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1. Call to Order. 
 
At 12:50pm Senate President Joel Reidenberg called the meeting to order 
 
 
2. Invocation. 
 
Senator William Baumgarth delivered the invocation. 
 
3. Readings and Approval of the Minutes of the March 23, 2012 Meeting of the Faculty Senate. 
 
The Senate approved (15:0:1) a motion (Saharia/Jackson) to approve the minutes of the March 23, 
2012 meeting, as amended. 
 
4. Matters Presented by the President of the University. 
 
In his introductory remarks Father Joseph M. McShane, S.J., President of Fordham University, asked 
prayers for George Doty, a great benefactor of the University, who recently passed away.  After noting 
that this weekend will feature the annual “Spring Weekend” activities on our campuses, Father 
McShane congratulated the faculty for their work in helping to secure a harvest of honors and academic 
awards for our students, including eight Fulbright scholarship awards thus far, with others still under 
consideration, three NSF awards, the University’s first Lily Award, and at least two Urban Fellows. He 
also noted that in his new position as Chair of Council of Independent Colleges and Universities he 
will be traveling to Albany again next week to promote the interests of private higher education, 
especially with regard to the “Master Plan for Higher Education for the State of New York.”  Among 
the areas of special concern are issues of access and affordability, transparency in admissions, 
cooperation with K-12 education, and assessment processes.  He then addressed the Senate on four 
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topics: 
 
(a) Assessment.  Father McShane indicated that he shares the concerns with assessment that many 
faculty members have expressed. He noted that the Middle States mandate for more assessment 
programs ultimately stems from the federal government and reiterated his opposition to certain trends 
in this regard that reflect an impoverished view of liberal education by the Department of Education’s 
attempts to quantify every aspect of higher education.  He analogized the government’s approach to 
disciplining a whole class when one student acts up.  He suggested that some of the current pressures 
are driven by “for profit” schools and that government officials have not been willing to address them 
specifically.  In order to maintain Fordham’s traditional understanding of liberal education, Father 
McShane urged that we find ways to do assessment in keeping with our vision.  We cannot escape this 
mandate, he reminded us, because the federal government is limiting the availability of student 
financial aid funds through Title IV to institutions that are willing to comply with the assessment 
mandate.  Since approximately 90% of our students need access to state and federal funding, we have 
to comply.  He urged that Fordham should approach assessment on its own terms rather than suffer the 
imposition of an external template on any of our schools.  He recommended the following three 
principles:   
 

  1. There should be a limit to the number of things assessed (never more than three per 
course). 

 2. Assessment should always be discipline-based and devised by the faculty of each 
academic unit at the University. 

 3. Each faculty member should identify narrowly what is essential to the course and 
should not assess anything not deemed essential. 

 
(b) Space Planning.  Father McShane reported that, in response to a Faculty Senate request for further 
discussion of the planning process for Lincoln Center, he met with the Faculty Senate Executive 
Committee and subsequently established a review board composed of 8 faculty members and 8 
administrators to review the decision process.  He expressed his interest in seeing the conversation 
expand to include all relevant academic units.  He has asked that the review be finished by October 15, 
2012, so as to leave time to prepare the materials that will be needed to recruit students for any new 
programs that will be housed at Lincoln Center.  He also reassured the Senate of his respect for the 
need for faculty involvement in all decisions about academic programs. 
 
(c) Commencement Speakers. Mindful of the concerns that have been raised about this year’s 
commencement speaker, John Brennan, and about the way in which the University makes its decisions 
regarding invitations for graduation ceremonies, Father McShane noted that he had brought this name 
to the Senate earlier in the year.  He expressed his interest in considering any suggestions that the 
faculty may care to make and he explained the challenges that the University encounters in its search 
for suitable speakers, especially given the competing invitations that certain prospective speakers 
receive from other prominent institutions.  In the ensuing discussion Father McShane took 
responsibility for the fact that the Commencement Committee (to which the Faculty Senate annually 
appoints several faculty members for service) has not been active in recent years.  
 
