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(Cananea continued)


by a deteriorating dam; if it ruptures, the entire watershed will be affected. 





We had a wonderful visit with this extraordinary group. We stayed with Carmen and Gabriel; Gabriel heads the Communications Committee and Carmen is a member of the Frente. We spent hours talking about their struggle, their community and their evolving relationship. Until the strike, Carmen was a housewife and mother; she is now an activist who plays a vital public role in the community. We also worked closely with Sergio Lazárraga, Secretary General of Section 65, Jesus Verdugo, head of the strike committee and Rosa Guayante, President of the Frente. The Mineros and the Frente know the odds are against them, but they feel heartened by the international support they’ve received. Among the unions that have shown solidarity with the Mineros: the United Steelworkers, COPE (Canadian Office and Professional Employees), the Peruvian miners union, the International Metalworkers Federation, and our own UFE “One more day,” the miners told us, patting our shoulders. “With your help, one more day.” When we presented our solidarity resolution to Sergio, he responded, “It is an honor to receive this support from across the border. We hope to continue building a relationship of solidarity with you.” 


Our group promised to write a report documenting 














































































































































































































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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UFE negotiated our first contract in 2007-08 and it was ratified by our membership in November 2008. The bargaining team focused on three themes during negotiations:  tradition, equity, and fair compensation. The new Collective Bargaining Agreement was largely based on a strong foundation, the Evergreen Faculty Handbook, a document developed over the years by a faculty committed to interdisciplinary team teaching and equity in pay and faculty rank. These values were preserved and enhanced in the new CBA. Our non-hierarchical pay structure (based on experience years with step increases) was retained, while we made significant gains in compensation for both regular and contingent faculty. While we are still far behind our college’s stated institutional goal for the average faculty salary to be at the 75th percentile of peers, we reached an agreement that included a 10.5 percent immediate increase, a 4.5 percent lump sum, and an additional 1 percent increase each fall in 2009 and 2010. Annual step increases were retained. In addition, we made significant gains in salary and equity for contingent faculty. Perhaps our most radical compensation feature is that we honor the work of part-time adjuncts with much higher pay relative to full time continuing faculty than other institutions in the state and nation: 90 percent of regular faculty pay. We were also able to negotiate a one-time hiring process that made it possible for four of our colleagues to achieve job security – four contingent faculty lines were converted to full time continuing lines, giving stable jobs to faculty who had served as adjuncts and visitors for many years. Other important gains were multi-year contracts for a high percentage of adjuncts and visitors, providing increased job security for contingent faculty, and a new parental leave plan that provides paid leave not only for birth mothers, but also for fathers, and adoptive parents. Our first three-year contract expires at the end of August 2011.  





Over the last two academic years, we’ve been learning how to work with a negotiated agreement, rather than simply a consultative process. As a union, we’ve tried to implement the contract to serve our members’ and our students’ interests. This is an ongoing challenge, and we have worked hard to keep effective and productive communication channels open between the UFE and college administrators, including the deans, Provost, VPs and President.





Having an independent union has allowed us to participate in political advocacy and lobbying in a way that we couldn’t before. United Faculty of Washington State had a strong presence at the legislature this year, with strong allies like the Washington Education Association and the Washington (cont . . .)























As we prepare for upcoming contract negotiations, we look forward to continued communication with faculty through our stewards council, UFE sponsored forums and surveys related to the provisions of the Collective Bargaining Agreement. We are interested in hearing from all faculty, so when your steward contacts you, please make time to sit down with them for a few minutes to discuss the faculty issues that are most important to you. Our bargaining team will compile your suggestions and ideas and will prepare a contract proposal based on the current CBA. This will take place in fall and winter, with negotiations expected to begin during the spring quarter. We look forward to working with faculty to develop the next round of priorities and look forward to your continued support for the UFE bargaining team. Best wishes for a great academic year!












































(UFE Year Four continued)    


State Labor Council. We participated in a statewide coalition to raise revenue rather than cut services, we petitioned for the progressive tax measure I-1098, and we worked together with our administration and student associations to present a united front before legislators, calling for basic funding for public education. 





The nationwide recession and budget shortfalls in the state have led to budgets cuts across the board in health, education, and social services, but our faculty contract is important in ensuring the quality of a four-year degree. Evergreen’s student faculty ratio – a planning target of 25:1 for most undergraduate programs – means that we can foster student engagement and responsibility for their own learning. While this ratio was unilaterally increased during past state budget crises, our contract preserved the 25:1 ratio during the current crisis, thus ensuring a sustainable 


workload for faculty while maintaining quality for students. 























