
INSTITUTIONAL POLICY AND PLANNING COMMITTEE 

MEETING MINUTES 

September 24, 2010 
 

 

PRESENT: President Philip Glotzbach, Chair; Hugh Foley, Vice Chair; Mary Lou Bates, 

Michael Casey, Winston Grady-Willis, Ann Henderson, Susan Kress, Mark Huibregtse, Bob 

Turner, Muriel Poston, Jeff Segrave, Justin Sipher, Michael West, Jonathan Zeidan, Adrienne 

Zuerner, Anne Petruzzelli, Gail Cummings-Danson, Denise Smith, and Barbara Krause 

(Secretary). 

 

ABSENT: Rochelle Calhoun and Alexandra Stark. 

 

 

1.   Approval of Minutes 

 

 Minutes of the September 10, 2010 meeting were approved as distributed.  

 

 

2. Fall Enrollment Update 

 

 Dean of Admissions and Financial Aid Mary Lou Bates provided a brief overview of key 

enrollment figures related the current first-year class (Class of 2014), referring IPPC members to 

the “Enrollment and Projections” spreadsheet.  She also reviewed a document used by the 

“Numbers Group” to track enrollment projections throughout the year, and especially during the 

crucial weeks leading up to and following the May 1
st
 enrollment deadline each year.  

Emphasizing the difficulty of predicting behavior in the admissions context, it was noted that on 

Wednesday, April 28, 2010 – two business days before the May 1
st
 enrollment deadline (which 

fell on a Saturday) – Admissions had received only 560 enrollment deposits toward a target of 

710.  On May 5, 2010, the third business day following the deadline, Admissions had received 

761 deposits. 

 

 Comments and questions during this discussion included the following: 

 

 “Net Fiscal Enrollment” (or NFE) measures the number of students on campus on a 

“Full-Time Equivalent” basis as opposed to a “head count” basis.  The Net Fiscal 

Enrollment in any given year is approximately 97% of the fall headcount enrollment. 

 

 The College’s retention rates have improved significantly in recent years; although we 

still have room to improve, retention is now similar to our peers.  This is especially true 

for first-to-second-year students. 

o Reasons for student withdrawals include social issues (e.g., wishing to attend 

college in a more urban setting), medical issues, and others.   

o The College has tracked withdrawals with the goal of trying to predict future 

student behavior but does not use predictive statistical models. 

o The Admissions Office strives to admit students who are well prepared 

academically and whom we expect will succeed academically at Skidmore. 
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o A grant from the Teagle Foundation focused on sophomore experiences has 

helped the College study the progress of students of color.   

 

 Dean Bates then reported that the enrollment target for the Class of 2015 will be the range of 

580-630 students.  It is important to avoid significant fluctuations in class size from year to year, 

both in terms of the College’s relationships with high school guidance counselors (who gauge 

which students will be a good match for Skidmore) and in terms of the College’s own budget 

planning and projections.  Referring to the “Enrollment and Projections” spreadsheet, she noted 

that the NFE is projected to decline, by the fall of 2014, to less than the currently budgeted 2280. 

 

 President Glotzbach noted that the information contained in the handouts is not confidential, 

but it is sensitive and complicated.  Accordingly, he asked that IPPC members use their good 

judgment when sharing the materials with others and that they share the information only with 

appropriate context and explanation. 

 

 

3.  Scribner Village Update 
 

 President Glotzbach referred IPPC members to the materials and discussion from the 

previous meeting relating to the Scribner Village replacement project and asked if there were 

questions or comments. 

 

 A member reiterated concerns expressed at the last meeting about the importance of 

fitness and wellness, urging the College to recognize the strategic significance of 

enhancing the College’s program in this area.  She suggested that although it makes sense 

to explore such facilities in the context of ongoing athletics facilities planning, a program 

for health and wellness based in the residence halls might be very different than such a 

program based in athletics. 

 It was noted that cost was not the only factor in deferring a health and wellness facility in 

the context of prior Scribner Village planning scenarios; the location of such a facility 

also had raised concerns. 

 It was suggested that the College has raised the “architectural bar” on new campus 

construction. 

 There has been criticism externally based on a public perception (in some quarters) that 

higher education spends lavishly on sports and fitness facilities. 

 Another member urged that a health and wellness program be considered not only as a 

matter of physical fitness, but more holistically – e.g., one that address the “hook up” 

culture, substance abuse issues, etc. 

 

 President Glotzbach indicated that discussions relating to the College’s health and wellness 

facilities will be ongoing.  In the meantime, he asked for the group’s sense of the revised 

Scribner Village replacement project.  Without objection, IPPC members expressed support 

for the recently revised Scribner Village replacement plans. 
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4. Space Planning Working Group 

 

 Dean of the Faculty Muriel Poston presented a proposal to extend the term of the Space 

Planning Working Group (SPWG) as a pilot project for an additional year.  She noted that 

the group was established as a pilot in the fall of 2008, that it began its work in the spring of 

2009, and that the understanding at the time was that the group would be reviewed at the end 

of the 2009-10 academic year.  

 

 Given the excellent work that the group has accomplished to date and the important work 

still pending before it, the President’s Cabinet has endorsed the continuation of the SPWG 

for an additional year (through the end of the 2010-11 academic year).  Questions and 

comments included the following: 

 

 Work now pending with the SPWG includes completing a review and 

recommendations for space in the renovated Filene Hall (beyond Special Programs, 

which already has been identified for relocation to that building), and related 

“domino” moves. 

