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1. Call to Order.  
 
Senate President Grace Vernon called the meeting to 
order at 12:50 p.m. and greeted the Senate and those 
faculty members attending the Senate. 

 
2. Invocation.   

 
Father Joseph McShane, S.J. delivered the invocation 
by reading from the prayer that Pope Benedict XVI 
offered during his visit last year to Ground Zero. 
 
3. Matters presented by Rev. Joseph McShane, S.J., 

President of the University. 
 

After welcoming the Senate to a new academic year 
and thanking them for their work, Father McShane 
delivered his remarks under the headings of Enrollment, 
Development, Government Support, and the Banner 
System. 

 
Enrollment. The professional schools have experienced 
uneven results in their fall 2009 enrollments. Enrollment 
at the Law School is very strong, but the Graduate 
School of Education  continues to struggle with 
enrollment shortfalls, and these problems are expected 
to continue for all this year and perhaps for the 
foreseeable future because of various demographic 
problems in the metropolitan area. The Graduate 
School of Social Service has struggled with enrollments 
over the past two years but had a strong summer 
enrollment; the numbers enrolled for the fall 2009 
semester, however, have been below budget. 

Enrollment in the Graduate School of Business varies 
with the specific program. Enrollment in the Graduate 
School of Arts & Sciences is up both in quality and in 
quantity, but it is important to remember that GSAS is 
not self-sustaining financially. 

 
Undergraduate enrollments have been very 
encouraging: On opening day of the fall 2009 semester 
we welcomed 1803 new freshmen (994 for FCRH, 363 
for CBA, 446 for FCLC). In regard to quality, the 
average SAT score rose approximately 11 points, and 
the average for all undergraduate schools is now1240 
(1252 for FCRH, with the others below that). The 
male/female ratio is almost exactly even overall (at 
FCLC 65% women and 35% men; at FCRH 48% men, 
52% women; at CBA 35% women, 65% men). The 
freshman class had 88 students at the level of National 
Merit Scholars, including 41 National Merit finalists or 
semi-finalists, 40 National Achievement Scholars, and 7 
National Hispanic Scholars; this is the largest number 
we have ever had. The class is geographically diverse, 
with only 22% from New York City. The discount rate 
stands at about 40% for the entering class.  
 
Father McShane also commented on certain aspects of 
the national situation by mentioning that only 9 of the 28 
Jesuit colleges made their budgeted class enrollment 
this year. Our enrollment consultants (Maguire 
Consultants) indicated that the reason for this may have 
been that many of the schools did not adequately 
understand the dynamics driving financial aid this year. 
Our retention rate for the upper-division classes from 
fall to spring showed very little fall-off last year; we also 
appear to have had a good retention rate from spring 
2009 to fall 2009. The main concern in this regard is the 
FCLC retention rate, which is below budget for this fall. 
There is also the problem of the costs that the 
University experienced in processing the hundreds of 
appeals for increased financial aid. In recent months the 
University has increased financial age to returning 
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students by grants totaling $3.9 million to 621 students. 
 

Development. The University received about $72 million 
in cash and pledges last year. Father McShane 
explained that we asked donors for their generosity, 
especially given the intention to have a public kickoff for 
the capital campaign this coming year. Giving by 
undergrad alumni rose by about one percent even 
though gifts at the low end of the spectrum were down 
somewhat. The capital campaign has thus far received 
slightly more than $280 million in cash and pledges. 
The goal for the present year is $75 million, but we very 
much need to include at least one gift of $25 million or 
more, and this will be difficult, given the impact of the 
recession.  

 
Government support.  It is difficult to know what can be 
expected from New York State.  Father McShane 
explained that it has been possible to protect Bundy 
and HEOP, Step and C-Step this past year, but it is 
unclear to the CICU whether it will be possible to 
protect all these student aid programs this coming year. 
Current projections make it likely that the State will have 
a very large budget deficit, and the Governor’s office is 
severely understaffed at the present time. 

 
The federal government has recently been pushing 
toward direct student lending by the federal government 
without involving banks or other private lending 
institutions. Father McShane has joined other University 
presidents in communicating to Congress the large 
amount of work that this will entail for academic 
institutions and in protesting against the imposition of 
such unfunded mandates. He also noted further 
problems that can be expected down the line, for the 
federal authorities often fail to adjust their numbers up 
as costs increase over the years. The unfunded 
mandate that this legislation will impose on schools 
comes from the need to hire additional staff to process 
loan applications. Father McShane also noted that 
Washington seems especially concerned about 
workforce development and thus has been diverting 
more funds to community colleges in recent years. But 
both state and federal authorities have indicated strong 
support for higher education as part of the remedy for 
weak economic situations. In summary, Father 
McShane indicated that we are entering a period where 
we are not sure how much money will come to our 
students nor how open Washington will be ready to 
provide aid to institutions. 

 
Banner. Finally, Father McShane extended his 
apologies to everyone for the difficulties that have been 
encountered with the Banner system. He accepted full 
responsibility for imposing an unrealistic deadline for 
the implementation of the Banner System as a way to 
integrate the University’s various databases. The early 
timeline made insufficient provision for exploring likely 
problem scenarios and for responsiveness training. 

Mindful of the current problems, he has directed the 
Vice Presidents whose areas have been most severely 
affected to devise a triage plan, so that the most 
pressing problems can receive immediate attention 
(e.g., Law School financial aid, undergraduate 
academic records, approvals for graduation, degree 
audits, etc). 

 
Father McShane then opened the floor for questions. 
Discussion turned first to examples of problems with the 
Banner System and questions about the University’s 
policy against allowing the installation of Internet 
Explorer 8. Among other things, this situation could 
eventually mean that the outside world will not be able 
to access the University’s webpages. A question was 
also raised about whether Human Resources had done 
due diligence in regard to the life insurance program 
being offered by First Reliance, for the firm has been 
given a rating by Moody’s of “A with a negative outlook.” 

 
The remainder of the Senate’s discussion time with 
Father McShane to questions of salary.  Senator 
Schwalbenberg reviewed the status of discussions with 
the administration. On September 9, 2009, Dr. Andrew 
Clark ( the newly elected chair of the Senate's Salary & 
Benefits Committee), Senate President Grace Vernon, 
and Senator Schwalbenberg met with Mr. John Lordan, 
Senior Vice President and Chief Financial Officer. 
Following the directives of the Senate, the group did not 
engage in any negotiations but simply sought to 
determine the current position of the Administration so 
as to be able to bring it to the Senate at this meeting. 
Mr. Lordan has also reviewed the content of Senator 
Schwalbenberg’s summary for accuracy in its account 
of the administration's position. The content of that 
report is as follows: 
 

A. Across the Board Increases.   
 

In May before the summer break, the Senate 
approved increases equivalent to 2% of current 
salaries to be distributed as $1,680 for Assistants, 
$1,750 for Associates, and $2,260 for Professors.  
In response to the Senate's amendment of the 
Salary and Benefits Committee proposal of May 1, 
2009, Mr. Lordan withdrew the most recent 
position of the Administration and in its place 
returned to the Administration's original position of 
offering 2% for all faculty with salaries of $80,000 
or less and a flat $1,600 for all faculty with salaries 
above $80,000. The current Administration's 
proposal is estimated to be equivalent to an across 
the board increase of 1.65% and is approximately 
$189,000 short of what the Senate approved in 
May.  Mr. Lordan argued that a flat 2% agreement 
with the Senate would trigger demands from the 
Law School faculty, administrators, and two labor 
unions with whom wage agreements have been 
reached or are in discussion. 
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Mr. Lordan indicated that, should the Senate or its 
representatives seek to negotiate this point further, it 
might "easily" be changed as part of a comprehensive 
agreement to allocate the 1.65% across the board 
according to faculty determined guidelines.  Such a 
change would bring us back to the Administration's 
position at the beginning of the summer. Mr. Lordan 
did not indicate any possibility of additional funds to 
go beyond the 1.65% increase in across the board 
salaries. 

 
B. Merit Increment 

 
In May before the summer break, the Senate 
approved a merit increment of $800 for one half 
of the continuing faculty.  This increase would 
not take place unless the university reached a 
specific net revenue goal.  The Administration 
did not accept the Senate proposal and Mr. 
Lordan stated that he would be willing to 
"discuss" merit beginning February 1, 2010. 
Given 508 continuing non-law faculty members, 
the estimated cost of the Senate's merit proposal 
is about $203,000. 
 

C. Promotion Increases 
 

In May before the summer break, the Senate 
approved raising the promotion increment from 
$2,800 to $4,000 for Associates and raising the 
promotion increment from $4,000 to $6,000 for 
Professors.  At this time Mr. Lordan has not 
agreed to changing the promotion increments.  
He did indicate a willingness to fund these 
increases as part of possible future 
comprehensive agreement.  Given that 10 
faculty have been promoted to Associate 
Professor and that 6 faculty have been promoted 
to Full Professor, the value of raising the 
promotion increments comes to $24,200. 
 

To summarize, the Administration's current offer on 
the table is: 

 
- 2% increase for faculty with salaries of $80,000 or 

less and a flat $1,600 for all faculty with salaries 
above $80,000 (estimated as a 1.65% average 
increase across the board). 

- a willingness to discuss merit on February 1, 2010. 
- a willingness to include promotion increments of 
  $4,000 for associates and $6,000 for professors 
  as part of a comprehensive agreement with the 
  Senate. 

 
In discussion of this report, Senator Schwalbenberg 
suggested that the administration seems committed not 
to go above the overall average of 1.65% in salary 
raise, whereas the position of the Senate thus far has 

been to insist on no less than a 2% raise. He raised the 
question of whether an outside non-binding arbitration 
process may be needed, for both sides seem very fixed 
in their positions. He also speculated about the 
possibility of some sort of faculty action, such as 
boycotting the upcoming convocation, in order to show 
the serious interest of the faculty in resolving this 
question, but without resorting to more drastic actions.  
 
Father McShane confirmed the fundamental accuracy 
of Senator Schwalbenberg’s report and indicated that 
all the issues seemed easily solvable except for the 
insistence on a 2% raise.  He promised to direct Mr. 
Lordan to enter into conversation with Senator 
Schwalbenberg and other representatives of the 
Senate, but he asked the Senate to remember how tight 
the budget is. He reminded the Senate that the 
University has thus far been able to hold firm to the 
principles he enunciated last year about laying no one 
off, finding financial aid for students and their families 
experiencing severe economic challenges, and 
maintaining academic quality. He explained that 
virtually none of the University’s $8.1 million surplus 
revenue last year was available for redressing this 
question, for about half of that figures is in funds 
committed in advance to specific purposes such as at 
the Law School, and that most of the remaining funds 
that had to remain available for contingency uses such 
as financial assistance to returning students who 
demonstrate their need for increased financial aid. In 
order to prepare for a similar situation regarding 
financial aid needs, the University’s budget needs to 
reserve sufficient funds for this purpose and cannot 
support any additional salary increases beyond the 
1.65% figure, for the University feels a moral obligation 
to provide fair treatment across the various faculties, 
and the implications of raising salaries in the way that 
the Senate has requested would quickly involve 
changes in the compensation of other employees well 
beyond the figure of $189,000 cited in the above report. 
Among other things at issue here are negotiations with 
Unions 805 and 153, as well as with the faculty of the 
Law School, whose salaries are determined through a 
collective bargaining agreement that is recognized by 
the National Labor Relations Board. 
 
In the ensuing discussion, various Senators discussed 
the wisdom of deferring the question of the availability 
of funds for merit raises until February and suggested 
that the difference between the Senate’s position and 
the administration’s position on salary is the relatively 
small figure of $189,000. There were questions about 
the accuracy of the claim that all faculties are treated on 
parity as well as discussion of a time in the 1980s when 
only the law faculty received a pay increase. Various 
Senators expressed the anger and discouragement of 
their constituencies over the salary impasse, not only in 
light of what is perceived to be a comparatively small 
amount of money but also in terms of the perception 
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that the faculty is not being treated in a way appropriate 
to its centrality to the mission of the University. Some 
Senators voiced their dissatisfaction with the tenor of 
communications from the administration and suggested 
that ruined relationships will take a long time to heal. As 
evidence of a pattern of problems that sets the context 
for the current discontent, they cited various things, 
including: the administrative structure issues related to 
the refusal to create the position of provost, the lack of 
opportunities for the faculty to participate in the 
development of the assessment program, the recent 
CIGNA controversy, the administration’s refusal to give 
hiring authorization to many academic units this past 
cycle, and the perception that the administration’s 
current posture of refusing to discuss anything beyond 
a 1.65% salary increase for the faculty is practically an 
invitation for the faculty to move toward collective 
bargaining.  
 
A number of Senators contrasted the pride they took in 
the President’s remarks last April about plans for 
dealing with the economic crisis (especially in regard to 
the three principles that he laid down: preventing lay-
offs, finding adequate financial aid for returning 
students, maintaining academic quality) with the lack of 
transparency about budgets and about opportunities for 
cost-cutting and, in general, the possibilities for faculty 
participation in budget processes. They noted that the 
problems that have plagued the processes for 
determining salary adjustments in recent years is part of 
a pattern that has made it more difficult for the Salary & 
Benefits Committee and the representatives of the 
Faculty Senate to keep the salary discussions collegial. 
There was some discussion about the importance of 
observing the statutorily required processes in regard to 
the negotiation and approval of salary arrangements. 
 
Father McShane reviewed some of the steps that have 
been taken not only to prevent lay-offs but also to 
prevent salary cuts, and he observed that the University 
has been able to make good on his promise that 
everyone would get something, even if no one would 
get everything they wanted.  Some Senators made 
points about the amounts of money spent on some 
facilities projects in recent months, and others noted the 
lack of funds for some academic facilities (in JMH 
especially, where the recent power outage brought a 
lack of refrigeration and thus the loss of months of 
research work). There was some discussion at this 
point in the meeting about the lack of permanently 
emplaced generators in the buildings that house our 
science facilities. One Senator observed that in some 
faculties the discouragement over the processes used 
for salary adjustment deliberations might lead not so 
much to an explosion of discontent as to 
disengagement.  Faculty who feel left out of certain 
critical processes and decisions may increasingly opt 
for ways of proceeding that observe only their 
contractual obligations but that forego the many other 

patterns of involvement with students and colleagues in 
which they normally engage out of loyalty to the 
institution and love for their students and their work. 
Father McShane explained the rationale for waiting until 
February for a decision on the availability of merit funds 
this year in terms of the caution needed, given the 
pressing difficulties of the present economic situation. In 
particular, he worries that contingency funds could be 
quickly consumed by the needs of financial aid to 
students, and thus that the University may not have 
funds to use for merit increments; for this reason he 
urged that the University defer this decision until after 
the tuition revenues for the spring semester can be 
calculated on the basis of the number of students who 
will have returned for the second semester.  He took 
note of the recent lay-offs and salary reductions that 
have been put in place by universities such as Stanford 
and Yale. One senator questioned whether the course 
that the President laid out is overly cautious and asked 
whether even February was being offered by the 
administration as a firm date for a decision about the 
allocation of merit funds. Another reminded the Senate 
that two years ago the amount of the merit increment 
was reduced from $1200 to $800, and so we should be 
attempting to return to the $1200 figure. He also urged 
the Senate to bear in mind the way in which the 
University has financially rewarded those who are 
promoted to a higher rank over the past thirty years and 
urged that this system of providing suitable 
compensation adjustments not be undermined. 
 
After the departure of Father McShane from the Senate 
meeting at 2:40pm, the Senate continued its discussion 
of this matter until about 4:15 p.m.   The discussion 
then focused on the alternatives before the Senate, in 
light of the global economic situation and the 
University’s current fiscal status.  The Senate also 
reviewed the stance it took at its meetings in May 2009 
and various other aspects of the situation, including not 
just the need for specific action at the present moment 
(especially because faculty members do need the 
additional money that would be available by a salary 
adjustment along the lines of the administration’s 
current proposal) but also the procedures for 
determining salary adjustments, in light of the 
requirements of the University Statutes and recent 
experiences in dealing with the administration on these 
issues.  Among the options considered were faculty 
disengagement from activities beyond what is 
contractually obligatory, the possibility of unintended 
consequences that might flow from undertaking any 
symbolic “action” by the faculty, steps toward engaging 
in some collective bargaining process, entry into non-
binding arbitration, a non-confidence vote, a statement 
about the process of salary adjustment negotiations. It 
was also noted that Fordham, unlike some other 
universities, is not endowment-dependent. As a result, 
we cannot compare Fordham’s situation with 
universities that have had to lay off faculty or reduce 

 4



Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes #353 September 11, 2009 

faculty salaries. 
 
After considerable discussion, the Senate defeated 
(5:16:0) a motion (Schwalbenberg/Mannion) with the 
following provisions:  
 

(1) to accept the administration’s offer of a salary 
raise of 1.65% across the board, to insist that the 
decision about the availability of funds for merit 
raises take place in November 2009 (rather than in 
February 2010), and to accept the administration’s 
proposal regarding promotion increments; (2) to 
call upon the faculty to undertake a one-time 
action (such as non-attendance at the upcoming 
convocation) as a sign of discontent; and (3) to 
direct the Salary & Benefits Committee to explore 
the possibility of a non-binding arbitration 
approach. 

 
The Senate considered the motion (Osborn/Hinze) with 
the following provisions:  
 

(1) to accept the administration’s offer of a salary 
raise of 1.65% across the board (noting the 
Senate’s prerogative for determining how the 
money is to be distributed), to insist that the 
decision about the availability of funds for merit 
raises take place in November 2009 (rather than in 
February 2010), and to accept the administration’s 
proposal regarding promotion increments; (2) to 
direct the Salary & Benefits Committee to explore 
the possibility of entering into a collective 
bargaining approach and to report back to the 
entire faculty on this topic; and (3) to include the 
Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and 
Chief Academic Officer (or his designee) into the 
process of determining adjustments in salary and 
benefits next year. 

 
When the discussion of this proposal reached the 
planned time for the Senate’s adjournment (3:45 p.m.), 
the Senate President extended the time of the meeting 
until 4:15 p.m.   
 
