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Part 1: Executive summary 
 
 
In 2013, Manhattan School of Music celebrates its 95th year as a strong institution with a 
remarkable history and a clear, consistent mission. Since its founding in 1918, the school 
has aimed to provide excellent educational opportunities in classical music (and later also 
jazz). Internationalism has been valued from the beginning, as the school was founded 
with the mission of serving new immigrant students and families, along with more 
established residents of New York City. With its early insistence on academic courses to 
complement a musical education, MSM has been a curricular innovator from the start. 
And in its original Upper East Side location, the school articulated community outreach 
as a founding goal, a goal still actively pursued to this day.  
 
Over the last five years, Manhattan School of Music has faced a number of serious 
challenges, and has emerged from those challenges stronger and more self-aware. The 
2007-2008 accreditation process, which pushed the school toward a more focused 
assessment process and a re-examination of certain administrative responsibilities, helped 
prepare MSM to deal with problems as they arose. 
 
Briefly, some of the major issues dealt with in this period, and discussed in more detail in 
this report, are: 

• The effects of rising interest costs in financial crisis of 2008-2009 
• Administrative reorganization 
• Rapidly increasing international enrollment 
• Competition from low- or no-tuition schools 
• Departure of the President and Vice President for External Affairs 

 
Within the same period, MSM responded to the challenges listed above and also made 
gains in a number of new directions, including: 

• Appointment of a new President 
• Positive financial adjustments 
• Initiation of a major strategic study, with independent consultants 
• Engagement with New York City for support as a cultural presenter 
• Creation of a new facilities plan 
• Greatly increased role in teaching in NYC public schools with large DOE contract 
• New program in Entrepreneurship 
• New program in English Language 
• New summer programs: Summer Voice Festival, Chamber Music Festival, Camp 

MSM, Summer English Study 
• Expanded Recording and Distance Learning 
• Enhanced student services in health and counseling 
• Major renovation of large rehearsal/performance space 
• Construction of new recital hall 
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For the near future, MSM must reexamine and update its strategic plan. This is the single 
most important task before the school. The school began this update in 2011 and 
commissioned a strategic study, with outside consultants facilitating participation of 
students, faculty, staff and the Board. The process paused when the President announced 
his departure in the spring of 2012, and a presidential search began. With information 
from the strategic study and the arrival of a new President in May 2013, the school has 
the pieces in place to complete this essential work. Over the next year, resources have 
been budgeted to allow for further consultation as needed, and the Board and 
administration are committed to engaging the whole school in this most fundamental job. 
In the meantime, the school has focused its energies and made numerous advancements 
based on its long-established mission and goals. The strategic study process, the 
presidential search and details of the interim progress are documented at greater length in 
the report. 
 
MSM is not as wealthy as many of the schools it competes with, and therefore, to remain 
competitive, the school will need to be especially vigilant in the use of its resources. 
Despite the impressive gains enumerated above and discussed in more detail below, 
MSM continues to face significant challenges. Our dependence on enrollment creates 
pressure on the school to maintain quality. The availability of tuition-free programs 
elsewhere means that MSM must continue to build its scholarship offerings, and must 
have the essential faculty and curricular innovations to draw the best students. Two of the 
three main buildings are over eighty years old, and will continue to need upgrades and 
maintenance. Some infrastructure items, including elevators and the overall technology 
backbone of the school need immediate attention (and will soon be addressed). 
 
The Periodic Review Report documents gains made in institutional self-assessment and 
in the evaluation of the education offered at MSM. Both the accreditation self-study of 
2007-2008 and this report, with their strong emphasis on assessment, have helped to 
focus MSM’s energies on the essential issues of educational quality, institutional renewal 
and sustainability. Despite the challenges during this period, the assessment processes 
have provided organized methods for keeping the school on track. As we approach the 
100th anniversary of the Manhattan School of Music, we are confident that the school 
stands on solid ground as it renews its vital mission. 
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Part 2: Summary of response to the Commission’s recommendations 
 
MSM took seriously the recommendations made as part of the re-accreditation process in 
2008, and amended or developed new protocols and approaches in order to improve in 
the areas cited. All recommendations from the 2008 report are listed below by Standard, 
followed by a summary of  MSM’s specific responses. 
 
Standard 2: Planning, Resource Allocation, and Institutional Renewal 
Recommendations: 

• that the institution clarify more explicitly what individual(s) and/or 
committee(s) are responsible for establishing priorities at the institutional 
level based on the numerous priorities submitted by the administrative and 
academic units.   

• that the President make every effort to ensure that the Board of Trustees 
Standing Committee devoted to the Long Range Planning effort is fully 
engaged in the process.  

• that the institution strive to make use of the data collected throughout the 
institution in a manner that supports decision-making at both the unit level 
and the institutional level. 

 
Responses to Standard 2 recommendations: 
After the 2007-2008 accreditation process, MSM’s Accreditation Steering Committee 
recommended appointing the Dean of Academics (now the Vice President for Academics 
and Performance, Dr. Marjorie Merryman) to take responsibility for clarifying 
institutional priorities in all academic and artistic areas, and for helping to communicate 
these priorities within the administration. (Please note that MSM’s administrative 
structure changed during the year after the accreditation process, creating two new vice-
president positions. These changes are discussed in question 3). The Vice President 
appointed three people to assist her in three specific areas. The Director of Keyboard 
Skills, Dr. Marjean Olson, was assigned to oversee academic assessment. The Director of 
Administration and Human Relations, Ms. Carol Matos, was appointed to coordinate 
assessment within all administrative units. The Executive Vice President of Finance and 
Administration, Mr. Paul Kelleher, took on responsibility for data management. This 
group of four people now constitute the Steering Committee, and they confer as a group 
about the institution as a whole. Additionally, MSM has a number of committees that 
meet regularly to address focused concerns: Council of Chairs (all academic and artistic 
department chairs and directors, senior administrators); Interstaff Committee 
(representing all administrative departments); Enrollment Management (academic/artistic 
vice presidents, Dean of Admissions, Dean of Students); Senior Staff; Faculty Council 
(an elected faculty body); Faculty Liaison Committee (President, Academic/Performance 
VPs, representatives of Faculty Council) . These committees represent a breadth of 
performance and classroom faculty, as well as members of the administration in all areas. 
Each of these committees, except Faculty Council, includes at least one member of the 
Steering Committee, ensuring that the Steering Committee is aware of all institutional 
concerns. The Organizational Flow Chart (please see Appendix) lists all committees, 
showing chairs and membership by position. 

Manhattan School of Music 2013 Periodic Review Report 



P a g e  | 4 
 

 
In order to improve the institutional planning process and to unify strategic thinking 
among the senior administration and the Board of Trustees, MSM undertook a major 
strategic planning initiative during the 2011-2012 academic year. A committee of the 
Board, the Second Century Committee, led this effort, and for the purposes of this 
response may be considered the “Standing Committee devoted to Long Range Planning” 
referenced in the Recommendation above. The Second Century Committee hired outside 
educational consultants to ensure that MSM’s Board and administration could be fully 
aware of challenges, opportunities and best practices. This process engaged the Board, 
and produced large amounts of data as well as numerous possible strategic options.  
 
Because MSM’s president announced his retirement at the end of the 2011-2012 
academic year, the Second Century Committee decided to suspend its deliberations until 
the new executive was in place. MSM appointed Dr. James Gandre as its ninth president 
on May 6, 2013, and the strategic planning process is now continuing. A précis of the 
findings of the Committee was written in June 2012, summarizing the work of the 
committee up to that point. A copy of this précis can be found in the Appendix. With this 
collected information and the planning work of the Second Century Committee, MSM 
has ensured that decision-making at the institutional level considers information gathered 
from each unit of the school, and that decisions ultimately reached will reflect both 
MSM’s goals and the best practice of peer schools. A major objective for the coming year 
is to finalize the strategic plan. 
 
 
Standard 7: Institutional Assessment 
Recommendations: 

• that MSM catalog the various forms of data being collected across the 
institution for specific purposes and explore ways to centralize this process 
and reduce potential redundancies. 

• that MSM demonstrate that assessment results generated at the academic 
and administrative departmental level have been used to inform decisions, 
programs or activities at the unit level. 

• that MSM identify a mechanism consistent with MSM’s unique mission 
through which the assessment activities initiated at the unit level can be 
maintained and begin to replicate assessment at an institutional level. 

• that MSM create and formalize a plan to insure that the recent 
implementation of the institutional effectiveness process model introduced 
during the assessment workshop is sustained.  This plan should include an 
annual timeline that communicates the on-going, cyclical nature of 
institutional assessment.   

• that MSM designate the person responsible for oversight of the institutional 
assessment plan and its further implementation.  This individual should be 
grounded in the central academic mission of the institution. 
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Responses to Standard 7 recommendations: 
Data collection: Following the re-accreditation process, the President of MSM 
designated the office of the Executive Vice President of Finance and Administration 
(CFO) to be the central point for data collection. In this office, the various forms of data 
being collected across the institution for specific purposes are catalogued and centralized. 
This designation has helped MSM reduce potential redundancies in various forms of data.  
The CFO receives data from areas such as the registrar; controller; admissions and 
enrollment; development; administration and human relations. These units are still 
responsible for both collecting information and for distributing it to specific external 
constituencies. These responsibilities are well-defined, and MSM has never been cited for 
failures in this regard by any organization to which it reports (organizations such as New 
York State Department of Education; NY Department of Health; Commerce Department; 
Bureau of Veterans Affairs; Middle States; IPEDS; Federal Student Aid Audit; National 
Student Clearinghouse; Department of Labor; etc). In coordinating the collection of data 
through the CFO’s office, various administrative units can draw on information already 
in existence, avoiding duplication and enriching understanding. Available data can be 
presented in accessible formats including graphs and projections. This data can then be 
reviewed, as needed, by the president, the executive committee, and the Board.  
 
Assessment: MSM has set a goal of creating an overall culture of assessment, in which 
assessment mechanisms and results are echoed at all levels, from the individual units, 
through larger departments and through institution as a whole. Specific examples of 
academic and administrative decisions informed by assessment processes are discussed at 
length in Part 5 of this report.  
 
Although MSM has always undertaken assessment in a variety of ways, the current 
organized, institution-wide approach grew out of the self-study process of 2007-2008. 
Assessment is overseen by the Steering Committee, and that group, with its chair the VP 
for Academics and Performance, is rooted in the central academic mission. The 
Executive VP for Administration and Finance (who is the CFO) provides important 
perspective to the group. Within the Steering Committee, the Director of Administration 
and Human Relations, guides assessment on the administrative side. On the academic 
side, assessment is overseen by a faculty member, the Director of Keyboard Skills. As 
members of the Steering Committee, these individuals are in regular contact. Assessment 
protocols, while not identical in the administrative and academic areas, are viewed in a 
unified way and regularly discussed by the committee as a whole.  
 
In general, MSM bases its assessment mechanisms on the format provided to MSM by 
James and Karen Nichols of Institutional Effectiveness Associates, adapted and expanded 
for the school’s specific purposes. The Nichols visited MSM and presented workshops in 
fall 2007.  In MSM’s approach, each department articulates specific goals, and identifies 
criteria that can serve as a means of assessment. The department can then review the 
assessment criteria and make appropriate changes based on that review. MSM encourages 
departments to present their information in either a narrative format or by using the “A-
B-C” forms suggested by the Nichols. Typically both administrative and academic 
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departments are asked to articulate goals for each academic year, and the goals are 
assessed in the spring or early summer. Adjustments and new ideas can then be applied 
and assessed in the following year. In Part 5, several examples of assessment are offered, 
with specific discussion and documentation, to demonstrate the ongoing nature of 
assessment efforts, and their relationship to larger institutional programs and decisions.  
 
While MSM has made tremendous progress in making assessment a priority, there is still 
room for improvement, particularly on the academic side. Students are assessed through 
jury exams, which have many characteristics of objective assessment, and which also 
inform the faculty about standards and methods in a relatively objective way (as 
discussed in Part 5). New courses and curricula also benefit from concentrated 
assessment activity. In order to encourage faculty to think about assessment of older 
courses and curricula, we will be asking all academic department chairs to participate in 
an assessment workshop this fall. Here we will be trying to look at time-honored courses, 
courses-of-study and methods, to see how we can improve their effectiveness and 
relevance for our students. 
 
 
Standard 8: Student Admissions and Retention 
Recommendations: 

• that a comprehensive enrollment management plan be developed and that it 
serve to inform the strategic and operational planning process. 

• that the institution follow through with its proposed creation of a cross 
departmental standing committee (including faculty representation) that 
addresses the related issues of enrollment management and student 
retention. This group will need to significantly strengthen both the depth and 
breadth of admission and retention data gathered, analyzed and used to 
guide decisions on program improvements and their prioritization. 

 
Enrollment management: An Enrollment Management Committee was formed to 
develop a comprehensive enrollment management plan which informs the strategic and 
operational planning process.  The committee members are:  Associate Dean for 
Enrollment Management, Amy Anderson; Registrar, David McDonagh; Dean of 
Students, Elsa Jean Davidson; Vice President of Academics and Performance (who is 
also faculty member of the composition department), Dr. Marjorie Merryman; Vice 
President for Instrumental Performance (who is also a faculty member of the string 
department), David Geber. This committee meets weekly to discuss admissions and 
retention issues and strategies, to study trends in applications and needs of the school, to 
analyze demographic and financial aid information, to develop initiatives for 
strengthening the school’s draw where needed, to review student feedback, and to 
consider specific cases. 
 
Admissions/enrollment assessment: MSM continually assesses its admissions 
protocols, and adjusts them annually in an effort to get the best information regarding 
applicants who ultimately choose MSM, and those who do not. The admissions office, 
assisted by the Information Technology (IT) staff, keeps statistical account of raw 
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numbers, broken down by geographic area within the US and internationally; MSM 
applicant numbers year-to-year versus numbers of other schools; financial need of 
applicants; applications for specific instruments and majors; specific teachers requested; 
test scores; and a host of other criteria. The school also tracks broad demographic and 
financial trends, both nationally and internationally. Students admitted to MSM who 
decline to enroll are asked for feedback. Through the office of Student Life, students who 
attend MSM are asked to complete surveys indicating their level satisfaction with 
services and academic experiences. 
 
A snapshot of the current year’s concerns and actions will illustrate the Enrollment 
Management Committee’s work as well as efforts from other offices to respond to the 
admissions/retention issues raised in 2008. The committee is very active and deals with a 
variety of issues every year. These agenda items from 2012-2013 illustrate its work: 

• Admissions portal: the admissions office worked with MSM’s IT department to 
create a new on-line portal to streamline and simplify the application experience. 
The new portal went into effect in December 2012 for this year’s admissions 
cycle. It is now being assessed and tweaked for next year. 

• Prescreen and recorded auditions: for 2012, a new version of download software 
was introduced for prescreen (which is never in person) and recorded auditions. 
The new software was judged to be superior to the previous versions in ease of 
use for both applicants and faculty. 

• English language assessment: MSM’s enrollment is almost 50% international, and 
demographic analysis shows that this trend is likely to continue. Like many 
schools, MSM has found that the TOEFL is not as reliable as it once was, due to 
widespread challenges to the integrity of the exam process. Therefore the 
Enrollment Management committee worked with MSM’s own ESL department to 
come up with an English Language Assessment tool that could be administered 
rapidly when students come for live auditions, or given over Skype. This year, the 
test was used primarily for placement, but it is being assessed (and will be 
assessed further when the new class enrolls) with a view to its becoming a fully 
realized admissions tool. 

• International recruitment: MSM’s international student population comes 
overwhelmingly from China and Korea. In the current year, more than 20% of all 
applicants came from those two countries. In fall 2011, MSM joined a number of 
other schools in an audition tour to China, Korea and Japan. Assessment of 
numbers from these countries suggested that this tour was helpful in recruitment; 
therefore the Associate Dean of Admissions repeated the tour in fall 2012. In 
winter 2011 a small group of faculty participated in an off-site audition program 
in Korea. Assessment of this program suggested that it was not so productive as to 
justify the expenditure of time and money, and this was not repeated in 2012. 

• Faculty involvement: According to our student surveys and admissions data, 
MSM faculty are the major draw for our students, and the admissions, recruitment 
and retention of students all depend upon faculty. The Enrollment Management 
committee members therefore regularly present information and seek feedback 
from faculty. Individual faculty frequently meet with the Dean of Admissions, 
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and the committee’s findings and concerns are presented and discussed in 
meetings with the faculty and at the Council of Chairs. 

• Financial aid: Financial pressure is the most frequently cited reason for students 
leaving MSM, and also plays a major role in admissions, as students choose 
schools with more generous financial aid packages. MSM is the least well-
endowed of the major conservatories in the US, and is highly tuition dependent. 
Therefore, MSM has a special challenge in maintaining both the quality it aspires 
to and the number of students it needs for tuition income. Working with the CFO 
and the Board, the Enrollment Management Committee has presented compelling 
statistics that have resulted in increased spending in this crucial area ($8.9 million 
for 2013). The International Advisory Board, responding to the strongly 
international character of the student body, has initiated a scholarship drive for 
international students. The Admissions office has also updated its explanations 
and formatting of student loan programs and provides personalized help and 
information for all students. 

 
Retention: MSM has paid close attention to issues of retention and graduation rates 
in the period since the accreditation report. During the last five years, retention and 
graduation rates have improved dramatically. For the class that entered MSM in 2000, 
the six-year graduation rate was 62%. For the class that entered in 2006, the six-year 
graduation rate was 79%. This dramatic increase reflects the work of many 
departments and an institution-wide effort to attract and retain students who will do 
well at MSM.  
 
All students who withdraw or request leaves from MSM are asked to give reasons for 
their departure, so that MSM can look for patterns and improve where possible. 
Students cite a number of factors, including finances, change of career aspirations, 
medical issues that affect performance and dissatisfaction with programs, facilities 
and other aspects of their experience. As we have said in previous reports, we don’t 
believe that students should be urged to stay in our highly specialized school if they 
find that their interests are developing in other directions; we also recognize that the 
physical demands of performance will eliminate some students. In an effort to retain 
the students whose aspirations fit our offerings, we have increased financial aid, as 
cited above. Through the Dean of Students office we have greatly expanded the 
counseling services available, and also brought health services onto the MSM 
campus. MSM’s improvements to student services are discussed further in Part 3. 
 
MSM students complete course evaluations, and faculty are responsive to these as 
they try to improve delivery of content in classes. To increase administrative 
awareness of student attitudes, and to give students a better forum for making non-
academic suggestions, we have refined our student survey, trying a new model this 
year (Appendix). The new survey is taken online, and is shorter and more focused 
than its predecessor. Working with the office of student life, we are assessing both the 
survey and its data. We have acted on some issues (for example, we avoided price 
increases in the cafeteria, since food cost is a major source of student complaints). 
The survey results suggest several other possible avenues to improving student 
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satisfaction, and we are acting on those for the coming year. Plans for 2013-2014 
include a renewed effort to encourage student government, improvements in on-line 
scheduling and registration, clearer information about the functions of various 
administrative offices, and a number of other adjustments. Retention is an ongoing 
challenge, and we recognize that we must assess and improve every year. 

 
 
Standard 9: Student Support Services  
Recommendation: 

• that the inadequate number of practice rooms accessible to nonresidential 
students should be remedied as quickly as possible. 

 
After receiving this recommendation, the Office of Student Life reviewed its policy 
regarding practice room use for nonresidential students. Seventeen practice rooms in the 
residence hall were made available for any nonresidential student to practice.  In the main 
building there are now 38 spaces, and the residence hall has 37 practice rooms with 17 on 
the second floor available for use by nonresidential students. Our total number of practice 
rooms is 75. This number is greatly augmented by many teaching studios and classrooms 
that are available for practicing at specific times. 
 
MSM recognizes that students need practice space. Fortunately, staggered ensemble 
rehearsal schedules mean that not all students are trying to practice at the same time. To 
help with the most crowded times, the Scheduling office maintains a reservation system, 
and students can book rooms on-line ahead of time. 
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Part 3: Major Challenges and Opportunities 
 
 
MSM faces challenges common to higher education in general, special concerns common 
to music schools, and unique issues of its own. Among the questions facing most colleges 
and universities are serious issues of rising costs and problems of curricular relevance as 
the work environment changes. Student services have become more complex, with 
students and parents more vocal about student needs and new legal and liability concerns 
emerging. Scholarship funding and over-borrowing by students are major concerns at all 
schools, while the presence of tuition-free education at several top conservatories 
increases financial pressures on MSM and others in this specific cohort. Music schools in 
general must adjust to a rapidly changing demographic in classical music and jazz, and 
radical changes in recording and educational technology. MSM has also faced serious 
debt and cash-flow issues during the period under review, and as a consequence 
revamped its debt structure. The continuing challenges of an aging facility have been 
considered, and plans and priorities for renovations have been made. The material below 
outlines significant achievements for MSM during the last five years, and also analyzes 
some of the challenges that lie ahead. 
 
 
Administrative Changes 
MSM faced administrative challenges during the period under review: The long-serving 
Vice President/Dean of the Faculty retired in 2009, and the administration was 
restructured. The retiring VP/Dean of Faculty position was combined with two existing 
dean positions in the academic/performance realm. The result was the creation of two 
new positions to replace the previous three. The newly created positions were titled Dean 
of Faculty for Instrumental Performance and Dean of Faculty for Academics and 
Performance. The restructuring gave more even attention across MSM’s range of 
disciplines, and fit well with the qualifications of the upper administrative staff. These 
two positions were later retitled as Vice Presidents, to create an overall structure of one 
President and four VPs, two on the academic/artistic side, and two on the business-
administration/development side.  
 
