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1. Call to Order and Invocation 
 
Senate President Grace Vernon called the meeting 
to order at 12:50 p.m. and the Invocation was 
given by Father Joseph McShane, S.J.  
 

2. Matters Presented by the President of 
the University 
 

Father Jospeh McShane, S.J. the President of the 
University addressed the Senate on the topics of 
the Lincoln Center Building Project, Rankings, 
Admissions, Development, Capital Projects, 
Administrative Restructuring, the Budget Process, 

and Public Policy Concerns: 
 
Lincoln Center Building Project: With the recent 
dismissal by the NY Supreme Court of the Article 
78 suit filed the Alfred Condominium, the 
University is preparing for the next steps in the 
building project. First, the residents group will 
almost certainly appeal the decision. Second, the 
University is preparing to take advantage of 
current market conditions by lining up finance to 
purchase the building. The project will create 400 
additional beds, benefiting not only students, but 
giving faculty and the law school community 
more room as well. 
 
Rankings: US News and World Reports recently 
ranked Fordham #56, up 3 points from last year. It 
shares that position with Boston University, Ohio 
State University, Purdue University, Southern 
Methodist University, the University of Georgia, 
and the University of Maryland at College Park. 
Also, Washington Monthly’s survey (which 
emphasizes preparation for post-graduate service) 
ranked Fordham at #31, up from #63. 
 
Admissions: Fordham College welcomed 1880 
new students last weekend as well as 250 transfer 
students. The incoming class was diverse, both in 
terms of the proportion coming from 
underrepresented groups (32%, surpassing the 
strategic plan goal of 30%), and geographically. 
The average SAT score is up 9 points to 1249, 
with the greatest boost (25 points) in FCLC. The 
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graduate and professional schools also had strong 
enrollments, with the Graduate School of Social 
Services enjoying a large increase in credit hours. 
 
Development: At the end of the last school year, 
the capital campaign stood at $338 million toward 
the $500 million goal. During the last fiscal year, 
the campaign raised $59.7 million. 
 
Capital Projects: The new residence hall at Rose 
Hill welcomed 460 students. Also on the Rose 
Hill campus, Hughes Hall will be turned into the 
new home of CBA. 
 
Administrative Restructuring. Over the summer, 
Father McShane decided to streamline the 
administrative structure, reducing the number of 
direct reports to the President and shrinking his 
cabinet. These changes, to be announced to the 
university next week, will give the President more 
time to work on the capital campaign and will also 
spotlight the central role of Academic Affairs in 
the University. 
 
Budget:  Father McShane noted the need to revise 
the budget process to increase local input into the 
determination of academic budgets by involving 
school-based committees chaired by Deans. The 
President will form a task force before the end of 
September in order to examine the current 
allocation model for school-based budgeting. 
 
Policy Concerns: Finally, Father McShane 
expressed concern about budget cuts affecting 
higher education at the city, state, and federal 
level. In particular, the recent cutbacks in TAP 
budget set an unwelcome precedent in pillaging 
student aid to find extra revenues. 
 
During the ensuing discussion, Senators asked for 
clarification on the changes to the budget 
allocation model. Questions were also raised 
regarding plant problems in JMH, the increase in 
residency in FCLC, the status of the new dorms, 
and the state of the University’s endowment. 
 

3. Report by Susan Ray regarding the 
Middle States Periodic Review 
Committee 

 
After introducing some members of the 
committee, Dr. Susan Ray provided background 
on the formation of the Middle States Periodic 
Review Committee. As it is now midway between 
the last self-study and Middle States accreditation 
(in 2006) and the next one (in 2016), Fordham 
must provide a periodic review report addressing 
the three recommendations put forth in the 2006 
report (to integrate the mission into planning, to 
ensure student information literacy, and to  
implement a plan assessing student learning). 
Recent legislation also requires the report to 
address how the university deals with transfer 
credits and how it verifies student identification 
for online or distance learning. Finally, the report 
will also address suggestions from the previous 
report and report on where we stand on all the 
accreditation standards. 
 
So far the committee has met regularly and 
formed subcommittees to collect information. A 
number of drafts have been generated and the 
committee plans to hold focus groups to collect 
more information. The report, when it is 
completed, will consist of a summary (no longer 
than 50 pages) and an accompanying volume with 
supporting data. All the information will be made 
available to the University committee through a 
group on the my.fordham website. Members of 
the university community will have the ability to 
comment on the Committee’s work and participate 
in open fora to discuss the penultimate draft. The 
final draft will be finished by May and submitted 
by June 1, 2010. 
During the discussion a number of Senators raised 
questions about how the Committee’s work relates 
to the previous self-study and urged the 
Committee to look especially at suggestions that 
have not been acted upon. The Committee must 
prioritize among the many suggestions in the 
earlier report, focusing particularly on the sections 
on Administration and Faculty that came out of 
the earlier exercise. One senator noted progress on 
student assessment. 
 

4. Matters Presented by the Senior Vice 
President and Chief Academic Officer 
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Dr. Stephen Freedman, Senior Vice President and 
Chief Academic Officer began his remarks by 
commenting on faculty appointments and his 
intention to make clear decisions early in the 
semester, including the approval this week of 25 
hires in Arts and Sciences. The Academic Affair’s 
office is committed to being more strategic, data-
driven, and transparent. Dr. Nicola Pitchford, 
Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs 
and Associate Chief Academic Officer provided 
more details about hiring. Although we are not yet 
back to where we want to be, indications of a 
more positive budget situation should allow for 
more hiring (more than twice as many new tenure 
and tenure-track hires across the University than 
were approved last year). 
 
Dr. Freedman also commented that Dean searches 
have begun both for FCRH and the Law School. 
He stressed the importance of the ongoing work 
by the strategic planning committee and 
emphasized his office’s commitment to promoting 
faculty development. Finally, he noted the 
changes in the budget process that will give Deans 
more authority and responsibility in the budget 
process and ensure the central place of academics. 
 
During discussion, some Senators asked for more 
data on hiring and noted that increasing student 
enrollments are being met with temporary hires. 
One Senator emphasized the difficulty in getting 
data on faculty retention and hiring, noting that 
this makes it difficult for members of the strategic 
planning committee to push for the centrality of 
the academic mission.  Dr. Pitchford assured the 
Senate that this data had been gathered and would 
be made available.  
       

5.  Senate Comments on Administrative  
       Restructuring and Budget Process 
 

Senators raised questions over whether the faculty 
should have been consulted on any administrative 
restructuring, budget process, the allocation 
formula, and the budget planning committee's role 
need to be integrated. 

 
 
6. Salary and Benefits Report 

 
Dr. Andrew Clark, chair of the Salary and 
Benefits Committee updated the Senate on the 
implementation of LDA benefits. While the 
committee continues to seek information from 
HR, the benefits will be in place by 1/1/11. During 
the fall 2010 open enrollment period, Fordham 
employees should be able to add LDAs to their 
plans. Dr. Clark then reported on a commitment 
by Academic Affairs to examine the compression 
issue and an upcoming meeting with relevant 
parties to move forward the workplace relief 
proposal. Finally, he reported on a report by a 
subcommittee on child care, noting that Fordham 
is the only Jesuit institution that does not provide 
resources for child care. 
 
Dr. Henry Schwalbenberg, member of the Salary 
& Benefits Committee then handed out data on 
employment and price levels. The inflation rate 
for the greater NY metro area has been around 
2%. Over the years, salaries in the top 80th 
percentile have increased at around 3%. 
While data on salaries at area schools were 
examined, one Senator asked about analyzing 
salary with respect to teaching load. Another 
Senator asked the budget committee to keep in 
mind the interests of single people when 
negotiating over benefits. 
 
The Senate then went into executive session. 
 
Following this discussion, a resolution was 
approved:   
 
At the September 3, 2010 meeting, the Faculty Senate 
approved unanimously (16:0:0) the following 
resolution (Cohen/Flavin): 
 

The Senate agrees to the Executive 
Committee’s proposed plan to develop 
and approve a Senate position paper 
evaluating the extent to which 
Fordham’s present administrative 
structure promotes the centrality and 
primacy of the academic mission of the 
university.  
 
 This report will be presented formally 
to the Administration, to the Strategic 
Plan Review Committee, and to the 
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Middle States Committee. Its aim will 
be to articulate --clearly, persuasively, 
and in the most strategically-
promising terms --- the faculty’s 
strong support for what presently 
works in advancing the University’s 
academic mission, and for specific new 
priorities, strategies, practices and 
structures that can contribute to more 
effectively fulfilling the academic 
mission as we move toward 2016 and 
beyond.   
 
This position paper will be drafted by 
an ad hoc Senate committee 
(appointed by the Senate President) 
composed of Senators representing the 
various schools. It will be completed 
no later than the beginning of the 
spring semester, 2011. In order to 
assure faculty input from across the 
University, Senators will be appointed 
to form and lead focus groups, or to 
use other appropriate methodologies, 
in order to gather responses to a 
targeted set of questions/issues 
pertinent to the planned report.  The 
outcomes of these activities, along with 
other relevant university and 
comparative data, will be used as 
resources for the composition of the 
position paper. 

 
7. Reading and Approval of the Minutes 

and the List of Committees appointed 
by the Faculty Senate. 

 
The Senate approved (10:0:0) the Minutes of the April 
30, 2010 meeting as amended (Mannion/Nissim). 
 
The Senate approved (15:0:0) the Minutes of the May 4, 
2010 meeting as amended along with the List of 
Committees appointed by the Faculty Senate 
(Cohen/Flicker)[see Senate Website at 
Senate@fordham.edu for committee list].  
 
 

8. New Business 
 
One senator asked for a review of merit 
procedures and application, in particular questions 
have been raised concerning what happens after 
recommendations leave the merit committee. 

President Vernon will appoint a committee to 
examine this question. 
 
The Senate adjourned at 3:54 
 
 

mailto:Senate@fordham.edu
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1. Call to Order and Invocation 
 
Senate President Grace Vernon called the meeting 
to order at 1:00 p.m. and the Invocation was given 
by Senator Jeanne Flavin. 
 
2. Matters Presented by the President of the 

 University 
 
Father Joseph McShane, S.J. the President of the 
University addressed the Senate on the topics of 
recent deaths in the Fordham community; 
admissions; development and the capital 
campaign; the appointment of the Provost and 
other changes in administrative structure of the 

University; the overhaul of the budget process; 
and faculty development.  
 
Recent deaths in the Fordham Community: 
Fr. McShane asked the Fordham community’s 
support and prayers for the families of Howard 
Tuckman, recently retired Dean of the Business 
school, who died suddenly on October 14; Dean 
John Harrington’s father, who also died October 
14; and for continued prayers for the family of 
freshman student Jacob Miller. 
 
Admissions: Fr. McShane deferred discussion of 
Admissions in light of the upcoming presentation 
by the V.P. and Associate V.P. of Enrollment. He 
extended his thanks to the faculty for their 
presence and service at Open Houses, which are 
important tools in recruitment process. Fordham’s 
first, Fall Open House takes place October 16 and 
17; expected attendance is about even with last 
year’s numbers (900 at Lincoln Center, 2100 at 
Rose Hill) 
 
Development & Capital Campaign Update: The 
$25,000,000 gift from Mr. Mario Gabelli to the 
Gabelli School of Business (formerly CBA) is the 
largest single gift in Fordham’s history.  Mr. 
Mario Gabelli’s generous gift is intended as a 
beginning gift and will be wholly directed toward 
program and faculty development.  Through his 
gift, Mr. Gabelli hopes to partner with Fordham in 
attracting other donors.  
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The Capital Campaign is now up to approximately 
$370 million. The goal is to be at $400 million by 
June; two more years are projected to complete 
the campaign.  
 
Government Relations, Policy Concerns: Fr. 
McShane emphasized the importance of 
continuing to support New York State government 
support for aid to higher education, especially in 
the area of financial aid to students through Pell 
and TAP monies.  Fordham’s student body is 25% 
Pell eligible which is high for a school of our size; 
any cuts in financial aid directly and deleteriously 
affect many of our students. For the first time in 
New York State history, the legislature has 
decreased the state’s commitment of TEAMP 
/TAP monies for student aid; this is a dangerous 
precedent. It is important that all our legislators in 
Albany be held to account on behalf of our 
students. 
 
Changes in University Administrative 
Structure: Fr. McShane underscored the 
importance of creating the new Office of the 
Provost, and appointing Dr. Stephen Freedman to 
that post.  The Provost, working with a 
streamlined administrative structure, will help free 
the President to work with donors and the capital 
campaign (the Provost and Deans will also meet 
with donors nationwide).  
 
Overhaul of Budget Process: Significant 
changes are taking place in the budget process, 
with a move toward a more locally-focused way 
of proceeding. Fr. McShane noted that two fora 
will be held to present the changes in the budget 
process, one at Rose Hill on October 28, 2010 and 
another at Lincoln Center on November 11, 2010. 
All are encouraged to attend so that information 
can be widely shared and questions answered 
concerning new budget structure, categories, 
parameters and changes in the process from 
previous years.  
 
As in the past, budget parameters will be 
significantly based on: a) the projected increase in 
undergraduate tuition; b) projected size of 
incoming class; c) projected discount rate; and d) 
projected increases in non-personnel costs. At 

present, these projections are a 4.5% increase in 
undergraduate tuition; a discount rate at 40.5%; an 
entering class size target of 1855; and 2% increase 
in non-personnel costs. Compensation increase is 
not yet projected.  
 
With respect to the new budget structure, Fr. 
McShane explained that the Deans of each of the 
10 schools will create a budget committee that 
will prepare and prioritize a budget for each of the 
schools within a balance to be determined. The 
Provost will oversee the negotiation within the 
overall academic budget committee, bringing 
together the full academic budget.  
 
Fr. McShane noted that because we are a complex 
institution and because these are significant 
changes, it will take two to three years to get this 
new arrangement “down cold.” He asks that 
everyone involved exercise patience and 
discerning wisdom in facing the challenges 
involved. It’s anticipated that an increased local 
control and discretion will enhance transparency 
and bring the budget process into a better balance. 
This new process will improve the University’s 
ability to deal with emerging needs.  
 
Faculty Development: Finally, Fr. McShane 
reported that he and Senate President Vernon 
agree on the need for the University to do a better 
and more consistent job across the board in 
faculty development; in particular, assisting junior 
faculty in their development. The Senate will be 
enlisted to work on this matter.  
 
In response to Senators’ questions and 
comments, Fr. McShane clarified the following 
concerning administrative structure/budget 
matters: 
 
-The Chief Financial Officer will continue to 
convene the University Budget Committee and 
oversee the formation of the complete annual 
budget. 
 
-Allocations within the academic side of the 
budget have been made according to a formula 
that has been in place about a dozen years, and 
this formula will remain unchanged for the 
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purposes of 2011-2012 budget planning. 
However, these allocation formulae will be 
reviewed by a task force, appointed by the 
President, which will begin its work in November 
and complete a report by the end of June, 2011.   
 
-Regarding decisions concerning how much 
money goes to each unit of the university, Fr. 
McShane stated that in this first year, the 
percentages that had previously been employed 
will remain in place; academic life plus academic 
facilities is currently allocated 60%. Beyond the 
first year, Father wants to see how things are 
working out prior to making further changes. He 
stressed that the whole process is highly complex, 
delicate, and will entail many demanding 
adjustments. Deans will be required to state local 
priorities and make hard decisions with scarce 
resources; we have ten deans and ten schools with 
diverse needs and practices; and a large budget 
($438 million dollars this year) to manage. Going 
in this direction will reap benefits in flexibility for 
addressing emerging needs and goals, more 
subsidiarity and local control, and greater 
transparency overall.  Arts and Sciences is 
especially large with four schools in one.  
 
-How does the new budget and administration 
structure impact enrollment priorities and targets? 
Is there a relationship between the two?  While 
not drawing any direct relationship, Fr. McShane 
noted that, because Fordham’s budget is 88% 
tuition-driven, in order to keep faith with faculty 
and staff regarding increases in compensation, the 
best estimate is that a modest increase in size of 
the student body is required, along with the 
aforementioned increase in tuition. Also pertinent 
here is the issue of financial aid and continued 
state funding.  
 
-Fr. McShane responded to a question concerning 
the placement of the Vice President for Mission in 
the new organizational structure by suggesting 
that the new structure is to some degree a work in 
progress, and that patience and wisdom on all 
sides will be required over the next few years in 
order to work out its various details in ways that 
will best serve the common good of the University 
and its mission. 

 
3. Drivers of Enrollment:  Vice President for 
Enrollment, Peter Stace 
Associate Vice President for Enrollment, John 
Buckley 
 
Drs. Stace and Buckley provided a detailed and 
comprehensive presentation on undergraduate 
enrollment trends. Highlights 
 

1. Freshman applications have been 
increasing steadily, up fivefold since1995. 
Selectivity has increased (50% acceptance 
rate last year, down from 70% in 1995.) 
Size of class has also increased to 1846 
this year. SATs of the entering class have 
increased with average of incoming class = 
1248 (above national average). 
 

2. Yield of acceptances from offers; In the 
1990s, this was in the 30% range. This 
year, 13% range.  Why?  Common app 
makes it easier to apply to more schools; 
we are drawing better students and better 
students have more choices; the economy. 
 

3. Discount rate: Has to do with how much 
potential tuition revenue we must forego 
upfront to attract and make it possible for 
students with HIGH need and/or HIGH 
ability to enroll.  Current discount rate is 
41% (calculated simply as number of 
students times the sticker price, minus 
what is actually collected). Offers of aid 
are need-based, and to an extent merit 
driven in order to attract the best students.   
(In 10-11 the total cost of attendance is 
estimated at $56,000 – including $38K 
tuition, $12K room and board, plus fees, 
books, transportation, etc.)  

 
4. We have been successful at driving up the 

quality profile of incoming classes, but 
despite offering a lot of aid, we have only 
an 8.7% yield among the top tier of 
students.  The price sensitivity of the upper 
group is less than the price sensitivity of 
the middle and lower groups of admitted 



Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes #363 October 15, 2010 

 4

students.  Our yield is lower at the top than 
our peers and aspirants. Why?  

 
5. A large, representative survey gleaned 

information about: Why do students 
choose against Fordham?  Top reason 
given by top tier students is BETTER 
ACADEMIC PROGRAM (these students 
tended to go to NYU, Villanova and BC). 
Affordability, “not the program I wanted,” 
(though this factor is more pronounced 
among students already identifying a 
specific major) and “unsafe location” are 
factors, but not strong ones. 

 
6. Where are Fordham’s relative strengths? 

As strengths, most often mentioned are: 
NY City, values and ethics, internships, 
diversity, sense of community, and 
academics 

 
7.  Takeaways from survey:  The positive 

qualities about Fordham most highly 
correlated with yield are: the “value of the 
education you will receive,” “the major 
field of study;” and “the sense of caring 
about you.”  

 
Drs. Stace and Buckley fielded a range of 
questions from the Senators.  
 
Among the issues discussed were tensions 
between moving up the quality profile of 
incoming students (when SAT scores tend to trend 
with socioeconomic status) and Fordham’s 
mission to educate and serve first-generation and 
less-affluent families and students; and balancing 
the effectiveness and wisdom of discount outlays 
to attract the highest quintile students on the one 
hand, and other uses of that money (for academic 
programs, or for aid to students in other quintiles).   
 
-“Peer and aspirant” schools are also constantly 
adjusting their own strategies, creating a dynamic 
situation that is best evaluated over a several-year 
trends vs. a one year snapshot. 
 
-How much of an influence are high school 
college counselors?  They have a role, but less so 

than in the past. The internet has brought 
enormous changes; among them the fac that we 
now have thousands of students who apply 
who’ve never had a previous contact with 
Fordham. The great significance and importance 
of departmental websites for communicating what 
programs have to offer, especially to better 
students, was noted.  
 
-Are there any changes in what our “peer and 
aspirant schools” may be in terms of enrollment?  
Boston University, Northeastern, and George 
Washington University have been appearing more 
often as students’ alternate choices than in the 
past.  But again, this sort of thing needs to be 
evaluated over a period of several years. 
 
-What percentage of financial aid goes to athletic 
scholarships?  $8 million out of a total of $92 
million in undergraduate financial aid.  
 
4. Matters Presented by Dr. Stephen  
    Freedman, Provost 
 
Provost Stephen Freedman spoke to the Senators 
about his vision and priorities in the newly-
created Provost post at this moment in the history 
of Fordham University.  The Provost has 
responsibility for the centrality of the academic 
mission to the University; this entails 
responsibilities within the academic units 
(including overseeing and facilitating the 
implementation and review of the new budget 
processes within the administrative structures 
discussed by Fr. McShane) and responsibilities for 
fostering collaboration across all units in service 
of the academic mission.  
 
In his presentation and subsequent conversation 
with the Senators, Provost Freedman noted his 
role in attending to the University’s academic 
mission, and gave specific examples of the Office 
of the Provost’s capacity/charge to foster 
coordination and collaboration among various 
sectors of the University in service to this mission.  
Highlighted were these particular priorities: 
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1) develop faculty over a larger, 3-5 year arc of 
planning generated within schools and 
academic units 

2) retain facculty with an eye toward advancing 
multifaceted and specific supports for faculty 
research, teaching, scholarship, etc. 

3) continue to strengthen the culture for research 
and scholarship across the board 

4) enhance sciences at Fordham 
5) work closely with undergraduate, graduate 

and professional school deans 
6) support and highlight Partners/Centers at 

Fordham as sites for creative collaboration 
and incubators for new initiatives 

7) approach global initiatives in a collaborative 
manner geared toward strategic and 
coordinated resource allocation and growth 
decisions. 

 
 
5. Salary & Benefits Report:  Dr. Andrew Clark 
 
Dr. Clark reported on the following items: 
 

1. Compression: Senator Chaya Piotrkowski, 
chair of the Race and gender Equity Task 
Force, has been invited to sit on the Salary 
Compression subcommittee. That Committee 
hopes to have identified some specific cases of 
compression requiring attention by the end of 
this semester. 

 
2. Legally Domiciled Adults (LDA) Benefits 
Implementation:  On October 1, Human 
Resources sent out an email communication 
concerning 2011 Open Enrollment that noted 
the benefits now available to LDAs. S & B 
Committee is working with Human Resources 
and Legal Counsel to ensure implementation 
of the new policy proceeds; this includes 
amending the appropriate Appendices in 
faculty and administrator benefits documents.  
 
President Vernon emphasized the importance 
of publicizing this new benefit to all faculty 
and administrators; S & B will make 
appropriate efforts to gather information 
concerning how much the benefit is used.  

 

3. Finalized data analysis concerning using 
50% of Northeast Region AAUP salary 
scale, vs. the currently used criterion of 
80% national AAUP salary scale) will be 
completed soon; recommendation from S 
& B will follow. 
 

4. S & B will be sending a proposal to HR 
concerning initiating a discount plan for 
tuition at other colleges that would be 
made available for the children of faculty 
and administrators. 

 
5. S & B is putting together a website which 

will contain pertinent resources and 
information for faculty. 

 
6. The Committee is continuing to gather 

information concerning collective 
bargaining. 

