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administrative	  offices	  and	  committees	  directly	  responsible	  to	  IPPC.	  	  	  It	  was	  believed	  that	  having	  
members	  of	  the	  IPPC	  also	  be	  members	  of	  the	  FEC	  would	  deepen	  the	  FEC’s	  engagement	  with	  all-‐College	  
affairs.	  	  However,	  this	  has	  not	  proven	  to	  be	  the	  case,	  and	  further,	  there	  was	  a	  possible	  ambiguity	  
regarding	  whether	  IPPC	  was	  de	  facto	  in	  consultation	  with	  the	  FEC	  insofar	  as	  three	  of	  its	  members	  were	  
also	  members	  of	  the	  FEC.	  	  Splitting	  the	  membership	  of	  the	  IPPC	  and	  the	  FEC	  makes	  it	  clearer	  that	  any	  
requirement	  that	  the	  IPPC	  consult	  the	  FEC	  cannot	  be	  satisfied	  simply	  by	  conducting	  its	  business	  with	  a	  
membership	  that	  had	  included	  members	  of	  the	  FEC.	  
	  
Elections:	  	  FEC	  ran	  four	  rounds	  of	  elections,	  and	  was	  able	  to	  supply	  faculty	  representation	  for	  almost	  all	  
positions.	  	  However,	  the	  FEC	  continues	  to	  be	  concerned	  that	  for	  some	  elections,	  and	  even	  for	  some	  of	  
the	  ‘major’	  committees,	  there	  was	  not	  a	  sufficient	  number	  of	  persons	  expressing	  a	  willingness	  to	  serve	  
so	  as	  to	  offer	  voters	  a	  choice.	  
	  
Administrative	  Support:	  The	  FEC	  initiated	  conversations	  with	  the	  DOF	  about	  regularizing	  administrative	  
support	  for	  service	  to	  the	  College.	  	  Faculty	  governance	  is	  increasingly	  strained	  by	  the	  Administration’s	  
efforts	  to	  reduce	  administrative	  costs	  for	  governance,	  and	  the	  increasing	  technological	  and	  clerical	  
needs	  of	  various	  committees.	  	  The	  FEC	  began	  conversations	  with	  the	  DOF	  about	  regularizing	  
administrative	  support	  so	  that	  there	  will	  be	  an	  established	  status	  quo	  to	  assist	  faculty	  in	  planning	  and	  
committee	  transition.	  	  	  
	  
Governance	  Web	  Site:	  	  FEC	  worked	  with	  IT	  to	  transfer	  governance	  web	  sites	  to	  the	  cms.skidmore.edu	  
domain,	  and	  sought	  to	  help	  committees	  keep	  the	  information	  on	  their	  web	  sites	  current.	  	  There	  are	  
clear	  challenges	  to	  committee	  web	  pages	  being	  well	  maintained	  when	  the	  chair	  of	  most	  committees	  
changes	  every	  year,	  and	  given	  the	  variable	  expertise	  among	  the	  faculty	  for	  doing	  web	  site	  maintenance.	  
	  
Division	  of	  Disciplines:	  	  In	  August	  of	  2010	  the	  DOF	  approached	  the	  Chair	  of	  the	  FEC	  about	  an	  ambiguity	  
in	  the	  Division	  of	  Disciplines	  that	  is	  used	  by	  the	  Faculty	  for	  establishing	  representation	  on	  committees,	  
task	  forces,	  etc.,	  when	  disciplinary	  expertise	  is	  an	  issue.	  	  The	  DOF	  had	  developed	  and	  used	  a	  different	  
division	  of	  disciplines	  for	  administrative	  purposes.	  	  The	  DOF	  and	  the	  FEC	  believed	  that	  it	  was	  desirable	  
for	  the	  administrative,	  academic	  and	  the	  governance	  structures	  to	  coincide	  as	  far	  as	  possible.	  	  Because	  
the	  DOF’s	  division	  of	  disciplines	  followed	  from	  an	  academic	  vision,	  and	  the	  extant	  governance	  structure	  
was	  similarly	  based	  on	  a	  longstanding	  academic	  vision	  of	  the	  College	  which	  had,	  with	  program	  changes	  
over	  time,	  become	  less	  appropriate	  and	  reflective	  of	  the	  College,	  the	  DOF	  and	  the	  FEC	  believed	  it	  would	  
be	  important	  to	  involve	  the	  Committee	  on	  Educ mn wips mE wlins m f f FE oSf ftiutu u 3J
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structure	  of	  academic,	  administrative,	  and	  governance	  affairs.	  	  The	  willingness	  of	  the	  administrative,	  
governance	  and	  academic	  constituencies	  to	  engage	  this	  complex	  issue	  is	  necessary	  for	  success.	  
	   	  