In spring 2012 the President of MSM announced his retirement, effective November 1, 
2012. This announcement was soon followed by the departure of the Vice President for 
External Affairs. During 2012-2013, MSM appointed an Interim Presidents (the VP for 
Academics and Performance) and searched for a new President, engaging an international 
search team and including input from the Board, the faculty, the administrative staff and 
students. After an extensive search, Dr. James Gandre, Provost and Executive Vice 
President of Roosevelt University in Chicago, was appointed as the 9th President of 
Manhattan School of Music.  Dr. Gandre began his term on May 6, 2013. With the arrival 
of the new President, MSM will now hire a new Vice President for 
Development/External Affairs. We expect this hire to be made within 2013. 
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Financial Challenges and Plans 
During the economic downturn in 2008-2009, interest on MSM’s $42M bond shot up, 
producing significant loss due to the credit market freeze. In 2009, opting for a direct 
purchase with a new lender (Wells Fargo Bank), MSM was able to restructure its debt 
and interest rates, and realized significant savings. The current agreement ends in 
December 2014, and renegotiation is currently underway. During the last five years, 
MSM has also reviewed its investments and investment strategies. Restricted endowment 
has grown from $14.7M in 2008 to $21.3M projected at the end of June 2013. Total 
investments have grown to over $25M, a figure that allows the school more latitude in 
eligibility for various types of financial instruments. Ultimately, MSM aspires to grow its 
funds for the purposes of increasing scholarships, improving and modernizing programs, 
keeping pace with salaries, and maintaining its facility.  
 
 
Funding of students 
MSM has increased the scholarship budget during the last five years, from $5.8M in 
2007-2008 to $8.9M in 2012-2013, an increase of 53%. This has been accomplished both 
through a re-allocation of funds, and through an aggressive search for more scholarship 
dollars in the philanthropic realm. On the philanthropic side, MSM has sought new 
sources of funding, and has targeted some of this activity at the changing demographic 
(increased internationalism) of the student body. MSM’s International Advisory Board, 
for example, now contributes over $100,000 annually to support international students; 
MSM also initiated a China-Manhattan Scholarship Fund, and held kick-off events in 
2012. In addition to new efforts, MSM has used ongoing fund-raising events to increase 
scholarship. For example, MSM’s annual gala in May 2013 was themed specifically 
around the School’s excellent jazz program, and raised more than $200,000 for jazz 
scholarships. Because MSM competes with tuition-free schools (Curtis Institute, Yale 
School of Music, Colburn School of Music) as well as schools much more richly 
endowed than MSM, the school must continue to build scholarship support in order to 
draw the best students. Financial projections included in this report show total 
scholarship funds pushing above $10M in 2016.  
 
In addition to increasing scholarship awards, MSM now provides more counseling to 
families than it did five years ago, so that parents and students have a better opportunity 
to understand the loan programs and other options that may be available to them. Since 
MSM owns a residence hall, it has been able to offer housing stipends to some students in 
order to ease financial burdens. In general, MSM’s aims in this area are to compete 
successfully with peer schools to attract the best students; to support students adequately, 
so that those who deserve to be at MSM can be; and to reduce the burden of debt that 
students take on in the course of their education. 
 
 
Strategic Study 
MSM is well aware that many issues face the school and face the higher education 
community in general. Therefore assessment must be done to understand current 
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positions, and planning must be done to prepare for the future. During the 2011-2012 
academic year, the school commissioned and participated in a strategic analysis and 
planning process run by the consulting firms Prager, Sealy, LLC, and Huron Education 
Consulting (hired as a subcontractor to Prager, Sealy). The purpose of this study was to 
make a thorough comparative analysis of MSM and to use that analysis as the basis for 
further strategic planning.  The departure of the top executive and one vice president 
created an additional opportunity to re-examine the administrative structure, priorities 
and mission. A précis of the strategic analysis, including a strengths-weaknesses-
opportunities-threats section, can be found in the Appendix. 
 
The third-party consulting team interviewed faculty, staff, students and members of the 
Board. After an extensive process of interviews, committee meetings and data analysis, 
Broad themes emerged: MSM competes with elite conservatories and has remarkable 
success in attracting well-qualified students; the school’s faculty, atmosphere and 
location all help in recruiting students, and MSM’s reputation abroad provides strong 
international reach; the School is less wealthy than other schools in this group, and thus 
must rely more on tuition; to remain competitive, MSM must run as efficiently as 
possible, and must also examine its programs and offerings with discipline, keeping its 
core strong; MSM must be careful not to expand into areas that it cannot support; MSM 
must actively seek both philanthropic support and additional revenue streams. 
 
With the major administrative change just completed, MSM is still considering its long-
term institutional strategies, taking in the work of the strategic study up to this point. The 
school can now concentrate on questions and challenges raised by the study, and can 
formulate a full-blown strategic plan. This is a major item on the Board’s and 
administration’s agenda for 2013-2014, and funds have been budgeted to support further 
consultation as needed. But the school has not stood still over the past five years, nor has 
it suspended forward thinking. To meet the challenges outlined both in the strategic 
analysis and in higher education in general, MSM has made numerous changes and 
improvements and has formulated new plans within the current mission, as outlined 
below. 
 
 
Curricular relevance 
Like most schools, MSM adds courses and changes curricula periodically to ensure that 
students have opportunities to acquire the information and skills they will need after 
graduation. Adjustments of this kind are made by means of a Curriculum Committee. 
This committee is comprised of faculty representing the disciplines of the school, as well 
as the Dean of Students. It is chaired by the VP for Academics and Performance and also 
includes the VP for Instrumental Performance, both of whom are faculty members in 
their respective fields. The Curriculum Committee considers individual courses, program 
additions and changes, and large-scale adjustments in response to specific faculty or 
departmental suggestions. In this way, the Committee provides general curricular 
assessment and oversight. 
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During the review period, MSM has added individual courses designed to enhance 
student preparedness for life after school. These range from a one-credit course preparing 
singers for auditions, to a full-blown program that aims to provide a more organized way 
for students to learn practical job-related skills, the Center for Music Entrepreneurship. 
 
The Center for Music Entrepreneurship (CME) grew out of an assessment and planning 
process in which MSM’s existing music-business offerings were catalogued and 
discussed, and other programs elsewhere were examined. A focus group that included 
faculty, administration and students looked at possible configurations, and a design for 
the Center was presented first to the Curriculum Committee and administration, and then 
to the Board. A fund-raising effort helped secure funds to launch the CME, and the 
Center was inaugurated in the summer of 2010. The CME’s mandate is to provide an 
overall entrepreneurship course required for all undergraduates, additional, more 
advanced course offerings, work-related counseling, a “gig” service, and listings of jobs 
and internships for students. The CME started with a part-time director, and some 
previous structures from MSM’s former gig service were folded in. After one year of 
operation, the program was assessed, the director position was expanded, and the gig 
service and job counseling were expanded. A new director was hired in 2011. 
 
The CME is still developing and will probably undergo further adjustments. To help 
faculty and students understand the scope of entrepreneurial thinking in the CME, the 
Center has hosted numerous presentations by industry leaders and MSM alums. An 
advanced course offered by the CME features the presentation of entrepreneurial student 
projects at the end of each academic year – projects which have had at least some degree 
of actual success. Projects presented have included a moveable (portable) concert hall; an 
on-line booking service; a young-people’s music festival; as well as numerous more 
personal projects including touring, CDs, DVDs and websites. A goal of the CME is to 
catalog projects as case studies, so that new students may be able to learn from the 
entrepreneurial efforts of the students who preceded them. A major challenge of the CME 
is to help students anticipate changes in the business of music. While no one can foresee 
all the ways that technology and popular culture may affect the careers of today’s music 
students, MSM views these questions as critical to our mission and will continue to 
consult with faculty, alumni and outside advisors to develop our thinking. We will also be 
able to assess the CME by following and surveying MSM graduates who have taken its 
courses and used its services. 
 
In addition to entrepreneurial studies, MSM is modernizing its curriculum in the 
technological realm. While the school offers a number of technology-focused courses in 
subjects such as Electronic Music, Performance with Electronics, MIDI and Computer 
Music, these courses have sprouted up over time within several departments. There is 
currently no unified curriculum in technology-related areas. We see that overall trends in 
the music industry are demanding that students have greater mastery of technology, and 
career opportunities may hinge on such mastery. Therefore a challenge for the immediate 
future is to create an overall structure that will embrace the technological courses MSM 
already offers, add relevant courses to fill in gaps, and by means of this unified approach, 
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offer more options and greater flexibility to students who seek to concentrate in these 
subjects. 
 
An opportunity that comes with curricular development is the possibility of collaboration 
with neighboring campuses. For many years, MSM has had a partnership with Barnard 
College to provide broadened Humanities options for MSM, in exchange for music study 
for Barnard students. The current planning for curricular expansion embraces more recent 
collaborative energies. For example, MSM students in digital media are collaborating 
with Columbia University film students to create new films. A concert/showing of these 
films takes place every semester. Students from the New York Institute of Technology 
(NYIT), a number of whom live in MSM’s residence hall, are taking credited courses on 
the MSM campus and participating in MSM events. We plan to study additional possible 
collaborations with NYIT, with the idea of offering more technologically-based courses 
to MSM students. 
 
 
Student services 
At MSM, the student experience differs from life in a liberal arts college in one important 
respect: for music students, the one-on-one relationship with the studio teacher is the 
defining factor in the whole experience. The studio teacher is likely to have the most 
important influence on the student, and to function not only as a teacher but also as a 
mentor, advisor and even confidant. When a student is having emotional or academic 
difficulty, the studio teacher is likely to be the first person to become aware of this. While 
the close relationship between each student and the studio teacher is a strength in many 
ways, it is also a challenge, as students often need more trained and professional help 
than any faculty member can provide. For many years MSM has encouraged all faculty, 
and particularly studio faculty, to work with the Dean of Students in offering help and 
services to students. MSM has had counseling available for students one afternoon per 
week, and referred students with illnesses to nearby St. Luke’s Roosevelt Hospital. 
 
Over the past five years it has become clear that MSM’s student services have not kept 
pace with students’ health and counseling needs. Like most colleges, MSM finds that 
more students are arriving on campus with chronic health or emotional issues, and it is 
not advisable or even possible to put the burden of student counseling onto the studio 
teachers or the Dean of Students alone. While students inevitably continue to confide in 
their teachers, we have judged that more professional support should be offered, and 
offered more widely and more frequently. The counseling service has been effective, but 
with just one day per week access, more on-campus availability is needed. In the same 
way, an on-campus health service is desirable for minor medical issues. 
 
For the 2012-13 year, MSM made its counseling service more robust and more readily 
available to all students. The school concluded that a team approach should be 
established to support decision-making in cases where a student is clearly ill or struggling 
emotionally. There is now on-site counseling available three days per week, and plans are 
being made to expand this to five-day availability. A counseling center has been 
established in the residence hall to ensure that access is easy for students. The Dean of 
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Students has assessed this change and found that students are taking advantage of the 
expanded hours. The school has also hired a registered nurse to be on campus every day, 
so that minor health issues can be dealt with and students can be immediately advised to 
seek more medical help if their condition warrants it.  
 
MSM has sought outside legal advice about its responsibilities and potential liabilities in 
cases where students make troubling statements or display disturbing behavior. In 
summer 2013, Carolyn Reinach Wolf, Esq., of Abrams Fensterman LLP, will provide 
training to a small group, including the Dean of Students, the Director of Administration 
and Human Relations and the academic/performance VPs. The goal will be to form a 
Behavior Intervention Team that has the basic knowledge and skill needed to make front-
line determinations when dealing with an array of student situations and behaviors. The 
Team will help train other staff members as needed. Ms. Wolf is a highly regarded expert 
in this field, and MSM has determined that its policies going forward should be more 
deliberate and more in line with best practices in this complex area. 
 
 
Changing Demographics 
Demographic trends in the US and internationally create both challenges and 
opportunities for Manhattan School of Music. The number of high-school age students in 
the US has peaked, and is now going down. Numbers of musically prepared American 
high school students are falling even more quickly as US schools devote fewer resources 
to music. At the same time, serious music study is very strong in Asia, particularly in 
Korea, China, Taiwan and Hong Kong, where music study is considered a normal part of 
children’s education. In these countries, private music instruction is a high priority for 
school-aged children. 
 
MSM currently has a non-US student cohort approaching 50%. Of these students, the 
vast majority come from Korea, China, Taiwan and Hong Kong. Since students enter 
MSM by means of competitive audition, these statistics demonstrate the strength of these 
societies in producing excellent music students. MSM has consciously decided to make 
itself as welcoming as possible to these students, while maintaining its cultural identity 
and educational integrity. To do this, MSM has initiated an extensive ESL program, 
including instruction and language support during the school year, and summer-
immersion English study. The ESL program has been assessed and adjusted each year, as 
MSM’s faculty and staff become more accustomed to the large group of international 
students. The assessment process for ESL at MSM is described more fully in Section 5. 
 
Aspiring to recruit the best international students, MSM works to build and maintain a 
strong international reputation. The school faces the related issue of finding financial 
support for this group of students. MSM has worked to enhance its reputation 
internationally by means of strategic partnerships, performance programs and Distance 
Learning.  MSM’s achievements in reputation-building and scholarship development 
around the world include: 

• International partnerships with peer institutions: MSM has exchange and 
partnership agreements with leading conservatories in Europe and Asia, and 
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actively exchanges students and faculty every year. Overall participation in these 
exchange programs has tripled in the last five years. 

• International Advisory Board (IAB): Over the last five years, the IAB has become 
much more active, and now takes a leading role in developing international 
connections for MSM students and in raising scholarship funds. 

• China-Manhattan Scholarship Fund: With a kickoff event in 2012, MSM raised 
over $100,000 for this fund, which we hope to grow through continued fund-
raising in Asia and in the Chinese-American community. 

• International presenter: In 2011-2012 MSM planned and carried out a major 
international festival partnering with the Hong Kong Arts Development Council. 
This may serve as a model for future collaborations with governments and 
consulates. 

• Distance Learning: MSM’s pre-eminent Distance Learning program broadcasts 
live-interactive classes and master classes to peer conservatories and other schools 
in 22 countries on five continents.  

• Web-streaming: MSM streams select events and master classes around the world. 
The International Students’ Concert, for example, streams live to the home 
countries of all participating students. 

 
With so much emphasis on internationalism, MSM is currently studying more complex 
initiatives in this realm. Several opportunities for potential collaboration have been 
presented to MSM, everything from increasing Distance Learning offerings to creating a 
physical branch operation outside the United States. As MSM continues to refine its 
strategic plan, these possibilities can be studied by the Board and the administration in 
the context of strengthening MSM’s core mission and educational values. 
 
 
Changes in Recording and Distance Learning 
MSM offers recording services to all students, regularly records all major events and 
student recitals, and documents, streams and/or broadcasts the core activity of MSM in 
performance. As recording technology has rapidly changed in the last five years, MSM’s 
professional services have kept pace, through upgrades to equipment and technology, 
expanded student services, and increased availability of MSM’s recordings. We see 
increasing demand for recordings, and students often want more complex recording set-
ups or special audio effects in their recital performances. Video recording is increasingly 
requested, and while MSM can provide that service in the newly constructed Mikowsky 
Hall, it is likely that the school will need a videographer if this service continues to 
expand.  
 
Streaming has now become standard for large ensemble concerts (since 2009, all MSM 
orchestra concerts and operas have been streamed to our Library’s website), and statistics 
show that far more students listen to concerts in this format than previously checked out 
performance CDs. MSM has been able to use concert recordings for recruitment purposes 
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on its website, and the Recording Department has also been able to support public 
broadcast of MSM performances on New York area stations such as WQXR and 
WWFM. In 2011, MSM entered into an agreement with WWFM, The Classical Network, 
to supply MSM concert recordings for its weekly program Celebrating our Musical 
Future. 
 
In Distance Learning, MSM’s unique, interactive live transmission over Internet2 is in 
demand around the country and all over the world. Through this platform, MSM provides 
live classes, lessons and master classes to 39 states and 22 countries. Offerings include 
high-level master classes to peer schools and conservatories, live individual lessons, and 
interactive classroom presentations for children of all ages. Distance Learning through 
The Global Conservatory for college-level content and Music Bridges for K-12, provides 
valuable cultural experiences and information to children and adults who might not have 
other exposure to high-quality musical instruction, and enhances MSM’s brand in its 
connection to peer schools. Instruction is offered by MSM faculty, student instructors and 
alums. Thus, Distance Learning echoes MSM’s mission in offering excellent 
performances, innovation, opportunity for student development and a broad cultural 
reach. 
 
All of this activity challenges the department of Recording and Distance Learning, and 
we expect the pressure to continue. MSM has responded to the financial challenges by 
building a recording fee for graduation recitals into the student fee structure, by 
increasing the number of professional recordings done at MSM when our halls are 
available, by raising the profit margins on our Distance Learning classes, and by selling 
specific DL content that can help support other aspects of the operation. Our corporate 
partner, Polycom, has agreed to donate state-of-the-art equipment, and also contributes a 
modest cash payment in return for our promotion and demonstration of Polycom 
equipment. 
 
Distance Learning is an important part of MSM’s overall identity and has considerable 
potential for expansion. With many inquiries coming in about possible service 
relationships, contracts and collaborations, the immediate challenge will be to carefully 
control the growth in this area so as not to overwhelm our facilities or personnel. We 
have high hopes that both Distance Learning and Recording can keep growing in concert 
with the overall mission and goals of MSM. 
 
 
Facilities and infrastructure 
MSM’s oldest building dates from 1910, and its second large building was constructed in 
the 1930’s. These two structures house all the classrooms and most concert spaces, as 
well as most of the practice rooms. A new building, which opened in 2001, supplies 
residence hall space, additional practice rooms, and rental space for income. Maintaining 
the older buildings and upgrading to contemporary standards are constant challenges. 
During the past five years, MSM has made a number of upgrades to its facilities: 

• Refurbishment of many classrooms, studios and practice rooms 
• New playback equipment installed in classrooms; 5-year plan initiated in 2012 
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• Increased wireless connectivity throughout the school 
• Major renovation of the school’s largest rehearsal space (room 610, now the Carla 

Bossi-Comelli Studio) 
• Construction of a new, small recital hall (Solomon Gadles Mikowsky Recital 

Hall) 
• Purchase of 16 new Steinway pianos (part of the “Steinway Initiative,” to become 

an all-Steinway school) 
• Repairs to the stage of Borden Auditorium, MSM’s largest hall 
• Upgrade of the cafeteria 

 
Currently MSM is engaged in assessment and repair of its façade and exterior surfaces, as 
required by New York City law. A number of new initiatives have been planned for 
MSM’s physical space and its infrastructure. These include new elevators, a large-scale 
renovation of Borden Auditorium and a new system for technology services that would 
include enhanced capabilities in record keeping, billing, faculty and student information 
and on-line courseware. A more thorough discussion of facilities and infrastructure 
matters can be found in Part 6, where the relationship between planning and budgeting is 
discussed. 
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Part 4: Enrollment and finance trends and projections 
 
MSM tracks enrollments, expenses, trends and benchmarks in an effort to steer the 
institution in a sound direction at all times. As described in Part 6, the school has orderly 
budget procedures, and overall budgets are ultimately reviewed and approved by the 
upper administration, the CFO and President, the Finance Committee of the Board, and 
finally the full Board of Trustees. While no one can predict exactly what enrollment or 
investments will do in any given year, the school adjusts regularly and all major issues 
and decisions are discussed by the administration and vetted either through the Finance 
Committee of the Board or through the full Board, as called for in the bylaws.  
 
MSM has shown stable performance and has enjoyed excellent investment results 
through the current year and the previous two years, as shown in the financial statements. 
High enrollment (870 FT) in FY2012 was helpful in bringing in good revenues. In the 
current year, full time enrollment averaged 840, and for the coming year, MSM’s 
enrollment is currently projected to be 823. Please note that these figures are full-time 
only, and do not take part-time students into account. For 2013-2014 we expect an 
additional 37 FTE in part-time enrollment. 
 
As of this writing, enrollment figures are still fluctuating slightly, as students find 
financing, succeed in getting loans, decide to defer, etc. Our figures take in expected 
“melt,” which assumes that roughly 3.5% of admitted students who have confirmed by 
May 15 will not actually attend. We also anticipate that about 3.7% of projected returners 
will not come back in fall 2013, because they will have transferred, dropped out of 
school, or have taken a leave-of-absence. It is possible, however, that improved 
communications from the Admissions Office (through the creation of the new admissions 
on-line portal, mentioned in Part 2) will have given us stable numbers earlier than usual. 
In this case, our enrollment figures will be higher than projected in the financial 
statements. The budget approved for 2013-2014 assumes the lower enrollment figure. 
 
Financial projections for future years project average FT enrollment of 850. A major task 
for the coming year will be to analyze enrollments from the past three years to determine 
whether this enrollment goal can be met. If the Enrollment Management Committee 
concludes that 850 is not realistic for maintaining the quality that MSM desires, then 
further planning will need to be done in order to adjust revenue expectations. 
 
The balance sheets show a rise in net assets in the past three years, reflecting good 
control of operating expenses, positive investment results and new funds collected as 
gifts, grants and endowment income (i.e. gifts to the endowment). Although MSM 
actively seeks philanthropic giving, it should be noted that the financial model for 
forecasting purposes assumes gifts and grants plus endowment income totaling only 
$1.4M for each of the next three years; the actual amounts have been substantially higher 
over the current year and the two previous years. We feel confident that the school can 
carry on its core educational mission, even if development is relatively weak. But, of 
course, stronger development results would allow MSM more latitude in creating new 
programs, improving facilities or reducing costs for students. It may be useful to note that 
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the 2012-2013 results were achieved in a year during which both the President and the 
VP for External Affairs (chief development officer) left the school. We are hopeful that 
the appointment of a new President and the hiring of a new VP for Development 
(anticipated during fall 2013) will bring new opportunities for fundraising at MSM. 
 
Appendix 2 contains the documents requested for this section: 
Page 
1  Look Forward 

Balance sheets/Financial plans, showing real figures for FY2012 and forecasts for 
the current year and the next three years 
Enrollment figures are listed as the first item in the Profit and Loss section near 
the bottom on page 1. 
 

4 Audited financial statement (KPMG), 2012 
 
21 Management letter, 2012 
 
25 Audited financial statement (KPMG), 2011  
 
42 Management letter, 2011 
 
45 Audited Financial Statement (KPMG), 2010 
 Note: there was no management letter for 2010 
 
62 KPMG Ratio Analysis, showing 2012 and two previous years 
 
74 Prager Investments Ratio Models, with forecasting 

Note: these use a somewhat different formula from the forecasting shown in the 
financial plans on pages 1-3, and have not yet been updated (last updated in 
December 2012). But they show useful information, similar to the Ratio Analysis 
provided by KPMG. 
 