 
7. Subcommittee on retirement benefits will 

report at a subsequent meeting. 
 

8. S & B remains deeply committed to seeing 
the Senate-approved Workload Relief 
program implemented at Fordham, and 
stands ready to assist HR and the 
Administration in moving forward on this. 

 
In response to a Senator’s question concerning the 
revised administrative structure, Dr. Clark 
confirmed that S & B will continue, as in the past, 
to represent the faculty in salary negotiations with 
the VP of Finance. 
 
6.  Race and Gender Equity Task Force and 
   Resolution: Dr. Chaya Piotrkowksi 
 
Upon the recommendation of the RGE Task 
Force, the following resolution endorsed by the 
Faculty Senate at its meeting of October 15th: 
 
On December 12, 2008 the Senate accepted the 
Gender Equity Report and its recommendations 
and voted to create a Task Force on Race and 
Gender Equity, with members from both the 
faculty and the administration.  The charge of 
the Task Force was worded as follows; “In 
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order to implement the recommendations for 
further study along the lines noted in the 
report…and extend the analysis to questions of 
racial equality, a committee comprised of 
members from Academic Affairs and faculty will 
undertake further analysis and will report to the 
Senate by December 2009.” 
 
On October 15, 2010 the Faculty Senate approved 
(15:0:0) the following resolution submitted by the 
Gender, Race & Equity Task Force (Flavin/Keller): 
 

In order to implement its charge, the 
Senate authorizes the Task Force to 
work with the Provost’s Office to 
obtain salary and other data for 
tenure and tenure-track faculty in a 
form that protects the identity of 
individual faculty members.  
 
The Executive Committee of the 
Faculty Senate is authorized to 
review and approve the procedures 
that are agreed upon by the Task 
Force and the Provost’s office.  
 
In light of the work involved, the 
Senate authorizes the Chair of the 
Task Force, Chaya Piotrkowski, to 
ask the Provost’s office for $3000 for 
a faculty member not on the Task 
Force to conduct the data analyses.  

 
 
Dr. Clark noted that many universities have a 
fulltime position designated for dealing with the 
work that the RGE Task Force undertakes; he 
recommends that Fordham pursue this as well.  
 
7. Old Business:  Executive Committee Report  
on the September 3, 2010 Senate Resolution;       
Update on Senate Task Force.   
Due to time constraints this report was postponed till the 
November 12 Senate meeting.  
 
8. Approval of Minutes: 
The updated minutes of September 3, 2010 were 
approved (Bolgatz/Gyug , 11:0:4)   
 

9. New Business: 
Book Store:  Several Senators voiced widespread 
faculty concerns about the University Bookstore 
being unresponsive to the academic needs of 
faculty and departments; this issue has been raised 
at the most recent College Council and 
Department Chairs meetings. This subject will be 
discussed at the Nov. 12 Senate Meeting.   
 
Lecturer Statutes: President Vernon asked that 
the Senate take up the question of defining 
“course” for the purpose of clarifying what 
composes the 3/2 course load. (Banner can only 
count credits, not courses.) 
 
Coupling Tenure and Promotion: The question 
of whether to couple tenure and promotion will 
also be placed on the November 12 Senate 
meeting agenda. 
  
10. Adjournment:  (Mannion/Keller  13-0) The 
Senate Meeting was adjourned at 3:55 pm.  
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1. Call to Order and Invocation 
 
Senate President Grace Vernon called the meeting 
to order at 12:50.  The Invocation was offered by 
Senator John Carey. 

 
Senate President Grace Vernon welcomed Arts 
and Sciences Dean John Harrington, who is 
interested in listening to the Senate’s discussion of 
the topic of coupling promotion and tenure. 
 
2. Matters Presented by the President of the 

University 
 
Fordham President Fr. Joseph McShane, S. J.  
addressed the Senate on the following items: 
 
Opus Prize Event:  On November 11 the 
University, supported by the Opus Fund, 
bestowed two prizes of $550,000 each to Sister 

Beatrice of Malawi, and Fr. John Harrington, SJ,  
of Ecuador. Opus contacted Fordham two years 
ago and asked us to partner with them in 
identifying and awarding this prize, which goes to 
outstanding humanitarians. This year it was 
decided that the two finalists were so 
extraordinary that they were made co-winners. 
Videos and information about the work of Fr. 
Harrington, who runs a center for working boys in 
Quito, and Sister Beatrice, who has established a 
group of orphanages serving children in 64 
villages, are available for viewing at the Fordham 
website. Fr. McShane offered special thanks to 
Senator Henry Schwalbenberg for the remarkable 
work he did in conjunction with this event; 
including vetting prize candidates and travel to 
Malawi for on-site visitation.  
 
Admissions:  Fordham Open Houses for high 
school juniors take place Sat. Nov. 13 at Lincoln 
Center and Sunday Nov. 14 at Rose Hill. The 
early action admissions pool is up 21 percent.  Fr. 
McShane has been traveling to joint 
alumni/prospective student gatherings of alumni 
in the Midwest and elsewhere. We are opening 
fine distant markets for admissions and will 
continue to do so.  
 
State of New York Education Budget Matters:  
Paul Francis, who will be budget director for 
incoming Governor Cuomo, addressed the 
Executive Committee of CICU on Nov. 11 and 
painted an extremely sobering picture of the 
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budget situation in the state of New York.   A $9 
billion deficit will require major “budgetary 
repair,” if not addressed the deficit is expected to 
increase to $17 billion next year. The message: all 
sectors will be hit with cutbacks, including public 
and private higher education. This raises concerns 
especially for our students receiving aid.  
Development: Capital Campaign is continuing; 
$370 million plus has been committed toward the 
goal of $500 million.  
 
Lincoln Center Master Plan Update: Fr. 
McShane briefly recounted the five-year set of 
legal issues and negotiations that have taken 
place.  At this point, negotiations with residents of 
the Albert building have concluded and the last 
legal hurdle has been removed to proceeding. 
Consequently, the arrangement for the sale of the 
parcel of land at the corner of 62nd and 
Amsterdam goes forward. Because the money for 
that sale must be transferred to Fordham by 
January 6, it will be an all-cash transfer to 
University accounts. This, in turn, will allow us to 
complete the financial plan, and after finalizing 
other details, the hope is to officially break ground 
on May 2nd (though work will begin prior to that 
date) for the new law school and new residence 
hall.  
 
 Given the great benefit of this project to all 
schools at Lincoln Center, and the years of 
preparation that have taken place, moving forward 
on this project now is a welcome, if financially 
demanding, move. Financing will be through a 
combination of gift money, land sale (including a 
2nd parcel of land at 60th Street and Amsterdam), 
and financing through the bond market.  
 
Fr. McShane reminded the Senate that renovation 
at Hughes Hall on the RH campus is also 
proceeding, and scheduled to be completed within 
two years.  That is a $35 million project for which 
the goal is to do no borrowing; the aim is to pay 
through gift money and internal funding.  
 
Father responded to a number of questions and 
comments from the Senators. 
 

Re Admissions – Senators voiced concerns about 
comments received regarding some experiences 
with Admissions this fall that suggest lack of 
organization and/or professionalism by some staff 
in dealing with applicants and inquiries from 
families. Father McShane will discuss this with 
the appropriate parties.  
 
Re LC Building Project:-No disruption of 
classroom space is anticipated during the 
construction. Demolition is scheduled for 
wintertime to minimize noise disruption.  
 
-Law School will begin work later but go up 
sooner because of its simpler design. Anticipate 
for Law School 359,000 sq feet useful space, and 
12 stories of dorms. 
The freshman dorm area will be double-loaded 
corridors with private bathrooms; Interest in 
housing will be monitored for both or law students 
and undergrads.  
 
-Faculty housing as part of this project was 
decided against very early on in the process. 
However, in this underheated housing market it 
may be possible to look into other viable options, 
along the lines of the graduate housing we 
currently have for 85 graduate students at a site at 
58th and 6th Ave.  
 
Re Allocation Taskforce:  -Senators underscored 
the urgency of this taskforce’s work.  At Mr. 
Lordan’s presentation on the budget, only the 
expense and not the revenue side was addressed.  
So, for instance, the fact that there is a 5-7 million 
difference between the amount of tuition 
generated by the Law School and that spent was 
omitted. There’s not a complete picture of the 
budgetary situation without looking at both sides 
of the ledger, Senators noted.   Father McShane 
indicated that a second presentation from Mr. 
Lordan can be requested; also, Mr. Lordan will 
make the slides from the first presentation 
available via the website.  
 
-Senator Rubin (sp) underscored another reason 
for addressing the  budget allocation model, the 
$15 million in expenses expected to come with the 
maintainence of the new building; need to figure 
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out the revenue changes this will require. There’s 
a need to look at allocation, including income and 
expenses, from a wholistic perspective.   
 
Fr. McShane noted he wants to drive down the 
amount borrowed for the building project as much 
as possible to lower the Operating and 
Maintenance cost; which will serve everyone’s 
good.  Sale of the second parcel of land will also 
help.  Though arguably this is a good time to 
borrow, the University’s debt ceiling must also be 
considered. Currently we have $292 million in 
long-term debt, and in terms of our credit rating 
the sky is not the limit.  
 
- Senator Schwalbenberg voiced support for 
keeping debt payments as low as possible so as 
not to draw from surpluses elsewhere.  Father 
noted that members of the finance committee have 
been running numbers taking into account all 
these factors, and the situation now is one of 
“cautious and realistic optimism” concerning  the 
overall financial situation.   
 
Fr. McShane concluded that the really important 
thing right now is that we can and will move 
forward with the LC project, whose up-sides 
include a gain of 135,000 feet of usable space in 
the old building to be allocated among LC units.  
 
Fr. McShane wished a Happy Thanksgiving to all. 
 
3. Matters Presented by Dr. Stephen 

Freedman, Provost 
 
After publicly thanking Dr. Nicola Pitchford for 
her outstanding contributions to the Provost’s 
Office, Dr. Freedman addressed the Senate on the 
following items: 
 
Dean Search for Fordham College, Rose Hill.  
The search process for this very important 
position has gone smoothly and a 
recommendation, followed by a public 
announcement, should take place before the end of 
the semester.  
 
Law School Dean Search.  The Search 
Committee is working with care and diligence; 

position announcements are out and internal as 
well as external candidates are being sought.  
Sciences.  Provost Freedman announced that the 
sciences will be among his highest priorities; an 
active approach will be taken by the office of the 
Provost to ensure the ongoing safety, security, and 
best education for our students.  
 
Consultants have recently visited campus, thanks 
to the Sciences Task Force, and their reports will 
help in demonstrating what is needed for the sake 
of the University. Further announcements to 
follow.  
 
Provost Freedman will soon oversee the 
reformulation of a Faculty Sciences group whose 
charge will be to help focus curriculum and align 
programs with new dollars for enhancing 
laboratory and classroom equipment. The goal is 
to integrate curricular, budget, and facilities 
planning.  
 
Provost Office.  Efforts to operationalize the new 
role of Provost in academic budgeting have been 
moving forward, with concrete gains. Good work 
is being done by the various planning councils 
(Deans, Budget, Academic Planning), to capitalize 
on opportunities for greater budget transparency 
and greater input into budget decision-making. 
The Provost’s office is also working to align the 
budget planning process with longer term 
planning that is visualized and executed in a 
cohesive, purposive manner.   
Deans are being entrusted with greater 
responsibilities in the process, especially for 
engaging in budget planning and sharing 
communications concerning budget developments 
with their faculties.  Deans will also be asked to 
provide concrete evidence concerning how budget 
changes envisioned over the next several years 
will meaningfully impact faculty’s capacity to do 
their best work.  
 
Upcoming Reports.  In December, Dr. Pitchford 
will speak to the Senate on faculty hiring and give 
an update on the 3/2 teaching load. In January, 
there will be a more comprehensive report 
concerning hiring strategies. In February, the 
focus will be on research and scholarship, and the 
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work of a Research Competitiveness Task Force 
that will be chaired by Dr. Joel Reidenberg. In 
March, the Provost will give an assessment of the 
Provost’s Office year-to-date accomplishments.  
 
Questions and comments from Senators: 
 
Re Dean Searches:  A Senator asked how the 
University is working to ensure a diverse 
(racial/ethnic, gender) pool of candidates.  Dr. 
Pitchford noted that a new packet is going out to 
all search committee chairs reminding them of the 
principles and guidelines concerning Equal 
Opportunity. Provost Freedman acknowledged 
this as a major priority in all hiring, including for 
Deans. 
 
Budget Process.  Senators expressed support for 
continuing work by the Provost to assure equity, 
transparency, and accurate communication on 
budget matters among all units.  Senators with 
experience on the University Budget Planning 
Committee underscored the latter issue, 
particularly as it bears on reports going to the 
Trustees concerning faculty expenditures and 
allocations.  One perennial problem noted by 
senators is the practice of pulling monies out of 
operational budgets for strategic initiatives, which 
risks giving an inaccurate impression in reports to 
the Trustees. One example given was the manner 
in which the strategic initiative concerning course 
load reduction was reported on to the Board over a 
several-year period. 
 
4. Salary and Benefits Report: 

 
Faculty Compensation Data: Dr. Henry 
Schwalbenberg presented a detailed report, 
including handout, from the Data Management 
Sub-Committee on the subject of Faculty 
Compensation Data.  The Sub-Committee has 
been investigating comparative data in order to 
address the question of whether the currently-
used, long-standing standard for benchmarking 
faculty salaries, the 80th percentile of national 
faculty salaries, remains adequate, especially in 
light of the much higher regional cost of living 
experienced in New York.  Should using regional 
percentiles, rather than national, be proposed as 

more just?  
 

Data was gathered from Academe and analyzed 
for various ranks and on various measures. 
Findings differ at various faculty ranks. 
Regionally, raw salaries show Fordham faculty at 
lower quintiles than does salary plus benefits. 
When Cost of Living is included in compensation 
rankings, Fordham faculty also drop lower in the 
regional and national quintiles.  

 
Discussion ensued. Significant points raised by 
Senators included:  Any proposal would need to 
be based on a finely-grained analysis of the 
various facets of this aggregate data. Running 
numbers in relation to our peer and aspirant 
schools, taking into account differences in 
regional COL could be useful. Comparing 
Fordham compensation to other NYC area schools 
would also need to take into account further 
benefits at other schools (e.g. housing. childcare), 
and to differences in courseloads, not shown in the 
Academe data. The outside consultant firm hired a 
few years ago to help clarify Fordham’s actual 
comparative place vis a vis other schools was 
helpful in other ways, but very dissatisfying in the 
data it provided for this purpose.  Many other 
regional schools do not have a Law School, and 
salaries for law faculty skew up Fordham’s overall 
numbers. 

 
In summary, a big challenge is analyzing 
accurately and fairly the complex of data, 
acquiring additional data needed for a full picture, 
and thereby accomplishing a true “apple with 
apple” comparison.  
 
Senate President Vernon thanked the sub-
committee for its work to date, and noted that the 
data gathered thus far  gives us an important 
benchmark to begin a reassessment, and to move 
toward and a set of recommendations that will be 
based on a fair reading of our standing within 
region and  in relationship to peer and aspirant 
institutions.  
 
Dr. Andrew Clark, Chair of the Salary and 
Benefits Committee, then reported on the 
following items: 
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Compression: S & B is making significant 
progress on its work to identify and propose ways 
to address salary compression. The task force 
decided that the best strategy would be to deal 
with individual data broken down by department, 
gender, race, merit pay, etc. Each department is 
being given a code and a letter. A small executive 
committee will examine the data (not attached to 
names) and sign letters agreeing to keep 
confidentiality. Getting this type of finely-grained 
data will be of assistance to other task forces’ 
work as well. Dr. Clark thanked the members of 
the task force and also Nicola Pitchford, Ben 
Crooker, Steven Freedman, Dave Stuhr and others 
for their assistance.  
 
LDA Benefits: S & B is still awaiting word from 
HR and Legal Counsel confirming that the new 
language proposed for statutes and appendices is 
acceptable. Frank Simeo has communicated to Dr. 
Pitchford that he has asked Legal Counsel and HR 
to look at the the documents; there is hope that 
this will be settled within the next two weeks. 
President Vernon noted that the changes in 
question involve insuring that anywhere that 
spouse or dependent is mentioned in the materials, 
LDA is now included. What we are waiting for 
now is the completion/approval of a needed 
editorial task, not a decision concerning policy--
that has already transpired.  S & B thanked the 
Provost’s Office for their assistance in helping 
move this along to completion.  
 
Workload Relief: The Provost’s Office will meet 
next week with HR and Legal Counsel to discuss 
the approval and implementation of the proposed 
Workload Relief policy. [This revised policy 
would provide a consistent standard for providing 
workload relief for faculty needing it due to 
childbirth, adoption, eldercare, etc.] The 
Workload Relief policy, proposed by the Senate 
last year, has been extensively vetted and revised, 
and has been sitting in an administrative ‘black 
hole’ awaiting a policy decision.  
 
Subcommittee work:  S & B subcommittees are 
meeting to look at issues and proposals that 
include child/elder care, discount rates for 

dependents’ college tuition, maintaining an S & B 
website with useful information for faculty, and 
collective bargaining.  

   
Auditing Compensation Reports: S & B met 
with the outside auditor who will be reviewing 
University compensation reports; an analysis is 
expected by February. This is a follow-up to an 
issue that arose several years ago concerning 
perceived problems with the reporting of 
compensation. At that time an outside audit was 
done and changes were made in light of it. 
President Vernon asked for a follow-up audit 
which Fr. McShane has agreed to authorize.  Dr. 
Clark noted that getting this information is 
essential in order to adequately consider 
proposing changes to the 80th percentile standard; 
there are also questions about the reporting of 
benefits. Last year’s faculty salary negotiations 
included this audit and gained a commitment by 
the University to future audits every three years.  
 
5. On-Line Grading: Dr. Nicola Pitchford, 
Office of the Provost and Dr. Gene Fein, 
Enrollment Group    Senate President Vernon 
observed that online grading has been moving 
forward, and eventually will include online 
reporting of things such as class attendance (the 
blue and orange sheets currently being used) 
which is very important for maintaining federal 
funds provided to the university. Since faculty are 
experiencing some questions and issues 
concerning the moves to online grading and 
reporting, Dr. Fein was invited to address the 
Senate on these matters.   
 
Dr. Pitchford noted interest among faculty in 
making all grading online, including midterms, 
along with other sorts of reporting in various 
units.  With the version of Banner we currently 
have this is not immediately possible, but the hope 
is that midterm grading online will be available by 
the end of spring ’11.  Faculty input is sought for 
improving the online grading process.  

 
Dr. Gene Fein then presented a power-point 
overiew of where Fordham is currently with 
online grading. Since the fall of 2004, excluding 
the Law School (which has a separate system), the 
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numbers of courses graded on line per semester 
have risen to about 55-66% (if tutorials are 
excluded, up to 75%) of courses.  Currently online 
grading is optional; the goal is to move as close to 
100% online grading as possible. Benefits include: 
“green” effects of going paperless; anywhere/time 
grading; no delays in delivery; accuracy; grades 
available to students and deans more quickly; 
easier to extend time for grade submission; 
graduating seniors can more easily be graded 
earlier, etc.  Challenges include: need for training; 
network stability/instability; need to have all 
courses with a faculty member assigned; faculty 
giving grading to department secretaries; getting 
adjuncts and new hires into the HR system. Some 
faculty may need one-on-one assistance in getting 
acclimated to the online system; clearer online 
instructions would also help.  
 
In the discussion that ensued, questions were 
raised about reasons for resistance to the move to 
online grading; reasons why lower participation is 
occurring in summer and among adjuncts and part 
timers.   
 
The short window (24 hours) for submitting grade 
changes online was raised as a problem; Dr. Fein 
explained that this is how the Banner system 
works and can’t be altered on our side. Thus after 
24 hours a formal change of grade must be 
submitted. 
 
Another issue raised was the difficulty some units 
have in getting email and blackboard names for 
adjuncts in a timely manner.  Dr. Fein replied that 
there’s a form for Banner that expedites this 
process; it is being publicized this year and has 
been helping a great deal with this problem. 
 
6. Old Business:   
 
Coupling Tenure and Promotion:  President 
Vernon led an initial conversation focused on 
raising the pros and cons of coupling tenure and 
promotion. Three options that could initially be 
envisaged are 1) leave the current system 
(uncoupled PT and P) unchanged. 2) “Tenure 
enfolds Promotion” – to receive tenure 
automatically entails promotion. 3) Tenure, then 

promotion a year later.  
 
Among the comments offered by Senators in the 
ensuing discussion: 
 
-We should not tenure anyone who doesn’t’ meet 
standards for promotion. On the other hand, to 
retain an excellent publishing new hire, 
departments could decide to support pre-tenure 
promotion.  
 
-A key question is, do we or don’t we want 
tenured assistant professors?  It seems not; thus 
we may want to support “tenure enfolds 
promotion.” But we may want to have the option 
of having untenured associates, perhaps especially 
in instances when associates are hired in at that 
rank.   
 
-80 percent of cases award P and T together.  
Might we create an option for coupling but let 
departments decide whether to do so? 
 
-Another option is to make the dates for 
announcing promotion and tenure the same. (A 
case was cited where an excellent faculty member 
was tenured, then had promotion delayed for a 
year because of paperwork!) 
 
-Coupling as the regular procedure, but giving the 
faculty member the option to uncouple, could be 
considered.  
 
-There are two different types of decisions 
involved: Tenure is a discussion among 
departmental faculty; promotion is a discussion 
among a committee that includes faculty outside 
the department.  Since its within the department 
that the really honest discussion about teaching 
takes place, will coupling unintentionally make 
publications even more of a driver than it is now, 
with undergraduate classroom teaching getting 
short shrift?  He wants to make sure teaching will 
matter.  
 
-The unintended consequences likely to result 
from the various setups need to be carefully 
considered.  
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-What, from the candidate’s point of view, is the 
optimal arrangement?  
 
-Why have this discussion?  Some people have 
said that the tenurable person should always be 
promotable. In most cases this might be true, but 
there are cases where valuable faculty members 
have opted to wait one or two years to go up for 
promotion after tenure 
 
President Vernon indicated that information will 
be gathered from other universities, and a follow-
up discussion will be scheduled.  
 
Report on Implementation of Electronic 
Dossier Guidelines:  President Vernon noted that 
the Senate has been working on implementing 
guidelines, approved a few years ago, for usage of 
electronic dossiers for personnel matters (hiring, 
tenure, other) Fordham.  
 
Part I of the process is now worked out. This 
involves getting candidate application material 
onto a secure blackboard site. Personnel 
committee chairs then allow access to appropriate 
members of committee. Candidates would be 
responsible for putting their materials onto the 
secure site; external letters of recommendation 
would have to be put onto the site by the 
responsible personnel committee chair. 
 
Part II of the process is more challenging; this 
involves dealing with security and the procedures 
around chair reports and individual faculty 
members’ recommendations going forward to the 
deans, and on from there. President Vernon has 
asked the technology people to research what 
other Jesuit schools are doing in this regard. The 
goal here is to get a coherent procedure across the 
University for dealing with electronic dossiers. 
 
