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A Statement by United Faculty of Evergreen in Support of Evergreen’s Labor Center and Academic Freedom





At the November General Membership Meeting, attending members unanimously approved the following statement.  At the January 20th Faculty Meeting, Evergreen Faculty voted their support of this statement, also unanimously.





United Faculty of Evergreen is deeply concerned about the audit of the Evergreen Labor Center. We affirm the findings of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) that the audit threatens the academic freedom of all college and university staff. We believe that our role as faculty confers upon us a special responsibility to uphold academic freedom for every member of the college community. Our collective bargaining agreement states, “the principle of academic freedom is essential to fulfilling the mission of the college” and acknowledges the contribution of AAUP to articulating foundational principles of academic freedom (article 3). We express our concern about possible reprisals directed against Labor Center staff because of their attempts to create public discussion about the implications of the audit. We also remind our colleagues and the college that Evergreen’s mission statement explicitly supports the public service centers, which “disseminate the best work of the college and bring back to it the best ideas and practices of the wider community.”


The audit was triggered by a complaint from the Landmark Foundation alleging that the Labor Center was “in violation of Washington’s requirement that public funds must only be used for a valid public purpose.” In reviewing the complaint, the AAUP concluded, “Landmark…is seeking to interfere with work in the academy, on ideological grounds.” The AAUP found, “the claims of Landmark in regard to labor education are a fundamental threat to academic freedom, to the autonomy of higher education institutions and the professionals in them, and to the responsibilities of each to serve society.”


Although Evergreen was not required by the state Auditor to investigate the complaint, the college decided to perform an internal audit. The audit alleged “numerous instances of activity that has the appearance of violating the State Ethics in Service Act.” These activities included “appearance of support for special interest groups.” The “special interest groups” are explicitly identified as unions and organizations serving immigrants.


The audit appears to support Landmark’s ideological agendas. According to the AAUP the audit findings “suggest that any effort to educate workers and immigrants about their constitutional rights would be counter to the public interest. Such interpretations… run counter to the concept of academic freedom…If academics and universities are involved in community outreach and service, as they should be, they must be protected from ideologically motivated attacks on their academic work” (emphasis added). 


UFE supports the Labor Center’s work to develop workers’ capacity for democratic, informed participation in their unions and society. The Labor Center contributes to the development of an educated citizenry, which we at Evergreen and UFE value and support. The Labor Center’s work with immigrant groups helps immigrants understand their rights in a complex political environment—this too, we support. Finally, we challenge the audit’s implication that educational projects in the broader community are a misuse of public funds. Many of us work with community-based groups, including: welfare rights groups; homeless shelters; family farms, public schools, and many others. A good many of these are staffed by Evergreen alumnae who found their focus and developed their skills while they were students. The college website showcases Evergreen’s “notable … use of service learning,” defined as “inclusive community assistance, activism and outreach.” The Labor Center is a proud example of service learning that should be supported and protected by the college.


UFE joins the AAUP in championing academic freedom for all members of the academic community. We ask our faculty colleagues to join us in affirming the importance of academic freedom by endorsing the AAUP report and the work of the Labor Center.
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The UFE returns to labor-management meetings starting in February after working out a joint communication to the Agenda Committee that recognizes UFE stewards’ work as a minor governance assignment.  The agreement also recognizes the work of Coordinating Committee members and UFE-management committee members as major governance assignments.  The UFE Plan of Action, endorsed by members at the Nov. 13th meeting, called for suspension of our participation in UFE-Management meetings “until the administration acknowledges our full equality as legal equals in interpreting and implementing the Collective Bargaining Agreement.”  This included recognition that UFE stewards are “key implementers of the CBA.”  The UFE Coordinating Committee determined that the guidelines detailed in the joint email to the Agenda Committee indicate a level of recognition that allows our work with the administration to move forward and advised a return to labor-management meetings.  UFE Chair Laurie Meeker has been working with Dean Allen Olson on clarifying contract issues, including expectations around curriculum planning and first year seats, and has been meeting individually with Provost Don Bantz to continue dialogue about the UFE and contract issues.  See page 2 for the joint email to the AC recognizing stewards’ work as governance. 




