The Senate then unanimously agreed to table the 
Osborn/Hinze motion at least temporarily in order to 
consider once again the proposal from Mr. Lordan 
described earlier in these minutes.  After discussion, the 
Senate then defeated (0:20:1) the following motion 
(Schwalbenberg/Mannion): 
 
   To accept the administration’s proposal.  
 
The Senate then returned to the discussion of the 
tabled Osborn/Hinze motion and the sponsors of the 
motion accepted a friendly amendment to introduce the 
motion by a section on the new information that has 
come to the Senate’s attention since its May meetings, 

especially about the need to consider the good news 
that the President of the University reported about fall 
enrollments, the steady progress in the capital 
campaign and the University’s endowment, the fact that 
the hiring freeze of the past year has meant that 
present faculty have undertaken additional 
responsibilities in regard to advising and covering more 
class sections, and so on.  The Senate then defeated 
(4:15:2) this motion, as amended. 
 
Finally, the Senate approved (18:0:3) a motion 
(Piotrkowski/Sen) with the following provisions: 
 

(1) To make an introductory comment on the new 
information that has come to the Senate’s 
attention since its May meetings, especially 
about the need to consider the good news 
that the President of the University reported 
about fall enrollments, the steady progress in 
the capital campaign and the University’s 
endowment, the fact that the hiring freeze of 
the past year has meant that present faculty 
have undertaken additional responsibilities in 
regard to advising and covering more class 
sections.   

(2) To affirm the position that the Senate took at 
its meeting of May 1, 2009, and to empower 
the Salary and Benefits Committee to conduct 
negotiations with the administration. 

A.  Across the board salary increases 
distributed as follows: 

            Assistant professors
 1680 
            Associate professors
 1750 
            Full professors 
 2260 

(the across the board represents a 
2.0% increase in the mean non-law 
salary for each rank) 

B.  A merit increment equal to $800 
for half the faculty if net tuition 
revenues exceed the Fiscal Year 
2010 budget number of net 
$332,675,466. 

C.  A promotion increment of $4000 
for those being promoted to the 
rank of Associate Professor and 
$6000 for those being promoted 
to the rank of Full Professor. 

D.  No change in merit procedures. 
 

(3) To direct the Salary & Benefits Committee to 
explore collective bargaining and to report 
back to all faculty. 

(4) To direct the Salary & Benefits Committee to 
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include the Senior Vice President for 
Academic Affairs and Chief Academic Officer 
(or his designee) in discussions over 
adjustments to the salary and benefits 
package, especially in light of the importance 
of the academic mission of the University to 
all budget discussions. 

 
4. Reading and Approval of the Minutes of the May 1, 
2009 and May 5, 2009 Meetings of the Faculty Senate. 

 
The Senate passed (16:0:3) a motion 
(Koterski/Mannion) to approve the Minutes of the May 
1, 2009 meeting. 

 
The Senate approved (18:0:2) a motion 
(Koterski/Mannion) to approve the Minutes of the May 
5, 2009 meeting. 

 
5. New Business. 

 
The Senate approved the list of Faculty Senate 
committee assignments by unanimous consent. 
(Committee Assignments available on the Faculty 
Senate Website HTTP://www.Fordham.edu/Senate) 

 
The Senate then adjourned at 4:08 p.m. on a motion 
introduced by Senator Mannion. 

 
 

Minutes submitted by Joseph W. Koterski, S.J., 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate. 
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1. Call to Order 
 
Senate President Grace Vernon called the meeting to order 
at 12:55 p.m. 
 
2. Invocation 
 
Senator Mark Massa, S. J., delivered the invocation reading 
from 1 Joshua 24:1.  There followed a brief discussion of 
the passage. 
 
3. Matters presented by Rev. Joseph McShane, S. J., 
President of the University 
 
Father McShane addressed three matters: 
 
London. Two weeks ago there was a celebration for the 
opening of Fordham’s new campus in London (England).  
Having inherited from Marymount the London Dramatic 

Academy (near the British Museum), a year ago Fordham 
agreed to a more economical partnership with Heythrop 
College of the University of London and shifted its London 
base from the former home at the London Dramatic 
Academy (where the rent was too high) to Heythrop College 
(at Kensington  Square).  The programs include the London 
Dramatic Academy, CBA, and the Summer Program. 
Discussions are currently ongoing to develop a reciprocal 
arrangement with Loyola University of Chicago and St. 
Louis University, for their students to come to Fordham’s 
London campus and for Fordham students to go to Loyola’s 
Rome campus and St. Louis’s Madrid campus.  There is the 
promise of growth here: Dr. Stephen Freedman is working 
with the Liberal Studies Dean to attract students to London.  
The dedication on September 16 was attended by 
approximately 100 people, the 25 new students in the 
London Dramatic Academy, and with Honor Blackman as 
featured guest. 
 
Ireland. Father McShane recently visited Ireland (for the 
very first time) as a guest of the Irish government for the 
Irish Global Economic Forum.  Although the University of 
St. Andrews, Scotland, was the only other university 
represented, Father McShane met with the President of the 
National University of Ireland at Maynooth and discussed 
the possibility of some form of student exchange (no strict 
exchange is possible, given European Union regulations that 
would make it economically unfeasible).  Father McShane 
reported that the visit (with Paul McNelis) was the starting 
point for involvement in supporting Ireland’s efforts to 
address its challenging economic situation. 
 
Fulbright activity.  With the departure last summer of 
Regina Plunkett-Dowling, former director of the Fulbright 
program, to Iona College (to be their marketing director), 
Father McShane directed Stephen Freedman to find a 
replacement at once.  Elizabeth Brown (who holds a B.A. 
from Holy Cross and an M.A. in Library Sciences from 
Simmons College) is already on campus and the program is 
up and running in time for the application deadlines 
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(internal deadlines at the end of September; external 
deadlines late October). 
 
4. Reading and Approval of the Minutes of the 
September 11, 2009 meeting of the Faculty Senate 
 
During a pause between Father McShane’s presentation and 
the presentation from Senior Vice President and Chief 
Academic Officer, Dr. Stephen Freedman, the President of 
the Senate called for the reading and approval of the minutes 
from the last meeting.  The Senate passed (17: 0: 3) a 
motion (Schwalbenberg/Carey) to approve the Minutes of 
the September 11, 2009 meeting. 
 
5. Matters Presented by Dr. Stephen Freedman, Senior 
Vice President and Chief Academic Officer. 
 
Dr. Freedman introduced Dr. Nicola Pitchford, Associate 
Vice President for Academic Affairs and Associate Chief 
Academic Officer.  Dr. Freedman emphasized the 
importance of Dr. Pitchford’s appointment in helping 
advance faculty issues of representation and governance in 
Academic Affairs, in helping bring a diversity of views and 
perspectives, and working to help enhance the culture of the 
institution.  Dr. Freedman explained that he had directed Dr. 
Pitchford to guide the work of assessment. 
 
Assessment.  Presentation from Dr. Nicola Pitchford, 
Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs and 
Associate Chief Academic Officer.  Dr. Pitchford began by 
pointing out that assessment was not a topic she was thrilled 
to be speaking about.  She explained that Dr. Freedman had 
made a clear commitment to starting afresh with the process 
this year.  While some departments have moved forward 
with setting assessment plans in place, many other 
departments and areas have not been convinced by the 
models so far promoted for assessment, doubting their 
intellectual effectiveness and concerned that the benefits 
promised might likely be outweighed by the 
instrumentalizing and bureaucratizing forms of their 
implementation. Dr. Pitchford presented her charge, as a 
skeptic of assessment, to oversee faculty involvement in 
assessment.  She noted that the expertise in data and fact-
gathering lay in the Office of Institutional  Research under 
Dr. Don Gillespie.  She noted, too, that the former director 
of assessment (Dr. Cherry Danielson) had left and that a 
replacement was currently being sought.  Dr. Pitchford 
noted that someone with faculty experience and a faculty 
perspective was being sought; and she urged senators to 
consider colleagues who might consider applying. 
 
Addressing the workshops on assessment that had taken 
place in the past few days, Dr. Pitchford emphasized that the 
bottom line is that we must do assessment for accreditation.  
The Middle States interim report is due during the Spring 
2011 semester and their accreditation team will want to see 
a University assessment plan.  Dr. Pitchford will be working 
with Arts and Sciences departments and interdisciplinary 

programs as well as with units outside Arts & Sciences, with 
the aim of making assessment intellectually credible, but 
also to ensure that the University can keep functioning. 
 
Following Dr. Pitchford’s presentation, Dr. Freedman noted 
that the concerns raised about assessment have been heard 
and would continue to be heard in attempting to move 
forward effectively with assessment. 
 
Faculty Hiring. Postponing to a later meeting other issues, 
Dr. Freedman then addressed the question of full-time 
faculty hires, one of a number of areas where the priority of 
Academic Affairs needs to be emphasized in current and 
ongoing budget decisions.  Dr. Freedman explained that he 
had decided to be more proactive here and had directed Dr. 
Pitchford to work toward the restoration of a half of the 
tenure-track positions suspended last year.  Although Dr. 
Freedman emphasized that there is still considerable lack of 
visibility about the coming budget situation, he said that 
there was a need to restore the imbalance created with the 
suspension of those full-time positions.  He fully expects 
there to be future pressure for cuts elsewhere; and he noted 
that he may need to come back to the Senate to discuss the 
budgetary concerns.  He emphasized, though, the need to 
move forward with hiring, aggressively retaining faculty, 
and attending to special circumstances in some areas. 
 
In response to a question from the President Grace Vernon, 
Dr. Freedman clarified that the restoration of half of the 
suspended lines referred to the 24 lines suspended in last 
year’s “soft freeze.”  As for authorizations for searches in 
this year, some were to be anticipated, but not many can be 
expected through the normal authorization process.  
Conversations are still ongoing in critical areas within Arts 
& Sciences; and Dr. Pitchford is in conversation with Dean 
Harrington and the A&S deans.  There is still much to fear 
about the future economic situation, but the aim is to 
frontload faculty hiring.  There will be month to month 
scrutiny.  In response to the question of whether the aim to 
restore half of the 24 suspended lines was, then, contingent, 
the answer was no.   
 
Asked about what criteria were to be used for selecting the 
12 lines to be restored, Dr. Freedman indicated that it would 
be based on need—for example, the number of vacancies in 
Biology are at a crisis point.  The criteria would be 
“numerically” based.  The aim for now is to heal the wounds 
resulting from the contingency budget. 
 
One senator asked how much enrollment will affect these 
decisions.  Dr. Freedman noted that this would not affect the 
immediate hiring decisions, but that it would affect future 
decisions, indicating that we need to stabilize enrollment in 
some of the graduate professional schools and to grow 
enrollment elsewhere. 
 
In response to a question about how hiring decisions would 
be integrated into assessment plans, Dr. Freedman noted that 
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there are two issues:  in the short term, it would not be 
possible to provide hiring resources toward assessment; but 
assessment outcomes should ideally provide a basis for 
future hiring plans.   
 
Dr. Isabelle Frank, the new Dean of Fordham College of 
Liberal Studies. Dr. Freedman then introduced the new 
Dean of Fordham College of Liberal Studies, Dr. Isabelle 
Frank (from the New School, an art historian by training) 
who faces the difficult challenge of reshaping and 
reinventing Liberal Studies. 
 
Dr. Isabelle Frank spoke briefly about her background, 
about her commitment to adult and continuing education, 
and about her belief in the central importance of adult and 
nontraditional studies in U.S. higher education and as a 
model for the rest of the world.  Having noted the 
importance of adult education for the institution from which 
she is coming—the New School—she also noted that it lies 
at the core of Fordham University’s mission.  She then 
outlined the challenge of bringing together the three 
different campuses and cultures—at Lincoln Center, Rose 
Hill, and Westchester—into a revitalized entity.  Noting that 
adult education was a growth area nationally (while the 
traditional college population has peaked this past year), she 
explained that she sought ways to collaborate with 
departments and units to grow and strengthen Liberal 
Studies while bringing that growth back to the departments 
and units.  She touched on some of the questions of adult 
pedagogy—concerning rigor, quality, coverage, and the 
major—that needed to be addressed.  She also noted the 
importance of on-line distance education as a way to enrich 
on-site courses and as a way to cut across campus divides. 
 
Following this presentation, discussion returned to the 
question of assessment.  One senator explained that it would 
be a mistake to underestimate the enormous costs involved 
with assessment. Another senator asked if there was any 
evidence for the effectiveness of assessment. Several 
senators echoed the need for an assessment of assessment, 
noting the importance of accounting for the different ways 
in which assessment affects different disciplines.  The 
Senate President invited input from senators who had 
participated in the recent assessment workshops.  A senator 
said he was concerned by an assessment speaker’s claim that 
it was unacceptable to conclude any assessment with the 
response that nothing need be done in light of the 
assessment. 
 
 
6. Salary and Benefits Update 
 
Dr. Andrew Clark, Chair of the Salary & Benefits 
Committee, after thanking members of the Salary & 
Benefits Committee and noting the importance of so many 
faculty attending the faculty fora, presented the result of the 
Committee’s latest salary negotiation with the 
Administration that was approved unanimously by the 

Committee. 
 
The Senate approved (20: 0: 2) a motion 
(Schwalbenberg/Mannion) to approve the Salary & Benefits 
Committee recommendation: 
 

To:  Faculty Senate 
From: Faculty Salary and Benefits Committee 
Date:  September 29, 2009 
 
 For the academic year 2009-10 the University 
will increase faculty compensation as follows: 

 
A. Across the board salary increases distributed as 

follows: 
 

Assistant Professor  1680 
Associate Professor  1750 
Full Professor   2260 
 
(The across the board represents a 2.0% 
increase in the mean non-Law salary for each 
rank.) 
 

B. A merit increment equal to $800 for half the 
faculty if the University’s second quarter 
projection to year-end (submitted to the Trustee 
Finance Committee on or before February 15, 
2010) shows improvement over budget of $0.2 
million or more.  

   
C. A promotion increment of $4000 for those being 

promoted to the rank of Associate Professor and 
$6000 for those being promoted to the rank of 
Full Professor. 

 
D. No change in merit procedures. 

 
There followed an extended discussion about the process of 
salary negotiation.  One Senator, noting the very close vote 
of an earlier proposal by the S&B Committee, expressed 
concern that either we need to instill in faculty a stronger 
sense of defending rights or we need collective bargaining.  
In response to one senator who asked where we stood with 
collective bargaining, Dr. Clark explained that a 
subcommittee of the S&B Committee has been formed 
(chaired by Dr. Shapoor Vali) to explore the issues 
concerning collective bargaining. 
 
Senator Piotrkowski noted for the record that the School of 
Social Service Faculty at a meeting voted unanimously to 
request the Faculty Senate to continue to investigate 
collective bargaining.  It was noted, too, that this position 
was supported unanimously at both the Rose Hill and 
Lincoln Center faculty fora. 
 
Senators had a general discussion after the process of 
collective bargaining including the process of collective 
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bargaining in the Law School.   
 
A number of senators addressed the range of issues at stake 
in the protracted negotiations over salary, repeatedly noting 
that the real issue was not merely the relatively small dollar 
amount.  Senators spoke of faculty dissatisfaction 
(expressed at the faculty fora and elsewhere) for the low 
priority given to academic concerns—as compared, for 
example, to football scholarships or landscape gardening.  
Above all, senators repeatedly voiced concern for how 
future negotiations would be conducted. 
 
Of special concern (also voiced at the faculty fora) is the 
continuing lack of transparency in budget planning.  One 
senator called for a broader reform of the budget planning 
process, building on the statutes but specifying more clearly 
who is involved in the planning process, the timing of the 
process, and what data is to be provided to the Salary & 
Benefits Committee.  
 
One senator proposed the Senate consider forming a group 
to communicate more clearly and directly with the Board of 
Trustees.  
 
Another senator expressed dissatisfaction with the Tuition 
Exchange Program.  Discussion about this led to an 
immediate directive that the Salary & Benefits Committee 
(which is already investigating the program) address this at 
once and report back to the Senate at its next meeting. 
 
Summing up the range of issues the Salary & Benefits 
Committee is facing, Dr. Clark noted the following: 
 
*research into collective bargaining 
*exploring a new payroll system that would make 
paychecks 
  clearer 
*workload relief policy (which will be proposed and   
  explained more fully at the next senate meeting) 
*extending benefits to legally domiciled adults 
*exploring childcare, daycare 
*tuition exchange 
*housing plans 
*salary compression 
*transparency in benefits 
 
Dr. Clark then introduced Dr. Patrick Hornbeck, chair of the 
Subcommittee on Healthcare and Other Benefits, who 
presented a detailed report, calling on the Senate to pass a 
resolution calling for the University to comply with recent 
legal precedent by extending benefits to all legally married 
spouses of faculty; and to reiterate its previous resolution 
calling on the University to extend benefits to legally 
domiciled adults of Fordham faculty. 
 
Dr. Patrick Hornbeck’s Presentation to the Faculty Senate:  
 

Dr. Hornbeck apprised the Senate of the history and present 
landscape of efforts to secure at Fordham benefits for the 
legally domiciled adults of faculty members. He thanked the 
Fordham Committee for Equality for their hard work in 
assembling a petition from colleagues as well as researching 
the legal implications of the issue. Dr. Hornbeck reported 
that in the eyes of his subcommittee and the Committee for 
Equality, the University is not meeting the President's recent 
promise to "strive each day to do better in the way we 
cherish our faculty, staff, and students." 
 
Reviewing the history, Dr. Hornbeck noted the following: 
 
-- On April 7, 2006, the Faculty Senate voted 19:0:1 to pass 
a resolution calling on the University to extend to "legally 
domiciled adults" (LDAs) all benefits currently given by the 
University to spouses of faculty. 
 
-- In November 2008, the Committee for Equality submitted 
to the President, Board of Trustees, and academic deans a 
petition signed by 432 faculty and administrators calling for 
implementation of the Senate's resolution. 
 
-- In September 2009, at two faculty fora, faculty members 
voiced unanimous support for extending benefits to LDAs. 
 