Update on Implementing Faculty Senate 
Resolution of May, 2010:  In order to assess the 
faculty’s evaluation of the how the priority of the 
academic mission of the university is being 
implemented in various administrative units, two 
steps are being taken.  
 
1.  A survey will go out to all faculty by early 

December from the Senate President (an email 
with a link to the survey). This fairly brief survey 
will ask faculty to access their interactions with 
various administrative levels and units, and to 
offer suggestions concerning how each can more 
effectively advance the academic mission of the 
university.  All faculty are strongly encouraged to 
participate. 
 
 
2.  A second step is optional, but also highly 
recommended. During the early part of the spring 
semester, Senators representing the different 
schools will bring together faculty in each school 
(in whatever forum/format they find most 
conducive) to address three questions concerning 
the effectiveness of the current administrative 
structure in advancing the academic mission of the 
University. Two questions will be generic and 
appropriate to all schools; a third question will be 
tailored to the local situation of the specific 
school. 
 
 The information gathered will be compiled and 
reported to the Senate. It will also be shared with 
the Middle States Review committee at Fordham. 
The committee can then use this information for 
their interim report back to Middle States.  
 
7. Reading and Approval of the Minutes of the 
October 15, 2010 meeting of the Faculty Senate   
 
With a number of corrections to be inserted, the 
minutes were accepted.  
 
8. New Business 
 
President Vernon reported that she was 
approached by faculty members concerning a 
Student Life matter at Lincoln Center regarding a 
student book club. After Senate discussion a 
Senator volunteered to follow up on the report 
with representatives of Student Affairs. 
 
9. Adjournment.  The Faculty Senate Meeting 

was adjourned at 3:45 pm. (Mannion). 
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1. Call to Order and Invocation 

Invocation was offered by Senator Marcia Flicker. 
 

2. Matters Presented by the President of the University. 
 

A. New Dean for Fordham College, Rose Hill. Fr. McShane announced to warm applause the 
appointment of Dr. Michael Latham as permanent Dean of the Fordham College, Rose Hill.  
 

B. Lincoln Center Building Project. The Board of Trustees has unanimously approved the plan for 
the buildout at Lincoln Center, at a cost of $250 million.  The statue of St. Peter has been moved to 
a secure location, and trees along the 62nd St. perimeter of the campus will be move to 
accommodate the beginning of work on January 3rd. 
 
The formal groundbreaking ceremony is scheduled for Monday, May 2nd, 4:00 pm. This is the first 
big construction project at Lincoln Center since 1984.  It will be a big change to the streetscape. 
 
With respect to financing: The land parcel on 62nd and Amsterdam has been sold and the 
University will receive a $125 million cash infusion in January. $28 million is expected from Law 
School donors.  

 
Fr. McShane responded to questions from Senators:  
 
Q. What plans are in the works for renovating and allocating space in Lowenstein after the new Law 
School opens, and how will allocation of the new space be determined?   
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A. A group is being assembled to get command of the facts and to gather wide input in this process. We 
will acquire 128,000 sq ft of new space, and we will have to make choices about how to use it. There is a 
great need for gathering/community space for faculty, staff, and students. 
 
Q: How to move people through and within the space also needs study. Right now at LC, the time 
between classes is extremely congested. There are expert space consultants who can help guide and advise 
the planning group. 
 
A. We are going to assemble a planning group. A first task will be to get command of the facts. How 
many rooms are we dealing with? With what configurations? What technological capacities?  After there 
is a very thorough and clear inventory of what we have, this group can then effectively meet and discuss. 
 
Faculty representation from the schools at LC will be included on this planning group.  Given the acute 
needs for space, this change will unleash strong emotions and require tough choices; but the end result 
will be an imperfect, but improved situation.   
 
Q. What is the status of other building plans, in particular for a new science facility in RH? 
 
A. The science facility is not off the table, but this can’t be addressed until at least 2014. Keep in mind 
that we are addressing space and facility needs that have not been addressed for 40 years. As to timing, 
many things for the LC initiative fell into place in the last couple of months; this was the moment to 
move.  According to the original plan, the new law school building would have been built three years ago.  
 
C. Admissions: The early action period closed with a 10% increase in applications, up to 10,000 
applications. Early action (vs. early decision) does not require students to make a final decision early. Our 
overall application rate is running 13% ahead of last year, with an average SAT in the pool of 1300. 
 
On another front, Fr. McShane reported that he had met with Dr. Peter Stace to discuss concerns raised by 
senators concerning the professionalism of some communications between and from the Admissions 
Office and applicants and parents. This is being addressed through further training; the use of work-study 
students in Admissions is one reason vigilance in training is important. 
 
D. Tuition: The Board approved an increase in undergraduate tuition for 2011-2012 of 4.5%. 
 
E. Development: Work continues to “move the needle up” in the capital campaign to finish successfully 
at the end of two years; we will then plan for the next one.  
 
F. Budget Process; Allocations Taskforce:  In response to a question, Fr. McShane clarified that under 
the new budget process, after the census is completed for second semester, deans will be given updated 
budget figures indicating whether funds will be available for additional expenditures in their unit prior to 
the end of the current budget year.  
 
Other questions were entertained concerning the budget allocation task force which Fr. McShane had 
mentioned at the November Senate meeting.  Fr. McShane stated that an Allocation Task Force, with 
membership comprised of the Deans, has been formed and charged. At present, this Task Force is 
working with the academic side of the budget, which comprises 52% of the overall university budget. The 
prospect of a task force that will take on and reconsider the allocation of the entire budget remains 
(Prospects are always in the future). 
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A Senator raised a question about the way indirect expenses are handled in the budget, asking whether it 
might be better if the schools were taxed for these.  This might be a way of creating some fiscal restraints 
on the services rendered side of the budget.  Fr. McShane commented that one of the greatest growth 
areas for costs in expenses and staffing has been IT; followed by increasing costs in development; in 
student services (as the number of resident students has grown), and enrollment services.  
 
Other comments from senators included: In discussing allocations it seems the current task force of deans 
may not have full information concerning what services cost.  More precisely, should part of the analysis 
be whether or not, or how, services (or their costs) can be reduced.  The University requires the non-
academic budget, but the question is, how to up the pie in relation to the academic.  Fr. McShane 
reiterated that the new budget process is an evolving reality over time. A Cambridge association study has 
shown that Fordham runs a leaner operation with respect to the non-academic budget than any of our peer 
and aspirant schools. 
 
Father McShane concluded by extending warm holiday greetings and prayers to all of the faculty. 
 
Some further discussion ensued about the larger issue of university budget allocations, concerns about the 
transparency available to the new deans’ task force concerning the expense side for the non-academic 
portion of the budget, and the possibility of inviting Vice President Lordan to make a presentation to the 
senate concerning these matters. 
 
3. Matters Presented by Dr. Stephen Freedman, Provost 
 
A. Dean Searches:  Law School:  Internal and external candidates were identified in the initial review by 
the committee being chaired by Bill Frank. The goal in the next 6-8 weeks is to identify and review the 
candidates; prepare a short list by mid to late February; make a decision hopefully in late March for this 
extremely important post.  

 
Fordham College, Rose Hill: Dr. Freedman echoed Fr. McShane’s pleasure and delight at the 
appointment of Dr. Michael Latham to the FCRH Dean’s post, and his confidence that Dr. Latham will be 
an excellent leader for the College.  
.  
B. Budget Process:  Dr. Freedman reported that, in the academic area, we are making good progress in 
the shaping of information and decision making with transparency. A key component in this effort has 
been the establishment of deans’ budget planning councils within the schools. 
 
The Provost’s office is working to ensure that deans have the information they need to make their own 
budget decisions concerning how to allocate funds in ways that will have the greatest and most beneficial 
impact overall. All deans have submitted Phase I budgets; Phase II budgets are due in January.  
 
Dollars have been restored to selected A&S departments, primarily in the lab sciences, by restoring earlier 
cutbacks in operational budgets that had been imposed in 09-10. This restoration includes nearly $200,000 
to address items identified as urgent needs in the budget lines, e.g., classroom supplies of the sciences, 
theatre, and visual arts.   
 
Dr. Freedman then fielded comments and questions from Senators.  
 
Comments by Senators included:  
-Science departments are currently also being hit with new mandated expenses; e.g. according to new Fire 
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Department Rules, lab permits that were once gratis are now $105.00. 
 
-In budget process and preparation, decision makers’ access to information and input from those on the 
front lines/on the ground is exceedingly important: in practice, this is not maintained in some schools or 
by some deans as well as needed.  Dr. Freedman has been made aware of some of these concerns and is 
working closely with the deans to make certain that good lines of communications are in place.  He has 
received very positive feedback about several of the Deans Planning Councils, including the A&S 
councils.   One senator commented that the FCRH budget council is one exemplary model of consensual 
and collaborative decision making in this regard. 
 
4. Salary & Benefits Report:  Update by Dr. Andrew Clark 

 
Dr. Clark reported the Committee’s frustration and difficulties in moving forward on a number of fronts, most 
particularly finalizing the changes in the statute appendices for the LDA provisions, moving forward on 
compression, and scheduling the audit of salary data, all of which has been approved previously by the 
administration: 
 
S&B presentation to Senate  
 
December 10, 2010 
 
My report to you is not a happy one nor does it bode well for the University, its commitment to the Academic Mission, and to 
the revised Strategic Plan Toward 2016.  
 
Here are the issues: 
 
1). Amendment of University Statutes (Appendix 4) to reflect LDA benefits.  Despite being told in September, in October, 
and in November by the President that the LDA appendices are done, not a problem, finished.  This word which was to be 
communicated to Frank Simio has not been acted upon. Frank Simio noted in an email sent on Nov. 12, 2010, “I will ask HR to 
review the draft language and get back to you asap with any concerns.I would ask that Tom DeJulio perform his own review. 
Please note that this issue should not be considered ‘put to rest’ until these reviews are complete.” The LDA appendices remain 
in the Kafkaesque blackhole which is growing every moment and risks to swallow this whole committee.  Without the 
approval of the LDA appendices (which only needed to be signed off by Administration), the University’s commitment and 
promise to provide LDA benefits is incomplete and in peril. 
 
2). Compression.  It appears that my presentation on compression at the previous Senate caused quite a stir.  Remember that it 
appeared the Administration had agreed to give us individualized compression data so that we could address compression as 
mandated by this Senate and do so professionally and seriously.  This announcement allegedly caused an outrage on behalf of 
faculty and administrators who vociferously complained all weekend long. The deal which had been reached was taken off the 
table the Monday after the Senate meeting. The main justification for this was that there were serious legal issues with us 
having access to this information.  We have received outside legal counsel on this and argue that there is absolutely no legal 
case here. This is a management issue, and it appears that the Administration is very uncomfortable with the idea that select 
faculty from Salary & Benefits might know what the faculty makes or not (which was certainly not our intention or desire in 
doing the compression study).  We have worked to find a workable compromise with the Provost’s office that has been helpful 
and understanding in this process, and we were willing to make significant concessions.  We expected a response on such a 
compromise before the meeting today. It has not arrived. Our sense is that this too will be stalled.  Let it be known that the 
administration has in preliminary modeling suggested tentatively that potential anomalies might indeed exist in faculty salaries 
that would suggest that addressing compression is necessary and should be done.  Finally, let me remind this body of the 
agreement with the Administration last spring. I quote from the minutes of the April 30, 2010 Senate meeting.  “As part of 
faculty compensation for the 2010-11 year. Compression. A firm commitment by the Office of Finance, the Office of 
Academic Affairs (now the Provost), and Salary & Benefits Committee, to review compression data and to implement 
any needed solution every four years, beginning in AY 2010-11.”  Clearly, this represents a serious problem. 
 
3). Audit.  As you may remember, in last April’s Senate meeting as part of S&B negotiations, the President agreed on his own 
volition and generously to do something the faculty and S&B had asked for, for sometime: to audit compensation reporting to 
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the AAUP and to have this auditing be done on a regular basis in the future. This auditing was believed necessary because 
there had been errors and inconsistencies in the past during a previous audit 5 years ago, and because Fordham’s compensation 
figures seem to be significantly higher than other institutions and present concerning anomalies. I quote from number 5 of the 
Salary & Benefits Report: “Senate President Grace Vernon announced that 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.” 
 —This firm was chosen, Joe Lizza who did the previous audit was asked to return. S&B met with him in October to 
discuss the issue.  He said that he would be able to finish the audit by the end of February. It appears that the administration 
will not move forward and make the appropriate signatures so that Joe Lizza can do is work. The President has called for 
meetings between the Senate President and Finance to discuss these issues. We see no need to discuss further these issues 
because the President already gave his word in April that this would be done.  As such, the S&B voted unanimously not to 
begin any salary negotiation unless this audit is completed (for this to happen it must start immediately). We cannot estimate 
what the increase in compensation should be if we do not have confirmation that the reporting of compensation to AAUP has 
been accurate. 
 
4. Workload relief.  This has been in a major black hole since its call for implementation by this body over a year ago. After 
multiple months of HR and Legal ignoring that the document exists or that they have anything to do with it, we finally learned 
that the Administration is against this benefit for faculty (which is really a rewording and reworking of a benefit currently held 
by faculty), because it would be a benefit only for faculty and not for administration.  As the current maternity leave is not the 
same between faculty and administration and there are many many differences with respect to the two populations, we are 
perplexed by this reasoning.  They have suggested too, that this violates ERISA, but here again we see legal arguments being 
used to impede progress.  If the taskforce of this body is to move toward 2016, to create greater transparency, and to ameliorate 
the academic mission a priority of the University, the inability to work effectively on a proposed measure such as workload 
relief (at the very least in the form of an open discussion) suggests that we should replace 2016 by 2600. S&B will still pursue 
this issue, but we are not optimistic that the Administration will be responsive. 
 
5. Finally, on a more uplifting note, a wonderful study on childcare (which is currently provided in some form at all Jesuit 
institutions but ours) has been completed. We will be presenting it to the Provost shortly. Given the current stasis of the 
Administration on everything coming out of this body, we don’t expect anything to come out of this soon, but we are very 
proud of the extensive work by the faculty who have thought seriously about developing Fordham as a community of caring 
and collaborating individuals.  A measure on retirement healthcare will be proposed at the next senate meeting. 
 
Discussion ensued.  Among the points raised: The Race and Gender Equity Task Force is also lacking the 
data it needs. How ought the cluster of issues arising here be interpreted?  From whence is the apparent 
pushback or resistance coming? What might be the best way to proceed to address the frustration and to 
break up what appear to be logjams, to get agreed-upon items implemented? 
 
Subsequently, the following Resolution was moved, seconded, and unanimously passed 
(Carey/Baumgartner, 19-0): 
 
To address serious concerns about non-implementation of a number of salary and benefits-related 
measures* previously approved by the Administration, the Senate directs the Senate Executive 
Committee to meet with President McShane as soon as possible, and to report to the Senators by 
email concerning the results of that meeting.  
 
*Specifically: Completion of necessary language changes in Statutes pursuant to the new LDA 
policy; Regular audits of faculty compensation figures released annually to the AAUP; Enabling 
access to data needed by the subcommittee addressing faculty salary compression, and by the task 
force on race and gender equity. 
 
5. Dr. Nicola Pitchford, Office of the Provost:  Progress report on faculty course load and faculty 
development 
 
Dr. Pitchford presented a powerpoint and report concerning the status of the 3/2 initiative, and plans for 
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faculty development and hiring, focusing on how the 3/2 initiative fits into faculty work more broadly, 
and how the Provost’s office is fitting the 3/2 into larger planning for faculty development over time.  
 
A. The 3/2 Initiative was presented under three subtopics: Consolidating the 3/2 Initiative; Fulfilling Its 
Goals; and Developing Assessment Measures of the 3/2 Initiative’s Effects.  
 
i. Consolidation:  This requires first, finalizing definitions of the 3/2 courseload within different schools 
and department. For example, in the School of Education, there is discussion about how to count courses 
such as dissertation seminars, supervision and field experience courses. In Arts & Sciences there are 
questions about how to count courses involving labs, and work with students in undergraduate research. 
 
There is also a need to monitor and manage overloads. Deans are being very careful with this. A clear and 
tight policy is in place in A&S, and in Business this has been written into the 3/2 plan.  
 
Another issue concerns how to distribute service and mentoring workloads, especially given hiring 
slowdowns that are coinciding with growth in the student body. These sorts of duties can offset the 
benefits/goals intended by the 3/2.   
 
ii. Fulfilling the Goals of the 3/2:  Stated rationales for the 3/2 involve both improving teaching by freeing 
more time for students and improving research by freeing more time for that. Even if 3/2 were only 
narrowly designed to enable more time with students, other duties can offset this. 
 
iii. Developing assessment measures of 3/2’s effects will require taking into account the full scope of the 
purposes/goals of the 3/2 initiative. 
 
B. Linked to the above are plans and initiatives for faculty development, hiring and retention.  
 
Dr. Pitchford noted that Fordham has a lower percentage of full-time faculty than do our peers, along with 
lower staff numbers. (Fordham is in the 21st percentile when it comes to staff numbers.) This means, 
among other things, that a smaller number of tenure-track and tenured faculty carry heavier committee, 
advisement, and other administrative loads than would be the case with a larger cohort.  
 
Currently, younger and/or more recently hired faculty are among the most research active. Last year, 
nearly ¾ of new external awards and prestigious fellowships went to faculty hired in the last decade, 
though these represent less than half of our faculty.   
 
Renewing and expanding the numbers of tenured and tenure-track faculty is a high priority for many 
reasons. This number peaked in 2008 and since has fallen. Getting and retaining high numbers of T/TT 
faculty are most crucial for making the 3/2 possible.  
 
Dr. Pitchford entertained questions and comments from the Senators: 
 
Q. Who dictates or decides how course workloads are defined and distributed? This is a particular issue in 
the School of Education. A. Deans are given autonomy in this area; transparency and equity are criteria 
that should hold across all schools and units.  
 
Q. Given a predominant ethos and assumption that links the 3/2 with time for research rather than time for 
students/teaching, how will the student-centered rationale for the 3/2 be given its due both in 
communication with the faculty, and in the measures of the assessment of the 3/2’s effects? (Surveys of 
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student satisfaction? Quality of students retained and graduated? Numbers of faculty office hours? 
Numbers of faculty developing new courses? etc.)  
 
Q. Given the greater numbers of small courses in the new core, how does this affect the 3/2? Aren’t more 
faculty lines needed? A. To date this has been handled by initiating some larger classes, and by filling 
existing classes. Numbers thus far suggest that in practice and overall, the new core is proving no more 
faculty-intensive than the old core.  
 
Comment: It is concerning that Fordham has one of the lowest percentages of full time tenure-track and 
tenured faculty of all our peer and aspirant schools.   
 
Comment:  In its inception, the 3/2 initiative in A&S was propelled by two factors that had to do with 
what’s going on in our peer and aspirant schools: making Fordham more competitive in hiring; and 
helping Fordham to improve its retention of strong faculty.  
 
Q. Given the fact that peer/aspirant schools are in many cases already moving senior and research-
productive faculty to 2/2 or 2/1 loads, are there plans to move in this direction at Fordham?  A. Any 
further reduction beyond the 3/2 is not in the cards for the near future. However, for research-active 
faculty in A&S there is work afoot to combine what are now a number of piecemeal or ad hoc policies 
into one large pool of ‘workload relief’ opportunities for research.  
 
Due to time, Dr. Pitchford will complete her presentation on the topic of faculty retention at the January 
meeting. 
 
6. Old Business:  Coupling Tenure and Promotion; Lecturer Statutes 
 
Due to time constraints, these items will be placed on January’s agenda.  
 
7. Election for the University Tenure Review Committee (UTRC) 

 
New members for this committee from Rose Hill, Lincoln Center, and the Business School were elected. 
 
The Senate elected the following faculty to serve on the University Tenure Review Committee: 
 

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

John Drummond 
 

Fordham College at Lincoln Center 
 

Ayala Fader 
 

Schools of Business 
 

Mark Conrad 
 
 
8. Reading and Approval of the Minutes of the November 12, 2010 meeting of the Faculty Senate 
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The minutes of the Senate Meeting of November 12 were approved (Gyug/Flicker, 13 1-0).  
 
9. New Business 
 
A. Senate President Vernon brought to the attention of the Senate a question for advisement submitted by the 
Research Council, arising from an ambiguity in the statutes. Should visiting faculty members be eligible to apply 
for small intra-university research grant monies?  The Research Council would prefer not, in order to be 
consistent with the statutes concerning larger grants. The sense of the group was to agree with the Research 
Council’s suggestion. 
 
B. A Senator raised the question of inviting Vice President Jeffrey Gray to a meeting of the Senate to 
present/discuss the relationship of Student Affairs to the academic mission of the University. It was agreed that 
this ought to be pursued. 
 
C. Another Senator drew attention to a recent letter issued by IT re new software that will be required on each 
university-purchased computer, which will perform automatic and mandatory backup on everything on your 
computer, every day.  This change will take place over the next month. The Technology Committee will be asked 
to look into the privacy implications of this move.   
 
10. Announcements    
 
Dr. Vernon encouraged senators to remind their faculty colleagues to complete the survey on faculty satisfaction 
with administration and its promotion of the academic mission, in order that the report that the senate prepares 
will represent the views of a wide swath of full time faculty members. 
 
11. Adjournment 

 
The meeting was adjourned by unanimous acclamation at 3:49 pm.  
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Excused:   Senators Gregory Acevedo, Jane 

Bolgatz, Marcia Flicker, Richard 
Gyug, Eve Keller, Chaya 
Piotrkowski, and Mary Procidano 

 
1. Call to Order and Invocation 

 
The Meeting was called to order at 
12:50 pm; an invocation was offered by 
Senator Dominic Balestra. 

 
2.  Matters Presented by Dr. Stephen 
 Freedman, Provost 

 
A.  Law School Dean search:  The search 
committee has been working tirelessly. 
Candidates will be brought to campus in 
late February or early March, and finalists 
will be presented to the Provost and 
President by the end of March.  

 

B. New University-Wide Budget Planning 
Process:  is moving forward. Provost 
Freedman is working closely with the deans, 
and seeing some good developments in the new 
process which should have significant good 
effects in the coming years.  Decisions will be 
made on the allocation of supplemental funds 
to the deans’ current year budgets within the 
next few weeks. A Provost’s Fund for faculty 
development is also being implemented. The 
deans have been asked to communicate to the 
faculty by way of the chairs concerning the 
new process’s elements and its challenges, to 
assure transparency and maximize creative 
input as the process develops over the next few 
years.   
 

 C. Assessment News: In December, the 
Provost and President were unexpectedly 
informed that current progress on an assessment 
plan for Fordham was not going to be sufficient 
to satisfy new Middle-States requirements and 
timelines.  Administrators were told that all 
university units must put into place a cycle of 
review that will show at least initial results by 
the end of this academic year.  Despite the 
unanticipated change in timeline and 
expectations, addressing these demands is an 
urgent matter, since accreditation issues are 
involved; moreover, federal aid to our students 
is at stake.  