76 Financial information submitted to IPEDS 
Please note again, enrollment figures, both actual and projected, are found on 
page 1 of this appendix. 
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Part 5: Organized and sustained process to assess institutional effectiveness and 
student learning 
 
As stated above, Manhattan School of Music aspires to create both an overall “culture of 
assessment” and the specific mechanisms needed to produce and support that culture. 
MSM’s Mission Statement establishes specific goals and ideals, and the school 
encourages administration, faculty and staff to consider these in formulating plans and 
setting priorities.  
 

Manhattan School of Music prepares highly talented students for careers as passionate performers 
and composers, and as imaginative, effective leaders in the arts. Our international student body 
thrives in a supportive atmosphere that encourages excellence, values individuals and welcomes 
innovation. MSM’s artist faculty inspires the performance, creation and knowledge of great music, 
while exchange programs, distance learning and entrepreneurial opportunities expand the School’s 
reach. Offering hundreds of concert presentations and community events each year, Manhattan 
School of Music is a vigorous contributor to the cultural fabric of New York City and an important 
player on the world stage. 

 
This section describes and documents specific work in assessment from the unit level up 
to larger departments. In addition to the specific unit or departmental examples analyzed 
below, the overarching practice of assessment is carried out at the highest levels of the 
administration and at the Board level as well.  
 
As has already been described in Part 3, the Board and executive administration 
undertook a large-scale strategic analysis of the entire institution, starting in the summer 
of 2011. This analysis produced specific, quantifiable data of all kinds, much of which 
has been very helpful in considering issues of institutional effectiveness. But the process 
also asked many other fundamental questions that are crucial for MSM’s self-
understanding: What should the 21st-century conservatory look like? What do the various 
stake-holders regard as the core mission of MSM? How does MSM compare to peers in 
terms of selection of students and educational outcomes? How can we make sure that 
MSM students are as prepared as possible for the real-world opportunities we can 
foresee? Discussion around these fundamental questions continues as we begin a new 
President’s term, and go forward with the work of updating the overall strategic plan. 
 
The President of MSM as well as the four VPs, the Dean of Students and Dean of the 
Precollege Division all attend Board meetings and are all present for Board-level 
discussions relating to the assessment of MSM’s programs and practices. There are also 
two faculty representatives on the Board of Trustees, with full voting rights. One of these 
faculty Board members is also a member of Faculty Council, and one is a member of the 
Council of Chairs. Questions, goals and potential actions are therefore easily transmitted 
from the Board level through the upper administration, and also through the most 
important faculty committees. The executive team within the administration meets bi-
weekly with the whole senior staff, which, in turn, supervises all personnel employed by 
MSM. The senior staff meetings allow staff concerns to be communicated to the 
executive level, and information from the Board and executive group flows through this 
channel to the staff. Similarly, the Council of Chairs’ meetings include the VPs on the 
academic/artistic side as well as the Dean of Students and the Director of Human 
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Resources, creating a channel of communication directly to and from the faculty. In this 
way, the large-scale assessment effort described earlier has created a context in which 
assessment questions, methods and results can be discussed, understood and implemented 
throughout the whole school. 
 
In administration, academic and student services, and instructional departments, each 
unit’s staff and faculty are asked to formulate goals for every school year, identifying 
issues to be addressed, relationship to the overall mission, steps to be taken, and criteria 
for judgment. At the end of the year (or when the goal is met), progress is assessed, and 
the process begins again. These goals, assessments and results are reviewed by the 
supervisors in the various departments, and by the Steering Committee, to ensure that the 
overall objective of assessment and improvement is being met. In connection with this 
PRR, some departments were asked to summarize their goals and to assess their 
attainments over longer periods, in order to show the long term benefits of the assessment 
program.  
 
Units and departments may choose the format for expressing the assessment goals, steps 
taken and results. Some use a narrative format while others utilize the specific forms 
taken from the Nichols’ Institutional Effectiveness materials. Several examples are 
outlined below, showing (1) a typical one-year goal/assessment cycle in an administrative 
department (the Box Office); (2) a longer-term cycle in an academic service area (the 
Peter Jay Sharp Library); (3) the “culture of assessment” inherent in the jury system; (4) 
MSM student outcomes-assessment based professional attainment in music (Orchestral 
Performance Program); (5) assessment of an MSM program in connection with National 
Standards for Education, K-12 (Community Partnerships); (6) the development of an 
academic instructional department through ongoing assessment and adjustment (ESL and 
Summer English).  
 
1. Box Office: one-year cycle of goals and assessment 
An administrative unit, the Box Office is a part of the External Affairs department. Since 
MSM is a major concert presenter, offering over 800 public performances during the 
school year, the Box Office has a very important place in the school’s mission and 
operation. In fall 2012, the Box Office staff articulated two broad goals. The first was to 
improve student workers’ customer service skills, and the second was to develop an 
electronic ticketing system for MSM events. The goals (each with two subsections) and 
criteria, in narrative form as created by the Box Office staff, are included in the 
Appendix. Also included are graphs and results of a student employee survey that 
addressed the customer service question in detail. 
 
This example illustrates features of a successful assessment cycle. Goals are related to the 
overall mission of MSM, and are attainable, desirable, and clearly stated. Means of 
assessment are clear and objective, and desired outcomes are articulated. The “Process of 
Improvement” sections contain helpful information that allowed the office to conceive of 
the goal as an ongoing process rather than a temporary quick-fix. The student survey data 
and statistics for electronic ticketing have produced very clear metrics by which the 
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processes could be assessed. In most cases goals were met, but there is also room for 
future improvement, and suggestions are included for future development. 
 
 
2. The Peter J. Sharp Library: a longer term cycle 
The Peter Jay Sharp Library, which is the main library for MSM, can serve as an example 
of a long-term assessment process. A full documentation of goals, assessment criteria and 
outcomes for the period of September 2009 to June 2012 is included in the Appendix. 
This material illustrates the basic procedure that MSM put in place in 2007, using the 
Nichols’ Institutional Effectiveness format.  
 
The Library supports MSM’s mission to create a “supportive atmosphere that encourages 
excellence and ….inspires knowledge of great music.” In the example presented here, 
there are two clearly stated goals, both relating to increasing student convenience and 
access to Library materials, which are clearly desirable outcomes. The first goal is to 
convert from CDs to MP3s for recordings of MSM concerts. This conversion allows 
students to download their performances, rather than wait for a CD copy to be made. The 
second goal is to replace physical course reserves with digital reserves. Moving to digital 
reserves allows students to access reserve materials remotely, and makes it possible for 
everyone to use the reserve materials at the same time, rather than wait for others to 
finish with physical books or CDs. 
 
As the documentation clearly shows, both of these goals had compelling rationale and 
easily-understood criteria for success. The statistical analyses, showing dramatic 
increases in numbers of students using converted library materials, are very compelling. 
These figures and tables provide convincing evidence that the goals were worthwhile and 
the attainments of this process were very beneficial.  
 
The Library example again illustrates the ongoing nature of the assessment process. The 
example itself covers a lengthy period, and the conclusions include next steps that grow 
out of the goals already achieved. 
 
 
3. Performance juries and the culture of assessment 
On the instructional side, the strongest form of assessment, both for student achievement 
and for faculty effectiveness, is the performance jury. Every student at MSM performs or 
presents work in a jury examination for a group of faculty every spring. Several faculty 
members adjudicate each jury, providing extensive comments as well as concrete scores 
for discipline-specific criteria, and an overall score. Individual teachers are not allowed to 
score their own students, nor is there faculty discussion during the juries. The registrar’s 
office computes an average score for each student and assigns a jury grade. Thus students 
receive a much more objective evaluation than they would get from the teacher they see 
for a private lesson every week. Indeed, there is often a considerable divergence between 
the mark given by the studio teacher and the jury grade achieved by the student. MSM’s 
committee on Academic Standing scrutinizes the jury grades for all students, and it is this 

Manhattan School of Music 2013 Periodic Review Report 



P a g e  | 24 
 

most objective grade that weighs heavily in decisions relating to a student’s standing and 
scholarship eligibility. 
 
An important feature of the jury system is that the teaching and the teachers themselves 
also benefit from this assessment, not just the students. The teachers benefit because 
professional faculty colleagues score each student and provide extensive, specific written 
comments. For each studio teacher, this system creates a strong awareness of colleagues’ 
views about the methods and standards applied to every student. After the juries are over, 
faculty members also discuss departmental juries as a whole, developing an ongoing 
dialogue about department goals. Since the faculty themselves represent the highest order 
of professional accomplishment, we consider the jury feedback they receive from each 
other to be extremely helpful in overall assessment of quality and maintenance of 
standards at MSM.  
 
Three examples can be found in the Appendix: 

• Student X – grade A. The jury forms represent seven faculty members (one per 
page, with scores and comments). Despite the very approving scores and 
comments, several faculty have made specific suggestions to the student 
regarding technical matters such as pedaling and playing in octaves. The overall 
score and grade at the top of the first page are calculated in the Registrar’s office. 
Note that the student’s teacher has not turned in a form (since teacher grades do 
not count), but that the student has acknowledged reading all the comments and 
also released them so that the teacher may view them. 

• Student Y – grade B+. This example is similar to student X, in that this is a piano 
jury, with many of the same faculty commenting. But here the comments are 
more critical, with specific suggestions for improvement. The last page here was 
filled out by the teacher, who wrote some comments, but did not grade the 
student, since teacher grades do not count. 

• Student Z – grade C. This is an example of a much weaker jury. Most of the 
faculty commenting here cite the same issues (particularly intonation). 
Interestingly, both the student’s current and former teachers have filled out a form 
and offered grades (these teachers have identified themselves by checking the box 
on the form). These grades do not count in the average. Here one can see the 
difference in the grade the teacher gives and the more objective jury grade: the 
current teacher, whose jury form is the last in the group, would have given her 
student an A-, while the actual jury average (and recorded jury grade) is a C. Both 
the teacher and the student will look at the grades and comments from other 
faculty, and benefit from this more objective assessment system. 

 
 
4. Orchestral Performance: assessment of program effectiveness through students’ 
professional attainment 
The Orchestral Performance program at MSM (OP) has the most specifically professional 
orientation of any MSM offering. A grad-only program, the OP program offers students a 
two-year Master of Music degree or, for students who already have a Masters, a one-year 
Professional Studies Certificate. The overall goal of the OP program is to give students 
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the skills, training, experience and knowledge they need to compete for high-level 
professional orchestra jobs. While most departments at MSM include students with a 
variety of aspirations (such as soloist, chamber musician, ensemble player, composer in a 
variety of contexts, opera or musical theater performer, or student in a further degree 
program, etc), the OP department has one clear marker for student success: a professional 
orchestral job. 
 
Because of this clear professional criterion, the OP department can calculate the 
effectiveness of its program by each graduate’s success in this highly specialized and 
competitive arena. Over the past five years, the OP program has brought in a new 
program director and has made some faculty adjustments, always with the goal of 
promoting excellence in orchestral preparation. Currently, fully 85% of OP grads win a 
professional orchestral post within a year of graduation, a truly remarkable level of 
success. A list of students and their positions, by year, can be found in the Appendix. In 
looking at the list, it is clear that more recent years have placed more students, and also 
that the students are winning positions in more distinguished orchestras. During the past 
two years, MSM’s OP grads have been appointed to positions in the New York 
Philharmonic, the Los Angeles Philharmonic, the Baltimore Symphony, the Cleveland 
Orchestra, the Detroit Symphony (including Concert Master) and many others. 
 
Although the OP program has not followed a systematic timeline or step-by-step 
assessment process, it partakes of the “culture of assessment” by means of tracking the 
students in terms of a unique, objective professional standard. The faculty members in 
this program are all top-level orchestral musicians in New York City. They are 
thoroughly aware of the demands of their profession and the standards required for 
success. The improvements over time in the OP program’s success point to the dedication 
of the faculty. It is clear that this department attains extraordinary results through 
maintaining an extremely high standard, sustained and improved over a period of many 
years. 
 
 
5. Community Partnerships: Assessment of an MSM program coordinated with 
National Standards in K-12 Education 
MSM’s Community Partnerships department offers MSM students an opportunity to 
develop teaching skills in the New York public schools. This program is in keeping with 
MSM’s stated mission to be a “vigorous contributor to the cultural fabric of New York 
City.” Although MSM does not offer a major in Music Education, several departmental 
curricula require teaching experience, and MSM partners with Columbia Teachers 
College to offer a joint MM/MA in music performance and in teaching. The assessment 
instrument shown in the Appendix provides the MSM student with the means of 
assessing school children in various skills and standards from the National Standards in 
K-12 Education. An MSM-created chart carefully grades a number of discrete skills, 
allowing the MSM student-teacher to develop a refined notion of student achievement. 
MSM students learn to use this assessment tool, and are themselves assessed on their 
performance. MSM has received enthusiastic feedback on this program from the New 
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York City Department of Education. In 2011, MSM was awarded a $600,000 five-year 
contract to provide services to the New York City public schools.  
 
 
6. ESL and Summer English: Long-term development of an academic area 
MSM’s international enrollment has been growing for many years, reflecting the school’s 
strong international reach and the shifting demographics of music study, especially for 
classical music. During a period when budget cuts have hurt music in American public 
schools, and popular culture has dominated in the US, classical music study has 
burgeoned in Asia. Korea has always sent large numbers of students to conservatories in 
the US, and more recently, China has become a major source of excellent, well-prepared 
students. In general, the desire for a robust international student component is implicit in 
MSM’s Mission Statement. 
 
For MSM, the challenge of this demographic shift has been in English language. Prior to 
2008, the school sent its English-deficient students to Columbia University, where they 
enrolled part-time in Columbia’s American Language Program (ALP). These students 
were allowed to take only lessons and ensembles at MSM (no classes) and were 
considered to be only ¼-time. MSM transferred ¾ of their tuition payments directly to 
Columbia. By 2007-2008, assessment through student interviews and surveys, and results 
in terms of enrollment and graduation, all indicated serious problems with this approach: 
students were very unhappy, and felt exiled from MSM; many never attained the 
language proficiency required by the ALP, and left without ever really studying at MSM; 
even students who passed through the ALP program, sometimes after several semesters, 
lacked the specific musical and technical vocabulary needed at MSM; studio faculty at 
MSM were frustrated on behalf of their students, citing their easy communication with 
students who were nevertheless deemed too language deficient to enroll at MSM. 
 
In the winter of 2008, a small committee led by the VP for Academics and Performance 
determined to try another approach. They sought and ultimately hired a certified teacher 
of ESL who also had a musical background (Mr. John Hagen), and together with him 
developed two pilot programs: Summer English Study (SES) and an ESL course for the 
academic year. Successful applicants with TOEFL scores above 79 were not required to 
enroll for the summer course. But those whose scores fell between 49 and 79, who 
formerly would have been rejected or relegated to Columbia’s ALP, were now allowed to 
come for a summer immersion course, followed by full enrollment at MSM. For 
continuation of English during the school year, we devised a year-long course, allowing 
intensive language study for those students who were not ready to enroll in a regular 
academic program. 
 
The first iteration of SES was assessed by means of in-house standardized testing and 
classroom results, student grades and faculty response. The students had gained 
significantly in English proficiency, but there were many issues that came up when the 
program was reviewed as a whole: Many students gained enough English to enroll in 
some course work, but would clearly struggle in more demanding academic settings; 
students tended to socialize exclusively with classmates from the same country, so that 
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their English practice was limited to class; students were more comfortable reading and 
doing assignments than they were in speaking and understanding; some students did not 
take the summer work seriously enough to make adequate progress; some academic 
faculty complained that the students were slowing down the native English speakers in 
their classes. 
 
From that initial version of Summer English, and over the course of over the course of 
five years, a measured succession of goals has been set, with steps taken, results assessed 
and further steps planned, as indicated below. Because of the complex nature of this 
program and its need to evolve quickly on many fronts, the protocol used for this process 
was often verbal, taking place in meetings between the VP and the program director, or in 
larger meetings with faculty, the registrar’s office, the Dean of Students and with others 
who are concerned with various aspects of international student education at MSM. For 
that reason, no neat set of documents exists to illustrate this program development. But 
notes and records have been used to summarize the main points of this evolution. 
Because ESL and SES are such important additions to MSM’s academic activity, the 
evolution of these programs is described here at length, on a year-to-year basis. The 
timetable and continuous adjustments that have been made clearly illustrate that 
assessment of the program has been a constant concern. As of this writing, this program 
is receiving new modifications, as we believe that we can continue to improve its 
effectiveness. 
 
Goals for SES/ESL after summer 2008 and 2008-2009 year: 

• Devise a school-year curriculum that could support students who have enough 
language to take classes, but who may struggle in some subjects. 

• Find a way to encourage more speaking and conversation in the summer program 
Steps taken: 

• The course offerings were expanded from those originally planned; there is now a 
year-long intensive course, a one-semester grad course, and a tutorial program to 
support students in their classes. 

• A small group conversation program was added to SES to encourage 
conversation. 

Results and further issues: 
• The new course offerings seem to work well for the range of student abilities. 

Adding the tutorial program has allowed tremendous flexibility for students, and 
one-on-one contact with students provides an additional benefit of constant 
student feedback. But this requires many hours of faculty time. 

• The summer conversation sessions are helpful as part of the summer course and 
the small increase in professional staff enhances the experience for students. But 
the amount of conversation is still small, and the “academic” setting may inhibit 
some students. 

 
 
Goals after 2009-2010 summer and academic year 

• Study the academic results for this cohort: how did the ESL group’s GPAs 
compare to those of other students? 
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• Find a way to further integrate the non-English speakers with other students. 
Steps taken: 

• GPA analysis showed that the ESL group did just as well as native speakers by 
this benchmark. The cumulative GPA for all students involved in the ESL 
program during the 2009-2010 academic year (56 students) was 3.35. These 
students also showed somewhat lower rates of attrition, compared to non-ESL 
students. 

• A “peer educator” program was introduced for the summer. In this program, 
native speaker students can get paid summer work, interacting with the SES 
students as conversation partners in one-on-one settings.  

Results and further issues: 
• We are satisfied that the ESL students are doing reasonably well in terms of GPA. 

But we are concerned that classroom faculty are less satisfied than studio teachers 
and ensemble directors. Many classroom faculty are concerned that the ESL 
students are slowing down their classes, particularly in Humanities. 

• The “peer educator” program is a great success, but we feel it could be improved 
if we could make it feel more social and natural for all concerned. 

 
 
Goals after the 2010-2011 summer and academic year 

• Find a way to support undergraduates in the ESL group who are taking the 
required Humanities core; respond to faculty concerns about the level and 
preparedness of these students. 

• Build on and improve the “peer educator” program for SES. 
Steps taken 

• The first-year undergraduate ESL course is altered to prepare students specifically 
for the Humanities core, with graded reading assignments and a focused writing 
course in the second semester. These students don’t start the Humanities core 
until the sophomore year. Second-year undergrad ESL students may be placed in 
a special, non-native section of the core. By the third year, it is expected that they 
can join the regular sequence. 

• The “peer educators” are given debit cards for social gathering spots such as 
Starbucks, with the aim of making their work more social and thus more 
rewarding for both parties. A student coordinator is hired to help ensure that each 
ESL student has the opportunity to interact with native speakers participating in 
this program. 

Results and further issues: 
• The first-year undergrad ESL course works well within itself, and many students 

can go from there to regular courses. The non-native Humanities core course still 
has to be adjusted for this group. There is concern that some students are simply 
too weak in English. 

• The “peer educators” and their SES counterparts are very pleased with the 
opportunities to socialize off campus. We hope to see that more friendships and a 
true sense of community can grow from these contacts. 

 
 

Manhattan School of Music 2013 Periodic Review Report 



P a g e  | 29 
 

 
Goals after the 2011-2012 summer and academic year 

• A new and increasing problem is inaccuracy of the TOEFL test results.  Students 
arriving whose TOEFL scores are high, but whose English is too weak for our 
program. A goal is to understand what is happening in terms of testing and to 
further refine our in-house testing instruments. 

• Not all students take the summer program as seriously as they should. Find a way 
to make sure all students put in a strong effort in the summer program. 

Steps taken: 
• After SES, an analysis is made of each student whose entering English level 

seems not to match the TOEFL score. This is also done for students whose 
TOEFL score was high enough to exempt them from ESL altogether. No students 
are threatened or dismissed, allowing us to interview them and have some rapport. 
We uncover patterns and methods used in some countries to corrupt the TOEFL 
and manipulate results. We are aware that other schools are also struggling with 
this problem. We also feel that this issue contributes to complaints made by some 
academic faculty: they are correct in their assertion that some of these students are 
simply too weak in English, and it is very difficult to accommodate them in 
classes. 

• We now require that students make adequate progress in the summer course and 
in ESL courses throughout the year. Although SES is a non-credit course, students 
must receive a passing evaluation or face dismissal at the end of the summer. 
Students who fail ESL courses during the school year may also face probation or 
dismissal. 

Results and further issues: 
• New in fall 2012, we require all non-native English speakers to take an English 

assessment exam. This helps us continue to investigate the relationship between 
TOEFL scores and actual English proficiency. Students whose English is below 
our standard are placed in ESL courses, even if their TOEFL would seem to 
exempt them. However, we are still dealing with some students who should not 
have been admitted to MSM. 

• Students become aware that ESL requirements are taken very seriously and can 
affect their enrollment and scholarship eligibility. This has the desired result in 
most cases. 

 
 
Current goals, based on 2012-2013 academic year 

• Reduce the number of students who are admitted to MSM with English levels 
below our standard. 

• Reduce pressure on our overworked faculty. 
• Work with classroom faculty to find ways to integrate this growing population 

without lowering the overall quality and level of our course offerings. 
Steps taken 

• For this year’s admission/audition cycle, an English assessment test has been 
added for undergrad applicants. The testing instrument was developed in-house, 
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making it less vulnerable to corruption. We consider it to be quite accurate for our 
purposes. 

• The ESL budget is increased to add academic staff during the academic year (for 
2013-2014). 

• During the coming school year, we will set up a working group to assess any 
ongoing issues raised by the academic faculty. We are hopeful that our in-house 
testing program may result in eliminating some of the problems that some faculty 
have articulated. 

