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MINUTES FOR APPROVAL 
 
Meeting:  Law School, 430 B&C,  
 Lincoln Center Campus 
Guests:  Dr. Stephen Freedman, Provost,  
 Dr. Jonathan Crystal, Associate Vice 

President and Associate Chief 
 Academic Officer  
 Mr. John Lordan, Sr. Vice President, 

Chief Financial Officer 
 Mr. Donald Perretti, Director of 

Benefits 
 
Excused:  Senators Richard Gyug, Tracy  
 Higgins, Eve Keller, and Micki 
 McGee 
  
Call to Order 
At 12:45 PM the Senate President Grace 
Vernon called the meeting to order in Rm. 430, 
B & C, Law School, and Lincoln Center 
Campus. 
 

1. Invocation 
Senator Mary Ann Forgey offered the 
invocation 
 

2. Approval of the Faculty Senate 
Minutes of September 13, 2013 & 
October 25, 2013 
In response to a point of order, the 
Senate President agreed to move the 

reading and approval of the minutes to 
the first agenda item as required by 
Senate procedure. The Senate President 
explained that the minutes from 
September meeting also needed to be 
approved since they were not able to be 
approved at the last meeting due to a 
lack of a quorum. 
 
The Senate approved the minutes of its 
meeting on September 13, 2013, as 
corrected. (Hornbeck/Cohen 15:0:5) 
 
The Senate approved the minutes of its 
meeting on October 25, 2013, as 
corrected.  (Fernald/Saharia 16:0:4) 
 

3. Announcements 
President Vernon announced that 
Andrew Foster has resigned from the 
Senate. Leonard Nissim will be 
replacing him.  
 

4. Discussion of Health Care Issues: Mr. 
John Lordan and Mr. Donald 
Perretti  

 Mr. John Lordan introduced Mr. Donald 
 Perretti, the director of Benefits.  Mr. 
Perretti distributed a report of the summary of 
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results from the RFP. (Appendix A).  Mr. 
Perretti emphasized that this report must be 
looked at as a rough draft, as the results 
represent the carriers’ first response to the RFP. 
He further explained that it is during the second 
round of bidding that the prices normally go 
down. In response to this information, Senators 
commented that the information in this report 
appears therefore to have little resonance since 
it does not really provide any information as to 
where we might end up. 
Senators asked when was the last time that the 
administration had engaged in a competitive 
bidding process for health care. Mr. Perretti 
responded that it had been for at least six years 
since it had not been done subsequent to his 
coming to Fordham. When asked why it has 
been this long, Mr. Lordan responded that there 
had been no incentive to do this on the part of 
the administration, given how wedded the 
faculty were to the current plans.  
Senators again asked why the University had 
not engaged in competitive bidding since it is 
considered standard business practice.  In 
addition, Senators questioned how much money 
the University had overspent as a result of not 
doing competitive bidding and also raised 
concern about the business practice of hiring 
Mr. Ruggerio, a former HR employee, as the 
broker who was paid a percentage as part of his 
commission. 
Mr. Lordan responded that if these questions 
are implying that any type of fraud or abuse 
was committed, then this should be reported to 
the University hotline where these accusations 
can be investigated properly. 
Senators asked why Mr. Lordan did not comply 
with the action plan that he and the ad hoc 
committee had developed jointly over the 
summer.  Mr. Lordan responded that it had 
been a very slow process and that we ran out of 
time. This response was questioned by Senators 
who indicated that there was time as the 
process began in June but that Mr. Lordan had 
not responded to any of our communications 
after that. 
Senators questioned how the administration can 
expect the Senate to trust them to just do their 
job when the administration has not engaged in 
a competitive bidding process and blames the 

