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Dr. Nicola Pitchford, Associate Vice 
President for the Provost 
Dr. David Stuhr, Associate Vice 
President 
Dr. Andrew H. Clark, Chair of the 
Salary & Benefits Committee of the 
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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 
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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. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


