
INSTITUTIONAL POLICY AND PLANNING COMMITTEE 

MEETING MINUTES 

December 19, 2008 

 

 

PRESENT:  President Philip Glotzbach, Chair; Professor Sue Bender, Vice Chair; Mary 

Lou Bates, Rochelle Calhoun, Michael Casey, Winston Grady-Willis, Ann Henderson, 

Erica Fuller, Dan Nathan, Muriel Poston, Jeff Segrave, Justin Sipher, Michael West, 

Mark Huibregtse, Barbara McDonough, Phyllis Roth, Mary Cogan; Barbara Krause 

(Secretary). 

 

ABSENT: Susan Kress, Jackie Shydlowski, Alex Stark. 

 

 

1.    Welcome New Member 
 

 President Glotzbach welcomed Erica Fuller, co-chair of the Campus Environment 

Committee, who will attend IPPC meetings for the remainder of the year in place of the 

other co-chair, Kim Marsella. 

 

2. Approval of Minutes 

 

       Minutes from the meeting of December 5, 2008 were approved with the  

      following amendments: 

 

Item 2 (UWW Working Group Report) – second paragraph, second sentence, 

clause following parenthetical reference to the appendix should read as follows:  

“described the proposed academic plan, administrative structure, and financial 

models that were developed,…” 

 

Item 2 (UWW Working Group Report) – page 2, second bullet, final sentence 

should read: “It was further noted that even without inclusion of indirect costs, the 

financial models demonstrate the difficult financial challenge the program faces.” 

 

A typo and a person’s title also were noted for correction. 

 

3.   UWW Working Group Report 

 

  President Glotzbach asked Dan Nathan, chair of the Committee on Educational 

Policies and Planning (CEPP) to report.  Professor Nathan indicated that CEPP received 

the report in early December and that its members wish to review and discuss the report 

before deciding on next steps.  CEPP will hold its retreat on January 9, 2009.  Although 

CEPP will focus on the proposed academic program, he noted, that CEPP members are 

aware that academic policy matters do not exist in a financial vacuum. 
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 President Glotzbach asked IPPC members if, since the discussion last time, there 

were any further questions or comments about the content of the report.  Hearing none, 

he reported that he had met last week with Sue Bender (chair of IPPC), Dan Nathan 

(chair of CEPP), John Brueggemann (chair of FEC), Vice President for Academic Affairs 

Susan Kress, and Interim Dean of Special Programs Jeff Segrave.  The purpose of the 

meeting was to discuss the process for considering the UWW report.  Based on those 

conversations and the process to date, he suggested that two questions require attention:  

(1) how to respond to the proposed new academic program set forth in the UWW report; 

and (2) what is the status of the current UWW program? 

 

 With respect to the proposed new program, President Glotzbach indicated that he 

would welcome advice from IPPC as to whether the administration should move the 

proposal forward.  He noted that a majority of the UWW working group did not believe 

that the proposed new program was viable and workable or an appropriate allocation of 

institutional resources.  

 

 Mary Cogan, IPPC member and a long-time staff member in UWW, reported that 

even UWW staff members who have been ardent supporters of the program acknowledge 

the current financial reality and the problems of going forward.  She noted that in the 

President’s recent community meetings, the administration has indicated that no new 

initiatives will be possible in the FY10 budget.  She urged that if the decision is to close 

the current program, that UWW’s current students and graduates be celebrated, that the 

program be honored, and that the College think creatively about whether aspects of the 

program (e.g., on-line courses) could be utilized down the road.  Ms. Cogan asked 

whether the program might be suspended, rather than closed.  Finally, noting the long 

period of time during which UWW’s status has been in question, she indicated her sense 

that UWW staff members are prepared to move in a positive direction and urged that 

decisions be made expeditiously. 

 

 Interim Dean of Special Programs Jeff Segrave confirmed that UWW staff members 

have indicated to him their desire that decisions regarding UWW be made expeditiously.  

He also urged that the process and any decisions honor the quality, value, and worth of 

the program and its graduates.  He is working with Ann Henderson to ensure that 

whatever actions are taken comply with State regulatory requirements. 

