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The Educational Policy Institute was founded in 2002 to fulfill a need for more rigorous educational research and to create better 
linkages between research and public policy. We provide research design and management, program evaluation, policy analysis, 
and technical assistance to school districts, institutions of higher education, governmental organizations, and other stakeholders 
in the educational and public policy arena.  

Much of EPI’s research focuses on the access to and through postsecondary education. Many of EPI’s projects are related to 
federally-funded initiatives involving the preparation and training of teachers, school reform efforts, student college readiness, 
postsecondary retention, return on investment in education, and workforce outcomes. EPI is a Certified Small Business (SBA) and 
qualified US Department of Education ED-SAT contractor.  

EPI’s clients include the US Department of Education, Lumina Foundation for Education, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, the 
National Council on Disability, UNESCO, OECD, and school districts and postsecondary institutions around the United States and 
Canada. 

Our extensive work in the area of student success has resulted in the creation of SwailLandis, an EPI subsidiary dedicated to 
improving practice at postsecondary institutions. We have worked with hundreds of colleges on issues related to student retention 
and success and strategic enrollment management. 

 

This study was conducted by Dr. Watson Scott Swail and Ms. Kimberly Ann Landis. 

 

Visit www.educationalpolicy.org for additional information. 
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Seattle Colleges is recognized as an exemplary learning 
institution that transforms lives, promotes equity, and 

enriches the community.1 
 
 

 
 

 
1 Board of Trustees (July 13, 2017) 
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Executive Summary 

For the past 50 years, Seattle Colleges has served Seattle’s youth and adult 
populations, preparing them not only for the workforce, but for productive 
and meaningful lives. A half century after its founding, Seattle Colleges finds 
itself in a much different higher education environment. Decreasing public 
financial support for higher education, increased competition for students, 
globalization of financial markets, and the proliferation of public, private, and 
for-profit postsecondary options have altered the landscape considerably.  

In 2017, based in large part on a white paper written by Seattle Colleges 
chancellor Shouan Pan and a report by consultant Jean Floten, Achieving Sys-
tem Integration (ASI) was launched as a major initiative of the colleges. ASI is 
a multiphase process designed to transition Seattle Colleges to a more effi-
cient and integrated system that allows the colleges to improve services to 
students and the community. The underlying considerations for an ASI initia-
tive are based on the following guiding principles of Seattle Colleges:  

1. Will it positively impact student success?  
2. Will it improve organizational excellence? 
3. Will it balance integration and differentiation?  
4. Will it allow Seattle Colleges to become more financially sustainable?  

In September 2019, the Educational Policy Institute was engaged to conduct 
a review of the ASI initiative with the purpose of documenting and assessing 
what had been achieved from Phase I while considering what could be con-
sidered in a possible ASI Phase II. This work involved a survey of over 700 
Seattle Colleges staff; a site visit to the colleges; a series of focus groups and 
interviews; and the review of materials related to ASI.  

 

Defining ASI — Phase I 
EPI worked to define what Phase I of ASI incorporated, given that there has 
been some lack of clarity on this issue. Here is a listing and brief description 
of Phase I.  

 

Original ASI Initiatives 
 
1. Foundation Integration. Seattle Colleges began to integrate the four ex-

isting non-profit foundations of North, Central, South, and Siegal Center 
into one non-profit entity. Integrating the foundations potentially creates 
an opportunity to raise significantly more funds for the entire Seattle Col-
leges than doing so in separate, competitive silos. South’s foundation 
chose not to integrate. The conversion process took two years to com-
plete and was fully staffed by summer 2019. 

2. HR Integration. In early 2017, the chancellor announced to staff that Se-
attle Colleges would centralize Human Resources (HR) by October of that 
year. College presidents remain in charge of hiring processes, but all 
hires, including those for the Siegal Center, are decided on collectively 
by the college presidents and the chancellor. Centralizing HR has stream-
lined processes, even though there have been initial growing pains. 

3. Information Technology. IT was centralized to alleviate duplication, 
streamline processes, and bring all colleges under a common understand-
ing and operational umbrella. A CIO was hired for Seattle Colleges and 
they have been able to standardize the following processes: Wi-Fi net-
work; login processes; new print software for all student labs; software 
renewal processes; and anew and consolidated IT Services website. 

4. Web Development. Seattle Colleges integrated web services across the 
District to improve student experiences, streamline the enrollment pro-
cess, centralize academic program information, and increase the return 
on investment on resources dedicated to web development and mainte-
nance. The benefit of centralizing hardware and software includes sharing 
best practices, universal code development, streamlined management, 
and overall efficiencies.  
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Secondary ASI Initiatives 
 

5. International Programs. International Programs (IP) was originally listed as 
a possible Phase II ASI item2, but in reality, has been working on integra-
tion and centralization for the past two years. Since 2014, IP saw enroll-
ment plunge from 3,621 student to 2,020 students—a precipitous decline 
of 44 percent. The decline necessitated a change in operations to right-
size the organization and also prepare it to market aggressively for all 
three colleges collectively rather than individually. 

6. Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion. Seattle Colleges built into its 2018-20 Op-
erational Plan the development of an Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI) 
plan to create: (a) common language for racial equity, diversity, and inclu-
sion; (b) promote practices that infuse the concepts of EDI; (c) recruit, hire, 
support, and mentor employees to develop and retain a stable and di-
verse workforce; (d) continue working toward the goal of eliminating the 
racial equity gap in order to achieve success for all students; and (e) im-
prove intercultural competency among employees and students through 
professional development and curriculum. 

7. Corporate Training. Seattle Colleges provides specialized training pro-
grams for corporate customers throughout the Seattle metropolitan area. 
For the past two years, Corporate Training has worked to centralize pro-
cesses and expand its services to the Seattle industrial and business com-
munity.  

8. Continuing Education. As with Corporate Training, Continuing Education 
began to develop an integration plan to be in accordance with ASI. Initial 
actions involved establishing regular communications between the direc-
tors and staff across Seattle Colleges. They now share information on best 
practices and share resources. The Continuing Education staff were able 
to eliminate the redundancy of three similar-but-different processes for 
each college and create streamlined processes that worked for all of 
them.  

 
2 As identified in May 28, 2019 Board of Trustees Retreat PowerPoint.  

Parallel Initiatives 
 

9. Seattle Promise. Over a seven-year period starting in 2018, Seattle Prom-
ise will allocate $40.7 million to Seattle Colleges to support the further 
education of students from Seattle Public Schools. The project will ex-
pand the 13th Year Seattle Promise Scholarship program to further open 
the doors of opportunity for Seattle students.3 Administered jointly by the 
City of Seattle and Seattle Colleges, the program will include outreach to 
all 17 Seattle Public Schools high schools in 2019-20 for enrollment at the 
Seattle Colleges in fall 2020. 

10. Starfish Student Success Solutions. Starfish is a third-party retention solu-
tion purchased by Seattle Colleges to provide advising services, commu-
nication tools, early alerts, predictive analytics, and other supports for 
institutional practitioners that will help students succeed. Starfish aligns 
student data systems and provides advisors and faculty members with in-
formation to support the student advising process. Seattle Colleges has 
scheduled over 20,000 student appointments between May and Novem-
ber of 2019 using Starfish.  

11. Seattle Pathways. Seattle Pathways is a Seattle Colleges branded version 
of Guided Pathways, a national research-based framework that clarifies 
the college experience for students. Seattle Pathways incorporates a clar-
ification of the educational pathway to and through college/workforce 
and a simplified understanding for students of what they need to do to 
navigate college.  

12. Common Areas of Study. Seattle Colleges has worked towards “Common 
Areas of Study” to ensure that educational pathways are aligned across 
the three colleges. This has resulted in a cross-college agreement on 
eight common meta-majors with the premise being that there should not 
be variation across the colleges in certain core disciplines. Common Areas 
of Study, in partnership with Seattle Pathways, has the potential to 
streamline opportunities for students.  

  

3 https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/DEEL/FEPP%20Levy%20Implementation%20and%20Evalua-
tion%20Plan.pdf.  



Seattle Colleges — Achieving System Integration 

educationalpolicy.org Executive Summary  7 

Looking to the Future — Phase II 
Areas for Phase II consideration include:  

Communications. External and internal communications is important for a 
large, distributed organization such as Seattle Colleges. Some of the associ-
ated activities for communications include student communications, recruit-
ment, employee communications, chancellor communications, community 
relations, alumni relations, development/advancement communications, im-
age and reputation, and graphic design.  

Institutional Research and Planning. In 2017, Seattle Colleges began to inte-
grate the institutional research/effectiveness efforts. However, a 2018 set of 
recommendations for IR was not approved. The IR team recommended that 
certain global issues should be consolidated at Siegal Center leaving the col-
leges to focus on issues germane at that local level. Thus, common reporting 
at the local, state, and federal level as well as consolidation of data processing 
in support of Seattle Promise and other major initiatives would be conducted 
at the district level, whereas college-level analysis, including accreditation, 
IRBs, and localized operational planning, would remain at the college. 

Distance Learning. Distance Learning/eLearning is currently offered at each 
of the three colleges. At a time when more students are looking for flexible 
methods to fulfil their educational and training needs, eLearning needs to be 
a consideration for integrating marketing, recruitment, enrollment, and reten-
tion of future students. eLearning opportunities allow students to fill gaps in 
schedules/requirements when on-college courses are full or unavailable.  

Grants. Historically, the three colleges have been in charge of their grant op-
erations, which mostly involve federal and philanthropic funding. While this is 
listed as a Phase II item, some level of centralization has occurred recently, 
mostly at a fiduciary level. There is an opportunity for centralizing these func-
tions that could lesson burdens on the colleges while still allowing local con-
trol.  

Recruitment and Marketing. There is currently no formal organizational struc-
ture facilitating integration in this area. An informal group meets bi-weekly 
and has developed a recruitment strategic plan and implemented a customer 
relationship management (CRM) system. A formal organizational structure 
and transitioning recruiters to generalists would enable Seattle Colleges to 
quickly capitalize on the ASI and Seattle Pathway efforts.  

Accreditation. The issue of joint accreditation is a consistent part of the ASI 
dialogue. While accreditation was on an initial list of items for consideration 
(2017), Seattle Colleges leadership decided it was best to leave “primary ac-
creditation responsibilities… at the colleges.” However, we think there should 
be new consideration for accreditation alignment or joint accreditation based 
on the four guiding principles. With the purpose of ASI to align and consoli-
date processes while allowing the colleges to be run under a site-based man-
agement premise, aligning or consolidating accreditation would improve 
system integration.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 
Overall, our take on ASI is that many in the Seattle Colleges community, in-
cluding those who are more overtly against or concerned about some of the 
initiatives, understand that changes must be made to meet the needs of a 
different era of higher education. As described and understood, some of the 
items in ASI Phase I were already on the development track. If there existed 
no white paper or Floten report, Seattle Promise, Seattle Pathways, Starfish, 
and Common Areas of Study would have gone forward. However, the nature 
of these initiatives drives system integration. It is perhaps by great happen-
stance that the concept for ASI came together at a precipitous time for Seattle 
Colleges. The trustees and key staff knew enough from recent history and 
trends that change was vital to sustainability. The hiring of the chancellor set 
up an opportunity, as communicated through his white paper, to begin a 
greater dialogue and process about systemic change.  

It is important to note that ASI has made progress in the following areas: 

• Human Resources (HR) is more aligned and integrated across all sites; 
• Information Technology (IT) has been enhanced and systems up-

graded; 
• Web Development has aligned software and services; 
• Core courses are more standardized and available at each college; 
• Curriculum and pre-requisites have been aligned and simplified 

across Seattle Colleges; 
• Continuing Education and Corporate Training have standardized pro-

cesses and encouraged collaboration across Seattle Colleges; 
• eLearning is at a place where it can grow and expand access to Seat-

tle Colleges for potential students;  
• The Foundation is in a position to increase development through new 

and existing philanthropic partners; 
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• International Programs can now market collectively and work towards 
rebuilding enrollment and revenues; 

• Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI) is focusing on issues important 
to faculty, staff, and students; 

• Seattle Pathways has formalized processes and clarified pathways for 
students; 

• Starfish has resulted in a common approach to student advising and 
support. 

The above list is not exhaustive. Many other items could be added by stake-
holders, but it provides an example of how Seattle Colleges is building a bet-
ter organization for the purposes of sustainability and service to the 
community. With this, we have specific thoughts and recommendations for 
Seattle Colleges as it works towards further excellence and service for the City 
of Seattle and its citizens. 

Clarify the scope and metrics of ASI. It is critical that leadership—at the trus-
tee, Siegal Center, and college levels—clarify the intent and direction of Se-
attle Colleges and the ASI initiative. Messages should continue to clarify and 
underscore the reasons why ASI is so important. Seattle Colleges should 
champion the progress and success of ASI to date and continue to work to-
wards further success on all ASI initiatives. 

Provide consistent, clear, and comprehensive communication about ASI 
across all levels of the Seattle Colleges. Establishing clear and transparent 
communications about all things ASI is critical to the success of the individual 
initiatives and Seattle Colleges as a whole. It is our consensus that more in-
formation will increase ASI’s potential for success. 

Recommit to a process that is engaging, inclusive, transparent, and con-
sistent. Seattle Colleges can borrow from the Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion 
playbook and be more inclusive of the faculty and staff of Seattle Colleges by 
investing in their thoughts and perspectives. Seattle Colleges leadership can 
make information transparent and provide a consistency in messaging that 
would increase awareness and knowledge. Seattle Colleges has a present-
day opportunity to engage the entire community in up-to-date discussions 
surrounding the success, lessons learned, and the work to be done.  

Conduct an internal assessment of the impact of ASI to date. We strongly 
encourage ASI to conduct a review of ASI within each program area to identify 
and address the status of efficiencies, effectiveness, and areas of concern to 
date. It would be worthwhile to have consistent and standardized reports on 
where each area resides with respect to system integration including fact-

based acknowledgement of what has happened, where things are related to 
stated goals (quantitative and qualitative data), what is left to achieve, and 
what some of the barriers and successes have been.  

Identify potential areas of integration (Phase II) to align with Seattle Colleges 
strategic plan. Seattle Colleges has an opportunity to engage Seattle Col-
leges staff and faculty to vet potential areas for integration to increase student 
success, organizational excellence, fiscal sustainability, and balance integra-
tion and differentiation. This process can identify potential downsides, in-
crease transparency, clarify intention, and bolster support towards a common 
goal.  

 

Final Thoughts 
Through 50 years, Seattle Colleges has been an important force in promoting 
educational equity and workforce development of the city and region; not just 
for those who attended, but for others whose lives are impacted by the con-
nections of the North, Central, and South colleges with business, industry, 
and community.  

The decision to create ASI was bold and forward thinking. Chancellor Pan’s 
white paper is an exceptional strategic position paper on how to move Seattle 
Colleges forward to ensure the future prosperity of the organization while 
continuing to provide excellent educational opportunities for Seattle youth 
and adults. Channeling energies in a proactive, considered, and measured 
manner will improve Seattle College’s situation. The alternative of doing noth-
ing today could mean that nothing may exist tomorrow. There is a tangible 
cost to status quo.  

The success of any endeavor on behalf of Seattle Colleges requires the input 
and commitment of all stakeholders of the organization. The faculty, staff, and 
administrators from North, Central, and South colleges; the administrators 
and staff at the Siegal Center; the Board of Trustees; the business and indus-
trial community of Greater Seattle; the policymakers at the local and state 
levels; and ultimately the community and people of Seattle all need to be 
considered.  
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Introduction  

For 50 years, Seattle Colleges has served Seattle’s youth and adult popula-
tions, preparing them not only for the workforce, but for productive and 
meaningful lives. Each year, the three Seattle Colleges — North, Central, and 
South — educate approximately 45,000 students and 19,000 FTEs.4 Seattle 
Colleges is an important fixture in the city and provides a critical resource for 
business, industry, community, and culture.  

A half century after its founding, Seattle Colleges finds itself in a much differ-
ent higher education environment. Decreasing public financial support for 
higher education, increased competition for students, globalization of finan-
cial markets, and the proliferation of public, private, and for-profit postsec-
ondary options have altered the landscape considerably.  

In 2016, the Board of Trustees hired Chancellor Shouan Pan with purpose. 
The Board identified “Four Guiding Principles” that include Student Success, 
Organizational Excellence, Balance of Integration and Differentiation, and Fis-
cal Stability in recognition that Seattle Colleges had to change with the times.5 
Shortly after Dr. Pan joined Seattle Colleges, he released a white paper titled 
“Achieving System Integration: An Imperative for Seattle Colleges” (February 
2017). Building on the Four Guiding Principles, Dr. Pan outlined the strengths 
and challenges of Seattle Colleges and identified areas for integration to 
strengthen the condition and purpose of the system.  

“Given our immediate and longer-term financial challenges, we must 
recognize the need and the urgency to review and re-conceptualize 
our existing organizational structures, staffing patterns, operational 
processes, and organizational habits — in short, a top-to-bottom col-
lective effort to become more efficient and more effective with our 
limited resources.” 

“We need to improve public confidence and support for Seattle Col-
leges by tearing down organizational silos and integrating adminis-
trative functions. Toward this end, the District will convene internal 
and external stakeholders to advise on the development of one 

 
4 Data from College Navigator (https://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/) 

mission, one vision, and a common set of values and strategic priori-
ties for Seattle Colleges.” 

