


STATE OF ALASKA
March 15, 2013 HuMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION

The Honorable Sean Parnell, Governor of Alaska
The Honorable Charlie Huggins, President, Alaska Senate
The Honorable Mike Chenault, Speaker, Alaska House of Representatives

On behalf of the Commission, I respectfully submit the 2012 Annual Report of the Alaska State Commission for Human Rights. This
is the Commission’s 50 year as Alaska’s civil rights enforcement agency.

During 2012, the number of Alaskans contacting the Commission for assistance increased by twelve percent. More remarkably, thirty-
three percent more Alaskans filed discrimination complaints in 2012 than in the prior year. While the nature of their complaints was
quite similar to those in the prior year, we note that cases based on race increased for the third year running and complaints based on
religion are also on the rise.

Despite the dramatic increase in Alaskans seeking assistance from and filing complaints with the Commission, staff resolved about the
same number of complaints in 2012 as in 2011. Nonetheless, because of the spike in filings the agency’s complaint inventory rose by
about 30 percent.

Those who participate in the voluntary mediation program continue to express appreciation for the chance to informally resolve their
concerns even if they don’t reach agreement to settle. The mediation program settled approximately 70 percent of the cases that went
through it in 2012.

The Commission is grateful for the additional resources provided by the Governor and Legislature last year. The additional staff has
allowed for more reasonable case loads. As a result case processing time is shorter, which is good for both those who believe they
have experienced unlawful discrimination and the businesses they complain about.

The response to the Commission web site, www.humanrights.alaska.gov, which now includes case summaries, more detailed
information on public hearing cases, and Annual Reports, continues to be very positive. During 2012 the web site had approximately
3,000 visits per month.

The Commissigners want to thank the staff for their continued dedication and commitment after half a century of enforcing Alaska’s
Human Rights Law. As we approach the celebration of our 50™ anniversary in 2013, the Commission maintains its commitment to the
mission of Alaska’s Human Rights Law and fair and impartial enforcement of the law. The Commissioners ask for your continued
support to insure Alaska keeps the promise made more than 50 years ago to prevent and eliminate discrimination.

Wf‘/

Lester C. Luncéford
Chairperson
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PUBLIC HEARING CASES

In the following cases, unless otherwise noted, the Commission staff found
substantial evidence existed to support the complainants’ allegations.
Informal conciliation efforts were unsuccessful, and the staff forwarded
the cases to the Commission for public hearing.

In Edward Ackerman v. Accurate Import Center, complainant alleged that respondent
discriminated against him on the basis of his age and treated him as a person with a
disability when it terminated his employment. A public hearing was held on the
complainant’s disability claim before the Office of Administrative Hearings on October
4, 2012, and an administrative law judge thereafter recommended that the Commission
find that respondent’s termination of Mr. Ackerman’s employment violated the Human
Rights Law. While the recommended decision was pending, the parties entered into a
settlement in which respondent agreed to pay $15,000 to Mr. Ackerman and obtain
training on the disability provisions of the Human Rights Law. At the end of 2012 final
compliance with the terms of the agreement was pending.

In James Breland v. Sears Roebuck & Company, complainant alleged that respondent
terminated his employment because of his sex and race, Black. Commission staff found
that complainant’s allegations were not supported by substantial evidence and closed the
case. Complainant appealed the decision and on May 17, 2012, the superior court
remanded the case to the Commission, finding that substantial evidence supported
complainant’s allegations. A public hearing before the Office of Administrative Hearings
was scheduled for April 23-25, 2013.

In Marcellin Brooks v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., complainant alleged that respondent
discriminated against him because of his race, Black, when it refused to allow him to return
an item he had purchased or to offer him in-store credit because he did not have a receipt.
He further alleged that later the same day respondent allowed his wife, who is not of
complainant’s race, to return the item for in-store credit without a receipt. A public hearing
was held before the Office of Administrative Hearings on November 8, 2011. On
November 29, 2011, an administrative law judge issued a recommended decision finding



that respondent’s action was not due to complainant’s race but rather a nondiscriminatory
application of respondent’s return policy. On February 24, 2012, the Commission issued a
final order adopting the recommended decision and the case was dismissed.

