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1910. Cananea is proud of its revolutionary and working class history. The neighborhood where we stayed is called the “Neighborhood of the Martyrs of Cananea” and every street is named for a worker who was killed in 1906. The Mineros are also justly proud of their Constitution, ratified in 1917, which granted workers the right to organize and strike (� HYPERLINK "http://www.solidaritycenter.org/files/SolidarityMexicofinalpdf111703.pdf" ��www.solidaritycenter.org/files/SolidarityMexicofinalpdf111703.pdf�).  





Under the Constitution the government is responsible for safeguarding essential resources, including minerals and petroleum. In the 1960’s the Mexican government took over the Cananea mine. But in 1989, responding to international pressure, the government of Rafael Salinas sold the Cananea concession to a group of wealthy political cronies who created Grupo Mexico. Grupo immediately began to dismantle the historic social contract between the mine operator, the workers and the community. It closed the Workers Clinic, a well-equipped hospital run by the union and subsidized by the company, where workers and their families received health care. This left only the tiny, aging Ronquillo Hospital, owned and administered by the company. In 2008 Grupo closed Ronquillo Hospital. They turned off the electricity; patients on dialysis machines had to be rushed to Hermosillo, 4 hours away, for emergency treatment. This left the community without access to health care. The state of Sonora now runs the hospital, although at a very basic level of service. 





The Mineros also warn of the dangers to Cananea’s water. Previous owners supplied water to the city, but when Grupo took over it demanded exclusive use of the majority of the city wells. This left the city with an inadequate water system; as a result, the Sonora River provides the majority of residents with their household needs, including drinking water. The water from the river is untreated, and Grupo Mexico dumps its mine wastes into the Sonora in order to transport them to tailings (mine waste) piles. When the wind blows, toxic dust from mountains of tailings spreads over the city. The tailings are contained only  (cont . . .)
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VOLUNTARY RETIREMENT INCENTIVE PROGRAM FOR FACULTY





Negotiating teams from UFE and the College drafted a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the Voluntary Retirement Incentive Program offered to faculty. Walter Niemiec and Laurel Uznanski met with UFE negotiators Jose Gomez, Laurie Meeker, Chuck Pailthorp, and Sarah Ryan on Dec. 17 and Jan. 28, to work out the details of the plan. Our work was informed in part by an action research session the UFE held in early December to attain faculty input. Key to faculty concern was the option to use all or part of the incentive payment for health care premiums, and that provision is outlined in the MOU. The UFE Stewards Council met on February 1st to consider ratifying the plan, and did so unanimously. Les Purce announced the plan to faculty on February 4, 2011.


 


The College and the UFE worked together to arrive at a negotiated agreement on the Voluntary Retirement Incentive Program for Faculty.  The Program is similar to the Voluntary Retirement Incentive Programs extended to classified and exempt employees.  To see the MOU, go to the UFE website at http://www.ufws.org/evergreen/. 


Complete information on the Program and FAQ’s (including information about the health care premium option) can be found at 


http://www.evergreen.edu/employment/retirementincentive.htm.





























American workers used to be able to take certain features of full employment for granted, including defined benefit pensions, health care coverage with modest co-pays, annual cost-of-living pay increases. Now these basic benefits have been redefined as “frills” that only unionized employees are able to access.





The state of the state 


Across the country, state budget shortfalls have has been exacerbated by the derailing of health care reform. Here in Washington, the failure of initiative 1098—which would have levied an income tax on individuals making more than $200,000 a year while actually lowering property taxes—has further worsened the situation, prompting deep cuts to social services and education. 





Gregoire’s approach has, however, been less draconian than that of Republican governors like Scott Walker of Wisconsin. The agreement she reached with union representatives in December includes a 3% across the board pay cut through unpaid furloughs, and will affect more than half the government workforce. To the credit of both negotiating teams, the agreement exempts workers who make less than $30,000 a year.  





The December agreement exempts several categories of state employees, including those in higher education. Yet the hundreds of workers in Evergreen’s classified union have been asked to take the salary cut as part of their contract negotiations. Talks are currently at an impasse due to the management team’s rejection of a “me-too” clause, which asks non-unionized staff earning more than $25,000 to take the same the same 3% reduction.    





Although Evergreen’s decision to reduce the wages of its unionized staff members was voluntary, other cuts have not been. Public colleges and universities in Washington used to receive 70% of their funding from the state; in Gregoire’s most recent budget, that support has been reduced to 30%, even lower than the current percentages for the notoriously underfunded California state university system. 





