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Good afternoon, Trustees.  

 

I have repeatedly shared with you the challenges that the administration has had in responding with 

timeliness and appropriate focus or urgency to changing or emergent pressures, and that continues to 

be a major concern for the faculty. You have not received a budget today, but when you do, despite the 

fact that you will be under time pressure, I implore you to consider how it is impacted by the issues 

you’ve been hearing about from me and from others all year and what you will hear from our accreditors 

in terms of informed planning and shared governance.  

It is clear at this point that the administration believes that half-truths and lip service are an adequate 

substitute for their responsibilities to consult faculty. The part of this that makes me saddest is that their 

allergy to hearing from faculty is leading to poor outcomes for the college and its students.  

In the fall, BCAHE had to grieve the administration’s approach to program closure over its disregard for 

the Collective Bargaining Agreement. The effect of the college’s action was an uninformed plan, 

backtracking, and a loss of trust. Major tenets of the grievance settlement we arrived at addressed how 

the college would more appropriately execute the existing CBA language in the event that future 

program cuts were to be contemplated. We are waiting for the college to provide us with a clear timeline 

and communication plan regarding any future changes in order to avoid management failing to live up to 

either a plain-language reading of the CBA or to the settlement agreed to earlier this year. It is not clear 

how they will make up the time that they have squandered by pretending that they are farther along in 

the process than they are.  

At this point, the college has not identified to BCAHE or to the campus at large the ACTUAL program cuts 

they propose. This is a necessary first step in the process for program cuts or consolidation. We need to 

know what they are actually planning in order to give the feedback that they need to hear. Since the very 

broad list of programs circulated before the last board meeting, which identified programs which COULD 

be eliminated or consolidated, things have been busy in all the wrong ways. We all had a dance party in 

here together, the administration hosted a budget town hall meeting where we were given an improved 

outlook and parameters for a much narrower understanding of the kinds of programs which might be 

under threat, we were told that deans should be faculty’s source for information on whether a particular 

program was slated for elimination, when deans shared that information—including about programs 

that did not fit the new narrower parameters described at the town hall—we were told that it was in 

error, and when the union followed up about the status of some of those programs, we were told that 

they were under continued threat because nobody had risen in defense of those programs, particularly 

compared to programs that had come to the last board meeting in force or received letters from 

community partners.  

Beyond compliance with their responsibilities to shared governance or to the CBA—which are critical—

“We’re going to identify 40% of the college as being under the knife and see who makes the most noise” 

is not an effective planning process. Even if they weren’t violating central principles of academic 

governance or the language of the CBA, it would be incredibly poor management.  



The work of figuring out who does what and what the impact of various program cuts would be has not 

yet truly started, much less advanced to a point where cuts may be credibly proposed. 

The administration knows this. They have, to their credit, acknowledged that the program viability 

process they rolled out earlier in the year simply does not yield the kind of information necessary to 

make informed decisions. They have committed to a timeline for creating a more effective program 

viability process, standing up a task force with its first meeting coming at the start of next month and 

working through the summer and into the fall to establish effective metrics by which cuts could be 

assessed. That group will also need to identify a means for understanding the impacts that cuts to one 

program will have on enrollments in other areas so that we’ll have some way to calculate those costs 

against any payroll savings. But I am told that work starts June 8th.  

I ask you at this point to ensure that the administration understands that they are currently in no 

position to make decisions about cuts or consolidations to programs. In order for the faculty to provide 

meaningful input about the impacts and ramifications of particular program cuts and/or consolidations, 

the administration needs to provide a specific proposal (or even a set of possible proposals). In no way 

are faculty opposed to change or set upon doing things exactly the way we’ve always done them just 

because.  We do, however, have both programmatic expertise and historical context that are necessary 

to avoid complications and ensure student success. We simply have to get those kinds of changes right 

and nobody can look you in the face and say that they have either done what the CBA requires or what 

responsible stewardship of the college would dictate.  

I understand and embrace the need for budget reduction, as does the faculty at large. But program 

eliminations and consolidations do not flex particularly well, and given the way this is being handled and 

the contempt that has been shown for faculty input over the past two years, I hope you’ll understand 

our inability to invest in the idea that today’s cuts can be addressed by vague plans for building back in 

the future or for reimagining approaches in the next year. It is irresponsible to identify program cuts 

without meaningful analysis and before implementing administrative furloughs (as many of our peers 

have done) or serious cuts in goods and services.  

As you know, the legislature included clear language with this budget indicating that if cuts need to be 

made, they should be as far from students as possible. I can’t imagine what would be further away from 

students than leadership furloughs or taking money out of the budget for consultants.   

Keep in mind that in round numbers, our spending on goods and services—the part of the budget where 

consultants live—has gone up from less than 12 million to almost 20 million dollars in the past seven 

years, more than doubling growth in other areas of the budget. I encourage you to take a good look at 

the miniscule cuts that the various divisions of the college identified in that area. At the same time, you 

may consider that in the three years ending December 2025, we spent over $568,000 with one search 

firm. I understand the principle that we engage consultants when we believe that they add value, but I 

have to question the utility when we have the kind of turnover we’ve seen or we fire one set of 

consultants deep into our strategic plan and start paying another set, or we pay good money for a 

program viability spreadsheet that is wholly insufficient for the task at hand.  

We’ll hear more soon, but for now the accreditors have told us that we’ve got a serious problem with 

our lack of a “formal, scalable, inclusive process for resource management.” That’s not a time for 

changing what programs we offer or trying to rush a consolidation that faculty believe will have a 



negative effect on the curriculum and on student outcomes. It’s not a wise time to start creating a crisis 

in confidence among students who are interested in our offerings. If we don’t hire consultants for a year, 

our opportunity cost is capped at missing out on whatever dubious value they may have provided that 

year. I suppose we’d have to get by with the work product of the people who are already paid to do a job 

here. But right now it seems clear that we’re actually admitting that we don’t know what the costs of 

program closure or consolidation would be. Yet somehow the administration is suggesting that they 

should make program cuts rather than focusing on non-permanent, reversable, or other lower-impact 

areas that would take less from our students.   

Other than that, I am pleased to report that BCAHE is looking forward to a productive bargain. We’re 

committed to the traditional areas of exercising our professionalism and expertise to support students as 

well as faculty at Bellevue College, and we are hopeful that we’ll all be able to find a reasonable and 

timely agreement that respects our role in the college and brings faculty back in the fall ready for a new 

year and new challenges.    
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