Faculty Report to the Bellevue College Board of Trustees, 18 March 2026

Good afternoon, Trustees.

Normally this is a meeting | approach with unbridled positivity and optimism, because | am always
grateful for more excellent tenured faculty to share the load, and | think a tenure vote is one of the
most important and long-lasting actions you'll take. Today, however, I'm afraid | need to address the
faculty’s concern with other lasting decisions that the administration seems to be barreling toward
without appropriate deliberation or concern for the future of the college.

Today | need to start with the issue of potential program cuts. I’'m not here to ask you to break open
the piggy bank, but to prompt the administration to do better in considering where to cut.

Select faculty were sent an Excel spreadsheet described as a Program Viability Matrix on February
20th. Rather than continuing the program viability process developed under the previous Provost,
the college paid consultants to create a spreadsheet for us and populated it with data that has
raised substantial accuracy concerns. We were told that the document was advisory, and then on
March 10™, while the college and the BCAHE teams were in a Labor-Management meeting together,
faculty received an email with a variety of “potential program closures” and “proposed program
optimization” candidates.

There are two primary issues with the approach that the administration is taking to these cuts: the
nature of the proposed list is poorly thought-out, and the process for soliciting feedback is far more
interested in creating the appearance of transparency than it actually is in collecting the kind of
feedback necessary to improve it.

The possibility of a program closure is serious, and it is something that periodically needs to happen
within an institution. When it does need to be considered, the college community should expect
careful attention to enrollment, community impact, implications for other areas of the college,
teachout requirements and costs, etc. These decisions change the face of an institution for decades
and are as clear a way as we have of telling students first that we don’t want them, and second that
we don’t necessarily keep our promises or don’t have our act together. If we're cutting programs
that have real money in their line items, we’re looking at areas that have drawn enrollment and that
are serving students. We should keep in mind that some individual programs may seem more costly
on the balance sheet, but bring students into classes in other programs where the fill rates and
economics are financially favorable. One example of this is in fact the Economics program, which
comes in near the top of the program viability matrix in part because of three sections of Health
Economics taught every year to support HSEWI programs. The math is difficult to untangle and there
is no evidence that the administration have their arms around it—in a meeting yesterday, the Vice
Provost was candid that this was a kind of analysis that the administration would need to rely on
faculty to provide—but there is a clear pattern of the administration working to limit the faculty and
staff voice that would help them to better understand.

This is particularly evident in the survey that went out on March 12, The introductory language
stated that it was designed to solicit broader feedback for decision-making, but the survey itself
consisted of radio buttons to indicate priority for academic programs compared to other academic
programs, and the one open-field answer at the end instructed that any comment needed to
identify programs to cut and was limited to 200 characters. People who responded with an interest
in throwing another program under the bus were unable to articulate that effectively in only 200



characters. Furthermore, many employees were not offered the viability spreadsheet to consult in
making their purportedly data-driven arguments. Ideas for adjustments other than program cuts or
consolidations were ruled out.

Last night, nearly a month after the initial Program Viability Matrix circulated to a portion of faculty,
and after multiple requests from faculty, President May shared the spreadsheet and a new survey
with broader questions. But finally sharing the data with the faculty a month later and taking a
second stab at data collection with five weeks left on a self-imposed clock for such critical and
lasting decisions is a sign of the administration’s indifference to better understanding these
programs before permanently changing the face of the college.

And while mistakes happen, recent actions with BRAC make it clear that this is intentional rather
than accidental. That committee’s charter defines its membership to include two voting faculty and
the chair of the Resources and Planning Council, the BCAHE President, and the WPEA Chief Shop
Steward among its non-voting advisory members. Only after faculty dug that document up and
inquired about it was a second faculty voting position made available. When Valencio Socia reached
out about inclusion in his capacity as Chief Shop Steward, he was told that he could not join
meetings but would be brought in to answer questions when necessary. Yesterday, Resources and
Planning chair Judith Paquette and | were removed from this week’s BRAC meetings. | was active in
the BC Governance system when it was initiated and when BRAC was set up; defining committee
composition across constituencies was not incidental, and non-voting members are not the same as
identified administrative resource liaisons, who often have more of an on-call relationship with
councils. Perhaps if we cared a little more about the arts on this campus, we'd know our Hamilton
well enough to understand that deciding who is in the room where it happens is a big part of how
the sausage gets made. After not engaging BRAC about cuts last quarter, the college is attempting to
limit its engagement and control its membership. You can’t be a day late and a dollar short every
single time you are supposed to engage with the faculty and fix it with an inclusive email signature
about community or partnership or by invoking a bland promise that things aren’t final yet, and
people will be heard at some later date.