(d) Recruitment.  The University is now finalizing the composition of the class of 2016.  Father 
McShane commended the work of Peter Stace and his staff and noted that if current trends hold, the 
SAT average for this class may rise as much as twenty points. He explained the importance of driving 
up the SAT average as a way of helping to solidify our position as a very selective institution, and thus 
as increasingly desirable to high school students.  The importance of improving our position in this 
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way is linked to the projected decrease in the number of college-bound students coming from the 
northeastern United States in the coming decade, and hence the increasing importance of states like 
Texas, California, and Florida for our recruitment efforts. In reply to questions from the Senate, Father 
McShane reiterated the University’s commitment to diversity and to a preferential option for students 
from families that are poor or in straitened circumstances, within the constraints of our fiscal abilities 
 
5. Reading of Important Communications. 
 
(a) Senate elections.  Senate President Reidenberg announced the results of the election for the 2012-
2013 Faculty Senate and congratulated those newly elected and re-elected:  
 

Arts & Sciences Faculty (Rose Hill) and Graduate School of Religion and Religious Education 
 
 William Baumgarth, Diana Bray, Richarg Gyug, Judith Jones, Eve Keller, Harry Nasuti 
 and Henry Schwalbenberg 

 
Arts & Sciences Faculty (Lincoln Center) 

 
 Andrew Clark, Leonard Nissim (replacing Anne Mannion) and Grace Vernon 
 
School of Law Faculty 

 
  Tracy Higgins 
 

Graduate School of Social Service Faculty 
 

 Mary Ann Forgey 
 

Graduate School of Education Faculty 
 

 Merle Keitel 
 
Schools of Business Faculty 
 
 Barbara Porco 

 
(b) Ad hoc Committe for Lincoln Center Planning.  President Reidenberg reported that the Faculty 
Senate Executive Committee appointed the following faculty to serve on the ad hoc committee of 
faculty and administrators to review the planning decisions and process for academic programs and 
space usage at Lincoln Center:  Frank Boyle, Margot Jackson, Eve Keller, Dawn Lerman, Anita 
Lightburn, Falguni, Sen Grace Vernon, and Joel Reidenberg.  The administrators serving on this 
committee are Stephen Freedman (chair), John Lordan, Brian Byrne, Tom Dunne, Jeff Gray, Peter 
Stace, Robert Grimes, S.J., and Donna Rappacioli.  
 
(c) TRAC.  President Reidenberg noted that the Senate has received a communication from the Tenure 
and Re-appoint Appeals Committee urging in response to a certain discrepancies that the committee 
noted in its consideration of appeals cases that there is need for faculty to have more consistency 
between their votes in personnel meetings and the reasons that they express for their votes in tenure 
cases. 



Faculty Senate Meeting Minutes #380 April 27, 2012 

 4

 
(d) Brochures on Student Life Issues.  Next, President Reidenberg congratulated the Faculty Senate 
Committee on Student Life and the Office of Student Affairs for their successful completion of the set 
of brochures to provide guidance to faculty on responding to student mental health emergencies, 
student emotional distress, student alcohol and drug abuse, and threatening student behavior.  The 
brochures will be distributed in electronic form to all faculty and included in orientation packets this 
coming fall. 
 
(e) Retiree Benefits. Finally, President Reidenberg reported to the Senate that he has been in 
communication with the Office of Human Resources as a follow up to the discussion of retiree benefits 
at the last Senate meeting.  The Office of Human Resources did not recall making a commitment at the 
last Senate meeting to hold a public forum for faculty about retiree benefits and he is working to 
facilitate such an event for the faculty. 
 
6. Matters Presented by the Provost. 
 
In his introductory remarks Provost Stephen Freedman explained that he had just returned from 
meetings in London related to important transitions in the Fordham program there, including the 
retirement of the director of the London Centre, Richard Digby Day, and the appointment of his 
replacement. Dr. Freedman noted the interest that the part-time faculty who serve at Fordham’s London 
Centre have in crafting curricular and programmatic policies for use there. He also explained 
Fordham’s connection with Heythrop College (now a part of the University of London) and noted that 
Father Michael Holman, S.J., the former British Provincial of the Society of Jesus, is the new principal 
there.  He then addressed the Senate on the following topics: 
 
(a) Diversity and Equity.  Dr. Freedman reiterated the University’s commitment to the principles 
highlighted in the report of the Taskforce on Gender and Racial Equity. He noted the need to invest 
resources to properly implement these principles as they apply to the hiring process, to the tenure and 
promotion of under-represented minorities, and to improving Fordham’s general organizational 
climate.  He will be speaking about further plans in this area at to members of the Taskforce.    
 