Moving forward


Nearly 10% of Washington residents are unemployed, but reducing the salaries of state workers won’t bring back jobs or stimulate growth. In fact, given the state’s regressive tax policies, a reduction in workers’ buying power will only mean a further reduction in state revenue. Here in Washington, grassroots groups like POWER (Parents Organizing for Welfare and Economic Rights) are beginning to resist the logic that pits union members against non-unionized workers, arguing that all of us deserve a living wage for the work we do. Unions are in the unique position of being able to bargain their own wages and working conditions, and they can provide a much-needed structure for building change from the ground up. But the broader goal of organized labor is one shared by working people across the country: to make life more livable, for all of us.  








http://www.ufws.org/


evergreen/index.html





The purpose of the United Faculty of Evergreen is to represent all eligible faculty members in bargaining, grievances, and in all matters relating to terms and conditions of employment with The Evergreen State College, to protect and enhance Evergreen’s unique traditions that have earned it prominence among the nation’s public colleges and liberal arts colleges, to encourage mutual understanding and cooperation among union members, to engage in legislative, political, civic, welfare and other actions which further the interests of the membership, public education and the labor movement; and to bring about a world where justice and equality are a reality, not just empty words.





The UFE is affiliated with:





United Faculty of Washington State


The Washington Education Association


The National Education Association


AFT Washington


The American Federation of Teachers


The American Federation of Labor/Congress of Industrial Organizations and


The Washington State Labor Council











































































































































































































the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)
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Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)
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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.
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Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.
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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.
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Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.
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Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.
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Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)
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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.
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Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.
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Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.
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Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  
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Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.
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Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.
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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.
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Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.
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Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.
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Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.
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Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.
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the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.
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the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.
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the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  
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Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.
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Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  
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Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.
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Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  
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the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.
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Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  
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Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)
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the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  


Non-Discrimination Policies:  The Administration team has raised the question of whether or not these policies should be specific to the union contract or alternatively put in place for the College as a whole and subscribed to by the union and faculty.


Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.


Matters that lie ahead:  A number of additional issues in our proposed contract are scheduled for future discussion and bargaining: Faculty Development and Travel, Professional Leave and Leave Without Pay, Faculty Working Conditions and Safety, Discipline and Discharge (Just Cause Guidelines), UFE Rights, Retirement and Insurance Benefits, Reappointment and Conversion, Reduction in Force, and others.  Some of these may be contentious and some may not.  More discovery on these matters will occupy us in our future sessions.


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.


Workload:  So far, three issues are on the table regarding workload.  Is it feasible to reduce faculty workload, overall, and at what cost?  Can faculty be given greater flexibility in distributing their workload over the year?  Can the workload be distributed more fairly over various segments of the faculty?  Of course all this raises complex questions about how to measure and compare one kind of teaching responsibility to another.  


Faculty Categories:  We have proposed simplifying the existing structure of faculty categories, and the Administration team seems to share this goal.  Sorting faculty into many categories interferes with our highly valued flexibility in what we do and how we do it.  Everyone at the table agrees that faculty creativity has long been a distinguishing and desirable quality of Evergreen faculty, and that autonomy plays a critical role in retaining and encouraging creativity.    In addition, there are basic questions about parity in the way faculty are compensated, provided benefits, and offered job security in relation to the faculty category designated in their contract.  The UFE Bargaining Team advocates greater parity as a fundamental value in our union and the College overall.  We have been seeking this in our negotiations, and we will continue to do so.  Obviously there are costs associated with these questions as well. We will continue to develop and negotiate the ramifications of how we define and organize faculty categories.


Staffing the curriculum:  Anyone aware of College-wide conversations about the curriculum won’t be surprised to hear that the Administration team has raised concerns about how to balance faculty autonomy against the need to teach a curriculum that matches the student population showing up for classes.  At this point, we’re discussing what are the specific problems that arise (most obvious is meeting an emergent need for many more first-year seats than our two-year planning cycle has provided), what is the source of these problems, and whether or not they should be addressed by the faculty and the College as a whole rather than in the contract.  In addition to these issues, and closely related to faculty categories, are implications in our proposed contract regarding the balance between temporary hires and those who hold regular faculty lines.


Shared Governance:  We are engaged in an important conversation about how the presence of the UFE, as a legal equal in negotiating “wages, hours, and working conditions,” affects the structure of governance at Evergreen.  From the outset, the UFE has sought to strengthen and protect the faculty role in College governance.  This includes curriculum, academic structures and standards and all such professional matters.  Two related questions stand before us: “What should be addressed only in the Faculty Handbook?” and, “What should be contractually grievable if a member of the faculty objects to how a problem has been addressed?”  Our overall goal, we want to assure the faculty, is not to arrogate professional issues to the union but to reinforce the principles of shared governance that have defined us as a faculty throughout our history.  So far, the Administration team appears to share this goal, but the details of our agreement will be important.


Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


Long-term Faculty:  Our proposed contract embodies the principles and policies that the LTVAFAP DTF presented to the faculty in February and that the Faculty Meeting endorsed, with a single dissenting vote.  The Administration team has raised important questions, without yet taking a position, about what we and the faculty have proposed.  The UFE Bargaining Team is defending the principle that long-term employment should guarantee a measure of job security, and the details of this are being worked out.


Sick Leave and Family Health and Medical Leave:  We have begun to address both the extensions we have proposed and what bearing changes in Washington State law may have on these benefits.  
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About United Faculty of Evergreen





� HYPERLINK "http://www.ufww.org/evergreen_wp/2011/02/11/ufe-prepares-for-contract-negotiations-%e2%80%93-bargaining-survey/" \o "Permalink to UFE Prepares for Contract Negotiations – Bargaining Survey" �UFE Prepares for Contract Negotiations�





Your Bargaining Team has started meeting to prepare for contract negotiations, expected to begin in spring quarter. UFE leaders have developed a survey designed to assess your priorities on a range of issues related to compensation, working conditions, and benefits. The results of this survey will inform the work of the Bargaining Team representing the United Faculty of Evergreen in the upcoming contract negotiations. Your participation in the survey will help ensure that the contract addresses the priorities of all faculty members.





It is vital that you participate in the survey – we’d like to hear from all faculty members.  





Please also attend the Bargaining Forum on February 25th.





Public Sector Unions Under Attack


Elizabeth Williamson (UFE Steward Coordinator), 22 February 2011





As hope of additional federal stimulus money fades and big corporations fail to make new hires despite their increasing profit margins, the full weight of the recession has begun to fall on state governments. Looking for a scapegoat, politicians and business leaders have settled on public sector unions. Across the country, lawmakers are blaming workers for budget shortfalls and relentlessly redefining public university education and other government services as private goods that should be paid for by “consumers.” 





The state of the unions 


Long-term polling analysis by David Madland and Karla Walter of the Center for American Progress has revealed a historical correlation between Americans’ opinion of government, business and labor: all three drop simultaneously when unemployment rates skyrocket. Yet 78% of respondents polled by Hart Research in 2009 were in favor of legislation that would make it easier for workers to bargain collectively with their employers, and previous Hart studies have suggested that most respondents would join a union if they felt they would not be penalized by their employers. 





Public sector unions currently represent almost 40% of public sector workers, whereas unionization rates in the private sector are below 7%. Most Americans, in other words, have never had a chance to join a union, and therefore have a limited understanding of what it would mean to be a part of one. What they do know is that unions work to increase wages for their workers and for the most part have been successful in doing so, even as anti-union regulations and the outsourcing of jobs have made it increasingly difficult to organize. The Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that median weekly wages for full-time union workers were $917 in 2010, whereas the median for non-union workers was $717. 





What the critics are saying


Opponents of public sector unions often argue that such increases in worker compensation are unsustainable, but there is no correlation between unionization rates and a state’s fiscal health. Some states that deny their employees the right to form unions—Nevada, North Carolina, and Arizona, for example—are running deficits of over 30 percent, while many that do give employees the right to bargain—such as Massachusetts, New Mexico, and Montana—have small deficits of less than 10 percent.  


Pundits also claim that public employees earn far more than private-sector workers, but when you account for training and expertise, these differences disappear: most government employees still earn less than their private-sector counterparts with similar educations. 














UFE Bargaining Forum





All faculty are invited! 


Friday, February 25 


5:00-6:30 


Sem II A 1105


Childcare Provided


Coffee, tea, light snacks











Bargaining Survey:


� HYPERLINK "http://survey.washingtonea.org/index.php?sid=274" �http://survey.washingtonea.org/index.php?sid=274�


It’s short.  It’s important.





  Join the UFE!





UFE Bargaining Team, 2011:  


Rebecca Sunderman, Chair.


Jose Gomez, Grace Huerta, 


Gary McNeil, Laurie Meeker, 


Sarah Ryan, Joli Sandoz.





Please contact members of the bargaining team with your ideas.


















































The delegation at Rosa’s House








Contact Elizabeth Williamson:  � HYPERLINK "mailto:williamson.elizabeth@gmail.com" �williamson.elizabeth@gmail.com� or go to  http://www.ufws.org/evergreen/index.html for more information
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