Dr. Hornbeck then outlined three cases for acting on this 
issue: 
 
1. The moral case derives from Fordham's commitment to 
human rights and social justice, reflected in the University's 
nondiscrimination policy and the recent statement on the full 
human dignity of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 
persons approved by Fr. McShane in spring 2009. The 
current policy not only creates an added burden on many 
faculty families, but does so at present in a hostile economic 
climate. Drawing on his experience and that of many 
colleagues, Dr. Hornbeck stated that the current economic 
challenges are particularly acute for faculty members with 
LDAs who cannot extend their healthcare coverage to their 
loved ones. 
 
2. The academic case relies on the Senate's earlier finding, at 
its April 2006 meeting, that providing benefits to LDAs 
"will increase Fordham's attractiveness to potential faculty 
and staff." Dr. Hornbeck read a letter from a current Arts 
and Sciences department chair testifying to this effect. He 
also reported that in the survey commissioned by the 
Senate's Faculty Life Committee in spring 2007, 79.0% of 
respondents indicated that providing what was then phrased 
as domestic partner benefits is "important." Only 9.3% said 
these benefits are "unimportant." Dr. Hornbeck shared other 
findings from this survey and reported that Fordham's 
choice not to provide these benefits have implications for 
the University's reputation and competitiveness. At present 
every other leading Jesuit university extends benefits to 
some LDAs, including every Jesuit University in a major 
metropolitan area. Fordham is also at a serious disadvantage 
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in comparison to peer and aspirant schools in New York 
City. 
 
3. The legal case has changed in some significant ways 
since the Senate passed its 2006 motion. Dr. Hornbeck 
reported that the case Martinez v. Monroe (2008) may 
mandate that in New York State, marriages validly 
performed outside of the state must be recognized for 
benefits purposes by New York insurance companies and 
employers. He reported anecdotally that in at least one 
instance a faculty member married outside the state to a 
person of the same sex has been denied spousal benefits. Dr. 
Hornbeck also discussed the 2001 case Levin v. Yeshiva, in 
which the New York Court of Appeals held, under New 
York City's human rights law, that it was unlawfully 
discriminatory for Yeshiva University not to permit 
unmarried same-sex partners to share university 
accommodation--not because Yeshiva's policy was facially 
discriminatory but rather because it had a disparate impact 
on members of a protected class. Dr. Hornbeck reported that 
it may be the case that Fordham's current policies are in the 
same place as Yeshiva's; this is an issue into which his 
subcommittee will be looking. 
 
Dr. Hornbeck concluded by urging the Senate, on behalf of 
his subcommittee, to take action on two issues: first to call 
upon the University to extend benefits to all legally married 
spouses of faculty, and second to reiterate the Senate's 
previous resolution calling upon the University to extend 
benefits to faculty members' LDAs. 
 
Dr. Hornbeck’s presentation was followed by extensive 
testimony from members of the Fordham Committee for 
Equity, detailing the financial burdens placed on faculty 
who have been denied health coverage and other basics and 
including some disturbing examples of dismissive treatment.  
There was also extensive discussion amongst senators and 
with members of the Fordham Committee for Equity 
reviewing the three-year history of the Senate’s attempts to 
move this issue forward and discussing specific legal issues 
affecting faculty dependents falling into different categories; 
and, notably, three different categories:  1. same-sex married 
partners (who are currently being denied benefits required 
by law); 2. domestic partners (covered by New York city 
law); and 3. dependent children or adults (who would be 
covered under the umbrella of Legally Domiciled Adults). 
 
There was widespread agreement that urgent action was 
required on this issue, but senators were equally insistent on 
the need for an effective, informed strategy. 
 
The Senate approved (19: 0: 1) a motion (Osborn/Massa) 
with the following provisions: 
 

We formally direct the Salary & Benefits 
Committee, in consultation with the Fordham 
Committee for Equity to advise the Executive 
Committee of the Senate before the next Senate 

Meeting on what steps we need to take to secure 
benefits for all spouses and Legally Domiciled 
Adults of all faculty.  

 
7. New Business 
 
Senator Saharia presented new business requesting the 
Executive Committee to explore statutory clarification with 
regard to the nomination of area chairs.  This is in response 
to the perception that the area chair nominations were 
handled differently in Marketing and Information Systems 
areas in the Schools of Business. 
 
President Vernon responded that the Executive Committee 
has already begun to address this issue.  
 
The Senate adjourned at 4:03 p.m. on a motion introduced 
by Senator Mannion. 
 
 
Minutes prepared by Dr. Christopher GoGwilt. 
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1. Call to Order 
Senate President Grace Vernon called the meeting to order 
at 1:00 PM.  Senator Anne Mannion offered the invocation. 
 
2. Matters presented by the President of the University 
 
Father Joseph M. McShane’s reported the following: 
 
a. Record number of Prospective Students at Admissions 
Open Houses (LC & Rose Hill).  Attendance at the Open 
House for seniors exceeded numbers from combined junior 
and senior open houses last year with 1800 prospective 
seniors in attendance.  November 1st was the early action 
deadline. Fordham received 8100 applications (double digit 
increase over last year and last year was a record year).  
Applicants were of identical quality to last year’s applicants.  
Applications were down from city and commuters but up in 
all other categories.  Now FAFSAs are based on last year’s 

tax returns so there may be more financial need for students 
applying for next year.   

 
b.  His All Holiness Bartholomew’s visit to Fordham.  
Fordham University hosted a visit by The Archbishop of 
Constantinople, New Rome and Ecumenical Patriarch, on 
Oct. 27 at the Rose Hill campus in The Bronx.  Aristotle 
Papanikolaou and George Demacopoulos of the Theology 
Department helped organize this successful event. The 
University bestowed an honorary degree upon his Holiness 
Bartholomew.  Many religious figures from around the 
world, and leading lay figures attended this event in honor 
of The Ecumenical Patriarch.  Fordham has the only 
Orthodox Christian minor in US and we hope to develop a 
center to expand Fordham University’s activity in this area. 

 
c.  Development of Lincoln Center Campus. Approval for 
building of LC campus came in late June.  About 10 days 
ago residents of the Alfred Condominium brought suit 
against the mayor, city council, city planning, and Fordham 
University to block the city’s approval.  The litigation may 
take some time.   

 
d.  State Budget Cuts. The Governor reports a $10 billion 
shortfall.  To close or narrow the gap the governor is 
proposing cuts in state assistance to higher education.  Tap 
cuts in assistance to HEOP-CSTEP, and other state-funded 
programs will pose a tremendous burden to a large number 
of students.  SUNY, CUNY, and private colleges will be 
mobilizing to see if these cuts can be rolled back.  At 
minimum, we would like to see cuts that are proportional to 
the student’s family income.   

 
e.  Federal funding for college education. The federal 
government has earmarked $89 billion over the next 10 
years to direct lending to students for college expenses. 
Because the federal and state governments want to develop 
an emerging, technologically savvy workforce, the concern 
is that research intensive/doctoral granting universities like 
ours will not get funding to carry out our mission.  
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3.  Matters presented by Stephen Freedman, Senior Vice 
President and Chief Academic Officer. 
 
Dr. Freedman introduced and welcomed Dr. John 
Harrington, our new Dean of Arts and Sciences Faculty, 
who will be working with the Deans of Arts and Sciences 
and bringing them together in a cohesive way on academic 
and budgeting issues.  Dr. Freedman sees Dr. Harrington as 
an ideal person given his experience as Dean at other 
universities with vastly different governance structures (i.e., 
Cooper Union and RPI).  John has been meeting with Arts 
and Sciences Deans, department chairs, and will now be 
meeting with program directors in Arts and Sciences.  Dr. 
Harrington sees tremendous dedication in the Fordham 
faculty and deans he has met.   

 
Dr. Freedman then discussed his vision for Fordham over 
the next 3-5 years.  The faculty have been busy with 
compensation issues, salary, and now benefits, and Dr. 
Freedman would like to turn attention to more academic 
matters.  He identified 3 of 6 or 7 priorities: restoring and 
regaining our competitiveness in the sciences, the core 
curriculum, and research as it relates to the Graduate and 
Professional schools.   

 
Strengthening the Sciences. We need to increase resources 
to provide and promote hands-on experiences for students in 
the sciences.  We all benefit from efforts to increase the 
prominence of sciences at Fordham.  We are encouraging 
partnerships despite skepticism, because partnerships can 
provide exciting opportunities, for example, at the Wildlife 
Conservation Society.  Some ideas for enhancement of the 
undergraduate curriculum would be to develop capstone 
experiences, promote integrative learning and collaboration 
across disciplines (social sciences, humanities, and sciences, 
for example).  Dr. Freedman is very concerned about the 
quality of our labs and facilities as well as faculty and 
student retention. We need to be stronger in the sciences and 
work more effectively together to make available 
opportunities for students and faculty in the sciences but not 
at the expense of other programs and departments in the 
university.   

 
Core curriculum.  More work is needed to enhance the core.  
Faculty has been given opportunities to reflect on teaching 
and curriculum but we need to do a more careful analysis 
and expand our cross-department examination of our core 
curriculum.  We should focus on being more creative and 
realign and redesign the core.  Given financial challenges, it 
is important to engage in creative and objective analysis 
over the next 4 yrs.  The core is currently too intra-
department driven. 
Graduate and Professional Schools.  We need to re-imagine 
our programming, seek new leadership for business schools 
to reinvigorate faculty to develop new programs.  Education 
and Social Service have had some enrollment difficulties 
and would benefit from looking creatively at redesigning 

programs.  The Law School has been effective in 
developing  new programs.  We may benefit from looking at 
opportunities to promote scholarship at professional schools 
in synergistic ways.  Perhaps undergraduate and graduate 
faculty can work together.   

 
Dr. Freedman ended with the concept of alignment—
alignment of budget, academic, and strategic priorities.  The 
Faculty Senate can help in providing feedback on the 
priorities.  How can we be more expansive in our thinking—
integration and collaboration across disciplines. We should 
see core curriculum and distribution requirements as 
working documents rather than static documents.   

 
One senator pointed out that money has been cut to 
academic departments rather than increased, perhaps 
because $6-7 million will be needed to maintain new 
buildings that won’t be revenue generating.  Science budget 
cuts have been too large to ensure students quality 
experiences in laboratory.  The Senator questioned whether 
budgets this year can return to former levels?  Dr. Freedman 
responded that the contingency budgets of last year have  
become the basis of operational budgets of this year.  Our 
situation is not as dire as that at other higher education 
institutions.  Faculty members expressed at town hall 
meetings that faculty lines and operational budgets of 
departments are top priorities. Dr. Freedman wants to make 
sure the academic budget is fairly treated in relation to other 
university budgets.  Senate President Vernon described the 
importance of the President of the University in considering 
the recommendations of the University Budget Planning 
Committee.  In addition, she stated that if the academic 
budget is not enhanced this coming year but other budgets 
in the university are enhanced the faculty will have major 
issues.   

 
4.  Salary and Benefits Committee Report  

 
Andrew Clark, Chair of the Salary and Benefits Committee, 
thanked the guests who were attending the Senate meeting.  
He reported that Dr. Hinze did tremendous work in 
developing a report on the Tuition Exchange Program and 
Dr. Hornbeck did excellent work on the issue of benefits to 
LDAs.  

 
LDA Benefits Issue 
Andrew Clark presented a resolution regarding the LDA 
benefits issue.  The document prepared by the Committee 
for Equality reviewed the history of the LDA benefits issue. 
Efforts since 2006 have resulted in no substantive 
discussion with the university administration and no action 
on their part.  The LDA issue fits with Fordham’s mission 
and policy on discrimination. Beyond Fordham’s mission to 
promote human rights and social justice, a Spring 2009 
statement by the President of Fordham “unequivocally 
condemns discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation 
and gender identity and works actively to combat prejudice 
in all its forms.” Many of the University’s fellow Jesuit 
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institutions of higher education offer benefits to LDAs as do 
all other leading New York City colleges and universities. 
Fordham stands alone as not providing domestic partner 
benefits or LDA benefits among colleges of its class.  The 
economic hardship for our faculty, although not outlined in 
the report, is considerable.   

 
The following resolution was approved (14:0:0) on 
LDABenefits (Berg/Mannion). 
 

The Faculty Senate notes (a) its previous motion of 
April 7, 2006, calling upon the University to extend 
benefits to the legally domiciled adults (LDAs) of 
faculty members; (b) the petition on behalf of 
benefits for LDAs signed by 432 faculty members 
and administrators in fall 2008 and submitted to 
the President of the University and the Board of 
Trustees; (c) the unanimous support for LDA 
benefits expressed at recent faculty fora at Rose 
Hill and Lincoln Center; and (d) the testimony of 
colleagues whose families are adversely affected by 
the University’s present policy, especially in a time 
of economic hardship. 
 
The Senate appreciates Fordham’s official policy on 
nondiscrimination as well as its statement on 
LGBT persons, endorsing the premises, grounded 
in Catholic social teaching, that “Fordham 
embraces the Church’s teaching that the God-
given dignity of all human persons reflects the fact 
that ‘we are all from God and for God’” and 
“unequivocally condemns discrimination on the 
basis of sexual orientation and gender identity and 
works actively to combat prejudice in all its 
forms.” 
 
The Senate acknowledges that many of the 
University’s fellow Jesuit institutions of higher 
education, including Georgetown University, 
Loyola University Chicago, Santa Clara 
University, Loyola Marymount University, the 
University of San Francisco, and Seattle 
University, provide benefits to the LDAs and/or 
domestic partners of their employees; as well as 
that Fordham’s refusal to provide LDA benefits 
disadvantages the University in competing against 
these and other institutions, especially peer 
universities in New York City, to recruit and retain 
members of the faculty and staff. 
 
Having received no satisfactory response from the 
Administration to its previous motion and having 
observed no such response to the efforts of faculty 
colleagues who have sought and continue to seek 
justice on this issue, the Senate therefore resolves to 
call upon the President of the University to 
participate in an open discussion at the Senate’s 
next meeting on the extension of benefits to the 

legally domiciled adults (LDAs) of faculty 
members. 

 
Tuition Exchange Program 
Andrew Clark praised Dr. Hinze for the wonderful work she 
did to explore this issue.  Dr. Hinze and Dr. Hornbeck met 
with Larry DiPillo, Liason Officer for the Tuition Exchange 
Program, Michael Mineo, Executive Director of Human 
Resources, Don Peretti, Director of Benefits, and John 
Buckley, Enrollment Services. She wrote a report 
summarizing the points of the meeting.  

 
Because Dr. Hinze was not able to attend the Senate 
meeting, Patrick Hornbeck summarized the report.  The 
Tuition Exchange program relies on a balance of imports 
and exports over a 5 year period.  Historically, this has not 
been a problem. Last year, however, Fordham University 
only one admitted student of the 26 that were initially 
offered the benefit accepted.  The Admissions Office then 
offered 2 more students the benefit, bringing the total 
number of imports last year to 3. However, 14 dependents 
of Fordham faculty members and administrators received 
the tuition benefit at other participating colleges and 
universities, thus, creating an imbalance of imports and 
exports. To remedy the situation, the Fordham Benefits 
Office decided to reduce the possible number of exports by 
limiting the number of applications they send out this year. 
More specifically, this year only 6 to 8 of the 27 
applications received (3 or 4 applications from children of 
faculty and 3 or 4 applications from children of 
administrators) would be sent out to colleges participating in 
the Tuition Exchange Program.  At the same time Fordham 
would attempt to increase the number of imports by (a) 
offering a full tuition benefit, rather than an 80% tuition 
benefit, and (b) by offering the TE scholarship to every TE 
applicant admitted to Fordham rather than limiting it to 
students meeting the criteria for merit scholarships.   

 
The Salary and Benefits Committee was pleased by the plan 
to increase imports but viewed the reduction of applications 
being sent out as too drastic (essentially going from all 38 
applications sent last year to only 6 to 8 applications this 
year). The resolution that the Salary and Benefits Committee 
asked the senators to consider was that no fewer than 20 
applications (10 from dependents of faculty and 10 from 
dependents of administrators) be sent this year. Given that 
less than a third of the applications that get sent actually are 
offered the scholarship, and that Fordham is making an 
attempt to increase imports, the problem of balancing 
imports and exports would be effectively addressed.  The 
Salary and Benefits Committee also proposed that they 
explore possible alternatives to the Tuition Exchange 
program for inclusion in the next round of salary and 
benefits negotiations. 
The following resolution on Tuition Exchange was 
approved (14:0:0) (Hollister/Mannion): 
 

The Faculty Senate resolves to call upon the 
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Administration to reconsider, in consultation with the 
Salary and Benefits Committee, its plans for the 
Tuition Exchange lottery to take place this academic 
year (2009-2010); and in particular to increase the 
number of Fordham faculty and staff members whose 
dependents will be chosen in the lottery (and thus 
qualified for the Tuition Exchange program) to a 
number no fewer than 20.  The Senate further directs 
the Salary and Benefits Committee to explore 
possible alternatives to the Tuition Exchange 
program for inclusion in the next round of salary and 
benefits negotiations. 

 
Workload Relief Policy 

 
Dr. Clark summarized The Salary and Benefits Committee’s  
proposal for a workload relief policy that would grant one 
semester of workload relief from classroom teaching and 
administrative committee work or two semesters of half-
time relief from such duties based on the individual’s 
normal yearly workload at full salary. For untenured faculty 
members the tenure clock could stop for a maximum of one 
year. This policy would allow for for workload relief for the 
primary caregiver of a new (to the faculty member) child 
(their birth child, adopted child, foster child), as well as 
workload relief for  newly established legal custodial care 
(i.e. non-medical nursing facility like care for a dependent 
that is performed at home rather than in a nursing facility; 
therefore, for a dependent who is incapable of performing 
basic tasks for him/herself) provided the faculty member is 
the person’s primary care giver.  This workload relief would 
only be for newly established cases, not for ongoing ones.  
The workload relief would typically be taken in the semester 
in which the new child arrives or the newly established 
custodial care occurs.  The Family Medical Leave Act of 
1993 would still be in place (i.e., 6 weeks workload relief) 
The current policy offers no relief for women who give birth 
in–between semesters nor any relief to fathers.  Fordham has 
been generous in granting leaves to mothers in such cases in 
the past but there is no protection for them in the statutes.  
Moreover, whereas Academic Affairs has been negotiating 
these benefits, it is likely that Human Resources will begin 
to administer these benefits in the future. The workload 
relief proposal is thus to intended to protect better the 
current unofficial policy on maternity leave by making it 
more transparent and non-gender specific.  A faculty 
member could apply for workload relief every time he or 
she has a child or for each newly established case of legal 
custodial care.  

