would be without contracts.

Thank you.
Very truly yours,

GHEMM CO., INC.

Conrad G. B. Frank
Chairman

cc: Senator Collins
Senator Eliason
Senator Halford
Senator Frank
Senator Kerttula
Senator Zharoff
Senator Hoffman
Senator Sturgulewski
Alaska AGC
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GILCO CONSTRUCTTION I NC
General Contractor AK Lie. n 10987

6251 TUTTLE PLACE SUITE 104 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 9P507 (907) 561-2155

March 28, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V (M53100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Pearce,

I have reviewed Senate Bill 95 and | cannot believe that
this bill is even being considered. I have been a general
contractor for 10 years and have a long list of dedicated
Alaskan employees who would virtually be shut-out of public
works projects because we are a non-union contractor. These
tradesmen are as talented and competent as men in any
organization and have for years worked on these same public

projects and depended on them for their livelihood. It is
for them also that | am writing this letter.

Secondly, this bill could be devastating to all in the
construction industry (union and non-union) as it would
encourage many state agencies to do work "in house™ with

negotiated labor agreements. NO CONTRACTOR can compete
against the government who is spending tax-payer money and
using PUBLIC ASSETS and EQUIPMENT. This kind of bull-shit
was obvious when the City of Kotzebue bid on the State
Airport job several years ago and when successful in cutting
out all legitimate contractors, used public property to
perform the work.

Maintaining a healthy construction industry is by far
the most efficient way to insure that public work will
continue to be performed at the least cost to the public. It
is absurd that our legislature even considers competing
against public enterprise or indirectly hamper the
competitive bid process.

If you would like more examples of how this bill world
effect small businesses and their employees in this state,
PLEASE call me personally.

Gilco Construction, Inc.



* GENERAL CONTRACTOR
P.O. Box 2720
Fairbanks, Alaska 99707

(907) 479-4722

April 4,1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman

Senate Labor & Commerce Committee

Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Subject: CS SB95

Dear Senator Pearce:

Golden Heart Construction, Inc. is a open shop construction contractor
in the State of Alaska. We feel this legislation allowing the State to
enter into project labor agreements with labor organizations on public
construction projects would be highly detrimental to everyone concerned,

including labor, management and the public.

First, it seeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby associates
open shop contractors with non-1local hire. This inference is simply not

true and a great disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses. Second, it

allows public employers to force employees into involuntary union membership.
Finally, and most importantly, it could severely limit or eliminate competitive
bidding on publicly funded construction projects. We believe strongly in

the principle of free and open competition in bidding and obtaining public
work. It provides the best quality services for the lowest costs, and to

pretend otherwise is simply bad public policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long term
economic benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan
legislators would even consider placing our company in a position where

our Alaskan employees would be excluded from Alaskan public construction jobs.

We strongly urge you to consider the negative consequences of this ill

advised and unnecessary legislation and ask that you not support it in any way.

vident
cc: Virginia Collins
Dick Eliason
Rick Halford
Jay Kerttula



GREEN ALASKA, INC.

Contractors License AA19270

125 W. Filth Avenue + Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2521 U.S.A.

Tolephono (907) 279-5450 + Telex: 090-25-231 « Facsimile (907) 258-7984

April 3, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Labor and Commerce Committee
P. 0. Box V (MS 3100)

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Pearce:
SUBJECT: S.B. 95

Please allow me to add my voice, and that of Green Alaska
Company, to the growing chorus of very concerned citizens
and companies regarding the subject piece of legislation.
The ramifications and ultimately manifestations of this
bill are profound:

* Free enterprise will be jeopardized
* Governmental bureaucracies will flourish and
so too will adherent costs.
* The individual's right to choose union/non-union
affiliation will be forfeited.
| implore you to vote against this bill. | also ask that
you recognize it for what It is: a labor ploy to gain

control of the public sector capital budget.
Sincerely,
GREEN ALASKA COMPANY

\% v "\

N. Jim Whitaker
Manager, Business Development

NJW:sr

A GREEN HOLDINGS COMPANY
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GF, ALASKA, INC

Contractors License //A19270

125 W. Fifth Avenue  Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2521 U.S.A.

Telephone (907) 279-5456 ¢ Te'ex: 090-25-231 + Facsimile (907) 258-7984

March 22, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce
P. 0. Box V
Juneau, AK 99BI11l

Subject: SB95 "An Act relating to agreements between a
labor organization and a public employer.”

Dear Senator Pearce:

| encourage you to agressively oppose the enactment of the

above referenced bill, Such a Dbill will have severe
negative impact to the cost-effective development of
Alaska. The bill will serve to benefit a small select
special interest group at the ultimate expense of loca
residents, consumers, developers and private
contractors/employers

The effect of the above bill will create the following
impact.

Free trade will be seriously curtailed if the
public entity has the right to refuse to enter into
a business transaction solely because the private
sector employer IS not signatory to a labor
agreement stipulated by the public employer.

