
INSTITUTIONAL POLICY AND PLANNING COMMITTEE 
MEETING MINUTES 

December 3, 2010 
 
 
PRESENT: Acting President Susan Kress, Chair; Hugh Foley, Vice Chair; Mary Lou Bates, 
Rochelle Calhoun, Michael Casey, Winston Grady-Willis, Ann Henderson, Mark Huibregtse, 
Paty Rubio, Bob Turner, Jeff Segrave, Justin Sipher, Michael West, Alexandra Stark, Jonathan 
Zeidan, Adrienne Zuerner, Gail Cummings-Danson, Denise Smith, and Barbara Krause 
(Secretary).  Guests:  Sarah Goodwin and Lisa Christenson. 
 
ABSENT: Muriel Poston and Anne Petruzzelli. 
 
 
1.   Approval of Minutes 
 
 Minutes of the November 19, 2010 meeting were approved as distributed. 
 
 
2. Middle States Periodic Review Report 
 
 Acting President Susan Kress introduced Sarah Goodwin, Professor of English and Faculty 
Assessment Coordinator, and Lisa Christenson, Assessment Facilitator.  Professor Goodwin and 
Ms. Christenson led a discussion of the draft Middle States Period Review Report (PRR), which 
had been distributed in advance of the meeting. 
 
 Professor Goodwin first offered an overview of the purpose of this process and of the current 
draft.  She noted that the PRR is intended to be an institutional document that reflects the voice 
of the community.  Individuals drafted the various sections, but as the draft PRR goes through 
the campus vetting process, it will be revised to reflect consensus or, where appropriate, to note 
areas where differences of opinion or tension remain.  The document has been reviewed already 
by a number of governance groups, and an open meeting will be held in February to invite the 
campus at large to respond to the draft report. 
 
 The purpose of the PRR is to update Middle States on the College’s work described in the 
2001 Self-Study Report, to address assessment standards, and to recount remaining opportunities 
and challenges.  Professor Goodwin explained that the PRR is not an accreditation moment, but 
rather a report at the midway point of our current accreditation at which Skidmore can report on 
progress made and, perhaps most importantly, to demonstrate our progress toward evidence-
based decision-making.  She noted that the narrative section currently being vetted is one of 
several sections to the report.  The remaining sections consist of more standard prose and data 
that will be inserted, but at this point she is seeking feedback on the narrative section.  
Comments and questions from IPPC members included the following: 
 
 Engagement in Intercultural and Global Understanding  
 

• Student members of IPPC generally support the current language. 
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• One member voiced support for using the PRR as an opportunity to articulate an agenda 
for the remaining five years of the accreditation period and not simply to “check off 
boxes” for Middle States.  He suggested that the report could be even more explicit in 
articulating policies or goals, initiatives undertaken to advance those goals, and 
evaluating the success of those efforts.  

• It was suggested that the section on the diversity of the faculty could be more precisely 
examined (e.g., focus on faculty of color in tenured and tenure-track lines), and that 
especially where the report offers critical language, that data be inserted to support the 
prose. 

• The Committee on Intercultural and Global Understanding (CIGU) will take up the draft 
report at its meeting next week and will pay particular attention to this section. 

• Regarding NSSE data reported on page 29, indicating a decrease in the percentage of 
students reporting that classroom discussions and assignments included diverse 
perspectives: 

o Does the difference reflect a more diverse student body that perhaps has higher 
expectations in this regard? 

o As increasing numbers of students study abroad, do they notice the absence of 
diverse perspectives more when they return? 

o There was a question about whether the decreasing percentage is “significant” in 
the context of the NSSE data. 

o It was suggested that this section also ask whether our peers have seen a similar 
downward trend. 

 
  Advancing Student Engagement in the Physical and Life Sciences 
 

• Nomenclature remains problematic.  Neither the term “natural sciences” nor the term 
“physical and life sciences” captures the inclusion of Mathematics and Computer 
Science. “STEM” is more generic, but has not been embraced.  The social scientists also 
have not felt well included in the work of the Science Working Group.   

• One improvement might be to indicate earlier which disciplines are intended to be 
included in the science vision.  Another might be to state explicitly and earlier that the 
nomenclature has been difficult and that, for lack of a better term, the report refers 
collectively to these disciplines as “X”. 

• It was noted that the reference to increased external grant funding is linked closely to text 
reporting on the appointment of a Director of Sponsored Research.  It was suggested that 
while that office has facilitated the College’s enhanced success in securing grants, the 
office is just one aspect of broader support from the Dean of the Faculty that encourages 
a culture of seeking external grants, thus generating increased energy on the part of 
faculty members to seek such funding. 

• It was further suggested that this section of the report should demonstrate the ways in 
which external grants benefit the educational experience of students, helping them to 
better prepare to students’ transition to professions or further studies after Skidmore. 