Results and further issues: 
• This year’s goals and steps taken are still taking effect. We expect the new testing 

regimen to greatly improve our ability to select students who can excel at MSM in 
both performance and academic achievement. If we determine that the testing has 
been effective, we will expand the test requirement to include all applicants (only 
undergrads were tested this year, since we consider the BMus to be more 
language intensive than the MM).  

• We are confident that adding additional academic staff will reduce pressure in the 
ESL program.  

• The thorniest problem we face is that of course quality. MSM needs the non-
native speaker student population, because artistically this is a very talented 
applicant pool. Many of these students are first-rate in our most fundamental 
subjects – performance, ensemble, composition and musical skills. But we take 
seriously the need to ensure that the academic quality of our other course 
offerings remains high. We expect that tightening the admission requirements 
through better testing will address this issue. We will also be looking for new 
ways to approach these questions and to engage the faculty in solutions that 
maximize educational quality and effectiveness. 
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Part 6: Linked institutional planning and budgeting process 
 
 
Manhattan School of Music creates yearly operating budgets through an organized 
process, and applies continuous oversight to these budgets to stay on track. The school 
also plans for future initiatives, capital improvements and new programs several years in 
advance, establishing priorities and using forecasting to set achievable goals. 
Administration, faculty, staff and the Board all play well-defined roles in developing the 
yearly operating budgets and in planning for future years. For all participants, paramount 
concerns are enhancing the mission and educational effectiveness of MSM, and keeping a 
stable financial environment that will support the institution for years to come. 
 
 
Planning and budgeting priorities long term 
After the fiscal crisis of 2008-2009, MSM took a number of steps to stabilize its finances 
and create a more effective financial plan. As already discussed in Part 2, the school’s 
bond (which was needed to build the residence hall/library/recital hall building) became 
very expensive when interest rates rose, and high interest payments resulted in operating 
cash and cash-on-hand accounts that were lower than desired. Since none of the mission 
goals can be achieved in a climate of financial instability, the Board, CFO and 
administration took a number of steps: A new bond arrangement was made by direct 
purchase with Wells Fargo Bank, a move which immediately stabilized interest rates and 
dramatically improved cash flow; a longer-term goal was set to build the investment 
portfolio up to a level of at least $25M (a goal that has been reached this year); a target of 
maintaining at least $5-6M cash reserves was set, and this, too has been reached in the 
current year.  
 
MSM is tuition-dependent, and will probably remain so for the foreseeable future. 
Therefore, planning needs to maximize resources, define and fund core programs as a 
priority, and seek additional revenue streams. In recent years, a decision was made to 
prioritize endowment/investment portfolio growth, as discussed above, to assure financial 
stability. At the same time, financial aid was prioritized for the college in order to allow 
MSM to continue to compete with top-level conservatories. MSM is committed to 
maintaining its core classical instrumental, voice, and jazz programs, and the concerts, 
operas and shows that grow out of these programs. The school is also committed to 
providing a complete and high-quality undergraduate core in the Humanities. But 
expansion into new realms must be very carefully reviewed. Thus the school has not 
undertaken to create new majors in other musical fields outside the current core, such as 
World Music, Early Music, or Contemporary Popular Music. Where the institutional 
competencies can be used to create new revenue streams, MSM has done so, creating the 
Summer Voice Festival; MSM Sunday (a community music school, as distinct from 
MSM’s already existing Precollege program); Summer English (an academic 
enhancement, but also profitable); Adult Chamber Music Festival (summer) and Camp 
MSM (summer). The school’s pre-eminent Distance Learning program, which serves as a 
model for many other peer schools, has been expanded as a source of revenue, and now 
sells a significant amount of programming around the world. 
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For planning and general oversight, the Board and senior administration meet five times 
per year, as do the Finance and Development subcommittees. These meetings review 
budgets, renew focus on priorities, and present for formal approval any deviations from 
the yearly operating plan. In between Board meetings, the Executive Committee of the 
Board meets with the President and CFO every three or four weeks, reviewing financial 
and budgetary issues on an ongoing basis.  
 
Although the school aggressively seeks philanthropic support to enhance its capacity, 
fiscal planning has been purposely designed not to depend on donor generosity. While the 
school is able to operate on its revenues, many desirable improvements lie beyond its 
everyday capacity, or might have to be delayed for many years. Therefore, development 
efforts are often planned to target special purposes and to underwrite specific projects 
consistent with MSM’s mission. In the five-year period since accreditation, MSM started 
a fund for new pianos (The Steinway Initiative) and attracted a significant donor; the 
largest rehearsal space in the school was beautifully refurbished with the help of a single 
donor; another donor contributed and outfitted a small new recital hall. When assessment 
revealed that students needed required course work in the practical aspects of careers and 
business strategies, an initiative was put in place to raise funds for a new program. With 
$600,000 of start-up funding donated for this purpose, the Center for Music 
Entrepreneurship opened in fall 2010. 
 
Since some of MSM’s facilities are more than 100 years old, maintenance and long-term 
renewal are major financial concerns. With financial aid and endowment growth heavily 
prioritized over the last five years, a conscious decision was made to defer major 
facilities upgrades where possible, while keeping up with scheduled and necessary 
maintenance. During this period the school has been able to establish a schedule of 
classroom and studio refurbishment, including a modernization of playback equipment in 
classrooms and the addition of wireless connectivity in some parts of the buildings. Large 
video monitors have been installed in key locations to enhance communications. The 
school stays up-to-date on major work to comply with New York City codes, including 
extensive review, analysis and repair of exterior masonry (“local law 11”), and a 
reconfiguration of the 6th floor to improve the fire exit. Necessary repairs have also been 
made to the stage in Borden Auditorium. As mentioned above, targeted development 
efforts have been used to improve the facilities during this period.  
 
While keeping up with maintenance and repair, MSM has also engaged in longer-term 
facilities planning. In 2009 the school received a grant from New York City to 
commission a master plan for a complete building upgrade, and the firm Raphael Vinoly 
Associates was engaged to re-imagine the physical plant. While executing the complete 
Vinoly plan is far beyond current resources of MSM, the school is concentrating on ideas 
for the reconstruction of Borden Auditorium. This art deco concert hall, built in the 
1930s, is a major cultural destination in the Harlem neighborhood where MSM is located. 
Renovating this hall is very much in keeping with MSM’s mission of providing excellent 
performance opportunities to students and cultural enrichment for the community. New 
York City has expressed interest in helping to fund renovation of this hall and these funds 
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have passed the first stage of the city’s approval processes. With its 
endowment/investment goal reached, the school can now actively engage in presenting 
ideas to the city, and in competing for city funds.  
 
As of spring 2013, the Board has approved further expenditures for facilities. Long-
planned upgrades are going forward now, including replacing the elevators (scheduled to 
begin summer of 2013), and replacing the outmoded academic/administrative software 
(under study for 2014). As the school is limited by space constraints, future planning may 
make use of the residence building, Anderson Hall, about half of which is currently 
rented to non-MSM tenants, producing much-needed income. If possible financially, 
some of the currently rented space might become additional practice, classroom or office 
space for MSM. 
 
 
Planning and budgeting year-to-year 
On a year-to-year basis, MSM’s quality depends upon attracting a highly talented student 
body, retaining an excellent faculty and roster of guest artists, presenting high-level 
performance opportunities for students, maintaining the facility to support education and 
performance, and providing all the services that students would expect from a first-rate 
college-conservatory. A brief overview of the yearly processes provides insight into the 
relationship of mission, planning and budgeting. 
 
 
Attracting students: From a budgetary standpoint, financial aid is a crucial component 
to attracting the “highly talented students” MSM needs in order to fulfill its mission. 
Because MSM competes with several schools that are tuition free, the faculty, 
administration and the Board all agree that financial aid is a high priority. The financial 
aid budget has increased dramatically over the last five years. The CFO determines the 
overall amount available for financial aid in a given year, based on overall budget 
forecasting and enrollment figures. The process of distributing aid then shifts to the 
admissions office. Each department is allotted an amount of aid, based on admissions 
targets for that area (the targets are determined by the faculty and the Enrollment 
Management committee). Within the available amount, department chairs play the major 
role in determining which students will be offered awards, and how much they will be 
offered. This system assures that the faculty, who are most directly concerned with 
student quality, have a dominant role in the distribution of this resource. 
 
 
Faculty and guest artists: Selecting faculty and guest artists is the domain of the Vice 
President for Instrumental Performance and the Vice President for Academics and 
Performance. These VPs review salaries, hear specific faculty concerns, consult 
department chairs, select and recruit guest artists, and present budgets for these expenses 
in the planning process. Because music conservatories feature one-on-one teaching, 
studio teaching at MSM is the largest salary item. There is no conflict among the 
administration or the Board about these salaries as a yearly budget priority. 
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Performance opportunities: MSM is a performance-oriented school, and presents about 
800 public concerts during the school year. The school has professional production, 
recording and external affairs departments, which also include units for scheduling, box 
office, design and publicity to support this activity. Budgets for these areas are carefully 
constructed and scrutinized, and budget planning on this practical side also informs 
concert planning on the artistic side. It is understood that budget limitations in production 
may affect how elaborate an opera or a jazz extravaganza may be. At the same time, the 
performance departments are encouraged to plan ahead so that very expensive 
productions are spaced over a period of years, not all in the same year. Thus MSM 
presented a very cost-intensive opera in spring 2012, and somewhat less expensive works 
the following year. The orchestra performed in a relatively inexpensive off-campus venue 
(St John the Divine) in the spring of 2013, saving for a more expensive venue (Carnegie 
Hall) in the spring of 2014.  
 
MSM’s mission requires it to support “passionate performers” and to “inspire the 
performance of great music.” Ultimately, both the production-oriented departments and 
the performance departments work with the VPs for Performance to resolve budget issues 
and to come up with the strongest possible artistic presentation for each season. Elaborate 
collaborations with budgetary implications may be planned years in advance. For 
example, a collaboration between MSM and the Apollo Theater in Harlem was planned 
for three years before it actually took place, in 2013. It must be mentioned here that this 
advance planning also allows the Development office to look for grants and sponsors, and 
this possibility impacts budgeting. For example, in recent years, there has been an effort 
to find sponsors for specific operas that are planned as much as two years ahead of time. 
This has been quite successful, as at least one opera in each of the last three years has had 
a major foundation underwriter. 
 
 
Facilities: As outlined above, MSM’s year-to-year facilities planning over the past five 
years has mainly related to maintenance, along with a few specific, targeted development 
projects. Because of the age of the facilities and the large numbers of students, competing 
needs must be prioritized every year. Faculty have the opportunity to request changes and 
improvements through the Council of Chairs, the Faculty Council, and through direct 
requests to the CFO or the academic/performance VPs. Faculty requests typically relate 
to the teaching environment, and this is a core concern. When faculty have requested 
better conditions (including making the windows open and close, adjusting heating and 
cooling, improving lighting in classrooms or studios, adjusting piano tuning schedules, 
bringing in new technology, etc), the school has responded. Staff members also have the 
opportunity to make requests, through their supervisors and through the InterStaff 
Committee.  
 
 
Student services: Services for MSM students fall into a number of different budget 
categories. The Dean of Students oversees student health and counseling services, the 
Office of Student Life, the residence hall, and student activities. This large department 
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reports directly to the President and controls its own budgets. While these budgets 
compete with other school needs, student services are regarded as high-priority issues. 
When the Dean of Students and others in the administration concluded that student health 
services and counseling availability needed serious upgrading, the budget was 
immediately adjusted to support this area. Other aspects of student services include the 
Bursar’s office, the Registrar, the Library, and Information Technology. All of these 
areas provide direct services that students need, and the demands are growing as MSM 
works to keep up with services available at other schools. In general, while supporting 
one-on-one studio instruction as the core educational modality of the school, MSM 
recognizes that student services and educational support are essential to learning and to 
student satisfaction. For this reason, these areas are well supported in budgetary planning. 
 
 
Unity and change: MSM is a small school with a unified sense of purpose overall. In 
both short-term and long-term budgeting, the school does not suffer from major conflicts 
that can beset larger, more diverse institutions. Although there are certainly competing 
needs, MSM benefits from generally positive relationships among faculty, staff and 
administration. Having just appointed a new President and with an opening at the VP 
level, MSM is likely to experience some changes as new leaders bring in new ideas. But 
there is also significant continuity represented on the Board, the upper administrative 
staff, and the faculty. As the strategic planning process continues under the new 
presidency, MSM is well-positioned to plan for the fiscal, educational and artistic 
challenges ahead while remaining true to its overall mission and goals. 
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Work and Purpose of the Second Century Committee 
The work of the Committee is twofold: (1) prepare a detailed analysis of MSM’s mission, outlook, position, 
organization, programs, finances, facilities, reputation, and competitiveness, distilled into a SWOT format 
(strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats); (2) consider a variety of institutional models and formulate a 
strategic plan whose goal is to support MSM’s artistic and educational vision practically and financially, so 
that the institution is stable, sustainable and capable for the foreseeable future.  
 
Participants  
MSM Board members: Peter Robbins, Chair of the Committee; Robert Sirota, President; Loren Douglass; 
Lorraine Gallard; Paul Guenther; Marcia Hamilton; Brian Henderson; Ed Lowenthall; Linda Mercuro; David 
Rahm  
MSM Staff and Faculty: Susan Ebersole; David Geber; Paul Kelleher; Marjorie Merryman 
Consultants: Prager, Sealy LLC (Frederic Prager, Lyn Hutton), Consultants specializing in Education and  

Non-Profit Investment, Financing and Banking 
         Huron Consulting Group, General Consultants with a large Education sub-specialization 
 
Methodologies 
Prager Sealy and Huron Consulting Group conducted a series of interviews with Board members, faculty and 
administrative staff. Statistics were compiled both on MSM performance and peer comparisons, looking at all 
quantifiable questions (admissions yields, enrollments, comparative tuition rates, costs per student, financial 
aid, operational expenses, costs within individual majors, endowment draw, debt, etc). Broader social and 
educational trends were considered, such as potential earnings of musicians and effects on music schools of 
changing demographics and increasing internationalism. Initial findings were analyzed by the Consultants, 
presented in meetings, discussed by the Committee and refined. 
 
Summary of Findings 
 
Mission 
As the Committee considered MSM’s goals, strengths and aspirations, it found that the Mission Statement 
needed to be updated. The new statement is conceived as a stand-alone paragraph which could be enhanced in 
some publications by the addition of more specific information in bullet points. 
Revised Mission Statement: 
 
 

Manhattan School of Music prepares highly talented students for careers as passionate performers and 
composers, and as imaginative, effective leaders in the arts. Our international student body thrives in a 
supportive atmosphere that encourages excellence, values individuals and welcomes innovation. MSM’s 
artist faculty inspires the performance, creation and knowledge of great music, while exchange programs, 
distance learning and entrepreneurial opportunities expand the School’s reach. Offering hundreds of 
concert presentations and community events each year, Manhattan School of Music is a vigorous 
contributor to the cultural fabric of New York City and an important player on the world stage. 
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SWOT Discussion 
Strengths:  MSM’s reputation is very good in the local market and excellent internationally 

Location in Manhattan is a great strength, though we struggle to bring audiences uptown 
MSM’s atmosphere for students is considered to be better than our local competitors’ 
MSM has an excellent faculty and its graduates are well regarded in the profession 
MSM is generally able to attract and retain the faculty it wants, offering competitive  

  salaries and benefits at the college level 
MSM successfully competes with top-tier schools for highly rated students 
MSM has several outstanding and distinctive majors and programs (majors such as  

Orchestral Performance, Jazz, Zukerman String Program, Contemporary  
Performance, programs such as Opera, Distance Learning, Entrepreneurship) 

MSM is a leader in Distance Learning technology and in international education 
Generally, MSM’s operations are efficient and well-managed  

 
Weaknesses: MSM has a much smaller endowment than any of its peers (New England Conservatory’s  

endowment is about 5 times higher; Juilliard’s is about 30 times higher)  
MSM is much more tuition-dependent than any of its peers 
MSM receives much less philanthropic support than any of its peers (a comparison of three  

year averages shows that NEC receives about 3 times more in philanthropic gift  
revenues, Julliard about 7 times more) 

  MSM is much weaker in expendable resources per student than any of its peers 
  MSM is heavily leveraged because of the debt on the dormitory 
  Because of tuition-dependence, MSM must be larger than might otherwise be ideal 
  MSM must be less selective at the lower end of the admissions pool to maintain size 
  Some stronger competitors offer BA/BM dual-programs for undergrads 

 MSM’s distinctive qualities/programs should be more clearly apparent to applicants and  
potential funders 

Facilities need upgrading or renovation 
Technical infrastructure for administrative and faculty support needs overhaul  
Unionization of the Precollege faculty show unresolved labor issues at the Precollege level 
 
 

Opportunities: As a stand-alone institution, MSM is nimble and can change direction as needed 
MSM’s leaders are interested in innovation and creating distinctive programs 

 MSM can capitalize on its standing in international education, attracting a critical  
demographic for the future 

MSM should continue to develop the Distance Learning model 
MSM may be able to develop community partnerships and funding opportunities, taking  

advantage of Harlem location 
MSM may find new revenue streams, such as continuing education, expanded dorm uses 
It is possible that the Precollege, which is profitable, might expand 
 

Threats: Social/cultural trends and demographics suggest that some conservatories will fail 
MSM could find its purpose and mission diluted by lowering standards to maintain size 
MSM does not have sufficient resources to maintain competitive position against tuition- 

free peers  
MSM has no borrowing capacity to carry out strategic improvements or to weather a major  

financial crisis 
Aging facility and deferred maintenance (because of tight resources) could become critical 
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Strategic Directions 
 
The Consultants suggested four strategic alternatives that MSM might consider: 
1) Stay the Course  
This model would keep MSM’s current programs and goals more-or-less intact, and try to improve the 
school’s position through fundraising. This avenue requires a re-articulation of the goals and strengths of 
MSM as it exists now, so that potential donors see the mission much more clearly. This strategy is attractive 
to many stakeholders, but it depends upon the capacity of funders and their willingness to commit major 
support to the school. 
2) Aggressive Differentiation 
A number of possible avenues were explored that might help to differentiate MSM from its peers. These 
include reworking of curricula, eliminating some majors and concentrating resources on others, technological 
enhancements, further internationalization, among others. While some of these plans have considerable merit, 
financial modeling does not suggest that any of them could make a critical difference to MSM’s financial 
health without drastically altering the character and mission of the school. But aggressively differentiating 
MSM could be important in drawing needed support for a capital campaign. This avenue therefore needs 
further exploration, not to eliminate the need for a major fundraising initiative, but possibly being a critical 
part of such an initiative. 
3) Strategic Partnership 
MSM is open to a strategic partnership that would strengthen the school’s finances. The existing local  
partnerships (with Barnard and Columbia Teachers College) are educational in nature and are designed to be 
revenue-neutral. No possible strategic partner has been identified. 
4) Merger 
While it is possible that MSM might be subsumed in a merger with a larger institution, generally this idea has 
been viewed negatively. Therefore MSM has not sought out a potential parent institution, and none has 
presented itself. 
 
State of the Second Century Project as of June 2012 
 
The analytic work based on available data is complete. It is clear that MSM will need more money in order to 
remain viable into its next century. Even as the school seeks out more revenue streams and efficiencies within 
its current operations, a large-scale fundraising effort must be undertaken in the near future.  
 
Two types of questions now remain, namely, questions of strategic priorities informed by the analyses already 
done, and questions about raising the capital that any future version of MSM will require.  
 
Strategic Priorities 
How can MSM “stay the course” in terms of its mission, while at the same time using the notion of  

aggressive differentiation to enhance attractiveness both to students and faculty, and to funders? 
What do faculty/staff regard as highest priorities for funding? (choices might include greatly increasing  

scholarships to compete with tuition-free schools; improving the facilities; reducing school size; 
adding or enhancing programs; improving compensation, etc) 

 
Funding Questions 
How much additional capital is needed? (Tied to answers to strategic priority questions above) 
If the school needs to raise the endowment by $50-$100 million, what is the plan for doing so? 
What is the interest and capacity of current supporters – Board, friends, alums, foundations, the city, etc? 
What messages will be most effective in conveying the school’s unique values and needs? 
What is a reasonable timetable for a capital campaign? 



Student Survey 

1. You are in which degree program: 

Answer Options 

Undergraduate 
Graduate 

Artist Diploma or Professional Studies 
Doctoral 

2. Your field of study: 

Answer Options 

Accompanying 
Composition: Classical 

Composition: Jazz 
Conducting 

Contemporary Performance 
Jazz Performance 

Instrumental Performance (Classical): String 
Instrumental Performance (Classical): Wind 
Instrumental Performance (Classical): Brass 

Instrumental Performance (Classical): Percussion 
Orchestral Performance (OP): String 
Orchestral Performance (OP): Winds 
Orchestral Performance (OP): Brass 

Orchestral Performance (OP): Percussion 
Piano Performance 
Vocal Performance 

3. You are a: 

Answer Options 

U.S. Citizen 
International Student 

4. You are living: 

Answer Options 

In the dorm 
Off campus 

 
 
 
 
 
 



5. Top Reason for Choosing MSM: Please rank these in importance 1-6, with "1" being MOST important and "6" 
being LEAST important. 

Answer Options 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/A 

Studio instructor (private teacher) 
Specific program 

Location (NYC) 
Reputation of MSM 

Financial Aid package 
Other 

6. If other, 
 

7. What has been the best part of 
your experience so far at MSM? 
 

8. What has been the most difficult 
part of your experience so far at 
MSM? 

 

9. Please select the option that best describes how satisfied you are with following aspects of your time while at MSM. 

Answer Options Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat 

Satisfied Dissatisfied 
No Opinion/ 

Non-
applicable 

Instructors in classrooms 
Instructors in private lessons 

Instructors in large ensembles 
Instructors in small ensembles 

Opportunities to perform 
Advising on your course selections 

Opportunities to discuss career/ further 
education 

Opportunities to network with alumni 
and others 

 

10. In terms of feeling comfortable with the atmosphere and culture of the MSM community, how would you rate the following. 