 
The Faculty Senate approved, in principle, the workload 
relief policy as drafted and proposed by the Salary and 
Benefits committee.  The motion for a vote on the resolution 
was tabled and will be reconsidered by the Senate once the 
document is written in accordance with statutory language 
and reviewed by a faculty member in the Law School.  
 

5.  Report on Student Life Committee 

 
Mary Procidano read the statute (4-06.07{e}) on the charge 
of the Committee on Student Life. 
 

Committee on Student Life.  The Committee on 
Student Life shall enhance the culture of the 
campus and insure the education of the whole 
person so central to liberal arts education in the 
Jesuit tradition.  The committee shall foster faculty 
awareness of and involvement in student activities 
under the jurisdiction of the Vice-President for 
Student Affairs, and promote communication 
between faculty and those involved in student 
affairs.  The Committee shall consist of five faculty 
members appointed by the Faculty Senate for 
three-year renewable terms. 
 

The United Student Government Commission on Speech 
and Expression was established during the 2008-2009 
academic year.  Students are asking for an official space on 
campus where up to 25 students could gather to demonstrate 
at any one time and where the code of conduct would apply. 
They are tentatively naming this space “Maroon Square”. 
Currently Student Affairs places many limitations on 
obtaining official space to congregate.  The Student Life 
Committee supports the proposal and is asking the Senate to 
support the resolution. The USG Commission on Speech 
and Expression has consulted with Deans of Georgetown 
and Santa Clara and they have not had any problems with 
students using a designated space on campus to 
congregate/demonstrate.  

 
The following resolution was approved (14:0:0) which was 
proposed by the Student Life Committee (Keitel/Carey). 

 
Student Life Committee supports a designated 
space on campus for students to freely demonstrate 
at any time, without administrative pre-approval 
or registration provided they adhere to the student 
code of conduct.  

 
6.  Petition regarding Disciplinary Proceedings for Students  

 
The petition submitted by Matthew Maguire and signed  by 
48 faculty, detailed questions and perceived flaws in the 
adjudication system for students accused of violating the 
University Code of Conduct. Fordham’s process diverges 
from American standards of judicial procedure. Among 
issues identified were the following : (a) The Dean of 
Students unilaterally makes the decision and has ultimate 
authority, (b) Students can appeal to the University Judicial 
Council although the Council itself has inherent biases given 
its composition, (c) Witnesses can not get questioned by 
faculty-student disciplinary committee, (d) the student is 
allowed to make a statement but is denied council, (e) the 
best the Judicial Council can do is remand back to The 
Dean.  It is still the Dean’s decision even after University 
Judicial Council renders an opinion. Senators spoke of their 
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own experiences on judicial council.   
 

By unanimous consent the following resolution was 
approved. 

 
The Faculty Senate directs the Student Life 
Committee to proceed with examination the 
judicial process in light of best practices in 
collaboration with Student Affairs.   

 
7. Revisions of University Statutes  
 
Faculty Senate approved (14:0:0) changes to the University 
Statutes §3-08.03 and §4-06.55(b) (GoGwilt/Carey). 

 
Proposed new text: 

 
3-08.03 Interdisciplinary Programs. The provisions of 
this section are applicable to the Liberal Arts faculty.  
 
An Interdisciplinary Program is an academic unit 
specifically designated as such by the arts & Sciences 
Council with the approval of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs.  It is responsible for the organization 
and operation of the academic program in an 
interdisciplinary subject area.  Where Interdisciplinary 
Programs have been established, the Interdisciplinary 
faculty are those who have been appointed to the 
Interdisciplinary Program Committee.  The Director of 
an Interdisciplinary Program is nominated by the 
members of the Interdisciplinary Committee, is 
appointed by the Senior Vice President for Academic 
Affairs and Chief Academic Officer, upon the 
recommendation of the Dean of the Arts and Sciences 
Faculty after consultation with the Dean(s) of the 
College(s) for a three-year term, and receives a stipend 
and/or course reduction as appropriate to the size of the 
program and the burden of the tasks involved in 
managing the program. 

 
Proposed new text: 

 
4-06.55(b) Selection of Director and Terms of 
Appointment. The Director of an Interdisciplinary 
Program is nominated by the members of the 
Interdisciplinary Committee, is appointed by the Senior 
Vice President for Academic Affairs and Chief 
Academic Officer, upon the recommendation of the 
Dean of the Arts and Sciences Faculty after 
consultation with the Dean(s) of the College(s) for a 
three-year term, and receives a stipend and/or course 
reduction as appropriate to the size of the program and 
the burden of the tasks involved in managing the 
program. 

The Senate initiated discussion of the Chair Nomination 
Procedure and decided to defer that issue until January. 
 
Faculty Senate approved (14:0:0) changes to the University 

Statutes §4-05.07 (GoGwilt/Sen). 
 

Proposed new text: 
 

4-05.07, first paragraph of Procedure for the 
Appointment of Distinguished Professor (page 73 of the 
University Statutes): 
 
The President of the University will appoint a 
committee composed of individuals with the rank of full 
Professor from a slate recommended by the Faculty 
Senate to receive nominations for Distinguished 
Professor.  Only academic units may make nominations 
to the committee.  This process shall be completed 
within six months of the nomination. 

 
Faculty Senate approved (13:0:0) changes to the University 
Statutes §4-05.04 (Saharia/Balestra). 

 
Proposed new text: 

 
4-05.04 (l) Tenure at the time of hire (page 71 of the 
University Statutes): 
 
Persons (including certain academic administrators) 
being appointed from outside the University may 
receive a tenured faculty appointment at the time of 
hire.  The appointment must follow the procedures for 
tenure as specified in the University Statutes and the 
academic unit in which the person is to be tenured, 
including the procedures specified in the Statutes 
regarding the University Tenure Review Committee 
(see also Appendix 3e). 

 
Request to extend time so the Senate meeting could continue 
was approved.   
 
8. Approval of Senate Minutes 
 
The Senate approved (12-0-1) the minutes of October 2nd 
meeting. 
 
9.   New Business 

 
One senator asked whether we should be looking at 
consistency in procedural issues regarding personnel? Not 
all departments have guidelines for promotion. It was 
suggested that Academic Affairs is responsible for policing 
departments with respect to personnel procedures. It was 
decided that the Senator who raised the issue would consult 
with the President of the Senate regarding next steps. 

 
The Faculty Senate adjourned at 4:12 p.m. on a motion 
introduced by Senator Mannion. 
 
Minutes prepared by Dr. Merle Keitel and Dr. Mary 
Procidano. 
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1. Call to Order.   
 
Senate President Grace Vernon called the meeting to order 
at 1:05 p.m.     
     
2. Invocation. 
 
Senator Mary Procidano delivered the invocation. 
 
3. Matters Presented by the President of the University. 
 
Father Joseph McShane, S.J., addressed the following 
topics: the recent announcement about the dismissal of the 
coach of the men’s basketball team, admissions, 
development, and budget. 
 
The University recently dismissed Mr. Dereck Whittenberg 
as the coach of the men’s basketball team, for performance 
reasons. Despite his success as an educator and the high 
graduation rates achieved during his tenure, the teams under 

his direction did not achieve the successes expected in 
athletic competition.  His replacement is Mr. Jared Grasso, 
who has been as an assistant coach. 
 
Regarding admissions, both the high school junior and 
senior open houses brought record numbers to both 
campuses.  Father McShane thanked the faculty for their 
participation in the open house sessions.  The early action 
pool is up 18% over last year, which was itself a strong 
year. There have been more than 8200 early action 
applicants, and their quality mirrors that of last year’s 
applicants. It may be that students and families are seeking 
assurance about college admission even more than before.  
Acceptances from this group of applicants will be sent out in 
the next two weeks, along with a preliminary statement 
about financial assistance.  The University remains 
concerned about the over-all situation, for our consultants 
have been urging us that previous experience is no 
guarantee about the results to be expected for this year.  
 
Budget -Accounts receivable have recently increased – there 
has been more than a $6 million increase over last year.  The 
University is monitoring the situation very carefully.  We 
expect to have a better sense of our position by mid-January, 
for returning students will need to have paid outstanding 
balances by then.  We have reached out to families who are 
in arrears, so as to help them to make it possible for their 
students to continue in school here. In addition, Father 
McShane noted that last year the University needed to allow 
the freshman discount rate to rise.  He also reported that 
enrollments in our professional schools have fluctuated, 
with enrollment in some programs continuing to exhibit the 
same softness as last year.  Some schools are doing well, but 
others are experiencing some problems.   
 
Currently the University is projecting a $3.1 million deficit 
for this year. While there is no need for panic, we do need to 
remain vigilant.  We continue to desire to protect the 
employment of all our present personnel, but we will need 
to be cautious about hiring authorizations.  Some faculty 
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hiring will go forward, but not at the rate that we had hoped 
for.  There is need to continue to watch discretionary 
expenses carefully, so as not to let budget shortfalls imperil 
our operations.  In particular, we need to trim “strategic 
initiative” expenses by about a million dollars.   
 
Development is also a reason for concern, for gifts and 
pledges this year are running behind last year’s figure by 
about 39% even though our actual cash gifts are up about 
30% this year.  Thus far we have received about $9 million 
in gifts and pledges during the current year.  We are still 
searching for major gifts, and we remain confident that the 
campaign will be a success, even if it is not clear how long 
the campaign will have to run in the silent phase for it to 
reach its goals.  The rate of annual participation by alumni is 
up, but the amount of the average gift is smaller.  We are 
learning from this that the recession is not yet over and that 
its impact has not yet gone away.  Home equity against 
which one would borrow for college tuition has in many 
cases disappeared, and many people are living in difficult 
circumstances.  
 
Regarding state and federal support, the state legislature 
finally passed its budget.  This budget did not close the 
projected budget gap, but it did restore all TAP money. 
There are 1907 Fordham students who are TAP recipients. 
But the funds for HEOP and Bundy programs have been 
severely cut back. There are currently 409 HEOP students at 
Fordham – about 8% of the total of such students in New 
York State. It is a very important program for us, given our 
location and our tradition.  We will be pleading with the 
legislature for a restoration of the funds for this program, 
especially because it is student-related.   We expect to have 
to hire additional staff in order to process the loans that are 
going to be provided by the federal government, for there is 
considerable paperwork attached to this program. 
 
After the presentation of Father McShane’s formal remarks, 
Senate President Vernon welcomed the faculty members 
who came as guests to the Senate meeting. She then invited 
Prof. Elizabeth Cooper from the Law School to address the 
Senate.  Prof. Cooper expressed her gratitude for the 
opportunity to address the Senate about the question of the 
implementation of benefits for legally domiciled adults 
(LDA). 
 
She urged that Fordham University should join other 
institutions in providing LDA benefits.  In support of this 
recommendation she discussed the relevance of the 
principles of social justice in this situation and she quoted 
from the spring 2009 statement on the subject of LDA 
persons approved by Father McShane. She enumerated 
various other institutions that have provided such benefits, 
even in the absence of legislation that would require such 
benefits, and she explained that the financial differential for 
those individuals who must pay for insurance coverage for 
their LDAs is considerable. She argued that the lack of such 
a program for faculty and staff is likely to imperil the 

achievement of Fordham’s quest for academic excellence by 
making it more difficult to recruit personnel for whom such 
a program would be important.   
 
In the ensuing discussion, one Senator called attention to the 
remarks that Father McShane made three and a half years 
ago when the Senate began its consideration of these 
matters, and especially his hope that the New York State 
Senate might take action that would have made the question 
moot for the University.  Father McShane indicated that he 
would prefer to listen to any comments that Senators might 
wish to make before offering any response.  A number of 
other Senators expressed their concern about the perceived 
inequities if the University were not to implement such a 
policy, especially when the situation is considered not just 
from the perspective of the LGBT discussion but from the 
larger perspective of the LDA proposal, for it includes 
various kinds of situations that demand our attention, such 
as the care of elderly parents and the care of disabled 
children.  
 
Father McShane thanked Prof. Cooper for her statement and 
explained how seriously he takes this issue.  He 
acknowledged that for the past three and a half years he was 
hoping that the City Council and then the State Legislature 
would provide a remedy for this situation. He noted that the 
University needs to treat this complex situation delicately, 
and he adverted to the “Manhattan Declaration” that was 
recently issued by an interdenominational group of religious 
leaders as a way to signal, among other things, their 
intention to engage in civil disobedience on this issue if 
certain kinds of legislation are enacted.  Father McShane 
promised to speak with University Counsel and with 
Archbishop Dolan about this issue, for it is important that 
the University maintain respect for Catholic moral teaching 
and that our relations with the Archbishop remain good.  
Prof. Cooper, he noted, had mentioned that St. John’s 
University has an informal arrangement in place, so that if 
an individual were to approach the university, something 
can be worked out, even if there is no formal policy in 
place.  He concluded his remarks by asking for prayers as he 
works on this matter.  He then departed from the meeting at 
2:05 p.m., with good wishes to all for a happy Hanukkah 
and a Blessed Christmas.   
 
Just before an intermission in the meeting, President Vernon 
thanked Juliana Krammer for all of work during the year 
and presented her with a gift on behalf of the Senate. 
 
After resuming the meeting, President Vernon invited a 
motion to re-affirm its support of the original LDA proposal 
of the Senate of 2006 and to direct the Salary & Benefits 
Committee to evaluate the LDA proposal as a benefits issue, 
and to report back to the Senate no later than February.   
The issue was tabled until later in the meeting. 
 
4. Matters Presented by the Senior Vice President for 
Academic Affairs and Chief Academic Officer. 
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In light of the limited time available at this meeting, Dr. 
Stephen Freedman, Senior Vice President for Academic 
Affairs and Chief Academic Officer decided to confine his 
remarks to a brief indication of what he would have liked to 
talk about at greater length. He stressed the need for further 
work on issues of faculty development and to continue the 
good work that has already been done by the Faculty 
Senate’s Committee on Faculty Life and the University 
Committee on Faculty Development.  He commented in 
particular on the fine initiatives that have been taken by the 
Center for Teaching Excellence under the direction of Dr. 
Anne Mannion. 
 
Dr. Freedman also announced a number of new 
developments, including a million dollar grant from 
NASDAQ Foundation for a new program in the Graduate 
School of Business Administration, and a partnership 
between the City of New York and Fordham to identify 
twenty high-profile individuals who have developed a 
reputation for entrepreneurial initiatives, so as to name them 
as Fellows, for special association with the University and 
its students. 
 
Dr. Freedman then introduced Dr. David Stuhr, the 
Associate Academic Vice President, and Dr. Ben Crooker, 
who is now shadowing Dr. Stuhr and will eventually be his 
replacement, to present the annual report to the Senate (see 
Appendix I) on the numbers of instructional staff.  Dr. Stuhr 
pointed out the migration from the large number of those 
who had been listed as clinical staff to the category of 
lecturers. He also directed attention to certain declines in the 
total number of instructional staff.  In response to questions, 
he explained that these numbers do reflect the problems of 
the current financial situation, including last year’s virtually 
complete hiring freeze. The positions authorized for the 
present year only address half of the positions that were 
frozen last year, and thus only partially recoup the loss in 
the total numbers of our faculty. The numbers of adjuncts 
and teaching associates (graduate students) are not included 
in this report. Dr. Stuhr promised to check on these numbers 
and to report back to the Senate at a future meeting, but he 
has the impression from the presence of some surpluses in 
the adjunct staff budget that there has not been a large 
increase in the numbers of adjuncts this year.  In the absence 
of any language in the University Statutes about lecturers, 
the administration currently uses the rules pertaining to 
clinical staff with regard to its procedures for lecturers. In 
discussion, some Senators noted that there are important 
issues, such as the use of clinical staff by the Graduate 
School of Education, that need careful consideration before 
any further change in the University Statutes in this regard.  
President Vernon noted that she has asked Senator Chris 
GoGwilt to chair the Handbook Committee and to have a 
small committee address this particular issue in a way that 
will be mindful of the general needs of the University as 
well as the specific needs of the Graduate School of 
Education.  In the discussion a question also emerged about 

the teaching loads expected of clinical staff in the various 
professional schools. 
 
Dr. Stuhr then continued with his report by reviewing a 
handout that provided data on the percentage of courses not 
covered by tenured and tenure-track faculty. According to 
his analysis, these percentages have not gone up, despite the 
recent economic downturn. These figures do not include 
adjuncts, and so the number of adjuncts and graduate 
students need to be included in the calculation of these 
percentages.  Apparently there are situations in which 
classes are being filled more efficiently, in which class sizes 
have increased.  In response to a question, Dr. Stuhr 
indicated that Academic Affairs will provide information on 
percentage of course/sections taught by each category of 
instructors. 
 
Finally, Dr. Stuhr noted that the Faculty Activity Report is 
being modified again, in light of comments received last 
year.  There will be some extension of the deadline for 
submitting these reports in light of the delay in delivering 
the instructions for the report’s completion this year. 
 
 
5. Budget Planning Update. 
 
There was no new information available besides what Father 
McShane already reported in his remarks. 
 
 
6. Salary & Benefits Update. 
President Vernon indicated that there will be further 
discussion on issue of the work relief policy at the next 
meeting of the Senate.   
 
Senator Schwalbenberg reported that after deliberation the 
Salary & Benefits Committee has decided not to insist on 
any particular number as a placeholder for salary & benefits 
increases in the budget, given the current economic 
volatility.  A determination of our position will be made 
after the AAUP reports come out in March/April 2010 as 
well as the receipt of data about inflation rates, available in 
January.   
 
 
7. Legally Domiciled Adults. 
 
The Senate returned to the topic (tabled earlier in the 
meeting) about providing benefits to Legally Domiciled 
Adults.  There was some discussion about how to proceed, 
including a proposal to have the Salary & Benefits 
Committee have this issue as an item in its considerations.  
Senator Berg suggested that the Committee direct a 
subcommittee to examine the Manhattan Declaration, which 
Father McShane mentioned and other relevant documents 
on this issue.  The Senate Office will send to Senators an 
electronic copy of this document. 
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The Senate then approved (18:0:1) the following motion 
(Hinze/Mannion): 
 

The Senate strongly re-affirms its resolution of 
April 7, 2006, calling upon the University to 
provide benefits to the legally domiciled adults 
of all faculty; directs the Salary & Benefits 
Committee to develop a formal proposal for the 
enactment of LDA benefits in the next round of 
salary & benefits negotiations; and directs the 
Salary & Benefits committee to report back to 
the Senate in February 2010.   