(b) Research Competitiveness.  Dr. Jonathan Crystal reported that the Taskforce on Research 
Competitiveness is currently at work on the third point in its charge, the development of metrics and 
criteria for assessing whether the University is reaching its goals.  He commented on the need to find 
ways to evaluate the University’s progress without being excessively burdensome on the faculty, and 
he stressed the need to develop the metrics and the criteria in ways that are discipline specific and 
appropriate to Fordham’s situation and heritage. In particular he stressed the need for the faculties of 
each academic unit to determined how criteria are to be weighted, and he explained that there will be a 
pilot program for doing this in several units during the fall semester, when the University Statutes 
require each academic unit to approve a set of merit criteria and submit them to the Faculty Senate.  
 
(c) Committee for Reviewing Lincoln Center Planning Decisions.  Dr. Freedman indicated that the 
initial meeting of the ad hoc committee to review planning decisions at Lincoln Center had been very 
productive, and that the next meeting of the group will provide an opportunity for the Deans to present 
their vision for academic programs on the Lincoln Center campus. In addition, there is to be a full-day 
off-campus retreat in late May, for the review of all the relevant planning documents. 
 
(d) Communication Flow.  Provost Freedman then briefly discussed his perceptions of the need for 
improved communication between the administration and the faculty. He expressed his appreciation for 
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the increased exchange of information this year during the budget-planning process, but noted that 
more is needed in regard to academic and curricular planning.  Dr. Freedman expressed his 
appreciation to the Senate President and the Senate’s Executive Committee as well as to many 
individuals and academic units with whom he has met to discuss space issues and governance 
procedures. There was some discussion about the status of the University Space Planning Committee.   
 
7. Reports of Committees. 
 
a) Committee on Faculty Life.  Senator Ann Mannion provided an overview of a report from the 
Faculty Life Committee that was circulated to the Senate a week before. She noted that almost every 
one of the Committee’s recommendations will involve significant financial support.  After commenting 
on how little substantial improvement on most of these issues has occurred since the Committee’s 
initial report three years ago, she stressed the strong roots of each recommendation in the data obtained 
from a survey of the faculty.  She thanked the members of this committee for their work, and President 
Reidenberg noted that after its approval by the Senate he will send copies to the President and to the 
Provost and will place it on the Senate’s website (available via the link “Reports to the Faculty Senate” 
at http://www.fordham.edu/senate ). 
 

The Senate then adopted (18:0:0) a motion (Jackson/Sen) to approve this report and its 
recommendations and unanimously approved a motion to thank the Committee for its 
work. 

 
(b) Ad Hoc Committee on Merit Norms and RTP Standards.  Senator Diana Bray briefly explained the 
report that she prepared from studying the materials sent by each academic unit to the Senate on the 
policies and procedures adopted regarding merit norms, re-appointment, tenure, and promotion. After 
noting that most of the criteria are common across the units, there are some significant differences.  In 
regard to merit, for instance, some units specifically state that service that is in any way compensated 
does not count toward merit, while others do count department service (e.g., service as department 
chair).  In regard to promotion and tenure, there are differences with regard to the use of external letters 
of evaluation, for most units require them but some do not specify whether such letters are used in 
actual practice.   
 In the ensuing discussion, the suggestion was made that in the future the Senate consider where 
graduate departments may have an advantage over non-graduate department in the allocation of merit 
and whether there should be more than one merit pool, one for research and one for teaching and 
service. President Reidenberg indicated that the result of Senator Bray’s analysis should be shared with 
the newly reconstituted Faculty Development Committee, which is convening next week. There was 
also discussion of the difference between the statements submitted to the Senate each year by the 
November 1st deadline and the operational procedures that are determined by some academic units later 
in the academic year. There was a suggestion that the Senate might next year want to take up the 
question of the relative weighting of teaching, research, and service and the difference in the relative 
weights assigned by various academic units. 
 

The Senate then voted unanimously to accept the report, subject to some technical 
corrections that will be sent to Senator Bray.   
 

The Senate then thanked Senator Bray for her hard work with a round of vigorous applause. 
 