Upon Dr. Pan’s presentation of the white page at the February 2017 Board 
meeting, the Board of Trustees fully endorsed the direction of integration and 
voted unanimously to support the initiation of Achieving System Integration 
(ASI). In spring 2017, consultant Jean Floten was hired to conduct a compre-
hensive review of the structures and processes at Seattle Colleges. As de-
scribed in her report, Seattle Colleges “cannot depend upon the traditional 
strategies, successful practices, and skills it has relied upon in the past.” 

“In order to make changes of this magnitude, the consultant recom-
mends clearer delineations of authority, more differentiation among 
the colleges and district functions, and a dedicated focus on inte-
grated planning, budgeting, organizational excellence, and sustaina-
bility. To that end, it is the opinion of the consultant that the Seattle 
Colleges should be a centralized system of three semi-autonomous 
colleges and, if the Board of Trustees of the Seattle Colleges supports 

5 The four guiding principles were referenced in the ASI Q&A Paper, 2017 as being formally adopted by the Board of 
Trustees in October 2016 (https://www.seattlecolleges.edu/district/district/documents/ASI_QA_final.pdf) 
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this change, it should take formal action to create an unambiguous 
and clear path forward.” 

In August 2017, an External Panel of Community Leaders6 were brought on to 
further advise Seattle Colleges: 

“We are severely concerned with the current pressures and trends the 
Seattle Colleges are facing, and the lack of a clear path toward sus-
tainability. The critical work and important mission of the Seattle Col-
leges is at serious risk if a new direction is not established and a new 
course is not chartered. We are optimistic that the Achieving System 
Integration process will be placed at the forefront and the crisis facing 
Seattle Colleges can create tremendous opportunities for the Col-
leges and its students.” 

They continued, 

“We strongly endorse efforts to set a new strategic direction for Se-
attle Colleges. It is also critical that the entire District be working to-
ward one mission, vision, values, and set of common goals.” 

The panel recommended that a number of areas be addressed, requiring re-
alignment of strategies and processes and centralizing those that make sense. 
These included: 

• Creation of a districtwide Strategic Enrollment Management System, 
so that functions such as marketing, recruitment, admission, registra-
tion, financial aid, and course scheduling can be streamlined and be-
come much more efficient.  

• An integrated and consolidated approach to Seattle Colleges’ finan-
cial management. 

• Hiring of a Chief Information Officer, who will report to the chancellor, 
and an integrated and consolidated approach to improve and stream-
line technology systems and contain costs. 

• An integrated and consolidated approach to Marketing and Commu-
nications, including web development and SCCtv. 

 
6 The ASI External Panel of Community Leaders included: Steven Mullin—President, Washington Roundtable; Steven 
Johnson—Former City Economic Development Head, CEO of Impact Hub Seattle; Dan Dixon—Chief Community En-
gagement Officer, Providence Health and Services; Veronica Alicea-Galván—Judge, King County Superior Court; 
Frank Blethen—Owner, Seattle Times; Suzanne Estey—President/CEO of Economic Development Council of Seattle 
and King County; Daryl Campbell—President/CEO of Seattle/King County Goodwill Industry; Al Davis—Principal, 

• An integrated and consolidated approach to Human Resources and 
Professional Development. 

• An integrated and consolidated approach to Corporate & Custom-
ized Training. 

• An integrated and consolidated approach to other areas under ex-
ploration such as environmental health and safety, security, emer-
gency planning, capital project planning and implementation, 
purchasing/procurement and fundraising, including consistently sup-
porting one Seattle Colleges Foundation. 

• Exploration of an integrated and consolidated approach to grant writ-
ing, and at least a more coordinated districtwide process. 

• Continued implementation of a unified approach to external and gov-
ernment relations and strategic planning led by the Siegal Center. 

• Continued exploration of organizational improvements and efficien-
cies in instruction and student services. 

And so began the ASI era. Based in large part on the chancellor’s white paper 
and the Floten report, the chancellor started working collaboratively with the 
college presidents, faculty, and staff, including the three employee unions 
and external stakeholders, to create a new path forward for the Seattle Col-
leges. In 2017 alone, we documented eight (8) emails from the chancellor to 
Seattle Colleges staff regarding ASI. In addition, they began the process of 
listening sessions and other activities to actively engage Seattle Colleges fac-
ulty and staff. 

As described, ASI is a multiphase process designed to transition Seattle Col-
leges from its current organizational structure to a more efficient and inte-
grated system that allows the colleges to improve services to students and 
the community. Ultimately, what makes something a candidate for ASI should 
be carefully considered using Seattle Colleges guiding principles:  

1. Will it positively impact student success?  
2. Will it improve organizational excellence? 
3. Will it balance integration and differentiation?  
4. Will it allow Seattle Colleges to become more financially sustainable?  

 

Revitalization Partners, LLC; Pearl Leung—External Affairs Director, Vulcan Inc.; Brian Surratt—Director, Economic De-
velopment, Seattle; Sandra Madrid—Special Assistant to the Vice President for Minority Affairs, University of Washing-
ton. 
 



Seattle Colleges — Achieving System Integration 

educationalpolicy.org   11 

This Project 
In August 2019, Seattle Colleges hired — through a competitive process — 
the Educational Policy Institute (EPI) to conduct a review of the ASI initiative. 
The purpose of the project was to document and assess what had been 
achieved from Phase I and consider what could be conducted in a possible 
ASI Phase II. A core piece of this process was to listen and document the 
sentiments of faculty and staff across the entire organization. 

Our work was informed by initial conversations with Seattle Colleges leader-
ship and expanded to include faculty and staff throughout the system. An 
initial survey was developed and distributed to all Seattle Colleges’ faculty 
and staff. Almost 700 staff members — approximately one-third of total staff 
— took the time to complete the web-based survey over a three-week period. 
The 17-question survey (see page 45) also collected 2,242 open-ended com-
ments by respondents. These comments were critical to our understanding of 
not only ASI but Seattle Colleges itself. Many are used in this report and a 
sampling of comments is provided in the Appendix. 

 

ASI is a multiphase process designed to 
transition Seattle Colleges from its current 
organizational structure to a more efficient 

and integrated system that allows the 
colleges to improve services to students 

and the community. 

 

During our site visit to Seattle Colleges in September, EPI conducted four 
listening sessions: one at each of the colleges as well as the Siegal Center. 
Over 600 comments were categorized by themes (tagged and sortable) from 
more than 180 faculty and staff who participated in these sessions. Three fo-
cus groups were held at the Siegal Center with 18 participants that included 
college presidents, vice presidents, and assistant/vice chancellors. Sixteen 
phone/video individual interviews were held between September 4 and No-
vember 12 with the chancellor, assistant & vice chancellors, directors, union 
representatives, and four of the five Seattle Colleges trustees.  

Finally, we reviewed materials that included over 60 documents shared with 
us from Seattle Colleges that include Board of Trustees reports and presen-
tations, operational plans, committee memos, external stakeholder letters, 
emails, and financial data. Additional information was provided to us from a 
variety of stakeholders, including union representatives. We reviewed and 
gathered information from the Seattle Colleges associated websites. 

Much time and effort went into data analysis. While quantitative analysis of 
survey data was kept to a descriptive level, the qualitative analysis of open-
ended comments was extensive. We developed sophisticated spreadsheets 
and coded items by theme. Once sorted, we began to aggregate comments 
to inform this report. The same was done for interviews, focus groups, and 
listening sessions. We have taken special precautions to guard data in order 
to protect the integrity of the process as well as the privacy of those who 
participated in this process. No identifiable information will be provided to 
Seattle Colleges as a result of this study. 

The report is divided into several sections. Defining ASI attempts to clarify 
and perhaps re-define what ASI is while also providing a summary of each 
Phase I initiative. Looking to the Future is a discussion about possible ASI 
Phase II initiatives. Strengths of Seattle Colleges takes comments collected 
from our various data collection efforts to illustrate how faculty and staff view 
their colleges. Finally, Conclusions and Recommendations provide a cap-
stone piece that provides some reflection and advise on moving forward. An 
appendix provides additional information for review. 

One additional note. We use many quotes that were obtained from the sur-
vey’s open-ended questions, interviews, focus groups, and listening sessions. 
We chose not to identify the name, type, or level of the commenter for privacy 
reasons. However, it is safe to say that the quotes herein balanced with regard 
to reflecting the entirety of faculty, staff, and administration across Seattle 
Colleges.  
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Limitations 
As with all studies and assessments, there are several limitations to consider. 
First, EPI conducted this work within a relatively tight time parameter. Work 
began at the start of September with an expectation of a report by mid-Oc-
tober. However, an extension was requested and granted to provide addi-
tional time to review information collected. The amount of data provided a 
challenge for review and analysis. With over 2,200 comments from the survey 
alone, plus another 700 comments from interviews and focus groups, it was 
difficult to capture the nuance of every thought or statement. We worked dil-
igently to align themes and comments to inform our work. Discussion was 
limited to recurring comments and themes as opposed to “one offs,” which 
are typically anecdotal and not always representative of the situation. In some 
cases, we made judgements on the generalizability of comments from faculty, 
staff, and trustees by triangulating the findings with other materials and infor-
mation. This helped ensure a level of validity and generalizability. While some 
readers and stakeholders may not feel that the report illustrates their strong 
views, we did our best to bring critical issues to the top and provide an equal-
ity of perspective across the organization. By its nature, qualitative analysis is 
an imprecise science but helps identify areas to validate, address, and/or re-
solve. 

We were unable to ascertain paper trails on all ASI initiatives to document 
planning and implementation. In some cases we had to rely on what we heard. 
This report will perhaps provide details that help illuminate the process and 
status of ASI. Important to note is that the descriptions of ASI initiatives and 
ancillary pieces were based on information we were able to collect; we en-
couraged active review from Seattle Colleges to ensure our descriptions are 
accurate. 

Finally, we worked diligently to protect the anonymity of everyone we spoke 
with, surveyed, and those who sent us additional information. Some staff were 
worried about retribution in being overtly honest; others were simply happy 
to have had the opportunity to contribute. We kept the chancellor and presi-
dents out of public conversations for this reason. However, in review, we feel 
that the listening sessions, in particular, may have benefitted from the partic-
ipation of Seattle Colleges leadership, including the chancellor, college pres-
idents, vice chancellors, and trustees. It also would have been an opportunity 
for a respectful exchange between faculty, staff, and districtwide leadership. 
While this may be an opportunity lost, the future holds additional opportuni-
ties for discussions and the sharing of perspectives to resolve real-time inte-
gration issues and processes that impact any of the Four Guiding Principles. 
It was clear from our process that everyone wants an opportunity to be heard.

 
 
 
 

“I have always felt one strength is that each campus was able to reflect back to the 
community in which it resides some of the values and interests of that community, some of 

the cultural dynamic of its unique student populations, and that each campus was able to be 
a smaller, more meaningful experience for students.”  
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Defining ASI — Phase I 

As recommended in the chancellor’s white paper, a successful organizational 
realignment would require a phased approach. ASI is a collection of initiatives, 
policies, and practices that are designed to integrate and differentiate Seattle 
Colleges across the three colleges and the Siegal Center. Initially, Seattle Col-
leges leadership discussed 13 potential areas for integration.7 In the 2019 May 
Board of Trustees presentation, 11 initiatives were included under the banner 
of ASI.8  

The enigma that is ASI is partially defined by its lack of clarity or coherence. It 
is easy to blame those for not knowing exactly what is ASI or what it is not. 
However, in all fairness, EPI spent two months trying to answer that exact 
question. Even on the eve of submitting our final report there was disagree-
ment of what initiatives should be considered as ASI. If nothing else, this pro-
cess has forced a rethinking of Achieving System Integration. 

For this report, we created a categorization of how we see ASI with regard to 
its relative Phases. Part of our decision is based on the timing of implementa-
tion, others by dedicated ASI planning, while others just happened to coexist 
and were arguably not really ASI at all. In our attempt to standardize the 

 
7 An August 14, 2017 internal memo described 13 potential ASI initiatives, including Foundations, Strategic Enroll-
ment Management, CIO, Web Development, HR, Faculty job Postings, PD, Accreditation, Communications, 

language and make sense of ASI, we created the following groupings to de-
fine ASI Phase I. 

Original ASI Initiatives. These initiatives were considered by the Seattle Col-
leges board and leadership and were carefully planned and implemented: 

1. Foundation Integration 
2. HR Integration 
3. Information Technology 
4. Web Development 

Secondary ASI Initiatives. These areas were not part of the initial design but 
have been implemented (or in process) to align with the expectations of sys-
tem integration: 

5. International Programs 
6. Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion 
7. Corporate Training 
8. Continuing Education 

 
Parallel ASI Initiatives. These areas were occurring with other types of support, 
mostly from external grants and organizations. 
 

9. Seattle Promise 
10. Starfish Student Success 
11. Seattle Pathways 
12. Common Areas of Study 

Corporate Training and International Programs were loosely considered as 
potential candidates for ASI Phase II. However, in consideration that both ar-
eas have been in an integration process, we added them to ASI Phase I. 

As mentioned, there is some discussion about what constitutes ASI and what 
does not. Of the list above, Seattle Promise, Starfish, and Seattle Pathways — 
including Common Areas of Study — were occurring before and regardless 
of ASI. Therefore, some members of the Seattle Colleges community are con-
fused about why some of these are included as ASI efforts. For us, we believe 
that if they are contributing to system integration, then they should reside 
under the ASI umbrella of activities. 

  

Sustainability, Grant Writing, Government Relations, and the Chancellor’s Office. (https://www.seattlecol-
leges.edu/district/district/chancellor.aspx) 
8 Seattle Colleges Board of Trustees Retreat, May 28, 2019.  



Seattle Colleges — Achieving System Integration 

educationalpolicy.org   14 

Given what we had heard about ASI during our initial weeks on the project, 
we wondered how knowledgeable the stakeholders of Seattle College were 
about ASI. In our employee survey, we found that half (52 percent) of employ-
ees felt they were knowledgeable about ASI while 23 percent did not. When 
asked if ASI has had a positive impact on the student experience, more peo-
ple disagreed that it had a positive impact on the student experience com-
pared to those that did (25 vs. 14 percent). Regarding whether the colleges 
were working better together than before ASI, 22 percent agreed or strongly 
agreed compared to 27 percent who did not. These findings give us a guide 
into the perceptions of employees but should not be overvalued. This infor-
mation tells us that the process would benefit from additional clarity and 
about ASI.  

Exhibit 1. Survey Responses Regarding Knowledge and Outcomes of ASI. 

 
 
We asked people to rate the Phase I initiatives regarding their satisfaction on 
progress to date. Commencement was eliminated from discussion because, 
in review, we do not see it as an ASI initiative. Satisfaction was highest for 
Seattle Promise (94 percent slightly, moderately, very, or extremely satisfied 
vs. 6 percent not satisfied), followed by Seattle Pathways (87), Starfish (83), 
Common Areas of Study (84), Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (86), and Web-
site Integration (80). Items that had lower levels of support include HR Inte-
gration (39 percent not satisfied), Foundation Integration (34 percent), and 
Commencement Ceremony (28 percent).  

Exhibit 2. Survey Responses Regarding ASI Phase I Initiatives 
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Original ASI Initiatives 

 
Foundation Integration 
In March 2017, it was announced via an email from the chancellor that an 
agreement was in place to integrate the separate college foundations into 
one, centralized entity.9 This was not the first-time discussion had centered 
around centralizing the various Seattle Colleges foundations. Adoption of the 
prevailing national model for multiple-college districts that calls for one inte-
grated foundation has been explored a few times since their inception. This 
has been a challenging initiative due in part to the fact that each college and 
foundation board was able to direct their own fundraising strategy, staffing 
structure, and unrestricted fund use.10 South Seattle College, for instance, 
raised significantly more money than any other college foundation alone, 
which was a noted concern during task force discussions. Although all foun-
dations actively engaged in taskforce work over the course of a year and cre-
ated merger/asset transfer plans to benefit the newly created Seattle Colleges 
Foundation, ultimately, South Seattle College Foundation decided not to cen-
tralize. Instead, they will disburse existing funds in support of South Seattle 
College students and programs. 

The Seattle Colleges Foundation mission is to catalyze community support to 
advance the mission, work, and impact of Seattle Colleges. They raise funds 
for a range of purposes, including scholarships, capital improvements, and 
academic programs that benefit students and programs throughout Seattle 
Colleges, and donors direct their contributions accordingly.  

There are several reasons for the centralization, but perhaps the principal rea-
son was to consolidate resources and implement a strategy that is more co-
herent, collaborative, effective, and externally competitive. For example, each 
foundation worked independently and at times created separate alliances and 
linkages with the same philanthropists and philanthropic organizations, in-
cluding those housed in local business and industry. Some stakeholders com-
municated a preference for an aligned stewardship, gift solicitation, and 
reporting plan. 

Integrating the foundations potentially creates an opportunity to significantly 
increase the amount raised and to strengthen foundation governance, 

 
9 Email to Seattle Colleges staff on March 30, 2017 from Chancellor Pan regarding the foundations.  

fundraising strategy, and administration. While each foundation had differen-
tiated success attracting funds, it is hoped that the new foundation will be 
able to garner much larger gifts for mutual and distinct priority purposes 
across Seattle Colleges. 

The process has not been without difficulties and challenges. The initial dis-
cussions and rollout of the new foundation was apparently difficult. Our Com-
ments from our staff survey suggests that there was inadequate consultation 
during the process. However, our review found extensive consultations across 
Seattle Colleges community, including the participation of all three college 
presidents. Initial start-up issues with non-profit setup and tax IDs made gift 
processing difficult for a time. As well, the hiring of the new vice chancellor 
for advancement (April 2019) took more time than expected. 