     
 
8. The University Tenure Review Committee (UTRC) 
Election. 
 
After a review of the nominees, the Senate elected the 
following individuals:  
 

Arts & Sciences, Rose Hill, Graduate School of 
Religion and Religious Education 

 
Dr. Shahrokh Saba (Chemistry) 
Dr. Mark Caldwell (English) 

 
Graduate School of Education 

 
Dr. John Houtz  

 
 
9. Faculty Life Committee Report. 
 
Senator Anne Mannion reported that the Faculty Life 
Committee is reviewing the questionnaire that it used to 
survey the faculty three years ago and that it intends to have 
a survey distributed to the faculty by the end of February if 
certain technical problems can be resolved.  So far as 
possible, the Committee would prefer to make minimal 
changes to the survey used last time so as to enhance its 
utility for comparative purposes. 
 
10. Gender and Racial Equity Taskforce. 
 
Senator Piotrkowski reported that the Gender and Racial 
Equity Taskforce has met four times since being appointed 
in May.  It has made recommendations to the Faculty Life 
Committee about how to improve the Faculty Life Survey. 
The Taskforce has also made a recommendation to the 
Office of Academic Affairs about how to improve data 
collection on race/ethnicity.  Currently, the Task Force is 
focusing on (a) best practices; (b) secondary analysis of data 
from the Faculty Life Survey; (c) quantitative analyses of 
available data for the year 2008-2009.  Dr. Larry Farmer is 
serving as co-chair of the Taskforce. Questions and 
concerns should be addressed to Senator Piotrkowski or 
other members of the Taskforce. 
 

11. Old Business. 
 
Nothing was reported. 
 
 
12. Reading and Approval of the Minutes of the November 
6, 2009 meeting of the Faculty Senate. 
 
The Senate approved (12:0:6) the minutes (Hinze/Balestra) 
of the November 6, 2009 meeting, as amended, with special 
thanks to Senators Procidano, Keitel, and Balestra for their 
contributions. 
 
 
13. New Business. 
 
Further reflection on the suggestions made at the previous 
meeting of the Senate for the clarification of the Statutes has 
revealed a question that needs discussion by the Senate: 
various institutions couple the decisions on tenure and 
promotion, but Fordham does not.  According to our 
Statutes, a promotion decision may be made in the same 
year as the tenure decision if the tenure decision is positive, 
but may not be made at the same meeting.  The question is 
whether we should retain this policy or should change the 
policy in such a way as to couple these decisions.  Senators 
are asked to report back on any comments from their 
constituencies. 
 
Senator Mannion moved adjournment at 3:40 pm. 
 
Minutes by Joseph W. Koterski, S.J. 
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  Dr. David Stuhr, Associate Vice 
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Dr. Nicola Pitchford, Associate 
Vice President for Academic 
Affairs and  
Associate Chief Academic Officer 

 
Excused: Senator Richard Carnell. 
 
1. Call to Order.   
 
Faculty Senate President Graced Vernon called 
the meeting to order at 12:50 p.m. 
 
 
2. Invocation.       
 
Senator Chris GoGwilt invited a moment of 
silence in memory of the recent earthquake in 
Haiti.  
 
 
3. Matters Presented by the President of the 
University. 
 
Father Joseph McShane, S.J., the President of 
Fordham University, addressed the Senate on five 
topics: admissions, fund-raising, space use, Haiti 

relief, and recent developments in Albany. 
 
(1) Admissions. There were about 9200 early 
action applications this year (an increase of about 
17%).  Adding in those who have made 
application in the normal process as well, we have 
now received more than 25,000 applications 
altogether this year, and we expect to have more 
than 27,000 before the end of the application 
period (an increase of about 16% over last year). 
This is a rate of increase rare among our aspirant 
schools, with the exception of Santa Clara 
University and Boston College. Our consultants, 
however, remind us that the discount rate will 
presumably need to be relatively high in order to 
bring in the size and diversity of the class that we 
want, especially given the continued high rate of 
unemployment in the New York metropolitan 
area.  For the most part, the number of 
applications being made to our professional 
schools seems to be rebounding. 
 
(2) Fund-raising. The year has been slower than 
last-year. Thus far we have received about $30 
million but our goal is $75 million. The capital 
campaign has now received cash or pledges for 
about $307 million toward the goal of $500 
million, with two major requests now on the table. 
Our donors have clearly expressed a continued 
interest in Fordham, but there has been some 
reluctance to commit funds because of the 
economic uncertainties. There has, however, been 
an increase in the percentage of alumni giving. 
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(3) Use of Space.  In response to a request that 
was made to various administrators by the Faculty 
Life Committee for reports on progress regarding 
the priorities identified by the Senate in response 
to faculty life survey three years ago, Father 
McShane announced that he is inviting Senate 
President Vernon to join him and Vice President 
Byrne to make a walk-through of the Lincoln 
Center Campus to search for space that could be 
allocated for faculty needs.  With regard to space 
issues at Rose Hill, he is proposing to the Board of 
Trustees that Hughes Hall be taken off-line as a 
residence hall and used for academic needs. 
 
(4) Relief Assistance for Haiti.  Father McShane 
announced that we have established the Fordham 
Fund for Haiti. In addition to raising money for 
Haiti, we have held a number of informational 
events, including a panel discussion organized by 
Dr. Kevin Cahill.  Father McShane requests that 
faculty members consider engaging their students 
in discussion of this crisis and the need for a 
significant humanitarian response, the better to 
help students to understand the persistent 
problems of that nation.  The funds raised for 
Haiti at the University will be given to Catholic 
Relief Services and to Jesuit Refugee Services, 
especially because of their fine record of low 
overhead costs. Father McShane also asked that 
the names of Haitian students and staff at the 
University be sent to his office, so that we can be 
sure to reach out to these individuals and offer 
them whatever assistance we can. 
 
(5) New York State.  Father McShane noted that 
Governor Patterson has proposed a budget that 
does not pose too much of a challenge to HEOP or 
to TAP, but that there is trouble on other fronts. In 
an effort to respond to a new federal program 
called “Race to the Top,” the Regents of the State 
University of New York have proposed a program 
that would provide an alternate route to the 
accreditation and certification of primary and 
secondary teachers (e.g., using participation in the 
Teach for America program and other activities as 
grounds for granting them Masters degrees).  This 
proposal has been widely criticized by the 

institutions of higher education in New York State 
(e.g., CUNY, SUNY, CICU) as inappropriate and 
likely to imperil their graduate education 
programs and to bring about inappropriate 
interference in matters of curriculum and 
educational policy. 
 
In the discussion that followed Father McShane’s 
remarks, one Senator asked about the relatively 
high rate of accounts receivable that had been 
reported at the December Senate meeting. Father 
McShane explained that accounts receivable are 
still running behind by about $6 million, but that 
we expect to have better information about this 
situation by the end of next week when the census 
for the spring semester will have closed and 
outstanding bills from the first semester will need 
to have been settled.  
 
There was also discussion about new types of 
difficulty recently encountered with the Banner 
System, particularly in the area of financial aid. 
Father McShane acknowledge that various kinds 
of difficulty with the system (including problems 
with academic records and transcripts) still need 
to be resolved. 
 
 
4. Matters Presented by the Senior Vice President 
and Chief Academic Officer. 
 
(1) Announcements. Dr. Stephen Freedman, the 
Senior Vice President and Chief Academic 
Officer, introduced Dr. David Stuhr and Dr. 
Nicola Pitchford, who had prepared reports 
relevant to various questions that the Senate raised 
during its December meeting about the number 
and percentage of sections of courses being 
covered by full-time tenure and tenure-track 
faculty. He thanked Dean Nancy Busch and Dr. 
Pitchford for their assistance in replying to the 
questions raised by the Faculty of Life Committee 
about various priorities that had been identified by 
the Faculty Senate after reflection on the data 
obtained by the faculty life questionnaire three 
years ago. Finally, he thanked Senator Terry 
Osborn for his work in reinvigorating the 
University’s Faculty Development Committee, 
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especially for his review of the state of the 
questions under consideration and for his proposal 
of goals for the committee for the coming year.   
Dr. Freedman then explained that the University 
expects to make an announcement in the near 
future about the appointment of a Dean of Faculty 
for CBA/GBA and to complete the process of 
searching for a new GBA Dean by April 2010. 
 
(2) Updating of the University’s Strategic Plan.  
Dr. Freedman noted that at a recent meeting for 
administrators Father McShane had confirmed 
plans to update the University’s existing strategic 
plan. The administration expects to announce the 
formation of a committee to be chaired by Dr. 
Brian Byrne that will consist of about thirty 
individuals who will be charged to coordinate this 
process, including the appointment of two 
representatives (in most cases, faculty members) 
by the Dean of each School of the University. He 
explained that this updating process does not 
mean replacing or abandoning the present 
strategic plan, but simply continuing the work 
required by a living document of the sort that any 
strategic plan must be. 
 
In the ensuing discussion, a number of Senators 
speculated that inadequate faculty participation 
throughout such an updating process could 
jeopardize faculty buy-in to any plan that might 
emerge.  Dr. Freedman stressed his commitment 
to ensuring that there will be appropriate 
mechanisms to provide for faculty participation. 
After noting the vigorous feedback that he 
recently received on this subject during a meeting 
with the faculty of the Graduate School of Social 
Service, he reiterated his sense of the need for 
faculty input throughout the process, including the 
advanced stages of the process when particular 
strategies start to emerge and are being readied for 
submission to the Board of Trustees. 
 
A number of Senators expressed skepticism about 
the likelihood that the concerns of the faculty will 
be taken seriously, especially in light of the 
disappearance of the plans for constructing a new 
science building, despite the priority given to this 
project during the process that produced the 

current strategic plan.  Dr. Freedman explained 
that Father McShane has provided the Vice 
Presidents and Deans with some general 
parameters for the updating process, and that the 
faculty at large will have access to those 
parameters through the Deans after the Deans’ 
Retreat on February 2, 2010, which will be used to 
discuss the procedures for the updating process.   
 
Various Senators expressed concerns about the 
need for appropriate mechanisms to be put in 
place so that there will be faculty review of the 
strategic plan document at all the stages of its 
production. Questions were also raised about 
whether any evaluation of the results of the 
current strategic plan have yet been made. Note 
was taken that the next visit from Middle States is 
slated to occur in about a year and a half, and that 
there have been tremendous changes in higher 
education in recent years, especially because of 
the recent financial crisis. Dr. Freedman noted that 
the Board of Trustees is looking for appropriate 
ways in which to measure what has gone well and 
what not so well in implementing the current 
strategic plan.  Dr. Don Gillespie and his staff 
have been at work gathering certain kinds of data 
that will permit the measurement of success on 
some of the relevant initiatives in the current plan.  
A number of Senators expressed the worry that an 
updated strategic plan may already have been 
devised and that the process being discussed here 
might simply be aimed to provide cover for the 
adoption of a plan that has already been produced.  
Some Senators raised questions about why faculty 
should work hard at the strategic planning process 
if no or little feedback be given to their proposals. 
 
After a discussion of numerous ideas for 
addressing these concerns, the Senate deferred 
action until later in the meeting. 
 
(3) Analysis of Courses Taught by Regular 
Faculty.  In response to the request from the 
Faculty Life Committee mentioned above, Dr. 
David Stuhr present a report about the proportion 
of sections taught by tenured and tenure-track 
faculty over the last three years.  He thanked 
Rebeca Velazquez for her hard work in gathering 
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this data. After cautioning that the numbers 
presented here are not yet ready for public 
distribution and that they need to be furthered 
scrubbed so as to ensure accuracy, he noted that 
the present version of this report is sufficient to 
convey a sense of some current trends. In 
particular, he observed that the number and 
percentage of adjuncts teaching in some of the 
Arts & Sciences schools has increased from 2007 
to 2009, both because of the shift to the 3-2 
teaching load and because of the hiring freezes 
during this period. FCLC has seen a decrease in 
adjunct use during this period.  There is still need 
to gather further data about average class-size and 
to determine whether the adjuncts are teaching 
core courses or upper division courses.  There is 
also need to divide the group labelled as adjuncts 
in this report into those who are graduate students 
serving as Teaching Associates and those who are 
adjuncts in the stricter sense of the term. 
 
Dr. Stuhr then presented a similar report with data 
from the professional schools.  In surveying these 
numbers he observed that the percentage of 
tenured and tenure-track faculty has improved 
considerably in GBA, particularly in response to 
the recommendations made in its accreditation 
report. A Senator from GBA observed that 
GBA/CBA has not made as much progress as 
some of the other schools in implementing the 3-2 
teaching load.  Further analysis will be possible 
once the data has been refined. 
 
The Senate thanked Dr. Freedman, Dr. Stuhr, and 
Dr. Pitchford for their work in gathering this 
information before they departed from the 
meeting, and then took a ten-minute recess until 
2:55 p.m. 
 
 
5. Report of the Salary & Benefits Committee. 
 
On the basis of data from the Consumer Price 
Index for the New York metropolitan area 
(admittedly difficult to interpret because the 
tremendous volatility over the last two years), 
Senator Schwalbenberg speculated that this year’s 
rate of inflation may well fall between 1.8% and 

2%. He observed that the 2% raise received this 
past year was higher than the 2009 inflation rate in 
this area, but that salary increases in the previous 
five years had generally not kept paced with 
inflation.  He stressed the importance of our 
retaining the standard of the 80 percentile on the 
AAUP survey.  The next important dates to watch: 
Feb. 15 (when the administration will report to the 
Board of Trustees about the University’s financial 
condition) and March/April (for the issue of 
Academe that will allow us to check on salary 
increases at comparable universities).  The Senate 
noted that the unions that represent staff at the 
University have a contract that provides for a 3% 
increase for next year. 
 
 
6. Senate Discussion of the Plan to Update the 
University’s Strategic Plan. 
The Senate then resumed its discussion of the plan 
announced by Dr. Freedman to update the 
University’s Strategic Plan and eventually 
approved (23:0:0) the following motion 
(Massa/Mannion): 
 
We believe that the creation and effective 
implementation of an updated strategic plan 
for Fordham University requires the 
commitment of the entire community of the 
University’s faculty. Faculty commitment 
requires the full involvement of the faculty in 
the strategic planning process, but we are 
concerned about whether there will be 
adequate faculty involvement in the updating 
process. 
 
The Senate will be able to endorse this process 
and recommend that faculty agree to 
participate only if the current plan for the 
process to be used is amended as follows: 
 
– three Senators to be chosen by the Senate 
shall be named to the committee charged with 
coordinating this process; 
– the coordinating committee shall evaluate the 
progress made thus far under the current 
version of the strategic plan and report to the 
faculty about that evaluation; 
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– the updated strategic plan shall be submitted 
to a full faculty referendum and the results of 
that referendum shall be communicated to the 
Board of Trustees; 
– the procedures for implementing the plan 
shall be distributed to the faculty prior to its 
submission to the Board of Trustees; 
– the updated strategic plan shall not go 
forward to the Board of Trustees if the two 
Senior Vice Presidents do not approve the 
updated strategic plan and if fewer than two-
thirds of those faculty voting in the referendum 
approve it. 
 
7. Continuation of the Discussion of the Report 
of the Salary & Benefits Committee. 
 
After a brief executive session (from 3:35 p.m. to 
3:40 p.m.), the Senate returned to consideration 
the report of the Salary and Benefits Committee. 
 
Prof. Andrew Clark, chair of the Salary & 
Benefits Committee, briefly reported on efforts to 
improve the tuition exchange program and to 
explore the idea of a “qualified tuition reduction 
program” – the application of pre-tax salary 
money for use in paying tuition for private school 
education and undergraduate tuition. Despite the 
likely advantages of such a system both for the 
faculty and for the University, there has not yet 
been an adequate response to this initiative from 
the Office of Human Resources.  In the ensuing 
discussion there was consensus that the Executive 
Committee of the Salary & Benefits Committee 
should seek a meeting with appropriate 
individuals from the Office of Human Resources 
to discuss this idea.   
 
There was some discussion about how this 
program works and how it differs from current 
arrangements.  Further details on this topic and on 
the initiative about Work Relief can be expected 
at the February meeting of the Senate. 
 
8. Other Business. 
 
Senate President Grace Vernon asked the Senate 
to defer consideration of other items that had been 

listed on the agenda for this meeting until the 
February meeting of the Senate, including the 
discussions concerning the Faculty Life 
Committee, the Gender Equity Task Force, a 
proposal for a policy about the nomination process 
for Department and Area Chairs. 
 
9. Reading and Approval of the Minutes of the 
December 4, 2009 Meeting of the Senate. 
 
After noting several corrections needed in the 
Minutes, the Senate approved (19:0:2) a motion 
(Koterski/Mannion) to approve the minutes of the 
December 4, 2009 Senate meeting. 
 
At 4:00 p.m. the Senate adjourned (Mannion). 
 
 
Minutes submitted by Joseph W. Koterski, S.J., 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate. 
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Meeting:  O’Hare Special Collections 

Rose Hill Campus 
 
Guests: Dr. Brian Byrne, Vice President for 

Lincoln Center 
Dr. Nicola Pitchford, Associate 
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Affairs and Associate Chief 
Academic Officer 
Dr. Ian Morrison, Chair of the  
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Excused: Senators Dominic Balestra, John 

Carey, Richard Carnell, Merle 
Keitel, Eve Keller, Mary 
Procidano, Aditya Saharia, 
Shapoor Vali. 

 
1. Call to Order.   
 

Senate President Grace Vernon called the meeting 
to order at 1:00 p.m. 
 
 
2. Invocation. 
 
Senator Gregory Acevedo delivered an 

invocation. 
 