 In response to a question, President Glotzbach indicated that he sees the work of this 

group as advisory to him and the Cabinet, rather than as governance.  Consultation 

with appropriate faculty will be important from time to time, but he could see the 

SPWG performing important service whether or not faculty members actually sit on 

the committee.   

 A member expressed the view that IPPC should consider whether or how the group 

should continue and that, in that context, the Faculty Executive Committee should 

consider whether faculty representation in the group was important (and, if so, how 

many faculty members should serve). 

 Another member suggested that the SPWG could serve an important role of 

becoming familiar with space issues over time and advising IPPC and the 

administration on how to allocate limited resources of space and dollars. 

 

 Following this conversation, IPPC members, without objection, endorsed the 

continuation of the Space Planning Working Group as a pilot project through the 2010-11 

academic year. 
 

 

5. Strategic Action Agenda 2010-11 
 

 President Glotzbach referred members to the draft “Strategic Action Agenda 2010-11” that 

was distributed with materials for the September 10
th

 meeting and opened the floor for 

discussion.  Comments and questions included the following: 

 

 One member asked whether consideration had been given to the College’s collective 

“capacity” to complete the work described in the document.  President Glotzbach 

responded that the expectation of items listed in the Strategic Action Agenda (SAA) is 

that they will be completed by June 1, 2011. 
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 Cabinet uses a matrix to track the progress of the various action items throughout the 

year. 

 Some action items (e.g., faculty hiring) are cyclical and will be done on a recurring basis 

– although the extent to which such items are carried out (e.g., the number of searches 

each year) is a function of resources. 

 President Glotzbach noted and acknowledged that the agenda is ambitious.  

 A member asked about action items 23 and 24, which refer to continuing efforts to 

diversify the faculty and staff and to enhance educational and peer mentoring program 

regarding diversity for all employees – why is the administrative responsibility indicated 

as “Cabinet,” rather than a specific Cabinet officer(s)?  President Glotzbach responded 

that responsibility for this work lies within every division of the College.  Vice President 

for Advancement Michael Casey noted, for example, that the Advancement field in 

general is not very diverse, so he initiated a program through his professional association 

to enhance diversity within the advancement profession.  As a further example, Professor 

Winston Grady-Willis noted that he would be collaborating with the Dean of the Faculty 

and with Human Resources to conduct Inclusive Hiring Workshops for departments 

conducting faculty searches. 

 Regarding item 15 (“Begin implementation of the Science Plan”), a member asked if this 

referred to all work of the Science Planning Group (science vision, facilities planning, 

etc.).  Dean Poston responded affirmatively. 

 

 Following this discussion, IPPC members expressed unanimous support for the Strategic 

Action Agenda 2010-11.  President Glotzbach thanked IPPC for its support and welcomed any 

future thoughts or comments. 

 

 

6.  Office of the Dean of Special Programs Mission Statement 

 

 Dean of Special Programs Jeff Segrave introduced discussion of a draft revised mission 

statement for the Office of the Dean of Special Programs (ODSP).  Dean Segrave cited three 

reasons for revising the mission statement: First, the current mission statement no longer reflects 

important structural changes made in recent years (e.g., the new reporting relationship for the 

Office of Special Programs within Academic Affairs); second, the proposed revision reflects 

changes in the programmatic offerings of Special Programs (e.g., the decision to enhance 

connections between Special Programs and various academic residencies, and the decision to 

phase out the University Without Walls program); and third, the proposed revision is both 

directional and aspirational for the Office of Special Programs.   

 

 Dean Segrave noted that the new mission statement is intended to move away from a notion 

of Special Programs as something “other than” the College’s primary educational mission and to 

better integrate the work of Special Programs under the umbrella of Academic Affairs.  He noted 

further that although there have been frequent calls for a new name that better reflects the work 

of “Special Programs,” no name has been suggested thus far that seems to capture the essence of 

this division. 
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 President Glotzbach then opened the floor to discussion.  Comments and questions included 

the following: 

 

 A member noted that the revised mission statement does not reflect the new structural 

relationship of Special Programs reporting within the division of Academic Affairs. 

 One member suggested that the mission statement might be improved by reflecting the 

various constituencies served by Special Programs and the relative amount of time and 

resources devoted to those constituencies.  Related to these concepts, the member 

suggested that the statement should articulate how the mission of Special Programs fits 

with the notion of Skidmore as a student-centered educational institution. 

 It was noted that the program references in the revised draft statement do not include a 

specific mention of the sciences.  While acknowledging that the sciences may be 

encompassed within the “liberal arts” umbrella, it was suggested that a specific reference 

might be appropriate, especially in light of the College’s strategic focus on the sciences. 

 One member questioned whether the mission was similar, at least in terms of its breadth, 

to the Tang Museum.  Vice President Kress responded that in her view, the mission of the 

Tang is quite different from the proposed mission of Special Programs. 

 A member, referring to the notion in the final sentence reflecting a commitment to fiscal 

responsibility, offered the opinion that Special Programs does currently represent a strain 

on facilities and staff, especially during the summer months. 

 A request was made that the word “staff” be inserted into the final sentence of the 

proposed revision as among the constituencies served by Special Programs. 

 A member noted that although he understood why and how the prior reference to fiscal 

self-sufficiency was modified in the current document, he was sorry to see the deletion of 

that reference. 

 

 President Glotzbach inquired regarding the group’s overall sense of the document.  IPPC 

members indicated their support for the progress that has been made on the revised draft 

mission statement for the Office of the Dean of Special Programs.  Dean Segrave welcomed 

any further questions or comments members might light to share. 

 

 

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

 