 

The Seattle Colleges Foundation mission 
is to catalyze community support to 

advance the mission, work, and impact  
of Seattle Colleges. 

 

There was considerable anxiety about employment and HR with the move-
ment from multiple to singular foundations. Seattle Colleges hired a consult-
ant who informed the initial staffing functions and roles for the organization. 
Some existing staff were hired into the new foundation, several people re-
signed, and others hired. This conversion process took approximately two 
years to complete. The new foundation was fully staffed by summer 2019. 
Based on data collected during this study, the current foundation has 14.5 
FTE employees at Siegal Center compared to a combined 22 at the three 
colleges and Siegal Center before the integration. 

A primary concern of staff and stakeholders is that colleges will lose out on 
funds that they were able to previously raise. Our understanding is that funds 
that are gifted to the foundation and earmarked for a particular college will 
be provided to that college. Thus, there is no systematic loss in revenue be-
yond the HR and marketing costs associated with running the foundation. 

10 In 2016, South’s Foundation had assets of 18.1 million, North $9.3 million, and Central $10.3 million. (SOURCE: 
Guidestar).  
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The foundation issue was one of the lightning rods for ASI initially, as it had 
tangible financial implications for the colleges. In partnership with a generous 
amount of misinformation in the field about the foundations, the rollout was 
challenging. This negative impact of the foundation’s integration will likely be 
shortly felt in the colleges. The potential for the unified foundation to attract 
larger gifts is great. With the new vice chancellor in place, the foundation 
should be moving into a very active state and soon see returns on this invest-
ment. An important caveat is that the centralized foundation will need to en-
sure that each of the three colleges are involved in the strategic planning for 
future projects and plans. Each college has specific needs and should be rep-
resented accordingly. 

 

HR Integration 
In early 2017, the chancellor announced to staff that Seattle Colleges would 
centralize Human Resources (HR) by October of that year. College presidents 
are still in charge of their hiring process. However, college-based HR directors 
do report to the vice chancellor and chief human resources office. Because of 
budget compromises, the college presidents and chancellor decide on hiring 
decisions in a collective manner. 

The idea to consolidate HR across the District made a lot of sense on an or-
ganizational level and will serve Seattle Colleges well. As is typically the case, 
the centralization of HR ran into issues related to reporting structures and pro-
tocol that needed to be sorted out. Changes at this level can have growing 
pains until they are firmly entrenched in the systemic systems of an organiza-
tion.  

Perspectives. The community told us about payroll issues, technology 
changes, and responsiveness that impacted HR. In truth, some of these issues, 
such as payroll, are not HR issues, per se. But with an adjustment like HR, 
there is bound to be some level of upheaval. In theory, HR should be the same 
across the District. There is no valid argument for differentiation by location. 
Having a streamlined, consistent set of processes for HR, payroll budget, ac-
counts receivable and payable, and other similar functions should be the goal 
of Seattle Colleges, not the outlier.  

 
Information Technology 
Prior to ASI, Information Technology (IT) was coordinated at the college level 
and was conducted differently by college. Integrating and centralizing IT will 
alleviate duplication, streamline processes, and bring all colleges under a 
common understanding and operational umbrella. To this end, Seattle Col-
leges hired a CIO to oversee IT for the three colleges and the Siegal Center. 
IT has standardized the following processes across the District:  

• A common Wi-Fi network; 
• A common login process for all users; 
• A common print software for all student labs; 
• A common software renewal process; and 
• A new and consolidated IT Services website. 

There are currently 55 staff members in Seattle Colleges IT services: all but 
four are located at the colleges. There was a re-classification by the state of 
all IT personnel at community colleges and state agencies. Like many IT staff 
across the state, numerous Seattle Colleges IT staff were classified too low or 
outside the IT class altogether. Seattle Colleges CIO and IT managers have 
worked conscientiously to support individual appeals to have positions ap-
propriately upgraded by the state’s Office of Financial Management (OFM). 
OFM received hundreds of appeals and has not provided feedback at the 
time of this report. Two of the three previous IT Director positions located at 
North, Central, and South Colleges were converted to an area of expertise 
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and the titles were changed to reflect these changes (i.e., enterprise apps and 
integration, and networks and security). One director position was not refilled 
when the incumbent left. Services have been consolidated and teams have 
been comprised by skills with supervisors that may or may not be located on 
their college’s campus. Each college has a director of client services located 
on their campus because the interaction is location specific. The staffing 
changes in IT resulted in significant savings in excess of $500,000 which was 
put back into IT systems development.11 

Exhibit 3. Seattle Colleges Information Technology Integrated Services (2018) 

 
 
A major benefit of this process has been the standardization of IT across the 
colleges. Each location was doing things differently which was largely ineffi-
cient. Most staff members we heard from felt that IT is much better and has 
improved productivity, while others not. “It could only get better with tech-
nology because it was bad.” Layoffs did occur prior to ASI, but there have 
been no layoffs since ASI began. Still, EPI connected with people in the lis-
tening groups who were upset about the handling of HR issues through IT 
integration. 

 
11 Information validated by Seattle Colleges’ finance office. 

Perspectives. IT is an area that, from a logical if not practical basis, made sense 
to integrate and standardize. Organizations use technology to work efficiently 
and effectively, so all colleges and offices should be on the same systems and 
operate in the same manner. While there has been disruption in job descrip-
tions and titles, the long-term upside goes far beyond the short-term down-
side.  

 
Web Development 
In 2017, Seattle Colleges began the process of integrating web services 
across the District. The goal of this initiative was to improve student experi-
ences across Seattle Colleges websites; streamline the enrollment process; 
centralize academic program information; and increase the return on invest-
ment on resources dedicated to web development and maintenance.  

Each site, inclusive of the three colleges and Siegal Center, had a dedicated 
webmaster in charge of web development at their location. There are cur-
rently nine (9) FTEs in Web Development who report to the Director of Web 
Development. As of this report, the three colleges use the Drupal platform 
and the Siegal Center is in the process of migration. 

The benefit of centralizing hardware and software includes sharing best prac-
tices, universal code development, streamlined management, and overall ef-
ficiencies. To do this involved a commitment to making it work across Seattle 
Colleges.  

Perspectives. The reviews of the integrated web services have been varied. 
That stated, there is some confusion on what Web Development is. For ASI 
purposes, Web Development was about the backend systems: bringing the 
colleges and Siegal Center into technical alignment. This has largely hap-
pened. 

There is some concern over website information available and made available 
via the four websites, but this is a separate issue. Certainly, Seattle Colleges 
can continue to work towards more integrated language, course information, 
and other integrated details between the colleges that would ultimately help 
students in their navigation and location of information.  

Web Development is an ASI initiative that makes sense for the sharing of in-
formation and ease of updating cross-district. On a student-centric basis, cen-
tralize the processing of information to ensure standardization and 
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simplification will ease navigation for students. From a budget and process 
perspective, it also follows that the consolidation of these services will ensure 
continuity across Seattle Colleges. Aligning technical systems and capacity 
allow staff to assist and integrate wherever they are working across the Dis-
trict, which can be helpful in HR issues over time.  
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Secondary ASI Initiatives 

 
International Programs 
International Programs (IP) was originally listed as a possible Phase II ASI 
item12, but in reality, has been moving towards integration and centralization 
for the past two years. The ASI Integration Plan for IP was delivered to Seattle 
Colleges leadership in August 2019. 

International Programs was once a major revenue producer for Seattle Col-
leges but has run into significant hardships over recent years. Between fall 
2014 and spring 2019, enrollment plunged from 3,621 student to 2,020 stu-
dents—a precipitous decline of 44 percent. Given that international students 
are considered “full pay” students13, they provide an important financial re-
source through tuition and fee charges. For comparison, Washington state 
residents pay $110 a credit hour for lower division courses compared to $288 
for international students.14 The difference in upper division courses (e.g., BAS 
degrees) is $215 versus $614, respectively. Over the course of a year, this can 
amount to a difference in several thousand dollars for an international student.  

 

A main piece of the integration plan was 
to move back-office functions to one 

campus (Seattle Central). This was done to 
streamline and gain efficiencies for 

marketing and operational purposes. 
 

The decrease in enrollment is a result of a number of converging issues. Two 
complex issues that have impacted the enrollment of international students 
include both student demand and supply. The number of international stu-
dent enrollment in the United States has been on a decline for the past six 
years. Data released in November 2019 from the Institute for International 
Education finds that the number of international students in undergraduate 
(or less) programs in the US declined 2.4 percent in 2018-19 from the previous 

 
12 As identified in May 28, 2019 Board of Trustees Retreat PowerPoint.  
13 International students do not qualify for in-state tuition and pay 2-3 times in-state tuition and fee charges.  
14 https://www.seattlecolleges.edu/district/paying/tuitionfees.aspx.  

year,15 and new international enrollments are at their lowest levels since 2012-
13.16 

At the same time, competition for international students has increased. Com-
petitors to Seattle Colleges have markedly increased their recruitment for in-
ternational students. Some of these competitors use private “pathway” 
companies which have investors and tremendous marketing capacity. As well, 
Seattle Colleges lost some of their international recruitment partners during 
this period due to the partners preferring to work with universities and the 
above “pathway” companies since they get higher returns in commission pay-
ments. 

The re-thinking of International Programs over the past few years has also 
hindered recruitment efforts and enrollment. With the new integration plan, 
it is hopeful that the new, centralized and integrated effort will rebuild the 
international student population at Seattle Colleges.  

To be truthful, Seattle Colleges has had its own internal competition for Inter-
national Students. We were told about international representatives from the 
three colleges travelling to the same international recruitment fairs in Asia for 
recruitment purposes. The partial integration of IP started decades ago and 
many non-competitive functions have been integrated for years; however, the 
colleges still marketed and recruited largely independently. 

A main piece of the integration plan was to move back-office functions to one 
campus (Seattle Central). This was done to streamline and gain efficiencies for 
marketing and operational purposes. Most international students at Seattle 
Colleges have historically enrolled at Seattle Central College, as illustrated in 
the chart below. However, each college enrolled international students which 
aided their enrollments and revenues. The major reason to centralize IP at 
Seattle Central College was due in large part to customized space that was 
currently available. 

Exhibit 4. Distribution of Annual Enrollment of International Students at Seattle Col-
leges, by College 

 North Central South District 
Fall 17 27% 52% 20% 100% 
Fall 18 22% 56% 23% 100% 

SOURCE: International Programs Integration Plan, August 2019 

 

15 https://www.forbes.com/sites/michaeltnietzel/2019/11/18/international-student-enrollment-down-again-at-us-uni-
versities/#5809bfd14680.  
16 https://www.iie.org/Research-and-Insights/Open-Doors/Data/International-Students/Enrollment.  



Seattle Colleges — Achieving System Integration 

educationalpolicy.org   20 

Across Seattle Colleges, there is uncertainty about International Programs and 
worries about job losses as IP has centralized back-office functions to Seattle 
Central College. We spoke and heard from many employees from Seattle 
Colleges who were genuinely concerned about what was happening in IP. 
People from Seattle Colleges leadership agree that the IP integration process 
has been “messy.” Many people were involved in the changes and a shift of 
enrollment has resulted in revenue changes at the colleges. Through integrat-
ing, four positions were eliminated, five were added, and two were being re-
categorized. HR was involved in all phases of this process. 

Perspectives. IP was hit hard by external and internal factors that resulted in a 
large-scale decrease in enrollment. This resulted in less need for instructional 
staff. People can argue on the best path forward, but IP was a significant prob-
lem for Seattle Colleges to rectify. The IP departments from across the Seattle 
Colleges came together, a consultant was hired, and implementation plans 
were created, as documented in the August 2019 Integration Plan. 

If Seattle Colleges can increase its marketing and recruitment efforts resulting 
in international student recruitment gains, then hopefully this effort will be-
come a boon for Seattle Colleges.  

 

Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion 
Diversity at Seattle Colleges is regarded as a strength of the system and was 
highly visible in comments from employees in our survey. Respondents talked 
about the importance of providing services for traditionally underserved and 
potentially vulnerable populations, such as first generation and low-income 
students, as well as supporting diversity within the Seattle Colleges system 
for faculty and staff. 

Seattle Colleges built into its 2018-20 Operational Plan the development of 
an Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI) plan over several phases. Phase I in-
cludes an assessment of the districtwide EDI capacities while Phase II focuses 
on development a strategic action plan. 

In May 2019, EDI leadership, inclusive of three administrators from the three 
colleges and Rosie Rimando-Chareunsap, the executive sponsor, presented 
their plan to the Seattle Colleges Board of Trustees. This included five pre-
liminary objectives to be further developed over a three-year planning period: 

• Establish, communicate, and maintain/sustain a draft of common lan-
guage for racial equity, diversity, inclusion, and community dis-
trictwide and across and within respective colleges; 

• Promote practices that infuse the concepts and goals of racial equity, 
diversity, inclusion, and community system-wide; 

• Recruit, hire, support, and mentor employees in order to develop and 
retain a stable and diverse workforce; 

• Continue progress toward the goal of eliminating the racial equity 
gap in order to achieve success for all students; and 

• Improve intercultural competency among employees and students 
through professional development and curriculum. 

In the May 2019 presentation, EDI leadership noted the following schedule:  

• 2018-2019 — Learning and Partnerships Year 
• 2019-2020 — Assessment Year. Utilize the same method across the 

three colleges and Siegal Center to perform an assessment of the 
EDI landscape across Seattle Colleges. 

• 2020-2021 — Plan Development Year. Utilizing the assessment 
data, analysis, and iterative discussion and engagement: propose, 
refine and then develop an actionable plan to which the strategic 
operational plan and budget development align. 

• 2021 and beyond — Plan Execution Year 
 

Perspectives. Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI) are not simply issues re-
lated to demography. Rather, the distinctiveness of the Seattle Colleges sys-
tem comes as a result of other important issues, such as the diversity of 
teaching and learning and the strength of what each of the three colleges 
contribute. Even in our cursory visits of the three colleges, it was clear to us 
that each college has a distinct feel due to the physical location, the local 
community, and the faculty and staff. Each college has a different “vibe,” per 
se, which is part of the specialness of the Seattle Colleges. Thus, diversity is a 
broad term that incorporates much about the strengths of Seattle Colleges. 
As one respondent suggested,  

“Diversity of all kinds is represented in the student population — race, 
ethnicity, age, sexual preference, prior education, religious (or not) 
affiliations, etc. Different offerings at each of the three colleges and 
specialty centers.” 



Seattle Colleges — Achieving System Integration 

educationalpolicy.org   21 

Arguably, creating a positive, diverse environment does not come about by 
chance. It requires awareness and creative forces to ensure that the needs of 
a diverse student population and community can be met by an equally diverse 
faculty and staff who are committed to creating an environment of high-level 
learning and personal development. 

“We all seem to have shared values around equity, diversity, and in-
clusion that translate well across the colleges into action that leads to 
measurable positive outcomes when it comes to diversity and inclu-
sion. In other words, we walk the talk of EDI (many institutions pay lip 
service to this). Our employees are our strength, particularly the ded-
icated faculty. Also, many know us and support us. It’s fascinating (and 
also a point of pride) to walk in the Pride parade with the Seattle Col-
leges and realize just how many citizens of Seattle have actually at-
tended one of our colleges. We hold goodwill with Seattle’s citizens.” 

The viewpoints on EDI were varied. Most respondents fully supported the ef-
fort. “The efforts to bolster our Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion efforts at all 
colleges are one of our greatest strengths and in-tune with the needs of the 
college-going culture.” “The message about equity, diversity and inclusion is 
stronger than ever. I'll be more satisfied when I have fewer students complain-
ing about those issues to me.” Others were less affirming: 

“We're diverse, however, not very inclusive.” 

“The goal of equity and inclusion is very important, but it needs to be 
so that everyone feels included.” 

“The fact that the intention of equity, diversity, and inclusion with 
open and equal access and opportunities for higher education, at 
times using a social service approach, appears to be only practiced 
by a very small percentage of staff and faculty.” 

“My dissatisfaction with Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion is because 
lots of new, elevated job titles were created and people hired and 
things expanded, but nothing is actually different.” 

Urban colleges in the United States are diverse by nature, and data from Se-
attle Colleges supports that reality. Serving diverse populations and support-
ing a diverse workforce are challenging, parallel tasks. Seattle Colleges has 
elevated the EDI issue prominently across the District and is moving its 

strategic plans forward accordingly. It appears that EDI activities are flowing 
and on target.  

 

Corporate Training 
Seattle Colleges provides specialized training programs for corporate cus-
tomers throughout the Seattle metropolitan area. The training provides large-
scale training to business as well as short-term training to upscale incumbent 
workers. 

Approximately five years ago, Corporate Training was centralized. However, 
due to a number of issues, including its inability to increase revenues, it was 
significantly scaled back in 2017. Over the course of the past few years, the 
program has been redesigned to ensure fiscal stability and meet the needs of 
the Colleges and community. 

In Fall of 2018 the chancellor and college presidents approved the new model 
and a new executive director was hired in July 2019. Today, Corporate Train-
ing averages over 20 training projects per year with revenue above 
$600,000/year and climbing, providing a sustained profitability that is trend-
ing positive. 
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Corporate Training not only trains people from local business, it also provides 
a conduit between Seattle Colleges and the workforce. It provides an oppor-
tunity for workers to reestablish their education through Continuing Educa-
tion, which it partners closely with, as well as specialized training programs. 
The office works closely with other areas of the colleges to create new link-
ages and markets. Still, much of their work comes by way of word of mouth 
and referrals. 

