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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. 
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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. 
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 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 