In Ghulam Bushra v. Davis Management, Inc., d/b/a Palmer Chevron, complainant
alleged that respondent discriminated against her on the basis of her national origin,
Pakistani, by subjecting her to different terms and conditions of employment.
Complainant also alleged that respondent retaliated against her when it terminated her
employment after she complained of discrimination. A public hearing before the Office
of Administrative Hearings was scheduled for May 22-23, 2012. Prior to hearing, the
Executive Director moved to dismiss the case because witnesses could not be located. On
December 31, 2012, the Commission granted the motion and dismissed the case.

In William Carmack v. Claude Bass, complainant, a tenant in one of respondent’s rental
units, alleged that respondent discriminated against him on the basis of his race, Black, by
subjecting him to terms and conditions of his tenancy that were different than those for
tenants not of his race. Investigation did not find evidence that complainant was subjected
to different terms and conditions, but did find that respondent had referred to complainant
in a racially derogatory manner. After efforts to conciliate the case failed, the Executive
Director dismissed the case, finding that a hearing would not represent the best use of
Commission resources and would not advance the purposes stated in AS 18.80.

In Nina Davidson v. Mat-Su Valley Medical Center, LLC, d/b/a Mat-Su Regional
Medical Center, Hospice, complainant alleged that respondent discriminated against her
on the basis of her disability when it refused to provide her with a reasonable
accommodation for her disability. Complainant also alleged that respondent retaliated
against her when it terminated her employment after she complained of discrimination. A
public hearing before the Office of Administrative Hearings was scheduled for March 6—
9, 2012. The parties entered into a settlement agreement prior to hearing in which the
respondent agreed to obtain training for its managers and supervisors on the provisions of
the Human Rights Law with an emphasis on the prohibition against discrimination
because of disability. After full compliance with the agreement the parties moved to
dismiss the case and on December 31, 2012, the Commission issued an order dismissing
the matter.



In Cord Davis v. Norcon, Inc., complainant alleged that respondent retaliated against him
when it refused to re-hire him after he complained of discrimination. Before a public
hearing was scheduled the parties entered into a settlement agreement in which the
respondent agreed to train its Prudhoe Bay, Alaska, managers, supervisors, and
employees in the laws prohibiting discrimination and retaliation in employment. After
full compliance with the terms of the settlement, the parties moved to dismiss the case
and on December 27, 2012, the Commission issued an order for dismissal.

In Stephanie Dryden v. Municipality of Anchorage, Anchorage Police Department,
complainant alleged that respondent discriminated against her on the basis of her
disability when it refused to allow her service dog to accompany her when respondent
transported her to Providence Medical Center. A public hearing was scheduled for
September 23, 2011; however, after repeated efforts to locate complainant failed,
Commission staff filed a motion to dismiss the case. On February 24, 2012, the
Commission issued a final decision and the case was dismissed.

In Laura Gossman v. Fred Meyer Stores, Inc., complainant alleged that respondent
discriminated against her on the basis of her physical disability when it refused to provide
a reasonable accommodation for her disability. A public hearing scheduled for May 8—
10, 2012, was vacated and the parties entered into a settlement agreement in which
respondent agreed to pay complainant $6,500. Respondent also agreed to provide
training to its managers, assistant managers, and human resource employees at its
Soldotna, Alaska, store in the laws prohibiting discrimination in employment, with an
emphasis on disability discrimination and the laws’ reasonable accommodation
requirements. After full compliance with the terms of the agreement, the parties moved
to dismiss the case, and on December 31, 2012, the Commission issued an order for
dismissal.

In Sue Grundberg v. State of Alaska, Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities, complainant alleged that respondent discriminated against her because of her
.sex, age, fifty-eight, and race, Asian, when it promoted a younger, less qualified male to
an Engineer II position for which she applied. Commission staff found that complainant’s
allegations were not supported by substantial evidence. Complainant appealed the
decision, and on May 18, 2012, the Alaska Supreme Court remanded the case to the
Commission, finding substantial evidence to support the complaint. Efforts to conciliate
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the matter failed. Before an accusation was filed, complainant initiated a civil action
against respondent in superior court on November 19, 2012. Because complainant’s civil
complaint alleged the same facts at issue in her complaint before the Commission, the
Executive Director closed the case.

In Michele Jacketta v. Home Depot, complainant alleged that respondent discriminated
against her because of her disability when it failed to engage in the interactive process and
provide her a reasonable accommodation and instead terminated her employment.
Commission staff found substantial evidence to support the claim. A public hearing
scheduled for August 23-25, 2011, was vacated after the parties agreed to settle the case.
At the end of 2012 the settlement remained pending.