According to Corporate Training, the office provides pathways to Seattle Col-
leges in the form of internships, sponsorships, work-based experts, advisory 
committees, apprenticeships, company tours, and other events and opportu-
nities.  

Perspectives. Corporate Training is fully integrated at this point. It was proac-
tive in its review of ASI and took steps to ensure that it re-emerged and is 
sustainable.  
 

Corporate Training not only trains people 
from local business, it also provides a 

conduit between Seattle Colleges  
and the workforce. 

 

Continuing Education 
Continuing Education offers courses to adults who are interested in support-
ing their careers, developing new skills, or simply for personal interest. Seattle 
Colleges currently provides Continuing Education programs at each of the 
colleges, each of which has its own Continuing Education staff and curriculum. 

In 2017, Continuing Education began to develop an integration plan to be in 
accordance with ASI. Historically, Continuing Education personnel at the 
three colleges have worked closely together. The unique nature of Continuing 
Education depends largely on the community around each institution. Each 
campus has a history of providing Continuing Education courses and each has 
its own manner of doing so. There were thoughts that integrating or consoli-
dating Continuing Education would mean that specific programs germane to 
each college would or could be lost. In looking at integration, the directors 
and their staff focused on ways to preserve differentiation while strengthening 
programs through standardization and collaboration.  

All Continuing Education programs at Seattle Colleges are self-funded and 
do not rely on other college funds to operate. As well, they need to keep 
personnel at each of the colleges because that is where the programs ema-
nate.  

Continuing Education leadership originally invited Jean Floten to talk with 
them about the integration process. This became a catapult to start thinking 
about standardizing policies and procedures. Initial steps involved the estab-
lishment of regular communications between the directors and staff across 
Seattle Colleges. They shared information on best practices and shared re-
sources. They branded their concepts uniquely but collaboratively and cre-
ated singular processes for vetting external vendors while also cross 
promoting classes, sharing catalogue and marketing images, and standard-
ized registration procedures, as well as cancellation, refund, and hiring pro-
cesses. Where they thought they could become a better working unit by 
collaborating, they did. The Continuing Education staff was able to eliminate 
the redundancy of three similar-but-different processes for each college and 
create streamlined processes that worked for all of them.  

Perspectives. Continuing education has plans to work towards further collab-
orative, integrated decision-making in areas such as course evaluations, 
shared financial models, program development, and centralized marketing. 
In our opinion, Continuing Education is a model for integration and differen-
tiation across Seattle Colleges. 

 

 

 

The Continuing Education staff was able 
to eliminate the redundancy of three 

similar-but-different processes for each 
college and create streamlined processes 

that worked for all of them. 

  



Seattle Colleges — Achieving System Integration 

educationalpolicy.org   23 

 

 

  



Seattle Colleges — Achieving System Integration 

educationalpolicy.org   24 

Parallel Initiatives 

 
Seattle Promise 
Over a seven-year period starting in 2018, Seattle Promise will allocate $40.7 
million to Seattle Colleges to support the further education of students from 
Seattle Public Schools. Part of a larger, $619 million property tax levy from 
Seattle voters in November 2018, the levy funds were designed to expand 
the 13th Year Seattle Promise Scholarship program to further open the doors 
of opportunity for Seattle students.17 The program will be administered jointly 
by the City of Seattle and Seattle Colleges. It is hoped that the program will 
become self-sufficient at the end of the seven-year levy through grant and 
philanthropic funding. 

The first Seattle Promise cohort of 224 students enrolled in Fall 2018 from six 
(6) Seattle Public Schools (SPS) high schools.18 The program was expanded to 
include outreach to all 17 Seattle Public Schools high schools in 2019-20 for 
enrollment at the Seattle Colleges in fall 2020. 

Given that the Seattle Promise program is a partnership of the Mayor’s office, 
Seattle Public Schools, and Seattle Colleges, it is not truly an ASI initiative. 
However, given that a major expectation from the Mayor’s office and the com-
munity at large is to streamline the student experience regardless of college, 
Seattle Promise has become an integration lever for Seattle Colleges. 

Perspectives. Most Seattle Colleges personnel are overwhelmingly satisfied 
with the progress of Seattle Promise to date, with only four percent of our 
survey participants unsatisfied with the initiative. They believe that the pro-
gram will have a positive impact on Seattle Colleges, albeit with some con-
cerns. For instance, there is worry that new students attracted to Seattle 
Colleges via Seattle Promise may be less prepared than current students. 
Thus, a focus on improving professional development for instructional staff is 
warranted to meet this need. As one person noted, most staff will need a 
“worldview shift to really do the work needed to promote equity, partnership, 
student success, and organizational excellence” required to make Seattle 
Promise a success. Although funding provides for Seattle Promise students to 
receive additional and improved wrap-around services, such as advising and 
academic supports, other areas such as tutoring and mentoring will need to 

 
17 https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/DEEL/FEPP%20Levy%20Implementation%20and%20Evalua-
tion%20Plan.pdf.  

increase capacity to help students successfully transition and succeed at Se-
attle Colleges. Thus, other ASI initiatives, including Starfish and Seattle Path-
ways, will become important leverage points for student success within 
Seattle Promise. 

 

Seattle Promise is a boon, providing 
additional resources for students to attend 

any of the Seattle Colleges. 

 

In addition, there are some who are concerned that the influx of students will 
also require Seattle Colleges to ensure that the infrastructure at the three col-
leges can adequately accommodate the new cohorts of students, although 
the actual numbers of students should be sustainable under current systems. 
Some personnel hope that, while Seattle Promise will provide a vehicle for 
integration, it may also allow for the differentiation necessary for each college 
to work with its specific constituency of students. Specific mention was made 
to summer bridge programs at the three colleges. If Seattle Colleges is able 
to meet the infrastructure and associated teaching and learning needs of Se-
attle Promise students, the effort should enhance Seattle Colleges and inte-
gration efforts.  

Seattle Promise is a boon, providing additional resources for students to at-
tend any of the Seattle Colleges. One of the conditions of the Promise was to 
streamline and integrate processes across the three colleges. With the ulti-
mate goal of serving students better, Seattle Promise serves as the catalyst to 
improve communications, planning, teaching, learning, and other districtwide 
processes. The success of Seattle Promise will depend in large part on the 
ability of Seattle Colleges leadership to continue to streamline processes and 
make the college experience more transparent for students and seamless 
across the three colleges. 

 
  

18 Enrollment was as follows: North (42), Central (34), South (114), plus 34 14th-year students at South. 
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Starfish Student Success Solutions 
Starfish is a third-party retention solution purchased by Seattle Colleges to 
provide advising services, communication tools, early alerts, predictive ana-
lytics, and other supports for institutional practitioners that, in turn, will help 
students succeed. Seattle Colleges released an RFP for the provision of these 
services and Starfish was contracted to begin implementation in fall 2018. 

 

Starfish has the ability to help streamline 
advising and student tracking, so that 
students' experiences are the same 

regardless of the college they attend. 

 

Starfish helps align student data systems and provides advisors and faculty 
members with information to support the student advising process. Through 
Starfish, students are able to make appointments with their advisors, view in-
formation about their financial aid and other important information, and ac-
cess information on support services. Advisors, student support service 
employees, and a pilot group of faculty currently have access to Starfish. Se-
attle Colleges began using Starfish to book student appointments on May 1, 
2019 (Phase I). Seventh months later, over 20,000 student appointments had 
been made in the Student Success Technology platform (Starfish). Phase II of 
Starfish has begun and will expand to financial aid, tutoring, workforce edu-
cation, early alert, and degree planning, to be completed within the 2019-20 
academic year. 

Perspectives. Many of the comments from Seattle College personnel were 
positive about Starfish, although the program is still nascent in implementa-
tion. One respondent said that, “many of us are hopeful about Starfish,” while 
another simply stated, “I love Starfish!” Some respondents thought that Star-
fish would help the colleges work better with students through better com-
munication and use of data. However, there were concerns about whether 
faculty and staff are properly trained to make use of Starfish. Some com-
plained that there wasn’t enough participation during the planning and im-
plementation processes.  

“Again, a great tool with a lack of staff to 
utilize it. It still requires an Advisor to have 

the time to check all those flags and 
answer communication with faculty and 

students about a student's progress. 
Advisors do not have time to be doing 
this, there needs to be further support 

given if this is to be actualized.” 

Starfish has the ability to help streamline advising and student tracking, so 
that students' experiences are the same regardless of the college they attend. 
Over time, advising and data processes should continue to improve as people 
become more acquainted with the systems. It is important that Seattle Col-
leges provide the necessary number of advisors to support Starfish and stu-
dent success. 

Implementation of systems like Starfish have a ramp-up time with regard to 
technological infrastructure and programming/coding. It is expected that 
there will be a period of associated with technological challenges. However, 
once fully implemented, Starfish should be a helpful tool that standardizes 
processes across colleges.  
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Seattle Pathways 
Seattle Pathways is a Seattle Colleges branded version of Guided Pathways, 
a national research-based framework that clarifies the college experience for 
students. Seattle Pathways started as a result of South Seattle College’s work 
with Guided Pathways via grants from College Spark. The other two colleges 
had not worked with Guided Pathways until North Seattle College received a 
federal Title III grant which focused on the initiative. 

Seattle Pathways clarifies the educational pathway to and through college and 
work and simplifies what students need to do to navigate college. Seattle 
Pathways streamlines advising, registration, and other activities for students, 
with a goal of removing or lessening the uncertainties that students have when 
they enroll in college. 

 

Seattle Pathways clarifies the educational 
pathway to and through college and work 

and simplifies what students need  
to do to navigate college. 

 

Perspectives. Seattle Pathways was highly regarded in most of our discussions 
and through the survey. Eighty-seven percent of Seattle Colleges’ personnel 
were slightly to extremely satisfied with the progress of Seattle Pathways. We 
heard that it was the “right path” for Seattle Colleges by collectively providing 
clear outlines and processes for students which is “super helpful for our staff 
as well as our students.” It was felt that it was one initiative that had a very 
positive focus on the student experience. As well, it has allowed colleges to 
implement to their specific needs while also working collaboratively across 
colleges. 

“I think most faculty would agree that students need direction and 
support for moving toward chosen professions or professional areas. 
I also think the concept [Seattle Pathways] aligns well with the state's 
emphases on optimizing efficiency, completion, and retention… I 
need to be convinced that we all have the same or at least very similar 
interpretation of what a pathways model means, and that we all have 
to agree it's the right thing to do. I feel like there is a lot of movement 

in that direction because administrators tell us we have to, rather than 
showing us why it's important.” 

Others concurred that they think it is a worthy initiative, but that data and 
information are needed to document its worth. Concerns included whether 
this was “just more work” and whether it will disappear when grant funding 
runs out. One participant was worried that Pathways would work coherently 
across the three colleges that serve very different types of students, while 
others worried about the impact on advisors: 

“Seattle Pathways is a great idea! Who are the people that are ensur-
ing students stay on those pathways? Advisors? Advisors do not have 
capacity to be Completion Coaches as well. These are two different 
roles and District needs to realize this. Advisors put students into clas-
ses, their appointments are typically a half hour. Most advisors see 
over eight students a day. There is no time left to be checking on 
individual student caseloads when their caseloads are one advisor to 
over 500 students.” 

Another respondent worried about the colleges ability to be consistent with 
Pathways: 

“I thought the idea was to create common pathways and be con-
sistent, but, as someone who’s involved directly in the work, I see 
daily where we colleges still can’t agree on common nomenclature 
for talking about programs to students. If we’re going to create real 
change, I wish we’d have the courage to do it fully and not just tip toe 
into it.” 

As with several other ASI initiatives, Seattle Pathways was occurring as the 
“Guided Pathways” program well before ASI was announced, first at South 
and then at North. Given the alignment required to meet Pathways expecta-
tions, Pathways helps Seattle Colleges become more integrative and stream-
lined. The alignment of key courses and programs across the three colleges, 
at least for certain core efforts, is essential in the long run. It is entirely possible 
and important to allow the colleges to keep their distinctiveness through spe-
cial programs, but it is a difficult to argue that other, non-distinct programs, 
should not be perfectly aligned. As Seattle Colleges works to increase enroll-
ment and market share, coordinated alignment to support future students is 
critical.  
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Considerations for Seattle Colleges to help support the success of Seattle 
Pathways includes sustaining the effort through future grants and funding, 
providing transparency (information) to staff and stakeholders over time, en-
suring that faculty and staff all understand the Pathways model, and ensuring 
that there is appropriate advisor support to meet the needs of students.  

 

Common Areas of Study 
Seattle Colleges has worked towards “Common Areas of Study” to ensure 
that educational pathways are aligned across the three colleges. This has re-
sulted in a cross-college agreement on eight common meta-majors with the 
premise being that there should not be variation across the colleges in certain 
core disciplines. These include:  

• Social Sciences, Humanities & Languages  
• Business & Accounting  
• Culinary, Hospitality & Wine  
• Health & Medical  
• Skilled Trades & Technician Training  
• Education & Human Services  
• STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, & Math) 
• Arts, Design & Graphics  

The three colleges have reached agreement on eight (8) common meta-ma-
jors (districtwide Common Areas of Study) which will assist with the implemen-
tation of Seattle Pathways in the coming years. In addition, Seattle Colleges 
move to Peoplesoft enterprise management system requires that some of the 
courses are “cleaned up” in order to move to their platform. This process will 
help streamline the course catalogue and align programs and course struc-
tures.  

Perspectives. There is some concern about altering curricula across the col-
leges. Some respondents feel that these common areas limit what students 
can study and what they may experience. Others felt that the Common Areas 
of Study was simply a process to cut budgets.  

The challenge of Common Areas of Study is to ensure that the process is 
actively led by all college leadership and focuses on those programs where 
students may need the opportunity to share in college resources, perhaps by 

 
19 According to data from Seattle Colleges, only one (1) percent of Seattle Colleges students take courses at more 
than one of the colleges.  

way of taking certain courses in a credential at separate colleges. Although 
only a small percentage of Seattle Colleges’ students take courses at more 
than one college19, it makes sense to align courses and program work as much 
as possible. When implemented properly, there is still plenty of opportunity 
for the colleges to be distinct through other specialized programs, as they 
currently do.  

In reality, Common Areas of Study, in partnership with Seattle Pathways, has 
the potential to streamline opportunities for students and, as described by 
one person, “really make Seattle Colleges more transparent to incoming stu-
dents.” This issue has been complicated by the specialization of certain col-
leges and centralizing programs on particular colleges. Currently, only South 
has automotive and aviation, for instance, and nursing was one of the larger 
programs moved to one college rather than being fully available at all three. 
This has caused some anxiety, if not anger, by staff at the colleges. The idea 
of establishing certain specialty programs on a single college as opposed to 
all three is efficient and cost effective but not without its problems, especially 
in light of a tuition-based funding model where colleges may lose enrollment 
which impacts overall budget and operations. 

As with Seattle Pathways, Common Areas of Study will be an ongoing process 
for Seattle Colleges. Careful thought must be given to which programs should 
be standardized across all three colleges. How Seattle Colleges sees them-
selves — whether as under one umbrella acting as a singular entity or as three 
distinct colleges — matters greatly to these larger decisions. Ultimately, the 
core pathways and common areas makes sense regardless. 
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Looking to the Future (Phase II) 

There has been discussion about what “Phase II” of ASI would look like. As 
described in the introduction to this report, what makes something an ASI 
Phase candidate should be vetted against the following guiding principles:  

1. Will it positively impact student success?  
2. Will it improve organizational excellence? 
3. Will it balance integration and differentiation?  
4. Will it allow Seattle Colleges to become more financially sustainable?  

Below is a list of potential areas for consideration. The list is not considered 
absolute or all-encompassing. Areas may be eliminated and others could be 
considered if they fit in with the overview of “integration.” Current possible 
candidates include the following: 

• Communications 
• Institutional Research and Planning 
• Distance Learning 
• Grants 
• Recruitment and Outreach 
• Accreditation 

The ASI Survey distributed in September to Seattle Colleges faculty and staff 
solicited perspectives on what the Seattle Colleges community felt on these 
issues. With the exception of Accreditation (62 percent), all potential ASI 
Phase II items rated highly with approximately 80 percent responding possi-
bly, probably, or definitely with regard to integration. These include Institu-
tional Research and Planning (83), Communications (84), Grants (82), Distance 
Learning/eLearning (82), Continuing Education (80), and Recruitment and 
Outreach (80). Seventy-six percent of respondents similarly rates positively 
the integration of International Programs. EPI moved Continuing Education 
and International Programs to Phase I since those two areas did tackle system 
integration. 

Exhibit 5. Survey Responses Regarding Potential ASI Phase II Initiatives. 

 
 

Communications 
External and internal communications is important for a large, distributed or-
ganization such as Seattle Colleges. To date, each college employs commu-
nications personnel for messaging, public relations, and college-based web 
services. Some of the associated activities for communications includes all 
student communications, including recruitment, employee communications, 
chancellor communications, community relations, alumni relations, develop-
ment/advancement communications, image and reputation, and graphic de-
sign. Most of this has been housed at the colleges.  

The Executive Director of Communications and Recruitment helps coordinate 
prospective student communications and recruitment. However, most of the 
activity resides at the college level with some assistance from the Siegal Cen-
ter. College communications directors currently report to the college presi-
dents with a dotted-line report to the AVP of communications and strategic 
initiatives. Given the importance of branding with regard to marketing and 
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recruitment, it would make sense to have an integrated approach to how the 
three colleges conduct their communications. 