 
Under the new timeline, Fordham must 
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include in our Periodic Review Report to 
Middle States (due June 1) not only evidence 
of progress in implementing our previous 
assessment plan, but evidence that assessment 
of student learning has been undertaken, 
completed, and that action has been taken as a 
result of assessment in every area of our 
curriculum across schools.  We will receive in 
November a response to this initial report, and 
it is likely that from that time we will be 
monitored for an additional year, by the end 
of which we will have to show a full cycle of 
assessment-and-response in all units. The 
interim goal for the June 1 report is to show 
that in every program, we have assessed at 
least one learning outcome.  
 
The stepped-up time frame and requirements 
are coming primarily from the federal 
government to regional accreditation bodies. 
There is emphasis on measuring not only 
learning outcomes, but work placement 
metrics, matters such as passage of the bar, 
and others. Since many of these are elements 
that business and other professional schools 
have already incorporated into their 
accreditation review processes, Arts and 
Sciences will likely have the most ‘new’ work 
to do in order to get Fordham to compliance 
in the required time frame.   
 
Recognizing the burden this will place on 
busy academic departments, the Provost noted 
the importance of all departments developing 
a rigorous plan for assessment; the Provost’s 
office will provide support wherever 
appropriate.  One important task is to develop 
an initial, short-term assessment plan for the 
core curriculum, even though we are still in 
the early phases of its implementation. In that, 
“the faculty own the core,” this work will be 
coordinated by faculty member 
representatives on the Core Curriculum 
Committee.   
  
In sum, shifts in U.S. Department of Education 
priorities have created pressure for Fordham 
and other schools to demonstrate concrete 
assessment results in a very short period of 

time. (One factor driving these changes is the 
poor graduation and job placement records of 
for-profit higher education programs.) Given 
what is at stake for our students (in federal aid 
dollars) there is real pressure to adapt quickly 
and respond accordingly. This has necessitated 
a fast response, but the goal is not to blindly 
follow along but to create a process that will 
give useful and viable outcome information for 
our own purposes. 
 
An Open Forum on the new assessment 
timeline and requirements is being held next 
week Tuesday, in Flom Auditorium, between 
1:30-3:30, with a video link to the 12th floor of 
Lowenstein. Our guest will be the Vice 
President of Middle States whose oversight 
area includes Fordham. 

 
 
3. Dr. Andrew Clark, Salary & Benefits 
Committee Report. 
 
Dr. Clark presented the following items:  
 
LDA Benefits are in place and appear to be 
administered fully so far, including tuition 
benefits. Thanks are extended to Messrs. 
Perretti and Mineo in Human Resources for 
their help and work in this regard. 
 
However, finalizing the editing of the Statutes 
to ensure that LDAs are mentioned in all the 
appropriate spots is still stalled. The Provost, 
Legal, and the President have signed off on this 
and the process is currently bogged down in 
HR. This has been very frustrating. 
 
On Compression, a workable compromise 
seems to have been reached about making the 
necessary data available to the committee; a 
meeting will take place next week. 
 
The plans to conduct an Audit appear to be 
moving forward, and hopefully will continue to 
do so in a timely manner.  
 
Child Care Proposal:  An S & B subcommittee 
has put together an excellent proposal 



Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes #367 February 11, 2011 

 3

concerning child care for faculty and staff. 
Fordham is the only Jesuit institution that 
currently provides no form of child care support 
for its faculty, staff and administration. (In 
relation to the general matter of Fordham’s 
culture in relation to parents and children, one 
Senator registered a concern expressed to her 
about the lack of lactation rooms/areas on 
campus.) 

 
Subcommittee on Housing has been meeting 
and will be speak in coming weeks with Dave 
Stuhr and other relevant administrators 
concerning possible ways to make some kinds 
of housing benefits available and accessible to 
both newly hired and current faculty. Given the 
high cost of housing in NYC, this is a priority if 
Fordham is to be competitive in attracting and 
keeping excellent faculty. 
 
Open Enrollment is Now Announced ONLY 
Electronically.   Beginning this past November, 
faculty no longer receive paper copy 
announcements of the Open Enrollment dates. 
It’s very important that faculty be aware of this.  
 
S & B Website for Faculty.   This is in 
progress, hoping to be up by the end of the 
semester. Time and personnel constraints have 
slowed the process. The idea is to post a host of 
information for faculty that is otherwise difficult 
to access easily:  Deadlines, Information for 
New Hires, Information on Retirement Benefits, 
Initiatives being pursued by S & B, etc. could be 
posted.   
 
Accessibility of Retirement Information and 
Counseling for pre-retirement Faculty:  
Faculty members have encountered a dearth of 
accessible information with respect to the many 
issues surrounding retirement planning. Many 
institutions have a staff person in HR specially 
trained to help faculty with pre-retirement 
planning. While not a complete solution, it’s 
hoped that the S & B website can be of some 
assistance in directing faculty to information in 
this regard. The larger goal: Ensure faculty 
access to a clear understanding of what their 
retirement benefits are, and how to procure 

them. For this one needs the assistance of an 
actual person who is an expert in those things, 
so they can answer the questions 
 
Senator Nissim, who is chair of the Retirement 
Subcommittee, noted that there has also been 
difficulty in getting data from HR on the costs 
of providing health care for retired faculty. This 
is stalling a subcommittee effort to respond to 
faculty concerns that the money being currently 
allocated could be better spent.  
 
Concerning many issues surround retirement 
benefits; the level of confusion is very high; 
several faculty report getting conflicting 
information and advice. Though we have a 
liaison for retired faculty, perhaps more – an 
ombuds person or ombuds committee for retired 
faculty—is needed.   
 
Discussion ensued among the Senators, 
focusing especially on how to achieve more 
successful communication and outcomes in 
the abovementioned areas: 
 
Improving Process: How can the process of 
proposing, advancing, and seeing to completion 
new, approved policies be more effectively and 
speedily pursued?  Workload Relief Policy is a 
good example of a policy proposal that was 
researched, worked on extensively by Salary 
and Benefits, vetted with relevant university 
offices and constituencies, and approved by 
Senate. It has been sitting ‘somewhere’ in 
administrative offices since.  
 
It was noted that the Senate’s endorsing a policy 
like this doesn’t automatically make it happen. 
But there is a long history of the Senate bringing 
forth proposals, working them out step-by-step 
with the administration, and then returning to 
the Senate for further refinement. In a number 
of cases recently, this back-and-forth process 
has been severely stalled or halted, to the 
consternation of many. 
 
How can various proposals be more efficiently 
and effectively vetted by the whole Senate?  
Should proposals be emailed well in advance of 
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Senate meetings so that Senators can come 
prepared to discuss?  

 
Dr. Clark noted that with the child care proposal 
a different strategy is being pursued: to develop 
and describe a number of different models/ ways 
of proceeding, and then make a case for why the 
committee proposes one over the other, and to 
make the case on the basis of Fordham values 
and mission as well as on simple efficiency 
concerns.  
 

 To address these concerns, President Vernon 
proposed that she, along with the executive 
committee of the Salary and Benefits Committee 
meet with Mr. Peretti, Mr. Simeo. An update will 
be provided at the next Senate meeting.  

 
4. Dr. Nicola Pitchford, Associate Vice 

President, Office of  the Provost: 
 Continued Progress report on faculty 
 course load and faculty development  

 
Dr. Pitchford presented slides and information 
responding to the question:  What level of faculty 
lines and teaching personnel are needed in order 
to sustain the 3/2 courseload?  
 
Full-time Tenure Track Faculty: In surveying 
the numbers of full time, tenure-track faculty in 
relationship to non-tenure track fulltime 
instructional staff between 2005-2011, there has 
not been a significant increase in the percentage 
of non-tenure track full time faculty.  Percentage 
of courses taught by tenure track faculty in 2007 
was 47.3% for Arts and Sciences, and 41.7% for 
Graduate and Professional Schools.  In 2008, 
42.5% (A & S) and 45.7% (Grad & Prof 
Schools); in 2009, 39.9% (A & S) and 45.3%  
(Grad & Prof Schools).  
 
Adjunct use in A & S and Professional 
Schools: Numbers for 2007-09 were presented, 
but it was noted that this information is more 
difficult to use and assess because of 
complicating factors (e.g., in Law School all 
legal writing classes are small classes taught by 
adjuncts; in some case adjuncts are hired who are 
well-known figures in their fields; etc.)  To build 

on this initial report, more data and analysis are 
needed. 
 
Full time Faculty Ratios:  According to US 
News & World Report, in 2009, 72% of 
Fordham’s faculty was full time as a percentage 
of overall FTE total. This is the third worst ratio 
among our designated peer and aspirant schools. 

 
Other items: Dr. Pitchford also presented data 
on faculty attrition rates and hiring numbers 
over the past several years.   
 
Tenure Track Faculty Hiring Planning:  To 
sustain the 3/2 as well as support present and 
future programming, Dr. Pitchford proposed 
several criteria for faculty hiring planning: 
   
  a. Not simple replacements 
  b. Strategically targeted based on discussion 
among faculty, deans, Provost’s office 
  c. “Bottom-up” strategic planning 
  d. Informed by data analysis and need 
assessment 
  e. Economical—hiring planning bears in mind 
the need for some budgetary caution, and for 
future budget flexibility 
 
The aim is to move toward multi-year strategic 
planning for faculty hiring focused on building 
current strengths, identifying and prioritizing 
important growth areas, and targeting hiring 
accordingly, in line with programs’ and the 
university’s mission and resources. An 
important part of this will be departments’ 
making arguments to the deans for why it 
makes sense, given their program goals, to hire 
now in a particular area.  
 
Tenure Track Faculty Hiring Plan for 2011:  
The 2011 hiring plan is for 48 tenured or 
tenure-track lines. (A few additional hires may 
yet raise that total.) This level of hiring, 
facilitated by the work of the Provost’s Office, 
is aggressive but reasonable based on amassed 
data, forecasts, and needs. 

 
 b. Annual Report on Faculty and 
Instructional Staff by rank and type. 
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Dr. David Stuhr presented annual data on full-
time instructional staff compared with tenured 
and tenure-track faculty. Two charts were 
distributed (see Appendix 1) broken down by 
department and school. Also indicated, were 
the number of instructional staff minus the 
number of unfilled lines in the department.  

 
Following the presentations by Drs. Pitchford 
and Stuhr, Senators raised a number of 
questions and observations:  
 
--Replacing faculty lines based on perceived 
future viability of program areas can be a self-
fulfilling prophecy, whereby unfilled lines 
lead to lower enrollments in a program area, 
thus reinforcing the impression of non-
viability.  Response by Dr. Pitchford: This is 
why hiring planning must be driven by a more 
comprehensive set of criteria, where viability 
issues are placed in a larger context and 
rationales are articulated by departments and 
schools.  
 
--Focusing hiring planning in light of desired 
learning outcomes can reveal areas where 
there might be a large number of offerings not 
strategically connected to those desired 
outcomes. This can give departments and 
programs a chance to re-evaluate and adjust 
job descriptions as they plan for future hires.  
 
--Adjuncts: Discussion ensued about the 
variability of adjunct usage and remuneration 
across the schools and programs. In 
professional schools, adjuncts often are paid 
much more than in Arts and Sciences, because 
they bring a particular skill level, expertise or 
value to a program and can command a higher 
wage. (On the other hand, some high-powered 
professionals are drawn to adjunct work out of 
interest, not pecuniary motives.) The majority 
of adjuncts, however, receive extremely low 
compensation for their work. Response:  
Finding ways to address this is a high priority 
for the deans right now.  One Senator 
suggested that there are small benefits that 
could be offered right now, such as free 

parking for adjuncts, or access to health care 
plans, that could demonstrate this priority and 
concern.  

 
--Ratios between tenured and tenure-track lines 
in different departments:  Some departments 
have highly tenured departments. For planning 
purposes, this raises questions such as: what is 
the average age of faculty members in 
departments?  Are older faculty members 
waiting longer to retire?  In a heavily-tenured 
department there is less room for growth or 
fresh program initiatives that would require 
new personnel.  
 
Assessing the 3/2: Linking today’s presentation 
with the first half (presented at the previous 
Senate meeting), 
What are the implications of this data for the 
sustainability of the 3/2, and accomplishing the 
goals of the 3/2?  Further, by what criteria will 
the 3/2 teaching load be judged successful?  
 
Dr. Pitchford: These charts show that if a 
universal, 3/2 teaching load were to produce 
the same ratio of tenure/tenure track faculty, 
class size, etc., Fordham would have to have a 
larger faculty. Currently, this is not the case. 
We have not yet been able to add the numbers 
of faculty we need to enable the same kinds of 
connections with students. Because tenure and 
tenure-track faculty hiring is not increasing 
apace with the 3/2 initiative, this raises a 
profound challenge for quality. 
 
Further comments from Senators on 3/2 
initiative:  
 
--In part the time free-up for student contact 
and research intended by the 3/2 seems to have 
been offset by increased demands for faculty 
reporting, “committees to nowhere,” and other 
administrative and bureaucratic demands on 
faculty time. 
 
--If we sustain a 3/2 by increasing use of 
adjuncts, what we may gain in research time, 
we may lose in quality of teaching and student 
interaction.  What strategies can be pursued to 
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offset this risk? 
 

--In order to assess the success or limits of the 
3/2, a model, or benchmark, or point of 
comparison must be constructed or selected. 
What are the desired outcomes with respect to 
research and teaching? What will be our point 
of comparison or measurement?   (Response 
from Dr. Pitchford:  Deans are currently 
discussing exactly this set of issues.)  
 
--In assessing the success of the 3/2, how will 
we assess progress toward the goal of enabling 
increased time for outside-of-classroom work 
with students?  
 
5. Executive Committee of the Faculty 

Senate, Preliminary Report: 
 Faculty Senate Survey on the 
 Assessment of the Administration 
 Questionnaire Results. 
 
Senator Falguni Sen presented a preliminary 
report on the results of the questionnaire 
concerning faculty satisfaction with the 
performance of administrators, with a focus on 
how well administrators’ work supports and 
advances the academic mission of the 
university.   
 
The on-line survey, which included 5-point 
Likert response-type (agree/disagree) questions 
and some open-ended questions, was fielded 
between November 17th and January 7th.  Out of 
a possible 573 respondents, 264 questionnaires 
were returned.  
 
The data collected reveal a general degree of 
overall satisfaction, punctuated with some 
specific areas for improvement. Senator Sen 
remarked on the following, using slides and 
graphs to illustrate the statistical results for 
specific questions: 
 
Reasons for interactions with administrators:  
Response suggest that interactions can be 
lessened by identifying routine procedures and 
figuring out how these might be decentralized.   
 

Faculty respondents reported having the greatest 
interactions with their chair and school dean.   
 
Overall, the numerical responses state 
satisfaction with administration at various levels 
in addressing issues but a lesser degree of 
satisfaction in emphasizing the academic 
mission of the university. 
 
In the open-ended responses, however, one 
finds numerous areas of concern and 
suggestions for improvement. The data suggest 
a few areas in need of improvement; Finance, 
Lincoln Center Facilities. There is a perception 
that the administration does not have enough 
representation at Lincoln Center in areas such as 
payroll, human resources, orientation of faculty, 
etc.  
 
With respect to the central question -- how 
successfully administrators are advancing the 
academic mission of the university -- initial 
analysis of the data suggests some thematic 
“positives” and a range of reasons for “not so 
positive” responses.  
 

Reasons mentioned by faculty for  
feeling positive are the administration’s 
service of the academic mission:    

Jesuit mission of the University 
Academic content of programs  

 “My Dean” - sense that one’s own 
dean is dedicated to advancing the academic 
mission 
 New Provost position – seen as a new 
level of commitment to the academic mission 
 

Reasons mentioned by faculty 
expressing less than full satisfaction in this 
area:  

Lack of shared governance 
 Administrators’ inability to listen to 
faculty; culture of incivility toward faculty by 
higher administration 
 Unclear role of Dean of Faculty 
 Lack of transparency 
 Lack of clarity of, and sufficient power 
accorded to, new Provost Office 
 Too much bureaucracy 
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 Unresponsiveness of Faculty Senate   
Finance issues: A sense that there are 
too many academic vs. administrative 
tradeoffs in the name of finances; Lack 
of financial support of faculty in 
budgeting; low salaries; cost cutting 
without priorities clear; competition for 
budgets. 
Priority issues: Lack of clarity 
concerning priorities; lack of 
understanding and support for research; 
lack of commitment to science building; 
athletics monies being placed over 
academics; low priority given to faculty 
needs/complaints concerning facilities 
needed for teaching.  

 
Respondents also offered a range of 
suggestions for improvement, including: 
 

Suggestions for chairs; More empathy; 
less authoritarian style; One-on-one 
meetings; Increase secretarial assistance 
and office efficiency; Involve more 
faculty in departmental work and 
decision making; Refreshments for 
meetings; Train chairs in management 
and leadership; More transparency; 
Represent faculty, don’t act as simply a 
messenger for the Dean. 

 
Suggestions for Dean of Faculty: Speed 
up normal approvals, quicker responses 
to emails; Be more visible to faculty; 
Become more aware of faculty research 
agendas; Other deans should report to 
dean of faculty; Food at meetings. 

 
Suggestions for Provost: Make approval 
processes more efficient; Connect the 
silos; Advance academic-mission 
focused budgeting process. 

 
Other questions, concerns, and 
suggestions for improvement were 
offered for Human Resources, IT, 
Bookstore, Payroll, Legal, Finance.  

 
The next step in this process will be two-fold. 

First, Senator Sen and the Executive 
Committee will draft a report for Senate 
consideration based on the data collected. 
Second, and concurrently, the Executive 
Committee will draft two questions concerning 
the administration and the academic mission. 
Senators in each school will then be asked to 
caucus and devise a process for faculty within 
their schools to meet and discuss the survey 
data, and these questions, in focus-group 
meetings or other appropriate fora.  Senators 
and faculty in each school will also craft a 
third, school-specific question to be discussed. 
A timeline will be set up for gathering and 
reporting findings back to the Senate.  
 
 
6. Old Business:  

 
Lecturer Statutes- Discussion was postponed 
due to time constraints.  

   
7. Reading and Approval of the Minutes 

of the December 10, 2010 meeting of the 
Faculty Senate.   
 
The minutes, with several corrections, were 
approved (12-0-3).  
 
9.  New Business:  
 

In the matter brought before the Senate, 
pursuant to University Statute §4-01.05, 
concerning the eligibility of a faculty member 
holding the position of Senior Advisor to the 
Deans on Academic Policy in the schools of 
Business to stand for election to faculty-level 
committees, the following action was taken: 
 
President Vernon called the Senate into 
Executive Session. Senators examined the job 
description for the position, provided by the 
Dean of Faculty of the Schools of Business, 
which reads as follows: 
 

Advisor on Academic Policy 
Position Description 

The Advisor on Academic Policy 
will consult with the Deans on 
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matters involving academic 
policy and strategic planning for 
the Schools of Business. The 
advisor shall also meet with 
various stakeholders of the 
Schools of Business where 
deemed desirable. The advisor 
shall act as a communication 
nexus for the Deans and the 
Faculty of the Schools of 
Business. This is a faculty 
position parallel to the existing 
position of Area Chair with 
respect to responsibility level, 
compensation and teaching load 
and does not include 
consultation on individual 
personnel cases matters beyond 
that of a faculty member.  
 

After due consideration and discussion 
concerning the appointment by the Deans of 
the Schools of Business of a faculty member 
as Senior Advisor to the Deans on Academic 

Policy, the Senate moved (Balestra/Bray) and  
approved (13:2:0) the following motion: 
 

“A faculty member appointed to the 
heretofore-described  position of 
Senior Faculty Advisor to the Dean on 
Academic Policy in the Schools of 
Business shall retain her/his full rights 
and responsibilities as a tenured 
faculty while serving in that position, 
in accordance with University Statue 
§4-01.05. ” 
 

 
10.  Announcements:  The next Senate 
meeting will take place Mar 4, 201l. 
Location: Law School, Room #430 B & C, 
Lincoln Center Campus. 

 
 
11.  Adjournment:  Meeting was adjourned 
at 3:43 pm. 
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     Dr. Berish Rubin/FCRH (ext. 1-3637) rubin@fordham.edu   
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Meeting:  Law School, Room #430 B & C, 

Lincoln Center Campus 
 
Guests:      Dr. Nicola Pitchford, Associate Vice 
 President for the Provost 

Msgr. Joseph Quinn, Vice President, 
University Mission and Ministry 
Thomas DeJulio, Esq., General 
Counsel 
Dr. Georgina Arendacs, Director of 
Equity & Equal Opportunity 
Dr. Gerald Cariffe, Associate V.P. 
& Chief Technology Officer 
Dr. Andrew H. Clark, Chair of the 
Salary & Benefits Committee of the 
Faculty Senate 

   
Excused:   Senators Marcia Flicker, Richard 

Gyug, and Eve Keller 
 
1. Call to Order and Invocation 

 
Msgr. Joseph Quinn, Vice President for 
University Mission and Ministry, offered the 
Invocation. 

 
2. Matters Presented by the President of the 
University: Joseph McShane, S.J.  
 
Community: Fr. McShane offered sincere 
thanks to the faculty and staff for how they’ve 
responded to student emergencies in the past 
several weeks. The death of a Lincoln Center 

undergraduate has sent ripples of sorrow 
through the campus, and faculty have been very 
compassionate and caring.  At Rose Hill, a 
student fell and suffered a serious spinal cord 
injury. Thanks go out to all who’ve been 
responding in that difficult situation. Families 
and friends are being kept in prayer.  
 
Admissions:  Fr. McShane reported that we 
have now received approximately 31,500 
applications for admission for 2011-12, up 15% 
from last year. Within the applicant pool, New 
York remains the largest feeder state, providing 
30% of applications, with 15% from New 
Jersey.  With 8% of the pool, California has 
become the third largest feeder state. We hope 
to keep the admission rate at around 40%. Open 
Houses will take place on both campuses on 
April 16 and 17, faculty turnout is encouraged 
and appreciated.  
 
Development:  $65 million in gifts and pledges 
have been received so far this year. We hope to 
be able to finish the year with a record number. 
Two years ago the record was set at $72 
million, and the hope is that we can finish this 
year with close to $75 million.  
 
The capital campaign has now broken the $400 
million mark, and the team is eager to reach the 
goal. There will then be a two year “silent” 
period prior to the next major public campaign. 
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Fr. McShane also announced a very generous 
gift from “our most famous living alumnus,” 
Denzel Washington, who accepted an invitation 
to travel from California to visit with Fordham 
theatre students on January 29th at Lincoln 
Center. Mr. Washington further agreed match 
an endowed scholarship fund that was started in 
his name. He will also make a gift to endow a 
new professorship in the theatre department. 
 
Lincoln Center/Law School Construction:  
The construction fences are up, work is 
beginning.  On May 2, at 4:00 pm the official 
groundbreaking for the new Law School 
building will take place. All faculty are invited 
to the festivities.  
 
Assessment Update:  Fr. McShane updated the 
Senators on progress toward creating 
assessment plans and reports to meet the 
recently-changed and time-bound expectations 
communicated by Middle States. 
 