The current plan involves one town hall for feedback, scheduled for April 13%, nine days before the
budget deadline as communicated by the administration. This continues a pattern of exceptionally
poor faith communication dressed up as transparency. But in this case it’s particularly dangerous
because the proposed cuts show that the administration does not understand what it is proposing.
They are in the unenviable position of acknowledging that the data isn’t particularly good, but
arguing that we should take permanent action upon it now and somehow be satisfied that the data
in future years will be better. It doesn’t make sense.

If we are looking for short term budget protections and a long-term right-sizing of the institution, we
need to do our due diligence about what the costs of these cuts would actually be. The legislature’s
guidance for budget cuts in section 601 (9) awaiting the governor’s signature states that cuts should
be achieved by reducing appropriations for nonfaculty exempt staff, and that "any cut must
prioritize retaining staff that provide direct student supports." That doesn’t sound like “take a few
weeks and decide which programs to close.” A 1.5% cut to the SBCTC is unpleasant and unfortunate,
but not deep enough for us to do permanent and unnecessary damage to our institution. Running
Start is going to split the difference between where it was a few years ago and where it is today, and
then go back up to present levels in a couple years. Re-proviso-ing High Demand funds further
protects us from allocation shenanigans.



How many students come here because they can complete a Business Transfer degree with an eye
toward the Foster School and participate in a band? How many students stay here and continue to
make academic progress because they are participating in a drama production? How much does the
community need more Early Learning teachers right now? How much time should we spend in
deliberation before we dismantle signature programs like Molecular Bioscience or Interior Design? A
full hour? When in the Strategic Planning process did we decide that the arts don’t matter to us, our
students, or the community?

In response to budget pressure, Renton Tech started with furloughs for cabinet and restricting out-
of-state travel.

The Seattle School District is in the news for its process of bringing stakeholders, including parent
groups, in for broad discussions about priorities and solutions as budgets are being developed,
rather than for a forced choice or a coerced rubber stamp at the end.

We just spent $60,000 sending people to Portland for an Achieving the Dream conference. How
many tens of thousands of dollars should we be spending going to pick up awards that students do
not care about? What are we getting for our $60,000 other than burnishing the CVs of
administrators eyeing their next gig? If we’re talking about difficult choices, how are we choosing to
spend this kind of money ingratiating ourselves with a pay-to-play organization of our peers rather
than making meaningful improvements on our own campus that will seem relevant to students, or
spending it preserving programs that attract students or retain them once they are here?

If there are cuts to be made now, we should follow the legislature’s intent and make them further
away from students and in areas where subsequent adjustments can help us bounce back. Consider
the stakes of leaning out administration too far for a year, or missing some kind of opportunity by
not hiring enough consultants. How does that weigh against the cost of teaching out Interior Design,
or what it would take to get Molecular Bioscience back once we let it go. Do we really want an
empty Carlson theatre and an overfull Office of the Provost?

In the coming months, we’re supposed to be initiating an overall academic plan informed by the
new strategic plan, and we’re coming to the table for a fully open bargain with the faculty. It is
ridiculous to push through something as important and permanent as program cuts in a matter of
weeks when we have no institutional academic planning guidance and an opportunity to bring bold
structural ideas to an open bargain. It’s a decision to act permanently, with less information and
flexibility than we could easily have.

| ask you to look seriously at the administrators and their consistent poor faith in actually bringing
guestions to faculty which are, per both the CBA and the expectations of our accreditors, subject to
faculty consultation. And | beg you to consider the faculty’s level of investment in Bellevue College
and the success of our students. Ask yourself about these extraordinary faculty about to be tenured,
and the commitments that they are making to Bellevue College. The problem here isn’t that faculty
don’t like cuts. It’s that we plan to work here long enough to suffer the outcomes if the
administration’s haste and misguided focus on protecting bloat remains unchecked.

Lindsay Haney
President, Bellevue College Association of Higher Education