Answer Options Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat 

Satisfied Dissatisfied 
No Opinion/ 

Non-
applicable 

Sense of belonging and 
attachment 

Freedom and encouragement to 
take risks 

Opportunity to engage in 
community activities 

 
 
 
 
 
 



11. Ensembles  Which ensembles have you participated in while at MSM? (Check 
all that apply) 

Answer Options 

Choir 
Vocal Ensemble 

Vocal Performance Class 
Contemporary Performance Ensemble 

Jazz Ensembles 
Small/Chamber Ensembles 

Orchestra 
Opera: Vocal 

Opera: Instrumental 
Percussion Ensemble 

12. Please select the option that best describes how satisfied you are with your large ensemble experience. 

Answer Options Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat 

Satisfied Dissatisfied 
No Opinion/ 

Non- 
applicable 

Overall satisfaction 
Repertoire selection 

 

13. Please select the option that best describes how satisfied you are with your small ensemble experience 

Answer Options Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat 

Satisfied Dissatisfied 

Overall satisfaction 
14. Please 

provide 
any further 
thoughts 
regarding 
ensemble 
(large or 
small) 
experienc
es in the 
box below. 

15. Please select the option that best describes how satisfied you are with following FACILITIES at MSM. 

Answer Options Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat 

Satisfied Dissatisfied 
No Opinion/ 

Non-
applicable 

Cafeteria 
Classrooms 

Computers/Printers 
Performance Library 

Peter J. Sharp 
Library 

Practice Rooms 
Rehearsal Spaces 

Residence Hall 



 
 

16. Please select the option that best describes how satisfied you are with following SERVICES of the following MSM 
OFFICES. 

Answer Options Very 
Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat 

Satisfied Dissatisfied 
No Opinion/ 

Non-
applicable 

Admissions 
Box Office 

Campus Store 
Center for Music 
Entrepreneurship 

Counseling Services 
Distance Learning 

Financial Aid 
Outreach 

Performance Library 
Peter J. Sharp Library 

Registrar 
Residence Life 

Scheduling 
Student Accounts 

Student Life 
 

17. HOW OFTEN do you interact with the following MSM departments/offices? 

Answer Options Never A few times 
while at MSM 

Once a 
month Weekly Daily 

Admissions 
Box Office 

Campus Store 
Center for Music 
Entrepreneurship 

Counseling Services 
Distance Learning 

Financial Aid 
Outreach 

Peter J. Sharp Library 
Performance Library 

Registrar 
Residence Life 

Scheduling 
Student Accounts 

Student Life 
 
 
 
 
 



18. Please select the option that best describes your satisfaction with how MSM 
is preparing you for life after graduation. 

Answer Options 

No Opinion/ Non- applicable 
Very Satisfied 

Satisfied 
Somewhat Satisfied 

Dissatisfied 

19. Would you recommend MSM to colleagues? 

Answer Options 

Definitely yes 
Probably yes 

Uncertain 
Probably no 
Definitely no 

20. If you did it again would you still choose MSM? 

Answer Options 

Definitely yes 
Probably yes 

Uncertain 
Probably no 
Definitely no 

21. Please provide any additional comments 
related to your time at MSM. 
 

22. If there was a follow-up discussion group to brainstorm ideas and work with 
the MSM staff to improve the school, do you feel you would want to 
participate? 

Answer Options 

Definitely yes 
Probably yes 

Uncertain 
Probably no 
Definitely no 

 



BOX OFFICE ‐ September 2012 ‐ May 2013 
 
Departmental Goal: The main objectives of the Manhattan School of Music Box Office are to 
(1)  facilitate  student’s  educational  life  and/or  their  human  development  and  to  (2)  provide 
technical expertise and equipment for improved learning and customer satisfaction. 
 

1. Improve student’s workers customer service skills while interacting with the ticket 
buyer and patrons:    

 
Means of Assessment: 
A  survey  focused  on  various  aspects  of  customer  service was  sent  to  all Box Office  student 
workers (Box Office Representatives) on May 2, 2013. The student employees were given until 
May 10, 2013  to  complete  the  survey.  Five anonymous  survey  responses were  received and 
were evaluated on May 13, 2013. The survey and summary of results are included below.  
 
The survey included three areas of assessment:  
 
Student Employee Self‐Assessment (questions 1‐2) 
Employees were asked to rate their customer service skills before and after the start of their 
employment with the MSM Box Office.  

 
Self‐Perception of Customer Service Skills (questions 3‐8) 
Student  employees were  asked  to  rate  their  comfort  level  in  performing  various  customer 
service tasks. 
 
Student Employee Assessment of Box Office Training (questions 9‐12) 
Student employees were asked to evaluate the customer service training they received working 
at the MSM Box Office and its relevancy to future employment.  
 
Desired Outcomes: 
In order to demonstrate an improvement in the student employee customer skills, the 
following criteria must be met: 
 
Employee Self‐Assessment (questions 1‐2) 
75% of student employees feel they have “excellent” customer skills after starting their 
employment with the MSM Box Office. 

   
Self‐Perception of Customer Service Skills (questions 3‐8) 
90% of student employees feel “very comfortable” or “comfortable” with various customer 
service tasks.  
 
 
Student Employee Assessment of Box Office Training (questions 9‐12) 



90% of student employees “strongly agree” or “agree” that the training they received prepared 
them for their work in the MSM Box Office and their future employment.  
 
Process of Improvement: 
Student employees were given an  information packet upon the start of the new performance 
season. This packet stated the Box Office policies and informed returning student employees of 
any  changes  to  these policies.  It also provided an overview of  the  season  calendar  including 
prices, dates and venues.  
 
On‐going emails were sent to the student employees to alert them of any changes or updates 
to  performances  including  run‐times,  ticket  availability, mature  content  warnings,  etc.  This 
information was also posted visibly near their workstations. Continuously updating the student 
employees ensured  that  ticket buyer  and patron  received  the most  accurate  and up‐to‐date 
information.  
 
The Box Office Manager and Box Office Associate were able to supervise the student employees 
(Box Office Representative) at the sales window.  
 
Results of Assessment: 
 
Student Employee Self‐Assessment (questions 1‐2) 
Prior  to  their  employment  at  the MSM Box Office,  40% of  student  employees  felt  they had 
“excellent”  customer  skills.  After  their  employment  with  the  MSM  Box  Office,  80%  of 
employees stated  they have “excellent” customer service skills. The criterion  for success was 
met.  
 
 Self‐Perception of Customer Service Skills (questions 3‐8) 
100% of student employees were “very comfortable” or “comfortable” with various customer 
service  tasks.  80% were  “very  comfortable”  and  20% were  “comfortable”.  The  criterion  for 
success was met.  

 
Employee Assessment of Box Office Training (questions 9‐12) 
70%  of  student  employees  “strongly  agreed”  or  “agreed”  that  the  training  they  received 
prepared them for their work in the Box Office and future employment. 30% were neutral. The 
criterion for success was not met. 
 
Future Improvements: 
Through  this  assessment,  the  Box  Office  has  learned  that  their  student  employees  feel 
confident with customer service tasks and have  improved their overall customer service skills 
since being employed by  the MSM Box Office. However,  the  assessment  also  indicated  that 
training could be further  improved and that the Box Office needs to  integrate more skills and 
methods of training into the training program.   
 



The Box Office can improve by asking the employees what they would like to see changed in the 
training and discuss different forms of  involvement with the office to better prepare them for 
future jobs. 
 
To continue improving the Box Office student employees’ customer service skills and the 
training they receive, new employees can participate in peer mentoring by being paired with a 
more experienced worker. Peer mentoring will reinforce prior knowledge of the more 
experienced worker while teaching the new employee necessary customer service skills.  
 
Currently the Box Office assigns student employees to certain positions on concert nights (such 
as greeter, seller, will call distribution, etc.) based on their strengths. In the future, the Box 
Office could start a rotation of employees in these positions. This ensures that all employees 
gain a variety of experience, therefore attaining a more well‐rounded set of customer service 
skills.             
   
 

2. Provide electronic tickets in order to increase the ticketing options (this goal could 
increase the number of tickets sold and the diversity of the audience). 

 
Means of Assessment: 
The Box Office gathered ticket delivery type statistics from the 2012‐2013 performance season. 
There were approximately 18,000 tickets were sold during the 2012‐2013 season. Percentages 
were calculated for the e‐ticket and mobile ticket options. 
 
There were three areas of gathered statistics: 
 
Percentage of Mobile Ticket Delivery: 
The 2012‐2013 season was the first season the Mobile ticket option was offered. The Mobile 
ticket uses an app for smartphones called Walletini. The Mobile ticket is the Box Office’s only 
paperless ticket option. The ticket appears on the patron’s phone as a QR code and is scanned 
by the house staff, eliminating the need to wait at the Box Office for a printed ticket.   

  
Percentage of E‐Ticket Delivery: 
The E‐Ticket delivery option was introduced in 2006. This option eliminates the need to wait at 
the Box Office for a printed ticket by allowing the patron to print the ticket on their own 
printer.    

 
Percentage of Electronic Ticket (mobile and e‐ticket) Delivery: 
The electronic ticket includes mobile and e‐ticket delivery options. Both options are offered 
online, eliminating the need to visit the Box Office in person during office hours or before 
performances. The electronic ticket provides more ways for our patrons to purchase and 
receive tickets, expanding their idea of the traditional Box Office experience.     
 
Desired Outcomes: 



In order to demonstrate success in providing technical expertise and equipment for improved 
learning, the following criteria must be met: 
 
Percentage of Mobile Ticket Delivery: 
20% of patrons choosing the mobile ticket delivery option.  

  
Percentage of E‐Ticket Delivery: 
30% of patrons choosing the e‐ticket delivery option.  

 
Percentage of Electronic Ticket (mobile and e‐ticket) Delivery: 
50% of patrons choosing either the mobile ticket or e‐ticket delivery option.  

 
Process of Improvement: 
For each ticketed performance, the Box Office emails MSM staff, faculty and students a Ticket 
Request Form, giving them the option to reserve complimentary tickets via email. In the Ticket 
Request Forms emailed to MSM students, only the mobile ticket or e‐ticket delivery options are 
offered in order to encourage the electronic ticket delivery options.  
 
In order to raise awareness of the new mobile ticket option, the Box Office advertised  in the 
season brochure, on the MSM website, and had a poster at the Box Office encouraging patrons 
to  download  the  free  app, Walletini.  The  e‐ticket  option was  also  advertised  in  the  season 
brochure and on the MSM website.  
 
Results of Assessment: 
 
Percentage of Mobile Ticket Delivery: 
10.56% of patrons chose  the mobile  ticket delivery option during  the 2012‐2013 season. The 
criterion for success was not met.  

  
Percentage of E‐Ticket Delivery: 
15.84% of patrons chose the e‐ticket delivery option during the 2012‐2013 season. The criterion 
for success was not met. However, the percentage of patrons choosing the e‐ticket option has 
increased since the last assessment in 2008 where 9.18% of patrons chose the e‐ticket option.  

 
Percentage of Electronic Ticket (mobile and e‐ticket) Delivery: 
26.4% of patrons chose an electronic ticket delivery option. The criterion  for success was not 
met.  
 
 
 
Future Improvements: 
Through this assessment, the Box Office has learned that they need to do more to promote the 
electronic ticket delivery options. The electronic ticket delivery option  is  important because  it 
eliminates traffic at the Box Office, creates a diverse audience,  increase the number of tickets 



sold,  and  educates  patrons  about  up‐and‐coming  ticket  trends.  The Mobile  ticket  delivery 
option should be highly encouraged as to promote paperless tickets and reduce waste. 
 
The Box Office plans  to expand efforts  towards  the general public  to promote  the electronic 
ticket delivery options.  The Walletini  logo, URL  link,  and description  should be on  the MSM 
website, Box Office page, and in the season brochure for all future seasons. Patrons could also 
be offered an incentive for choosing an electronic ticket delivery option. This promotion could 
include a discount on tickets if the electronic ticket option is selected at the time of purchase. 
 
The Box Office has observed  that patrons opt out  of  the mobile  ticket option because  they 
don’t have a Walletini account at the time of purchase.  In  future seasons, the Box Office can 
offer  a  help  station  for  registering  an  account  and  downloading  the Walletini  app, with  the 
hope of making the switch to mobile tickets easier for patrons.           
 
     

Survey Summary 

1. How would you rate your customer service skills prior to your employment 
with the MSM Box Office [Please answer the following questions regarding 
your customer service skills] 

 

Excellent 2 40% 

Good 3 60% 

Fair 0 0% 

Poor 0 0% 

No Experience 0 0% 

Excellent 4 80% 

Good 1 20% 

Fair 0 0% 



2. How would you rate your customer service  skills 
after working at the MSM Box Office? [Please  answer 
the following questions regarding your 
customer service skills] 

 

 

3. Speaking on the phone with a customer? [How comfortable do you feel...] 

 

 

4. Corresponding via email with customers? [How 
comfortable do you feel...] 

Poor 0 0% 

No Experience 0 0% 

Very 

comfortable 
4 80% 

Comfortable  1 20% 

Neutral 0 0% 

Uncomfortable  0 0% 

Very 

uncomfortable 
0 0% 

No experience  0 0% 

Very 

comfortable 
5 100% 

Comfortable  0 0% 

Neutral 0 0% 

Uncomfortable 0 0% 



 

5. Handling a problem with a customer? [How comfortable do you feel...] 

 

6. Speaking with a crowd of customers? [How 
comfortable do you feel...] 

 

 

 

Very 

uncomfortable 
0 0% 

No experience  0 0% 

Very comfortable  3 60%

Comfortable  2 40%

Neutral 0 0% 

Uncomfortable  0 0% 

Very 

uncomfortable 
0 0% 

No experience  0 0% 

Very comfortable  4 80%

Comfortable  1 20%

Neutral 0 0% 

Uncomfortable  0 0% 

Very 

uncomfortable 
0 0% 

No experience  0 0% 



7. Handling cash/credit card/check sales? [How comfortable do you feel...] 

 

8. Giving change for cash sales? [How comfortable do 
you feel...] 

 

9. My customer service skills have continued to improve 
during my employment with the MSM Box Office. [Please rate the following 
statements] 

 

Very comfortable 4 80%

Comfortable  1 20%

Neutral  0 0%

Uncomfortable  0 0%

Very uncomfortable 0 0%

No experience  0 0%

Very comfortable 4 80%

Comfortable  1 20%

Neutral  0 0%

Uncomfortable  0 0%

Very uncomfortable 0 0%

No experience  0 0%

Strongly agree  2 40%

Agree  1 20%

Neutral  2 40%

Disagree  0 0%

Strongly disagree 0 0%



10. The customer service skills I have acquired at the MSM Box Office will help me 
in my future jobs. [Please rate the following statements] 

 

 

11. Working at the MSM Box Office has taught me a great deal about customer 
service. [Please rate the following statements] 

 

12. The training I received prepared me for my work in the 
Box Office. [Please rate the following statements] 

 

 

 

Strongly agree 2 40%

Agree  2 40%

Neutral  1 20%

Disagree  0 0%

Strongly disagree 0 0%

Strongly agree 2 40%

Agree  0 0%

Neutral  3 60%

Disagree  0 0%

Strongly disagree 0 0%

Strongly agree 3 60%

Agree  2 40%

Neutral  0 0%

Disagree  0 0%

Strongly disagree 0 0%
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MANHATTAN SCHOOL OF MUSIC 
ASSESSMENT REPORT  

FOR 
        

The Peter Jay Sharp Library 
                                               (Administrative or Educational Support Department)   
                    

July 2009-June 2012       17 May 2013 
         (Assessment Period Covered)         (Date Submitted) 
 

Expanded Statement of Institutional Purpose Linkage: 
Institutional Mission/Goals(s) Reference:   
An internationally recognized conservatory, Manhattan School of Music prepares musicians to 
be stewards of the great music tradition and catalytic thinkers who will re-imagine the 
profession.  It is a multicultural institution that values all musical idioms and exploits the 
possibilities of live performances and technology to expand the reach of the musical arts. 
 
Administrative or Educational Support Department Statement of Purpose (Mission 
Statement):  
The Peter Jay Sharp Library supports the goals of MSM’s mission statement, providing resources 
for intellectual and artistic development, critical inquiry, multiculturalism, and technically 
innovative research. Collectively, the library’s resources give students the tools they need to 
learn about the music traditions of which they will be stewards and to foster their growth as 
artists and as individuals. These resources and services include broad-ranging collections of 
scores, books, and audio- and videorecordings, as well as online databases and encylopedias, 
bibliographic instruction, and reference and research assistance.  
 
Administrative Objectives/Intended Outcomes: 
1.  To maximize convenience to students, the Library will transition from CDs to MP3s for 
recordings of MSM concerts. 
 
2.  The Library will, where possible, replace physical course reserves with digital ones.  
 
 
 
 

FORM C 

MANHATTAN SCHOOL OF MUSIC 



ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 

The Peter Jay Sharp Library 

(Administrative or Educational Support Department) 

 July 2009-June 2012      17 May 2013 
  
     (Assessment Period Covered)            (Date Submitted) 
 

Administrative or Educational Support Objective/Intended Outcome: 
NOTE: There should be one form C for each intended objective listed on form B.  The intended unit 
objective should be restated in the box immediately below and the intended objective number entered in 
the blank spaces. 
 

2.  The Library will, where possible, replace physical course reserves with digital ones.  

First Means of Assessment for Objective Identified Above: 

____1a. Means of Department Assessment & Criteria for Success:   

Assessment:  
Required listening being the course reserve materials for which there is the highest demand, the Library 
will rip MP3s from CDs and place the files on a streaming server, create web page for each course, and 
embed in the each page JavaScript to produce usage analytics.  
 

Criteria for success:  
Usage statistics must be high relative to the number of students at the School. 

____1b. Summary of Assessment Data Collected:  

For the period studied, the page listing all courses with online listening assignments received a total of 
33,478 views. The average time on the page is 18 seconds; this is as it should be, as the page is meant to 
be only a portal to the pages for individual courses and ensembles. Among those courses, the music 
history surveys unsurprisingly receive the heaviest usage. These statistics are spectacularly high, showing 
that far more people are listening than was ever possible with our CDs, which in most cases can only be 
used by one person at a time, and require a personal visit to the Library. 

____1c. Use of Results to Improve Department Services:  
The extremely large number of hits the pages took from the outset indicates that this is a service students 
want and will use.  

Means of improvement:  
A decision was easily made to stop putting CDs on course reserve, thereby freeing them up for personal 



use; it also alleviates the overwhelming congestion at the CD circulation desk and in the computer lab that 
always occurs before major exams. The success of this digital method of access suggests we should 
expand it to include print materials. We have made tentative steps in that direction by scanning short 
printed items and giving students links to the resulting PDFs. Longer printed items like books, however, 
require another array of software and hardware, and American copyright problems have not yet been 
resolved to the point where the School can reasonably expect an investment in them to be worthwhile. 
(Some of the books and many of the scores that are put on course reserve each semester are in the public 
domain and available for free on the Internet.) 

Second Means of Assessment for Objective Identified Above: 

____2a. Means of Department Assessment & Criteria for Success:   

Assessment:  
Feedback from students and faculty will indicate where course reserves work and where there are 
problems. 

Criteria for success: 

Negative feedback must be addressed, and any problems fixed. Positive feedback might indicate an 
opportunity to expand the digitization of course reserve materials. 

____2b. Summary of Assessment Data Collected:  Feedback was almost universally positive. Students 
like being able to listen to their assignments anytime and anywhere, on any device. Faculty spoke of 
better class participation and test scores. Negative feedback included occasional links that did not work, 
or that connected listeners to the wrong recording; complaints that some listening lists were not complete, 
or were absent altogether; and a viewpoint expressed by a few faculty members that students should be 
required to come to the Library to do some of their assignments. 

____2c. Use of Results to Improve Department Services: The positive results indicate that it is 
probably advisable to expand digitization to include other materials, such as books and videos, taking into 
account the criticisms with a view to refining the process. Means of improvement: Copyright restrictions 
prohibit our extending digitization to the CD anthologies still used by some teachers. This should be an 
inducement to teachers to compile their own listening syllabus, which can be digitized by Library staff. A 
better process of testing links should be found, to eliminate broken or incorrect links, but it is a time-
consuming task that requires someone with an exhaustive knowledge of musical repertoire. (Faculty are 
encouraged to check the links themselves but rarely have the time to do so.) Digitizing recordings and 
creating a page of links for each class takes time, and the library must do a better job reminding faculty to 
get their lists to us early. Librarians certainly agree with faculty that students should be required to come 
into the Library regularly. Whether students need to fulfill their course reserve requirements using the 
same methods their teachers did when they were young is another issue entirely, and the librarians are 
inclined to think that this is a case where technology and the Internet can make a genuine improvement in 
students’ education. We can probably do a better job communicating to faculty about this. 
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MANHATTAN SCHOOL OF MUSIC 

ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 
 

The Peter Jay Sharp Library 
(Administrative or Educational Support Department) 

 July 2009-June 2012      17 May 2013 
  
     (Assessment Period Covered)            (Date Submitted) 
 

Administrative or Educational Support Objective/Intended Outcome: 
NOTE: There should be one form C for each intended objective listed on form B.  The intended unit 
objective should be restated in the box immediately below and the intended objective number entered in 
the blank spaces. 
 

1.  To maximize convenience to students, the Library will transition from CDs to MP3s for 
recordings of MSM concerts. 
 
First Means of Assessment for Objective Identified Above: 
____1a. Means of Department Assessment & Criteria for Success:   
Assessment:  
The Library will create a web page of MP3 links for each concert, and embed JavaScript to 
compile data for Google Analytics. The data will show how many times each page has been 
accessed, and those statistics can be compared to the circulation statistics for the equivalent CD, 
the previous mode of access. 
 
Criterion for success: 
The number of unique page views for each concert must equal or surpass the number of times the 
CD of the same concert has circulated. 
 
 
 
____1b. Summary of Assessment Data Collected: See attached tally. It shows that recordings 
of student concerts in the form of MP3s are listened to, on average, 7.78 times more than the 
equivalent recordings on CD. The total amount of MP3 usage is nearly 100 times that of the 
CDs. 
 
____1c. Use of Results to Improve Department Services: The results were so dramatic that a 
decision was made in Fall 2012 to discontinue the distribution of CDs to the Library when an 



MP3 is available. 
 