In Tomorrow Kosal v. Paul Kopf d/b/a Goldstream Store, complainant, a former
employee, alleged that respondent retaliated against her by barring her from entering the
Goldstream Store to obtain its goods and services after she testified against respondent in
a Commission hearing. A public hearing before the Office of Administrative Hearings
was scheduled for May 24, 2011. After respondent failed to appear for the hearing,
Commission staff filed a motion for a default judgment. On August 10, 2011, an
administrative law judge issued a recommended decision finding respondent liable for
banning complainant from his store in retaliation for her prior testimony and
recommending certain relief, including that respondent be ordered to permit complainant
to shop in the store. On February 29, 2012, the Commission issued a final decision
adopting the administrative law judge’s recommendations.

In Babette Kramp v. State of Alaska, Dept. of Transportation and Public Facilities,
complainant alleged that respondent discriminated against her on the basis of her sex
when it subjected her to different terms and conditions of employment. A public hearing
scheduled for January 8-11, 2013, was continued pending the parties’ efforts to reach a
settlement. At the end of 2012 a final agreement to resolve the case was pending.

In Michele LaVine v. SCSL, Inc., d/b/a Pioneer Lodge, complainant alleged that
respondent discriminated against her because of her pregnancy when it terminated her
employment as a waitress and bartender. A public hearing was held before the Office of
Administrative Hearings on October 13-14, 2011. On April 25, 2012, an administrative
law judge issued a decision recommending to the Commission that the case be dismissed.
On November 8, 2012, the Commission issued an order dismissing the case.
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In Shawna McCumby v. Aurora Motors, complainant alleged that respondent retaliated
against her by terminating her employment after she complained that a coworker had
subjected her to a hostile work environment because of her sex. A public hearing
scheduled for October 2426, 2012, was continued based on the parties’ agreement to
settle the case. The parties entered into a settlement agreement in which respondent
agreed to pay complainant $7,000, and on December 28, 2012, the Commission granted
the parties’ request to dismiss the case.

In Tami McDowall v. Wal-Mart, complainant alleged that respondent discriminated
against her because of her disability when it refused to grant her request for a reasonable
accommodation and subsequently terminated her employment. After efforts to conciliate
the case failed, the Executive Director dismissed the case, finding that a hearing would
not represent the best use of Commission resources and would not advance the purposes
stated in AS 18.80.200, and that the probability of success on the merits was low.

In Melissa Parrish v. AB&M Enterprises, Inc., d/b/a Rumrunners Old Towne Bar &
Grill, complainant alleged that respondent discriminated against her because of her sex
after she reported that she was physically and sexually assaulted by a male coworker at
her home. Complainant asserted that when she returned to work she informed respondent
that she was intimidated and frightened by her coworker’s presence but respondent took
no action to address the problem. Complainant alleged that her coworker’s presence
created an intolerable working condition and she was forced to resign, and that
respondent then retaliated against her for complaining of discrimination by banning her
from its premises. A public hearing before the Office of Administrative Hearings was
held on November 14-17, 2011. An administrative law judge issued a recommended
decision on February 8, 2012, finding that respondent discriminated against and retaliated
against complainant, and ordering respondent to pay complainant $4,531 and obtain six
hours of training for its owners and managers on the provisions of the Alaska Human
Rights Law that prohibit discrimination and retaliation. On November 6, 2012, the
Commission issued a final order adopting the recommended decision.

In Lyla Propps v. Alaskan Wood Products, LLC, complainant alleged that she was
discriminated against because of her sex when respondent subjected her to unwanted
- sexual advances and when respondent falsely accused her of theft after her employment
was terminated. A public hearing before the Office of Administrative Hearings was
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scheduled to be held on January 24-25, 2013. After learning that respondent had been
involuntarily dissolved during the pendency of the Commission’s action, the Executive
Director moved to dismiss the case. At the end of 2012 the motion to dismiss was still
pending.

In Mellissa Rosga, on behalf of her minor sons Dakota, Chase, and T imothy v. Wilson re
Walker d/b/a Walker Properties, complainant, who with her family is a tenant in
respondent’s rental unit, alleged that respondent discriminated against her because of her
sons’ disabilities by refusing to allow her sons’ companion animals to reside with them as
a reasonable accommodation. A public hearing was held before the Office of
Administrative Hearings over several days in June and July 2012. At the end of 2012 a
recommended decision from an administrative law judge was pending.