 

Institutional Research and Planning 
In 2017, Seattle Colleges began to integrate the institutional research/effec-
tiveness efforts. Current staffing is distributed evenly with approximately two 
(2) FTE positions at each college and at the Siegal Center. A May 1, 2018 
memo on recommendations for IR requested an additional position at the 
Siegal Center but was not approved.  

The IR team recommended that certain global issues should be consolidated 
at the district level leaving the colleges to focus on issues germane at that 
local level. Thus, common reporting at the local, state, and federal level as 
well as consolidation of data processing in support of Seattle Promise and 
other major initiatives would be conducted at the district level, whereas col-
lege-level analysis, including accreditation, IRBs, and localized operational 
planning would remain at the college. 

Colleges must comply with data reporting requirements, such as those iden-
tified above, that require significant resources to complete. Federally, all Title 
IV institutions (e.g., those that are eligible to participate in federal student aid 
programs) are required to produce a variety of annual reports, such as IPEDs, 
all of which take considerable effort. 

Centralizing processes that are similar or redundant across the colleges would 
be a benefit by reducing their relative burden. Key personnel, working in part-
nership with those at the colleges, could provide a more efficient process for 
federal and other reporting. Other items can effectively remain at the college 
level. 

 

Distance Learning/eLearning 
Distance Learning/eLearning is currently offered at each of the three colleges, 
although it appears that Seattle Central College is more developed in its ca-
pacity. Materials on the Seattle Central College’s website showed 62 current 
courses offered online/asynchronously through Canvas, a cloud-based Learn-
ing Management System (LMS).  

At a time when more students are looking for flexible methods to fulfil their 
educational and training needs, eLearning needs to be a consideration for 

integrating marketing, recruitment, enrollment, and the retention of future 
students. eLearning opportunities allow students to fill gaps in schedules/re-
quirements when on-college courses are full or unavailable. For others, online 
courses help ameliorate challenges related to distance and transportation is-
sues.  

How Seattle Colleges deals with this issue needs to be considered. It may be 
possible to centralize eLearning, but there are other considerations, including 
how the colleges conduct hybrid courses that utilize face-to-face and online, 
asynchronous efforts. Thus, a foot in both worlds. 

 

Many Seattle Colleges staff worry that eLearning is not an effective method 
of educating and retaining students. Like classroom instruction, there is both 
good and bad. Appropriate professional development in tandem with tech-
nical support can make for excellent pedagogy and courses. Today’s genera-
tion of college students expect web-based strategies as part of their 
educational experience. Where an eLearning department is physically housed 
depends largely on how the Siegal Center and colleges engage on the issue. 
Currently, it is clear that the three colleges are all in different places with re-
gard to eLearning. Some colleges could learn from the work of others, such 
as what Central has done over the years. Thus, integration can help level the 
playing field across the colleges in terms of what they offer as well as when 
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and how. As with Continuing Education, it is possible that each college differ-
entiates their offerings with a core set of courses that are similar across insti-
tutions, much like in Pathways and Common Areas of Study.  

One can imagine how a singular eLearning hub for all Seattle Colleges online 
catalogue would seem to make sense, as long as it met each college’s pro-
grammatic needs in a seamless manner. As with all things ASI, the participa-
tion and communication of the various partners is essential to making 
eLearning work for all students at all colleges.  

 

Grants 
Historically, the three colleges have been in charge of grant operations, which 
mostly involve federal and philanthropic funding. While this is listed as a Phase 
II item, some level of centralization has occurred recently, mostly at a fiduciary 
level. 

There is an opportunity for centralizing these functions that could lesson bur-
dens on the colleges. It is possible that Siegal Center could lead in identifying 
grant funds for the colleges and help write and coordinate grants and con-
tracts. As with all things, how this is conducted to benefit all would need to 
be considered and implemented in a manner that does not constrict oppor-
tunities for each college. 

How Seattle Colleges deals with grant management across the District will 
require a better understanding of the processes and scheduling of financial 
and programmatic issues. Federal grants from the US Department of Educa-
tion and other departments have very strict guidelines and Annual Perfor-
mance Reports (APRs) that must be followed rigidly. Improved 
communications between the Siegal Center and the colleges will be needed 
to make grant processing and support work well.  

 

Recruitment and Marketing 
Although there is an executive director of recruitment at the Siegal Center, 
there is no formal organizational structure facilitating integration in this area. 
That said, there is an informal group that meets bi-weekly and has developed 
a recruitment strategic plan and implemented a customer relationship 

 
20 August 24, 2017 memo which was then sent to all Seattle Colleges staff on August 22, 2017 in an email from Chan-
cellor Pan. 

management (CRM) system. They have also merged the colleges recruitment 
funnels in order to measure outcomes, align strategies, and be more respon-
sive to demographics shifts and other external factors.  

A formal organizational structure would enable Seattle Colleges to quickly 
capitalize on the ASI and Seattle Pathway efforts. It would also increase effi-
ciency and effectiveness and offer a bigger return on investment. In this 
model, recruiters could be assigned audiences instead of colleges, for exam-
ple, where one recruiter could be assigned to work with corporate HR depart-
ments to publicize Seattle Colleges offerings while others could be assigned 
to working adults. This would also facilitate the high-touch model that has 
been shown to be highly effective in recruiting students. Ultimately, recruiters 
would be charged with finding the right program for the student, regardless 
of the location. 

 

Accreditation 
As acknowledged, Seattle Colleges has been hit with decreasing enrollments 
and financial support over the past several years. To survive and prosper it 
must change how things are done across the District. It must work towards 
greater efficiencies while streamlining and improving how it serves students 
and the community at large. Integration affords the potential for efficiencies, 
opening opportunities for alignment of educational pathways and basic or-
ganizational operations. 

During ASI discussions, the issue of joint accreditation is a consistent part of 
the dialogue. During the initial development of ASI in 2017, accreditation was 
on the list of items for consideration. However, Seattle Colleges’ leadership 
decided it was best to leave “primary accreditation responsibilities… at the 
colleges.”20 As Seattle Colleges considers how it best aligns itself for future 
competition and efficiencies of operations, it is our opinion that Seattle Col-
leges leadership again has a new conversation about potentially bringing the 
three colleges together though single accreditation or alignment based on 
the four guiding principles. 

All colleges under Title IV of the Higher Education Act are required to be 
accredited by one of the seven (7) regional accreditation agencies in the 
United States. South, North, and Central Seattle Colleges are all separately 
accredited through the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities 
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(NWCCU). The accreditation process requires significant staff resources that 
involves a comprehensive self-evaluation conducted on a seven-year cycle, as 
well as a mid-cycle review.  

There are three possibilities with regard to accreditation for Seattle Colleges 
to consider. The first is to keep with status quo, with each college continuing 
to be self-accredited and on their own accreditation schedule. The second is 
to align the accreditation cycles so that they are on the same seven-year 
schedule. This could be done by consulting with NWCCU to make this align-
ment happen. The third option is to bring the three colleges under one single 
accreditation, essentially establishing Seattle Colleges as one larger college 
with three campuses (four with Georgetown). This latter option would alter 
how Seattle Colleges works to some degree as it would force significant cen-
tralization. It does not necessarily, however, disregard the distinct and special 
nature of each college. In fact, it is possible to champion those distinctions 
through single accreditation as well as through its current form. 

For several years, there has been and continues to be a philosophical struggle 
of what Seattle Colleges “is.” Is Seattle Colleges a conglomeration of three, 
distinct colleges operating in parallel, or is it three campuses working in an 
integrated manner as a singular entity? Currently, it is the former. Although 
there has been major movement to align the colleges to work seamlessly in 
many ways, the colleges are separate, as per their accreditation.  

A question for Seattle Colleges remains: should the colleges be separate and 
distinct or singular and focused? There is great worry that too much integra-
tion will threaten the identities of the three colleges. This would only happen 
if it was designed to happen. There are systems across the Unites States that 
are one, singular entity with multiple, large campuses. Penn State, for in-
stance, is a large system under one accreditation with 24 campuses, the larg-
est and most well-known being University Park. But each of the other 
campuses are unique and distinct; all operating under the same rubrics and 
systems. The University of Alaska system is currently going through similar 
discussions about bringing their separate colleges together as a single system 
under a single accreditation.21 The Connecticut State Colleges and Universi-
ties recently consolidated their 12 community colleges into one accredited 
institution,22 and eight campuses in the Louisiana Community and Technical 

 
21 https://www.adn.com/alaska-news/education/2019/09/13/regents-vote-to-consider-options-beyond-a-controver-
sial-university-consolidation/. 
22 https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2017/11/07/state-mergers-community-colleges-are-spreading-can-present-
challenges.  

Colleges realigned to a savings of $10 million per year.23 Thus, there is ante-
cedent in the higher education arena for consideration. Ultimately, such a de-
cision is a local issue and must not be considered lightly.  

The purpose of ASI is to align and consolidate processes that make sense 
while allowing the colleges to be run under a site-based management prem-
ise. There is no indication that this would change under joint accreditation. It 
would, however, require additional alignment and consolidation.  

 

For several years, there has been and 
continues to be a philosophical struggle of 

what Seattle Colleges “is.” Is Seattle 
Colleges a conglomeration of three, 

distinct colleges operating in parallel, or is 
it three campuses working in an integrated 

manner as a singular entity? 

 

In addition to concerns regarding institutional culture and identity, there is 
concern that joint accreditation would result in job losses and an increase in 
bureaucracy. Job loss and HR are less related to accreditation and more 
aligned with enrollment trends, revenue development, and efficiencies. Each 
college can work together as one without having to abandon its culture and 
differentiation. 

The philosophical question must ultimately be answered by the stakeholders 
of Seattle Colleges. It can be argued that joint accreditation would eliminate 
ambiguity and set a final destination that would necessitate the colleges to 
be integrated, systematically and financially.  

 

23 https://www.theadvocate.com/baton_rouge/news/education/article_56b842d0-0441-11e7-8600-
9b894aaa8bac.html. 
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“One of the things that is challenging is, “Are we three 
separate schools trying to work in an integrated way or 

are we one institution with multiple campuses? That 
clarity would be really helpful. People can agree or 

disagree, but it really helps understand what it is that 
we’re trying to do.” 

 

“A lot of talk around we can’t do X because we are 
separately accredited. So, let’s get joint accreditation 

and tell people to stop it and focus on the students. But 
hours together for accreditation x3 is crazy. We should 

set a plan for a substantive change and a phased in deal 
over a few years. One set of goals, etc.” 

  

“The real tension comes from are we one college or 
three? If [the Chancellor] would say, ‘by year xxxx we will 

be one campus,’ everyone would be less confused. A 
level of trust.” 

 

“$64,000 question-is this the goal to make it one 
accredited institution or not. I don’t have one 

conversation where that question doesn’t come up. 
Currently not formally doing at this time.” 
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Strengths of Seattle Colleges 

Seattle Colleges has served hundreds of thousands of students since the late 
1960s. As faculty and staff understand, there are many strengths to what Se-
attle Colleges offers the community. The ASI Survey asked participants to 
comment specifically on what they thought made Seattle Colleges special. 
We feel it is worth stepping back to note not just the challenges Seattle Col-
leges, but what makes it special in the community. The word cloud on the 
previous page illustrates the major themes and comments made by 694 re-
spondents to the ASI survey. Based on our analysis, there were four major 
themes in their responses. Here are some comments from Seattle Colleges 
faculty and staff. 

 

Faculty and Staff. One out-of-five respondents to our survey mentioned the 
importance of Seattle Colleges faculty and staff as a strength of the system. 
The ability of everyone to work together for the common good and to help 
students meet their goals.  

“Employees who work here care deeply about students and col-
lege/district mission. We have talented faculty, supportive staff and 
administrators whose hearts are in the right place.” 

“When we work together for students, it really works.” 

“The dedication of the faculty and staff strive to provide a variety of 
offerings for students to choose a path for continuing their education, 
or for learning a valuable trade skill.” 

“I believe Seattle Colleges has some of the best talent in the nation, 
because Seattle is a highly desirable place to live and there are few 
universities.” 

“The Faculty is amazing and goes beyond the scope of their roles to 
make things work. I used to be a student and had no idea how much 
work the Faculty does to make the school seem more organized, ef-
ficient and passionate about education than it is as a whole.” 

“Excellent faculty delivering first-rate educational experiences to stu-
dents.” 

“Our independence and our strong instruction. Our faculty care 
about our students and devote themselves to improving their lives.” 

“We often provide access for students who otherwise would not be 
able to improve their lot in life. We serve a large percentage of first-
generation college students and increase their community's pipeline 
to college.” 

 
Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion. These core issues are at the heart of every-
thing that matters to the Seattle Colleges community and came out broadly 
and proudly in our discussions. Institutions like Seattle Colleges celebrate 
their open access policies and serving students who are often first generation, 
low-income, and those who are historically underserved in higher education.  

“Our greatest strength on campus is the diversity in our staff, faculty 
and students. I get to experience all types of cultures on campus and 
love what I learn daily.” 

“Students being able to access all three campuses, with a moderate 
level of ease in comparison to transferring to other colleges.” 

“We all seem to have shared values around equity, diversity and in-
clusion, that translate well across the campuses into action that leads 
to measurable positive outcomes when it comes to diversity and in-
clusion. In other words, we walk the talk of EDI.” 

“I believe that our colleges have a geographical reach to serve a high 
number of Seattle residents. Additionally, we are affordable and bring 
together community in a unique way. We have a large amount of sup-
portive services for individuals who would not be as well-served in 
traditional 4-year environments, which often leave first genera-
tion/low-income/minority populations under-served.” 

“Providing access to higher education and workforce opportunities 
for populations who historically have not been well served by educa-
tional institutions.” 
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“Our mission of diversity and inclusion is getting better than five years 
ago; it is a strength and asset. I am full of hope to spend a great deal 
of my waking life in service and practice of the mission. It is personal.” 

“Diversity of all kinds represented in student population--race, eth-
nicity, age, sexual preference, prior education, religious (or not) affili-
ations, etc.” 

“Embracing the diversity of our enrolled student population & the 
number of strategies and programs offered to help students persist 
and succeed.” 

“One of the Seattle Colleges' greatest strengths is that they are di-
verse, geographically and programmatically, yet they offer similar 
core classes.” 

 

Community. One thing that stands out is that Seattle Colleges is about com-
munity. One of the arguments against integration and convergence is that 
people worry about losing campus identify that is defined, in large part, by 
the community that engulfs each college. Here are some of the comments 
from respondents regarding the Seattle Colleges community.  

“I have always felt one strength is that each campus was able to re-
flect back to the community in which it resides some of the values and 
interests of that community, some of the cultural dynamic of its 
unique student populations, and that each campus was able to be a 
smaller, more meaningful experience for students. When I was an ad-
junct, I had the opportunity to teach at North, South, and Central. 
Each campus presented different approaches to serving students. 
There were commonalities, but the individuality of each campus was 
a great strength.” 

“I think the greatest strengths of Seattle Colleges is every college 
having their own identity and specializations. Each college serves a 
different community and having a singular identity is important.” 

“The work environment that is really united; feels like I am working in 
my community.” 

“The diversity, affordability, the sense of community. I was a student 
at Seattle Colleges, and I learned so much especially in a safe, inclu-
sive, welcoming environment. Faculty, staff, and students were all 
kind.” 

“As individual and affiliated entities, the three Seattle Colleges are 
responsive to the communities that we serve. Seattle is a city of mi-
croclimates and diverse and differentiated communities. We have 
good relationships with our neighborhood high schools, local com-
munity organizations, and city government and law enforcement. Em-
ployees of our three colleges are attuned to the needs of our 
communities, the students we serve, and the social conditions facing 
our communities. Indeed many of our employees live in the commu-
nities we serve, giving us further insight into the needs of our com-
munities.” 

“The potential for community involvement and the platform the Dis-
trict has to impact Seattle and Washington at large.” 

 

Quality & Commitment. The overall worth of a higher education institution 
comes back to quality of instruction and service and the commitment of those 
who are collaboratively working towards those shared goals. The thoughts 
expressed in the faculty and staff section are buttressed herein.  

“We live in a vibrant city, with great staff and faculty. We meet a very 
important need for people seeking to improve their education and 
overall quality of life.” 

“We are the Seattle educational option for students who do not wish 
to or cannot attend a university in their current academic pursuits. We 
are known for producing quality graduates, for the way we give life 
options to our students, and for partnering well in our community to 
support the success of all.” 

“We provide access to quality education with fewer overall barriers 
than traditional universities.” 
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“The diversity and the commitment from all classification of employ-
ees that work at SCC. Staff, faculty and administrators are always ex-
ploring opportunities to improve the services offered to students.” 

“Commitment to serving the community and working to strengthen 
knowledge and resources on diversity and equity.” 

“I think the greatest strength of the Colleges is our passion and com-
mitment to student success. Everyone is committed to working to-
wards the same goals--even if we have very different ways of reaching 
those goals.” 

“The insane commitment of thousands of faculty and staff to helping 
students achieve a life that they have reason to value.” 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

Overall, our take on ASI is that many of the people within Seattle Colleges 
community, including those who are more overtly against or concerned about 
some of the initiatives, understand that changes must be made to meet the 
needs of a different era of higher education. As described and understood, 
some of the items in Phase I of ASI were already on the development track. If 
there existed no white paper or Floten report, If there existed no white paper 
or Floten report, Seattle Promise, Seattle Pathways, Starfish, and Common 
Areas of Study would have gone forward. The nature of these initiatives drives 
system integration. It is perhaps by great happenstance, rather than by acci-
dent, that the concept for ASI came together at a precipitous time for Seattle 
Colleges. The trustees and key staff knew enough from recent history and 
trends that change was vital to sustainability. The hiring of the chancellor set 
up an opportunity, as communicated through his white paper, to begin a 
greater dialogue and process about systemic change. 