 
3. Reading and Approval of the Minutes of the 
January 22, 2010 Meeting of the Faculty Senate. 
 
After a brief discussion of the follow-up thus far 
on the motion contained in §6 of the draft of the 
Minutes of the January 22, 2010 meeting, the 
Senate approved (16:0:0) the Minutes 
(Koterski/Piotrkowski). 
 
 
4. Matters Presented by the President of the 
University. 
 
Father Joseph McShane, S.J., President of the 
University, was away from campus on a fund-
raising trip but spoke with the Senate by phone.  
He organized his remarks under the headings of 
Admissions, Fund-raising, Compensation, Hughes 
Hall, and Basketball. 
 
Admissions. This year the University has received 
more than 27,300 applications (up about 14% 
from last year) at a time when many institutions 
are experiencing great shortfalls in the number of 
applications.  But the current problems with the 
economy give us some concerns, for our yield-rate 
last year was down to about 15% of the total 
number of applications received. The quality and 
geographical diversity of the applicant pool, 
however, remains high.  



Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes #358 February 19, 2010 

 
Fund-raising. The Capital Campaign has now 
reached about $314 million, of which some $164 
million is directed toward the endowment (part of 
which is for financial aid and part for the support 
of endowed chairs); the remainder of the funds to 
be raised during the campaign is to be directed 
toward academic support.  Thus far this year we 
have received about $33 million toward our goal 
of $75 million.  There are a number of requests for 
donations still outstanding. 
 
Compensation. Last year the Administration 
promised a decision about the availability of funds 
for merit raises once the census for the spring 
semester closed.  The change from a $1.6 million 
projected deficit to a positive variation of  over $2 
million has now made it possible to provide the 
funding for merit raises this year. 
 
Hughes Hall Renovations. At its meeting last 
week the Board agreed to begin renovating 
Hughes Hall once we are sure that the new 
dormitories now under construction will be ready 
for occupancy in the fall of 2010.  The Board 
approved a $30 million plan for the work. Hughes 
Hall will become the home for the College of 
Business Administration, including some 40 
faculty offices and 10 classrooms.  The 
availability of this space will have a ripple effect 
across campus that will open up other faculty 
office space, meeting space, and lounges. We 
expect the project to take about two years, but the 
renovation process will be complex because of the 
type of construction used in this building and the 
need to gut the building entirely. 
 
Basketball. The Board of Trustees also made an 
unspecified commitment to fund an enhancement 
of the University’s basketball program, especially 
in light of a second poor season and of the 
University’s interest in improving its national 
profile.  Such an investment will require 
considerable fund-raising. 
 
 
5. Matters Presented by the Vice President for 
Lincoln Center. 

 
Dr. Brian Byrne, Vice President for Lincoln 
Center and chair of the committee recently 
appointed  to revise the University’s “2016 
Strategic Plan,” then addressed the Senate.  He 
explained that a committee of thirty-five 
(including twenty-four faculty members) has been 
appointed (see the Appendix to these Minutes for 
a list of the members), with two representatives 
from each school, two members of the Board of 
Trustees, one representative from each Vice 
Presidential area, and a number of other 
individuals who represent more than one areas as 
well as various resource staff-members.  The 
committee’s initial meeting took place last week 
and the President delivered the committee’s 
charge: to review the University’s strategic plan in 
light of the current situation, to assess what has 
and what has not been accomplished, to 
investigate present opportunities, and to 
recommend any changes that need to be made in 
the plan.   
 
To make the process as efficient and yet as 
transparent as possible to the community, the 
administration has recently created a website that 
can be easily accessed by anyone within the 
University.  All relevant documents will be posted 
on this site and provision has been made for 
anyone who wishes make comments to do so.   In 
addition, the committee is planning to hold two 
open discussion sessions later in the spring 
semester, and two additional such meetings in the 
fall 2010 term. The timetable calls for completing 
a report for the Board of Trustees by December 
2010.   
 
At the first meeting of the committee last week 
there were voiced a need to have abundant data 
available, and others who expressed worry about 
data over-load and indicated a certain preference 
for keeping the work of the committee at a certain 
level of generality.  In the effort to achieve a 
balance between these approaches, the 
administration will initially provide the committee 
with such items as the revised environmental 
scans, the SWOT analyses that have been 
prepared (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, 
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Threats), a statement of the priorities that have 
been determined for the current Capital 
Campaign, and relevant financial data about the 
University’s resources and the projected costs for 
implementing certain types of initiative.  
 
Mindful of the action item about the Faculty 
Senate’s conditions for faculty participation in the 
process (see the Minutes of the January 22, 2010 
meeting of the Faculty Senate), Dr. Byrne 
indicated that the procedures adopted for this 
committee do meet a number of the points raised 
there, including the fact that three members of the 
Senate happen to have been appointed to the 
committee by the Deans of their schools.  He also 
noted that in any strategic planning process there 
is need to make choices – to pick some things and 
not others – but he indicated that these choices do 
not mean that other items are not important. It 
simply means that limited resources (resources 
even more limited than at the time of the current 
plan’s adoption) requires that decisions be made 
about the University’s priorities. In regard to the 
faculty referendum mentioned in the Senate’s 
motion, he noted that the administration 
recognizes the value of faculty buy-in, but he 
expressed concern that about the possibility that 
individuals who may feel disappointed if their 
favorite projects are not included could vote 
against the adoption of a plan. He urged the 
Senate to continue its deliberations about 
alternatives to a referendum. 
 
In response to a question, Dr. Byrne reviewed the 
seven priorities that were listed in the 2016 
Strategic Plan: enhancing undergraduate 
education, raising the rank of the Law School to 
the top fifteen schools nationally, developing a 
distinguished faculty, creating partnerships to 
emphasize our New York City and global 
contexts, enhancing the University’s visibility, 
promoting capital development for facilities, and 
increasing the University’s fiscal resources.  He 
noted that some of these priorities have already 
been addressed in such a way that they may no 
longer need to be highlighted in the updated 
strategic plan even while we continue to pursue 
them. 

 
Various Senators raised questions about the 
disenfranchisement that some faculty members 
have experienced when such priorities as the 
construction of a new science center disappeared 
from the Capital Campaign.  Dr. Byrne explained 
that the administration is aware of the problem 
and feels the need to give a clear account of the 
decisions that will be taken in the updating 
process, especially if the Board should make 
decisions different from the preferences identified 
by the faculty during the updating process. 
 
In the ensuing discussion, a question arose about 
the way in which the University’s upper 
management will play in the process. Will, for 
instance, a separate document (besides the report 
of the committee) be prepared by those 
administrators?  Dr. Byrne explained that the 
Board of Trustees’ executive committee is to 
function as an ad hoc committee for dealing with 
preparation of the revised strategic plan. Senior 
administrators will have input into the plan’s 
composition at various points during the process, 
and the Trustees will be informed if there are any 
considerable differences between the 
recommendations of the committee and the 
recommendations of senior administrators.  
 
A number of Senators reiterated the concern that 
the Senate voiced at its January meeting, that the 
revision process could appear to be merely 
window-dressing for a plan that is prepared 
without really addressing their concerns.  Some 
Senators expressed worry about the fact that the 
faculty members were chosen by the deans and 
not selected by the faculty, and that some of the 
individuals chosen to represent their school are 
actually administrators and only part-time faculty 
members.  Dr. Byrne expressed his openness to 
suggestions that the Senate might have about how 
to improve the process and enhance faculty 
participation. One Senator suggested that the 
Senate itself take up the question of endorsement 
once the report is finished and before it is 
submitted to the Board of Trustees.  In response to 
a question, Dr. Byrne explained that the website 
will contain financial analyses of the impact of 
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various aspects of the plan but that some 
information may need to be shared with the 
committee on a more confidential basis.  The 
intention is that the committee will have solid 
information so as to make good judgments about 
what to recommend to the Board of Trustees. 
 
In regard to the composition of the committee, 
several Senators noted that the intention of the 
Senate’s resolution was that three Senators would 
be chosen by the Senate to be members of the 
committee, in addition to any Senators who 
happened to be appointed by their Deans as 
representatives of their Schools.  Dr. Byrne 
explained that he would not be opposed to this 
idea, but that the decision is up to Father 
McShane. 
 
Before leaving the meeting, Dr. Byrne briefly 
discussed the question of a start-date for the 
construction of the new building that will house 
the Law School. He explained that app the 
paperwork required to deal with a current lawsuit 
should be in the hands of the judge by the first 
week of March, but that it is hard to predict how 
quickly the judge will rule.  In addition, he noted 
that the current state of the economy has made 
lenders scarce, and so introduced another level of 
uncertainty into the question about the start-date 
for this construction. 
 
While the Senate prepared for dealing with the 
remainder of its agenda, Senator Schwalbenberg 
announced that the University has been the 
recipient of an opportunity to host the award of an 
Opus Prize of a million dollars in the coming year 
for faith-based entrepreneurship.  Various events 
connected with the award-ceremony are scheduled 
for November 10-11, 2012. 
 
6. Salary & Benefits Committee Report. 
 
Dr. Andrew Clark, Chair of the Salary & Benefits 
Committee, distributed a recommendation 
regarding the University’s Workload Relief Policy 
that would, if accepted by the Board of Trustees, 
become part of the University Statutes as §4-
05.11.  Dr. David Stuhr, Associate Vice President 

of Academic Affairs, has already examined the 
proposal. 
 
Dr. Clark reviewed some of the important aspects 
of this recommendation, including: benefits for 
the care of a newborn child, newly adopted child, 
new foster care or guardianship placement, or 
newly established custodial care of an adult family 
member, a way to provide various benefits in a 
gender-neutral way, and a way to address certain 
ambiguities in the current language of the 
Statutes.  In particular, Dr. Clark thanked Senator 
Gail Hollister for her work in the helping revise 
the drafts of this policy.  Dr. Clark also noted that 
NYU has had good experience with a policy of 
this sort, with minimal financial impact to the 
University.  
 
In the ensuing discussion the Senate considered 
the financial implications of this policy. In reply 
to questions about how much such a program 
would cost the University, Dr. Clark explained 
that the University over the past four years has 
spent on average about $321,000 per year on 
maternity leave, and that there is no reason to 
think that the costs are likely to increase very 
much beyond this.  There were also questions 
about whether the proposed language of this 
statute would in any way weaken the force of the 
current Statutes, which give the expectation that 
paid leave will be provided to someone on 
maternity leave.  Dr. Clark explained that this 
proposal does not alter the existing language with 
regard to maternity leave. After other questions 
were raised about the wording of footnote one of 
the proposals, the Senate adjourned briefly for the 
revision of the language of the draft.  The 
following text was then adopted by friendly 
amendment as the new text for footnote of the 
proposal: 
 
New: §4-05.11 (1) Workload Relief  
 

(A) A faculty member faced with the 
additional demands of being the primary 
care-giver to a newborn child, newly 
adopted child, new foster care or 
guardianship placement, or newly-
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established custodial care of an adult,1 
may  

(B) be granted, at the faculty member’s option, 
either one (1) semester of workload relief 
from classroom teaching and 
administrative committee work or two (2) 
semesters of half relief from such duties, 
based on the individual's normal yearly 
workload. The faculty member receives 
full salary and benefits during the 
workload relief period.   
 

(C) A qualifying event occurs when the faculty 
member first assumes primary 
responsibility for the care of a newborn 
child, newly adopted child, new foster care 
or guardianship placement, or newly-
established custodial care.   
 

(D) Only one (1) person may be considered 
primarily responsible for the care of 
another. If two Fordham faculty members 

                                                           
As used in the workload relief policy 
and the tenure clock stoppage policy, 
“custodial care” means daily nursing-
home-like care required by a disabled 
close family member of a faculty 
member. This nursing-facility-like care 
is performed by the faculty member in 
the faculty member’s home for a close 
family member who is incapable of 
performing these tasks him/herself.   
“Close family member” is defined as (1) 
the faculty member’s child, foster child, 
or child in a guardianship placement 
with the faculty member; or (2) the 
faculty member’s spouse or an adult 
legally domiciled with the faculty 
member with whom the faculty member 
can attest that s/he has a close personal 
relationship; or (3) a parent of (a) the 
faculty member, (b) the faculty 
member’s spouse, or (c) an adult legally 
domiciled with the faculty member with 
whom the faculty member can attest 
that s/he has a close personal 
relationship.  

 

care for the same person, only (1) care 
taker may be considered primarily 
responsible for that care, but each eligible 
faculty member could qualify sequentially 
for a semester of half relief if the primary 
responsible care taker changes.  However, 
the total amount of available workload 
relief for the qualifying event would not 
increase. 
 

(E) Normally the first semester of workload 
relief is available, at the faculty member’s 
option, for either:  

 
(1.) the semester in which the child is 

born, the adoption, foster care or 
guardianship placement takes 
place, or custodial care is first 
undertaken.  
 

(2.) the semester immediately 
following. 

   
(F) Workload Relief is not considered a leave 

as faculty members are expected to make 
themselves available to the extent 
reasonable and practicable in consultation 
with the Dean or the Chairperson for their 
customary responsibilities of research, 
student consultation and advising.  Please 
see attached Workload Relief Application 
Form. Faculty members who wish to avail 
themselves of Workload Relief shall 
submit The Workload Relief Application 
Form to the Chairperson or Dean.  The 
Vice President of Academic Affairs shall 
determine if the Workload Relief will be 
granted. 

(G) The faculty member shall submit a 
Workload Relief Application Form to 
his/her Dean or Chairperson as soon as 
possible and in sufficient time to permit 
academic planning, unless the events 
leading to the request make it impractical 
to do so.  The faculty member shall also 
submit a copy of this Application to the 
person responsible at his/her School for 
processing the request as listed on the 
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Workload Relief contact sheet. Details of 
the workload relief arrangement must be 
decided in consultation with the 
Chairperson or Dean and with the Vice-
President of Academic Affairs.  
 

(H) Workload Relief is limited to two (2) years 
in any six (6) year period, whether the 
relief is full or part time.  

 
(I) Tenure clock stoppage related to 

Workload Relief. 
 

(1.) Tenure/Reappointment clock 
stoppage for one year shall be 
available, upon the request of the 
faculty member during the 
probationary period for any one of, 
or combination of, the following 
personal reasons: 

(a.)  During a period of full 
service, to faculty 
members who qualify to 
take workload relief, but 
who elect not to take such 
relief 

(b.) During a period when the 
faculty member is 
working less than full 
time for any one of, or 
combination, of 
illness/disability leave, 
maternity leave, or 
personal leave or 
workload relief.   

(2.) Faculty members who wish to 
have their tenure clock stopped 
must submit a Stopping the 
tenure/reappointment clock for 
Primary Caregivers form to their 
Chairperson or Dean and to the 
Vice President of Academic 
Affairs. 

(3.) Tenure/reappointment clock 
stoppage for one (1) year will be 
granted at the discretion of the 
Vice President of Academic Affairs 
if the faculty member gives proper 

notice of his/her request that the 
tenure/reappointment clock stop to 
the Chairperson or Dean and the 
Vice President of Academic 
Affairs.  Notice received after the 
end of the semester in which the 
faculty member qualified for 
workload relief is not proper notice 
as that term is used in this 
paragraph. 

(4.) Tenure/reappointment clock 
stoppage based on workload relief 
is available only once (1) during 
the faculty member’s probationary 
period.  In other cases, a request for 
tenure/reappointment clock 
stoppage will normally require 
advance approval by the 
Chairperson or Dean and the Vice 
President of Academic Affairs.  
Requests should be made as early 
as possible, and when feasible, 
approvals should be in place no 
later than the onset of the semester 
proceeding the period of tenure 
clock stoppage. 

(5.) The granting of 
tenure/reappointment clock 
stoppage does not influence 
granting of tenure in the future. 

 
(J) Semesters on workload relief will 

count as credit toward a faculty member's 
eligibility for faculty fellowship/sabbatical 
leave. 

 
(K) This policy does not replace Maternity 

leave (§4-05.10) unless the faculty 
member wishes.  She must let the 
Chairperson or Dean and the Vice 
President of Academic Affairs know 
whether she wishes to take Workload 
Relief or Maternity Leave.  She cannot 
take Workload Relief if she is granted a 
semester with pay for maternity leave. 

 
(L) This policy is not intended to replace leave 

available to faculty members who are 

 6



Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes #358 February 19, 2010 

eligible for leave for the birth of a child, 
an adoption, or foster care placement 
under the Family and Medical Leave Act 
of 1993 ("FMLA"). If the faculty wishes 
to apply for FMLA, the FMLA 
certification must be submitted with the 
Workload Relief Form to determine 
FMLA eligibility. Eligible faculty 
members may still elect to take unpaid 
FMLA leave if they wish to provide no 
service while providing care for their 
newborn child, newly adopted child, or 
foster care or guardianship placement. 

 
The Senate then approved (15:0:0) the motion 
(Berg/Piotrkowski) to accept the policy 
presented, including this wording for footnote 
1.  
 
The Senate also approved (15:0:0) a motion 
(Mannion/Hinze) requesting its immediate 
implentation. 
 
Dr. Clark then concluded his report by explaining 
that the Office of Human Resources has thus far 
been unwilling to meet with the Salary & Benefits 
Committee to discuss the cost of implementing the 
Senate’s earlier resolution about extending 
benefits to legally domiciled adults.  Senate 
President Grace Vernon explained several avenues 
involving the Executive Committee and 
representatives from the Salary & Benefits 
Committee that she has proposed for establishing 
better communications with the Office of Human 
Resources, both to obtain timetables for the 
implementation of certain programs that have 
already been enacted and to gather the necessary 
data for other projects still under consideration. 
 
The Senate then had a brief discussion about 
Father McShane’s promise to consult with 
Archbishop Dolan on the matter of legally 
domiciled adults.  The Senate hopes to hear from 
Father McShane about this matter in March.  
 
 
7. Technology Committee Report. 
 

Dr. Ian Morrison, Chair of the Technology 
Committee, reported on the recent history of the 
committee and its relationship with Dr Frank 
Sirianni and IT.  He noted that many of the 
problems that people notice in the area of 
technology are actually outside of IT’s control and 
the result of various management decisions, e.g., 
Banner and the phone system. He then discussed 
various objectives that he has for the Technology 
Committee for the coming year, and he presented 
to the Senate draft documents on the following: 
Policy on Restricted Data Elements, Data 
Classification Policy, Guideline on Usage of 
Fordham University Identification Number, 
Acceptable Usage Agreement.   
 