Means of improvement: The Recording Studio has found it possible to upload MP3s of major 
orchestral concerts and opera performances within an hour or so after each concert ends, and 
casual observation of the analytics shows that students generally begin listening to them 
immediately. The current mode of access, however, is not as helpful or as elegant as it should be 
for the end user, and moreover it entails a large amount of redundancy, with, in most cases, each 
concert represented by three different MP3s.  
 
This new mode of access, however, completely changes the work flow for both the Recording 
Studio and the Library staff, and during this transition period, an extra burden exists because we 
must work with recordings in two formats, CDs and MP3s. To some extent, the Library staff 
have been able to carry this burden, but a dedicated staff member for technology and Web 
development within the Library is necessary to create a more elegant design and to expand this 
program to cover all MSM recordings. 
 
In future, it is possible that Indiana University’s Variations freeware, which we have previously 
tried to install (it was a complex and labor-intensive setup), or a similar program, would give us 
a more flexible, efficient, and elegant way to upload digital files and present them to students, 
faculty, and the public. 
 
Second Means of Assessment for Objective Identified Above: 
____2a. Means of Department Assessment & Criteria for Success:   
Assessment: 
Low page view numbers or reported failures of access will indicate instances when there are 
problems with the technology or the result does not meet students’ needs. A Google Form will 
give users an easy way to report any trouble with access or playback. In addition, the Library 
Director will check the status of all links as they go live. 
Criterion for success:  
Effective cooperation between departments--IT, External Affairs (Design Office), the Recording 
Studio, and the Library--and the proper implementation of technology will be demonstrated by 
the absence of observed or reported problems. 
 
____2b. Summary of Assessment Data Collected:  During the period of the study, two 
problems were reported by Library users, and one additional link problem was observed by the 
Library Director. All problems were the result of simple human error and quickly corrected. 
 
____2c. Use of Results to Improve Department Services: The service has run almost perfectly 
since its advent, and indeed presents fewer difficulties than CDs, which can be damaged, lost, or 
misfiled. The most significant improvement that should be addressed is to expand the program to 
include, eventually, all MSM recordings, future and past. 
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Manhattan School of Music 
Graduate Program in Orchestral Performance (updated 5-15-13) 

 
2012/2013 Orchestral Appointments 
 
ELISE SHOPE - Second Flute, Los Angeles Philharmonic 
BILLY HESTAND - Second Bassoon, Cleveland Orchestra 
ISAAC MELAMED- Cello, New Century Chamber Orchestra (San Francisco) 
ANGELA EUN KO LEE - Assistant Principal Second, Baltimore Symphony Orchestra 
YOOBIN SON - Second Flute, New York Philharmonic 
KEVIN PAUL - Principal Trumpet, China National Symphony (1 year position) 
KEVIN PAUL - Trumpet, Premiere U.S. Army Concert Band and Brass Quintet 
(Washington, DC) 
EVA RYAN - Co-Principal Flute, Sinfonia Lahti (Finland) 
DANIEL TOSKY- Bass, New World Symphony 
ERIC HOPKINS - Section Percussion and Assistant Principal Timpani,  
Utah Symphony & Utah Opera  
GRACE (JOHNSON) SHRYOK - Assistant Principal Oboe and English Horn,  
Richmond Symphony (one year position) 
EVELYN JIWON KWARK - Associate Concertmaster, Berkeley Symphony 
NATE HEPLER - Second Trumpet, Baltimore Symphony Orchestra 
 
2011/2012 Orchestral Appointments 
 
KATHRYN BROOKS - Bassoon, New World Symphony 
SHAUN TRUBIANO - Percussion, New World Symphony 
SHAUN TRUBIANO - Principal Percussion, Australian Opera & Ballet Orchestra 
(Sydney, Australia) 
GRACE AN - Cello, New World Symphony 
ALEXANDER BENDER - Trumpet, South Pacific Broadway Tour 
ANDREW GARCIA - Trumpet, West Point Band 
ISAAC MELAMED - Cello, Berkeley Symphony & Marin Symphony 
SARA URENA-CABRERA - Flute, Orchestra of Castilla-La Mancha (Spain) 
SHERYL HWANGBO - Violin, Detroit Symphony Orchestra 
SANDY HUGHES - Second Flute, Los Angeles Chamber Orchestra 
JERRY CHIU  - Violin, West Virginia Symphony 
SONORA SLOCUM - Principal Flute, Milwaukee Symphony Orchestra 



YOOSHIN SONG - Concertmaster, Detroit Symphony Orchestra 
JOSEPH LEE - Cello, New York City Ballet 
EVA RYAN - Principal Flute, Des Moines Symphony  
JERRY CHIU - Violin, Colorado Symphony Orchestra 
 
 2010/2011 Orchestral Appointments 
 
KATHRYN BROOKS – Principal Bassoon, Youngstown Symphony 
JOSEPH LEE – Cello, New World Symphony 
JOO YOUNG OH – Violin, New York Philharmonic 
KYLE ZERNA – Assistant Principal Timpani, Section Percussion, 
New York Philharmonic 
CLARA FREDDIE BLOOD - Third Oboe, Symphony in C 
ANNA BURDEN – Cello, St. Louis Symphony (1 year position) 
ANNA BURDEN – Associate Principal Cello, Montreal Symphony 
AMANDA SPARFELD – Principal flute, Michigan Opera Theater Orchestra 
ALEX LOVE – Second Horn, Princeton Symphony Orchestra 
GEORGIY BORISOV – Principal Clarinet, Kalamazoo Symphony 
 
 2009/2010 Orchestral Appointments 
 
LIN ZHU – Associate Principal Cello, Shanghai Symphony Orchestra 
YUNCONG ZHANG – Violin, Boston Symphony Orchestra 
NATHAN ZGONC – Principal Trombone, Vancouver Symphony Orchestra 
MATTHEW WRIGHT - Trombone, Syracuse Symphony 
MATTHEW WRIGHT - Trombone, Vermont Symphony 
RUTH BENNETT – Harp, Orquestra Sinfonica de Yucatan (Mexico) 
MATTHEW MILEWSKI – Violin, Fort Worth Symphony Orchestra 
YOOBIN SON – Principal Flute, Mostly Mozart Festival Orchestra 
 
2008/2009 Orchestral Appointments 
 
DAVID SULLIVAN – Associate Principal Horn, Kansas City Symphony 
BILLY HESTAND – Principal Bassoon, Brooklyn Philharmonic 
PATRICK HERB – Bass Trombone, Hartford Symphony 
PATRICK HERB - Bass Trombone, Albany Symphony 
KEVIN SIMPSON – Clarinet, U.S. Army “Pershing’s Own” Band 



 

  
 

FORM B 
 

MANHATTAN SCHOOL OF MUSIC 
ASSESSMENT REPORT  

FOR 
        

Community Partnerships 
                                               (Administrative or Educational Support Department)                       

 September 2011-May 2013      June 10, 2013  
         (Assessment Period Covered)         (Date Submitted) 
 
 

Expanded Statement of Institutional Purpose Linkage: 
Institutional Mission/Goals(s) Reference 
At Manhattan School of Music, students are encouraged to become citizen musicians, artists of 
the highest caliber who also deeply value and contribute to their communities. Our commitment 
to arts education in New York City remains central to the mission of the School.   
 
 
Administrative or Educational Support Department Statement of Purpose (Mission Statement):   
The Community Partnerships program provides students with important experience teaching in 
neighborhood partner schools and performing for underserved audiences throughout the city. 
The program includes semester-long residency programs in orchestral music, opera, musical theater, 
and jazz, as well as instrumental and choral instruction programs. 
 
 
Administrative Objectives/Intended Outcomes: 
1.  MSM students in the Community Partnerships program will learn to create well-prepared and age-
appropriate lesson plans. 
 
2. MSM students in the Community Partnerships program will learn effective classroom management 
skills. 
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FORM C 
 

MANHATTAN SCHOOL OF MUSIC 
ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 

 
Community Partnerships 

(Administrative or Educational Support Department) 
 
 

Administrative or Educational Support Objective/Intended Outcome: 
NOTE: There should be one form C for each intended objective listed on form B.  The intended unit objective should 
be restated in the box immediately below and the intended objective number entered in the blank spaces. 
 
MSM students in the Community Partnerships program will learn to create well-prepared and age-appropriate 
lesson plans that address the National Learning Standards for the Arts (grade 5-8). 
 
 
First Means of Assessment for Objective Identified Above: 
____1a. Means of Department Assessment & Criteria for Success:     
 
MSM student instructors assess their schoolchildren at the beginning and end of each instructional year using 
our skills rubric based on the National Learning Standards for the Arts (Grades 5-8). (*see attached chart)  
 
Criteria for success: Schoolchildren will increase their score by one point in each standard at the end of the 
instructional year. 
 
____1b. Summary of Assessment Data Collected:  
 
In most partner schools, all participating schoolchildren increased their score by one point in each standard at 
the end of the instructional year. In two partner schools, some participating schoolchildren did not increase their 
score by one point in each standard by the end of the year. 
 
 
____1c. Use of Results to Improve Department Services:    
 
The department investigated reasons why two schools did not meet the intended goal.  We identified that classes 
were not consistent at those schools due to last-minute cancellations (field trips, etc.), as well as insufficient and 
distracting teaching spaces. The department will require that all partner schools adhere to the teaching schedule 
set forth at the beginning of the year and set aside adequate, quiet spaces for teaching. 
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Second Means of Assessment for Objective Identified Above: 
____2a. Means of Department Assessment & Criteria for Success:   
 
Music faculty at each partner school evaluate each participating child using the National Learning Standards of 
the Arts (grades 5-8), in order to gauge overall effectiveness of the program and whether to request the program 
again the following year.   
 
Criteria for success: All partner schools will deem the program to be overall effective and will request the 
program again the following year. 
 
 
____2b. Summary of Assessment Data Collected:   
 
Music faculty at each partner school determined that overall their students were positively impacted by the 
program. All partner schools have requested that we provide the program again next year. 
 
____2c. Use of Results to Improve Department Services:  
 
We applied for and were awarded a larger vendor contract with the NYC Department of Education that allows 
us to increase the number of public schools we work with as well as expand the breadth and scope of programs 
at our existing partner schools. 
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FORM C 
 

MANHATTAN SCHOOL OF MUSIC 
ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 

 
Community Partnerships 

 (Administrative or Educational Support Department) 
 

Administrative or Educational Support Objective/Intended Outcome: 
NOTE: There should be one form C for each intended objective listed on form B.  The intended unit objective should 
be restated in the box immediately below and the intended objective number entered in the blank spaces. 
MSM student instructors in the Community Partnerships program will learn effective classroom management 
skills. 
 
First Means of Assessment for Objective Identified Above: 
____1a. Means of Department Assessment & Criteria for Success:   
 
Partner public school teachers will evaluate and complete forms for each MSM student instructor. 
 
Criteria for success: All MSM students will be rated very good or excellent by the public school teachers in 
demonstrating effective classroom management skills   
 
 
____1b. Summary of Assessment Data Collected:  
 
75 percent of student teachers were rated very good or excellent by the public school teachers The criteria for 
success was not met. 
 
 
____1c. Use of Results to Improve Department Services:    
 
MSM departmental staff will meet with the student teachers who scored lower than very good on an individual 
basis.  The staff will assist the student teachers in considering various classroom management techniques for 
implementation. The departmental staff will visit their classes for subsequent weeks in order to model effective 
classroom management skills for the student teacher.  Those student teachers will be re-evaluated by the partner 
school teachers at the end of the instructional year. 
 
 
Second Means of Assessment for Objective Identified Above: 
____2a. Means of Department Assessment & Criteria for Success:   
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Using MSM student self-evaluation forms, departmental staff will analyze results and students will have an 
accurate/realistic assessment of their classroom management skills as related to the partner teacher evaluation.  
 
Criteria for success: All student instructors have an accurate assessment of their classroom management skills in 
relation to the partner teacher evaluation.  
 
 
____2b. Summary of Assessment Data Collected:   
 
60 percent of student teachers had an accurate/realistic assessment of their classroom management skills as 
related to the partner teacher evaluation. 
 
30 percent of student teachers rated their classroom management skills higher than related to the partner teacher 
evaluation. 
 
10 percent of student teachers rated their classroom management skills lower than related to the partner teacher 
evaluation. 
 
The criterion for success was not met. 
 
____2c. Use of Results to Improve Department Services:  
 
Student teachers who rated their classroom management skills higher will meet with departmental staff.  
Departmental staff will address the discrepancy and the need for improvement of classroom management skills, 
as well as self-assessment skills. Those student teachers will be encouraged to visit the classes of their more 
experienced peer student teachers in order to observe effective classroom management skills. The departmental 
staff will visit the class for subsequent weeks in order to model effective classroom management skills for the 
student teacher.  Those student teachers will be re-evaluated by the partner school teachers in April. 
 
Student teachers who rated their classroom management skills lower will be encouraged by departmental staff 
that they are indeed meeting departmental expectations.  Those student teachers will be encouraged to visit the 
classes of their peer student teachers in order to gain a realistic expectation of classroom behavior. 
 

Form C 



 
 

Skills Rubric for the Manhattan School of Music instructional program  
 
National Learning Standards in Music (5-8) will be used as criteria for the skills rubric.  Each child will be rated by his or her 
music instructor at the beginning and end of the instructional year.   
 
 

Standard 4 3 2 1 
1a: Singing, alone and with 
others, a varied repertoire 
of music: Students sing 
accurately and with good 
breath control throughout 
their singing ranges, alone 
and in small and large 
ensembles. 

Students sing accurately 
and with excellent breath 
control throughout their 
singing ranges, alone and 
in small and large 
ensembles 
 

Students sing accurately 
and with satisfactory 
breath control in limited 
singing ranges, alone 
and/or in small and large 
ensembles 

Students sing with some 
errors and with mixed 
breath control, alone 
and/or in small and large 
ensembles 

Students sing inaccurately 
and without proper breath 
control  

1b: Singing, alone and 
with others, a varied 
repertoire of music: 
Students sing with expression 
and technical accuracy a 
repertoire of vocal literature 
with a level of difficulty of 2, 
on a scale of 1 to 6, including 
some songs performed from 
memory. 

Students sing with 
excellent expression and 
technical accuracy a 
repertoire of vocal 
literature with a level of 
difficulty of 2 or higher, on 
a scale of 1 to 6, including 
some songs performed 
from memory 
  

Students sing with good 
expression and technical 
accuracy a repertoire of 
vocal literature with a level 
of difficulty of 2, on a 
scale of 1 to 6; few songs 
performed from memory 

Students sing with some 
expression and technical 
accuracy a repertoire of 
vocal literature with a level 
of difficulty of 1, on a 
scale of 1 to 6; few songs 
performed from memory 

Students sing with limited 
expression and technical 
accuracy; repertoire 
includes vocal literature 
with a level of difficulty of 
1, on a scale of 1 to 6; few 
or no songs performed 
from memory 

2a: Performing on 
instruments, alone and 
with others, a varied 
repertoire of music: 
Students perform on at least 
one instrument accurately and 
independently, alone and in 
small and large ensembles, 
with good posture, good 
playing position, and good 
breath, bow, or stick control 
 

Students perform on at 
least one instrument 
accurately and 
independently, alone and 
in small and large 
ensembles, with excellent 
posture, excellent playing 
position, and excellent 
breath, bow, or stick 
control 

Students perform on one 
instrument independently 
with few errors, alone 
and/or in small and large 
ensembles, with 
satisfactory posture, 
playing position, and 
breath, bow, or stick 
control 

Students perform on one 
instrument independently 
with some errors, alone 
and/or in small and large 
ensembles, with need for 
some improvements in 
posture, playing position, 
and breath, bow, or stick 
control 

Students perform 
inaccurately on one 
instrument, with difficulty 
in posture, playing 
position, and breath, bow, 
or stick control. 

 

 1 



 
 

Standard 4 3 2 1 
2b: Performing on 
instruments, alone and 
with others, a varied 
repertoire of music: 
Student perform with 
expression and technical 
accuracy on at least one 
string, wind, percussion, or 
classroom instrument a 
repertoire of instrumental 
literature with a level of 
difficulty of 2, on a scale of 1 
to 6. 
 

Students perform with 
excellent expression and 
technical accuracy on at 
least one string, wind, 
percussion, or classroom 
instrument a repertoire of 
instrumental literature with 
a level of difficulty of 2 or 
higher, on a scale of 1 to 6 
 

Students perform with 
some expression and 
technical accuracy on one 
string, wind, percussion, or 
classroom instrument a 
repertoire of instrumental 
literature with a level of 
difficulty of 2, on a scale 
of 1 to 6 

Students perform with 
expression and technical 
accuracy on one string, 
wind, percussion, or 
classroom instrument a 
repertoire of instrumental 
literature with a level of 
difficulty of 1, on a scale 
of 1 to 6 

Students perform with 
limited expression and 
technical accuracy on one 
string, wind, percussion, or 
classroom instrument; 
repertoire includes 
instrumental literature with 
a level of difficulty of 1, 
on a scale of 1 to 6 

5a: Reading and notating 
music: Students read whole, 
half, quarter, eighth, 
sixteenth, and dotted notes 
and rests in 2/4, 3/4, 4/4, 6/8, 
3/8 and alla breve meter 
signatures. 
 

Students read whole, half, 
quarter, eighth, sixteenth, 
and dotted notes and rests 
in 2/4, 3/4, 4/4, 6/8, 3/8 
and alla breve meter 
signatures with 100% 
accuracy. 

Students read whole, half, 
quarter, eighth, sixteenth, 
and dotted notes and rests 
in 2/4, 3/4, 4/4, 6/8, 3/8 
and alla breve meter 
signatures with three or 
fewer errors. 

Students read whole, half, 
quarter, eighth, sixteenth, 
and dotted notes and rests 
in 2/4, 3/4, 4/4, 6/8, 3/8 
and alla breve meter 
signatures with four or 
more errors 

Students cannot accurately 
read whole, half, quarter, 
eighth, sixteenth, and 
dotted notes and rests in 
2/4, 3/4, 4/4, 6/8, 3/8 and 
alla breve meter signatures 

5c: Reading and notating 
music: Students identify and 
define standard notation 
symbols for pitch, rhythm, 
dynamics, tempo, articulation 
and expression. 

Students identify and 
define standard notation 
symbols for pitch, rhythm, 
dynamics, tempo, 
articulation, and 
expression with 100% 
accuracy. 

Students identify and 
define standard notation 
symbols for pitch, rhythm, 
dynamics, tempo, 
articulation, and 
expression with three or 
fewer errors. 

Students identify and 
define standard notation 
symbols for pitch, rhythm, 
dynamics, tempo, 
articulation, and 
expression with four or 
more errors. 

Students cannot correctly 
identify and define 
standard notation symbols 
for pitch, rhythm, 
dynamics, tempo, 
articulation, and 
expression. 
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Manhattan School of Music
Look Forward

Balance Sheet Forecast
June 30, 2011 June 30, 2012 June 30, 2013 30-Jun-14 30-Jun-15 30-Jun-16

ASSETS:
Cash and cash equivalents 4,771,416$                          7,862,134             9,204,249                10,313,059                     12,600,886                        15,216,413                    
Investments - market value   19,666,623$                        18,340,106           20,249,000              20,857,000                     21,483,000                        22,127,000                    
Funds held by trustee -$                                      -                         
Pledges receivable 4,749,940$                          5,278,909             5,775,000                5,511,000                        5,723,000                          5,894,000                      
Tuition receivable 126,790$                             
Loans receivable 944,421$                             961,596                950,000                   925,000                           953,000                              982,000                         
Prepaid expenses  & Other Assets 5,755$                                 493,917                475,000                   565,000                           515,000                              465,000                         
Other includes campus store inv.) 137,360$                             -                         
Deferred bond issuance costs, net 183,744$                             173,798                163,900                   154,000                           144,000                              134,000                         
Andersen Hall 48,028,618$                        55,669,948           53,965,000              52,151,000                     50,471,000                        48,839,000                    
Property, plant and equipment 9,020,073$                          -                         
Construction in progress -                         
   Total assets 87,634,740$                 88,780,408       90,782,149         90,476,059                91,889,886                  93,657,413              

LIABILITIES AND NET ASSETS:
Accounts payable & accrued expenses 1,888,208$                          1,978,666             1,950,000                1,900,000                        1,957,000                          2,016,000                      
Instrument Financing 676,769$                             529,596                382,423                   235,250                           88,077                                -                                  
Line of Credit
Unearned tuition & fees
Deferred Revenue 1,251,159$                          1,685,529             1,468,344                1,450,000                        1,494,000                          1,539,000                      
Due to U.S. Dept.of Education 542,587$                             542,433                542,279                   542,000                           542,000                              542,000                         
Interest rate swap liability
Bonds payable 41,215,000$                        40,055,000           38,820,000              37,285,000                     35,670,000                        33,955,000                    
Asset Retirement Obligation 731,013$                             712,294                712,294                   712,000                           712,000                              712,000                         
            Total liabilities 46,304,736$                     45,503,518         43,875,340            42,124,250                   40,463,077                     38,764,000                 

Endowment fund 20,226,769$                        21,274,521           21,274,521              21,274,521                     21,274,521                        21,274,521                    

Temporarily restricted 745,000$                             1,337,260             1,337,260                1,337,260                        1,337,260                          1,337,260                      

General fund balance 20,358,235$                        20,665,109           20,665,109              24,295,028                     25,740,028                        28,815,028                    
3,629,919                1,445,000                        3,075,000                          3,466,605                      

            Total net assets 41,330,004$                     43,276,890         46,906,809            48,351,809                   51,426,809                     54,893,413                 
   Total liabilities and net assets 87,634,740$                 88,780,408       90,782,149         90,476,059                91,889,886                  93,657,413              

-                            -                                   -                                      -                                  

Proforma 

Page 1



Pure Average Enrollment College -EXCLUDING PART TIME 836 870 840 823 850 850
                - Precollege 440 450 455 475 475 475
 Actual Actual Forecast

REVENUE 2011 2012 2013 30-Jun-14 30-Jun-15 30-Jun-16
Tuition and fees 33,470,455$                        36,012,213           36,408,000              36,756,000                     38,860,000                        40,219,985                    
Less: Scholarships (8,052,460)$                        (8,891,611)            (9,038,000)              (9,449,000)                      (9,921,000)                         (10,516,000)                  
Andersen Hall Income 5,953,588$                          6,588,657             6,835,000                7,006,000                        7,164,000                          7,325,000                      
Other revenue 626,425$                             635,201                627,000                   627,000                           627,000                              627,000                         
Total Revenue 31,998,008$                     34,344,460         34,832,000            34,940,000                     36,730,000                        37,655,985                    
Percent Change 3% 7% 1% 0% 5% 3%