Financial Aid: Fr. McShane is returning to 
Albany as Vice President of the xx of 
Independent Colleges and University to lobby 
for the protection of monies for our students. 
TAP and HEOP, programs key for our students, 
are safe for this year. The Bundy program is set 
to be cut $67,000. It will remain to be seen 
what happens under a new governor next year. 
 
In continuing resolution, the State Assembly 
voted to delete the LEAP program entirely. Fr. 
McShane noted that this is a bad precedent 
which suggests a willingness of both parties to 
cut student aid. Republicans are mounting a 
plan to cut the PELL cap to $4750, which is 
worrisome because the TAP program remains 
precarious.  Fordham’s exposure if PELL and 
TAP disappeared would be up to $12 million. 
 
It is feared that educational cuts could go up to 
$8 million, and in response colleges and 
universities are pulling out all the stops to 
advocate for our students.  This is a time, in 
both Albany and Washington, when if cuts 
occur they are not only bad in themselves; they 
set bad precedent because they make it easier 

for this to continue.  This matter is key for 
Fordham and our students, since independent 
sector higher education in New York has a 
lower overall family income than does SUNY.  
At Fordham, 90 percent of our students receive 
institutional aid of some sort.  
 
3. Salary & Benefits Committee Report: Dr. 
Andrew Clark   
 
University Statutes, Appendix 4 Revisions: 
Dr Clark, Chair of the Salary and Benefits 
Committee, submitted a list of revisions to the 
University Statutes Appendix 4 pursuant to the 
finalization of the paperwork reflecting the 
University’s extension of benefits to faculty 
members’ domestic partners and legally-
domiciled adults. 
 
The faculty Senate approved (19:0:0) the 
following resolution (Piotrkowksi/Cohen): 
 

The Faculty Senate resolves to propose 
the following revisions to the amended 
Appendix 4 of the University Statutes 
that was passed on April 30, 2010 in 
order to reflect the University’s 
decision to provide benefits to qualified 
legally domiciled adults.  

 
 (See Appendix I for complete text) 
 
After noting one correction (following 
Category B: the words, Legally Domiciled 
Adults should be added), the question was 
called. 
 
Compression Study:  Several meetings have 
taken place on compression. The committee 
(Berrish Rubin, Bruce Berg, and Andrew 
Clark) thanks Ben Crooker for his helpfulness. 
Based on the formula and calculations to date, 
it looks as if it will take about $1 million to 
bring people up to the medium, excluding the 
Business Schools. The particularities of the 
Business School faculty situation requires 
further calculation to assure parity of treatment; 
S & B committee members are meeting with 
Dean Rappaciolli  and others to ensure the most 
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accurate interpretation of the data; subsequently 
the costs to redress compression in the Business 
Schools will be clarified.  As per agreement 
struck during salary negotiations in 2010, the 
Administration has agreed to address 
compression on a regular basis, but monies are 
not to come out of the negotiated pool of 
money for faculty pay raises in a given year.  
 
Audit of Reports of Faculty Salaries:  This is 
moving forward; the committee is hoping to get 
the comparative audit report for assistant 
professors’ salaries in time for this year’s salary 
negotiations. 
 
Child Care Proposal:  This was circulated, but 
tabled for discussion till the next meeting, due 
to lack of time.  
 
Dr. Clark fielded questions from the Senators. 
 
Question: Is merit is taken into account in the 
formula being used for compression?  A:  Yes. 
 
Q:  Is the aim to bring all ranks up to the mean? 
A: Yes. 
 
Q: Is the compression ‘fix’ targeted in anyway 
to deal with gender, racial or other kinds of 
discrimination? A. We are not looking at 
gender, race, etc. We aren’t dealing with 
individuals’ files or data. However, to deal with 
compression can end up addressing some 
discriminatory effects.  
 
President Vernon stated that the Senate 
committee will contact Provost’s Office and 
ask them to look at specific data, in order to 
track how sex, race, and other demographics 
might play into compression.  
 
Q: Can a representative from the Business 
Schools be added to the compression 
committee as it works out the formulae for 
compression for the B schools?  A. Yes, this 
will be done. 
 
Q. Re: LDAs:  Is it possible to claim more than 
one LDA under the new policy? Or a spouse 

plus an LDA? A: No, the policy states that each 
faculty member can claim only one LDA or one 
spouse.  
 
4. Msgr. Joseph Quinn, Vice President, 
Mission and Ministry: Msgr. Quinn presented 
an overview of the purpose, spheres of 
responsibility, and current efforts taking place 
under the aegis of the Office for Mission and 
Ministry. The fundamental responsibility of the 
OMM is to remind everyone of the “why” of 
this institution. The office has evolved over the 
years from a University Chaplaincy Office to a 
full-fledged Vice Presidency of Mission and 
Ministry. 
 
The role of the OMM is primarily pastoral: to 
be a Catholic and supportive presence to 
students, faculty and staff in ordinary and 
extraordinary times. The OMM encourages 
reflection, prayer, worship, outreach and 
service, at times and in ways both inside and 
outside regular university structures. The OMM 
staff strives to be available and accessible to all 
members of the Fordham family, celebrating 
our diversity as part of our mission. 
 
The OMM oversees three departments (Campus 
Ministry, the Dorothy Day Center, and Global 
Outreach), and two Centers (the Archbishop 
Hughes Institute, and the Center for Religion 
and Culture), and also bears responsibility for 
the care and upkeep of the University Church 
and seven chapels.   
 
Current activities include: Campus Ministry:  
Lenten and Holy Week Liturgies; retreat 
programs led by Fr. Florio in Goshen NY; a 
student group planning to attend World Youth 
Day in Barcelona this summer (Fordham has 
more students going to WYD than any other 
Jesuit college or university in the United 
States); Dorothy Day Center: Over 1200 
students are involved with 120 non-profit 
charities in the NYC area; activities like Urban 
Plunge, service learning, vocational 
discernment for post-baccalaureate service 
opportunities such as the Jesuit Volunteer 
Corps.  GO: Up to thirty trips per year for more 
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than 400 students in sites throughout the U.S. 
and world. Interest and applications far outstrip 
available spots. Centers:  Archbishop Hughes 
Center sponsors two lectures/year including 
one Catholic-Jewish relations; Center on 
Religion and Culture draws large public and 
university audiences on a range of topics 
throughout the academic year.  
 
A range of events marking the Tenth 
Anniversary of 9/11 are being planned, 
beginning with an April 12th co-sponsored 
conference by the Center for Ethics Education, 
and Center on Religion and Culture: “Moral 
Outrage and Moral Repair: 9/11 and Its 
Afterlife,” and concluding in September with 
special Masses of the Holy Spirit on September 
11. 
 
Following several questions, Msgr. Quinn 
thanked the faculty for its work in advancing  
Fordham’s mission, and looked forward to 
assisting and collaborating in ever more 
productive ways.  
 
 
5. Matters Presented by Dr. Stephen 
Freedman, Provost.  Because Dr. Freedman 
was in India, the report was given by Dr. Nicola 
Pitchford on his behalf. The following points 
were covered: 
 
Budget Planning Update:  A priority has been 
identifying surplus funds in this year’s budget 
and how to distribute these. The Provost has 
asked Dr. Pitchford to circulate to the faculty 
members serving on the Provost’s Budget 
Planning Council regular updates that can be 
disseminated among the faculty.  
 
The priority at this point for making a 
difference through the Provost’s office has been 
to move toward an academic budget process 
that is more inclusive, transparent, and 
decentralized, with more being done by the 
deans and each dean’s faculty budget 
committee.  
 
A change now in effect has been the crafting 

and execution of a plan for redistributing 
surplus funds this year, up to $3.5 million, back 
to the academic units. These funds must be 
used by the end of the fiscal year for one-time, 
non-personnel items. 
 
The plan has been designed to: 
 
a. Insure that the funds could be spent by the 
end of the year. 
 
b. Give the closest attention to faculty 
development and teaching needs. The deans 
have each put forward proposals.  
 
c. Prioritize proposals that would free up some 
monies for next year’s budget by present 
spending.  
 
d. Direct surplus monies toward those schools 
that engaged most fully with the new budget 
planning process, and most closely aligned their 
budget vision with process. 
 
e. Another priority:  Short term seed money that 
would be used for new initiatives that could 
then be sustained by other means. 
 
f. Give precedence to those schools that have 
generated the most growth in enrollment this 
year, e.g., the Graduate School of Social 
Service. The rationale here is not to simply 
reward, but to meet new needs related to 
growing enrollment.  
 
g. Ensure that every school benefits to some 
extent from the funds. 
 
Process:  Deans have put forward proposals for 
“phase two spending,” and the central budget 
planning council has just about finished the 
process of making decisions and distributing 
the funds.  
 
Higher Education Opportunity Act & New 
Textbook Information Requirements for 
Faculty:  Dr. Pitchford noted that by law, 
universities must now make textbook 
information available as much as possible to 
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students at the time of registration. She urged 
all faculty to get text information online for our 
students now.  
Dr. Pitchford then fielded a number of 
questions and comments from the Senators: 
 
Question:  How does this planning work for 
faculty in the schools? Is there anything we can 
do to get better information to faculty, to 
encourage deans to meet with faculty to make 
this planning and proposal process better?  A:  
This is something that might be raised at one of 
the two budget fora the Provost will hold in 
mid-April. Communication to faculty about the 
process by way of the Senate is another effort 
to get information out.    
 
Q: In the process you described, after being 
vetted by the Provost’s office budget 
committee, do the proposals go to the 
University budget committee?  A:  Budgets for 
FY ’12 do, but this step is not taken for 
proposals for the supplemental funds in FY '11, 
as the monies involved have already been 
designated for academic budgets.  
 
Q:  Have the supplemental monies for FY 11 
already been allocated to schools based on 
detailed proposals and budgets submitted by the 
deans?  A: Yes.   
 
Dr. Pitchford noted that for FY 12 the Provost’s 
office is also looking at places where budgets 
can be increased upfront beyond the flat 2 
percent increase, for high priority target areas.  
A new, $8 million Provost’s Endowment will 
generate funds that can be used to support 
specific new academic initiatives and programs. 
This fund should generate about $320,000 per 
year.  
 
Senators noted the importance of clarity and 
transparency in how decisions are made to 
disburse funds out of the Provost’s office, and 
in general transparency of decision making. 
Rather than discussing disbursement of funds in 
an ad hoc manner, perhaps some guidelines can 
be developed and publicized.   
 

Senator comment:  Many faculty don’t know 
who the members of the budget committee in 
their school are.  
 
Senator comment:  There’s evidence that the 
Provost is working very hard to try to ensure 
transparency at his end of the operation. At 
almost every meeting of the Provost’s budget 
council he asks the deans to report back to their 
school councils. Lack of transparency might be 
more of a problem at the level of the deans, or 
with school budget councils. Raises the 
question of how we can work on transparency 
at more grassroots levels.   
How do we work on this more from the 
grassroots. 
 
Senator comment:  Budget planning process 
and transparency seems to be working well in 
Arts & Sciences. 
 
Q: You’ve mentioned something about deans’ 
discretionary funds to be used as seed money 
for new initiatives. Will these funds be part of a 
central fund of some kind?  A: No, these are 
funds under the control of individual deans. 
Some funds are clearly earmarked for what they 
can and cannot be used to support/pay for. Dr. 
Freedman and the deans are working to build 
the use of these funds into the budget planning 
process. 
 
6. Thomas DeJulio, Esq.: “Preventing 
Workforce Harassment” Program 
 
Mr. DeJulio and NAME presented an updated 
program concerning harassment. The former, 
Sexual Harassment Program is being re-
launched with a more expansive approach that 
includes an issue that has become prominent: 
bullying. Over ten states have passed or are 
planning to enact anti-workplace bullying 
statutes, and Fordham wants to be ahead of the 
curve.  
 
To get at this broader menu of concerns, it’s 
being called “workplace harassment 
prevention.”  We’ve procured a good program 
that is getting positive reviews. It will go out to 
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faculty over the next week or so. It is mission 
driven; we want a safe environment that 
protects all; and the aim here is to raise 
consciousness of our university community 
concerning how to spot and address these 
issues.   
 
Questions and comments from Senators were 
then taken. 
 
Senator Comment/Question: What kind of 
vetting was done to select this program? There 
are many such programs for sale; how are 
relative effectiveness of programs compared, 
and outcomes measured? A. One measure is to 
monitor the volume of cases brought to the 
attention of our office. Typically the number of 
cases per year has been under six.   
 
Senator Comment:  Sometimes we might 
observe what could be harassment, but it’s not 
involving us directly, so we don’t report it. 
Sometime we see things and we don’t know 
how to define them. Awareness, 
communication and looking out for one another 
is crucial, both in this area and others – 
concerns about students in crisis, etc.   
 
Mr. DeJulio noted that this program 
underscores “notice requirement.”  The 
admonition is, in ambiguous cases, to err on the 
side of caution rather than second guess. Don’t 
hesitate to speak up.  
 
Q: What percentage of your current cases are 
on the academic side?  A: 2/6.  Some are 
ongoing over long periods of time. 
 
Q:  There are many problems that may not rise 
to the level of a legal claim that need to be 
addressed: involving workplace climate, micro 
aggressions, or perhaps race, sex, LGBT 
matters.  Where do these get dealt with?  A: 
Yes, there are many cases beyond the strictly 
legal. The Director of Equity’s job is to handle 
such complaints. She reports to the President 
through the Legal Counsel’s office.  
 
Q: Besides faculty and administrators, who else 

will be engaging in this training?  A. Student 
Affairs, RAs, Counseling Center personnel, 
union employees. 
 
Senator Comment:  Faculty and others need 
more training in awareness, and information 
concerning whom to contact in different crisis 
situations. There are many people teaching 
students who are TAs, Post-Docs, Pre-Docs, 
adjuncts. It’s important that these people 
receive information and training.  
 
Q: Are there safe places for faculty to go for 
information or counsel should they feel 
harassed? We don’t have an ombudsmen’s 
office.  Where is the potential support, 
confidentiality, protection for people who 
might hesitate or fear to come forward? A. This 
is a very important issue. There is legitimate 
fear of retaliation, which the training covers. 
1/3 of cases brought for action lead to a 
potential claim of retaliation, which is just as 
serious a charge.  
 
Faculty feedback and suggestions concerning 
the new program will be gladly received by Mr. 
DeJulio’s office. 
 
7. Old Business: Race and Gender Equity 
Taskforce, Brief Update: Dr. Chaya 
Piotrkowski 
 
 Senator Piotrkowski gave an overview of the 
history and present status of the Taskforce. This 
taskforce was created by the Senate in 
December 2008, and is composed of 
representatives from the faculty and from 
academic affairs. Its report was to be submitted 
by December 2009.  As of March 2011, the 
Taskforce has been unable to fulfill its charge. 
Constrained by long delays in receiving 
necessary data, and lack of resolution from 
administrative offices concerning how to 
handle confidential information, a full report 
has been impossible to compile. Instead, the 
Taskforce will issue a partial report that will 
include recommendations re: how to avoid 
impasses like this in future efforts.  Colleagues 
at other institutions, it should be noted, indicate 
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that salary equity analyses are contracted by 
their universities at a cost of $40,000-$50,000. 
 
Senator Flavin joined other Senators in 
thanking  Taskforce members for the work they 
had done.  It seems as if this impasse requires 
an organizational solution. The job attempted 
cannot be accomplished by volunteers; it needs 
to be built into the administrative structure so 
that these equity issues are addressed fully, 
systematically, and on a regular cycle. 
 
8. New Business:  
 
8.1. Review of Desktops for Active 
Directory: Dr. Gerald Cariffe, Associate 
Vice President & Chief Technology Officer, 
joined by Jason Benedict and Steve Flynn from 
Fordham IT.  
 
Dr. Cariffe et al gave a brief presentation 
concerning Fordham’s shift to Active 
Directory. 
 
Active Directory is a repository for individuals’ 
computer data so that IT can authenticate and 
get authorized to use new software more 
efficiently. The Law School has had Active 
Directory for years now, and most institutions 
of higher education like ours already have it.  
Fordham is in the process of installing this 
along with regular software upgrades. 
 
Advantages of AD:  1) Makes it easier to 
deploy software to university consitutents. For 
enabling access to newly developing 
technologies and software, his piece of software 
the definitive authorizing body. 2) Allows IT 
too have a central authentication which will 
speed up generation of accounts. 3) Mobility 
for users: Where ever you go in the university, 
you take all your data with your profile. This 
data can also be accessed by you from off-site. 
3) All data on your office hard drive can be 
backed up. If your computer crashes, that data 
is protected.  
 
Dr. Cariffe and his team then fielded questions 
from the Senators: 

 
Q: How does the move to AD change things for 
faculty? What difference will it make?  A. See 
above for advantages.  The difference will be 
minimal if you choose not to use AD’s capacity 
for storage and mobility.  
 
Q. Is AD being installed on all our office 
computers, whether we want it or not?  A. Yes. 
Right now IT is facing the reality that when we 
go into new generations of software, AD is 
needed. 
 
Q. Is all my material now going to be 
automatically transferred onto a central 
database, whether I want this or not?  A. No. If 
you choose, you can maintain as much of your 
material as you wish locally without having it 
stored on AD. Only material in MyDocuments 
will be stored.  As much or as little of your own 
material as you choose can be stored on the 
network account.  
 
The upside of storing on the network account is 
that, should your local pc hard drive fail, your 
material is backed up. IT thus recommends that 
you store on the network account. However, 
faculty members have the option of doing so, or 
not.  
 
Q. Faculty have many concerns about privacy, 
security, etc. of their data and material on their 
office computers. What new risks or protections 
will be provided by Active Desktop?  
 
A. As noted, you will still have control of your 
local desktop.  
You can choose to store data in files other than 
MyDocuments. We’re not backing up your 
entire hard drive, only the share that’s on 
MyDocuments.  You can keep other data 
locally on that machine. However, if that 
machine fails your data are at risk, and the 
localized data won’t have the mobility you get 
with AD.   
 
Q. What will guarantee us privacy? A. The 
privacy issue, with or without the installation of 
Active Desktop, is not something that 
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technology guarantees, but rather, policy.    
 
Q. How is this different than myfiles?  A.  This 
is much simpler and easier, with the advantages 
mentioned above. 
 
Q. More questions about maintaining privacy. 
A. On one hand, if the data is in there and 
password protected, people can not just get into 
it.  Data stored locally on an office pc is 
arguably less secure, since the machines aren’t 
nailed down, and not protected in case of 
mechanical or other disaster. To store data on 
Active Directory is more secure, your ability to 
do business is enhanced, and to survive disaster 
is also enhanced. But the choice to download 
your material is yours.  
 
  8.2 Request for Senate Seat by Graduate 
School of Religion and Religious Education.  
The request from GSRRE raises larger 
questions of representation in the face of a 
number of new schools. President Vernon has 
charged a committee consisting of former 
Senate Presidents (Bruce Berg, Dominic 
Balestra, Bill Baumgartner) to consider this and 
come back to the Senate with a proposal for 
how to proceed. 
 
9. Research Council Nominations: Deferred.  
 
10. Reading and Approval of the Minutes of 
the February 11, 2011 meeting of the Faculty 
Senate.  With minor corrections, minutes were 
approved. (Balestra/Carey, 14/0/2) 
  
11. Announcements: 
 
Faculty Life Committee Questionnaire. 
President Vernon urged all Senators to urge 
their constituents to complete this important 
survey. The goal is to have the majority of 
faculty responding, in order to accurately 
analyze areas of progress or decline since the 
previous survey was conducted 
 
Ongoing: Workflow Program development, 
efforts to create secure ways of sharing 
applicant and admissions portfolio information 

on line in order to reduce physical paperwork. 
GSS had worked with Legal Affairs to get such 
material onto Blackboard, but security issues 
need to be more effectively addressed. 
Ongoing, also: workflow program. On Base.  
Relates to portfolio issue to reduce the amount 
of physical paperwork. President Vernon 
advocates that personnel chairs get together to 
determine the workflow process so that the 
appropriate personnel can be given access to 
personnel materials at the appropriate times.  
 
11. Adjournment.   Meeting was adjourned at 
3:44 pm. 
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 APPENDIX I 
 
Resolution of the Faculty Senate 
 
March 4, 2011 
 
The Faculty Senate, resolves to propose the following 
revisions to the amended Appendix 4 of the 
University Statutes that was passed on April 30, 2010 
in order to reflect the University’s decision to provide 
benefits to qualified legally domiciled adults, 
 
 
A-7: Hospital-Surgical Medical Plans 
 
(a)    The University provides the following health care 
options to faculty, spouses and dependents faculty, 
spouses,  qualified Legally Domiciled Adults (LDAs), 
and dependents: 
 
            1.    Blue Cross/CIGNA    
PPO/INDEM/HOSPITAL 
            2.    Oxford                          POS 
            3.    HIP                               HMO 
            4.    US Healthcare           HMO 
            5.    Empire                        
PPO/DENTAL/VISION 
 
(c)    Spousal reentry The re-entry of spouses and 
qualified LDAs into the University medical plan can 
take place during the open enrollment period. However, 
exceptions are allowed if the employee/dependent(s) 
enroll for or change coverage within 30 days of the 
following: 
 
            a)    Change in legal marital status due to 
marriage, death of a spouse, divorce, annulment or legal 
separation; 
 b)    Change in an employee’s living situation 
such that the employee’s LDA meets the qualifying 
conditions outlined in A-19 below; 
            b)    c)    Change in number of dependents due to 
birth, adoption, placement for adoption, or death of a 
participant; 
           c)    d)    Change in employment status of 
employee, spouse,  LDA, or dependent due to 
termination or start of employment, strike, lockout, 
beginning or end  of unpaid leave of absence, including 
FMLA or change in the worksite; 
           d)    e)    Changes in employment status of 
employee, spouse,  LDA, or dependent resulting in 
eligibility or ineligibility for coverage; 
           e)    f)    Change in residence of employee, spouse,  
LDA, or dependent and the change requested is 
consistent with the change in status; and 
           f)    g)    Changes which cause a dependent to 

become eligible or ineligible for coverage. 
 
(d)    The University assumes the cost of continuation of 
dependent,  LDA, and spouse medical coverage upon 
death of full-time faculty who have completed 15 years 
of service, subject to cost sharing outlined in (b) above. 
 
(e)    The University will administer benefits to LDAs in 
conformance with all relevant tax-related requirements.  
This treatment includes, but not limited to, imputation of 
income for all non-tax-qualified LDAs less the amount of 
after-tax contributions as prescribed by the Internal 
Revenue Code.  In addition, contributions for non-tax-
qualified LDAs will be made on an after-tax basis to the 
extent contributions for LDA coverage are required. 
 
(f)   Some carriers may not offer Category B coverage. 
At the present time HIP, Oxford and Aetna do not offer 
coverage for Category B LDAs.  All current options 
cover Category A LDAs.  
 
 
A-8: Tuition Remission Benefits  
(b
or  LDA 
 
  
eligible to receive 100% tuition remission for 
undergraduate, graduate or Professional Schoo
the Law School and EXECUTIVE MBA programs- see 
C-8-(c)4 below).    
 
