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CASE NO. 09-1551-ULP & 09-1552-CBA

I. Statement of the Dispute.

Complainant, ALASKA CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS ASSOCIATION
(*ACOA”) incorporates, by reference, its previously filed pleadings and statements
in this matter.

1.

ACOA asserts that the Administration interfered with the funding of the
Bargaining Agreement Arbitration Award during the last part of the 2009
Legislative Session. ACOA disputes whether it was submitted timely to the
Legislature and whether the State met its obligation under the contract to
submit the funding request at the earliest possible date and to support its
passage.

ACOA’s position in the dispute and why it believes it should prevail

The Administration interfered with the funding of ACOA’s Arbitration Award
in the following ways:

A. by not submitting the monetary terms of the Arbitration Award by the
mutually agreed upon date of March 20";

B. By not submitting the monetary terms on or before the statutory deadline
of March 29",

C. By informing legislators that the Arbitration Award was under legal
review;



D. By informing legislators that the Arbitration Award needed to be ratified
by the ACOA membership:

E. By not submitting an amendment or bill for the monetary terms of the
Award;

F. By misleading or lulling legislators into believing that if they desired to
disapprove the monetary terms they could so only by passing a concurrent
resolution of disapproval;

G. By misleading or lulling Legislators into believing that the Arbitration
award was not “ripe” for a decision due to a forthcoming geographical
study; and

H. By failing to submit the funding request at the earliest possible date and to
support its passage.

Further, the evidence at hearing will show that what the State has done is to “cherry pick”
the Award, implementing non-monetary terms and implementing monetary terms
beneficial to it. The evidence will show that here, as in many interest arbitrations, each
party is pleased with some aspects of an award and displeased with others. The State has
put into effect aspects of the award it thinks are favorable to it as an employer, while
insisting that the unfavorable aspects are “null and void”.

The Administration is attempting to usurp the authority of the Legislature to consider the
Award, in toto, at its next regular session.

3. Factual Issues in dispute.

A. Whether the Administration reneged on its commitment to present the
mt:hnetary terms of the Arbitration Award to the Legislature by March
20™.

B. Whether the Administration submitted the monectary terms of the
Arbitration award as required by AS 23.40.215(b) within ten days after
receipt of the award.

C. Whether the Administration submitted the monetary terms of the
Award no later than the 60" day of the session. See AS 23.40.215(b).

D. Whether the Administration’s many “admitted™ errors was a deliberate
“bad faith™ strategy to adversely affect the funding of the monetary
terms or innocent mistakes.

. Whether in notifying the Legislature that the award was being
reviewed for legal sufficiency, the Administration was incorrectly
suggesting that action should and could be withheld without affecting
the ACOA bargaining unit members.

. Whether the Administration, which was obligated to support the
Award, made a request for funding, even though the “motion sheet”
prepared by the Conference Committee contains no reference to a
funding request having been made.