In the discussion that followed, there was 
recurrent mention of the need for better design of 
smart classrooms and for consultation with the 
faculty in their design as well as for consultation 
of the experience of other institutions. Despite the 
lack of funds for pilot programs, there are new 
opportunities for design improvement during the 
renovations planned for Hughes Hall.  He 
encouraged those who have special interest in the 
design of smart classrooms to contact his office.  
One Senator mentioned the importance of 
retaining the old green chalk boards (instead of 
having new whiteboards installed) when 
classrooms are renovated.   He also noted that IT 
has come to appreciate the limitations of its 
previous style of training sessions and has recently 
begun to make customized training available for 
individuals and specific academic units.  The 
Senate’s IT Committee is now preparing an email 
blast to alert faculty about helpful information in 
regard to technology.  He urged faculty to make 
use of the opportunity to establish their own 
personal webpages, for many have not yet used 
the resources available in this regard.   
 
 
8. Old Business. 
 
(A) Senate President Grace Vernon explained that 
the Executive Committee examined the question 
tabled at the last Senate meeting about the process 
of nominating department/area chairs and 
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recommends that each academic unit should be 
free to use whatever process it wishes for such 
nominations (e.g., allowing self nominations, 
requiring a second nomination, etc.). But it also 
recommends that needs to generate in writing a 
procedure for nominations of chairs in that unit, 
and that this procedure should be conveyed to the 
Office of Academic Affairs in the same way in 
which it must declare its procedures for merit 
considerations. 
 
The Senate approved (14:0:0) the motion 
(Koterski/Massa) to adopt this recommendation. 
 
(B) Regarding faculty participation in the process 
to revise the strategic plan and  the Senate’s 
earlier motion to require a two-third majority in a 
faculty referendum, the sense of the Senate was 
that for the time being the Senators who have been 
appointed to the committee should continue to 
participate in the process while the Senate 
monitors the situation.  One of the Senators who 
serves in this capacity explained that there is an 
effort underway to convene a faculty caucus one 
hour before the committee’s meeting.  The Senate 
will take this matter up again as an agenda item at 
its March meeting.  Meanwhile, the President of 
the Senate will send out a message to everyone 
about this matter and will seek volunteers to serve 
as appointees by the Senate to this committee. For 
now, the Senate asks those faculty who have been 
nominated to the committee for updating the 
University’s Strategic Plan to continue to 
participate in the process, pending further 
guidance from the Senate. 
 
9.  New Business. 
 
In response to the President’s announcement of 
the decision by the Board of Trustees to provide 
extensive new funding for the basketball program, 
Senator Berg urged the Senate to consider the 
report written by Judge Judith Kay on SUNY 
Binghamton’s effort to enhance its basketball 
program as a warning about how not to do this.  
The Senate office will send out a broad email 
notice about the SUNY Binghamton Report. The 

Senate expressed concern about a significant 
increase of money for the basketball program 
with no input from the faculty. 
The Senate adjourned at 3:58 p.m. (Mannion). 
 
 
Minutes submitted by Joseph W. Koterski, S.J., 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate. 
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1. Call to Order.  
 
Senate President Grace Vernon called the meeting 
to order at 12:47 p.m. 
 
 
2. Invocation. 

 
Father Joseph Koterski, S.J., delivered the 
invocation. 
 
 
3. Matters Presented by the President of the 
University. 
 
Father Joseph McShane, S.J., the President of the 
University, was not able to address the Senate 
because of a schedule conflict.  
 
 
4. Matters Presented by the Senior Vice President 
and Chief Academic Officer. 
 
Dr. Stephen Freedman, Senior Vice President and 
Chief Academic Officer, spoke to the Senate by 
phone from the Fordham Center in London.   
 
International Initiatives.   Dr. Freedman discussed 
the University’s growing global outreach.  Even 
his current trip to London provides an example of 
this outreach.  Dr. Freedman explained that he is 
part of a group from New York organized by 
Mayor Bloomberg's office that includes 
representatives from various New York City 
universities and global media and real estate 
executives.  Mindful of the unique importance of 
London and New York to the media and financial 
services industries, the group is exploring ways 
for institutions of higher learning to collaborate in 
these areas. 
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Dr. Freedman then explained that Fordham’s new 
London campus operates in collaboration with 
Heythrop College.  There is a theatre program in 
London throughout the academic year, an 
undergraduate program in business administration 
in the Spring semester, as well as summer 
programs.  Fordham plans to start an additional 
study abroad program that will be capable of 
taking students from other universities, beginning 
in 2011, and thus to provide a service like the St. 
Louis University program in Spain and the Loyola 
University of Chicago program in Rome.  Dr. 
Freedman also noted that Fordham is preparing to 
begin offering an M.S. in Global Finance at 
Peking University and New York City this 
summer, and that the University has received a 
million dollars of support for this initiative from 
the NASDAQ Foundation.  In addition, the 
University is close to establishing a Fordham 
Center at the University of Pretoria in South 
Africa. 
 
Dr. Freedman also mentioned recent 
developments in the University’s programs for on-
line education, especially in connection with other 
Jesuit institutions through Jesuitnet. 
 
Budget. Dr. Freedman explained the special care 
being taken this year to ensure a balanced budget 
through a newly developed process for 
coordinating projected enrollments and projected 
tuition revenue, especially in light of current 
economic challenges. 
 
 
Core Curriculum Implementation. Dr. Freedman 
then asked Dr. Nicola Pitchford, Associate 
Academic Vice President and Associate Chief 
Academic Officer, to explain the establishment of 
a committee to help coordinate the support 
structures needed for the implementation of the 
new core curriculum, e.g., by better determining 
how many sections will be needed of given 
courses, the staffing needed, and so on.  She 
discussed the collaboration that the Office of the 
Academic Senior Vice President will have with 
other Vice-Presidential areas, so as to match 

staffing needs with projected tuition revenues. Dr. 
Freedman stressed the need for increasing 
transparency by all sides in the effort to meet 
these goals, and he expressed confidence that such 
transparency will increasingly be the case. 
 
In the discussion that followed there were 
comments from the Senate about the ironies 
involved in having delayed a decision about 
funding merit increments this past year despite the 
appointment of a new athletic coach at a 
considerable salary.   
 
 
5. IT Report. 
 
Dr. Frank Sirianni, Vice President and Chief 
Academic Officer, addressed the Senate about the 
University’s multi-year IT improvement program. 
He presented a handout (see Appendix I attached 
to Minutes on Faculty Senate website -
Fordham.edu/Senate). that lists the main 
components of this project and he provided a copy 
of the quarterly report on the subject that he 
recently submitted to the Board of Trustees.  
Noting the relatively modest funds devoted to IT 
at Fordham, especially in comparison to 
comparable institutions, he commented on some 
of the areas where the most progress have been 
made, especially in regard to the Help Desk.   
 
Banner implementation. After stressing that he 
believes that the Banner system was the correct 
choice despite problems with its implementation, 
Dr. Sirianni explained that most of the problems 
were management problems and that they have 
largely been overcome, so that the process is on 
track. 
 
In the ensuing discussion, Dr. Sirianni explained 
that student email will be changed to a gmail-
based system, beginning later this term, and that 
he would like to see the entire University on such 
a system eventually, especially for reasons of cost 
effectiveness, even though no final decision has 
yet been reached on this question.  He explained 
that there is a team that has been appointed by the 
President to considering the redesign of the 
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University’s web presence. 
 
In reply to various questions of a technical nature 
(such as questions about responsiveness from the 
Help Desk, about password expiration policies, 
about “dead spots” in WiFi coverage in some 
buildings, and about the difficulties of getting 
electronic access to student records via Degree 
Works for the sake of clearing students for 
graduation and the recourse to paper transcripts 
that was required to resolve the problem), Dr. 
Sirianni promised to look into these matters.  In 
particular, he explained that the problem with 
some of the dead spots is the physical structure of 
the buildings and that there would not be quite as 
many such places in newer buildings constructed 
with this problem in mind.  
 
There was also discussion about the University’s 
IT infrastructure and back-up systems, about the 
fact that most of the work in IT is done through 
contracted services and not by Fordham’s own 
employees, about the compromised security of 
FTP and the possibility of updating faculty 
webpages through my.fordham.edu. In the course 
of discussion with various Senators, Dr. Sirianni 
stressed that some of the problems that Senators 
were noting on particular issues were problems 
that arise from the policies set by offices and 
programs of the University and not from the 
computational services provided by IT.  The work 
of his division is to provide the needed 
technological capacities.  He urged that the offices 
and programs that set the policies for use and 
access to various kinds of data be brought into the 
conversation.    
 
6. Salary & Benefits Report. 
 
Dr. Andrew Clark, Chair of the Faculty Senate’s 
Salary & Benefits Committee, reported on the 
recent work of the committee, including two 
meetings with Mr. Donald Perretti and Mr. 
Michael Mineo of the Office of Human 
Resources. The purpose of these meetings was to 
discuss the Qualified Tuition Reduction Plan, the 
403 B Roth Ira, an extension for the Flex 
Spending Plan, and a plan for more regular face-

to-face communication.   
 
The Office of Human Resources has agreed to 
extend the Flex Spending Plan for fifteen months, 
beginning in January 2011 through March 2012. It 
appears, however, that Human Relations was not 
aware that TIAA/CREF now offers a Roth IRA 
and promised to follow up.  
 
In response to a memorandum from Human 
Resources outlining various reservations about the 
idea of a Qualified Tuition Reduction plan, the 
Salary & Benefits representatives promised to do 
further research on the issue and to present a 
proposal that would be in accord with the 
University’s strategic planning document (2016) 
in regard to providing benefits in line with 
Fordham’s aspirant institutions, especially for 
individuals studying at institutions other than the 
employee’s own.  The representatives from 
Human Resources indicated their openness to a 
plan that would allow faculty and administrators 
to carry the Fordham discount rate (approximately 
$16,000 at present) to other schools.   
 
The reasoning behind this proposal is that as 
Fordham becomes more and more competitive and 
as Fordham reaches its fullest enrollment capacity, 
having the son or daughter of a Fordham faculty 
member or administrator study at another 
institution where the student would receive full 
tuition redemption might enable Fordham to fill 
the seat with a student paying at least the discount 
rate, and perhaps full tuition.  The Salary & 
Benefits Committee feels that this approach might 
be a more cost effective plan and one that would 
give greater flexibility in school choice, as well as 
be a less complicated measure for Fordham than a 
Qualified Tuition Reduction Program.  According 
to the figures provided by Human Resources, in 
the last nine years participation in the program for 
Tuition Exchange has been as follows: 67 faculty 
applicants, 42 offers, and 25 scholarship 
acceptances, plus 91 administrator applicants, 64 
offers, and 35 acceptances. 
 
The Salary & Benefits Committee then brought 
three resolutions to the Senate, one on phased 
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retirement, one on immigrant and non-immigrant 
visa services, and one on data assessment. 
 
(A) We recommend the adoption of a new phased 
retirement program for the next three years, but in 
cooperation with the Office of Academic Affairs, 
we will begin working in the fall on updating this 
phased retirement program so as to be more in line 
with our peer and aspirant institutions for the next 
contract renewal. 
 
(B) We approve an amendment to Fordham 
University’s policy on Non-Immigrant and 
Immigrant Visa Services for Faculty and 
Administrative Staff, so as to give greater 
flexibility to those who experience hardship with 
the visa process from countries such as India and 
the People’s Republic of China. 
 
(C) We also recommend that, following the 
University’s directive to conduct assessment at all 
levels of its procedures, the University should 
institute, beginning this year and occurring 
regularly every three years thereafter, an 
assessment of the process used in the calculations 
made for compensation by the Administration for 
presentation to the AAUP. 
 
In the ensuing discussion, the Senate noted 
especially a need for another audit of the 
University’s procedures for generating the annual 
reports made to the AAUP regarding salary & 
benefit rates.  Members of the Senate’s Salary & 
Benefits Committee have reported finding certain 
anomalies in the course of their work.   
 
The Senate then approved (18:0:0) the following 
resolution (Hinze/Balestra): 
 
 
In accordance with the Fordham’s policy of 
conducting assessment at all levels of its 
procedures, the University should institute, 
beginning this year and occurring regularly 
every three years thereafter, an external 
assessment of the process used by the 
Administration in the calculations made for 
determining compensation and for the 

preparation of the annual report made to the 
AAUP. 
 
 
The Senate then approved (18:0:0) the following 
motion (Piotrkowski/Balestra): 
 
We recommend the adoption of a new phased 
retirement program for the next three years, 
and we direct the Salary & Benefits 
Committee, in cooperation with the Office of 
Academic Affairs, to begin work on updating 
this phased retirement program so as to be 
more in line with our peer and aspirant 
institutions (See Appendix II attached to Minutes 
on Faculty Senate website -Fordham.edu/Senate) 
 
 
In response to a question about whether those who 
have entered phased retirement are still counted as 
“full-time” for the purpose of various benefit 
programs, Dr. Stuhr indicated that he thought that 
the answer was in the affirmative but that he 
would take up these questions and report back to 
the Senate.  
 
After discussion of the recommendation 
concerning University assistance in the visa 
process, including consultation by phone with Mr. 
Thomas DeJulio from the Office of Legal 
Counsel, the Senate then approved (17:0:0) the 
following motion (Nissim/Sen): 
 
In specific circumstances, faculty members 
may be eligible to pursue permanent residency 
under the category for "Outstanding Professor 
or Researcher" (EB-1 category), using counsel 
retained by the University.  This may involve 
some additional costs beyond what the 
University incurs under other categories. 
 Faculty must have completed the minimum 
number of years of teaching required under 
this category. In no case will faculty members 
become eligible until after their first 
reappointment (The full text of the Immigration 
Policy can be found on: 
http://www.fordham.edu/campus_resources/administra
tive_offic/legal_counsel/). 
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7. Research Report from the Chief Research 
Officer. 
 
Dr. Nancy Busch (Dean/Chief Research 
Officer/Associate Vice President) provided a 
follow-up report to what she had submitted to the 
Senate two meetings ago at the request of the 
Faculty Life Committee. Much of this information 
is available on the website from her division. 
 
Among other things, she noted that the number of 
external grants received by faculty this past year 
was up about 6%, an increase of $2.3 million in 
annual funding and of $4.2 in multi-year funding. 
She cautioned, however, that budgets have 
become increasingly difficult because of the 
financial crisis.  By way of example, she noted 
that there have been some surprising grant-
rejections in just the past couple of weeks. 
 
Faculty Research Grants (internally funded) have 
been increased over the past three years from 
$200,000 to $250,000.  This past year’s numbers 
will be slightly lower, for the University has hired 
fewer faculty than usual.  Dr. Busch explained a 
separate FRG competition is now being held for 
first-year faculty. Because so many faculty at all 
levels have taken advantage of this opportunity, 
the University is not able to fund all the 
applications received.  In the past, the University 
Research Council dealt with this problem by 
across-the-board reductions of the amount of the 
grants, but some applications cannot be effective 
unless funded fully. Care is being taken not to 
imperil research projects by inappropriate 
reductions in the amount of grants during the 
decision process.  
 
 
Dr. Busch also explained that some faculty in the 
arts and humanities have expressed questions 
about whether the Faculty Research Grants are 
really only available for projects in the sciences, 
and so the University Research Council has 
recently made a clarification so as to make it plain 
that projects in the arts and humanities can also be 
considered. Since these faculty members mostly 
need travel support and time for their research, 

such as freedom from summer teaching, the 
University Research Council will make summer 
stipend awards. Because funding is limited, this 
support will only be provided at the present time 
for time-sensitive research that needs to be done 
this summer. 
 
The number of Faculty Fellowship awards has 
grown from 59 in 2006-2007 to 68 this year. 
Tenure-track faculty are eligible for for this 
program, and the number of tenure-track faculty 
funded has increased from 15 to 34 during this 
period 
 
The Office of Research tries to maintain good 
records about outcome-assessment, especially for 
funded research.  The report that Dr. Busch 
provided lists the information about outcomes 
(such as the publication of a book or article, 
external funding, etc.) for internal funding by 
Faculty Research Grants from 2005 to 2008. 
 
Finally, Dr. Busch reported on various changes in 
the personnel staffing her office. In particular, she 
commended the work of Mr. James Wilson and 
the two new grant-officers. She also described 
various initiatives now under way, such as the 
generation of a policy about financial interest 
disclosures concerning the personal profitability 
of research initiatives.  She also reported on recent 
initiatives for publicizing research by the faculty, 
such as the publication of profiles of faculty 
research in Inside Fordham and the holding of 
programs for showcasing faculty research by 
panel discussions such as the recent “Delicate 
Balance Symposium.”  
 
8. University Research Council. 
 
The Senate approved (15:0:0) a motion 
recommending to the President of the University 
the following individuals for possible appointment 
to vacancies on the University Research Council: 
 
RH A&S  
Martin Chase for a second term) 
Katherine Little 
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GSSS 
Mare Anne Forgey (for a second term) 
Winnie Kung 
 
BUS  
Philip Napoli (for a second term) 
W. “RP” Raghupathi 
 
 
8. Report on Phased Retirement. 
 
Dr. David Stuhr, Associate Academic Vice 
President, presented material on the history of the 
series of programs that the University has offered 
for phased retirement since 1997(see Appendix IV 
attached to Minutes on Faculty Senate website -
Fordham.edu/Senate) . A total of 66 faculty 
members have taken advantage of this 
opportunity.  On average there have been 4.7 
individuals using it each year.  Some 53% of these 
individuals have been from A&S, 7.6% from 
Business, 9.1% from the Graduate School of 
Education, 15.2% from Law, 4.5% from the 
Graduate School of Religion and Religious 
Education, and 10.6% from the Graduate School 
of Social Service.   
 
 
In the discussion that followed Dr. Stuhr indicated 
that faculty members considering retirement 
recently have been somewhat hesitant to do so in 
light of the current fiscal crisis and that some 
seem to have decided to wait for a year or two, on 
the hope that a new program for phased retirement 
will be adopted after the expiration of the program 
that concludes in 2010. The Senate passed a 
resolution earlier in this meeting, to recommend 
the adoption of such a new program by the Board 
of Trustees. 
 