UFE Communiqué   February 1, 2010      Volume 3, Issue 2							   page 4





Dear Agenda Committee Members:


As a result of several meetings and consultations, Provost Don Bantz and UFE Chair Laurie Meeker have developed the following guidelines regarding UFE work as governance work.  Section 24.8 of the CBA covers UFE work as governance service as follows:


24.8 Time spent by UFE members working with the College to negotiate and administer this Agreement will be considered governance service. 


Several groups of faculty within UFE are involved in “working with the College to negotiate and administer” the CBA, so we have determined the work outlined below “will be considered governance service” per Section 24.8: 


  Consulting with union members and other stakeholders to provide responses to issues related to the CBA


  Planning and facilitating the education of faculty members about the CBA 


  Meeting with administrators to communicate about and collaborate on issues related to the CBA


There may be a number of times other governance meetings overlap with UFE governance service, and in such instances, we ask that faculty use their best judgment in prioritizing their choice of meetings.  When UFE stewards also have other college governance assignments, we encourage them to give priority to their major governance assignment work.  


Each spring, the UFE will communicate with the Agenda Committee to share a list of faculty members who have major and minor roles in UFE groups for the following year so that this information can be taken into account when discussing governance assignments assigned by the Agenda Committee.


Currently, the following faculty members have major and minor UFE roles:


  Major roles in UFE:  Ruth Hayes, Laurie Meeker, Chuck Pailthorp, Susan Preciso, Sarah Ryan, Rebecca Sunderman, Tony Zaragoza.


  Minor roles in UFE (two meetings per quarter):  Peter Bacho, Peter Bohmer, Lori Blewett, Peter Dorman, Kathleen Eamon, Marla Eliott, Anne Fischel, Judith Gabriele, Stephanie Kozick, Anita Lenges, Paul McMillin, Daryl Morgan, Donald Morisato, Lin Nelson, Alan Parker, Andrew Reece, Francis Rains, Liza Rognas, Zahid Shariff, Joe Tougas, Michael Vavrus, Sonja Weidenhaupt, Elizabeth Williamson, Bob Woods, EJ Zita. 


Sincerely,


Don Bantz					Laurie Meeker


Academic Vice President and Provost 			Chair, United Faculty of Evergreen











UFE Faculty Solidarity Scholarship Gains Ground


Last year as students faced 14% tuition increases, and college staff feared layoffs due to budget cuts, UFE members looked for meaningful ways to show solidarity with them and try to mitigate some of the impact.  A working committee researched the issues and learned that there is a direct connection between numbers of students and numbers of staff.  Enabling students to stay enrolled at Evergreen will help more staff keep their jobs.  The committee developed the Faculty Solidarity Scholarship Fund, designing it for students who cannot afford to pay the 14% tuition increase and would have to drop out without this support.  At the end of fall quarter, the committee began to solicit contributions to it.


�





For more details about this scholarship, or to make your pledge, contact Anita Lenges or Joe Tougas.
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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
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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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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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





Chuck Pailthorp, for UFE Bargaining Team


Gery Gerst, Jose Gomez. Jeanne Hahn


Allen Standing Bear Jenkins, Laurie Meeker


Gary McNeil*, Zahid Shariff Rebecca Sunderman, 


Edward Taub*, Brian Walter


*United Faculty of Washington State (WEA/AFT)











































































































































































































































































































































































































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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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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Tentative Agreements:  We have reached tentative agreements on a Conflict of Interest policy and on the UFE-Management Committee that will be in place once the initial contract has been agreed to.  Relatively simple matters, but reaching these has encouraged everyone that we can move ahead.
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Academic Freedom:  All at the table agree that principles of academic freedom are central to our profession.  At stake is how far these principles go, particularly as they have evolved at Evergreen.  We are advocating a position that ensures maintenance of our long-standing principles and traditions.
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Grievance Procedure:  The UFE team has proposed a grievance procedure that includes third party arbitration.  