 

 One member asked whether deciding not to move forward with the new program 

necessarily meant the current program also would be closed.  President Glotzbach 

indicated that a decision would need to be made separately on the current program – 

although he noted that in all conversations beginning last year, there has been consistent 

recognition that the current UWW program and administrative structure is not viable.   

 

 Another member asked if it would be logically possible to consider remodeling the 

current program.  It was noted that the current UWW report does offer a number of 

different financial models.  
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 President Glotzbach then asked whether IPPC, as the primary strategic planning 

committee of the College, should take a position on the proposed new program.   

 

 Dean of the Faculty Muriel Poston reported that there was no support among the 

Dean of the Faculty staff to move the proposed new program forward, given the current 

challenges of delivering our academic program to residential students.  She also indicated 

that no support was voiced among members of the Academic Staff either to move 

forward with the new program or to further study the options.   

 

 Other IPPC members who attend Dean of Faculty Staff and Academic Staff meetings 

concurred with those assessments.  It was noted, however, that there was a strong 

sentiment, if UWW closes, that the College should consider other options for allowing 

staff members to take residential credits.  President Glotzbach expressed his support for 

exploring such options.  It also was noted that other ideas in the UWW report (e.g., ideas 

related to on-line courses) might have on-going validity.  Professor Nathan indicated that 

CEPP is looking at potential on-line course offerings for residential students, although it 

is a complicated issue. 

 

 In summarizing the discussion about the proposed new UWW academic program, 

President Glotzbach asked whether he was correctly hearing a consensus that IPPC 

members did not support moving forward with the new program.  IPPC members 

indicated their agreement.  President Glotzbach suggested that although IPPC was not 

taking a formal position at this time, Professor Nathan could share the sense of the group 

with CEPP. 

 

 Discussion then turned to consideration of the current UWW program.  President 

Glotzbach began by noting that the Faculty Handbook is not entirely clear on the 

question of UWW’s status (is it a department?  a major?) – and, therefore, that the 

administration has worked with appropriate governance groups to determine the 

appropriate process.  He further noted that while it is his responsibility, as president, to 

make administrative recommendations to the Board of Trustees, and while the Board has 

ultimate responsibility over the College’s direction, both the administration and the Board 

have been and remain committed to considering the faculty’s voice on the question of 

UWW’s future. 

 

 President Glotzbach reminded the group that the motion before the faculty last spring 

was to close UWW. He noted that at the time, on the floor of the faculty meeting, a 

faculty member asked what would happen if the motion failed, and Vice President Kress 

responded to the effect that the administration would listen.  When the vote did fail, the  

administration took that vote as a recommendation to engage in further study, which has 

now taken place.  

 

 President Glotzbach stated his sense that the UWW report should be shared with the 

faculty and that the administration remains committed to understanding the sense of the 

faculty.  But he also indicated that, at this point, he does not believe the administration 
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could accept a vote of the faculty not to close UWW.  Accordingly, he asked for input 

from IPPC members regarding the process and what potential motion might be presented 

to the faculty. 

 

 A faculty member responded that with respect to honoring the faculty vote, caution is 

appropriate regarding a vote that would undermine the work of a committee whose 

members have worked long and hard to understand the complexity of the issues.  The 

faculty member also expressed appreciation for CEPP’s comment that academic policy 

cannot be made in a financial vacuum and indicated appreciation for the administration’s 

willingness to examine the UWW options in deeper detail following last spring’s vote.  

The faculty member did not hear, even last spring, widespread commitment from other 

faculty members to engage in the work of UWW – notwithstanding significant 

admiration for the program and even regret that it might close.  The faculty member 

indicated her willingness, assuming CEPP agrees, to thank and honor UWW but to 

acknowledge that the program cannot be continued.  It was noted again that UWW staff 

members have urged that decisions be made as expeditiously as possible. 

 

 A suggestion was made that CEPP and IPPC might submit a joint resolution to the 

faculty, reflecting both the academic program and the financial policy aspects of the 

decision at hand.  It was further suggested that the motion might be framed as advisory to 

the administration on whether or not to close UWW.  Members indicated general support 

for this approach.  One member suggested that a joint motion makes sense, but he did not 

feel it was necessary and would not want CEPP to feel constrained if it had concerns 

about such an approach.  

