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together on the basic issue of allowing arbitration to
decide their contract dispute. But it was an interesting
hearing. I felt that it was not needed at this time. With
the remaining time I would like to focus in on the legal
arguments dealing with binding arbitration. Now i t h a s
b een. . . a s i t ha s bee n touched on earlier, it h asn' t b e e n
al lowed i n t h e s t at e . The Supreme Court has consistently
h eld a g a i n s t b i nd i ng a r b i t r at i o n t o be a l l owed i n t h e s t at e .
N ow, i t h a , a l l ow e d a r b z t r at xo n between two parties. Let ' s
s ay Senato r Lam b h a s a dispute with Senator Hefner . Now ,
t hose t w o can h a v e a nice discussion about it and i f t he y
come to an a g reement, then this type of arbitration i s
allowed. But where they both ag r e e t o e nd this dispute,
they will have Senator L amb, and Se n a t o r H e f n e r and then
Senator Lundy will be making a decision and h is d e c i s i o n
will be final. T his is binding arbitration and this isn' t
allowed in the state. Whereas, if the two get together and
Senator L u ndy makes a decision for the arbitration between
the two and neither party agrees to it or one party doesn' t
agree to it, then they d on' t h a v e t o f o l l o w i t . Now, i n
keeping t h a t i n mi nd , I would l i k e t o f ocu s i n o n what t h e
Supreme Court h a s s a id . They recently did look at the issue
of binding arbitration in a 1983 c ase i n Li nc o l n v . So ~uku
In that case, I am just going to read here the introduction
of the case itself. If I may quote, it says: " Cit y a n d
several of its officers, employees, appeal from an order of
the District Court, Lancaster County. Sa muel Van Pelt.
Dismissing their appeal from the decision of the City
Personnel Boa rd upho l di n g p ol i ce lieutenant's grievance.
The Supreme Court held that a binding arbitration agreement
between city and a police o ff i c i a l ' s un i o n w o u l d oust t h e
cour t ' s j u r i sd i c t i on t o settle future disputesa nd w a s ,
therefore, against public policy and was void." So they d i d
decide on the actual issue i t s e l f . The y go on . . . i n the
decision itself, they go on on the last page. In looking at
it, they stated...they cite a c a se an d t h ey sa y , " . . . i n
which we reiterated the long standing rule in Nebraska that
a contract to compel parties to arbitrate future disputes
and thus to oust the courts of jurisdiction to settle such
dispute s i s agai n st pub l i c po l i cy and i s v oi d . " So t he
Supreme C o u r t , i n a re l a t i v e l y r e cent decis ion a coup l e
years ago, decided that arbitration wasn't allowed i n t h x s
s tate . Now, we h ave a dec i s i o n h er e t o make and w e ar e
going t o be car r y i ng on , I think, a good discussion about
whether arbitration s hould be a l l owe d . But y ou sh oul d
unders t a n d t h at thrs zs a mayor change in the laws o f t h e
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