In Harry Ross v. Alaska Railroad Corporation, complainant alleged that respondent
failed to promote him because of his race, Black. After a public hearing, the Commission
dismissed the case. Complainant appealed the decision to superior court, and on March
30, 2012, the court reversed the Commission’s decision and remanded the case to the
Commission. At the end of 2012 the parties had briefed the issues on remand to an

administrative law judge and a new recommended decision was pending. MMODATING SETTLEMEN

1

In Janet Wass v. Ace Delivery and Moving, Inc., complainant alleged that respondent e

subjected her to a hostile working environment when respondent’s owner made repeated
derogatory comments about Jews, Arabs, and Muslims. Investigation found substantial

evidence to support complainant’s allegations as well as evidence that respondent’s

owner made frequent derogatory comments about Alaska Natives and Mexicans. At the

end of 2012 a public hearing date had not yet been set.

In David Whedon v. David Loutrel d/b/a Wild Salmon Direct, complainant alleged that

respondent subjected him to racially derogatory comments during his employment.

Complainant alleged that after he objected to respondent’s discriminatory behavior and a
stated his intent to bring legal action, respondent retaliated by terminating complainant’s
employment as a deckhand on respondent’s fishing tender. A public hearing before the
Office of Administrative Hearings was held on January 24-25, 2012. Afier the hearing,
an administrative law judge recommended to the Commission that the case be dismissed,
and on November 6, 2012, the Commission issued a final order dismissing the case.
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In Alaska State Commission for Human Rights v. Shane Crowson f/d/b/a Alaska
Heavy Haul Transport, the Commission filed suit to enforce its final order in Sarah
Love v. Shane Crowson f/d/b/a Alaska Heavy Haul Transport. In that case,
complainant alleged that respondent subjected her to unwelcome sexual advances and
comments of a sexual nature throughout her employment as a pilot car driver, and that her
working conditions became so intolerable that she was forced to resign. Respondent
stipulated to an order finding that he violated the Human Rights Law and ordering him to
pay complainant $1,500 in back pay. On March 10, 2010, the Commission adopted the
stipulation in a final order; however, respondent failed to make payment and the
Commission filed an action in superior court to enforce its order. Respondent failed to
answer and the Commission obtained a default judgment on April 17, 2012.

In Alaska State Commission for Human Rights v. The New Printers Workshop, the
Commission filed suit to enforce its order in Michael Hansen v. The New Printers
Workshop. In that case, the Commission found after a public hearing that respondent
violated the Human Rights Law when it terminated complainant in retaliation for filing a
discrimination complaint. In an order entered June 20, 2011, the Commission required
respondent to obtain anti-discrimination training for its managers and employees and pay
complainant $1,440 in back pay. After respondent failed to make payment, the
Commission filed an action in superior court on October 11, 2011 to enforce its order.
The defendant New Printers Workshop failed to respond to the complaint, and at the end
of 2012 the Commission was preparing to file a motion for default.

In Anchorage School District v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights,
respondent appealed the Commission’s decision in Vilma Anderson v. Anchorage
School District. After a public hearing, the Commission found that respondent
discriminated against Vilma Anderson on the basis of her physical disability, retinitis
pigmentosa, which caused tunnel vision and blindness. Complainant alleged that
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HARASSMENT CAST AWAY

A crew member employed on a fishing
vessel  alleged  that  the  vessel
owner/captain discriminated against her
because of her sex by subjecting her to
unwelcome comments and conduct of a
sexual nature. She alleged that his
behavior continued after she told him to
stop and that she felt so unsafe that she
quit her job and borrowed funds from a
third party to fly home. Commission staff
found substantial evidence supported her
allegations. The vessel owner entered into
a conciliation agreement that requirved him
to pay the crew member $4,413 in back
pay, post a nondiscrimination policy on
his vessel, and attend training on the laws
prohibiting discrimination in employment,
including sexual harassment

GOING TO BAT AGAINST DISCRIMINATION
An Alaska Native alleged that his union
discriminated against him on the basis of
his race. He complained to his union
about a coworker’s racially offensive
comments, such as “'He deserved to be out
there shoveling snow because he was an
Eskimo.” He alleged that the union
refused to assist him. The parties reached
a settlement during mediation. The union
agreed to advise all employees at the next
union meeting that harassment in the
workplace is unacceptable. The union also
agreed to file a grievance on behalf of
complainant for a pay shortage with his
former employer.



respondent refused to accommodate her by not allowing her to bring her service dog to
work and terminated her employment as a substitute teacher because it wrongly believed
she could not safely and effectively do her job. The Commission found that respondent
violated the Human Rights Law and ordered it to pay complainant back pay of $43,000,
plus interest, and to obtain training for its managers and supervisors. On October 12,
2011, the superior court affirmed the Commission’s decision. On November 14, 2011,
respondent appealed to the Alaska Supreme Court. The parties subsequently agreed to a
settlement in which respondent paid Ms. Anderson the full amount of back pay owed and
obtained the training ordered by the Commission, and the appeal was dismissed on March
22,2012.

