
Faculty Report to Bellevue College Board of Trustees, 5 November 2025 

 

My report for you is relatively simple. We faculty are here because want you to understand that the 

cabinet is not following the process they have described in their budget presentations, nor have they 

met their contractual obligations to the faculty or held to the standards set for themselves in order to 

appease accreditors in our most recent mid-cycle review. They have also demonstrated clearly that they 

lack the capacity to execute the various changes they have indicated that they can make between now 

and January 1st without substantial disruption to students or extensive CBA violations. With that in mind, 

we have a recommendation and request about next steps.  

First, what we have seen is a budget that does not reflect the values or process that the cabinet states 

they used in finding the cuts you’re looking for. The cuts to instruction—Parent Education and the School 

of Business and Technology—were not subject to “open and timely communication.” A lot of this has to 

do with the administration’s aversion to talking to faculty. We’ve been working for a year to get quarterly 

all-faculty meetings scheduled and received assurances in June that would happen, but they are not on 

people’s calendars. In the process, we were told that the function of all-faculty meetings was met by 

office hours in the Faculty Commons. When 20 or so faculty attended the Vice Provost’s Faculty 

Commons office hour the day after the program closures were announced and asked honest and 

constructive questions about process and next steps, that event was declared a protest by the Provost, 

who then sought to enlist the aid of the Faculty Commons chair to ensure that it didn’t happen again. I 

don’t see how the cabinet can square their claims of transparency with their extremely low appetite for 

engagement with faculty.   

As I mentioned in my last report, the college had Full-Time faculty and a ton of adjuncts here for 

meetings and under contract for approximately eight unused hours across the two business days before 

the proposals were announced, and they sent us home or to our offices rather than take that ready 

opportunity for the “open and timely communication” they have advertised as part of their discernment 

process. The cabinet has also labored to create the impression, at least through last Wednesday 

afternoon at the Budget Town Hall, that these changes had been considered by the Budget Review 

Advisory Committee, or BRAC, when in fact they were not. BRAC was created to get accreditors off our 

back and demonstrate adequate budget transparency and shared governance. Its members agree to 

standards of confidentiality and it is convened for purposes of making recommendations on sensitive 

budget matters, so the suggestion that these proposals would be outside its purview is hard to reconcile 

with any meaningful sense of its function. This should be frightening to you as you look ahead to 

accreditation.  

Rather than achieving some aspirational transparency, we’re failing to meet the standards we’re holding 

ourselves to in accreditation documents or even the CBA. BCAHE has, unfortunately, had to initiate a 

grievance over the college’s failure to adequately describe the proposals even within the context of the 

Labor-Management Committee. The administration has told the faculty that Labor-Management has 

been a venue for addressing concerns with these proposals, but in fact a pair of LMC meetings at which 

the association’s questions and concerns about these proposals were not addressed in any detail lead in 

part to the necessity of that grievance filing.  

The cuts are also at odds with the guiding principle of “long term strength over short-term reaction.” It is 

clear that the Cabinet did not understand these programs and it’s obvious from their process that they 

did not give themselves enough opportunity to learn about them. In Labor-Management, some 

members of the college’s team described us as “having two Computer Science programs.” Categorically, 
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we do not. The single week that Academic Affairs leadership gave itself to have one-on-one meetings 

and to receive emails from concerned members of the BC community cannot possibly have been enough 

to address these gaps in knowledge about who does what. We have many cabinet members relatively 

new to the college, resulting in errors such as individuals with tenure recently being told that they’ll be 

separated from the college and offered severance. We are hearing that classified or exempt employees 

will be doing two or four times the work they had done previously with no interruption in services to 

students. It doesn’t pass a sniff test.  

As an example of lack of capacity, on September 10, before the quarter began or any of this mess was 

initiated, we requested that the college’s LMC team amend the proposed meeting schedule because 

their proposed dates included a holiday when all offices were closed, and two other times for which a 

functional quorum was unlikely. We asked several times electronically and in meetings before finally 

getting those meetings rescheduled last week. It should not take six weeks and nearly as many 

reminders to reschedule a few meetings.  

There are at least 13 contractual provisions that need to be bargained and/or problem solved before 

January 1st to implement the proposed divisional re-organization, and the college has run out the clock in 

even starting scheduling time to do so. And that’s just the stuff where I’m taking it as my job to beg them 

to do their job. The sheer number of staff, student, and faculty heads that we’re moving, with all of the 

attached payroll, budget numbers, records, etc., is frankly impossible to imagine us pulling off.  

With regard to Parent Education – it was startling to hear program viability cited as the reason for parent 

ed’s elimination, but to have President May confirm that we did not use a program viability assessment 

before deciding to eliminate that program. With accreditors coming, that’s another thing that should 

concern you gravely. More broadly, if the maintenance of Parent Education does not fit squarely into 

Bellevue College’s mission and vision, I respectfully submit that you have left something critical out of 

that statement. And I can’t imagine, even if the words on a page are brought into alignment, that you are 

happy to preside over a college where this many months, this many sets of consultants, and this many 

tens or hundreds of thousands of dollars go into the eventual crafting of a silk purse of a Strategic Plan, 

or where we continue to pay consultants to return essential staffing and scheduling functions in OASIS to 

basically the form that faculty asked them to stay in in the first place. I hope you ask what the price tag 

was on this Strategic Plan and get a comprehensive answer.  

I’m grateful to the faculty who have stepped up in the Strategic Plan process, and it’s been a rollercoaster 

of needing to assert contractual rights to have faculty involved, to hearing that including any more than 

the CBA-mandated minimum of faculty would throw off the balance of the committee, to an eventual 

recognition that the first batch of consultants were no good, to replacement consultants and a 

recognition that more faculty input was necessary. But that folly is what we’re spending our money on 

instead of Parent Ed, instead of keeping kids out of the foster system, instead of making positive 

connections and starting ‘em young on the Bellevue College brand. Imagine a family living with the 

uncertainty of its SNAP benefits running out or being halved for the first of November and then getting 

an email from us saying “go find a new Preschool for January.” How dare we. And how dare we imagine 

that they’ll feel anything but betrayal when they think of Bellevue College in the future. These faculty are 

here today to ask you to remember what the college is here for, what we signed up for when we 

committed our working lives to this place, and the critical community function that you have generously 

lent your oversight to. 
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I know it’s easy to say “faculty don’t like cuts,” but I’m going to blow your mind real quick: I’m actually 

very grateful for Policy 7110. I think fiscal rectitude is important, and I’m glad that your work and that of 

prior boards over the past decade or more has put us on a sound footing. It also looks like we’ve got a 

long road to seeing much relief from Olympia. It’s certainly a rainy day, and we should have a plan for 

weathering an extended storm. But whatever needs to happen with the budget so that we’re on a 

sustainable footing next year or the two years after that, these faculty are here as the ones with a long-

term investment in getting that done in way that doesn’t damage the institution and needlessly harm 

our students. Unfortunately, the plan that you’re going to see proposed by the administration does not 

do that and they have squandered too much time. So we’re here to ask you to suspend Policy 7110, 

introduce the necessary budget flexibility to make it through this academic year, and hold the cabinet 

accountable for spending that time actually engaged in the kind of process that they have described but 

not lived up to. We have too many other crises—like Title II compliance and an accreditation visit for 

which I at least am unwilling to perjure myself—to add any others, especially ones that will have a lasting 

effect on our capacities, enrollment, or reputation. 

 

Lindsay Haney 

President, Bellevue College Association of Higher Education 