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


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


Our next bargaining session is scheduled for May 21st, and after that we will meet weekly until the end of spring quarter.  We have not yet determined our summer schedule.  Everyone is aware that we are some distance from a tentative overall agreement and that we need to reach that goal as soon as possible.  Our working relationship with the Administration team has developed well, and their team appears to agree that the sooner we can complete our work, the better.  We are hard at our negotiations, well underway, and we expect bargaining to continue for some time. We would be pleased to present a tentative agreement for ratification to UFE membership and the Board of Trustees early in the fall.  That strikes us as a challenging and reasonable goal.
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the 75th percentile of the national market place.”   The UFE team agrees that achieving this goal would bring us closer to our true worth, and we are arguing that this goal already has been too long-term.  We are determined that faculty should be paid their worth soon.  The Administration team expresses concern about what is feasible in light of competing needs and demands, as we expected they would.  As in most such negotiations, the levels of proposed compensation are likely to be settled near the end of the process.
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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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Fall quarter, Gateways for Incarcerated Youth requested that the UFE support the program’s request for 50% tuition waivers for all incarcerated students earning Evergreen credits.  The UFE Coordinating Committee, Stewards Council, and attendees of the General Membership Meeting all voted to support our request for tuition waivers.  Recently, Gateways received news from the Provost’s Office that the incarcerated students we work with will receive full tuition waivers for the two-credits that incarcerated students receive through our college seminar for the rest of this year up to $10,000.  Next year they’ll receive waivers up to a total of $20,000.  Roughly, that works out to 27 two-credit waivers for incarcerated students this year and 48 two-credit waivers for next year.  There are already 17 incarcerated students receiving the waivers this quarter.  We believe that support such as that shown by the UFE has a positive impact and that it has helped us achieve this important benefit for incarcerated youth.  Gateways is thankful for the short-term assistance these waivers will provide while we look for longer term financial assistance to support the two-credit seminar as well as independent college work some of incarcerated students are already doing.


Gateways for Incarcerated Youth began when Carol Minugh was requested by the administration at Maple Lane to come down and work with Native American incarcerated youth.  This developed into four cultural groups: African American, Latino, Native, and Asian American and Pacific Islander.  Carol then brought in Evergreen students to work with the youth. The cultural groups at the institutions then began to express a desire to learn from the other cultural groups and the diversity workshop emerged as a space in which youth could work together.  White youth were also invited to participate and learn.  Through this workshop incarcerated youth had a space in which they could teach and learn about their own and each other’s cultures.  Over time the youth asked for a college class and Carol developed the Gateways Seminar in which incarcerated youth could receive college credit.


Gateways continues to support the cultural groups, the cultural diversity workshop, and the college class.  Gateways has also added additional programs including the challenge program, a one-on-one weekly peer-learning space, and an independent college studies program for incarcerated youth to receive additional college credits.  On the Olympia campus, Gateways has developed into a full time academic program with a succession of faculty committed to staff it over the coming years.  This quarter the Gateways seminar is a research-centered course.  Incarcerated students and Evergreen students are focusing on topics that they chose together last quarter. At Green Hill, the students are focusing on the history of music and at Maple Lane they are studying law and criminal justice.


By the way, the 2nd annual Kickball Tournament  is coming up toward the end of spring quarter. It would be great to have a UFE team or two. Or your program or planning unit could organize a team. It’s a lot of fun and all proceeds go to pay for tuition not covered by the waiver and books for incarcerated students.


If you have any questions about Gateways such as how you might be able to support these youth or get involved with the program, please contact Tony Zaragoza at  zaragozt@evergreen.edu.  Thanks again for the support you have already shown.











As of the end of January, 25 faculty members’ pledges total over $5000 dollars.  This is enough to fund 6 scholarships for students enrolled in the 2010-11 academic year.  Of these, twelve are “Penguin Pledge” in which a faculty member pledges1/2 % of his or her salary, and increases that amount to 1% when 20 others agree to “take the plunge.”   Right now, if eight more faculty members make Penguin Pledges the total amount contributed by all twenty “penguins” will double.





We faculty are currently benefiting from annual 1% salary increases guaranteed by the Collective Bargaining Agreement, while students struggle with tuition increases, cuts in financial aid and other effects of budget cuts.  Contributing to the Faculty Solidarity Scholarship Fund is a simple, proactive way to make a real difference for our most vulnerable students, and help our staff colleagues maintain their jobs as well.





UFE votes to support Gateways Program





UFE-Management Meetings Resume


Administration recognizes UFE stewards’ work as governance service





Join the UFE!