In Kimberley Bernhardt v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights, complainant
alleged that her employer, Interstate Brands Corporation, discriminated against her
because of her physical disability when it refused to provide her with a reasonable
accommodation and terminated her employment. On December 23, 2011, the
Commission staff closed the case because complainant filed a complaint in superior court
alleging the same violations of AS 18.80 as were alleged in her Commission complaint.
Complainant appealed the decision to superior court. At the end of 2012 the appeal was
stayed pending resolution of Chapter 11 bankruptcy proceedings filed by Interstate
Brands Corporation.

In James L. Breland v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights, complainant
alleged that Sears Roebuck terminated his employment because of his race, Black, and
sex. He alleged that he was terminated when he failed to immediately report a violation
of the company’s loss prevention policy by anothet associate, but that a Caucasian female
coworker was not terminated for similar conduct. Commission staff found that
complainant’s allegations were not supported by substantial evidence. Complainant
appealed the decision to superior court. On May 15, 2012, the court remanded the case to
the Commission with a finding that substantial evidence supported the complaint.

In Gregg Conitz v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights, complainant alleged
that Teck Cominco Alaska, Inc., discriminated against him because of his race,
Caucasian, when it selected Alaska Natives he alleged were less qualified for the
supervisory positions for which he applied. Commission staff found that complainant’s
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allegations were not supported by substantial evidence. Complainant appealed the
decision to the superior court, and the court affirmed the findings and dismissed the
appeal on February 17, 2011. Complainant then appealed to the Alaska Supreme Court.
At the end of 2012 briefing was completed but a date for oral argument had not yet been
set.

In Antonette Cuanzon v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights, complainant
alleged that the State of Alaska, Department of Administration, Division of Finance,
discriminated against her because of her race, Filipino, national origin, and age, sixty-
two, when it reclassified her position and demoted her to an accounting clerk, and when it
failed to hire her for an accounting technician position. Commission staff found that
complainant’s allegations were not supported by substantial evidence and complainant
appealed the decision to superior court. On September 28, 2012, the court issued a
decision in which it affirmed the Commission’s finding that complainant’s failure to hire
allegation was not supported by substantial evidence, but remanded complainant’s
allegation regarding her demotion for further investigation.

In Sue Grundberg v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights, complainant alleged
that the State of Alaska, Department of Transportation and Public Facilities,
discriminated against her because of her sex, age, fifty-eight, and race, Asian, when it
promoted a younger, less qualified male to an Engineer II position for which she applied.
Commission staff found that complainant’s allegations were not supported by substantial
evidence. Complainant appealed the decision to superior court, and on April 21, 2010,
the court affirmed the Commission’s decision. Complainant then appealed to the Alaska
Supreme Court. On May 18, 2012, the court remanded the case to the Commission,
determining that the allegations were supported by substantial evidence.

In Paul Kopf d/b/a Goldstream Store v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights,
respondent appealed a hearing decision by the Commission finding that respondent
subjected an employee, Lynn Dowler, to a hostile work environment by making
derogatory comments about her religion and proselytizing about his own religious beliefs.
The Commission also found that respondent made Ms. Dowler’s working conditions so
intolerable that she was forced to resign, and ordered respondent to pay Ms. Dowler
$76,853, plus interest. On February 7, 2012, the court dismissed the appeal for lack of
prosecution.
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In Jerzy Kuzniecow v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights, complainant
alleged that he was terminated by his employer, Blue ACE, LLC, d/b/a Blue North
Fisheries, because of his age, fifty-nine. Commission staff found that complainant’s
allegation was not supported by substantial evidence and complainant appealed to
superior court. At the end of 2012 briefing in the case was complete and a decision by
the court was pending.