(c) Ad Hoc Committee on Distinguished Professors.  President Reidenberg noted that several academic 
units had requested such appointments and that the requests highlighted ambiguities and problems in 

http://www.fordham.edu/senate
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the existing statutory language for the appointment of Distinguished Professors including uncertainty 
regarding the procedures for appointments.  He reviewed the issues raised at the September Senate 
meeting that led to the some establishment of this ad hoc committee to review the section of the 
University Statutes that deal with the rank of Distinguished Professor.   The committee was composed 
of two former chairs of the University Tenure Review Committee and a former chair of the law school 
Re-appointments, Tenure and Promotion Committee.   Senator Balestra then explained the 
clarifications being proposed to the Senate by the Committee.  He stressed that the Committee felt that 
such appointments should truly be rare and given only to extraordinary individuals.   
 In the ensuing conversation there was discussion about what should properly be left to each 
academic unit to determine and what should be specified, and especially to various questions about 
whether external letters of evaluation are required prior to the vote of the full professors to initiate a 
nomination or required only subsequently for the consideration of the review committee.  
 
The Senate approved (19:0:0) a motion (Sen/Koterski) to accept the following statement (a slightly 
modified version of the proposal) as a clarification of how the Senate understands the relevant portions 
of the University Statutes.  The clarification makes clear that there is no presumption that each 
academic unit have Distinguished Professors, that the nomination must be initiated by the full 
professors in the academic unit, that the academic unit must prepare and present a complete nomination 
file to the unit’s Dean who in turn prepares a recommendation for the Provost, that the review time 
clock begins when the academic unit makes the nomination, that only the academic unit can file a 
grievance to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee.  The Senate then adopted (19:0:0) a motion 
(Veron/Sen) to recommend that this statement replace the current wording of the Statutes:   

 
§4-02.04 - Distinguished Professor   
 
Distinguished Professors will be members of a specific faculty. Appointment as a Distinguished Professor 
may be made by the Trustees, upon nomination by the President of the University, in rare cases in which, in 
addition to possessing the essential qualifications and rank of a Full Professor, the nominee is a person of 
preeminence in the relevant field who has demonstrated exceptional achievement deserving of special 
recognition. The rank of Distinguished Professor is extraordinary and based on the academic achievements 
of the nominee; there should be no presumption that each Academic Unit have a Distinguished Professor 
within its ranks.  For these appointments, the procedures are described in §4-05.07. 
 
§4-05.07 - Procedure for the Appointment of Distinguished Professor 
 
Nominations for the rank of Distinguished Professor may only be made by academic units. The nomination 
process is initiated by a two-thirds vote of all Full Professors from the academic unit recommending 
appointment of one of its members to the rank as defined in §4-02.04, above.  The academic unit’s 
recommendation will consist of the vote, a report, and supporting materials that include evaluation of at 
least four external letters of recommendation. The dean of the faculty of the nominee’s academic unit shall 
review the vote, the report, and supporting materials, and make his or her recommendation regarding the 
nomination to the Provost. 
 
Following nomination by the academic unit, and recommendation by the relevant dean and the Provost, the 
President of the University will appoint a committee composed of individuals with the rank of Full Professor 
from a slate recommended by the Faculty Senate. The Senate’s slate shall not include any faculty from the 
nominee’s academic unit. This ad hoc committee appointed by the President shall review the 
recommendations of the academic unit, the dean, and the Provost, along with all supporting materials, to 
establish whether the nominee “is a person of preeminence in the relevant field who has demonstrated 
exceptional achievement deserving of special recognition” as set forth in §4-02.04.  The ad hoc committee 
appointed by the President may solicit additional supporting material at its discretion.  The review process 
shall be completed within six months of the academic unit’s recommendation.  Only a nominee who receives 
a favorable recommendation by the majority of the members of the ad hoc committee appointed by the 
President will be sent by the Provost for recommendation to the President of the University for appointment 
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to the rank of Distinguished Professor by the Board of Trustees.   
 
Decisions relating to nominations for or appointment to Distinguished Professors are not subject to 
grievance before the Hearing Committee, but irregularities in the nomination or appointment process may 
be appealed to the Faculty Senate’s Executive Committee by the academic unit’s nomination committee. 