(c
Dependent Children 
 
  
faculty who have fifteen years of full-time employment 
at the University are eligible for tuition remission in the 
Law School and the EXECUTIVE MBA programs.  
After 5 years of service 50% of tuition remission for 
these programs is available.  
 
  
least ten years of full-time employment at the Universit
dies or retires at age 62 or older, the dependent children, 
LDA, and spouse of the deceased or retired faculty 
member shall be entitled to the same benefits to whic
they would have been entitled had the faculty member 
continued on a full-time basis. 
 
  
faculty member, spouse, LDA, or dependent is 
contingent upon the individual involved meeting
academic standards of the program in which the 
individual seeks admission. 
 
  
self, spouse, LDA, and dependents are available from  

)    Tuition Remission for a Faculty Member's Spouse 

          1.    Upon hire, spouses and  LDAs of faculty are 

ls (except 

)    Tuition Remission for a Faculty Member's 

          4.    Dependent children, LDAs, and spouses of 

          5.    In the event that a faculty member with at 
y 

h 

          6.    Use of the tuition remission benefit by a 

 the 

          9.     Application forms for tuition remission for 
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 APPENDIX I (cont.) 
 
Human Resources, Benefits Assistant, 506 Faculty 
Memorial Hall, Rose Hill Campus. 
 
 
(NEW) A-19:  Legally Domiciled Adults 
 
(a) An adult legally domiciled with a member of the 
faculty will be qualified to receive benefits under 
these Statutes and this Appendix if one of the 
following two sets of conditions is met: 
 

Category A: Domestic Partners 
 

1. The LDA has lived in the same primary 
residence as the member of the faculty for a 
period of time no less than six months; 

 
2. The LDA intends to continue to live in the 

same primary residence as the member of the 
faculty; 

 
3. The LDA shares a close, personal 

relationship with the member of the faculty; 
 

4. The LDA is jointly responsible for living 
expenses with the member of the faculty; 

 
5. The LDA is not married, nor is related to the 

member of the faculty by blood in any way 
that would bar legal marriage in the state of 
New York; and 

 
6. The LDA is 18 years of age or older. 

 
7.  The LDA is not receiving benefits from any 

other employer 
 

Category B: 
 
1. The LDA is a dependent parent or an adult 

child no longer eligible for benefits of the 
member of the faculty; 

 
2. The LDA lives in the same primary residence 

as the member of the faculty;  
 

3. The LDA is claimed as the faculty member’s 
tax dependent; and  
 

4. Meets the definition of dependent under 
section 152 of the Internal Revenue Code 
during the period of coverage. 

 
(b) A member of the faculty is eligible to nominate a 
LDA for benefits purposes only if the faculty member 
does not currently claim benefits for a spouse. A 

member of the faculty may not have more than one 
LDA qualified for benefits purposes at any given 
time. 
 
(c) To nominate a LDA for benefits purposes, the 
member of the faculty must complete a form designed 
for this purpose available from the Office of Human 
Resources. This form must contain the original 
signatures of both the member of the faculty and the 
LDA and must be accompanied by documentation 
sufficient to demonstrate that the LDA is qualified to 
receive benefits under one of the two categories set 
forth in section (a) above. 
(d) Tax Implications 
(1) The University will administer benefits for LDAs 
in conformance with all relevant tax laws. This 
treatment includes, but is not limited to, imputation 
of income of the value of a benefit, less any applicable 
after-tax contributions for all non-tax LDAs.  This 
determination shall be made under relevant tax 
requirements as imposed by the Internal Revenue 
Code, its regulations and rulings as applicable. 
Furthermore, to the extent contributions are required 
for coverage of an LDA or an LDA and his or her 
dependent children such contributions shall be made 
on an after-tax basis only. 
 
(2) The foregoing shall apply to Medical Insurance 
and Tuition Remission for both active and retired 
faculty members.  
 
 
R-3: Medical Insurance 
 
(a)    Medical insurance coverage is available to retired 
faculty, and their spouses, and their LDA under the 
same conditions as those available to active faculty, and 
their spouses, and their LDA. 
 
(b)    All active faculty, and their spouses, and their 
LDAs automatically receive Medicare Part A – 
Hospitalization upon their attainment of age 65.  
Medicare Part B – Major Medical is optional until their 
retirement at which time both Parts A & B are required.  
For active faculty the University medical plan remains 
primary until such time they retire.  For retired faculty, 
Medicare Part A and B become the primary insurer and 
the University medical plan becomes the secondary 
insurer.  Active and retired faculty, and their spouses, 
and their LDAs who have Medicare coverage are 
responsible for whatever costs are associated with their 
Medicare coverage.  Faculty who retire before 65, remain 
on the University’s medical plan in effect at retirement 
until their 65th birthday incurring the premium cost 
sharing delineated under R-3(e).  At age 65, they will 
have the two options delineated under R-3(c). 
 
(c)     The University's medical insurance plan vendors 
for retired faculty, and their spouses, and their LDAs 
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are CIGNA or Aetna. 

 APPENDIX I (cont.) 
 
(d)    A spouse or LDA who is Medicare eligible is 
guaranteed reentry into the University medical plan while 
employed or upon retirement anytime during the year, 
even if the retiree is deceased.  A spouse or LDA who is 
not Medicare eligible is guaranteed reentry into the plan 
even if the retiree is deceased provided that at least one 
of the conditions outlined in Section C-7(c) is met.  
 
(e)    Payment of the premium for health care for retired 
faculty, and their spouses, and their LDAs may involve 
cost sharing, as specified below: 
 
            1.    There is no cost sharing for retired faculty, 
and their spouses, and their LDAs when the faculty 
member retired prior to 1997, except where cost sharing 
was part of a special retirement package. 
            2.    Faculty retiring between July 1, 1997 and 
June 30, 2002 will contribute 7% of the Medicare carve 
out premium for life. 
            3.    Faculty retiring between July 1, 2002 and 
June 30, 2007 will contribute 10% of the Medicare carve 
out premium for life. 
            4.    Faculty retiring after June 30, 2007 will 
contribute 15% of the Medicare carve out premium for 
life. 
            5.    No retiree's annual Medicare Carve Out 
health care premium will ever exceed the absolute dollar 
amount of his /her annual health care premium during 
his/her last year of full-time employment with the 
University. 
 
(f)    The University will provide annually retired faculty, 
and their spouses, and their LDAs with a copy of the 
University's medical plan which is relevant to the retired 
faculty, and spouse, or LDA. 
 
(g)    If Medicare Carve Out coverage is through 
CIGNA, retired faculty, and spouses, and LDA LDAs 
on Medicare are reimbursed for 80% of the charges not 
covered by Medicare, subject to an annual deductible of 
$150. This deductible is in addition to Medicare's 
deductible. If Medicare carve out coverage is through 
U.S. Healthcare, all approved expenses are covered 
100%. There are no deductibles although there may be 
small co-payment requirements. 
 
(h)    Spouses,  LDAs, and eligible dependents who are 
not yet eligible for Medicare, and are dependents of 
retired faculty age 65 and over, will have family 
coverage in the CIGNA Medicare Carve-Out Plan.  
Effective January 1, 2007, the option of electing 
hospitalization coverage for the spouse, LDA, and/or 
eligible dependents under Empire Program will be at cost 
sharing of 15% of the premium cost. 
 

(i)    The maximum lifetime benefit for covered charges 
for retired faculty, and their spouses, and their LDAs is 
$500,000.  However, once a retired faculty member, or 
spouse, or LDA uses any portion of his/her maximum 
benefits, on each January 1, CIGNA will reinstate the 
used amount up to $1,000 to be applied to covered 
expenses incurred after the date of reinstatement. 
 
(j)    As long as an  LDA is not a tax-qualified dependent 
under the definition provided by the Internal Revenue 
Code the University will impute as income the cost of 
providing coverage to a non-tax-qualified  LDA less any 
after-tax contributions that may be made to ensure 
coverage. 
 
 
R-4: Tuition Remission 
 
(b)    Tuition Remission for a retired Faculty Member's 
Spouse or LDA  
 
The spouse or LDA of a retired faculty member is 
eligible to receive a tuition remission benefit for the full 
cost of tuition for any number of courses taken in any 
School, except the School of Law and in the 
EXECUTIVE MBA program offered by the Graduate 
School of Business where the tuition remission benefit is 
limited to 50 per cent of the total tuition cost. After the 
employee has completed fifteen years of full-time 
service, a spouse or LDA is eligible to receive a full 
tuition remission benefit in the School of Law and for the 
EXECUTIVE MBA program. 
 
(d)    Use of the tuition remission benefit by a faculty 
member, spouse, LDA, or dependent is contingent upon 
the individual involved meeting the academic standards 
of the program in which the individual seeks admission. 
 
(g) Application forms for tuition remission for self, 
spouse, LDA, and dependents are available from Human 
Resources, Benefits Assistant, 506 Faculty Memorial 
Hall, Rose Hill Campus. 
 
(h) The value of tuition remission benefits will impute as 
income for any LDA who is not a tax-qualified 
dependent as defined under the relevant section of the 
Internal Revenue Code. 
 
 
R-6: Other Retirement Benefits 
(a) Retired faculty, and their spouses, and their 
LDAs can continue to use the University's 
library facilities. Identification cards will be 
issued annually to retired faculty members; 
spouses and LDAs will be issued an 
identification card upon request. 
 



Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes #368 March 4, 2011 
 

 12

 

 APPENDIX I (cont.) 
 
 
(b) Retired faculty can obtain a parking sticker 
for parking at the Rose Hill campus at the same 
rate as active faculty. 
 
(c) Retired faculty, and their spouses, and their 
LDAs may use the Lombardi Center at the 
same rate paid by active faculty. 
 
(d) Retired faculty will receive a copy of 
University publications. 
 
(e Retired faculty, and their spouses, and their 
LDAs will be invited to all University events. 
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Meeting:  O’Hare Special Collections Room, Walsh Library, Rose Hill Campus 
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 Dr. Nicola Pitchford, Associate Vice President for the Provost 

Dr. Andrew H. Clark, Chair of the Salary & Benefits Committee of the Faculty Senate 
 Dr. J. Andrew Foster, Chair of the Library Committee 
  
Excused:   Senators Tracy Higgins, Eve Keller and Harry Nasuti 

 
1.  Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 12:50 by President Grace Vernon. 
 
2. Invocation: was offered by Senator Cohen. 
 
3. Matters Presented by Dr. Stephen Freedman, Provost: 
 
Law School Dean Search:  The search is now in its final phases with a short list of candidates being considered. On campus 
interviews will be set up this month. 
 
Center for Teaching Excellence:  Provost Freedman complimented Ann Mannion for the great work she has done in developing 
and advancing the work of the Center for Teaching Excellence to date. Drs. Freedman and Pitchford see the CTE as an important 
element in the faculty development initiative, and want to see the CTE becoming a more visible actor and resource in the work of 
teaching among both junior and senior faculty.  Dr. Freedman announced that Dr. Erick Kelemen, who is visiting assistant professor 
in English and Medieval Studies, has been appointed interim Director of the CTE when Dr. Mannion steps down this spring. A 
permanent appointment will be made later in the summer. 
 
Budget Fora: Faculty are urged to attend the upcoming Budget Fora. At these events Dr. Freedman will explain how the new 
budget process unfolded, review the phases of decision-making, and end with giving the results of this year concerning distributions 
of monies, followed by a Q and A.  
 
Restructuring of Provost’s Office:  A restructuring of the Provost’s office and its procedures is underway in light of this year’s 
accomplishments and some areas for improved effectiveness that have been uncovered. Further announcements will be made later in 
April.  
 
International Programs:  Currently, Provost’s office is recruiting an Assistant Vice President for International Programs, as Susan 
Ray is returning to the faculty. This has provided an opportunity to rethink and restructure how the Provost’s office works with other 
sectors of the university on the internationalization of Fordham’s academic programs.  Dr. Freedman has traveled a good deal in the 
past few months in the interest of further developing Fordham’s international connections and programs, including to Peking 
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pportunities, we need to be coordinated, focused, and strategic in our use of resources for international program planning. 

 

ond so far, and the PRR will reflect this.  Dr. Freedman thanked Dr. Jeannine Pinto, 
ho has been overseeing Fordham’s efforts.  

 

it are accurate. There was a major effort to catch up 
n reimbursements last month; this has been a challenge across the university. 

n also noted that delays in office-to-office paperwork within the Provost’s office are being reviewed and steps taken to 
meliorate. 

. Report from the Task Force on Research Competiveness by Dr. Joel Reidenberg 

denberg reported to the Senate on the background to the task force, its membership, charge, and the current stage of their 
ork. 

rch, looking at 
oth qualitative and quantitative aspects, across the university (rather than taking a purely program-specific view.) 

ross-section of faculty and administrators, plus one 
raduate-school representative, and Amy Tuininga serving as Rapporteur. 

dations in five areas: 
ty research programs 

s 

5. Identify and develop new funding sources for research 

eeting 

ook 
 materials for putting together useful 

etrics is also a big job; they are trying to get a complete picture and accurate data sets. 

l term. Questions, comments, suggestions re: topics to put on the Task Force’s radar are encouraged and 
ppreciated.  

r. Reidenberg then responded to questions and comments from the Senators. 

: Are your recommendations to date up on blackboard?  Response: Not yet; we want to wait till we get the whole set complete. 

ite a large literature on research outcomes and assessing these in various fields. The RCTF may want to 
ccess this literature.  

ns?  
ably because the genesis of the task force was concern, in light of the NRC rankings, that we were falling behind 

ther schools.  

University and to India. Next week GBA Dean David Gautschi is hosting a major gathering in Turkey.  Amid many great 
o
 
Middle States:  Dr. Freedman reported encouraging news in the University’s effort to respond to the requirements and deadlines set
by Middle States Commission on Higher Education for reporting Fordham’s progress on university-wide assessment plans. Middle 
States has been pleased with our efforts to resp
w
 
Accounts Payable Delays:  In response to questions from several Senators concerning severe delays in reimbursements being sent 
from the University for travel expenses incurred by job candidates, speakers, etc., Dr. Freedman indicated that this issue was being
addressed at the highest levels of the institution. Accounts Payable has been adjusting to a new software program and process for 
reimbursement, in addition to being short-staffed during the transition. The Provost emphasized that budget mamagers can assist by 
taking extra care to make sure that budget numbers on the paperwork they subm
o
 
Dr. Freedma
a
 
4
 
Dr. Rei
w
  
Background:  The UTFRC was initiated by the Provost in the fall semester partly in response to the NRC (National Research 
Council) rankings of doctoral programs; where Fordham programs did not rank as strongly as desired. In discussions with Provost 
Freedman, Dean Busch, and others, the question arose concerning how Fordham could improve the culture of resea
b
 
Membership: Work began in January with members representing a broad c
g
 
Charge to the Task Force:  To formulate and make recommen

1. Identify broad  goals for Universi
2. Identify strategies to attain these 
3. Identify metrics for assessing progress toward those goal
4. Align University resources with research goals 

 
Task Force’s work thus far:  The UTFRC has held two faculty fora soliciting suggestions for each element of charge.  M
biweekly, the UTFRC is in the midst of developing strategic recommendations for each of the five areas. Between 15-20 
recommendations have been developed so far, and the group expects to complete the goals and strategies by semester’s end.  Work 
on metrics will be more challenging. It’s clear that assess metrics will be very assessment-oriented, and the task force wants to l
carefully for the best metric tools for assessing doctoral programs. Gathering the data and
m
 
 Current timetable:  Part I, report on Goals and Strategies by June; do background work on metrics over the summer; Part II 
completed by end of fal
a
 
D
 
Q
 
Suggestion: There is qu
a
 
Q: Why is the task force entitled “Research Competitiveness”?  Does competitiveness have only to do with numbers of publicatio
Response: Prob
o
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omment: NRC metrics address only GSAS.  Currently, Fordham is fostering research at the undergraduate level as well.  

lves, non-comparatively. Then, we’ve looked as well at peer and aspirants. We are trying to look at this from both 
erspectives. 

 

  

mendations will frame things in a general way: schools will specify and enact these goals/recommendations in their own 
ontexts 

 

esearch Officer, Dean Busch, and she will be in continuing conversation with the Task 
orce in order to get at exactly these issues. 

n with the Senate 
ill definitely continue in the fall, given the high interest and stakes in the outcomes of the task force’s work.   

.  Student Life Committee Report; Dr. Mary Procidano, Chair 

ted the 

 Threatening Behavior,” will be distributed shortly).  The Working Group also completed a review of Fordham’s Judicial 
rocess. 

Responding to Students’ Alcohol and Drug Abuse,” were distributed and discussed.  Discussion focused on several themes: 

ncouraged. However well information is 
isseminated, though, many faculty tend to access or seek it only when a crisis arises.   

ted that faculty 
ave limited skills in these areas; faculty role is to know the resources and to be able to connect the student to them. 

-health issues 
mong college students.  Need for Counseling Center staffing will increase as attentive faculty make more referrals. 

-Faculty with concerns about students also may contact the relevant Dean of Students or Academic (Class) Dean.  

ril 

 
At the end of this process, the Working Group prepared a 

port (See Appendix), which was distributed to Senators and discussed.  

sues and questions raised by the Senators included: 

 
C
 
Q: Competitiveness is comparison.  Other goals for other branches of the university are not based on comparison; are there non-
comparative/competitive ways of addressing research goals? Respons: We’ve had discussions about where we are and how we 
advance ourse
p
 
Comment/Question. First, thanks to the Task Force for it’s work. While you are doing this at a university level, schools are having 
their own discussions on research competitiveness in terms of their strategic plans. In the way the Task Force goals are going to be
worked out, will there be room for differentials in goals depending on that school’s goals?  Response: Yes. With regard to goals, 
we’ve written them at the “30,000 foot, bird’s-eye” view. Terminology has been chosen explicitly to acknowledge that individual 
schools will have their own views on how to interpret and operationalize. To take one example: What does “research impact” mean?
This may have quite different meanings in different schools and fields.  This has to be defined more at the local level. So, our goals 
and recom
c
 
Follow up Question: How will the Task Force ensure that there is a meshing of the university-level and school goals, as well as
ensure feasibility/attainability based on resources. Where is the decision-making structure that will allow for these differential 
analyses of impact, different operationalization, but also deal with resources.  Response (from Dr. Freedman):  The Task Force’s 
results will have to be reported to the Chief R
F
 
President Vernon thanked Dr. Reidenberg and the Task Force for its work so far, and noted that this conversatio
w
 
5
 
Senator Procidano summarized activities of the Faculty Senate Student Life Committee, which functions as an independent 
committee, and also collaborates with members of Student Affairs as a Working Group.  The Working Group recently comple
last 2 of 4 planned guides for faculty, dealing with students’ mental-health issues.  (The first, “Responding to Mental Health 
Emergencies,” was recently e-mailed to faculty jointly by Dr. Stephen Freedman, University Provost, and Jeffrey Gray, Vice 
President for Student Affairs; and also is available online on Fordham’s website and on Banner.  The second, “Responding to a 
Student’s
P
 
Concerning the Mental-Health Guides:  Drafts of two guides, “Responding to Students in Emotional Distress,” and 
“
 
 -Ways to get this information to all students, faculty, adjuncts, and teaching fellows. A pithy ‘magnet’ type summary with 
the relevant phone numbers—something that would be easily and visibly at hand-- was e
d
 
 -The proper role of faculty in situations of student crisis, and that role’s parameters.  Some senators commen
h
 
 -Concerns about staffing of the Counseling Center, in light of the increasing prevalence (nationally) of mental
a
 
 
 
Concerning the review of Fordham’s Judicial Process:  In response to a faculty petition submitted to the Faculty Senate in Ap
2010, the Senate directed the Student Life Committee to review Fordham’s judicial process, in light of current best practices, in 
collaboration with Student Affairs.  We designed a comprehensive approach consisting of a) extensive discussion of Fordham’s 
judicial process; b) examination of an adequate (N = 30) other universities’ judicial processes; and c) examination of recent literature
representing current best practices in university student conduct practice.  
re
 
Is
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?  

n accompany student at his/her request but may not participate 
irectly in the proceeding (consistent with other universities).   

cess as following the 
stablished procedures.  Fordham’s judicial process is described in detail in the Student Handbook.   

-How well are administrative hearings actually handled? Response:  The procedure is described in detail in the report.  

lty 

ss.  The report also recommends that the judicial process be included in the Faculty Handbook as well as the Student 
andbook.  

Vernon thanked the SLC for its work and reports, and noted that the Senate will be revisiting these reports at an early fall 
eeting. 

sted to the 
uman Resources website.  Thanks to Mr. Tom DeJulio and to Human Resources for their timely work on this matter.  

hat 
rder to assure that the particular circumstances surrounding compression in the business school can be adequately 

addressed.  

ing forward. Salary and Benefits expects to 
ceive a preliminary report by April 29th concerning the assistant professors’ salaries. 

nefits website has been submitted to the Provost’s office for approval. The 
ebsite should be up by the end of the spring semester.  

ee has approved for presentation to the senate the following 
solution, which was moved and seconded (Gyug/Mannion). 

tion of the Faculty Senate 
pril 1, 2011 

tinction, as 
xemplified in the third initiative of the University’s Toward 2016 integrated strategic planning document; and 

g 
ving in the 

ew York metropolitan area and the University’s lack of official housing, rental, or mortgage benefits; and 

ordham as a result of the high cost and practical 
ifficulties of arranging for child- and/or elder-care in New York; and 

m is now the only major Jesuit university in the United States not to provide benefits for child- and/or 
lder-care; and 

hancement of child- and elder-care 

 
 -Questions about the appeals process, including whether a faculty member can accompany a student to an appeal hearing
Response:  Students can appeal the outcome of a judicial hearing; the appeal is heard by a judicial counsel composed of faculty, 
students, and one student-affairs member.  A faculty member ca
d
 
 -What accountabilities and protections for students are worked into ‘due process’?  Response:  Public and private 
universities have different definitions of ‘due process.’ In private universities, the law defines due pro
e
 
 
 
 -What recommendations does the SLC report make?  Response:   The report recommends that the Senate establish a 
standing Student Conduct Appeals Committee, modeled on the Tenure and Reappointment Appeals Committee, from which facu
members would be selected for participation in judicial counsels.  This would provide a body of individuals informed about the 
appeal proce
H
 
President 
m
 
 
6.  Salary & Benefits Report:  Dr. Andrew Clark, Chair  
-LDA Benefits: Updated appendices indicating the inclusion of legally-domiciled adults in faculty benefits have been po
H
 
-Compression:  The committee will next meet on April 14th. A representative from the Schools of  Business will be invited to t
meeting in o

 
-Audit: of the salary figures sent to the AAUP over the past several years has been mov
re
 
-S & B Website: A draft version of the new Salary & Be
w
 
-Child and Dependent Care:  The Salary & Benefits Committ
re
 
DRAFT Resolu
A
 
Whereas Fordham University has made it a central strategic goal to recruit and retain a faculty of the highest dis
e
 
Whereas several surveys of the University’s full-time faculty have identified the lack of benefits, monetary or otherwise, to 
aid members of the faculty in caring for their dependent children and elderly family members, such surveys also indicatin
that faculty members feel the lack of benefits in this area all the more acutely as a result of the high cost of li
N
 
Whereas the Faculty Senate is aware of cases where faculty members sought after by the University declined offers of 
employment in part because of its lack of child- and elder-care benefits, and likewise is aware of cases where graduate 
students and faculty members find it difficult to remain affiliated with F
d
 
Whereas Fordha
e
 
Whereas the Faculty Senate, at its meeting of March 4, 2011, has identified the en
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enefits as a key goal in upcoming rounds of salary and benefits of negotiations; 

herefore, the Senate resolves: 

competitive 
ting and retaining many faculty members, graduate students, and some 

undergraduates; and 

 

 

o are seeking elder care and/or are unable or unwilling to utilize the 
University’s child-care centers; and 

ultant to work 
with members of the Faculty Salary and Benefits Committee to construct such a proposal. 

he 
ring 

ll further, specific questions will need to be addressed in the formulating of that proposal and subsequent 
enate deliberations.  

esolution passed unanimously: 21/0/0. 

ent and 

d 
formation and help on questions relating to a) retirement, b) pre-retirement and c) individual problems related to a) and b.   

 to 
 other 

 Finally, he noted that Sr. Monica, who is the liaison for retired faculty, will attend 
ture meetings of the retirement subcommittee. 