• Members discussed references to the number of faculty lines that have been and will be 
filled to support the science vision.  One member asked if the report could be more 
specific in saying what number of positions will be filled.  Acting President Susan Kress 
emphasized that we currently have a science vision, but that we remain in the process of 
translating that vision into a concrete plan that can be implemented. 
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 Student Engagement and the First-Year Experience 
 

• The student members indicated that students generally view the FYE program in a 
positive way.  One asked, however, if it is a concern that NSSE data indicate only one-
third of the first-year reporting in 2010 made an in-class presentation.  Professor 
Goodwin reported that more information could be sought on this point. 

• In response to various questions related to their personal experiences of FYE, the student 
members indicated: 

o It is difficult to answer whether FYE made them more academically engaged, 
because they cannot say what it would have been like without the program.  But 
the on-campus peer mentoring was viewed positively (e.g., encouragement to get 
involved in SGA).  It was suggested that the London-program peer mentoring 
could be improved.  Faculty advising in the FYE program was viewed as very 
important. 

o One student reported that the FYE program did help to support engagement of 
academic work outside the classroom. 

 
 Acting President Kress reiterated that the PRR provides an opportunity to reflect upon where 
we are and what is still to be done in the selected areas.  She encouraged any member with 
further thoughts or suggested edits to forward those to Professor Goodwin or Ms. Christenson.  
IPPC members expressed their appreciation to Professor Goodwin and Ms. Christenson with a 
hearty round of applause. 
 
 
3. Faculty Parental Leave Policy 
 
 Acting Dean of the Faculty Paty Rubio introduced the proposed Faculty Parental Leave 
Policy, distributed in advance of meeting.  She began by noting with great appreciation that 
Kathy Carter, the College’s retiring Assistant Director of Human Resources for Benefits and 
Labor Relations, was instrumental in developing the proposed policy.  Acting Dean Rubio noted 
that Skidmore has lagged behind our peers with respect to faculty parental leave.  The proposed 
policy is intended to bring us into closer alignment with our peers and, importantly, to minimize 
disruption to the educational experiences of our students when faculty members experience birth 
or adoption during an instructional period. 
 
 Acting Dean Rubio reviewed in detail the provisions of the proposed policy.  Important 
features include different benefits depending on when birth or adoption takes place (during the 
instructional period, last week of classes, or non-instructional period), whether the faculty 
member has taught in a full-time position for at least one continuous year, and whether the 
faculty member is the birth or non-birth parent. 
 
 Comments and questions included the following: 
 

• In response to a question, Acting Dean Rubio indicated that the impetus for the policy is 
less to do with “sweetening the pie” for faculty members and more to do with minimizing 
disturbance to the instructional period. 
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• A member asked if there will be consideration given to reviewing benefits for non-faculty 
employees.  It was noted that the disruptive impact of parental leave situations on 
students appears not only in the classroom, but in situations related to student services 
(e.g., coaches, athletic trainers, Health Center, etc.).   

o Acting Dean Rubio indicated that the policy focuses first on faculty because of 
concerns about disrupting students’ educational experience. 

o Acting President Kress noted that the College has lost out on at least one grant 
recently because we were not perceived to have family-friendly benefits for 
faculty.  She also noted that there are resource implications for providing such 
enhanced benefits more broadly but suggested that the point could be considered 
further. 

o A member asked if Human Resources could be asked to review an extension to 
non-faculty employees.  Acting President Kress indicated that we could ask 
Human Resources to review the budgetary impact of such an extension.  

o A member suggested that it would be difficult for HR to know each of the 
positions for which continuity of a position is essential to the student experience. 

o A member suggested that we look at how our peers handle non-faculty parental 
leave. 

• Members asked about the budgetary impact of the proposed faculty parental leave policy. 
o The new policy will have a budgetary impact that will be considered as part of 

new-initiative proposals.  It was noted that the cost of the new policy will be 
offset to some extent if we are able to minimize the costs of replacement teaching. 

o One member expressed the view that while the budgetary impact is important, 
minimizing classroom disruptions is a fundamental value. 

o Another member referred back to the Middle States Periodic Review Report, 
noting the emphasis on linking decision-making to evidence, and suggested that 
understanding the budgetary impact of the proposed policy was an example of 
where this principle is important. 

o Vice President for Finance and Administration Mike West stated that some 
preliminary work had been done to determine the financial impact of the proposed 
new policy.  He will work with Acting Dean of the Faculty Paty Rubio and Acting 
Vice President for Academic Affairs to provide that analysis in connection with 
the new initiative proposals. 

• A member indicated support for the values underlying this policy but expressed the view 
that it is important to look at extending benefits to non-faculty employees and to further 
enhancing the benefits for non-birth parents. 