 
(d) Handbook Committee.  Senator Chris GoGwilt gave a short report on the work of the committee in 
response to a request of the Senate to examine the Statutes with regard to the role of multiple deans in 
hiring processes, with special attention to questions of responsibility, transparency, campus parity, and 
efficiency. The report did not include any specific proposals for change in the Statues but does make 
some recommendations about how a future committee, or the Senate itself, might want to assess 
administrative roles.   

The Senate unanimously accepted the report. 
 
(e) Salary & Benefits Committee.  President Reidenberg took note of the following three 
recommendations from the Salary & Benefits Committee:  
 

Proposals adopted by the Salary & Benefits Committee on April 25, 2012 for the consideration 
of the Senate:  

 
(1) The Salary and Benefits Committee recommends to the Faculty Senate that the University’s 
offer of 3.0% salary increase (merit included) be rejected.  
  
(2) The Salary and Benefits committee unanimously endorsed the following motion: “The 
across-the-board percentage salary increase for the 2012-2013 academic year for non-law 
faculty should be equal to the non-seasonally adjusted consumer price index (CPI) (for NY-
northern NJ- Long Island, etc.) as reported for December of 2011, plus 1/3 of this value. In 
addition, funding should be provided to enable the awarding of merit increments of $1200 for 
half of the faculty.”  
  
(3) The Salary and Benefits committee unanimously endorsed the following motion: “The 
Salary and Benefits Committee should be mandated by the Senate to hold an open forum for the 
faculty on the structure of faculty salaries, as made available to the administration.”  

 
He then asked the chair of that Committee, Senator Berish Rubin, to explain (1) the proposal that the 
Committee made to the Administration on March 30, 2012, (2) the Administration’s response, and (3) 
the proposals that the Committee is now bringing for the Senate’s consideration. 
 
Senator Rubin explained that his presentation to the Senate was an abridged version of a presentation 
that he made to the Administration during the negotiations.  Senator Rubin explained that, in light of a 
detailed and multi-year analysis of faculty salaries, the Salary & Benefits committee had recommended 
an across-the board salary increase of 4.4%, derived from the 3.3 CPI, plus 1/3 of that value (in order 
to provide a modest increase in the purchasing power of faculty salaries), as well as funding sufficient 
to permit merit awards of $1200 for half the faculty.  He reported that the Administration rejected this 
proposal and made a counter-proposal of a 3.0% increase of the funds available for faculty salaries 
(viz., a 2.4% across-the-board increase, plus funds for a merit increase that would raise the total to the 
3%).  Senator Rubin estimated the actual size of the difference between the two proposals to be about 
$750,000. 
 In the ensuing discussion Senator Rubin reviewed various tables comparing the salary figures 
as well as the amount and percentage of the increases reported to the AAUP for each rank from 2005 
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through the present.  He stated that the figures showed that increases in the CPI and in average salaries 
should be interpreted as providing, on average, the same buying power as the salary received in 2004, 
with nothing offered to absorb any additional costs incurred during that period.  Those who had 
received merit would have done slightly better than that.  He explained that the Salary & Benefits 
Committee felt strongly that even faculty members who had not received a merit increment should 
nevertheless receive salary increases that in some way improve their standard of living.  
 Various Senators noted that using the AAUP 80th percentile does not provide the appropriate 
means for determining equitable salary increases, for a vast majority of the faculty are actually below 
the 80th percentile even though their rank average is above the 80th percentile.  Prof. Bruce Berg, chair 
of the Salary & Benefits Salary Subcommittee, explained that 69% of assistant professors, 87% of 
associate professors, and 84% of full professors are below the AAUP reported mean. He argued that 
the mean no longer reflects the economic health of the faculty, for the cumulative effect of salaries 
determined using this mean have a significant impact on the purchasing power of their salaries.  This 
lag between the mean and median salaries appears to be related to recent hires whose salaries have a 
market value far different than the salaries of individuals who have long been at the University but who 
were hired at smaller salaries.  Various Senators urged that there is need for a way to determine 
appropriate salaries without precluding the sort of hirings that have recently taken place, despite the 
way in which the salary of those hires has skewed the salary statistics. 
 
The Senate then voted on the three proposed resolutions, as amended, and added a resolution of its 
own. 
 