.5% raise next year. Getting approval of the new Workload 
elief policy will also be a proposed part of the negotiations this year.  

.  Library Committee Report:  Dr. J. Andrew Foster, Chair 

l work this year. Dr. Foster shared the following 
highlights from the Library Committee’s work during the current academic year.  

t 
courses within two weeks of posting, this might provide an avenue for more efficient tracking of adjuncts and library materials. 

ere 

members of the Association of Research Libraries. It is in our interest to be part of this Association as we aspire to raise 

b
 
T
 

(a) To instruct the President of the Senate to convey to the President of the University the Senate’s grave 
concern that Fordham’s lack of benefits for child- and elder-care puts the University at a steep 
disadvantage in recrui

 
(b) To request that, on or before April 15, 2011, the Executive Director of Human Resources inform the

President of the Senate and the Chair of the Faculty Salary and Benefits Committee of his office’s 
willingness to work closely, efficiently, and forthrightly with members of the Faculty Salary and Benefits
Committee in constructing a detailed proposal to implement child- and elder-care benefits at Fordham, 
including on-site child-care centers at each of the University’s three campuses as well as a referral services 
and subsidies for faculty members wh

 
(c) As an alternative to request that the President of the University hire an external expert cons

 
Discussion ensued. Concerns and questions were aired concerning possible benefits, costs, priority of this effort in relationship to 
others. At this stage, only some of the cost is anticipated being borne by the university. Benefits of this initiative can go beyond t
individuals who might directly use it; getting up to speed with other peer universities in this area will increase Fordham’s hi
competitiveness, among other positives. It was noted that he current proposal is simply to get senate approval to develop a 
substantive proposal; a
s
 
R
 
-Retirement:  In light of numerous problems reported by pre-retired and retired faculty in getting timely, transparent, consist
reliable information and assistance, Salary & Benefits has asked the Senate to consider recommending the appointment of a 
Transition Officer in the office of the Provost. The Transition Officer would assist current and retired faculty in gaining neede
in
 
Dr. Clark thanked Dr. Leonard Nissim and the Retirement subcommittee or its excellent work; including the generation of a useful 
description of retirement benefits that will be posted on the S & B website. Dr. Nissim noted that a brief questionnaire will be sent
pre-retirement and retired faculty in an effort to get more systematic picture of what is going on concerning health care and
benefits among the 160 retired faculty members.  Dr. Nissim noted that the summary of retirement benefits created by the 
subcommittee surfaced a number of issues, including questions concerning medicare and faculty who are over 65 but still working; 
and large, complicated prescription co-pay plans.
fu
 
2011-12 Salary Negotiations:  Dr. Clark reported that the Salary & Benefits Committee will meet the week of April 4th  to review 
the salary figures in Academe, and determine the criteria and numbers for this year’s salary negotiations, to be brought to the Senate 
for approval at its April 29th meeting.  Unions on campus will receive a 3
R
 
7
 
President Vernon began by thanking Dr. Foster and his committee for its substantia

 
-Lost Materials/Adjunct Privileges: About $20,000 of library materials are lost per year due to adjuncts who disappear from the 
system without having returned checked-out books. Because new federal guidelines require that names be attached to staff-taugh

-Research Repository:  The library keeps an electronic repository of research and original scholarship that is created h
at Fordham; keeping this repository updated with new faculty publications is important id Fordham aspires to become 
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Fordham’s profile as a research institution. Chairs, program directors and faculty are urged to be attentive to getting faculty 
research into the library’s research repository (see http://fordham.bpress.com/).  
 
-Shared Budgeting/Planning: As one result of the university’s shared budgeting/planning initiative,  the library and Information 
Technologies are starting to develop a closer working relationship in terms of purchasing, acquisitions, and other areas of 
collaboration.   

 
-Sirsi DynixEnterprise: (http://www.sirsidynix.com/products/enterprise)  The library is working to get this program up and 
running over the summer. It will allow departments and programs to create “rooms” with boutique-type research protocols that can 
connect to the library catalogue and into the larger research world. The program assists in developing the elements of one’s 
particular “research room” in order to tailor it to your project’s specific needs. (Carnegie Mellon just implemented this upgrade.) 
This program has many potential benefits for faculty and the university; faculty collaboration will be essential to leveraging these 
benefits.  
 
-Library Strategic Plan Update:  The Library Committee has collaborated in on the update to the library’s Strategic Plan with 
representatives of the library, Michael Wares, Assistant Director of Technical Services at Walsh Library, and Linda Loshiavo, 
Director of Quinn Library. After working through several drafts, the update was sent to the Provost’s office; Linda met with Ellen 
Fahey Smith of the Provost’s office to discuss it on March 31.  (Minutes of these meetings are on myfiles and accessible via Dr. 
Foster foster@fordham.edu).  
 
One key element of the updated strategic plan is developing better working relationships between Fordham libraries and 
academic departments and programs. Currently, Fordham libraries do not have area acquisitions librarians. Faculty or department 
input into acquisitions take the form of a link on the webpage for requesting the purchase of individual books.  From a macro, 
collections standpoint this state of affairs has distinct drawbacks.  
 
To address these drawbacks, the committee drafted a proposal to create within departments a formal position of library liaison, to 
be held either by a junior faculty member or an advanced graduate student. The position would have specific job descriptions, and 
include orientation and training. These departmental library liaisons could work to survey department area holdings, learn what 
department needs are, etc. Departments would be asked to present coherent purchase and on-approval acquisitions plans, and the 
Library Committee could help by vetting these to prevent overlap buying. 
 
The Library Committee recognizes that such a plan is an effort to ameliorate or ‘patch’ problems of under-resourcing of the library 
(e.g., lack of area acquisitions librarians) through faculty/departmental liaisons, and collaboration between the Library Committee 
and library Acquisitions. Regular on-approval buying subscriptions for the library were suspended during the financial crisis, and 
this has left a “donut hole” in library collections that needs to be remedied. The present structure permits and fosters under-spending, 
and it is crucial that this aspect of library procedures be addressed. 
 
-ARL, RLG Membership: Another key (longterm) strategic goal is to gain membership for Fordham libraries in two important 
associations, the ARL (Associated Research Libraries) and the RLG (Research Libraries Group). 
 

“ARL is a nonprofit membership organization of 126 research libraries in North America. The Association 
operates as a forum for the exchange of ideas and as an agent for collective action. Membership in ARL is 
institutional.” (www.arl.org)  

 
RLG: “For libraries and other research institutions who want to invest money and staff in collaboratively designing 
their future services, the RLG Partnership is a global alliance of like-minded institutions that focuses on making 
operational processes more efficient and shaping new scholarly services by directly engaging senior managers. 
The RLG Partnership is supported by the full capacities of OCLC [Online Computer Library Center]  Research, 
informed by an international, system-wide perspective and connected to the broad array of OCLC products and 
services.” http://www.oclc.org/research/partnership/default.htm 

 
Since aggregation and syndication are obvious trends, ARL makes sens. It will take several years to meet the ARL membership 
criteria, which requires, among other things, a dedicated development protocol for the libraries. Fordham applied in 2004, and was 
turned down, but provided with a roadmap for meeting the necessary criteria. RLG carries benefits to faculty wishing to use other 
research libraries, and the cost has come down in recent years. Pursuing these memberships will reap benefits for Fordham faculty 
and students, and increase the quality and strategic positioning of Fordham libraries.    
 
 
8. Old Business:  The Race and Gender Equity Taskforce - Dr. Chaya Piotrkowski 

http://fordham.bpress.com/
http://www.sirsidynix.com/products/enterprise
mailto:foster@fordham.edu
http://www.arl.org/
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 On Dec 12 2008 the Faculty Senate created a Race and Gender Equity Taskforce, and charged it with gathering comprehensive 
information concerning the status and circumstances of women and underrepresented racial-ethnic groups among faculty.   

 
The work of this Taskforce was hampered and slowed by problems in coming to an agreement with administrators on a plan to gain 
access to confidential salary data.  This problem has never been satisfactorily resolved; but in light of the long tenure of the 
Taskforce, it was decided that a final report should be compiled nonetheless. This report will be presented to the Senate for approval 
at the April 29th meeting. At President Vernon’s request, Dr. Piotrkowski summarized briefly some aspects of the forthcoming report 
(it will present a range of information gathered, identify best practices, and underscore areas for improvement) and put before the 
Senate for discussion and approval two resolutions that the Taskforce has proposed in light of its work.  

 
Dr. Piotrkowski provided background and context for the two resolutions.   

  
For resolution #1: Currently there is a large literature on gender equity and diversity initiatives. Further, universities are appointing 
high level administrators, including Vice Presidents, to oversee diversity initiatives. (For instance, while Boston College has an 
Office for Institutional Diversity in the Office of the Vice President for Human Resources Columbia University has a Vice President 
for Diversity Initiatives.)  Strong diversity, initiatives go well beyond regulatory compliance and reporting issues to  more broadly 
address organizational climate and other issues as well as initiating proactive strategies. Among the many responsibilities VP for 
Diversity would be to help extend the pool of qualified applicants for all faculty positions. Diversity goes hand-in-hand with equity, 
and equity is about more than salary and benefits.  

 
Not including international and administrative faculty, in the 2008-2009 academic year, Fordham’s faculty consisted of 51% white 
males; 35% white females, 7% racial/ethnic minority males, and 7% racial/ethnic minority females. The ratios differ between 
schools and programs.  There is a special paucity of racial/ethnic minority full professors, in particular women.  

 
One important need is to develop a data base that tracks diversity and equity issues well beyond compliance in terms of numbers, 
while including the numbers. This data needs to be held in one place and accessible by the Provost. Efforts at ensuring equity for 
faculty should be recommended on the basis of sound data and measurable outcomes.  

 
Re: resolution #2:  This resolution aims to incorporate the goal of a diverse faculty as a key strategic goal of the University.  
University of Notre Dame, for instance has made achieving a diverse faculty one of their four major strategic goals. Making gender 
and racial/ethnic diversity and equity an explicit aim in the University’s Strategic Plan will provide support for investing resources 
and integrating this commitment into all parts of Fordham’s institutional life. 
  
After discussion, the following was moved and seconded (Piotrkowski/Bolgatz): 
   
1. The Senate strongly endorses this proposal of the Race & Gender Equity Task Force:  
 
“That the University Administration demonstrate its dedication to diversity and equity among the faculty by creating an 
Office of Diversity and Equity within the Office of the Provost. We recommend that this Office be headed by a person 
holding a dedicated, senior position.” 
 
 Motion passed unanimously (19/0/0). 
 
The following was then moved and seconded: (Piotrkowski/Flavin): 
 
2. The Senate strongly endorses this proposal of the Race & Gender Equity Task Force:  
 
“That the University Administration include the dual goals of  
 a) increasing the gender and racial-ethnic diversity of the faculty 

b) insuring gender and racial/ethnic equity for all faculty  
 in the University’s Strategic Plan.”   
 
Motion passed unanimously (19/0/0).  
 
8. New Business: None brought forward. 
 
9. Research Council Nominations: Postponed till April 29th meeting. 
10.  Reading and Approval of the Minutes of the March 4, 2011 meeting of the Faculty Senate: 
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With some small changes to be inserted, the minutes were approved (Keitel/Acevedo, 14/0/1). 
 
11. Adjournment:  Meeting was adjourned at 3:45 pm.  

 
APPENDIX I 

 
Review of Fordham University’s Judicial Process 

 
March 29, 2011 

 
Faculty Senate Student Life Committee/Student Affairs Working Group 

Jeannine Hill Fletcher, James MacDonall, Astrid O’Brien, Mary Procidano (chair),  
Elizabeth Stone/ 

Michele Burris (Associate Vice President for Student Affairs), Keith Eldredge (Dean of Students, Lincoln Center), Gregory 
Pappas (Assistant VP Student Affairs/Dean Student Services, Christopher Rodgers (Dean of Students, Rose Hill) 

 
 
 In April 2010, the Faculty Senate directed the Student Life Committee (SLC) to review Fordham’s Judicial 
Process, in light of current best practices, in collaboration with Student Affairs (SA).  This report summarizes that review.   
 
Method 
  
 The SLC examined a) Fordham’s Judicial Process (found in the Rose Hill and Lincoln Center Student handbooks, 
available at http://www.fordham.edu/studenthandbooks), b) others universities’1 judicial practices, and c) limited recent 
literature intended to reflect “best” student-conduct practice (Lancaster & Waryold, 2008; Schrage & Giacomini, 2009; 
both sources endorsed by the Association of Student Conduct Administration).  The SLC/SA Working Group engaged in 
extensive conversation about Fordham’s Judicial Process, with particular attention to a) its similarities to and differences 
from others universities’ practices, b) points raised by the Maguire Petition (which was cosigned by 47 faculty members 
and which set the occasion for this review), and c) questions raised by SLC members during the conversation. 
 
Findings 
  
 Universities’ student judicial/conduct processes consist of 3 steps:  an alleged incident/incident report, 
adjudication, and possible appeal.  
 
 The incident.  Fordham’s definition of an “incident” (i.e., a complaint that a student’s behavior is inconsistent with 
the established Code of Conduct), composition of a written incident report (usually by a Resident Assistant; RA), and the 
process by which the Dean of Students or Resident Director (RD) determines whether and how judicial action should be 
taken, appear comparable to those of our comparison institutions.  No incident-related questions were raised in the Petition, 
and the SLC had no concerns about the identification and reporting of incidents.  At Rose Hill, 1434 students were 
adjudicated in 2009-2010 including 300 students who had their charges dropped.  At LC, 226 students were adjudicated in 
2009-2010 including 49 dropped charges. 
 
 Adjudication.  Alleged student behaviors that are inconsistent with a University’s Code of Conduct prompt 
responses from the University’s Student Affairs professionals.  In theory, possible responses fall on a continuum ranging 
from highly informal to highly formal.  Relatively informal responses include no conflict management, 
dialogue/debate/discussion, coaching students in dealing with conflict, facilitated dialogue between students, mediation, and 
restorative practices (in which a student who accepts responsibility makes amends to those who were hurt); and formal 
responses include different types of hearings (Schrage & Thompson, 2009).   In practice (as reflected in the student 
handbooks of our comparison-university sample), adjudication is accomplished through either mediation (relatively 
informal) or some type of hearing (formal).  At Fordham and elsewhere, mediation is used in relatively simple matters such 
as roommate disputes.  Many universities’ student handbooks explicitly mention mediation as a type of response to a 
student-conduct complaint; however this information is listed in Fordham’s Office of Residential Life Handbook but not 
directly referenced in Fordham’s Student Handbook.   
 
 Hearings can be conducted either by individual hearing officers (an RD, Residential Life administrator or Dean of 
Students; this type of hearing is called an “administrative hearing”), or by hearing boards.  Hearing boards vary by 
composition, and include all-student hearing boards or, more commonly, hearing boards composed of some combination of 
student affairs professionals, academic administrators, faculty members, and students.   Many institutions use some 
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combination of these.  Typically the Vice President for Student Affairs (VPSA) decides which type of hearing will be used 
for particular cases.  The choice is sometimes based on the type or severity of the offense; and a small number of 
universities’ student handbooks contain lists of conduct-code violations and corresponding hearing approaches.  However 
in most universities’ student handbooks, the basis of referral of a case to one type of hearing versus another is not clear.   
 
 Fordham’s hearing process differs from that of some universities’ in that Fordham uses administrative hearings 
only.  Either an RD, Residential Life administrator or the Dean of Students conducts these hearings. At Rose Hill, 1434 
students were adjudicated in 2009-2010 including 300 students who had their charges dropped.  At LC, 226 students were 
adjudicated in 2009-2010 including 49 dropped charges. The Maguire Petition raised several concerns about Fordham’s 
hearing process:  a) the hearing is conducted, and sanction imposed, by only one person; b) there is only one meeting 
without a requirement for additional meetings; c) a student may not face his or her complainant;2  d) a student may not call 
witnesses; e) notes taken by the hearing officer are not kept in the student’s disciplinary file and therefore not available for 
examination, as seemingly required by FERPA.  The Working Group discussed each of these concerns, as well as questions 
of f) why Fordham does not keep a complete record of the hearing to be made available to the student, and g) why Fordham 
uses only administrative hearings rather than hearing boards, as many other universities do.  The paragraphs immediately 
below summarize these conversations and information we gathered regarding other universities.   Particular attention is 
given to the final issue (g). 
 
 a) Hearing conducted/sanction imposed by only one person:  The Student Affairs members of the working group 
(SA) explained that although individual hearing officers conduct hearings and communicate the sanctions to students, the 
Division of Student Affairs engages in regular and ongoing consultation and review of conduct (and other) cases.  
Therefore decisions are based on consensus of multiple professionals and do not reflect only one individual’s judgment.   
 b) Only one meeting required:  SA indicated that frequently all relevant data are reviewed in single meetings and 
additional meetings would not be necessary for either the hearing officer or the student.  In more serious and complicated 
situations, the hearing officer often has multiple meetings with the student in order to gather all pertinent information.  
Once the investigation has concluded in serious cases, the Dean of Students always meets with the sanctioned student in 
order to explain why the student is being held responsible, to explain the sanction(s), to assure that the emotional impact on 
the student can be assessed and appropriate referrals can be made, and to answer questions about the case and the appeal 
process.  In addition, students may ask for additional meetings with the hearing officer, and such requests are granted.  The 
process is not rushed, nor are decisions made in haste or before all relevant information has been reviewed.  
 c) Student may not face complainant:  At Fordham and elsewhere, mediation by definition involves facing the 
complainant.  At universities where hearing boards are used, accused students almost always can face their complainants, 
except when the complainant may choose not to appear, as in cases of sexual assault.  In administrative hearings at 
Fordham and elsewhere, accused students typically do not face their complainants.  Thus at Fordham, accused students do 
not face their complainants, since the individual hearing is the only hearing model used. 
  d) Student may not call witnesses:  At some other universities, hearing boards function somewhat more like 
courts; and in those contexts students may call witnesses and hear their testimony.  In administrative hearings at Fordham 
and elsewhere, accused students may recommend other informants (“witnesses”), i.e., persons with relevant knowledge of 
the alleged incident; however they do not hear the informants’ interviews.  Essentially, all institutions appear to allow 
accused students to suggest informative witnesses, but not “character witnesses” (this is explicitly prohibited in many 
universities’ student handbooks).  
 e)  Notes taken by the hearing officer are not available for subsequent examination:  SA explained that at the 
conclusion of a hearing, the Hearing Officer prepares a letter, in which the bases of the decision are elaborated.  We found 
no evidence that other universities provide hearing officers’ notes to accused students.  
 f)  Why no record of hearing?  At Fordham no written, audio, or video recordings of administrative hearings are 
kept.  At Fordham (and one would assume elsewhere too), students are allowed to take notes during their hearings.  In 
universities where decisions are made by hearing boards, hearings typically are recorded.  However, the recordings are 
explicitly the University’s property, and they are destroyed when cases are over.  They are not made available to students; 
rather, they are used exclusively by the individuals who conduct appeals (see below).    
 g) Why not have hearing boards as well as administrative hearings?   SA explained that the Division of Student 
Affairs has discussed extensively various hearing options and deliberately decided to use administrative hearings 
exclusively.  Their rationale is that compared to hearings before hearing boards, administrative hearings optimize the 
educational value of the process for students; and therefore this model is most consistent with Fordham’s commitment to 
cura personalis.  The one-to-one hearing process is meant to allow staff to better understand and care for the individual 
student and allows for open and direct conversation between the hearing officer and the student that a more public hearing 
would make difficult.  This conversation often leads to a greater understanding and exploration of the sometimes very 
personal issues and concerns behind the policy violation and ultimately results in a more educational and productive 
process.  SA administrators at Fordham strongly believe that a hearing board process is more adversarial and less 
educational.   
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 Some SLC members expressed a preference to make hearing boards a possible option at Fordham, since they 
provide greater community involvement at the initial stages of an incident’s resolution, might facilitate wider understanding 
and sense of transparency of the judicial process among faculty, and might be better suited to particular types of 
transgressions than administrative hearings.  SA indicated that faculty with questions about a particular administrative 
hearing are encouraged to contact the Dean of Students who, within appropriate limits of confidentiality, will explain the 
process.  If faculty members still have questions about a judicial hearing process, they may also contact the Associate Vice 
President for Student Affairs and/or the Vice President for Student Affairs.  When this discussion ended, the SLC had not 
identified specific types of transgressions for which hearing boards might be fundamentally better suited than 
administrative hearings; and the Working Group had not reached full consensus as to whether hearing boards should be 
used at Fordham in addition to administrative hearings.  The reader should note that this decision lies fully under the 
jurisdiction of the Division of Student Affairs. 
  
  Administrative hearings versus hearing boards have several relative advantages and disadvantages.  Zdziarski and 
Wood (2008) present these as follows:  Administrative hearings allow the hearing officer to “get a general overview of the 
student relatively quickly and to set the student at ease;” to view the student holistically rather than solely in terms of a 
negative behavior; to focus “on how the institution can assist the student to accept responsibility for the behavior” (p. 100), 
and to gain insight into the behavior’s possible consequences for others and for the student’s own future; to make necessary 
referrals expeditiously; to demonstrate interest in the student and his or her potential, rather than solely as a perpetrator of a 
violation; “to bring a high degree of consistency over time,” thereby enhancing equity in the judicial process;  “to manage 
the work flow more efficiently and [to] move more cases through…more quickly than when cases must be heard in a board 
format;” (p. 101); and finally to preserve a student’s privacy, as cannot be done by a hearing board, particularly one that 
includes fellow students.  On the other hand, administrative hearings are limited in that “because there is no other 
community involvement, the hearing officer may be vulnerable to accusations of bias,” (p. 101).  Administrative hearings 
also can lead to hearing officers’ burnout. 
 The use of hearing boards, in contrast, “is appealing because it resonates with our American sense of justice and 
fairness….[Having] one’s fate determined by an impartial jury…[who] review the facts of the situation, judge those facts 
based on a set of community standards, and determine a reasonable and appropriate response to one’s behavior…[is 
consistent with] what most Americans have come to expect as fair and just.”  Also, hearing boards can provide educational 
experiences for all board members by “communicating community standards of acceptable behavior within the campus 
environment” (p. 102).  It also has been noted that participation in hearing boards is one of many possible ways in which 
faculty and student-affairs professionals might collaborate in educating students (Dublon, 2008).  On the other hand, 
hearing boards, like administrative hearings, also are vulnerable to allegations of bias (Lowery, 2008); and have the 
potential disadvantage of taking the form of  “quasi-courtroom proceedings in the name of due process (something the 
model code’s authors never intended)…” (Giacomini & Schrage, 2009, p. 7).   Thus in sum, current “best practices” does 
not provide a clear preference regarding the use of administrative hearings and hearing boards, both of which are 
considered “formal” adjudication approaches (Schrage & Thompson, 2009). 
  