The United Faculty of Evergreen is committed to helping all our colleagues gain a better understanding of the bargaining process and a way to make their voices heard as part of that process. Unions are built on the model of community organizing—people talking to people about their shared goals and their diverse experiences as workers—and it is organizing that will define the character of our union in the years to come. UFE has a strong organizing tradition, and I look forward to building on the tradition as the Stewards’ Coordinator.





One of the most important things I gained from working as an organizer for a graduate union at the University of Pennsylvania was a knowledge of the campus beyond my department building and the library. After four years of treading the same pathways and having lunch with the same people, my work with the union allowed me to develop relationships with all kinds of graduate employees—from public health researchers to biomedical students to art historians. I realized that my colleagues in other departments faced challenges I could never have imagined, and developed friendships that have lasted to this day.





As Stewards’ Coordinator, one of my primary goals is to make the upcoming bargaining process one that responds to the needs of faculty members by making sure that our colleagues are able to provide suggestions to the bargaining team. UFE is proud of our first collective bargaining agreement, and we want to continue to nurture and enhance the Evergreen tradition and mission.





Equally important, I want our stewards to build the relationships that will sustain us during the years to come. The union gives us the legal right to bargain questions of wages, hours and working conditions with our employer so that these decisions cannot be made without faculty union agreement. But it also gives us a way to forge strong, professional ties with one another; the better we understand each other’s work lives, the better we can support each other, both as individuals and as a united faculty. 





Whether you are a member of the union or not, someone on the stewards’ council will be designated to represent you and your interests. Please expect visits and phone calls from your steward colleague during fall quarter and throughout the academic year. We will do our best to respect your schedule and preferred mode of communication, but it’s vitally important that we have a way to get information from you to the bargaining team, and vice versa. 





I’m delighted to say that we have an amazing list of people signed up to be union stewards this year. Feel free to talk to any of them, not just your personal steward, about union issues and questions. Many of us are still learning how to use the contract as a tool; if you think the union can support you with something you’re dealing with on the job, please don’t hesitate to ask! 
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About United Faculty of Evergreen





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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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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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.  
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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.
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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.





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.
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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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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.  


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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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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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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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.  


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.
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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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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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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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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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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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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.





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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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.
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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.
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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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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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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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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.
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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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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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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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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.
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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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.
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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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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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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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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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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.


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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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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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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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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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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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.
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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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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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Happy new (school) year, colleagues. For those of you new to the college, our union, United Faculty of Evergreen (UFE), came into existence in October 2006, when the faculty voted to authorize UFE as the exclusive bargaining agent. We are part of a statewide faculty union, United Faculty of Washington State, which includes Eastern, Central, and Western Washington Universities. UFWS represents 2100 faculty who teach more than 30,000 students. We’re affiliated with the Washington Education Association, the American Federation of Teachers, and the National Education Association, as well as the AFL-CIO through the AFT of Washington.











Report from Cananea


Anne Fischel and Lin Nelson, June 26 2010





In May 2010 members of United Faculty of Evergreen traveled with a delegation of labor educators and activists to Cananea, Mexico, where Section 65 of the Union of Miners and Metallurgical Workers, los Mineros, is striking against a multinational copper producer, Grupo Mexico. We carried a statement of support and solidarity, as well as funds contributed by our members to support the miners’ struggle. We were hosted by the Women’s Front, the Frente. These courageous women put us up in their homes and arranged a full agenda of meetings, interviews, a picnic and tour of the vast open-pit mine. 





The Mineros have been on strike for almost 3 years.  In July 2007 1300 workers walked off their jobs citing dangerous health and safety conditions in the mine, and contract violations which threaten the health and safety of the entire community. Since then Grupo and the union have waged a prolonged legal battle, as the company sought repeatedly to declare the strike illegal. It briefly succeeded in January 2008 when the courts ruled against the union, giving Grupo the right to fire the workers and bring in replacements. Hours later, federal and state police ousted the Mineros from the mine. Helicopters bombed the strikers with tear gas; police beat them with clubs; 20 miners were injured. The next day the government reversed its position, upholding the legality of the strike, and Grupo Mexico was forced to withdraw from the mine. 