EXPENSES (Excluding Depreciation)
Instruction (13,464,777)$                      (14,232,481)         (14,975,000)            (15,197,000)                    (15,648,000)                       (16,117,000)                  
Instruction support (2,893,048)$                        (3,043,030)            (3,236,000)              (3,316,000)                      (3,399,000)                         (3,501,000)                     
Student services (3,173,525)$                        (3,627,572)            (3,660,000)              (3,747,000)                      (3,841,000)                         (3,956,000)                     
G & A (4,075,630)$                        (4,458,102)            (4,295,000)              (4,483,000)                      (4,595,000)                         (4,733,000)                     
Plant (2,943,028)$                        (2,947,051)            (3,376,633)              (3,118,000)                      (3,196,000)                         (3,292,000)                     
Andersen Hall Expenses (2,609,971)$                        (2,481,264)            (2,295,779)              (2,333,000)                      (2,391,000)                         (2,462,730)                     
Fundraising (1,034,883)$                        (1,045,306)            (850,000)                  (985,000)                         (1,055,000)                         (1,086,651)                     
Total Expense  (30,194,862)$                    (31,834,806)        (32,688,412)           (33,179,000)                    (34,125,000)                       (35,148,380)                  
Percent Change 4.7% 5.4% 3% 1.5% 2.9% 3.0%
Operating Surplus/(Shortfall) 1,803,146$                       2,509,654           2,143,588                1,761,000                        2,605,000                          2,507,605                      

6% 7% 6% 5% 7% 7%
Gifts & grants 1,631,622$                          2,803,738             1,400,000                1,400,000                        2,167,000                          2,600,000                      
Investment income/Realized Gains/(Losses) 786,642$                             447,173                100,000                   400,000                           400,000                              400,000                         

2,418,264$                          3,250,911             1,500,000                1,800,000                        2,567,000                          3,000,000                      
Earning Before Bond Costs 4,221,410$                       5,760,565           3,643,588              3,561,000                        5,172,000                          5,507,605                      
  Extraordinary Items
    Bond legal costs (1,074)$                                -                         
    Arbitrage return and correction of error
    Change in accounting policy 
  Unrealized Gain/Loss in Securities 1,106,703$                          (874,789)               2,000,331                608,000                           608,000                              608,000                         
  Bond Interest Expense (1,168,055)$                        (1,251,769)            (1,207,000)              (1,150,000)                      (1,101,000)                         (1,050,000)                     
  Interest Expense Swap Agreement -                                   -                                      
  Change in Value Swap Agreement -                                   -                                      
  Liquidity Facility/Line of Credit (21,169)$                              (28,539)                 (28,000)                    (28,000)                            (28,000)                               (28,000)                          
  Interest Income on DRSF -                                   -                                      
  Capital Lease Interest Expense (27,617)$                              (29,031)                 (23,000)                    (23,000)                            (23,000)                               (16,000)                          
Property Taxes (121,000)                  (123,000)                         (123,000)                            (123,000)                        
Endowment Income 4,186,483$                          774,287                1,750,000                1,000,000                        1,000,000                          1,000,000                      
Income/(Loss) Excluding Depreciation 8,296,681                         4,350,724           6,014,919                3,845,000                     5,505,000                       5,898,605                   

Depreciation, Amortization & W/O (3,470,645)$                        (2,403,838)            (2,385,000)              (2,400,000)                      (2,430,000)                         (2,432,000)                     
Net Income/(Loss) 4,826,036$                          1,946,886             3,629,919                1,445,000                        3,075,000                          3,466,605                      
Per Audited Financials 4,826,036$                          1,946,886             
Variance (check) -$                                      -                         

Profit and Loss

Proforma 
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Cashflows Actual Actual Forecast
2011 2012 2013 30-Jun-14 30-Jun-15 30-Jun-16

Net Income/(Loss) 4,826,036$                          1,946,886             3,629,919                1,445,000                        3,075,000                          3,466,605                      

Non Cash Items
  Depreciation 2,468,530$                          2,393,892             2,375,054                2,400,000                        2,430,000                          2,432,000                      
  Write off and Amortization of Debt Issuance Costs 839,581$                             9,946                     9,898                       9,900                               10,000                                10,000                           
  Change in marketable securities (3,562,491)$                        1,326,517             (1,908,894)              (608,000)                         (626,000)                            (644,000)                        
  Funds held in trustee 3,980$                                 -                         

Capital Expenditures (2,010,171)$                        (1,015,149)            (670,106)                  (586,000)                         (750,000)                            (800,000)                        
Construction in Progress 686,556$                             -                         
Bond Principal Redemption (1,085,000)$                        (1,160,000)            (1,235,000)              (1,535,000)                      (1,615,000)                         (1,715,000)                     
Bond Cost Amortization 2,884$                                 -                         
Cash transfers to Investments -                         

Changes in Working Capital
Assets

Pledges Receivable (3,246,449)$                        (528,969)               (496,091)                  264,000                           (212,000)                            (171,000)                        
Tuition Receivable (55,820)$                              126,790                

Loans Receivable (107,158)$                            (17,175)                 11,596                     25,000                             (28,000)                               (29,000)                          
Prepaid Expenses (5,754)$                                (488,162)               18,917                     (90,000)                            50,000                                50,000                           

Other (79,725)$                              137,360                
Change in Working Capital Assets (3,494,906)$                        (770,156)               (465,578)                  199,000                           (190,000)                            (150,000)                        

Liabilities
A/P & Accrued 25,375$                               90,458                  (28,666)                    (50,000)                            57,000                                59,000                           

Instrument Financing 676,769$                             (147,173)               (147,173)                  (147,173)                         (147,173)                            (88,077)                          
Unearned Tuition -                            -                                   -                                      -                                  

Deferred Revenue 169,025$                             434,370                (217,185)                  (18,344)                            44,000                                45,000                           
Due to US Dept of Ed (266)$                                   (154)                       (154)                         (279)                                 -                                      -                                  

Asset Retirement Obbligation -$                                      (18,719)                 -                            (294)                                 -                                      -                                  
Change in Working Capital Liabilities 870,903$                             358,782                (393,178)                  (216,090)                         (46,173)                               15,923                           

Net Change in Working Capital (2,624,003)$                        (411,374)               (858,756)                  (17,090)                            (236,173)                            (134,077)                        

Movement in Cash (454,098)$                            3,090,718             1,342,115                1,108,810                        2,287,827                          2,615,528                      

Cash, Beginning 5,225,514$                          4,771,416             7,862,134                9,204,249                        10,313,059                        12,600,886                    

Movement (454,098)$                            3,090,718             1,342,115                1,108,810                        2,287,827                          2,615,528                      

Cash at June 30 4,771,416$                          7,862,134             9,204,249                10,313,059                     12,600,886                        15,216,413                    

Per Balance Sheet 4,771,416$                          7,862,134             9,204,249                10,313,059                     12,600,886                        15,216,413                    
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Finance 2010-11

Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Overview
Finance Overview

 Purpose  
 The purpose of the IPEDS Finance component is to collect basic financial information from items associated with the
institution's General Purpose Financial Statements.

 

   
   
   
   
 Resources:
To download the survey materials for this component: Survey Materials

 

 To access your prior year data submission for this component: Reported Data  

If you have questions about completing this survey, please contact the IPEDS Help Desk at 1-877-225-2568.
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Finance - Private not-for-profit institutions and Public institutions using FASB
standards

FASB-Reporting Institutions
General Information - Fiscal Year and Audit

To the extent possible, the finance data requested in this report should be provided from your institution's audited
General Purpose Financial Statements (GPFS). Please refer to the instructions specific to each screen of the survey for
details and references.
1. Fiscal Year Calendar
This report covers financial activities for the 12-month fiscal year: (The fiscal year reported should be the most
recent fiscal year ending before October 1, 2010.)
Beginning: month/year
(MMYYYY)

Month: Year:

And ending: month/year
(MMYYYY)

Month: Year:

2. Audit Opinion
Did your institution receive an unqualified opinion on its General Purpose Financial Statements from your
auditor for the fiscal year noted above? (If your institution is audited only in combination with another entity, answer
this question based on the audit of that entity.)
    Unqualified Qualified (Explain in box below) Don't know (Explain in box below)               

3. Does this institution or any of its foundations or other affiliated organizations own endowment assets ?
    Yes (report endowment assets)                                                       

 No

4. Intercollegiate Athletics
If your institution participates in intercollegiate athletics, are the expenses accounted for as auxiliary enterprises or
treated as student services?
 
    Auxiliary enterprises               

    Student services               

    Does not participate in intercollegiate athletics               

    Other (specify in box below)               

5. Does your institution account for Pell grants as pass through transactions (a simple payment on the
student's account) or as federal grant revenues to the institution?
 
    Pass through (agency) Federal grants Does not award Pell grants               

You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

7 2009

6 2010
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part A - Statement of Financial Position, Page 1
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2009 - June 30, 2010

Line No. Assets, Liabilities, and Net Assets Current year amont Prior year amont
 Assets

01 Long-term investments
 

 10,099,354

19 Property, plant, and equipment, net of accumulated depreciation
 

 

20 Intangible assets, net of accumulated amortization
 

 

02 Total assets
 

 80,584,226

 Liabilities
03 Total liabilities

 
 47,176,910

 03a Debt related to Property, Plant, and Equipment
 

 

 Net assets
04 Unrestricted net assets

 
 16,638,451

05 Total restricted net assets  17,402,752  16,768,865
 05a Permanently restricted net assets

 
 15,497,534

 05b Temporarily restricted net assets
 

 

06 Total net assets  36,503,968  33,407,316
 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

16,104,132

58,196,490

0

83,022,799

46,518,831

0

19,101,216

16,171,752

1,231,000
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part A - Statement of Financial Position, Page 2
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2009 - June 30, 2010

Line
No.

Plant, Property and Equipment
Ending balance Prior year Ending

balance

11 Land and land improvements
 

 1,240,000

12 Buildings
 

 71,915,390

13 Equipment, including art and library collections
 

 6,344,953

15 Construction in Progress
 

 

16 Other
 

 

17 Total Plant, Property, and Equipment
CV=[(A11+...A16)]

 80,371,686  

18 Accumulated depreciation
 

 

19 Property, Plant, and Equipment, net of accumulated
depreciation (from A19)

 58,196,490  

 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

1,240,000

71,744,482

6,700,649

686,555

0

22,175,196
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part B - Summary of Changes in Net Assets
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2009 - June 30, 2010

Line No. Revenues, Expenses, Gains and Losses Current year amount Prior year amount
01 Total revenues and investment return

 
 29,177,854

02 Total expenses
 

 35,410,209

03 Other specific changes in net assets
CV=[B04-(B01-B02)]

 -43,661  0

04 Change in net assets
 

 -6,232,355

05 Net assets, beginning of year
 

 39,639,671

06 Adjustments to beginning of year net
assets
CV=[B07-(B04+B05)]

 0  0

07 Net assets, end of year (from A06)  36,503,968  33,407,316
 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

35,154,950

32,014,637

3,096,652

33,407,316
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part C - Scholarships and Fellowships
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2009 - June 30, 2010

Line
No.

Scholarships and Fellowships Current year amount Prior year
amount

01 Pell grants (federal)
 

 190,657

02 Other federal grants
 

 379,447

03 State grants
 

 84,970

04 Local grants (government)
 

 0

05 Institutional grants (funded)
 

 7,431,168

06 Institutional grants (unfunded)
 

 0

07 Total scholarships and fellowships
CV=[C01+...+C06]

 8,748,343  8,086,242

08 Allowances (scholarships) applied to tuition and fees
 

 190,657

09 Allowances (scholarships) applied to auxiliary enterprise
revenues  

 0

 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

Confirmed

298,466

305,615

91,753

0

8,052,509

0

7,608,299

200,030
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part D - Revenues and Investment Return
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2009 - June 30, 2010

Line
No. Source of Funds Total

Amount
Unrestricted Temporarily restricted Permanently restricted

Prior Year
Total

Amount
01 Tuition and fees (net of

allowance reported in
Part C, line 08)

 24,184,365
   

 24,369,443

 Government Appropriations
02 Federal appropriations  0

   
 0

03 State appropriations  84,970
   

 84,970

04 Local appropriations  0
   

 0

 Government Grants and Contracts
05 Federal grants and

contracts
 305,615

   
 265,947

06 State grants and
contracts

 91,753
   

 0

07 Local government grants
and contracts

 0
   

 0

 Private Gifts, Grants and Contracts
08 Private gifts, grants and

contracts
 3,019,278  1,224,060  1,121,000  674,218  1,851,467

 08a Private gifts  3,019,278
   

 

 08b Private grants and
contracts

 0
   

 

09 Contributions from
affiliated entities

 0
   

 1,271,331

 Other Revenue
10 Investment return  1,164,838

   
 -5,497,807

11 Sales and services of
educational activities

 0
 

   0

12 Sales and services of
auxiliary enterprises
(net of allowance
reported in Part C, line
09)

 6,259,850
 

   6,649,760

13 Hospital revenue

If this institution is
primarily a hospital,
please click here

 0
 

   0

14 Independent operations
revenue

 0
   

 0

15 Other revenue
CV=[D16-(D01+...+D14)]

 44,281  1,205,612  -1,161,331  0  182,743

24,184,365

0

84,970

305,615

91,753

1,224,060 1,121,000 674,218

0 0 0

1,164,838

0

6,259,850

0
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16 Total revenues and
investment return
(from B01)

 35,154,950
   

 29,177,854

17 Net assets released from
restriction

0  1,161,311
  

 

18 Net total revenues, after
assets released from
restriction

 35,154,950  35,682,374  -1,201,642  674,218  29,177,854

19 12-month Student FTE
from E12
CV=[D19a+D19b]

 922  

 19a Undergraduates  390  
 19b Graduates  532  

20 Total revenues and
investment return per
student FTE
CV=[D16/D19]

 38,129  

You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

34,521,063 -40,331 674,218

-1,161,311
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part E - Expenses by Functional and Natural Classification
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2009 - June 30, 2010

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Line
No.

Expenses by
Functional
Classification

Total amount Salaries and wages Benefits Operation and
maintenance of plant

Depreciation Interest All other PY Total
Amount

01 Instruction 960,46313,687,107

02 Research 0 0

03 Public service 0 0

04 Academic support 387,890 4,621,925

05 Student services 857,393 3,316,250

06 Institutional support 1,633,557 5,757,706

07 Auxiliary enterprises 2,523,243 8,027,221

08 Net grant aid to students
(net of tuition and fee
allowances)

 0 0

09 Hospital services
If this institution is
primarily a hospital,
please click here

0 0

10 Independent operations 0 0

11 Operation and
maintenance of plant
(see instructions)

0 2,836,378

12 Other expenses
CV=[E13-(E01+...+E11)]

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13 Total expenses
(from B02)

32,014,637 0 9,198,92435,410,209

 Prior year total
expenses

35,410,209 18,022,048 3,263,455  2,409,964 0  11,714,742

14 12-month Student FTE
from E12
CV=[E14a+E14b]

922

14a Undergraduates 390
14b Graduates 532

15 Total expenses per
student FTE
CV=[E13/E14]

34,723

You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

14,112,451 9,992,196 1,539,993 1,333,132 286,667

0

0

3,911,324 2,082,144 390,922 864,477 185,891

3,246,250 1,803,652 410,854 143,495 30,856

5,611,921 2,641,410 863,309 389,820 83,825

5,132,691 655,897 42,375 105,454 1,805,722

0

0

0

-2,836,378

17,175,299 3,247,453 2,392,961 0
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part H - Value of Endowment Assets
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2009 - June 30, 2010

Line
No.

Value of Endowment Assets Market Value Prior Year
Amounts

  Include not only endowment assets held by the institution, but any
assets held by private foundations affiliated with the institution.

  

01 Value of endowment assets at the beginning of the fiscal year
 

 14,226,470

02 Value of endowment assets at the end of the fiscal year
 

 15,497,534

 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

15,497,534

16,171,752
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712) User ID: P1927121
Summary

Finance Survey Summary

IPEDS collects important information regarding your institution. All data reported in IPEDS
survey components become available in the IPEDS Data Center and appear as aggregated data
in various Department of Education reports. Additionally, some of the reported data appears
specifically for your institution through the College Navigator website and is included in your
institution’s Data Feedback Report (DFR). The purpose of this summary is to provide you an
opportunity to view some of the data that, when accepted through the IPEDS quality control
process, will appear on the College Navigator website and/or your DFR. College Navigator is
updated approximately three months after the data collection period closes and Data Feedback
Reports will be available through the ExPT and sent to your institution’s CEO in November 2011.

Please review your data for accuracy. If you have questions about the data displayed below
after reviewing the data reported on the survey screens, please contact the IPEDS Help Desk at:
1-877-225-2568 or ipedshelp@rti.org.

Core Revenues

Revenue Source Reported values Percent of total core
revenues

Core revenues per FTE
enrollment

Tuition and fees $24,184,365 84% $26,230

Government appropriations $84,970 0% $92

Government grants and contracts $397,368 1% $431

Private gifts, grants, and contracts $3,019,278 10% $3,275

Investment return $1,164,838 4% $1,263

Other core revenues $44,281 0% $48

Total core revenues $28,895,100 100% $31,340

 

Total revenues $35,154,950  $38,129

Core revenues include tuition and fees; government appropriations (federal, state, and local); government grants and
contracts; private gifts, grants, and contracts; investment return; sales and services of educational activities; and other
sources. Core revenues exclude revenues from auxiliary enterprises (e.g., bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and
independent operations.

Core Expenses

Expense function Reported values Percent of total core
expenses

Core expenses per FTE
enrollment

Instruction $14,112,451 52% $15,306

Research $0 0% $0

Public service $0 0% $0

Academic support $3,911,324 15% $4,242

Institutional support $5,611,921 21% $6,087
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Core Expenses

Student services $3,246,250 12% $3,521

Other core expenses $0 0% $0

Total core expenses $26,881,946 100% $29,156

 

Total expenses $32,014,637  $34,723

Core expenses include expenses for instruction, research, public service, academic support, student services, institutional
support, net grant aid to students, and other expenses. Core expenses exclude expenses for auxiliary enterprises (e.g.,
bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and independent operations.

 Calculated value

FTE enrollment 922

The full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment used in this report is the sum of the institution’s FTE undergraduate enrollment and
FTE graduate enrollment (as calculated from or reported on the 12-month Enrollment component). FTE is estimated using 12-
month instructional activity (credit and/or contact hours). All doctor’s degree students are reported as graduate students.
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Institution:  Manhattan School of Music (192712) User ID:  P1927121
Explanation Report

There are no explanations for selected survey and institution
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Finance 2011-12

Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Overview
Finance Overview

 Purpose  
 The purpose of the IPEDS Finance component is to collect basic financial information from items associated with the
institution's General Purpose Financial Statements.

 

   
   
   
   
 Resources:
To download the survey materials for this component: Survey Materials

 

 To access your prior year data submission for this component: Reported Data  

If you have questions about completing this survey, please contact the IPEDS Help Desk at 1-877-225-2568.

Page 89

https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/ipeds/VisIndex.aspx
https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/IPEDS/PriorYearDataRedirect.aspx?survey_id=5


Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Finance - Private not-for-profit institutions and Public institutions using FASB
standards

FASB-Reporting Institutions
General Information - Fiscal Year and Audit

To the extent possible, the finance data requested in this report should be provided from your institution's audited
General Purpose Financial Statements (GPFS). Please refer to the instructions specific to each screen of the survey for
details and references.
1. Fiscal Year Calendar
This report covers financial activities for the 12-month fiscal year: (The fiscal year reported should be the most
recent fiscal year ending before October 1, 2011.)
Beginning: month/year
(MMYYYY)

Month: Year:

And ending: month/year
(MMYYYY)

Month: Year:

2. Audit Opinion
Did your institution receive an unqualified opinion on its General Purpose Financial Statements from your
auditor for the fiscal year noted above? (If your institution is audited only in combination with another entity, answer
this question based on the audit of that entity.)
    Unqualified Qualified (Explain in box below) Don't know (Explain in box below)               

3. Does this institution or any of its foundations or other affiliated organizations own endowment assets ?
    Yes (report endowment assets)                                                       

 No

4. Intercollegiate Athletics
If your institution participates in intercollegiate athletics, are the expenses accounted for as auxiliary enterprises or
treated as student services?
 
    Auxiliary enterprises               

    Student services               

    Does not participate in intercollegiate athletics               

    Other (specify in box below)               

5. Does your institution account for Pell grants as pass through transactions (a simple payment on the
student's account) or as federal grant revenues to the institution?
 
    Pass through (agency) Federal grants Does not award Pell grants               

You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

7 2010

6 2011
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part A - Statement of Financial Position, Page 1
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2010 - June 30, 2011

Line No. Assets, Liabilities, and Net Assets Current year amont Prior year amont
 Assets

01 Long-term investments
 

 16,104,132

19 Property, plant, and equipment, net of accumulated depreciation
 

 58,196,490

20 Intangible assets, net of accumulated amortization
 

 0

02 Total assets
 

 83,022,799

 Liabilities
03 Total liabilities

 
 46,518,831

 03a Debt related to Property, Plant, and Equipment
 

 0

 Net assets
04 Unrestricted net assets

 
 19,101,216

05 Total restricted net assets  21,103,235  17,402,752
 05a Permanently restricted net assets

 
 16,171,752

 05b Temporarily restricted net assets
 

 1,231,000

06 Total net assets  41,330,004  36,503,968
 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

19,666,623

57,048,694

0

87,634,740

46,304,736

676,769

20,226,769

20,358,235

745,000
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part A - Statement of Financial Position, Page 2
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2010 - June 30, 2011

Line
No.