In Cheryl Nichols v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights, complainant alleged
that BAE Systems subjected her to a hostile work environment and terminated her
employment in retaliation for her participation in an internal investigation of sexual
harassment by a manager. Commission staff found that complainant’s allegations were
not supported by substantial evidence and complainant appealed the decision to superior
court. On February 22, 2012, the court affirmed the Commission’s decision to close the
case and dismissed the appeal.

In Gilma Rodas v. Human Rights Commission, complainant alleged that her employer,
Ocean Beauty Seafoods, LLC, discriminated against her because of her physical disability
when it refused to provide her with a reasonable accommodation and terminated her
employment.  Commission staff did not find substantial evidence to support
complainant’s allegations. On November 30, 2012, complainant filed an appeal with the
superior court. At the end of 2012 the appeal remained stayed pending payment or
waiver of the cost bond.

In Luis R. Rodriguez v. Delta Airlines, complainant alleged that Delta Airlines
discriminated against him because of his race, Hispanic, when it eliminated his position
and subsequently selected a non-Hispanic employee who had less seniority than
complainant for a temporary position. Commission staff did not find substantial evidence
to support complainant’s allegations. On October 19, 2011, complainant appealed the
Commission’s decision to the superior court. The case was stayed after complainant
failed to pay the cost bond. On November 7, 2012, the court granted complainant’s
request to pay a reduced bond. At the end of 2012 briefing had not yet been scheduled.
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In Harry Ross v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights, complainant appealed to
superior court a Commission decision after a hearing that found the Alaska Railroad
Corporation did not discriminate against complainant because of his race, Black, when it
failed to promote him to a trainmaster position. On March 30, 2102, the court remanded
the case to the Commission with instructions for the administrative law judge to make
further findings on the legitimacy of respondent’s decision.

In James Schaap v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights, complainant alleged
that the University of Alaska, Southeast, discriminated against him because of age, sixty-
two, sex, and disability when it failed to hire him for a professor position and instead
hired a less qualified younger female. Commission staff did not find substantial evidence
to support complainant’s allegations and complainant appealed the decision to superior
court. At the end of 2012 briefing was scheduled to be completed in March 2013.

In William Toliver v. Alaska State Commission for Human Rights, complainant alleged
that Brown Jug, Inc., discriminated against him because of his race, African American,
when it barred him from purchasing alcohol at one of its stores. Commission staff did not
find substantial evidence to support complainant’s allegations. Complainant appealed the
Commission’s decision to superior court. On February 1, 2011, the superior court
affirmed the Commission’s decision. Complainant then filed an appeal to the Alaska
Supreme Court. On June 29, 2012, the court remanded the case to the Commission to
conduct further investigation.
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ANALYSIS OF FILINGS
BY COMPLAINANT'S SEX

Female
Male
Director’s Charge

Total Filings

ANALYSIS OF FILINGS
By COMPLAINANT'S RACE

Caucasian
Black
| Alaska Native

| American Indian
Director’s Charge

Total Filings

ANALYSIS OF FILINGS
By COMPLAINANT’S AGE

| 20 years and under
21 — 40 years
41 — 60 years
61 years and over
| Unknown
| Director’s Charge
Total Filings

ANALYSIS OF FILINGS

BY TYPE

| Employment

| Housing 21
Public Accommodation 15
Government Practices 12

Total Filings 492

2012 CASE PROCESSING STATISTICS

ORIGIN OF COMPLAINTS FILED WITH
ASCHR BY REGION

Southcentral Southeast

LOCATION OF CASES PROCESSED IN 2012

Mediation

Investigation Unit

Unit

\_Hearing
Unit

ANALYSIS OF FILINGS BY BASIS

Single Basis
Complaint

Multiple Basis
Complaint

| Race/Color

f Physical Disability
Sex
Age
Mental Disability
Pregnancy
Retaliation for Filing
Religion
National Origin
Retaliation
Marital Status
Parenthood

| Multiple Basis*

65
63
41
35
19
15
13
13

109
51 Q
79 W
68
10 §

4 8

26 |l

12
61
69

Total Filings

Issue

ANALYSIS OF FILINGS BY ISSUE

Single Issue
Complaint

Multiple Issue
- Complaint

Discharge
Terms & Conditions
| Failure to Hire

| Failure to Accommodate
Denied Service
Failure to Promote
Eviction
Sexual Harassment
Demotion
Harassment

| Pay Equity

‘ Failure to Rent

| Failure to Dispatch

| Multiple Issue*

67
55
29
17
11

[N
o o}

9
5
4
3
3
2
2
1
0
34

202
207
13
25
44
6
12
6
39
10
42
10

| Total Filings




ANALYSIS OF 2012 CLOSURES

FILINGS, CLOSURES, AND YEAR END INVENTORY OF
REASON FOR CLOS CASES PROCESSED BY ASCHR

MEDIATION:

Mediation — Successfully Settled 500 |
Mediation — Complaint Withdrawn
400 po—

ADMINISTRATIVE: g //ij =

Complaint Withdrawn 300 7 Z.