The white paper actually is a statement in support of new thinking about Se-
attle Colleges and an acknowledgement of areas that could benefit from sys-
tem alignment and integration while acknowledging which are better left 
untouched. The chancellor’s paper outlined the critical need for change in 
Seattle Colleges due to funding, demographic, and enrollment issues, as well 
as something he called “disjointed stories,” referring to the lack of “coherent 
identity and a compelling story” for Seattle Colleges. While Seattle Colleges 
should continue to celebrate the diversity that each college brings, a move-
ment towards integration in terms of messaging, processes, and teaching and 
learning is in the best interest of the organization.  

We feel that there exists much less dissention across Seattle Colleges than 
people might be led to believe. We inserted the previous section on strengths 
to highlight the perspectives of staff about what Seattle Colleges does well. 
In our conversations with faculty and staff, union representatives, and college 
leadership, we found more alignment than discord. Our overall sense of the 
organization is that employees and stakeholders want to see Seattle Colleges 
prepare for a richer, better future. Seattle Promise, to an extent, puts a major 
stamp on the organization, a reminder that Seattle Colleges matters and is 
part of the lifeblood of the city.  

To be sure, not all people agree about all things. We believe that a lack of 
communication and occasional cases of misinformation from all areas of 

Seattle Colleges have not served the ASI effort well. One of our primary rec-
ommendations is to improve the communication of ASI goals and direction, 
together with additional consultations about the best strategies to meet those 
goals. Documents show the multiple times that the chancellor consulted with 
the college presidents, conducted listening sessions, and sent emails about 
the ASI process. To us, it seemed considerable and transparent. However, 
how people perceive communication and transparency is what matters most. 
Therefore, more work needs to be done to provide additional transparency 
and knowledge about ASI, let alone other, critical strategic initiatives. While 
we were reminded that communication alone doesn’t solve all institutional 
woes, it would have alleviated many issues that Seattle Colleges is currently 
dealing with. All of which distracts from the main focus: improving student 
success.  

 

“If we focus on what is best for students, 
we wouldn’t be arguing over this stuff.” 

 

The question remains: What does Seattle Colleges want to be? Given the 
continuum between those who want things to stay the same and those who 
want large-scale change, we are left with wondering how integrated Seattle 
Colleges should be and how distinct? In reflection, perhaps ASI is actually a 
middle ground between the two rather than believing that the perspectives 
are mutually exclusive. Thus, the philosophical struggle. Together but distinct.  

Given that accreditation isn’t currently on the table, ASI provides a vehicle to 
better align major areas and processes between the colleges while also re-
ducing duplication and redundancy. If done effectively, integration brings the 
colleges further towards a more efficient operational and organizational sys-
tem. 

To reiterate, integration does not have to mean that colleges lose their iden-
tity. Many of the people we heard from were afraid of losing the culture of 
their particular college. We argue that further integration could enhance the 
institutional culture by allowing their president and others to focus on local, 
campus-based issues rather than centralized, redundant processes. If integra-
tion, standardization, and consolidation processes are well planned and im-
plemented, Seattle Colleges can benefit. Areas of quality, productivity, and 
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capacity need to be considered and continuous improvement processes ad-
hered to. 

Even with implementation hiccups, we should be reminded that ASI has made 
significant progress and achieved success in the following areas:  

• Human Resources (HR) is more aligned and integrated across all sites; 
• Information Technology (IT) has been enhanced and systems up-

graded; 
• Web Development has aligned software and services; 
• Core courses are more standardized and available at each college; 
• Curriculum and pre-requisites have been aligned and simplified 

across the District; 
• Continuing Education and Corporate Training have standardized pro-

cesses and encouraged collaboration across the District; 
• eLearning is at a place where it can grow and expand access to Seat-

tle Colleges for potential students;  
• The Foundation is in a position to increase development through new 

and existing philanthropic partners; 
• International Programs can now market collectively and work towards 

rebuilding enrollment and revenues; 
• Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI) is focusing on issues important 

to faculty, staff, and students; 
• Seattle Pathways has formalized processes and clarified pathways for 

students; 
• Starfish has resulted in a common approach to student advising and 

support. 

The above list is not exhaustive. Many other items could be added by stake-
holders, but it provides an example of how Seattle Colleges is building a bet-
ter organization for the purposes of sustainability and service to the 
community.  

 

“We have made more progress in the last 
two years than I think this organization has 

in the last 50.” 

 

With this, we have specific suggestions for improving processes and moving 
forward. We understand that change is rarely easy and requires considerable 
energy, attention to detail, and most certainly clear and transparent commu-
nications. But change is happening and success is occurring.  

With this, we have specific thoughts and recommendations for Seattle Col-
leges as it works towards further excellence and service for the City of Seattle 
and its citizens.  

Clarify the scope and metrics of ASI 
As described in the introduction, the Floten report encouraged the Board of 
Trustees to “take formal action to create an unambiguous and clear path for-
ward.” While the Board and chancellor did move forward, there was most 
certainly ambiguity about the process leading to frustration and misinfor-
mation across the District. It is critical that leadership — at the trustee, Siegal 
Center, and college levels — clarify the intent and direction of Seattle Col-
leges and the ASI initiative.  

Messages should continue to clarify and underscore the reasons that ASI is so 
important. While some feel that ASI is about job cutting, it needs to be mes-
saged that it is about “right sizing” and reconfiguring processes and depart-
ments to embolden the institution and make it efficient and sustainable. 
Seattle Colleges should champion the progress and success of ASI to date 
and continue to work towards further success on all ASI initiatives. 

In addition, we feel that the measures of success should be identified and 
highlighted. People want to know what defines attainment or success. Seattle 
Colleges leadership can provide these measures and communicate accord-
ingly. 

Provide consistent, clear, and comprehensive 
communication about ASI across all levels of the Seattle 
Colleges.  
At the outset of this project, we requested a description of ASI to learn about 
the various elements of the initiative. We read the chancellor’s white paper 
and Floten’s report, both from early 2017, but it took a 2019 PowerPoint file 
prepared for the Board of Trustees to better understand the scope of ASI. 
Since then, we’ve found other historical pieces that both clarify and confuse 
its meaning. Through this report, we’ve tried to clarify what ASI ‘is’ and are 
hopeful that at least that much has been established. 
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We believe that establishing clear and transparent communications about all 
things ASI is critical to the success of the individual initiatives and Seattle Col-
leges as a whole. To the chancellor’s credit, and as previously stated, we have 
documented several emails he sent to staff communicating about ASI over 
the past two years. This conflicted with some people from the colleges that 
said there was little information shared on ASI. Still, the consensus is that more 
information could have been made available on a more consistent basis. 

The chancellor has provided links to reports on his webpage. Even as we have 
conducted this review, more ASI items have been added to that page includ-
ing information from our recent site visit. Putting information on a webpage 
doesn’t guarantee heightened understanding and knowledge, but it helps. It 
is important for Seattle Colleges leadership across the District to refer to this 
information and direct people to the website and other materials as neces-
sary. This will provide a higher level of transparency and information for the 
Seattle Colleges community.  

Recommit to a process that is engaging, inclusive, 
transparent, and consistent. 
It was clear in our discussions with people across Seattle Colleges that they 
want to be heard and have their input considered. Documentation (e.g., 
emails, minutes, memos) in 2017 shows there were opportunities for input via 
listening sessions and consultations regarding ASI. We strongly encourage 
Seattle Colleges leaders to re-engage the Seattle Colleges’ community in a 
way that is inclusive, transparent, and consistent. 

We believe that Seattle Colleges can borrow from the Equity, Diversity, and 
Inclusion playbook and be more inclusive of the faculty and staff of Seattle 
Colleges by investing in their thoughts and perspectives. Both the white pa-
per and Floten report emphasized the importance of involving all parts of Se-
attle Colleges in the fact-finding and decision-making processes. Efforts 
should be made to include the colleges, key personnel, and union represent-
atives. This is what was promised; this is what needs to happen. 

Seattle Colleges leadership can make information transparent and provide a 
consistency in messaging that would increase awareness and knowledge. For 
us, we found a plethora of information in 2017 that seemed to go silent in 
2018 and early 2019. Our arrival on the scene in September 2019 seemed to 

re-ignite discussions. Seattle Colleges has a present-day opportunity to en-
gage the entire community in up-to-date discussions surrounding the success, 
lessons learned, and the work to be done.  

Conduct an internal assessment of the impact of ASI to date. 
We strongly encourage ASI to conduct a review of ASI within each program 
area to identify and address the status of efficiencies, effectiveness, and areas 
of concern to date. A continuous improvement process should be developed 
to review, identify, and address the status of efficiencies, effectiveness, and 
areas of concern. Once the current status has been clarified and defined, each 
area should create and/or update operational plans that include implementa-
tion, communication, and evaluation (including intended outcomes with clear 
metrics and a timeline). For each area of integration, there should be an iden-
tified point of contact with defined roles regarding ASI and a clear two-way 
path to address real-time concerns with prompt follow-up and resolutions. 

For transparency, it would be worthwhile to have consistent and standardized 
reports on where each area resides with respect to system integration includ-
ing fact-based acknowledgement of what has happened, where things are 
related to stated goals (quantitative and qualitative data), what is left to 
achieve, and what some of the barriers and successes have been.  

Identify potential areas of integration (Phase II) to align with 
Seattle Colleges’ strategic plan. 
This report describes some of the potential pieces to be considered for a next 
phase of system integration. Our list, compiled from previous understandings 
of what has been suggested to explore for potential integration, is certainly 
not exhaustive. We think, through further engagement of the Seattle Colleges 
community, other possibilities may arise. Establishing a process to engage 
Seattle Colleges staff and faculty to vet potential areas for integration should 
be thorough and open in order to increase transparency, clarify intentions, 
and bolster support towards a common goal.  
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Final Thoughts

 
 
The new era of higher education is pushing boundaries of what we thought 
was possible only a short while ago. The ground continues to shift while we 
walk. The option for status quo in this volatile environment serves only as a 
red flag against an organization unready and unwilling to rise up to the chal-
lenge. Conversely, making prudent, strategic choices to improve the effi-
ciency and efficacy of Seattle Colleges improves the future outlook of the 
organization. Change requires difficult choices. Not all people will agree on 
all things, but like-minded people, like those who work at Seattle Colleges, 
can come up with compromises and strategies to make things better. 

For what it is worth, the mere process of an external entity like the Educational 
Policy Institute reviewing ASI has stirred the waters and caused renewed dis-
cussions of ASI. We spoke with people who were engaged, interested, dedi-
cated, and thoughtful. Even in the most difficult discussions, we were taken 
by the caring of the people of Seattle Colleges. And nor were we surprised.  

The decision to create ASI was bold and forward thinking. Chancellor Pan’s 
white paper, which has been frequently referenced in this report, is an excep-
tional strategic position paper on how to move Seattle Colleges forward to 
ensure the future prosperity of the organization while continuing to enrich the 
educational opportunities for Seattle youth and adults. Channeling energies 
in a proactive, considered, and measured manner raises all boats, so to speak. 
The alternative of doing nothing today could mean that nothing may exist 
tomorrow. There is a tangible cost to status quo. 

Some people suggested that Seattle Colleges should simply “rip off the 
Band-Aid” and make the difficult and hard changes that some suggest. “Ra-
tional” change, a public policy term referring to quick, dramatic changes, is 
akin to ripping off the Band-Aid. Some public policy issues require rational 
changes in policy and practice. However, rational change typically does not 
bode well for an organization or a society-at-large as it leaves too much col-
lateral damage in the wake. We think a better path for Seattle Colleges is to 
continue moving forward through thoughtful, “incremental” policies and 
strategies that lead us to the same place. 

 
 
Through 50 years, Seattle Colleges has been an important force in promoting 
educational equity and workforce development of the city and region; not just 
for those who attended, but for others whose lives are impacted by the con-
nections of the North, Central, and South colleges with business, industry, 
and community. 

The waters of change are not always clear; the messages are sometimes con-
flicting; and the timelines for action often shift. The internal assessment of 
each ASI area, as we have recommended, can help reconcile what people 
think versus what they know. The four guiding principles that play into ASI, 
provide direction and focus:  

1. Student success 
2. Organizational excellence 
3. Balance of integration and differentiation  
4. Financial stability  

The success of any endeavor on behalf of Seattle Colleges requires the input 
and commitment of all stakeholders of the organization. The faculty and staff 
from North, Central, and South colleges; the administrators and staff at the 
Siegal Center; the Board of Trustees; the business and industrial community 
of Greater Seattle; the policymakers at the local and state levels; and ulti-
mately the community and people of Seattle all need to be considered.  
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Appendix A. Interview Schedule 

 
 
 

1. Shouan Pan, Chancellor (September 4, 2019) 
2. Cindy Riche, AVC Information Technology (September 16, 2019) 
3. Malcolm Grothe, AVC Workforce Education (September 16, 2019) 
4. Kurt Buttleman, VC Academics and Student Success (September 16, 2019) 
5. Traci Russell, ED Advancement (September 17, 2019) 
6. Earnest Phillips, AVC Communications Strategic Initiatives (September 17, 2019) 
7. Jennifer Howard, Interim VC Finance Human Resources (Former) (September 18, 2019) 
8. Steve Hill, Board of Trustee (September 20, 2019) 
9. Rosa Peralta, Board of Trustees (September 26, 2019) 
10. Louise Chernin, Board of Trustee (October 4, 2019) 
11. Annette Stofer, AFT Seattle (October 7, 2019) 
12. Teresita Batayola, Board of Trustee (October 8, 2019) 
13. Matthew Davenhall, Washington Federation of State Employees (October 9, 2019) 
14. Cody Hiatt, AFT Seattle Public Schools (October 9, 2019) 
15. Andrea Insley, AVC, International Programs (October 9, 2019) 
16. Bob Embry, Corporate and Continuing Education (November 12, 2019) 
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Appendix B. Site Visit Schedule 

 
Monday, September 30 (Boardroom reserved as home base, 1st floor) 
 
9:00-10:30 Meeting with College Presidents  
 (Siegal Boardroom) 
 Sheila Edwards Lange, Central 
 Warren Brown, North  
 Rosie Rimando-Chareunsap, South 
 
10:30-10:45 Institutional Research Group 
 Jim Christiansen Room, 2nd Floor 
 
11:00-12:30 Meeting with College Vice Presidents 
 (Siegal Boardroom) 
 Bradley Lane, Central VP of Instruction 
 Yoshiko Harden, Central VP of Student Services 
 Bruce Riveland, Central VP of Administrative Services 
 Valerie Hunt, Central AVP of Equity, Diversity and Inclusion 
 Pete Lortz, North VP of Instruction 
 Toni Castro, North Interim VP of Student Services 
 Andrea Johnson, North VP of Administrative Services 
 D’andre Fisher, North AVP of Equity, Diversity and Inclusion 
 Sayumi Irey, South, VP of Instruction 
 Joe Barrientos, South VP of Student Services 
 Holly Woodmansee, South, Interim VP of Administrative Services 
 Betsy Hasegawa, South AVP of Equity, Diversity and Inclusion  
 
3:00-4:00 Listening Session at Seattle Central College 
 BE1110, President Edwards Lange to welcome  
 All Central faculty and staff have been invited 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Tuesday, October 1 (JC Room reserved as home base, 2nd Floor) 
 
10:00-11:00 Listening Session with Siegal Center Staff 
 Erickson Theater 
 All District Office staff have been invited. Chancellor Pan will introduce 

you.  
 
11:00-12:30 Meeting with Siegal Executive Team 
 Jim Christiansen Room, 2nd Floor 
 Kurt Buttleman, VC of Academic and Student Success 
 Kerry Howell, VC of Advancement 
 Jennifer Dixon, Interim VC of Human Resources 
 Jennifer Strother, Interim VC of Finance and Administration 
 Cindy Riche, Chief Information Officer 
 Earnest Phillips, AVC of Communications and Strategic Initiatives 
 Malcolm Grothe, AVC of Workforce and Economic Development 
    
1:00-2:00 Listening Session at North Seattle College  
 North Star Dining Room, President Brown to welcome 
 All North faculty and staff have been invited 
 
3:00-4:00 Listening Session at South Seattle College 
 Cascade Hall 107, President Rimando-Chareunsap to welcome 
 All South faculty and staff have been invited 
 
5:00-6:00 Meeting with Chancellor Pan  
 (Siegal Center) 
 Chancellor’s Office 
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Appendix C. ASI Faculty and Staff Survey 
Introduction 
 
In 2017, Seattle Colleges established the Achieving System Integration (ASI) process 
to focus on improving Seattle Colleges’ efficiency, effectiveness, and competitive-
ness as a system. Part of the ASI process is reviewing our progress in order to inform 
our next steps. The Educational Policy Institute (EPI) was hired through a competitive 
process to conduct the ASI review. 
 
This survey is designed to give you an opportunity to provide feedback and sugges-
tions on current progress and accomplishments as well as identify possible areas for 
consideration during ASI Phase II. We are asking that you please take the time to 
complete this brief questionnaire in order to inform future decision-making by the 
District. The survey should take no longer than 10 minutes. The survey is open for 
one week and will close on September 27. 
 
