
Faculty Report to the Bellevue College Board of Trustees, 17 June 2026 
 

Good afternoon, Trustees.  

 

I’d like to offer some context on faculty’s concerns about the administration’s approach to budgeting. As 

I’ve said to you in the past, faculty are not blind to the need for long-term planning or fundamentally 

opposed to cuts of any kind. What we are is dismayed, disrespected, and terrified for the future of the 

college and for our students. I think you’ll see that our concerns are rooted in problems that our 

accreditors have highlighted, particularly around shared governance and budget-informed long-term 

planning. One of the major reasons for this is the unpredictable and ill-considered approach to cuts 

without understanding the functions and interconnections of student-facing supports and programs 

being put under the knife, including ones not reflected in the budget slides circulated ahead of this 

meeting. When combined with an incurious approach to learning about the college, this is a recipe for 

long-term and difficult-to-reverse damage to our ability to serve our existing students and to attract new 

ones.  

Partway through Dr. May’s first year here, he told us that meaningful progress at the college would have 

to wait until there was a Provost to handle more of the inward-facing concerns. I reviewed my notes 

from the Provost’s first town hall a year ago today, and much of the story at that time was about the 

work we couldn’t get done in her first year because of turnover in Academic Affairs administration, but 

that Dr. Awuah was going to turn that around for us in the Vice Provost’s role. With gratitude for the 

presence and experience of Dr. Pryor and Executive Director Lane, and with only good wishes for the 

health of everyone associated with the college, we have whipsawed from a situation in which people 

needed years and hundreds of thousands of dollars’ worth of consultants to make a plan, to one in 

which the utility of programs and supports that took years to build are being decided by folks who have 

been here for four months or less and are serving outside of their expected roles. It’s not reasonable to 

expect them to have the lay of the land while they have spent most of their time here trying to hold the 

place together with both hands. But it’s not the right time for cuts to programs and supports, either.  

Many of our concerns stem from the cuts being uninformed and from the administration’s efforts to 

keep the conversation about cuts away from those of us who could add any accuracy or complexity to 

their understanding of what they are discarding. We don’t want to see things cut because someone 

doesn’t understand what it does or what it connects to. 

Faculty have had limited opportunities to get questions answered or be in meaningful dialogue as the 

budget was developed. As our feedback from NWCCU indicated, the administration has not been using 

BRAC for meaningful feedback throughout the process. Budget Town Halls do give the administration an 

opportunity to share information, but question time is very limited and faculty are left to extrapolate 

from shifts in synonyms or phrasing about the difference between no major cuts to programs or no cuts 

to major programs or no cuts of or to large programs. I have shared with a number of folks that the most 

puzzling part of this for me is that when a proposed cut or category of cuts drops off the list following a 

public outpouring of concern, the administration would prefer not to call attention to that fact. We have 

to load lists into Word and compare them to see what’s missing. It is deeply concerning that leadership 

would prefer we not notice that they made an adjustment that we asked for, rather than them proudly 

advertising the occasions on which they have actually listened. We’re left to presume, based upon their 

behavior, that they believe listening is a weakness. That is terrifying in a leader and contrary to basic 

expectations of shared governance.  



This is happening while the college is failing to execute some very basic management functions. At the 

moment, Academic Affairs is failing to generate accurate enough information for faculty to be paid in a 

timely or correct manner in several areas of the college, including through newly-implemented 

procedures. It’s not just a matter of still catching up with ctcLink, but in some cases making a new rule to 

make a process more top-down, and implementing it without working tools or a pilot, with predictable 

results. 

This was another subject of the Provost’s Town Hall a year ago—the new day we were about to find in 

Academic Operations. Right now, nearly all of the Full-Time nursing faculty are months overdue for 

moonlight pay due to the college’s—not the program’s—inability to make consistent calculations and 

establish which of their courses count toward their regular teaching load and which are the moonlights 

that we desperately need them to cover, because everybody—even the legislature—knows how hard up 

we are for nurses in the classroom. Some have essentially taught one and a half times a full load for the 

year and haven’t been paid for anything beyond their regular load. My understanding is that L&I is 

involved at this point, and if the college is forced to pay penalties on that late pay, it will be a shocking 

waste, but it won’t be the first time we have had to do so.  

This is the environment in which faculty are expected to stand by and watch programs and supports be 

cut. The people who can’t figure out how not to withhold tens of thousands of dollars from the most 

mobile of our faculty—for whom the legislature sent us high demand money on the principle that 

people like to be paid for their work and that paying them will keep them from quitting—are the ones 

telling us and telling you that they know best, they have made a thorough investigation, and that it’s 

time for cuts to come to Academic Affairs.  

Other engaged faculty will continue to share analysis about the perennial conservativeness of our 

enrollment estimates and question the premise on which some of these cuts are made. I hope you have 

listened to them and will continue to do so. But I’m saying that if there are to be cuts, the current state 

of our management’s work product does not support subverting legislative will and making cuts in areas 

that directly impact students. The administration has not demonstrated the need for cuts in sensitive 

areas that will be difficult to reestablish once we realize we’ve made a mistake. An administration that 

will not identify designees or even acknowledge extended absences cannot in good faith argue that 

furloughs are excessively disruptive, if indeed cuts are necessary. We’ve demonstrated it can be done. 

Similarly, the 13% increase for Goods and Services/Personal Services (from which outside consultants are 

paid) from this year’s anticipated to next year’s budgeted amount is a slap in the face. That’s a $2.5 

million increase in the most flexible category of our budget while Student Affairs is cutting positions and 

hours to save $200,000 and student-supporting labs are facing cuts or elimination. These are the areas in 

which we should look while the administration makes a more proper assessment of how to budget for 

the future in line with our values and our responsibilities to our students.  
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