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the reason to avoid arbitration is the real perception that, given what 
an arbitrator is currently allowed to consider, management is likely to 
lose. Management is only likely to go to binding arbitration if it knows 
its case is rock solid. Giving the arbitrator power to consider points in 
between the two parties would allow for a more level playing field at 
the arbitration level of contract negotiations. 
 

o Changing the scope of negotiations to exclude insurance and 
procedures for staff reductions from collective bargaining.  

 
 Insurance - This would allow the state to make all decisions 

concerning the insurance it provides and the portion for which 
the state pays. Iowa is one of few states that provides free 
insurance to its employees. 84% of state employees pay no 
premiums for their health insurance. The taxpayer is forced to 
pay for what most people in the private sector pay for 
themselves. The state should be allowed to provide an 
insurance plan that strikes a balance between fair coverage and 
taxpayer cost. 

 Procedures for Staff Reductions – This would give the ability for 
management to make the best decision without having to cater 
to things like seniority. The most senior employee is not 
necessarily the one that management should be forced to keep 
in a staff reduction.  

 
o Changing what an arbitrator is allowed to consider during binding 

arbitration.  
 Comparison of public wages and benefits to those of the private 

sector. Currently, an arbitrator compares wages to other public 
sector employees. Those public sector employees are often 
represented by the same unions and thus the comparison 
amounts to comparing a union to itself. By including a 
comparison to private wages and benefits, an arbitrator could 
look at the entire spectrum of facts and maintain parity 
between the public and private sectors. 

 Removing the directive of the arbitrator to consider ‘past 
collective bargaining contracts between the parties…’ Using this 
comparison forces the status quo and does not allow for 
management to adequately and efficiently respond to changes 
that might occur given special times and circumstances. 

 