The content of this survey is strictly confidential. No names or other identifiable infor-
mation will be provided to Seattle Colleges. If you are interested in sharing addi-
tional confidential information with the EPI research team, you may do so by 
contacting me directly at wswail@educationalpolicy.org. 
 
We will also be conducting a listening tour at each of the colleges September 30 and 
October 1. Thank you again for taking the time to complete this important survey. 
 
Dr. Watson Scott Swail 
President and Senior Research Scientist Educational Policy Institute 
 
 
Background Information 
 
1. I work at: 

a. North Seattle College  
b. Seattle Central College  
c. South Seattle College 
d. Seattle Colleges District Office 

 
2. My status is: 

a. Classified 
b. Exempt – Administrative, Executive (e.g., chancellor, presidents, vice 

chancellors, vice presidents) 
c. Exempt – Administrative, Management (e.g., directors, deans, 

division/department chairs, administrative assistants)  
d. Exempt - Professional Staff AFT-SPS (e.g., managers, specialists, coor-

dinators) 
e. Full-Time Faculty (teaching and non-teaching)  
f. Part-Time Faculty (teaching and non-teaching)  
g. Student Worker 
h. Other (please specify) 

 
3. My division is:  

a. Administrative  
b. Instruction 
c. Student Services  
d. Other (please specify) 

 
4. My primary role is in: 

a. Academic, instruction  
b. Admissions 
c. Advancement, development  
d. Advising, counseling 
e. Communications, marketing  
f. Continuing education 
g. Diversity, equity, inclusion  
h. e-Learning 
i. Facilities 
j. Finance, accounting  
k. Financial aid 
l. HR 
m. Information technology  
n. Institutional research  
o. Library 
p. Professional/technical programs  
q. Registrar 
r. Web services 
s. Other (please specify) 

 
5. I have worked at Seattle Colleges for: 

a. 1-2 years 
b. 3-5 years 
c. 6-10 years 
d. 11-20 years 
e. Over 20 years 
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6. What is your gender? 
a. Male 
b. Female 
c. Transgender, male-to-female  
d. Transgender, female-to-male 
e. Genderqueer or gender nonconforming  
f. Other 

 
7. What sex were you assigned at birth? 

a. Male 
b. Female 

 
8. My race (Check all that apply) 

a. White 
b. Black or African American  
c. American Indian or Alaska Native 
d. Asian 
e. Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  
f. Other 

 
9. My ethnicity: 

a. Hispanic or Latino  
b. NOT Hispanic or Latino 

 
10. What do you see as the greatest strengths of Seattle Colleges? 
 
11. What are the most concerning challenges facing Seattle Colleges? 
 
12. To what extent do you agree with the following statements: (Strongly Disagree, 

Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 
a. I am knowledgeable about ASI. 
b. The student experiences of Seattle Colleges programs and services 

have improved since ASI started. 
c. North Seattle, Seattle Central, South Seattle, and the District Office are 

working better together now than when ASI started. 
 
13. For the following Phase I areas, please rate your satisfaction with progress to 

date. (Not Satisfied, Slightly Satisfied, Moderately Satisfied, Very Satisfied, Ex-
tremely Satisfied) 

a. Commencement Ceremony (commencement planning, implementa-
tion, communications) 

b. Common Areas of Study (limited set of academic and career topics 

students choose to plan their educational experience) 
c. Corporate Training (customized instruction at company worksites or 

online) 
d. Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (planning, staffing, programming, in-

struction, research, community engagement) 
e. Foundation Integration (consolidation and coordination of the District 

and colleges foundations) 
f. HR Integration (hiring, onboarding, performance, professional develop-

ment) 
g. Information Technology (IT Help/Support, phone, applications, WiFi, 

security, desktop support) 
h. Seattle Pathways (ensuring students select an academic/career path, 

stay on a path, and learn; vision, areas of study, advising structures, 
placement, technology) 

i. Seattle Promise (a partnership with the City to provide tuition and stu-
dent service supports for high school graduates) 

j. Starfish Student Success Solutions (student success technology plat-
form to facilitate student advising, retention, and communications) 

k. Website Integration (website platform, structure, content) 
 
14. What parts of the ASI do you think are helpful for the colleges as well as faculty, 

staff, and students? 
 

15. What parts of the ASI, if any, concern you? 
 
16. Please rate whether you think these possible areas should be considered for 

Phase II ASI activities. (Definitely Not, Probably Not, Possibly, Probably, Defi-
nitely, I Don't Know) 

a. Communication (internal and external communications, strategy, mes-
saging, stakeholder/audience analysis) 

b. Continuing Education (skill development, personal interest, job train-
ing) 

c. Distance Learning (online learning, e-learning) 
d. Grants (grant proposal writing, grant management) 
e. Institutional Research and Planning (strategic planning, research, ac-

creditation, data governance and use) 
f. International Programs (structures and programs to serve international 

students) 
g. One Single Accreditation (Integrating the three colleges for one singu-

lar accreditation) 
h. Recruitment and Outreach (recruitment and outreach to prospective 

students) 



Seattle Colleges — Achieving System Integration 

educationalpolicy.org   47 

i. Please provide any details or information about your responses above. 
 

17. Please rate these issues in their degree of importance: (Not important, Slightly 
Important, Moderately Important, Important, Very Important, I Don’t Know) 

a. Improving our financial sustainability 
b. Differentiating the three colleges 
c. Reducing program redundancy between the three colleges 
d. Increasing efficiency from an organizational/operational point of view 
e. Integrating the three colleges and academic programs 
f. Reducing administrative redundancy and duplication across campuses 
g. Improving student retention and success 
h. Reducing the cost to students and families 
i. Creating System-Wide Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) 
j. Please provide any details or information about your responses above 

OR other thoughts about possible future options. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this important survey for Seattle Colleges. 
If you have any questions, please contact us at info@educationalpolicy.org. 
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Appendix D. Selected ASI Faculty and Staff Survey 
Findings 

694 people completed and ASI survey and 439 people offered various com-
ments on Seattle Colleges and ASI. Respondents were representative of the 
entire Seattle Colleges District.  

 
 
 

 

• Forty-four percent of respondents were instructional staff, 22 percent 
student services, 19 percent administrative, and 15 percent other.  

 

 
 

 
• Thirty-nine percent of those surveyed had worked in the Seattle Col-

leges system for between 3 and 10 years and another 37 percent 
worked over 10 years. One quarter of respondents (24 percent) had 
worked two years or less.  

• The District Office was an outlier on this measure as the percentage 
of respondents who were relatively new or relatively old flipped. 
Thirty-nine percent of respondents had been with the District for only 
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1-2 years while those who had been with the district for over 10 years 
was 24 percent.  

 
• The gender of respondents of the survey was representative of the 

Seattle Colleges with 59 percent female and 37 percent male. The 
District Office leaned more female (66 percent) than the colleges.  

 

 
 

• Two thirds of respondents were White, 17 percent Asian, 9 percent 
Black, and 9 percent Hispanic/Latino.  

 
 

• We asked Seattle Colleges’ staff about their knowledge regarding 
ASI. Fifty-two percent of all staff either agreed or strongly agreed that 
they were knowledgeable about ASI, 25 percent disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. 

• Most respondents were indifferent about whether ASI has had a pos-
itive impact on the student experience (62 percent neither agree nor 
disagree), and only 14 percent answered agree or strongly agree, 
with 25 percent disagree or strongly disagree.  

• Twenty-two percent of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that 
the colleges were working better together as a result of ASI; 27 per-
cent disagreed or strongly disagreed. Those at the Siegal Center 
were far more likely to think that the colleges were working better 
together versus those at the colleges (41 percent vs. 16-22 percent). 

 
 



Seattle Colleges — Achieving System Integration 

educationalpolicy.org   50 

 
 

• We asked respondents about their level of satisfaction regarding in-
dividual ASI initiatives. A large proportion of respondents—in some 
cases over 15 percent—responded “I Don’t Know” to this question. 
The items with the lowest level of awareness included Corporate 
Training (59), Starfish (51), and Seattle Pathways (40). Even items as 
prominent of Seattle Promise (34) and Foundation Integration (35) 
had a third of people responding that they did not know enough to 
answer. This suggests that more communication could help people 
further understand these initiatives.  

 

 
 

• The chart above illustrates the responses for those who did not re-
spond “I Don’t Know.” Satisfaction was highest for Seattle Promise 
(94 percent slightly, moderately, very, or extremely satisfied vs. 6 per-
cent not satisfied), followed by Seattle Pathways (87), Starfish (83), 
Common Areas of Study (84), Equity, Diversity, and Inclusivity (86), 
and Website Integration (80). 

• HR Integration was the lowest rated item with 39 percent “not satis-
fied,” followed by Foundation Integration (34), Commencement Cer-
emony (28), and Corporate Training (27) 
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• When asked about potential ASI Phase II items, all initiatives with the 
exception of single accreditation were highly rated with approxi-
mately 80 percent responding possibly, probably, or definitely with 
regard to integration. This includes Institutional Research and Plan-
ning (83), Communications (84), Grants (82), Distance Learn-
ing/eLearning (82), Continuing Education (80), and Recruitment and 
Outreach (80). 76 percent of respondents similarly rates positively the 
integration of International Programs. Single accreditation had a 62 
percent positive response and a 38 percent “less Likely or No” re-
sponse. 

 

 

 
 
Finally, we asked Seattle Colleges faculty and staff members about the de-
gree of importance regarding several issues.  

• All respondents thought Improving Student Success was important, 
with 97 percent rating it Important or Very Important.  

• Ninety-nine percent of respondents also felt that Improving Sustain-
ability, Reducing Cost, and Increasing Efficiency were somewhat to 
very important. 

• Reducing Administrative Redundancy, Creating KPIs, and Differenti-
ated Colleges also ranked highly.  

• Reducing Program Redundancy and Integration Academic Programs, 
while still positively rated, had the highest response of “Not Im-
portant” (22 and 27 percent respectively).  
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Appendix E. Selected Comments from Surveys, 
Listening Sessions, and Interviews 

The following are selected comments taken from the ASI Survey, listening 
sessions, and interviews. In total, there were over 2,700 comments (equivalent 
to 266 pages) from faculty and staff. This provides only a brief rendering of 
some of the thoughts from across Seattle Colleges. These responses can be 
fact checked and used as a starting point for new conversation. 

 
Foundation Integration 
• Our funding model - Spending money on districtwide initiatives, i.e., Starfish, the 

Foundation, takes from our campus because there is no more new money to pay 
for those initiatives - it's how we are redistributing them. Yes, I agree they are 
important things to do and we are going to have to pay for them so the campus 
takes a budget cut. 

• Anecdotally, some donors (particularly college employees and alums) are also 
now more reluctant to contribute to the foundation since we don't feel a connec-
tion to "District" in the same way we felt connected to our own college. 

• Losing our college's foundation--one which I would have left part of my estate to 
(as would some of my now retired colleagues who have taken the college out of 
their Wills) --is a huge strike against funding for the college. People are not inter-
ested in leaving money to the "District"; 

• I appreciate the steps that the foundation has taken to improve processes--new 
website, scholarship managers for each campus, etc., but there's still great confu-
sion over who does what and when. For instance, to get the Foundation to help 
support an event, it has to be designated a Presidential priority. But, at least as 
far as I can tell, there is no discernible or good process/criteria for defining these 
priorities and how to submit them for consideration.  

• Foundation’s support for instruction and faculty PD has been a major concern as 
there is almost no opportunities for faculty to seek grants support from the foun-
dation nowadays. In the past each campus was more supportive especially South 
Foundation. 

• Wish the South Foundation will start offering grant support for faculty PD events 
and projects this year. Last year it was sooo disappointing that the foundation 
didn’t do anything for faculty. 

• South also essentially has lost our foundation, which has a 20-million-dollar en-
dowment. ASI has pushed them out (for no real reason) and no one at South was 
in support of this action. It was an ego-based decision by the Chancellor, greatly 
hurting our campus and our students in both short and long term. 

• I also think having one foundation will produce great benefits. 

• I worked for the District foundation for several years and know how difficult it was 
to get the foundations to integrate, but disappointed that South chose to not 
participate. Interesting that the new Foundation is headed by the past president 
of South's foundation. 

• Losing the individual foundations has cut off the funds available to help students 
achieve by helping them with books, tools, and uniforms for tech programs and 
cuts off if not ended timely help with emergency scholarships for the student that 
may have just one quarter left and be short of funds for completion of their edu-
cation. 

• The merger of each of the college's foundations into one probably makes sense 
on paper but leaves the sole entity less likely to be responsive to the needs of the 
individual colleges and their students. 

• The first thing to be ASI-ed should never have been the foundations given that 
there is such strong tradition and sense of ownership associated with fund raising 
in foundations. The foundations were TOLD, not asked. The backlash was harsh. 
If the intention was to combine resources to make a single foundation more at-
tractive to large donors, then that backfired. The process pissed off a lot of people 
with the deepest pockets. Ignoring tradition and turf, and in doing so breaking 
trust, leads to disaster. Not only was this a political fiasco, straining campus rela-
tionships with our foundations, it negatively impacted the students the founda-
tions support. 

• They forced our foundation out and off our campus. We had the strongest foun-
dation in the District — in the state — with a $20 million endowment and they 
pushed them off campus — so that we can have one that I’m sure doesn’t have 
that much in it combined. We lost it and we didn’t want to lose this foundation. 

 

HR Integration 
• HR has had had trouble keeping staff. If exit interviews were performed, you likely 

will read that several people were dissatisfied with the support they received as 
processes were changed as a result of ASI, making the role untenable. 

• All our staff is pulled into these initiatives (capacity) and we have serious issues 
with HR payroll 

• I had a question for someone in HR. She said, "You'll have to ask someone in HR. 
I don't know." I responded, "but you are in HR." She said, "Ask someone else in 
HR." I asked, "Who in HR can help me answer that question?" The HR professional 
said, "I have no idea, but if you find out, please let me know." 

• HR has too many job duties and no one can even get in touch with their on-cam-
pus HR rep. because they are too overworked. I am confused as District HR con-
tinues to hire and add people, yet they have not taken on a larger workload to 
assist individual campus HR offices with further support and assistance? Hiring 
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takes too long for paperwork to process, and great potential candidates are lost 
in the process.   

• It now takes up to three months to process paperwork, when I have my own staff 
who has been doing this for the past five years and is highly capable. Now that 
the access has been taken away from her, the process has slowed down consid-
erably and we are left in the dark about where we are in our hiring processes. 

• Because of prior instances of giving blatant misinformation and openly incorrect 
statements regarding benefits, I do not trust the HR employees at the college to 
properly carry out their responsibilities. 

• Judging from my observations of trying to onboard new faculty this quarter, HR 
seems to be a mess. The process is taking way too long and is coupled with a lot 
of non-responsiveness. Sometimes we have to add classes due to demand, so 
new faculty may be needed at the last minute. We need a way to do this efficiently. 
One admin was literally going to teach the faculty's class the first day because the 
admin didn't know if the person would be processed in time. 

• HR - seems to have imploded despite the addition of some excellent new hires; 
has become increasingly difficult to move regular processes along (due to pro-
cesses, tools, and procedures still being in major flux) and to get assistance in a 
timely manner (due to not enough staff).  

• HR integration just means we don't have our HR team around as frequently to 
solve issues because they are pulled away to do work at the District.  

• HR needs to be consistent in their representation of all employees which isn't 
happening well yet but hopefully will improve. 

• HR has had some ups and downs. I will withhold comment on this one because 
our local HR people have been incredible, and our new interim HR chancellor is 
doing good work. But HR had a rocky start under the previous District admin and 
we are still getting over that and the morale it created.  

• Communication between HR/Payroll and the campuses has declined. Employee 
contract and salary information that use to be shared with employees, depart-
ments and business offices no longer happens. It is not clear where responsibilities 
reside. Some employees have had difficulty receiving answers to their questions 
or receive different answers depending upon who they ask. 

• I think centralizing HR is great too. In fact, I think we should centralize the whole 
business office work too. Much of the work people do in business offices at the 
colleges has to always pass through district anyways, so there is lots of duplica-
tion. The people at the campuses feel they don't actually control any of what hap-
pens in the business office, so why are they there? It is just an extra layer that costs 
a lot.  

• The HR centralization is a fiasco which results in delayed hiring cycles, increased 
workloads and decreased student resources. The new policy instituted bottle-
necks in the I-9 certification process so that staff do not get on boarded in a timely 
fashion. Faculty and others are not able to start due to the poorly designed pro-
cess flow. This is basic program design. District gets an F on this grade.   

• HR didn’t run a pilot program for this change. We did not get enough training. It 
was all on New Hire Coordinators plate and the previous 30 new hire coordinators 
did not previously get enough training. 

• HR integration has been (hands down) the most problematic of all the integration 
efforts. It was supposed to streamline the work, but since HR introduced signifi-
cant technology changes at the same time as significant structural changes, and 
because it was poorly led by a previous leader, it has failed in many peoples' 
estimation. What was once a bureaucratic system has become directly damaging 
to departments and individuals. The insufficiency of HR have reached a crisis point 
and is the single-most common "pain point" identified by my colleagues in the 
college. 

• HR is still happening - and we have the same number of HR staff on our campus 
that we had before - they just report to someone different.  

• HR integration has been rocky -- to no fault of our newly hired HR administrators. 
The processes have not been communicated from the district level and this cre-
ated major challenges when Student Leadership had to hire 50+ students this past 
Spring, for the upcoming academic year. 