Thank you!!   Gillies Malnarich and Jose Gomez for your valuable service on the Coordinating Committee through our inaugural year as a union.  Congratulations to Susan Preciso and Chuck Pailthorp, and thank you for stepping up to the plate and agreeing to serve as interim UFE Coordinating Committee At-Large Representative and UFE Vice-Chair, respectively.  Elected by a vote of the membership at the November meeting, Chuck and Susan will serve until this spring when we elect new Coordinating Committee officers.









































UFE Chair’s Update on the Legislature and the Budget





Links for further information:


The Rebuilding Our Economic Future Coalition:  http://fusewashington.org/budget





Analysis of the impact of budget cuts on Evergreen:  http://www.evergreen.edu/president/docs/2010Impact.pdf 





Julie Suchanek’s Blog with breaking news on the various bills being introduced: http://blogs.evergreen.edu/officeofgovernmentalrelations/














The Governor released her “Book II” supplemental 2010 budget in early January (for the second year of the 09-11 biennium) – restoring the state need grants but proposing 46 million dollars in additional cuts to higher education.  As the House and Senate work to find solutions to the budget shorfall, United Faculty of Washington State is engaged in the legislative process.  UFWS President Bill Lyne has been developing analysis, posting it on the UFWS Blog, and coming to Olympia regularly to testify before House and Senate committees.  UFE Chair Laurie Meeker attended the release of the Governor’s first budget in December and was part of the press conference for the Rebuilding Our Economic Future Coalition. This is a broad-based, statewide coalition of labor, education, healthcare, environmental and social service organizations coming together to advocate for a saner approach to the state budget.  According to their website, “The coalition supports a full dialogue toward a fair and humane budget that includes not just targeted cuts and reforms to make government more efficient, but a full discussion of potential revenue options as well.”  


The coalition is planning a big rally at noon on Monday February 15th on the Capitol Steps. Mark your calendars and stay tuned for how you can be involved.  UFE and UFWS hope to turn out at least 50 of our members, joining hundreds of others from WEA and hundreds more from the other coalition partners.  See link below.  In addition, UFE is coordinating Legislative Action Updates via member home email addresses, providing alerts and reminders to contact your state legislators.  Please contact Laurie Meeker at meekerl@earthlink.net with your home email address if you would like to participate.


In addition, Bill Lyne organized (with WEA staff) a President’s Breakfast with legislators in early December, bringing the Presidents of Eastern, Central, Western and Evergreen together with the local union presidents of the same institutions, along with WEA President Mary Lindquist and Washington Student Alliance director Mike Bogatay and a number of state legislators. The goal: to show that the unions and administrators of the four regionals are committed to the same message: fund public education with public money. For a full report on the President’s Breakfast see the blog archive at: http://www.ufww.org/ufws/archive/200912. For a union perspective on the defunding of higher education in Washington State see Bill Lyne’s blog posts, The UFWS Blog at http://www.ufws.org/


According to Steve Trotter’s analysis of state funding budget cuts (handout distributed at the Jan. 20 faculty meeting), Evergreen’s share of the cuts will be an additional $1.6 million if the Legislature agrees with the Governor’s proposal. How will additional cuts be made to Evegreen’s 2010-11 budget? UFE has been successful in advocating that UFE leaders meet with members of the FAP (Faculty Advisory Panel on the Budget), and the “budgeteers” (members of the administration responsible for TESC budgets) on a regular basis as part of the Agenda Committee meeting to talk about how the next round of budget cuts will be implemented at Evergreen. UFE will continue to advocate for transparency in all divisional budgets and for honoring the commitments in our current CBA. 


Though this legislative session is short (it ends in early March), numerous bills are moving quickly through various committees. UFE Chair Laurie Meeker attends a weekly meeting with Julie Suchanek, Director of Governmental Relations and other members of the President’s Staff, along with Council of Faculty Representatives members Jon Davies, Ralph Murphy and David Shaw and TESC student representatives. The meeting is designed to share information and resources and develop an understanding of the different perspectives at the table with an eye to developing a consistent message. 





Rally on the Capitol Steps!





See your UFE Steward to sign the "I'll Be There!" petition.





 Join UFWS comrades from Eastern, Central and Western for a pre-rally UFWS breakfast at 10:30 am.








Contact Sarah Ryan:    � HYPERLINK "mailto:s.f.ryan@comcast.net" ��s.f.ryan@comcast.net�     


or go to  http://www.ufws.org/evergreen/index.html  for more information








Provost/United Faculty of Evergreen Joint Statement


Recognizing UFE Stewards’ Governance Work
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