Complaint Untimely or Lack of Jurisdiction é% é:}} i

Cotnplainant Not Available 200 - ' éfg %f '

Complainant to Court 100 4 : %iﬁ Zk.’; |

Administrative Dismissal 7 Z |

i A Z, >

NOT SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE S5

2009 2010 2011 2012
CONCILIATION AND SETTLEMENT:

Pre-Determination Settlement (PDS)
Substantial Evidence / Conciliation Agreement

| WFILINGS @CLOSURES WINVENTORY

HEARING:
Decision for Complainant SUMMARY OF CLOSURES
Decision for Respondent — 1
Decision — Other
Pre-Hearing Settlement
Administrative Dismissal

Detail of 2012 Closures

| CATEGORY OF CLOSURE ASCHR EEOC

Mediation 18 9

TOTAL 2012 CLOSURES

1The number of mediation settlements does not include 2 settlements Administrative 38 6

negotiated in 2012 which closed in early 2013.

Not Substantial Evidence

DETERMINATIONS FINDING Conciliation and Settlement
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE OF DISCRIMINATION

. SUBSTANTIAL ENE FINDINGS:
Successfully Conciliated
Conciliation Failed

Hearing

TOTAL CLOSURES

2The number of closures does not include completed investigations of 15 cases which are still in
conciliation or were transferred to the Hearing Unit in 2012.
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ALASKA HUMAN RIGHTS LAW

The Alaska Human Rights Law is codified as
Alaska Statutes 18.80.010 — 18.80.300. The
Human Rights Law makes it unlawful to

DISCRIMINATE IN

< EMPLOYMENT

% PLACES OF PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION

¢ SALE OR RENTAL OF REAL PROPERTY

% FINANCING AND CREDIT

<» PRACTICES BY THE STATE OR ITS POLITICAL
SUBDIVISIONS

BECAUSE OF

% RACE

¢ RELIGION

s COLOR

% NATIONAL ORIGIN

% SEX

% PHYSICAL/MENTAL DISABILITY

AND IN SOME INSTANCES BECAUSE OF

< AGE

% MARITAL STATUS

%+ CHANGES IN MARITAL STATUS
« PREGNANCY

« PARENTHOOD

The Alaska State Commission for Human Rights
is the State agency that enforces the Alaska
Human Rights Law. The Commission consists of
seven Commissioners appointed by the Governor
and confirmed by the Legislature. The
Commission employs a staff and maintains an
office in Anchorage. The Commission has
statewide jurisdiction. The Commission answers
inquiries and accepts complaints from all regions
of the state. The Commission also offers a free
mediation program.

WHAT DOES THE HUMAN RIGHTS
COMMISSION DO?

The Commissioners

Establish policy and adopt regulations necessary
to implement the Human Rights Law;

Hold public hearings to consider cases where
conciliation efforts have failed;

Issue decisions applying the Human Rights Law
to complaints;

Order back pay, reinstatement, or other
appropriate relief to complainants;

Order the elimination of discriminatory practices;
and

Enforce Commission decisions and orders in the
Alaska courts.

The Commission staff

Accepts complaints of discrimination from
persons alleging violations of the Alaska Human
Rights Law;

Investigates complaints in a fair and impartial
manner;

Attempts early settlement of complaints whenever
possible;

Dismisses complaints when no violation of the
Alaska Human Rights Law has occurred;

Conciliates complaints when the Alaska Human
Rights Law has been violated;

Presents cases at public hearing before the
Commission where investigation has found
substantial evidence that discrimination occurred;
and

Provides technical assistance and advice on the
Alaska Human Rights Law and public outreach.

How CAN THE COMMISSION HELP
You?

If you believe that you have experienced
discrimination, you may contact the Commission.
The Commission may assist you in filing a
complaint.

If you need advice about your responsibilities
under the Alaska Human Rights Law, the
Commission staff can provide information.
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