 

 It was noted that the timing of various meetings and conversations this spring will be 

critical in light of the faculty meeting schedule.  In response to a suggestion, Interim 

Dean Segrave agreed to prepare a one-page summary of all the steps that have been taken 

to review UWW and consider its future. 

 

 President Glotzbach ended the discussion by affirming his commitment, in the event 

the program closes, to appropriately honor UWW and its graduates.  He noted that two 

Trustees, including the current chair, are UWW graduates, and the program clearly has 

had a distinguished history. 

 

4.  FY’10 Budget Planning Update 

 

      Vice President Mike West reported that requests for the services and supplies 

budgets have been distributed to Cabinet members seeking reductions of 10% (5% for 

programs directly affecting delivery of the academic program) over this year’s 

reduced budget amounts.  Those requests are due in his office on February 2 

(February 11 for Academic Affairs).  He noted that Harvard’s announcement of 

layoffs was surprising, and that RPI also has announced significant layoffs before the 

holidays. 
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 The Advancement Office has created a new web site, accessible from the 

Skidmore home page, called “The Economic Challenge.”  It brings together 

information from various sources about how the college is responding to the financial 

challenges and provides resources for all members of the Skidmore community. 

 

 Justin Sipher reported that Mary Cogan, Barbara Krause, and he met earlier to 

review responses to the call for savings suggestions.  98 electronic responses have 

been submitted so far, and they are overwhelmingly thoughtful and serious.  Wooden 

suggestion boxes are ready to be placed in the Spa and Murray-Aikins Dining Hall.  

Trends from the first suggestions include calls for energy conservation (lights, 

building temperatures, etc.), concern about social events (the January holiday party, 

receptions following faculty meetings, etc.), and HR-related suggestions (calls for 10-

month schedules, GSA distribution, etc.)  The subcommittee will meet again after the 

break and forward suggestions to the appropriate Cabinet member for further 

consideration.  The subcommittee suggests that Cabinet members report back to IPPC 

so that IPPC members can help inform the community about what actions were taken 

(or not) and why. 

     

5. Racial/ethnic data collection 
 

 Ann Henderson reported on new regulations, prompted by reauthorization of the 

Higher Education Act, that will change the collection and reporting of data related to race 

and ethnicity.  The new requirements will make it very difficult to draw comparisons 

with prior data.  In addition, the new reporting requirements will result in loss of certain 

detail (e.g., an individual could be reported as self-identifying with “two or more races” 

without the specific self-identifications being indicated).  Ms. Henderson noted that 

Skidmore has decided both to map old categories to new and to re-survey students in 

order to retain as much detail as possible.  A broad-based group is engaged in this work 

and intends to have the Admissions data collection piece in place by fall 2009; the work 

will be completed in time for the September 2010 IPEDS reports. 

 

 It was noted that the new regulations also apply to data collection related to 

employees.  There is no intent at this time to re-survey employees regarding self-

identification information. 

 

 Finally, one member observed that the data collection the College does for IPEDS can 

be very different from information that we would want to know about ourselves as a 

community.  For example, the lived experience of an international student may be very 

different from a person in this country who self-identifies as a person “of color.”  It was 

suggested that understanding these different experiences is critical as the campus 

continues its work on intercultural and global understanding. 
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6. Other Updates 

 

 Admissions: Dean of Admissions and Financial Aid Mary Lou Bates reported that 

Early Decision I decisions were mailed on December 12; the College admitted 190 

students.  This pool looked very similar to the Early Decision I pool two years ago, 

suggesting that last year’s spectacular results may have been the exception.  Early 

Decision II applications are due on January 1; that pool also appears right now to be 

tracking results from two years ago.  Regular admissions are running about 25-30% 

behind last year and numerically are behind all recent years except 2005 (when we 

received 6,000 applications).  Admissions is working with the Advancement Office 

on an early January letter to students who have expressed interest but not yet applied. 

 

 President Glotzbach closed the meeting by expressing his appreciation to 

members of IPPC for their engaged and serious work during the past semester.  He 

also thanked members of his Cabinet for their leadership and good work. 

  

 

Minutes prepared by Barbara Krause.  Please notify of any changes.  

 

 


