
II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY2

A. Should There be an Extension of Collective Bargaining?

The first question is whether legislative employees should be extended the right 
to collective bargaining at all. That SF 83 and HF 77 were introduced demonstrates that 
some Minnesota legislators believe that collective bargaining rights should be extended 
to legislative employees. However, SF 83 did not become law, but it was the impetus for 
enacted legislation that required reports and recommendations regarding collective 
bargaining for legislative staff. Moreover, per the legislative directive, we are required to 
take into consideration the views of the employees who were interviewed and surveyed, 
as well as the group of expert employees who were previously employed by the 
Legislature. In our report, we are directed to consider "employees of the House, Senate, 
and joint legislative offices for whom collective bargaining may or may not be 
appropriate." 

A review of the CESO report shows that a majority of the employees who were 
interviewed and surveyed do not have an interest in collective bargaining and the 
majority do not believe that the concerns that they have could be addressed via 
collective bargaining. Additionally, the group of retirees provided to assist also 
questioned how collective bargaining would work in this environment and whether the 
issues that most employees seemed to care about could be addressed via contract 
negotiations. As a result, it appears that most employees have no interest in collective 
bargaining at this time and, as such, it is not recommended. This opinion is supported 
by the overall satisfaction among employees with their wages and conditions of 
employment and augmented by the fact that only a few states have extended 
bargaining rights to any group of legislative employees (NCSL report) and that the few 
that have, have had challenges along the way. 

For example, it took the Oregon Legislative Assembly two years of negotiations 
to reach agreement with IBEW Local 89 for a CBA covering its nonpartisan employees. 
That agreement was signed on February 8, 2024, and runs only to December 31, 2024. 
At the request of either party, the contract can be reopened for negotiations over a 
successor collective bargaining agreement (CBA), with negotiations to begin no "later 
than the first week of June, 2024." And, in Washington, there are currently four 
bargaining units consisting of separate House and Senate democratic partisan 
bargaining units and two separate House and Senate GOP partisan bargaining units. 
This resulted in four different sets of negotiations, supplemented by coalition bargaining 
over wages and some other issues. For the Senate GOP negotiations, the Senate's 
bargaining team was composed of the Director of the Office of State Legislative Labor 
Relations (OSLLR), her assistant, the Deputy Secretary of State, the Secretary's 
executive assistant, and the Senate HR Officer. The staffing for the other three sets of 
separate negotiations involved a minimum of four Employer representatives. We were 

2 The NCSL Report and CESO Report are summarized below, and results are incorporated into 
recommendations where appropriate. 
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Figure 17 contains results from which factors that respondents thought union 

representation could improve. The top three responses were pay, collective bargaining 

power, and a voice in the workplace. Only pay had more than 50% responding that union 

representation could make an improvement. 

Pay 
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Figure 17: Overall employee response to question, "Which employment factors do you think union 

representation could improve in the legislature, if any? Select all that apply." 

The top concerns the legislative body felt a union could help improve were pay, collective 

bargaining power, and voice in the workplace for both the House and Senate employees 

overall, as well as House and Senate Partisan employees. For employees in the joint 

legislative offices, the top concerns were pay, benefits, and collective bargaining power. 

For House and Senate nonpartisan employees, the top responses were work hours, voice 

in the workplace, and pay. There were differences among the caucuses on what would be 

improved. 

Union Experience 

Figure 18 contains responses related to union experience. 62% stated they had no prior 

union experience, while 34% indicated they did. 
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