Private sector employers will be severely hampered
in  their own negotiations with unions. The bil

could create the condition whereby the private
employer would be forced to be contractually bound
to an agreement that puts it into violation of
other wunion agreements it is already signatory to.

The bill will decrease competition by providing
conditions that private sector employers will be
unwilling or unable to comply with  public employer

imposed labor contracts
Lack of qualifying or interested contractors wil

cause increased cost for projects due to decreased
coinpetition.

A GREEN HOLDINGS COMPANY
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Cost will increase due to uncompetitive wage
rates. For example, an equipment operator referred
by  the International Brotherhood ofElectrical

Workers (IBEW) receives S33.97 per hour, applying
statutory employer taxes and insurance increases
the hourly cost to $41.85 per straight time hour.
The same equipment operator referred by the
International Union of Operating Engineers receives
$30.90 per hour, factored for taxes and insurance
increases this rate to $37.85. Without considering

overtime the difference IS a 10.6% cost
differential. The same equipment ooerator working
for a merit shop contractor would be paid $21.00
per hour, factored for taxes and insurance

increases this rate to $25.60 translating to a
63.5% and a 47.85% savings to the public
respectively.

Local  wunion agreements include many restrictive

work rules that translate into costs. These
included travel pays, shift differentials, portal
to portal pay, etc. These requirements coupled

with subsistence and per diem payments can add up
to an additional 14.5% tr- the hourly labor cost.

Most local private contracturs/employers have been
successful in negoitating these requirements out of
the union agreements. Given the public employers

dismal record at union contract negotiations it
would he an almost surety that these costs would be
perpetuated in whatever agreements the public
entity could -impose onits contractors, service
organizations and suppliers.

The conditions described above will encourage the
public employer, state agency, municipality or
public utility to attempt to do much more of their
work themselves. Historically this has cost the

consumer or  public more than utilization of the
small more cost effective contractor.

The contention is that SB95 will insure local  hire. This
concept is erroneous. Union membership does not guarantee
that the worker is an Alaska resident, To the contrary
the unions are forced to accept entry into their
organizationon the same basis for non-residents and

residents alike or face federal discrimination suits. Our
company has consistently employed over 95% of our
workforce from Alaska residents without relying on
organized labor or unconstitutional legislation to provide

ontN
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such journeymen. We find that policy simply to be good
business. If the legislature wants to insure the highest
level of local resident employment it must promote this
policy within the Alaska business and contracting
community. Further restriction of the contracting
opportunities will not encourage the private sector. To
the contrary it will cause fewer private employers to
consider public works projects as a viable market.

In addition to the above, | would also add that SB95 is a
highly discriminatory bill in that it singles out the
construction industry alone. If it is the intent of the

legislature to insure optimum local hire, why are other
industries exempted from this bill?

In closing lagain urge you to considerthe ramifications
of SB95 andwork to kill this bill before it gets out of
committee. I will be happy to answerany questions you
may have on this subject. Please feel free to call me at
279-5456.

Sincerely,

WG] :sr
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TANKS « STRUCTURAL STEEL + WELDING

3140 LAKEVIEW DRIVE « P.0. BOX 1193
TELEPHONE 452-1711

April 31991 FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99707

Juneau

Subject CSSB95

Dear Senator Pearce
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Sincerely
)
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l.ent Aimquist operations Manager
Greer Tank A Welding Inc
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bu GCONSTRUCTOR INC

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

P.O. BOX 233929
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99523-3929
(907) 344-2522 | FAX (907) 344-2836

March 21, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce

P. 0, Box V (MS 3100)
Juneau, AK 99811

Subj: Senate B ill No. 95

Dear Senator Pearce

H2W Constructors, Inc. is an Open Shop construction contractor in the State of
Alaska. We primarily build publicly funded projects in Southcentral and
Western Alaska. We believe Senate B ill No. 95 is a terrible bill and harmful

to the State in many ways.

First, it seeks to equate wunion hire with local hire and thereby associates
open shop contractors with nonlocal hire. This inference is simply not true
and a great disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses. Second, it allows
public employers to force employees into involuntary union membership
Finally, and most importantly, it could severely limit or eliminate
competitive bidding on publicly funded construction projects. We believe
strongly in the principle of free and open competition in bidding and
obtaining public work. It provides the best quality services for the lowest

costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply bad public policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long term
economic benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan
legislators would even consider placing our company in a position where our
Alaskan employees would be excluded from Alaskan public construction jobs.

We strongly wurge you to consider the negative consequences of this ill advised
and unnecessary legislation and ask that you not support it in any way.

ALASKA CONTRACTORS LICENSE NUMBER AA 89C-0 = 2-H9 EAST 86TH COURT < ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99507
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HARDRIVES,

PAVING - EXCAVATION

8000 Petersburg, Anchorage, AK 99507
Telephone (907) 344-7576
FAX (907) 349-1730

March 13, 1991

Senator Drue Pearce
PO Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Pearce:

“oday | attended the workshop/hearing at the Anchorage Legislative

Information office regarding SB95. First of all | would like to say:

1. | oppose SBI95.