 The appeal.  Some universities do not allow any appeal of the disposition of hearings; however most do.  At 
Fordham, students may appeal the following decisions:  the sanction of University Disciplinary Probation can be appealed 
to the Dean of Students when it is issued by someone other than the Dean of Students.  The sanctions of suspension or 
expulsion from the University can be appealed to the University Judicial Council.  When students have questions or 
concerns regarding all other judicial decisions, they are encouraged to speak directly to the hearing officer who handled 
their case and/or that person’s supervisor. 
Universities’ appeal processes vary with respect to who decides whether criteria for an appeal have been met, and the 
nature of the appeal format itself.   
 Across universities, acceptable bases for judicial appeals vary, and typically include violation of the prescribed 
hearing process, emergence of new evidence after the conclusion of the hearing, and harshness of the sanction imposed.  In 
some institutions harshness of sanction is not an accepted basis for an appeal. At Fordham, the appeal must be 
based on a question of process, i.e. failure of the University to notify the student of alleged 
violation, or failure of the University to provide a hearing; or a claim of an excessively harsh 
sanction. (Emergence of new information returns the case to the hearing process.)     
 Appeals processes also vary.   In some institutions the case is referred back to the original hearing officer, in others 
the appeal is referred to the VPSA or the University President.  A common model is for appeals of decisions rendered by 
hearing boards to be determined by single administrators (using the recording or transcript of the hearing, as noted earlier).  
Another common model is for appeals to be heard by an appeals board with members appointed by Student Affairs, the 
Faculty Senate, and the Student Government.  However equally often, university student handbooks make no reference to 
any appeal, or the appeal process is not clear.   At Fordham, the appeals board is called a University Judicial Council 
(UJC), and composed of 7 members: 3 faculty members appointed by the President of the Faculty Senate, one of whom is 
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chosen as chairperson before the proceeding begins; one administrator appointed by the Vice President for Student Affairs; 
and 3 students appointed by the President of the United Student Government (USG).  (When the accused is a graduate 
student, the students on the UJC are appointed by the Dean of the particular graduate school.) 
At RH, there have been an average of 3 appeals in a semester; there have been 3 expulsions in 20 years and all 3 expulsions 
were upheld.  At LC, there have been very few appeals, only one in the past few years. 
 The Maguire Petition raised several concerns about Fordham’s appeal process:  a) the limited role of the 
advisor/lack of access to “representation;” b) that the student cannot hear others’ testimony or face complainants; c) that the 
accused student cannot call witnesses; d) that the presence of a Student Affairs professional on the UJC might intimidate 
student members, resulting in biased outcomes; e) limitations of the UJC’s power to call informants; f) limitations of the 
UJC’s power to overturn the original decision; and g) marked differences from U.S. courts of law, inconsistencies from US 
Supreme Court Decisions, and divergence from the US Constitution and from the Magna Carta. The Working Group 
discussed each of these concerns, and also noted that h) Fordham faculty lack understanding of our judicial process, 
including the appeal process.  The paragraphs immediately below summarize these conversations and information we 
collected from other universities. 
 a) Limited role of advisor:  At Fordham, a student may be accompanied to the appeal by a faculty advisor or 
student of his or her choice from the college in which the student is enrolled, and may speak privately to that advisor during 
the appeal process; however the advisor may not participate in the proceedings.   
 As noted previously, at many institutions, individual administrators handle judicial appeals.   Advisors are 
irrelevant in that model.  Among universities in which appeal boards are used, some do not provide sufficient detail in their 
student handbooks for a reader to infer whether an advisor might be present.  However it appears that most universities 
allow advisors to be present.  We found no university at which advisors are allowed to participate in the proceeding.      
 b) Facing complainants:  Fordham’s appeal process does not allow students to face their complainants.  Among 
universities for which relevant information is available, approximately half allow students to face their complainants.  
 c) Calling witnesses:  At Fordham, students are not allowed to call witnesses at their appeals.  In universities in 
general, accused students’ calling witnesses at appeals appears to be rare. 
 d) The presence of student affairs members who might intimidate student members of the UJC:  Potential bias in a 
UJC is a serious issue because the outcome of an appeal is determined by majority vote.  The Working Group discussed the 
possibility that a particular UJC student member, nominated by the USG president, might have a working relationship with 
a Student Affairs UJC member.  SA explained that Student Affairs members do not influence important outcomes for 
students, and in any case would not use their relationships with students to exert undue influence.  It was noted that UJC 
student members also might have current (or anticipated future) relationships with UJC faculty members who, arguably, 
influence important outcomes for students.  A possible solution to this problem is raised below. 
 e) The UJC cannot call witnesses:  This is not accurate; the UJC may call witnesses. Per the Student Handbook:  
When and if the UJC decides by majority vote that it needs more information in order to reach its decision, it may call 
witnesses or request information to the extent it requires.  
 f) The UJC cannot overturn decision of the original hearing officer:  According to the Student Handbook, “The 
UJC shall have the power:  to uphold the decision of the Dean of Students; uphold his or her decision but change the 
sanction; or remand the case back to the Dean for further hearing.  The decisions and sanctions of the UJC are determined 
by majority vote, and are final and not appealable.”  A case would be remanded back to the Dean of Students if new 
information emerged during the appeal, and this would reopen the hearing process.   
 g) Divergence from US Court, Constitution, Magna Carta, etc:  We did not identify any university whose judicial 
practice emulates or refers in any way to US Courts, the US Constitution, or the Magna Carta.  Some student handbooks 
state explicitly that their purpose is educational and therefore differs from the U.S. legal system.  The literature that we 
examined prescribed that student-conduct approaches be informed by social-justice and developmental theory (Schrage & 
Giacomini, 2009) and by “educational values, as opposed to legal standards” (Dublon, 2008, p. 41). 
 h) Fordham faculty members do not understand the judicial process:  The Working Group observed that Fordham 
faculty members are essentially unfamiliar with our judicial process (in which their involvement, it was noted, occurs only 
during the appeal).  We discussed the actual practice by which UJC faculty members are identified:  the main criterion often 
is availability on short notice, rather than prior experience or relevant knowledge.  This means that UJC faculty members 
often arrive without orientation (it was noted that occasionally, faculty members have appeared for an appeal anticipating 
that it would be related to an academic-integrity violation); do not “absorb” all the relevant procedural information during 
their participation; and may never be called on again. 
 The Working Group discussed the possible utility of a Student-Conduct Appeals Committee, modeled after the 
Tenure and Reappointment Appeals Committee, in which faculty 
members3 volunteer/are elected and serve terms, so that collective knowledge might be accumulated and maintained over 
time.  This committee should be large enough to allow for some members to be recused if they have relationships with 
“accused” students.  A similar student committee might be developed.  Both these committees functioning together might 
eliminate problems with bias associated with student-faculty or student-administrator relationships as discussed above. 
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Notes 
 

1Colleges and Universities whose judicial processes were examined include Boston College, Boston University, Canisius 
College, Creighton University, Fairfield University, Georgetown University, Gonzaga University, John Carroll University, 
LeMoyne College, Loyola College-Maryland, Loyola-Marymount University, Loyola University of Chicago, Loyola 
University-New Orleans, Marquette University, New York University, Regis University, Rockhurst College, Saint Louis 
University, Santa Clara University, Seattle University, Spring Hill College, St. Joseph’s University, St. Peter’s College, 
University of Detroit-Mercy, University of San Francisco, University of Scranton, Wheeling Jesuit University, and Jesuit 
University. 
 
2The Petition used the term “accuser,” however current literature reflects a preference for the term “complainant;” and the 
term “complainant” is used in this report.   
 
3Possibly excluding graduate professional-school faculty, since their students are virtually never involved in student-
conduct appeals.  
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Dr. Andrew H. Clark, Chair of the Salary & Benefits Committee of the Faculty Senate 
   
Excused:   Senators Eve Keller and Harry Nasuti, Shapoor Vali 

 
1. Call to Order: The meeting was called to order at 1:00 pm. Senator Jonathan Crystal offered the invocation. 
 
2. Matters Presented by the President of the University 
 

Fr. McShane offered updates on the following items: 
 
Lincoln Center Groundbreaking will place Monday afternoon at 4 pm for the new Law School and residence hall. 
Mayor Bloomberg and two former governors are expected, among many other dignitaries. It will be a great day for 
Fordham. Senators and all members of the Fordham community are invited. 
 
Law School Dean Search Completed.  Upon the recommendation of the search committee, the approval of the 
University President, and with the concurrence of the Board of Trustees, Michael Martin is to be appointed the new 
Law School Dean.  This appointment is being met with great enthusiasm within the Law School and the University, by 
Law School Alumni, and beyond. 
 
Admissions.  Final tally was 31,700 applications for the 2011-12 academic year.  We are looking for an entering 
undergraduate class of 1855; as of yesterday we have 1147 received deposits. This is on target, 24 deposits ahead of 
where we were last year on the same date.  The deadline for receiving acceptances from incoming students is next 
Wednesday.  We are on target in comparison to the 2010-11 cohort, the student quality and discount rate are holding, 
geographical diversity is as strong or stronger, international student numbers are higher.  To date, 8 Presidential 
scholars have registered, versus our usual two or three. 
 
Development.  Pledges have reached $76 million for this year, $16 million ahead of the targeted goal; several more 
gifts will, it is hoped, be finalized by June 30. The goal for the next year of the campaign (FY 2011) remains $60 
million. To follow will be a more focused campaign centered on needed facilities and endowments for the schools. 
 
Financial Aid. In New York State, though Albany cut 10% of the budgets for SUNY and CUNY, TAPP and HEOP, 
two very significant programs for Fordham were maintained thanks to the efforts of Gov. Cuomo and others. In 
Washington, PELL grants were approved this year but the Republican House has gone on record that they have all aid 
programs in their sights. 
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Hughes Hall Renovation. Work continues; plans are to have the offices re-occupied by fall 2012. 
 
Condolences. Fr. McShane concluded by sharing sad news, the passing away of Patricia Ramsey, Ph.D., professor in 
the Schools of Business, on April 27th after a long illness. Fr. McShane noted that Pat Ramsey worked tirelessly for 
Fordham and lovingly with our students, with great competence and grace. Prayers for Pat and her family are 
requested. 

  
3.    Matters Presented by Dr. Stephen Freedman, Provost 
 

Dr. Freedman began by thanking Senate President Grace Vernon for her indefatigable work and dedication to the work 
of the Faculty Senate over this past term. 
 
Associate Vice Presidents, Provost’s Office. Dr. Freedman announced that Dr. Nicola Pitchford will be leaving 
Fordham to become Dean of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences at Dominican University of San Rafael, CA. 
Provost Freedman emphasized the great affection, respect, and gratitude he and Dr. Pitchford’s colleagues at Fordham 
have for her years of service at Fordham as an academic, leader, and colleague. Her contributions to the University 
have been many and substantial. Her Fordham colleagues wish her well in her new post; she will be missed. 
 
Dr. Freedman thanked and welcomed Dr. Jonathan Crystal, who will be taking on the post of Interim Associate Vice 
President for Academic Affairs, Provost’s Office, upon Dr. Pitchford’s departure this summer. 
 
Dr. Freedman further announced that Associate Vice President Dr. David Stuhr, one of the most senior, highly-
regarded members of the Office of the Provost, is retiring. Dr. Benjamin Crooker will be taking on Dr. Stuhr’s post full 
time. Dr. Stuhr, it is hoped, will continue to work with the Provost’s Office in a future role, the details of which are 
currently under discussion.     
 
There will be a farewell reception for Dr. Stuhr on May 11, 4 pm.  
 
Law School Dean.  Dr. Freedman noted that the formal announcement of the appointment of the new Law School 
Dean will be made at a dinner Monday night. He noted that this appointment is the happy result of an exhaustive, six-
month long search process.  
 
Update on Middle States Periodic Report.  The Provost and the Deans met this week to finalize the details of the 
road map they will follow in approaching this report, both pre- and post-June.  Middle states periodic report:  Their 
plan is carefully constructed to avoid the warning from Middle States discussed at previous Senate meetings, and has 
three key elements: 1) Fordham will demonstrate to Middle States that all our professional schools are already in 
compliance with the commission’s assessment standards; 2) The completion of the core curriculum revision and the 
various internal assessment mechanisms in that revision process will be underscored; 3) Fordham will communicate 
progress already made on developing assessment models, procedures and templates appropriate to arts and sciences 
departments; these will be put into place and fully functioning within the next two years. Dr. Freedman asks the faculty 
and the Faculty Senate to work with the administration in following through on this important process.  
 
There followed some questions and comments from the Senators. 
 
Q: What about other items in the Middle States Report that were also very important? For instance, items concerning 
assessment of administrators and chairs?   
 
A:  The Provost’s Office is convening a working group to look into how we might develop an assessment program for 
academic administrators, including deans, that would include evaluation from below, not just from above.  With 
respect to this task, Dr. Freedman favors a collaborative approach between the Senate and the Administration.  
 
Related to this is the role of the Provost in mentoring and making available opportunities for younger faculty to 
participate in administrative positions. This year the Dean of Faculty of Arts and Sciences also initiated, and intends to 
regularize, a retreat for Arts and Sciences department chairs, to help identify better structures for people who take on 
department leadership. Senate President Vernon added that the report from the Executive Committee on the recent 
faculty survey could provide information concerning trends in faculty satisfaction in this area. 

 
Q:  The Graduate Council has recently been apprised of a proposed new Federal guideline that will dictate that for each 
credit hour assigned a class, there must be at least one classroom contact hour per week. How serious a proposal is 
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this? How is the Provost’s Office responding?  
 
A: This is a very serious proposal which if passed, will have serious implications for Fordham’s current curricular 
practices. Dr. Freedman has begun a conversation with the deans on this matter; this very important conversation will 
be continuing into next year. 
 
Several Senators expressed gratitude and appreciation for the work and contributions of the Provost’s Office this past 
year, in particular the efforts and leadership of Dr. Freedman, Dr. Pitchford, Dr. Stuhr, and Dr. Crooker. 

 
4.    Salary and Benefits Committee Report and Proposal, Dr. Andrew Clark 

 
 The Senate went into Executive Session to discuss the Salary and Benefits Committee proposal.  
 
  After an extended discussion of the Salary & Benefits proposal in Executive Session,   
 

The Faculty Senate passed the following resolution. 
 

Final Form of the Proposal Adopted (20:0:0 with 2 not voting) by the Faculty Senate at its meeting on April 29th, 
2011 (Balestra/Nissim) 

 
A. 3% across the board increase 
B. Merit of $1200 for half the non-law faculty 
C. Increase in promotion increments linked to across the board percentages on a yearly basis (promotion 

increase is currently $4000 for associates and $6000 for full professions; this amount would go up by across-
the-board percentage increase each year) 

D. Continuation of the increase in minimum salary increments on a yearly basis as ratified last year 
E. Agreement to discuss, beginning in September, how to implement Workload Relief with representatives 

from all the interested parties (Salary & Benefits, Provost Office, Human Resources, and Legal Counsel), 
with a report to be delivered December 21, 2011. 

 
The Senate instructed the Senate President to apprise Fr. McShane of the above resolution.  Should further 
negotiations be deemed necessary, these negotiations will take place in September.  (Rubin/Hinze 20-0-0) 

 

5.  Elections (Salary & Benefits, and the Tenure and Reappointment Appeals Committee (TRAC): 

(a) From a slate of nominees, the Senate elected the following faculty to the Salary and Benefits committee for a three-year 
term AY2011-14: 

FCRH  - Non Tenured, Tenure-Track Faculty: J. Patrick Hornbeck 

      Janet Sternberg 

FCLC -  Non Tenured, Tenure-Track Faculty:  Christina Greer 

GSSS -  Tenured Faculty :   Gregory Farmer 

 

 (b) From a slate of nominees, the Senate elected the following to serve on the Tenure and Reappointment Appeals 
Committee  (TRAC) for a three-year term AY2011-14: 

 FCRH - Jeanne Flavin 

  Rev. Joseph Koterski, S.J. 

 GSSS - Winnie Kung 

 
6.  Results of the Faculty Senate Election 
 Senate President Grace Vernon announced that the following individuals have been newly elected for a two-year term 
 AY2011-13:  
      
 FCRH –    Christopher GoGwilt 
 EDUCATION –   Margo Jackson 
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 BUSINESS –   Aditya Saharia 
 LAW –     Joel R. Reidenberg 
 

 Dr. Vernon also noted that Gregory Acevedo, Dominic Balestra, Christine Hinze, Anne Mannion, Mary Procidano,    
Berish Rubin, and Shapoor Vali have been re-elected.  In addition, Richard Gyug will be on leave next year, replaced by 
Rev. Joseph Koterski who is the next elected Senator. 

 
She expressed thanks to those Senators leaving the Senate at the conclusion of the present term: John Carey, Jonathan 
Crystal, Tracy Higgins, and Merle Keitel. 

 
7.  University Research Council 
 

The Senate approved (20:0:0) a motion recommending to the President of the University a slate of nominees for 
possible appointment to vacancies on the University Research Council. 

 
8.  Old Business 
 
 Lecturer Statutes. Due to time constraints, discussion of this item postponed till AY 11-12. 
 
  
9.   New Business:  Electronic Dossiers 

 
 Dr. Vernon and Dr. Crooker met with representatives of the company Fordham has engaged to create and evaluate 
 workflow streams in terms of security. Subsequent to meeting with the Provost’s Office and with chairs, this May,    
 without cost to the university, this company is putting into place a system more secure than BlackBoard or MyFiles 
 for a pilot run. Without obligation, a working system that would handle security for a mock, electronic “confidential 
 dossier” will be set up and tried out. If this system seems to work appropriately, the Provost will make the call about 
 going forward.  
 

10.  Reading and Approval of the Minutes of the April 1, 2011 meeting of the Faculty Senate 
 
 This was postponed till next meeting of the Senate.  
 

11.  Announcements 
  

 President Vernon communicated instructions to the next Senate, urging that the administrative performance survey 
 should be continued next year. She also noted that the new Faculty Life survey had been completed but not analyzed; a 
 report on that survey will appear on the agenda in early fall.  
  

12.  Adjournment   
 
 Meeting was adjourned at 3:57 PM. 
 
 
 Faculty interested in attending meetings of the Senate, as guests, are welcome.   
 Please call Ext. 3014 a day in advance so that we may have adequate seating.  
 Faculty Senate meetings are held from 12:45 P.M. – 3:45 P.M. on Fridays (lunch available at 12:15PM.) 
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  Faculty Senate 
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Joel R. Reidenberg, President 
 
Christopher GoGwilt, Vice President 
 
Rev. Joseph Koterski, Secretary 

Gregory Acevedo 
Dominic Balestra 
William Baumgarth 
Jane Bolgatz 
Diana Bray 
James Cohen 
Jeanne Flavin 
Marcia Flicker 
 

Christine Hinze 
Margo Jackson 
Eve Keller 
Anne Mannion 
Harry Nasuti 
Leonard Nissim 
Chaya Piotrkowski 
 

Mary Procidano 
Berish Rubin 
Aditya Saharia 
Henry Schwalbenberg 
Falguni Sen 
Shapoor Vali 
Grace Vernon 

 
Ombuds Committee:  Dr. Gregory Acevedo/GSSS (ext. 8-6644) gracevedo@fordham.edu 

     Dr. Diana Bray/FCRH (ext. 1-4433) bray@fordham.edu       
     Dr. Berish Rubin/FCRH (ext. 1-3637) rubin@fordham.edu   
     Dr. Leonard Nissim/FCLC (ext. 8-6331) nissim@fordham.edu 

 

 

Meeting:  Room # 353, Duane Library 
 Rose Hill Campus 
  
Excused:   Senators Jane Bolgatz, Chaya 

Piotrkowski, and Shapoor Vali 
 
President pro tempore Grave Vernon convened 
the meeting at 4:40 p.m.   
 
President pro tempore Grave Vernon convened the 
meeting at 4:40 p.m.   
 
Announcements.  
 
 Dr. Vernon asked all the members of the new 
Senate to introduce themselves and then 
announced that the Administration has accepted without 
change the resolution passed at the Senate meeting on 
April 29, 2011, recommending the adoption of the 
proposal from the Faculty Senate’s Salary & Budget 
Committee: 
 
Final Form of the Proposal Adopted (20:0:0 with 2 
not voting) by the Faculty Senate at its meeting on 
April 29th, 2011 (Balestra/Nissim) 
 

A. 3% across the board increase 
B. Merit of $1200 for half the non-law faculty 
C. Increase in promotion increments linked to 

across the board percentages on a yearly 
basis (promotion increase is currently $4000 
for associates and $6000 for full professions; 
this amount would go up by across-the-board 
percentage increase each year) 

D. Continuation of the increase in minimum 
salary increments on a yearly basis as 
ratified last year 

E. Agreement to discuss, beginning in 
September, how to implement Workload 
Relief with representatives from all the 
interested parties (Salary & Benefits, Provost 
Office, Human Resources, and Legal 
Counsel), with a report to be delivered 
December 21, 2011.  

 
The Senate then expressed its appreciation for the work 
of President Vernon and of the Salary & Benefits 
Committee.   
 
Election of Faculty Senate Officers for 2011-2012. 
 
The following candidates were nominated without 
opposition and each candidate was duly elected by 
acclamation. 
 
For President:          Dr. Joel Reidenberg 
For Vice President:   Dr. Christopher GoGwilt 
For Secretary:          Rev. Joseph Koterski 
 
President Reidenberg proposed Dr. Falguni Sen and Dr. 
Grace Vernon for membership on the Executive 
Committee and asked for the approval of the Senate.  
The Senate unanimously approved the appointments by 
acclamation. 
 
Announcement by the new Faculty Senate President 
 
President Reidenberg noted that the members of the 
Senate will convene in front of the Administration 
Building to march in together to Commencement and 
that the University will host its traditional reception with 
the faculty after the Commencement in Tognino Hall. 
 
On the motion of Senator Balestra, the Senate adjourned 
at 4:55 p.m. 
Minutes submitted by Joseph Koterski, S.J. 
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