Faculty who are in the phased retirement program 
are still counted as full-time for the purposes of 
computing benefits, e.g., supplemental life 
insurance, even though they are no longer eligible 
for such things as service on the Senate or voting 
in departmental personnel matters.  Dr. Stuhr 
promised to investigate a number of ambiguities 
in regard to full-time or part-time status that were 

mentioned by some senators.  The Senate also 
asked Dr Stuhr to provide data from recent years 
on the number of those who would have been 
eligible for phased retirement in any given year in 
comparison to the number of those who chose to 
go on phased retirement. 
 
 
9. Reading and Approval of the Minutes of the 
February 19, 2010 meeting of the Faculty Senate . 
 
The Senate approved (12:0:2) a motion 
(Koterski/Mannion) to approve the minutes, as 
amended. 
 
 
10. Announcements. 
 
Senate President Vernon offered gratitude for the 
cooperative effort recently made by the Faculty 
Senate’s Student Life Committee, the Center for 
Teaching Excellence, and the Office of Student 
Affairs for the program on “Students in Crisis” 
recently held on the Lincoln Center campus and 
shortly to be repeated on the Rose Hill Campus. 
 
President Vernon also noted that Dr Mark Naison 
has repeated his offer to become the University’s 
basketball coach and that he has prepared a spoof 
on the subject that is available in a U-tube version 
and will be performing Dr. N’s Rhythm Review, 
Saturday, March 27, in McGinley Center 
Ballroom.    
 
The meeting was adjourned at 3:25 p.m. on a 
notion from Senator Anne Mannion. 
 
Minutes submitted by Joseph W. Koterski, S.J., 
Secretary of the Senate. 
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  Faculty Senate 
   

Joseph M. McShane, S.J., Hon. President 
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Henry Schwalbenberg, Vice President 
 
Joseph Koterski, S.J., Secretary 

Gregory Acevedo 
Dominic Balestra 
Bruce Berg 
Diana Bray 
John Carey 
Richard Carnell 
Jonathan Crystal 
 

Christopher GoGwilt 
Christine Hinze 
Gail Hollister 
Merle Keitel 
Eve Keller 
Anne Mannion 
Mark Massa, S.J. 
 

Leonard Nissim 
Terry Osborn 
Chaya Piotrkowski 
Mary Procidano 
Berish Rubin 
Aditya Saharia 
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Shapoor Vali 

 
Ombuds Committee:  Dr. Diana Bray/FCRH (ext. 1-4433) bray@fordham.edu       

     Dr. Terry Osborn/GED (ext. 8-6450) tosborn@fordham.edu   
     Dr. Berish Rubin/FCRH (ext. 1-3637) rubin@fordham.edu   
     Dr. Leonard Nissim/FCLC (ext. 8-6331) nissim@fordham.edu 

 
Meeting:  Law School, #430 A, B &  

Lincoln Center Campus 
 
Guests:   Dr. Stephen Freedman, Senior Vice  

President and Chief Academic 
Officer 
Dr. Nicola Pitchford, Associate 
Vice President for Academic 
Affairs and Associate Chief 
Academic Officer 
Dr. Andrew H. Clark, Chair of the 
Salary & Benefits Committee of 
the Faculty Senate  

  Approximately 40 Faculty  
  Members 
 
Excused: Senators Richard Carnell, Rev. 

Mark Massa, S.J., Terry Osborn 
 

1. Call to Order.  
 
Senate President Grace Vernon called the meeting 
to order at 12:50 p.m. 
 
2. Invocation. 
 
Senator Jonathan Crystal delivered the invocation. 
 
 
3. Matters Presented by the President of the 
University. 
 
Father Joseph McShane, S.J., the President of the 

University, organized his remarks to the Senate 
under four headings: LDA Benefits, Admissions, 
Developments, and Recent Initiatives from the 
Regents of the State of New York. 
 
LDA Benefits. Father McShane explained that 
recently he at last had the chance to talk with 
Archbishop Timothy Dolan about the University’s 
plan to grant benefits for Legally Domiciled 
Adults on the general model of the plan used at 
the University of San Francisco.  
 
Admissions. The University is now in the final 
phase of its admissions cycle.  We admitted about 
13,000 of the over 27,000 applicants. The 
deadline for acceptance requires a post-marked 
response by May 1.  We are running ahead of last 
year’s pace, but slightly behind that of our high-
water mark of two years ago.  We would like to 
have an entering class of 1850, and so we need a 
committed pool of about 2100 at this time, so as to 
compensate for summer melt.  The quality is high, 
and slightly up from that of last year’s class.  It is 
clearly a buyer’s market this year, as recent 
newspapers stories make clear about the 
difficulties that various colleges are experiencing 
in bringing in an entering class of the size and 
quality they desire. 
 
Development.  We have currently raised about $46 
million of our $75 million goal for the year.  We 
have three large requests still outstanding.  In 
general, we have received tremendous professions 



Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes #361 April 30, 2010 

of support from our donors, but there appears to 
be reluctance to make commitments, in light of 
the present fiscal uncertainties. 
 
Regents of the State of New York. The Regents of 
the State of New York have continued their plans 
to bestow master’s degrees in education through 
programs independent of traditional institutions of 
higher education.  There is widespread concern 
about this initiative on the part of all of the 
institutions of higher learning in the State of New 
York, for it takes teacher preparation out of the 
hands of professional schools of education, and 
there is fear that this initiative will spread to other 
areas of educational life.   
 
 
4. Matters Presented by the Senior Vice President 
and Chief Academic Officer. 
 
Dr. Stephen Freedman, the Senior Vice President 
and Chief Academic Officer, reported on the 
status of the filling of faculty lines this year, as 
requested at the previous meeting of the Faculty 
Senate. He then asked Dr. Nicola Pitchford, 
Associate Academic Vice President, to provide 
relevant details. She explained that the University 
had frozen 25 searches last year, and so there were 
nine new faculty members last year (twelve if one 
includes such lines as endowed chairs and those 
faculty who were hired previously but with a 
delayed start date). As a result, across the 
University, there are approximately 60 vacancies 
in tenured, tenure-track, or long-term (for some 
professional schools) lines. There are temporary 
replacements in place for some of these positions. 
 
The Office of Academic Affairs envisioned as one 
of its goals this spring to unfreeze at least half of 
the 25 lines frozen last year.  In fact, there were 28 
searches authorized and set underway during this 
past year.  Some have been successfully 
completed, some are still in process, some appear 
to have failed and will need to be renewed next 
year.  As a result, there will still be about 48 
vacant lines for next year.   
 
Dr. Freedman noted that the strategy being used 

by the Office of Academic Affairs has been to 
consult the deans of each school so as to identify 
the priorities in each school. In some cases the 
authorization of lines have been delayed by the 
strategic planning discussions now under way in 
the various schools.  In other cases, it was a matter 
of moving forward as quickly as possible, given 
the budget situation and the calendar for budget 
decision-making. Dr. Freedman indicated his hope 
for further loosening of hiring authorizations next 
year and for rendering authorization decisions 
earlier than occurred this past year, so as to 
accommodate the timing needed for searches in 
the various disciplines. 
 
A number of Senators expressed appreciation for 
this data but also inquired about certain 
documents from the Office of the Vice President 
for Finance were to be understood. In particular, 
there were questions about how to reconcile so 
many unfilled lines with a claim that the 
University has spent an additional $8 million so as 
to meet the strategic planning objective for an 
increase in full-time faculty hiring.  Some 
speculated that the savings from unfilled lines are 
being used to generate budget surpluses, while the 
figure of $8 million is being used in an inaccurate 
way to suggest that the strategic planning goal of 
increasing the number of full-time faculty is being 
met, when in fact this is not the case. One Senator 
also asked how it is possible to justify a 16.6% 
increase in administrative and support staff from 
2004 to 2008 during a time when budgetary 
constraints are being used to justify not filling 
faculty lines. 
 
In the course of the discussion the Senate 
indicated to Dr. Freedman a desire to have further 
data about the number of typical number of 
unfilled faculty lines in any given year and asked 
for a report on this question from, say, the last 
seven or eight years, so as to have a proper 
understanding of the current figure. 
 
 
5. Salary & Benefits Report. 
 
Senate President Grace Vernon announced that 
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Father McShane has agreed to commission an 
external audit, to be conducted by a firm chosen 
by the Faculty Senate that reports back directly to 
the Senate President. 
 
Dr. Andrew Clark, Chair of the Salary & Benefits 
Committee, reported on two items: (1) an update 
to payroll procedures, and (2) an overview of the 
negotiations about salary & benefits. 
 
(1) Payroll Procedures.  Using options available 
through the Banner system, the Office of Human 
Resources will be able to provide a new kind of 
payroll statement that explains payments and 
benefits better than under the old system. 
 
(2) Salary & Benefits Negotiations. Dr. Clark then 
reported on the recent history of negotiations 
about Salary & Benefits increases, including a 
decision to have the administration represented in 
these negotiations by Mr. Frank Simio rather than 
by Mr. John Lordan. He noted that the Committee 
recently  achieved an agreement with the 
Administration about granting LDA benefits.  He 
then presented the recommendations of the Salary 
& Benefits Committee, and after further 
discussion, the Senate approved (21:0:1) the 
following resolution (Balestra/Schwalbenberg): 
Salary and Benefits.  For the academic year 
2010-11 the University will increase faculty 
compensation as follows: 
 
 A. Across the board salary increases, 
distributed as follows: 
 Assistant Professor   $2350     
 Associate Professor $2450 
 Full Professor $3200   
 
(The across-the-board represents a 2.75% 
increase in the mean non-Law salary for each 
rank.) 
 

B. Minimum base salaries for each rank 
will increase each year by the same 
across-the board percentage.  Thus, the 
minimum starting-salaries for AY 2010-
2011 are to be: $65,800 (Assistant 
Professor), $74,000 (Associate 

Professor), and $90,400 (Full Professor). 
 
 C. A merit increment equal to $1000 for 
one half of the faculty. 
 

D. A promotion increment of $4000 for 
those being promoted to the rank of 
Associate Professor and $6000 for those 
being promoted to the rank of Full 
Professor. 

 
 E. No change in merit procedures. 
 
Compression.  A firm commitment by the 
Office of Finance, the Office of Academic 
Affairs, and Salary & Benefits Committee, to 
review compression data and to implement any 
needed solutions every four years, beginning in 
AY 2010-11. 
 
The Senate then approved (21:0:1) the following 
motion (Saharia/Sen): 
 

Whenever the issue of compression is 
addressed, the funds used are not to be 
considered part of the annual salary & 
benefits package. 

 
In some further discussion of the LDA issue, the 
Senate asked that the Minutes include reference to 
its 2006 Resolution (see the Minutes of the April 
7, 2006 meeting).  In response to a question, Dr. 
Clark reviewed the understanding reached with 
the President of the University and compared it 
with the provisions used by the University of San 
Francisco. 
 
The Senate then thanked the Salary & Benefits 
Committee for their hard work in accomplishing 
all these tasks, and especially Andrew Clark, its 
chair. 
 
6. Elections. 
 
The Senate then conducted an election for new 
members for the Salary & Benefits Committee 
and for TRAC.  The following were elected: 
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TRAC (Tenure and Reappointment Appeals 
Committee):   
 
     FCRH - Dr. Diana Bray and Dr. Francesca  
Parmeggiani 
     FCLC - Dr. Fred Wertz and Dr. Robert Moniot 
 
SALARY & BENEFITS COMMITTEE:   
 
     FCRH (Tenured Faculty) - Barbara Andolsen, 
Bruce Berg, John Drummond, and Richard Gyug 
     FCRH (Non-Tenured Faculty) - Ed Cahill and 
Johanna Francis 
     FCLC (Tenured Faculty) - Andrew Clark and 
Leonard Nissim 
     FCLC (Non-Tenured Faculty) - Suzanne 
Yeager 
     Business (Tenured Faculty) - Esther Solomon 
     Business (Non-Tenured Faculty) - John Shon 
     GSSS (Non-Tenured Faculty) - Yvette Sealey 
     Education (Non-Tenured Faculty) - Jennie 
Park-Taylor 
 
7. Student Life Committee Update. 
 
Senator Mary Procidano reported that the 
Committee had extreme difficulties in arranging 
for its meetings this year but has now agreed to 
schedule meetings for 2010-2011 in advance. 
 
The Committee has almost completed work on the 
remaining brochures that it has been preparing and 
will submit them for the Senate’s consideration in 
the fall.  These brochures concern various aspects 
of dealing with student distress, including suicide, 
alcohol & drug abuse, and various emotional 
distresses.  
 
The issue of the Maroon Square has been resolved 
in the following way.  Demonstrations will 
hereafter be permitted for individual students and 
groups of students, and not restricted to 
recognized clubs. The administration will 
streamline the process for reserving space so that 
decisions will be made within five business days. 
There will not, however, be a designated space for 
demonstrations (e.g., a “Maroon Square”). Also, 
the Office of Student Affairs will form a panel 

with student and faculty participation to advise 
and counsel the Dean of Students on pertinent 
matters. 
 
Senator Procidano then initiated a discussion on 
artistic freedom stemming from recent event 
related to a production of Vagina Monologues by 
the ISIS group.  She reported that the Office of 
Student Affairs has indicated that it does not 
regard itself as bound by the Senate resolution of 
April 6, 2005 and that the administration has its 
own policies on this matter.  In the ensuring 
discussion about the substance of the matter and 
the question of whether this falls under the 
Senate’s purview, the Senate noted various 
difficulties in this area and reviewed the 2005 
resolution.   The Senate asked Senator Procidano 
to obtain further information about whether the 
ISIS group was informed about the possibility of 
getting some academic unit to sponsor the 
production when the Office of Student Affairs 
refused to do so.  The Senate directed the 
Executive Committee to follow through on this 
question with Senator Procidano. 
 
Among the items covered in the Senate’s 
discussion were the following: the differences 
between academic freedom as possessed by 
faculty members and other types of freedom on 
campus (such as artistic freedom), the 
appropriateness of a religiously affiliated 
institution having certain standards and policies 
about what it will and will not sponsor, and the 
effect on the overall reputation of the University 
in regard to how its Office of Student Affairs 
conducts itself. 
 
After a brief discussion about some issues that 
have arisen about the judicial process: 

The Senate approved (21:0:0) a 
resolution (Berg/Balestra) directing 
the Senate’s Student Life 
Committee to consider the practices 
of our peer institution regarding 
judicial processes.   

 
 
8. Results of the Faculty Senate Election. 
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Senate President Grace Vernon announced that 
the following individuals have been newly elected 
for service in the coming year:  
 

FCRH- William Baumgarth, Jeanne Flavin,      
      Richard Gyug, and Harry Nasuti 

     EDUCATION - Jane Bolgatz   
     BUSINESS - Marcia Flicker 
     LAW - James Cohen 
 
Dr. Vernon also noted that Diana Bray, Eve 
Keller, Leonard Nissim, Chaya Piotrowski, Henry 
Schwalbenberg, and Grace Vernon have been re-
elected. 
 
She expressed thanks to those Senators leaving the 
Senate at the conclusion of the present term: 
Bruce Berg, Richard Carnell, Christopher 
GoGwilt, Rev. Joseph Koterski, S.J., Rev. Mark 
Massa, S.J.,Terry Osborne, and Aditya Saharia. 
 
9. Reading and Approval of the Minutes of the 
April 9, 2010 Meeting. 
 
The Senate approved (16:0:4) a resolution 
(Balestra/GoGwilt) approving the Minutes, as 
amended and pending Father McShane’s approval 
of his remarks to the Senate. 
 
 
10. New Business. 
 
Senator Diana Bray noted that the Ombuds 
Committee had received communications 
regarding several issues.  One of them raised an 
issue about the way in which Security had not 
permitted cars onto the Rose Hill campus for 
certain package drop offs. Another concerned 
difficulty with the Printshop.  President Vernon 
promised to inquire with the appropriate offices.  
 
 
The Senate adjourned at 3:42 (Mannion). 
 
 
Minutes submitted by Joseph W. Koterski, S.J., 
Secretary of the Faculty Senate. 
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Meeting:  Viewing Room #041, Ground 
Floor 

Electronic Information Center 
Walsh Library, Rose Hill Campus 

 
Excused: Senators Jane Bolgatz, Mary 

Procidano, Shapoor Vali 
 
Senate President Grace Vernon called the meeting 
to order at 4:30 pm. Invocation was given by Dr. 
Eve Keller. 
 
Introduction of New Senate Members  
 

Dr. Vernon welcomed the newly-elected 
Senate members William Baumgarth, Jane 
Bolgatz (excused absence), James Cohen, 
Jeanne Flavin, Marcia Flicker, Richard Gyug, 
and Harry Nasuti. 

 
Election of Faculty Senate Officers 2010-2011 
  
The following were nominated.  There being no 
further nominations, a vote was taken, and each 
candidate was elected by acclamation. 
 
For President:         Dr. Grace Vernon 
For Vice President: Dr. Jonathan Crystal  
For Secretary:         Dr. Christine Firer Hinze 
 
Also appointed to the Executive Committee for 
the coming academic year by Dr. Vernon were: 
Dr. Henry Schwalbenberg, and Dr. Falguni Sen. 

 
Old Business 
 
A.  Resolution on the Direction and Priorities 
of the University 
 
In light of current work being done by the 
University Strategic Plan Review Committee, and 
in light of expressed concerns by Senators and 
constituents concerning the direction and 
priorities that will guide the next phase of 
implementation of the “Toward 2016” plan in the 
face of current internal and external realities, The 
Faculty Senate approved unanimously (21:0:0) 
the following resolution (Piotrkowski/Balestra): 
 

The Senate charges the Executive 
Committee to develop a plan for 
evaluating the extent to which Fordham’s 
present administrative structure supports 
the centrality and primacy of the 
academic mission of the University.  

 
The Executive Committee will report back to the 
Senate with such a plan at the first meeting of the 
Fall, 2010 semester. 
 
6.  Announcements. 
 
At 5:25pm the Senate Adjourned (Mannion). 
 
Minutes submitted by Christine Firer Hinze, 
secretary of the Faculty Senate, with the kind 
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assistance of Juliana Krammer.  
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