2. By being in the construction business in Anchorage since 1976 | can
attest to B ill Reeves, Millett Keller and Sam Gaston's testimonies in

opposition of SB95. There is justifiable opposition to this "small simple
bill™ as you put it.

3.l am non-union,

4. Fourth and not last SB95 would put small businesses out of business -
SB95 would put me out of business.

| do sub-contract work for several Anchorage union construction firms who

are regular customers. | do sub-contract work for a couple of Anchorage
union construction firms, who also perform the same work as | do, but sub-
contract at times to me to help them fulfill their Federal/State mandated

Minority Goal participation to obtain a State project contract and to show
at the end of their contract they have met the required minority goals
and not be penalized.

In view of the above, passage of SB95 would:

#1. Put me, a small business out of business. | would no longer be able to
continue to work for my regular Anchorage union contractor customers.
Thus a large decrease in my revenue.

#2. | would not be able to continue to work for the Anchorage wunion
construction contractors that use me to help fulfill their minority goals.
And in essence SB95 would also hinder the General contractors on State
projects in their ability to meet their Minority goals to obtain a State
contract when they are low bidder. Not onJy in my fieid of work but General



March 13, 19(1

Senator Drue Pearce
SH95

Contractors rely on sub-contracting in other fields of construction to
non-union entities such as surveying, trucking, concrete etc. to help
them meet their Minority goals.

I urge you to reconsider your position on SB95
Very truly yours,

HARDRIVES, INC.

Sec/Treas
cbaw

cc: Senator Al Aaams
Senator Virginia Collins
Senator Sam Cotten
Senator Jim Duncan
Senator Dick Eliason
Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp
Senator Paul Fischer
Senator Steve Frank
Senator Rick Halford
Senator Lyman Hoffman
Senator Lloyd Jones
Senator Jay Kerttula
Senator Curt Menard
Senator Pat Purchot
Senator Pat Rodey
Senator Dick Shultz
Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Senator Rick Uehling
Senator Fred Zharoff
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CONSTRUCTION CO.

471 W. 38th,_Suite 201, Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Telephone 5903() 5614400, Telecopy (907) 563-325
Telex 090~

April 18, 1991 VIA FAX NO. 463-5352

The Honorable Drue Pearce
Alaska State Senate

P. O. Box WH

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Subject: CS for SB 95 and HB 223
Dear Senator Pearce:

My firm is a large and well established construction firm in Alaska. We have been here
since 1974 and have participated in many major projects beginning with construction of
the Trans Alaska Pipeline and including the almost completed Bradley Lake Powerhouse.

Our firm negotiates Froject Labor Agreements or is signatory to Geographical Labor
Agreements which have been negotiated by construction industry organizations such as
the North Slope Contractors Association, the TAPS Contractors Association, and the
Pipe Line Contractors Association.

We are currently performing the $32 million Bradley Lake Powerhouse under a Project
Labor Agreement negotiated between the successful contractors and the local unions.
The PLA is working fine and does not put the State at risk since they are not party to the
Agreement.

We oppose the subject bills on the grounds that the state has no business in a
contractor’s labor relations.

Labor Unions are fine organizations, however, they are notorious for trying to achieve their
goals through political means rather than competing in the market place. Please do not
help them further their goals at the expense of the private construction industry and by
placing the citizens of the State of Alaska in the position of having no choice inthe matter.

The passage of either bill would restrain trade and would unnecessarily increase the cost
of ail work performed under such a law.

Very truly yours,

H. C. PRICE CONSTRUCTION CO.

tsi. f. e

Wesley P. Nason <2—
Vice President & General Manager

WPN/rh/126
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HOWDIE INVESTMENTS

4400 GRAY WOLF DR. WASILLA, ALASKA 99687
(907) 376-4711 FAX (907) 373-6773

April 1,1991

Senator Drue Pearce, Chairman
Senate Labor & Commerce Committee
Alaska State Legislature

P.O. BoxV(MS3100)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Subject: CS SB95
Dear Senator Pearce:

Howdie Investments is an open shop contractor in the State of Alaska. We feel this
legislation allowing the State to enter into project labor agreements with labor
organizations on public construction projects would be highly detrimental to
everyone concerned, including labor, management and the public.

First, itseeks to equate union hire with local hire and thereby associates open shop
contractors with non-local hire. This interference is simply not true and a great
disservice to Alaskan open shop businesses. Second, itallows public employers
to force employees into involuntary union membership.  Finally, and most
importantly, it could severely limit or eliminate competitive bidding on publicly
funded construction projects. We believe strongly in the principle of free and open
competition in bidding and obtaining public work. It provides the best quality
services for the lowest costs, and to pretend otherwise is simply bad public policy.

As an Alaskan construction company we recognize the short and long term
economic benefits of hiring Alaskans. We cannot understand why Alaskan
legislators would even consider placing our company in a position where our
Alaskan employees would be excluded from Alaskan public construction jobs.

5
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