 
 Acting President Kress summarized the conversation by noting that IPPC had expressed its 
general support for the proposed policy but has asked Acting Dean of the Faculty Rubio to 
follow up with HR and Financial Services to understand more precisely the budgetary 
implications.  IPPC members expressed support for this summary, and Acting President Kress 
indicated that the matter will come back to IPPC as part of budget discussions.  She expressed 
her appreciation to Acting Dean Rubio, Acting Vice President Poston, and Kathy Carter for their 
work in advancing the proposed policy. 
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4. Budget Planning Overview 
 
 Vice President for Finance and Administration Mike West reported that IPPC’s Budget and 
Finance Subcommittee has been reviewing data in preparation for the FY 2012 budget 
conversations that are about to begin.  During December and January, Cabinet, the 
Subcommittee, and IPPC will work on the major budget parameters, which include enrollment, 
the comprehensive fee, financial aid, annual giving, the endowment, compensation, services and 
supplies, transfers to the capital budget, and new initiatives.  The Board of Trustees will approve 
the major budget parameters in February and the budget itself in May. 
 
 Mr. West reminded IPPC members that to ensure that annual budget planning is not done in a 
vacuum, his office develops five-year budget models.  He emphasized that the budget parameters 
used in those models have not been set and almost certainly will change.  However, the figures 
do foreshadow current thinking about our future budget planning. 
 
 Vice President West noted a couple of external factors that may influence our work.  The 
Consumer Price Index for the year is up 1.2%.  One of our peers announced last spring that it 
would cap future comprehensive fee increases to the rate of inflation (CPI) plus 1%.  If that 
College follows through on that policy, it would have a low comprehensive fee increase that 
could put pressure on Skidmore and other peers. 
 
 Pressure points that are likely to effect the FY12 budget planning include affordability and 
access (financial aid), compensation, our current over-enrollment situation, and the impact of 
position reductions over the past two years (with the related lack of clarity about what work will 
go away).   The Admissions Office has targeted a smaller entering class for the fall 2011. 
 
 Mr. West then distributed several handouts to provide general context for the upcoming 
budget discussions.  These included: 
 

• 50 Most Expensive Colleges and Universities in America for 2011-12 (Skidmore ranked 
48, but there is great compression). 

• Tuition, Fees, Room and Board for Peer Comparison Group FY11, including % increase 
from previous year (Skidmore ranked 8 of 15; 1.9% increase was the lowest and only 
school under 2%; one school had a 2.1% increase and another 2.2% - all others were 
3.4% or more). 

• Various very preliminary models for comprehensive fee. 
• Key Numeric Indicators for the comprehensive fee, fee increase by %, financial aid 

discount rate, and % of students on aid. 
 
Vice President West noted that all of these materials will be discussed in more detail in the 
coming months. 
 
5. Gender-Neutral Bathrooms 
 
 Dean of Student Affairs Rochelle Calhoun reviewed a proposal regarding Gender Neutral 
Bathrooms, which was distributed with the meeting materials.  The proposal was generated by 
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the Pride Alliance and was forwarded to IPPC’s Student Affairs Subcommittee (SAS) by the 
SGA Executive Committee, which supports the proposal. 
 
 The SAS now recommends the proposal to IPPC with the subcommittee’s full support.  Dean 
Calhoun stated that Facilities Services supports the proposal as doable, given that most of the 
changes involved relate to signage.  Dean Calhoun suggested that the cultural shift is more 
significant than the facilities implications. 
 
 Questions and comments from IPPC members included the following: 
 

• A member noted that there were no bathrooms in the Library indicated for attention in 
this proposal.  Dean Calhoun acknowledged that the list was intended to be a starting 
point and that, in general, locations in which single stall toilets are available were 
regarded as a lesser priority.  Another member believes that the Library may already have 
a gender-neutral bathroom. 

• A member asked about the number of bathrooms proposed compared to extent of the 
need.  SGA President and SAS co-chair Alexandra Stark stated that moving to gender-
neutral bathrooms is important because such facilities exclude no one.  Both the Pride 
Alliance and the SGA Sensate viewed as very important the value of not being 
exclusionary.    

• Dean Calhoun also noted that great care was taken not to create places where a person 
who preferred male/female designations would have to choose a gender-neutral option.  
The goal, rather, was to present options that are comfortable for everyone wherever we 
have bathroom facilities. 

• It was noted that establishing gender-neutral bathrooms is important not only for 
students, but also for faculty and staff as well as for visitors to campus, including 
participants in Summer Programs. 

• A member asked whether all new construction and renovations would create gender-
neutral bathrooms.  It was reported that this is the goal.  Some construction codes, 
however, continue to set specifications based upon male/female designations.  These 
codes will need to be satisfied, but Facilities Services certainly will comply with the 
policy if adopted. 

• SAS will continue to work with the appropriate offices regarding signage, 
communication, etc., if the proposal is approved. 

 
 IPPC members voted, without reservation, to endorse the Proposal for Gender Neutral 
Bathrooms at Skidmore College. 
 
 
  

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