Faculty	  Meetings	  and	  Fora:	  	  The	  FEC,	  along	  with	  the	  CEPP,	  sponsored	  a	  faculty-‐only	  open	  forum	  to	  
discuss	  the	  “Transition	  and	  Transformation”	  initiative.	  	  This	  was	  successful	  in	  promoting	  open	  and	  
sustained	  debate.	  	  Past	  FECs	  have	  also	  held	  such	  faculty-‐only	  open	  forums	  that	  were	  similarly	  
productive.	  	  	  The	  FEC	  received	  a	  detailed	  proposal	  to	  modify	  the	  manner	  in	  which	  the	  monthly	  Faculty	  
Meetings	  are	  structured.	  	  While	  FEC	  found	  the	  proposal	  promising,	  it	  was	  not	  able	  to	  give	  sufficient	  
deliberation	  to	  the	  proposal	  to	  bring	  anything	  to	  the	  Faculty	  at	  this	  time.	  	  Future	  FECs	  may	  revisit	  the	  
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CEPP	  nor	  any	  committee	  other	  than	  the	  FEC	  has	  the	  responsibility	  and	  jurisdiction	  to	  appoint	  
committees	  that	  comprise	  the	  system	  of	  faculty	  governance	  and	  that	  work	  in	  the	  name	  of	  the	  Faculty.	  	  
Committees	  are	  obliged	  to	  consult	  that	  committee	  whose	  explicit	  charge	  is	  overseeing	  and	  safeguarding	  
the	  system	  of	  faculty	  governance	  (viz.,	  the	  FEC),	  just	  as	  they	  may	  not	  fill	  their	  own	  vacancies.	  	  Failing	  
proper	  consultation	  with	  the	  FEC,	  the	  TTWG	  was	  improperly	  constituted	  regardless	  of	  who	  sponsored	  it.	  	  
This	  in	  no	  way	  prevents	  a	  faculty	  committee	  from	  forming	  subcommittees	  from	  its	  membership,	  or	  of	  
consultation	  with	  other	  committees,	  or	  the	  formation	  of	  joint	  committees.ii	  	  	  
	   No	  doubt,	  faculty	  committees	  as	  well	  as	  the	  Administration	  in	  the	  past	  have	  appointed	  ad	  hoc	  
committees,	  and	  that	  even	  in	  most	  cases	  these	  have	  successfully	  done	  important	  and	  fine	  work	  for	  the	  
Faculty	  and	  the	  College.	  	  However,	  the	  episodes	  mentioned	  above	  indicate	  that	  this	  practice	  is	  
precarious,	  and	  past	  success	  may	  be	  due	  more	  to	  good	  fortune	  than	  good	  governance.	  	  Following	  good	  
governance	  practices	  and	  safeguarding	  the	  role	  of	  the	  Faculty	  in	  college	  life	  do	  not	  guarantee	  excellent	  
results,	  of	  course,	  but	  failing	  to	  observe	  these	  practices	  is	  to	  invite	  trouble.	  	  It	  is	  the	  responsibility	  of	  
future	  FECs	  to	  review	  committee	  operating	  codes	  and	  the	  Faculty	  Handbook	  to	  assure	  that	  they	  observe	  
democratic	  principles	  and	  the	  interests	  of	  the	  Faculty.	  	  The	  FEC	  is	  aware	  that	  there	  are	  inconsistencies	  
that	  need	  correction.	  
	  
FEC	  –	  IPPC:	  	  The	  Administration,	  under	  the	  aegis	  of	  the	  IPPC,	  has	  the	  capacity	  for	  generating	  a	  system	  of	  
committees	  and	  tasks	  forces	  to	  promote	  its	  agenda.	  	  These	  committees	  and	  work	  groups	  may,	  indeed,	  
deal	  with	  College	  matters	  that	  properly	  reside	  with	  the	  Faculty	  either	  in	  whole	  or	  in	  part,	  and	  may	  
overlap	  with	  and	  even	  conflict	  with	  matters	  dealt	  with	  in	  the	  system	  of	  faculty	  governance.	  	  This	  
obviously	  occurred	  with	  the	  TTWG.	  	  
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concerning	  “Transition	  and	  Transformation,”	  the	  FEC	  was	  told	  that	  it	  proposed	  nothing	  that	  wasn’t	  
already	  being	  done	  at	  Skidmore	  and	  therefore	  was	  not	  a	  significant	  policy	  that	  need	  be	  brought	  before	  
the	  Faculty.	  	  	  	  
	   Similarly	  ‘bring	  before	  the	  Faculty’	  is	  open	  to	  a	  variety	  of	  interpretations.	  	  The	  Administration	  
suggested	  to	  the	  FEC	  that,	  since	  there	  were	  faculty	  members	  on	  the	  IPPC,	  any	  one	  of	  which	  has	  the	  right	  
to	  bring	  matters	  before	  the	  Faculty,	  meant	  that	  a	  matter	  brought	  to	  IPPC	  was	  simultaneously	  being	  
brought	  before	  the	  Faculty;	  or,	  it	  was	  argued,	  the	  presence	  on	  the	  IPPC	  of	  faculty	  members	  who	  were	  
also	  members	  of	  the	  FEC	  constituted	  bringing	  a	  matter	  before	  the	  FEC,	  hence	  the	  Faculty’s	  governance	  
representative.	  	  Or	  again,	  Strategic	  Renewal	  was	  announced	  at	  the	  May	  Faculty	  Meeting	  of	  2010,	  but	  