Plant, Property and Equipment
Ending balance Prior year Ending

balance

11 Land and land improvements
 

 1,240,000

12 Buildings
 

 71,744,482

13 Equipment, including art and library collections
 

 6,700,649

15 Construction in Progress
 

 686,555

16 Other
 

 0

17 Total Plant, Property, and Equipment
CV=[(A11+...A16)]

 81,666,497  80,371,686

18 Accumulated depreciation
 

 22,175,196

19 Property, Plant, and Equipment, net of accumulated
depreciation (from A19)

 57,048,694  58,196,490

 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

1,240,000

72,719,040

7,707,457

0

0

24,617,803
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part B - Summary of Changes in Net Assets
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2010 - June 30, 2011

Line No. Revenues, Expenses, Gains and Losses Current year amount Prior year amount
01 Total revenues and investment return

 
 35,154,950

02 Total expenses
 

 32,014,637

03 Other specific changes in net assets
CV=[B04-(B01-B02)]

 -999,231  -43,661

04 Change in net assets
 

 3,096,652

05 Net assets, beginning of year
 

 33,407,316

06 Adjustments to beginning of year net
assets
CV=[B07-(B04+B05)]

 0  0

07 Net assets, end of year (from A06)  41,330,004  36,503,968
 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

39,577,595

33,752,328

4,826,036

36,503,968
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part C - Scholarships and Fellowships
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2010 - June 30, 2011

Line
No.

Scholarships and Fellowships Current year amount Prior year
amount

01 Pell grants (federal)
 

 298,466

02 Other federal grants
 

 305,615

03 State grants
 

 91,753

04 Local grants (government)
 

 0

05 Institutional grants (funded)
 

 8,052,509

06 Institutional grants (unfunded)
 

 0

07 Total scholarships and fellowships
CV=[C01+...+C06]

 8,832,473  8,748,343

08 Allowances (scholarships) applied to tuition and fees
 

 7,608,299

09 Allowances (scholarships) applied to auxiliary enterprise
revenues  

 200,030

 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

307,374

243,750

50,270

0

8,231,079

0

8,052,640

200,193
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part D - Revenues and Investment Return
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2010 - June 30, 2011

Line
No. Source of Funds Total

Amount
Unrestricted Temporarily restricted Permanently restricted

Prior Year
Total

Amount
01 Tuition and fees (net of

allowance reported in
Part C, line 08)

 25,174,245
   

 24,184,365

 Government Appropriations
02 Federal appropriations  0

   
 0

03 State appropriations  87,411
   

 84,970

04 Local appropriations  0
   

 0

 Government Grants and Contracts
05 Federal grants and

contracts
 243,750

   
 305,615

06 State grants and
contracts

 0
   

 91,753

07 Local government grants
and contracts

 0
   

 0

 Private Gifts, Grants and Contracts
08 Private gifts, grants and

contracts
 5,713,859  502,721  1,024,655  4,186,483  3,019,278

 08a Private gifts  5,713,859
   

 3,019,278

 08b Private grants and
contracts

 0
   

 0

09 Contributions from
affiliated entities

 0
   

 0

 Other Revenue
10 Investment return  1,865,728

   
 1,164,838

11 Sales and services of
educational activities

 0
 

   0

12 Sales and services of
auxiliary enterprises
(net of allowance
reported in Part C, line
09)

 6,484,084
 

   6,259,850

13 Hospital revenue

If this institution is
primarily a hospital,
please click here

 0
 

   0

14 Independent operations
revenue

 0
   

 0

15 Other revenue
CV=[D16-(D01+...+D14)]

 8,518  1,519,173  -1,510,655  0  44,281

25,174,245 0 0

0 0 0

87,411 0 0

0 0 0

243,750 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

502,721 1,024,655 4,186,483

0 0 0

0 0 0

1,865,728 0 0

0

6,484,084

0

0 0 0
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16 Total revenues and
investment return
(from B01)

 39,577,595
   

 35,154,950

17 Net assets released from
restriction

0  0
  

 

18 Net total revenues, after
assets released from
restriction

 39,577,595  35,877,112  -486,000  4,186,483  35,154,950

19 12-month Student FTE
from E12
CV=[D19a+D19b]

 920  

 19a Undergraduates  400  
 19b Graduates  520  

20 Total revenues and
investment return per
student FTE
CV=[D16/D19]

 43,019  

You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

35,877,112 -486,000 4,186,483

0 0
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part E - Expenses by Functional and Natural Classification
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2010 - June 30, 2011

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Line
No.

Expenses by
Functional
Classification

Total amount Salaries and wages Benefits Operation and
maintenance of plant

Depreciation Interest All other PY Total
Amount

01 Instruction 1,157,63914,112,451

02 Research 0 0

03 Public service 0 0

04 Academic support 490,100 3,911,324

05 Student services 613,919 3,246,250

06 Institutional support 1,717,686 5,611,921

07 Auxiliary enterprises 3,415,158 5,132,691

08 Net grant aid to students
(net of tuition and fee
allowances)

 0 0

09 Hospital services
If this institution is
primarily a hospital,
please click here

0 0

10 Independent operations 0 0

11 Operation and
maintenance of plant
(see instructions)

0 2,943,028 0

12 Other expenses
CV=[E13-(E01+...+E11)]

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13 Total expenses
(from B02)

33,752,328 0 10,337,530 32,014,637

 Prior year total
expenses

32,014,637 17,175,299 3,247,453  2,392,961 0  9,198,924

14 12-month Student FTE
from E12
CV=[E14a+E14b]

920

14a Undergraduates 400
14b Graduates 520

15 Total expenses per
student FTE
CV=[E13/E14]

36,687

You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

15,157,404 10,537,163 1,769,976 1,383,258 309,368 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

3,990,642 1,983,826 419,122 896,982 200,612 0

2,992,594 1,730,173 466,311 148,891 33,300 0

5,501,207 2,415,972 872,609 404,478 90,462 0

6,110,481 710,289 37,943 109,419 1,837,672 0

0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 -2,943,028 0 0

17,377,423 3,565,961 2,471,414 0
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part H - Value of Endowment Assets
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2010 - June 30, 2011

Line
No.

Value of Endowment Assets Market Value Prior Year
Amounts

  Include not only endowment assets held by the institution, but any
assets held by private foundations affiliated with the institution.

  

01 Value of endowment assets at the beginning of the fiscal year
 

 15,497,534

02 Value of endowment assets at the end of the fiscal year
 

 16,171,752

 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.

16,171,752

20,358,235
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712) User ID: P1927121
Summary

Finance Survey Summary

IPEDS collects important information regarding your institution. All data reported in IPEDS
survey components become available in the IPEDS Data Center and appear as aggregated data
in various Department of Education reports. Additionally, some of the reported data appears
specifically for your institution through the College Navigator website and is included in your
institution’s Data Feedback Report (DFR). The purpose of this summary is to provide you an
opportunity to view some of the data that, when accepted through the IPEDS quality control
process, will appear on the College Navigator website and/or your DFR. College Navigator is
updated approximately three months after the data collection period closes and Data Feedback
Reports will be available through the ExPT and sent to your institution’s CEO in November 2012.

Please review your data for accuracy. If you have questions about the data displayed below
after reviewing the data reported on the survey screens, please contact the IPEDS Help Desk at:
1-877-225-2568 or ipedshelp@rti.org.

Core Revenues

Revenue Source Reported values Percent of total core
revenues

Core revenues per FTE
enrollment

Tuition and fees $25,174,245 76% $27,363

Government appropriations $87,411 0% $95

Government grants and contracts $243,750 1% $265

Private gifts, grants, and contracts $5,713,859 17% $6,211

Investment return $1,865,728 6% $2,028

Other core revenues $8,518 0% $9

Total core revenues $33,093,511 100% $35,971

 

Total revenues $39,577,595  $43,019

Core revenues include tuition and fees; government appropriations (federal, state, and local); government grants and
contracts; private gifts, grants, and contracts; investment return; sales and services of educational activities; and other
sources. Core revenues exclude revenues from auxiliary enterprises (e.g., bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and
independent operations.

Core Expenses

Expense function Reported values Percent of total core
expenses

Core expenses per FTE
enrollment

Instruction $15,157,404 55% $16,475

Research $0 0% $0

Public service $0 0% $0

Academic support $3,990,642 14% $4,338

Institutional support $5,501,207 20% $5,980

Page 99



Core Expenses

Student services $2,992,594 11% $3,253

Other core expenses $0 0% $0

Total core expenses $27,641,847 100% $30,045

 

Total expenses $33,752,328  $36,687

Core expenses include expenses for instruction, research, public service, academic support, student services, institutional
support, net grant aid to students, and other expenses. Core expenses exclude expenses for auxiliary enterprises (e.g.,
bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and independent operations.

 Calculated value

FTE enrollment 920

The full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment used in this report is the sum of the institution’s FTE undergraduate enrollment and
FTE graduate enrollment (as calculated from or reported on the 12-month Enrollment component). FTE is estimated using 12-
month instructional activity (credit and/or contact hours). All doctor’s degree students are reported as graduate students.
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Institution:  Manhattan School of Music (192712) User ID:  P1927121
Edit Report

 Finance
Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)

 
There are no errors for the selected survey and institution.
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Finance 2012-13

Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Overview
Finance Overview

 Purpose  
 The purpose of the IPEDS Finance component is to collect basic financial information from items associated with the
institution's General Purpose Financial Statements.

 

   
   
   
   
 Resources:
To download the survey materials for this component: Survey Materials

 

 To access your prior year data submission for this component: Reported Data  

If you have questions about completing this survey, please contact the IPEDS Help Desk at 1-877-225-2568.
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Finance - Private not-for-profit institutions and Public institutions using FASB
standards

FASB-Reporting Institutions
General Information - Fiscal Year and Audit

To the extent possible, the finance data requested in this report should be provided from your institution's audited
General Purpose Financial Statements (GPFS). Please refer to the instructions specific to each screen of the survey for
details and references.
1. Fiscal Year Calendar
This report covers financial activities for the 12-month fiscal year: (The fiscal year reported should be the most
recent fiscal year ending before October 1, 2012.)
Beginning: month/year
(MMYYYY)

Month:
 

Year:
 

And ending: month/year
(MMYYYY)

Month:
 

Year:
 

2. Audit Opinion
Did your institution receive an unqualified opinion on its General Purpose Financial Statements from your
auditor for the fiscal year noted above? (If your institution is audited only in combination with another entity, answer
this question based on the audit of that entity.)
    

 
Unqualified

 
Qualified (Explain in box
below)  

Don't know (Explain in box below)               

3. Does this institution or any of its foundations or other affiliated organizations own endowment assets ?
    

 
Yes (report endowment assets)                                                       

 
 

No

4. Intercollegiate Athletics
If your institution participates in intercollegiate athletics, are the expenses accounted for as auxiliary enterprises or
treated as student services?
 
    

 
Auxiliary enterprises               

    
 

Student services               

    
 

Does not participate in intercollegiate athletics               

    
 

Other (specify in box below)               

5. Does your institution account for Pell grants as pass through transactions (a simple payment on the
student's account) or as federal grant revenues to the institution?
 
    

  Pass through (agency)  
Federal grant revenue

 
Does not award Pell grants               

You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.
 

7 2011

6 2012
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part A - Statement of Financial Position, Page 1
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2011 - June 30, 2012

If your institution is a parent institution then the amounts reported in Parts A and B should include ALL of your
child institutions

Line No. Assets, Liabilities, and Net Assets Current year amount Prior year amount
 Assets

01 Long-term investments
 

 19,666,623

19 Property, plant, and equipment, net of accumulated
depreciation  

 57,048,694

20 Intangible assets, net of accumulated amortization
 

 0

02 Total assets
 

 87,634,740

 Liabilities
03 Total liabilities

 
 46,304,736

 03a Debt related to Property, Plant, and Equipment
 

 676,769

 Net assets
04 Unrestricted net assets

 
 20,226,769

05 Total restricted net assets  22,002,369  21,103,235
 05a Permanently restricted net assets

 
 20,358,235

 05b Temporarily restricted net assets
 

 745,000

06 Total net assets (CV=A04+A05)  43,276,890  41,330,004
 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.
 

18,340,106

55,669,948

0

88,780,408

45,503,518

529,596

21,274,521

20,665,109

1,337,260
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part A - Statement of Financial Position, Page 2
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2011 - June 30, 2012

Line
No.

Plant, Property and Equipment
Ending balance Prior year Ending

balance

11 Land and land improvements
 

 1,240,000

12 Buildings
 

 72,719,040

13 Equipment, including art and library collections
 

 7,707,457

15 Construction in Progress
 

 0

16 Other
 

 0

17 Total Plant, Property, and Equipment
CV=[(A11+...A16)]

 82,681,646  81,666,497

18 Accumulated depreciation
 

 24,617,803

19 Property, Plant, and Equipment, net of accumulated
depreciation (from A19)

 55,669,948  57,048,694

 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.
 

1,240,000

72,893,759

7,855,692

692,195

0

27,011,698
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part B - Summary of Changes in Net Assets
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2011 - June 30, 2012

Line No. Revenues, Expenses, Gains and Losses Current year amount Prior year amount
01 Total revenues and investment return

 
 39,577,595

02 Total expenses
 

 33,752,328

03 Other specific changes in net assets
CV=[B04-(B01-B02)]

 0  -999,231

04 Change in net assets
 

 4,826,036

05 Net assets, beginning of year
 

 36,503,968

06 Adjustments to beginning of year net
assets
CV=[B07-(B04+B05)]

 0  0

07 Net assets, end of year (from A06)  43,276,890  41,330,004
 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.
 

37,495,326

35,548,440

1,946,886

41,330,004
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part C - Scholarships and Fellowships
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2011 - June 30, 2012

DO NOT REPORT FEDERAL DIRECT STUDENT LOANS (FDSL) ANYWHERE IN THIS SECTION
Line
No.

Scholarships and Fellowships Current year amount Prior year
amount

01 Pell grants (federal)
 

 307,374

02 Other federal grants Do NOT include FDSL amounts
 

 243,750

03 State grants
 

 50,270

04 Local grants (government)
 

 0

05 Institutional grants (funded)
 

 8,231,079

06 Institutional grants (unfunded)
 

 0

07 Total scholarships and fellowships
CV=[C01+...+C06]

 10,062,400  8,832,473

08 Allowances (scholarships) applied to tuition and fees
 

 8,052,640

09 Allowances (scholarships) applied to auxiliary enterprise
revenues  

 200,193

 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.
 

330,445

103,793

49,257

9,578,905

0

8,891,611

181,500
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part D - Revenues and Investment Return
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2011 - June 30, 2012

Line
No. Source of Funds Total

Amount
Unrestricted Temporarily restricted Permanently restricted

Prior Year
Total

Amount
01 Tuition and fees (net of

allowance reported in
Part C, line 08)

 26,903,493
   

 25,174,245

 Government Appropriations
02 Federal appropriations  0

   
 0

03 State appropriations  73,879
   

 87,411

04 Local appropriations  0
   

 0

 Government Grants and Contracts
05 Federal grants and

contracts (Do not include
FDSL)

 217,109
   

 243,750

06 State grants and
contracts

 49,257
   

 0

07 Local government grants
and contracts

 0
   

 0

 Private Gifts, Grants and Contracts
08 Private gifts, grants and

contracts
 3,578,483  2,329,349  942,260  306,874  5,713,859

 08a Private gifts  3,578,483
   

 5,713,859

 08b Private grants
and contracts

 0
   

 0

09 Contributions from
affiliated entities

 0
   

 0

 Other Revenue
10 Investment return  -467,509

   
 1,865,728

11 Sales and services of
educational activities

 0
 

   0

12 Sales and services of
auxiliary enterprises
(net of allowance
reported in Part C, line
09)

 7,140,614
 

   6,484,084

13 Hospital revenue  0
 

   0

14 Independent operations
revenue

 0
   

 0

15 Other revenue
CV=[D16-(D01+...+D14)]

 0  0  0  0  8,518

16  37,495,326
   

 39,577,595

26,903,493

73,879

217,109 0 0

49,257

2,329,349 942,260 306,874

0 0 0

-467,509

7,140,614

36,246,192 942,260 306,874
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Total revenues and
investment return
(from B01)

17 Net assets released from
restriction

0  0
  

 

18 Net total revenues, after
assets released from
restriction

 37,495,326  36,246,192  942,260  306,874  39,577,595

19 12-month Student FTE
from E12

 945   920

20 Total revenues and
investment return per
student FTE
CV=[D16/D19]

 39,678   43,019

You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.
 

0 0
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part E - Expenses by Functional and Natural Classification
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2011 - June 30, 2012

Report Total Operating AND Non-Operating Expenses in this section
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Line
No.

Expenses by
Functional
Classification

Total amount Salaries and wages Benefits Operation and
maintenance of plant

Depreciation Interest All other PY Total
Amount

01 Instruction
      

 1,002,654  15,157,404

02 Research
      

 0  0

03 Public service
      

 0  0

04 Academic support
      

 413,024  3,990,642

05 Student services
      

 936,483  2,992,594

06 Institutional support
      

 1,873,468  5,501,207

07 Auxiliary enterprises
      

 1,585,685  6,110,481

08 Net grant aid to students
(net of allowances for
tuition & fee and
auxiliary enterprises)

 
    0

09 Hospital services
      

 0  0

10 Independent operations
      

 0  0

11 Operation and
maintenance of plant
(see instructions)

0
     

 2,899,440  0

12 Other expenses
CV=[E13-(E01+...+E11)]

 2,403,838  0  0  0  0  0  2,403,838  0

13 Total expenses
(from B02)

 35,548,440
  

0
  

 11,114,592  33,752,328

 Prior year total
expenses

 33,752,328  17,377,423  3,565,961   2,471,414  0  10,337,530  

14 12-month Student FTE
from E12

 945   920

15 Total expenses per
student FTE
CV=[E13/E14]

 37,617   36,687

You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.
 

15,595,710 10,978,838 1,933,102 1,362,771 289,314 29,031

3,955,758 2,021,960 449,470 883,697 187,607

3,417,574 1,812,865 490,399 146,686 31,141

5,901,896 2,631,497 913,845 398,488 84,598

4,273,664 728,367 40,276 107,798 1,811,538

-2,899,440

18,173,527 3,827,092 2,404,198 29,031
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Part H - Value of Endowment Assets
Fiscal Year: July 1, 2011 - June 30, 2012

Line
No.

Value of Endowment Assets Market Value Prior Year
Amounts

  Include not only endowment assets held by the institution, but any
assets held by private foundations affiliated with the institution.

  

01 Value of endowment assets at the beginning of the fiscal year
 

 16,171,752

02 Value of endowment assets at the end of the fiscal year
 

 20,358,235

 
You may use the space below to provide context for the data you've reported above.
 

20,358,235

20,665,109
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712)
User ID: P1927121

Prepared by
 
This survey component was prepared by:
 

  
Keyholder

  
SFA Contact

  
HR Contact

  
Finance Contact

  
Other  

 Name:
 

 

 Email:
 

 

 
How long did it take to prepare this survey
component?  

hours
 

minutes  

 
The name of the preparer is being collected so that we can follow up with the appropriate person in the event that there
are questions concerning the data. The Keyholder will be copied on all email correspondence to other preparers.
The time it took to prepare this component is being collected so that we can continue to improve our estimate of the
reporting burden associated with IPEDS. Please include in your estimate the time it took for you to review instructions,
query and search data sources, complete and review the component, and submit the data through the Data Collection
System.
Thank you for your assistance.

Susan Fink

sfink@msmnyc.edu

8
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Institution: Manhattan School of Music (192712) User ID: P1927121
Summary

Finance Survey Summary

IPEDS collects important information regarding your institution. All data reported in IPEDS
survey components become available in the IPEDS Data Center and appear as aggregated data
in various Department of Education reports. Additionally, some of the reported data appears
specifically for your institution through the College Navigator website and is included in your
institution’s Data Feedback Report (DFR). The purpose of this summary is to provide you an
opportunity to view some of the data that, when accepted through the IPEDS quality control
process, will appear on the College Navigator website and/or your DFR. College Navigator is
updated approximately three months after the data collection period closes and Data Feedback
Reports will be available through the ExPT and sent to your institution’s CEO in November 2013.

Please review your data for accuracy. If you have questions about the data displayed below
after reviewing the data reported on the survey screens, please contact the IPEDS Help Desk at:
1-877-225-2568 or ipedshelp@rti.org.

Core Revenues

Revenue Source Reported values Percent of total core
revenues

Core revenues per FTE
enrollment

Tuition and fees $26,903,493 89% $28,469

Government appropriations $73,879 0% $78

Government grants and contracts $266,366 1% $282

Private gifts, grants, and contracts $3,578,483 12% $3,787

Investment return -$467,509 -2% -$495

Other core revenues $0 0% $0

Total core revenues $30,354,712 100% $32,121

 

Total revenues $37,495,326  $39,678

Core revenues include tuition and fees; government appropriations (federal, state, and local); government grants and
contracts; private gifts, grants, and contracts; investment return; sales and services of educational activities; and other
sources. Core revenues exclude revenues from auxiliary enterprises (e.g., bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and
independent operations.

Core Expenses

Expense function Reported values Percent of total core
expenses

Core expenses per FTE
enrollment

Instruction $15,595,710 50% $16,503

Research N/A 0% $0

Public service N/A 0% $0

Academic support $3,955,758 13% $4,186

Institutional support $5,901,896 19% $6,245
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Core Expenses

Student services $3,417,574 11% $3,616

Other core expenses $2,403,838 8% $2,544

Total core expenses $31,274,776 100% $33,095

 

Total expenses $35,548,440  $37,617

Core expenses include expenses for instruction, research, public service, academic support, student services, institutional
support, net grant aid to students, and other expenses. Core expenses exclude expenses for auxiliary enterprises (e.g.,
bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and independent operations.

 Calculated value

FTE enrollment 945

The full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment used in this report is the sum of the institution’s FTE undergraduate enrollment and
FTE graduate enrollment (as calculated from or reported on the 12-month Enrollment component). FTE is estimated using 12-
month instructional activity (credit and/or contact hours). All doctor’s degree students are reported as graduate students.
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Institution:  Manhattan School of Music (192712) User ID:  P1927121
Edit Report

Finance 

Manhattan School of Music (192712)

Source Description Severity Resolved Options
Screen: Revenues and investment return

Screen
Entry

Investment return is expected to be a positive amount. If your
institution experienced a loss on investments, please confirm
below. (Error #5136)

Confirmation Yes  
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