In February 2010 the courts again upheld the company’s claim and declared the strike illegal. Yet, during our May visit workers and their families were firm in their resolve to continue pressing their demands. They insisted that Grupo Mexico must reinstate safety measures guaranteed by their contract. Grupo’s health and safety violations have been well documented by the Maquila Health and Safety Support Network, a bi-national group of occupational health experts who toured the mine in 2007. Among their findings: piles of silica dust, which causes silicosis and lung cancer; dismantled dust collectors; inadequate ventilation systems; lack of respirators and auditory equipment. MHSSN’s report paints “a clear picture of a workplace being deliberately run into the ground” where workers are “exposed to high levels of toxic dusts and acid mists, operate malfunctioning and poorly maintained equipment, and work in…dangerous surroundings.” (� HYPERLINK "http://www.mhssn.org" ��www.mhssn.org�)


 


The Cananea mine is one of the largest in the world, producing 40% of Mexico’s copper. Cananea is highly significant in Mexican history. In 1906 it was the site of a labor struggle in which U.S. vigilantes, hired by the mine’s owner, Cananea Consolidated Copper Co., killed 23 workers. The massacre created outrage throughout the country and helped trigger the Mexican Revolution of














UFE Members at the Rally to Protect Our Future





UFE Year Four:  Gains and Challenges


By Laurie Meeker and Sarah Ryan





  Join the UFE!
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The delegation at Rosa’s House





Peter Randlette and Ruth Hayes at the Protect Our Future Rally, Feb. 2010





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








Gearing up for 2011 and beyond!


by Elizabeth Williamson, Steward Coordinator
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Cananea mine, seen from Rosa’s House
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conditions in Cananea in order to support the Mineros’ struggle. We returned feeling a sense of urgency and excitement about our developing connection with these brave, principled people. But on June 6th,  3000 federal and 500 state police descended on Cananea; they drove the Mineros out of the mine, invaded the union hall and gassed and beat all who were inside, including women and children. Several people were injured; some were arrested. 





The miner’s strike is broken, at least temporarily, but the struggle continues. Cananea is only the first wave in a concerted onslaught against workers’ rights and unions in Mexico. On June 15 Grupo announced the creation of a company union to replace the Mineros (� HYPERLINK "http://labornotes.org" ��http://labornotes.org�). The following day it gave the Mineros one week to either join the new union and return to work or accept severance pay and be fired. On June 17th Gammon Gold, a Canadian miner with investments in Mexico, fired 397 union workers, citing the “relentless distractions of union labor disruptions.” Gammon Gold’s CEO said the Mexican Labor Ministry’s support of Grupo Mexico “emboldened other miners to take decisive action against the union” (� HYPERLINK "http://www.financialpost.com" ��www.financialpost.com�).





Recently, our friend Gabriel wrote, “We have lost a battle, but our struggle continues. We remain hopeful that with international support, we can persist and win.” We hope UFE will continue to support the Mineros and their families as they fight for health, safety and justice for workers and their communities.














GET INVOLVED! Become part of grassroots efforts to effect progressive social change! Send us your home email account, and UFE will contact you (only) when we are engaged in important current events – email campaigns, rallies, phone banks etc. – that need your participation.


 


Over the past year, UFE was engaged in a number of political actions, including participating in a major rally, testifying at the legislature, and gathering signatures for I-1098. In February, The Protect our Future Rally was organized by a broad based coalition of health, education, labor, and social service groups including our local union and state affiliates. Over 6,000 workers, service providers, educators, and students rallied on the Capitol steps to call for an end to regressive budget cuts and to encourage lawmakers to find smart revenue solutions to fund education and social services. In March, UFE members helped deliver 36,000 signatures to Attorney General Rob McKenna’s office protesting his decision to take legal action to block federal heath care reform. In addition, UFE Chair Laurie Meeker testified before the House Finance Committee in support of a bill designed to raise revenue and close tax loopholes to fund education and social services. In June, UFE members spent several days at the Farmers Market educating the public and gathering signatures for Initiative-1098 aimed at creating a fairer tax system for our state. We gathered over 150 signatures in a campaign that successfully put the initiative on the ballot, and we will be involved in getting it passed. If you would like to get involved in this issue, or other issues, please contact Laurie Meeker at � HYPERLINK "mailto:meekerl@eartlhlink.net" \t "_blank" �meekerl@eartlhlink.net�. Join in!  
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