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May 9, 2013   To Faculty, Staff and Students 

 

For half of the 30 years I have taught here I have been involved with 

governance, first on the Education Council and Budget Committee, and 

later on the Board of Governors.  In that time I have admired many 

heroes, some of whom you will have seen at the Senate meeting Tuesday 

afternoon.  Speaker after speaker got up and spoke about the damage the 

proposed cuts will do to students, to diversity, and to Cap’s future.  

Many spoke about the culture of inclusion, of consultation, of 

cooperation that have made Cap strong in the past, and can make Cap 

strong again in the future.   

Mark Battersby is one of my heroes.  He has been working toward a 

cooperative model of governance at the institution for 40 years.  In 1996 

he published an article in the Vancouver Sun in which he said:  

 “Capilano College … had… an early recognition by faculty, 

administration and board that the college runs better when everyone 

works together and shares responsibility.,,, Faculty and administration 

have jointly explored solutions to funding reductions and increased 

student demand by reallocating resources and creating a co-management 

system that requires fewer administrators… We are not in [a] constant 

state of labor hostilities punctuated by open conflict… Both faculty and 

staff are highly trained professionals and, once given the appropriate 

respect and responsibility, will deliver the efficient education the public 

requires.” [M. Battersby, 1996 Feb 06, The Vancouver Sun] 

The following year I was elected to Education Council, and then to the 

Budget Committee.  The Budget Committee was composed of 2 faculty, 

2 students, 1 staff and 1 administrator, and was brand new.  Every year 

we faced the issue that the budget projections were initially 1 or several 
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million dollars short.  Costs rise due to inflation, including step 

increments, computer replacement, parking lot development and repair, 

cleaning, maintenance, security, increased student demand, other 

technology, government reporting requirements and so forth.  Revenues 

never rise as quickly.  The majority of revenue comes from the 

provincial government, as do restrictions on the tuition and other fees 

that Cap can charge.   

So how did we deal with the regularly scheduled shortfall?  Faculty 

never wanted administrators to make the reductions.  While Cap’s 

finance arm could find creative ways to reduce a lot of costs, the issues 

of reducing programs and sections, of great importance to students, 

needed faculty guidance. 

The budget committee considered the objectives of the College: 

diversity, inclusion, and support for the weakest members of society.  To 

measure the success of programs in meeting the objectives we looked at 

the data available.  The province provides a telephone survey of recent 

graduates every year, with information about employment, satisfaction 

with programs, instruction, services and so forth.  Cap is able to survey 

current students about use of, and satisfaction with,  programs, support 

services including registration, counseling, the library, learning centres, 

disability services, use of space, graduation rates, cost per student, etc. 

The budget committee selected the relevant data, asked our institutional 

research arm to collect additional data as we needed it, and put out a grid 

of data, showing for each program how it came on each of the measures.  

The jargon for this data is ‘key performance indicators’ or KPI.  The 

data was public, available on the Cap website.  Every program, every 

employee, every student could see how all programs came out on each 

measurement. 
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The budget committee then set benchmarks for each measure.  If a 

program failed to reach 3 or 4 benchmarks, then the committee looked 

more closely at the program.  Committee members understood that 

numbers never tell the whole story.  Programs often have very good 

reasons for not meeting several benchmarks. 

Usually by about early January the budget committee had sufficient data, 

and determined which programs required a closer look.  The committee 

sent a letter to each of those programs and asked the program to explain 

the numbers, to explain why the program had failed on several 

benchmarks.  When possible, the committee gave the program 6 to 8 

weeks to respond, to allow time for department meeting, gathering data, 

and replying with all the defense they could muster. 

The program responses were written.  The committee wanted data and 

information that could be written carefully and thoughtfully, supported 

by data where possible.  Only very rarely did the budget committee 

allow a speaker from a program. 

Some programs had very good reasons for not meeting the benchmarks.  

Others did not. 

The budget committee then determined which programs it would 

recommend for cancellation, to balance the budget.  The budget 

committee made a recommendation to Education Council (currently 

Senate).  At the EC meeting, programs had a chance to defend 

themselves once again.  Very rarely the Senate changed a budget 

committee recommendation.  

Then EC recommended a balanced budget to the Board.  The Board 

received recommendations from Education Council, the President, and 

each of the 3 unions: Faculty, Staff and Student.  And the Board passed 

the budget. 
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The process was inclusive, collegial, consultative, open, and provided 

lots of opportunity for creative minds to find solutions to budget 

problems.  We never had Board meetings full of College members 

concerned about the decision.   

The first time I saw a Board meeting with many University faculty 

present and angry was in 2011, the first year of President Bulcroft’s 

administration.  I am hopeful I will see many concerned employees and 

students at the Board meeting May 14. 

 

If you will permit a little artistic license… 

The current process reminds me of the 3 monkeys; 

 I don’t see any faculty 

 I don’t want to hear from faculty 

 I don’t speak about the Demise of the Public University. 

Or the 3 witches make a brew: 

 Throw in a comp sci department, not needed in the 21
st
 century;  

 Toss in Interactive Design, Studio Art, Textile Art, Advanced 

Ceramics, Guided Imagery, Illustration and Design  to give colour; 

 Throw in Access to Work, Adult Basic Education, Community 

Development and Outreach as too weak to defend themselves; 

 Mix with Applied Business Technology, Medical Office Assistant, 

Commerce and a couple of full Psychology classes because we don’t 

need jobs; 
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 Toss in Conducting Certificate, Animation Fundamentals, 

Computer Animation,  and the Art Institute since we don’t need these 

little programs 

 Listen to the pot bubble.  Oh the bubbles are speaking, in German, 

but we don’t understand them since we cut the German department. 

The University had lots of time to consult since the Feb 6, 2013 

meeting of about 70 people at which provided draft strategic directions.  

The University had the 3 months of February, March and April in which 

to consult: lots of time.  We did not need 3 blind mice in a little room 

using the knife from the farmer’s wife to cut off the programs they did 

not like.  We did not need the secrecy, lack of consultation, and dictation 

on what to cut. 

We have had ‘World Cafes’ and a ‘Changemaker Challenge’ to get 

faculty input, but on the most important matter of slashing the 

University we have had no faculty input.  The University Community 

developed a Vision, values, mission and goals, but the current cuts do 

not seem to reference, or reverence, these at all.  

We need a major change in process.  We need to look at the budget 

again.  I hope we will find a way, a cooperative, consultative, inclusive 

way forward. 

 

Frank Harris,  May 9, 2013 