• HR systems are inefficient and undeveloped. Processes (like e-forms for new hires 
and posting new positions) are needlessly complicated and involve getting ap-
proval from various people spread across the District. 

• The new HR processes have been the downfall of the colleges since implementa-
tion. A system that was working fine has now turned into a system where students, 
staff and faculty have a hard time getting compensated regularly. 

 
IT (including Web Services) 
• Another example where services have been "centralized/districtized" is IT. Any-

time we try to get web changes the process takes so long, our website is never 
up to date. A website needs to be a dynamic living object that has the ability to 
make changes quickly. With only one web person at the District for all three 
schools, that seems like an impossible task. 

• Although our IT people are fabulous, the system often breaks down, just when 
one is trying to get work done. 

• As someone who works in an area that makes heavy use of IT, and whose job 
requires regular visits to all campuses, dealing with the different IT departments 
used to be its own special hell. Things have improved tremendously since the IT 
departments were reorganized into a districtwide unit. 

• Having a larger IT team working together means more brain-power, perhaps 
greater purchasing power and overall greater economy. 

• HR and IT customer services levels have plummeted since ASI consolidation, and 
in some cases, they have forced an inordinate amount of work traditionally cov-
ered by those areas of expertise upon other colleagues.  
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• ASI effort does reflect improvement in the areas that I'm concerned about. I've 
noticed improvement in IT in particular. 

• I think IT is well executed and well run, other than we still have dead zone on 
North Campus due to the brick buildings. 

• IT support has stabilized and having one single login across the District has been 
helpful. 

• South used to have the smallest IT department. Now our people are typically at 
Central. I do think our IT department people now have more responsibility and 
knowledge and pride. It is good to do things in a common way. The vice chancel-
lor of IT is a good move, sometimes we have to call her to get things done, but it 
does get done when we call her. 

• Centralizing IT, HR and the Foundation should lead to cost savings, efficiencies, 
and more clarity. 

• We already see improvements in IT related areas and it seems there are more to 
come. 

• In terms of IT, it seems that there continues to be a lack of triaging when Helpdesk 
requests are submitted, resulting in requests that are not responded to in a timely 
fashion. 

• I definitely feel that our IT department has been able to help people a lot more 
since it has unified. The fact that there is a single login to any of the 3 networks 
allow students to take classes at any of the campuses. 

• I will say that IT Services is STARTING to move in the right direction. However, 
the biggest complaint is the total lack of communication on any front from IT Ser-
vices to the Foundation. It seems incredible difficult to know who to talk to, or 
what the org charts look like. That continues to be a real issue. 

• The changes in the IT structure seem to have established clear lines of communi-
cation. I would like to see the District be more focused on providing our students 
with current technical services. Our technical services offered to students are 
clunky and outdated. 

• I have found the response time from IT has overall improved. The one part of IT 
integration that could be improved is communication and setting expectation. 
When there is an issue, email communication about the problem and when to 
expect resolution is really important. Likewise, when I submit a ticket to the IT 
helpdesk, it would be helpful to know how long it might take to get a response. 

• I think some of the IT integration has been helpful. Sharing information. Getting 
on the same page on items that make sense. Cindy Rocks! She treats people like 
adults which is a lesson others need to take into advisement. 

• I think the integration of IT has made for a rough time for many employees at 
North, but maybe that will improve soon. 

• I will speak to IT Services integration. Many parts of it have been very productive 
and helpful, and I think we're working better, districtwide, than we ever have be-
fore. My only complaint is that staffing cuts have simply been too severe. We are 
down 9 full-time employees from where we were 3 years ago. Some of this is 

mitigated by good organizational decision-making, help from other campuses, 
and some re-working of "who does what". 

• They have been standardizing how they do IT across locations/desktops. At first, 
we had 15 different ways of putting an image on a person’s desktop. All locations 
were doing it differently with different tools. Some made from scratch and a ton 
of inefficiency! This transition has saved a ton of time! 

• With IT, a good example of why IT didn’t work is when they built a budget for 
District IT, they said, “OK we see how much each college had in their IT budget, 
Let’s just pull those funds and make a District IT budget. 

 

International Programs 
• Details on how integrating international programs is yet to be determined on how 

it went. 
• I think it is fine to combine some of the international programs. For example, it 

makes sense to combine the three marketing departments. It doesn't make sense 
to be less responsive to students' needs. If students are unable to see advisors, 
or if their advisors don't know enough about the college the student is attending, 
the students would get frustrated. Please begin to treat people with respect 
throughout this process.  

• Morale there is also very low among faculty and staff. Employees are being placed 
in uncertain situations and being given very little information about how these 
changes will affect their futures. These are people who have given years of service 
to this institution. Please begin to treat people with respect. 

• I'm really concerned about the lack of attention given to International programs 
ASI. All three colleges rely on the money brought in by International students and 
yet the ASI of International has been hazardously rolled out with employees learn-
ing that they are being let go from fellow employees and not their supervisors.  

• There may be some efficiencies to be gained by integrating outreach or intake of 
students into continuing education and/or international programs, but again it 
seems risky when it comes to supporting students. 

• International students are a big profit center for the university because they basi-
cally triple revenue/ or tuition and that declining students are impacting our clas-
ses -our enrollments lower and financial situation more precarious. Central 
enrollment of international students is about 2.5 x more than Norths international 
students and they (Central) aren’t’ suffering a decline in international students like 
North has. I’m curious as to how this is happening. 

• First of all, there was no discussion about International Programs, that has already 
happened and was a shock to many. From my perspective it was decided at Dis-
trict and just announced without input or study.  

• I am concerned about how staffing decisions are made and communicated about. 
In International Programs new district positions are being assigned to current staff 
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without search processes, employee input, or even collecting resumes from staff. 
Within these decisions there are clear equity issues related to the protected clas-
ses of staff members (gender and race) and which campus is being favored (Cen-
tral is gaining a highly favorable position in the restructured model, North and 
South are not).   

• International Programs are already on the chopping block -- and this is going 
badly for everyone except for Central.  

• International Programs bring in a lot of money when we have a lot of students. It 
would be interesting to see how this program could benefit from ASI. 

• International programs has already started the process. It's my understanding that 
the plan they were asked to create was ignored and it happened very quickly. 
People from Central were promoted into district positions. There is a very real 
concern that South and North won't be equally represented.   

• We have a very talented team in our International programs. It makes sense for 
them all to learn from each other, but physically dispersing this talent across the 
District put a strain on the staff in their ability wholly engage with students on their 
campus. I'm sure there are spaces for alignment that make sense, but be mindful 
of how this effects your most valuable resource, the staff. 

 

Seattle Promise 
• Seattle promise has the possibilities of being great for all three colleges if the 

District still has enough programs and individuality when it becomes effective. 
Some view the demand to integrate them as a sign the District as a whole is failing 
and we will not be here to provide the students what they need to achieve their 
educational and career goals.  If things were going so well, so many employees 
would not be actively job hunting and fleeing the District. 

• Seattle Promise: Staff is great but overworked and cannot possibly give the sup-
port that South needs because our team is short staffed and we serve three times 
the number of students that Central and North do (we have 180 this year). South 
needs an assistant director for Seattle Promise, our population is not only larger 
but has higher needs. ASI does not work for Seattle Promise because the three 
schools are not the same. 

• Central has experienced increase enrollment because of Seattle Promise and our 
GEAR UP Partnership. 

• Seattle Promise: The District is not ready to accommodate these students. It lacks 
the infrastructure to handle the expected influx of high school graduates next fall. 
We need more employees in Facilities, Security, and IT to keep the campuses 
clean and safe. 

• Seattle Promise being city-wide is a great thing now (for Seattle graduates), but 
South serves many students from outside of the Seattle Public Schools, so ad-
dressing that is not connected to ASI efforts. 

• I believe Seattle Promise needs to have more flexibility with their policies and 
allow for some instances to be decentralized. More specifically, the summer 
bridge program should follow decentralized practices. 

• Seattle Promise is totally awesome. 
• I was really surprised to see that Seattle Promise had such a great response (sur-

vey) because at South we have 180 Students with Seattle Promise and the other 
colleges have 60 or 70 and their trying to make this process the same at all three 
schools. 

• I'm happy with the progress made towards Seattle Promise - but see that there is 
room for growth/improvement as staffing/resources increase for the full imple-
mentation. 

• The Seattle Promise team has made tremendous strides since 13th year was ex-
panded and I'm really excited for this year. They have a great team. 

• Seattle Promise - all of the students are not academically prepared for college and 
most of them are also first-generation students. They also have family obligations 
that preclude them from doing well in school or they are starting at such a low 
level it will take them 3 or more years to complete a two-year degree.  

 

Starfish 
• Starfish has promise, but once it's set up, what is the District's role? Certainly all 

direct student advising must be local to each campus.  
• The cost associated with Starfish would be too much for one campus, so the com-

bined effort is good. It has been incredibly helpful (I cannot overstate this!) to have 
District leadership for this project. The process has led to a lot of healthy & in-
depth conversations on how we can align our services and where it is important 
to differentiate to meet student needs. Phase 1 of Starfish went very well. Phase 
2, which is mainly the roll-out of Early Alert, has gotten off to a very rocky start, 
but I am hopeful that will actually help us to do better in the long run. 

• Starfish is an important tool for assisting students, but we want to watch that it 
doesn't infringe on the classroom and instructor rights or increase instructor work-
load. 

• Starfish... Again, a great tool with a lack of staff to utilize it. It still requires an 
Advisor to have the time to check all those flags and answer communication with 
faculty and students about a student's progress. Advisors do not have time to be 
doing this, there needs to be further support given if this is to be actualized. 

• Starfish - I like the idea of a common system, but it still lacks being a true CRM as 
I understand it. We need something that deals with prospects -> alumni. 

• Starfish - the management of this role out from the District Office has been a huge 
help. It remains to be seen how much this technology is utilized by everyone at 
each campus, or how well it can be integrated with other systems.  
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• I love Starfish. Megan is super great. She has the patience of a saint and is a fast 
and effective worker. I can see how this will aid students. 

• How exactly are notifications on Starfish going to work? Who is going to respond 
to these notifications? Are they trained in handling the various barriers that stu-
dents encounter? Advisors already have such a heavy workload; expecting advi-
sors to respond to Starfish notifications doesn't seem reasonable.  

• Starfish is not needed and is a waste of time and energy.   
• Starfish Student Success Solutions (student success technology platform to facili-

tate student advising, retention, and communications). Please do this right! Every 
student must be assigned to an advisor who orients and prepares the student for 
academic success. And... most importantly contacts the student at least 4 times a 
term! We cannot miss on this unique opportunity for student retention and suc-
cess. It needs to be the same for every student at every campus in every program.   

• We couldn't have implemented Starfish without District leadership/organiza-
tion/funding. 

 
Seattle Pathways (and Common Areas of Study) 
• A lot of efforts just seem to be moving so slowly, and there isn't a whole lot of 

transparency about what is happening, what is in the works, how you can get 
involved or how things are going to impact you. I'm mostly thinking about the 
Seattle Pathways committees. I know there are groups out there working on things 
but it's hard to know exactly what. 

• Even vague or general information about Seattle pathways and the Seattle prom-
ise are not communicated effectively to the District. 

• Seattle Pathways is a great idea! Who are the people that are ensuring students 
stay on those pathways? Advisors? Advisors do not have capacity to be Comple-
tion Coaches as well. These are two different roles and district needs to realize 
this. Advisors put students into classes, their appointments are typically a half 
hour. Most advisors see over 8 students a day. There is no time left to be checking 
on individual student caseloads when their caseloads are 1 advisor to over 500 
students. 

• Seattle Pathways is seeing some early growing pains in trying to take hold as a 
District. I think it will be helped by legislated funding coming available next year. 

• Regarding Seattle Pathways - I think most Faculty would agree that students need 
direction and support for moving toward chosen professions or professional ar-
eas. I also think the concept aligns well with the state's emphases on optimizing 
efficiency, completion, and retention. I believe I remember the Chancellor pre-
senting retention or completion data at Convocation that showed goals were not 
met. My interpretation of his comments afterward is that we need to work harder. 
I need to be convinced that we all have the same or at least very similar interpre-
tation of what a pathways model means, and that we all have to agree it's the 
right thing to do. 

• I am especially encouraged about implementing pathways thinking into our web 
design since students largely come to us first online. 

• I am most concerned about trying to uniformly implement Seattle Pathways across 
three institutions that serve very different types of students. 

• Seattle Pathways is just another educational initiative, with grant funding, that ig-
nites and then dwindles out once the money is gone, so I have no faith in it what-
soever.  

• I like Seattle pathways because we have passionate people at North (North em-
ployees) leading the charge. 

• I like the fact that it is making the pathways in each degree very transparent, and 
hopefully it will get students more involved in the process, too. 

• Change initiatives like Guided Pathways are not something that you ram down 
folks’ throats and then expect them to do it three years or less. It's not just an 
unrealistic expectation, it is a classic recipe for complete failure. 

• Related to Seattle Pathways and Common Areas of Study: Need to see program 
planning guides that include more graphics and less text. Though challenging, 
there is at least room for improvement there. The website is where students 
should be able to really interact with program options. 

• Seattle Pathways is the most helpful for all stakeholders. Providing a clear outline 
and process for students pursuing degree completion is super helpful for our staff 
as well as our students. 

 
Accreditation 
• If the process follows state requirements, minimum negative impact to students, 

individual campuses don't lose local support for students, faculty, staff, local com-
munities (YES)... 

• 1 or 3 accreditations. I don’t care. It ebbs and flows with the trustees. I think the 
Chancellor knows it should be under 1 but he is fatigued. the trustees could just 
say...and that is the easiest way we could get to where we are going. One accred-
itation. 

• Wonder with/if going to one accreditation...how trustees will bring the pulse of 
the campus/community. Trustees need to be more present. 

• A single accreditation will not be feasible unless the NWCCU, our accrediting 
agency modifies its standards. They have been very clear in the past that accred-
itation is granted to individual colleges, and not systems. 

• What is valued academically and culturally at South is not the same as what is 
valued at North and hence, one single accreditation makes no sense.   

• All of these done well would streamline our operations. Separate accreditations is 
the biggest stumbling black. 

• As stated above, I answered these questions assuming no move to single accred-
itation. If we move to single accreditation, almost all of these would follow in the 
move to integration. 
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• Single accreditation was not on the list but a trustee brought it up. In public it was 
never on the list... it was a misstep when it showed up on the survey to be rated 
against eLearning, marketing, outreach, etc... that was a ”shots-fired” message 
especially after all the public acknowledgement that it is not on the list. 

• I also do not think single accreditation is a good idea. We keep hearing that ASI 
will still honor the distinct and unique traits of each college. However, I feel having 
one accreditation would not allow each college to speak to their own strengths 
nor assess their own areas for improvement. 

• Three separate accreditations prevents total alignment (perception or reality) like 
one financial aid office. 

• Single Accreditation is really the elephant in the room. If District really wants a 
unified Seattle College then that should be the goal of ASI. If single accreditation 
is not the goal, then the District should change it's approach to ASI and focus on 
supporting each college instead of consolidating operations. 

• One single accreditation is an excellent goal, but is a big stretch at this point, and 
I'm not sure we have the time and resources to pull that off. I think a good middle 
step is a District Registrar. 

• Common accreditation and less competition between campuses for FTEs is 
needed. 

• I don't feel the single accreditation is a good idea. I realize the colleges are a 
district but each college is an individual college too. There is the personality of 
the college, the student body is different, the atmosphere is different.  I don't 
believe making everything the same at all the colleges is a good idea. 

• Accreditation is another process that would make sense to integrate early for ef-
ficiency's sake and is probably beneficial for the District. However, it may take 
time to get all our ducks lined up to make this happen. 

• One single accreditation is the most obvious way that we would be one system. 
• Single Accreditation - would that mean that we are all one school? I would hope 

you would consider whether UW - Seattle and UW - Bothell are on the same ac-
creditation. Is the overall goal of ASI to be one school in the end? These ideas 
need to be communicated with the employees. 

• I do not see the efforts toward a single accreditation really doing anything useful 
for the students, and only creating more confusion for transfer institutions or our-
selves. 

• If it is true that we need to have singular accreditation to integrate financial aid 
and registration then I could be for it, so students can seamlessly take classes at 
multiple campuses. 

• Single accreditation - no. That this is on here suggests that there is a lack of ap-
preciation for the different campus cultures. How one campus approaches assess-
ment is likely to differ from another. Also, when ASI was introduced, we were told 
this was not going to be on the table. It's shocking to see it here now. This con-
tinues to erode trust. 

• If a single accreditation will allow students to move seamlessly from College to 
College, then I would also be in favor of that. Let’s remove as many unnecessary 
administrative barriers as possible that are in place. 

• No on the single accreditation if one fails it than all fail it. Unless it is the goal of 
ASI to close all the colleges. 

• One accreditation is a great goal, but it would need a lot of planning. 
• One single accreditation? How can three colleges have a single accreditation. This 

is not a single college with three campuses, like the Chancellor seems to think it 
is. We are and will continue to be three unique colleges. You cannot combine 
accreditation across multiple (independent) colleges.  

• Single Accreditation: We know there is a board member that wants it on the list 
whether we want it on there or not. This Board member said if we went there, we 
would have to go there very carefully and much work needs to be done before 
we could get there. 

• Single accreditation is a terrible idea. Culture is different between campuses. Fac-
ulty base is different. This is the worst possible idea to come out of ASI. 
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