(1) The Senate voted (17:0:1) to accept the following resolution from the Salary & Benefits 
Committee: 
 

The Salary and Benefits Committee recommends to the Faculty Senate that the 
University’s offer of 3.0% salary increase (merit included) be rejected.  
  

(2) The Senate adopted (17:0:1) the following motion (GoGwilt/Baumgarth): 
 
The Senate proposes an across-the-board percentage salary increase for the 2012-
2013 academic year for non-law faculty should be equal to the non-seasonally 
adjusted consumer price index (CPI) (for NY-northern NJ- Long Island, etc.) as 
reported for December of 2011, plus 1/3 of this value. In addition, funding should 
be provided to enable the awarding of merit increments of $1200 for half of the 
faculty.  

(3) The Senate adopted (17:0:1) the following motion (Koterski/Sen): 
 

The Senate makes these recommendations in light of what the Senate regards as 
severe inequity that has resulted from the structural changes in salary 
distributions, as demonstrated by the very high percentage of faculty (excluding 
law) within each rank that fall below the 80th AAUP percentile, accentuated over 
the last several years. 

 
(4) The Senate voted (17:0:1) to accept the following resolution from the Salary & Benefits 
Committee:  
 

 “The Salary and Benefits Committee should be mandated by the Senate to hold an 
open forum for the faculty on the structure of faculty salaries, as made available to 
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the administration.”  
 

The full report of the Salary & Benefits Committee will be sent to each member of the Senate and 
recommends that the Salary & Benefits Executive Committee be permitted to make its full presentation 
to Father McShane. 
  
At 3:45pm Senate President Reidenberg requested that the Senate remain in session for an additional 
fifteen minutes, so as to complete its day’s business. 
 
8. Elections. 
 
(a) Salary & Benefits.  The Senate elected the following individuals to the Salary and Benefits 
Committee: Berish Rubin, Henry Schwalbenberg, Sharon Livesey, Robert Chiang, and  
Fran Blumberg. 
 
(b) TRAC.  Since the slate of candidates was not yet complete at the time of the meeting, this election 
will be conducted on Tuesday, May 1, 2012. 
 
(c) University Research Council. President Reidenberg reported to the Senate that a slate of candidates 
for service on the University Research Council has been prepared by the Executive Committee for the 
consent of the Senate and for selection by the President. The Senate approved the slate unanimously. 
 
 
9. Unfinished Business. 
 
Senate President Reidenberg explained that recent developments have rendered somewhat moot a 
proposed resolution on gmail for faculty.  The Faculty Senate’s Technology Committee has obtained 
some important changes in the language of the contract with Google, so as to eliminate data mining and 
foreign storage.   Since the matter is still being pursued by the Technology Committee, the proposed 
resolution on this subject was tabled.  
 
10. New Business. 
 
(a) Alternative Retirement Benefit Options.  After a brief discussion the Senate adopted (16:0:0) the 
following motion (Baumgarth/Vernon) 
 

In the light of the presentation by Cigna to the Senate and retired faculty, given the 
absence of any substantive benefits to Fordham’s retired faculty by their participation in 
the Cigna plan, and given the urgency of the issue and the current heavy negotiation 
schedule of its Salary and Benefits Committee, the Senate resolves that the Administration 
promptly offers retired faculty alternative options for compensating their medical 
expenditures. 

 
(b) Commencement Speaker Selection.  After a brief discussion the Senate adopted (16:0:0) the 
following motion (Baumgarth/Saharia):  
 

The Faculty Senate requests that the President regularly solicit suggestions for the 
commencement speaker from the faculty and that the statutory Commencement 
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Committee [4-06.06(5)] be regularly consulted on the selection of the commencement 
speaker. 

 
 
(c) Gratitude.  At the suggestion of Senator Vernon, the Senate warmly thanked Senate President Joel 
Reidenberg for his service to the Senate and to the University. 
  
At 3:55 p.m., at this, her last Senate meeting before her retirement, Senator Anne Mannion performed 
her traditional role of moving adjournment of the meeting.  She also urged that Senator Gregory 
Acevedo be given the privilege of making the motion for adjournment at future meetings of the Senate. 
 
Minutes submitted by Senator Joseph W. Koterski, S.J., Secretary of the Senate. 
 