faculty for this by saying that we are too 
attached to our plans. Senators added that the 
faculty is in fact attached to getting the best 
possible plans and that some businesses enter 
into a competitive bidding process every year 
to achieve this.  
A discussion ensued about whether or not 
entering into a competitive bidding process 
every year is best business practice. Mr. Lordan 
said that he wanted to go on the record that it is 
not best business practice to enter into 
competitive bidding every year.   
Senators commented about the need for 
companies to tailor plans to address faculty 
needs and asked if Mercer was in a position to 
help us devise an ideal plan.  In response, Mr. 
Perretti said that they could do this only if he 
and Mercer were allowed to do their jobs. He 
believes that too much value has been attached 
to one carrier and that we can no longer spread 
the risk among too many carriers. 
Senators raised the concern that the ad hoc 
committee has cut out of this process from the 
very beginning and that in order to trust what 
the administration is doing we have to be able 
to verify. Senators requested that a 
representative from the Senate be involved as 
we go to the next step of the bidding process. In 
response, Mr. Lordan said that Mercer would 
be in touch with the Senate’s consultant. 
Senators commented that moving to a one 
carrier plan may be the way to go. However, it 
would be important to first develop a list of 
what we want and ask carriers to bid on this, 
which is the process  the ad hoc committee had 
originally requested, but was told by Mr. 
Lordan that this couldn’t be done, and that we 
had to go with the plans that we had. Senators 
pointed out that it now appears that the ad hoc 
committee’s original thinking about how to 
proceed had prevailed.  
Senators commented that the ad hoc committee 
is willing to make this work but that our 
consultant has been unable to make contact 
with Mercer. Mr. Lordan responded that there 
has been a breakdown in communication and 
that he will put a timeline together to show the 
Administration’s actions in relation to the RFP 
process. 
Senators raised a concern about the e-mails 
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being sent out by the Administration in relation 
to faculty health care decisions. Senators 
characterized these emails from administration 
as rhetoric due to the questionable basis on 
which the administration named one of the five 
carriers as the winner. Sending this information 
to faculty without involvement of the Senate 
has contributed to the mistrust. Senators 
requested that the Senate consultant and a 
senate representative be involved in any emails 
being sent out to faculty about their health care 
decisions. 
Senators asked why the University considers 
the incorporation of a tier structure into a plan a 
business decision. Mr. Perretti responded that it 
was a business decision because it is a function 
of the demographics. Senators commented that 
this response implies that the administration 
would then consider a tier structure, if it made 
sense for the business.  
Senators asked if the Senate’s consultant would 
have access to all of the RFP documents. Mr. 
Lordan responded that the consultant would be 
given access. Senators asked why these 
documents had not been shared with the 
consultant and ad hoc committee before, and 
also why the ad hoc committee had not even 
been informed of the date that the RFP went 
out.  Mr. Lordan responded that he thought that 
the ad hoc committee had been informed as to 
when the RFP went out and again stated that he 
would send a timeline of events. 
Senators recommended that a way to move 
forward would be to have Mercer and the 
Senate’s health care consultant work together in 
developing a proposal that fits the population.  
 The Senate approved (20-0-0) the following 
resolution (Hornbeck/Porco):  

The Senate (a) thanks the Senior Vice 
President for his assurance that his goal is to 
work collaboratively with the Faculty with 
regard to health care; (b) directs the ad hoc 
healthcare committee to work with the 
Senate’s consultant, with Mercer, and with the 
Director of Benefits to ascertain the details of 
the faculty’s needs with regard to health care, 
including preferred plan structure and tiers; 
and (c) mandates the ad hoc committee to 
report immediately to the Senate any apparent 

lack of transparency or proper 
communication from the Administration. 
Senators brought up a concern about the 
hostility that some faculty have been 
experiencing from certain employees at HR, in 
relation to same sex benefits and asked if Mr. 
Perretti would communicate this concern to his 
staff. Mr. Perretti responded that he can’t do 
much with rumor but that he would make it 
clear to his staff that this is not acceptable 
behavior.     
Senators brought up the need for more public 
information about the retirement process. Mr. 
Perretti added that an automated system is 
being developed that will provide information 
at all phases of the work cycle. 

5. Matters Presented by the Dr. Stephen 
Freedman, Provost 
Dr. Jonathan Crystal, Associate Vice 
President and Associate Chief 
Academic Office, Provost’s Office: 
Report on Middle States and Follow 
Up on Questions at September Senate 
Meeting 
 
IRB Update 
The following IRB updates were 
provided to the Senate in response to 
the IRB resolution passed last spring 
concerning IRB support.  

 A new director of the 
IRB was hired last spring 
and is now a certified 
IRB professional.  

 There have been no 
missed proposal 
deadlines as a result of 
IRB review.  

 Ten faculty members 
have been appointed to 
the IRB. The names of 
the members are 
available on the Office of 
Research website.  
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 An electronic protocol 
system has been 
purchased  

 
Middle States Report 
Dr. Crystal reported the 18 individuals 
representing all departments and 
schools have been appointed to the 
steering committee. There are 8 faculty 
members, 8 administrators and 2 
administrators on faculty lines. The 
steering committee will have three roles 
1) recommend a self-study design 2) 
establish and charge working groups 
and 3) work to ensure communication, 
participation and engagement 
throughout the University. He stressed 
the importance of the integration of the 
self-study and strategic planning 
processes.  A copy of Dr. Crystal’s full 
report is in Appendix B.  
 
Senators recommended that the 
University web page be used in 
communicating about the Middle States 
process. Dr. Crystal agreed that this 
needs to be done. 
 
Dr. Freedman reported that Dr. Crystal 
will serve as co-chair of the Middle 
States steering committee. In this role 
he will keep the University abreast and 
will meet regularly with the Deans. In 
this way he will be able to integrate the 
Middle States and strategic planning 
processes. 
Dr. Freedman provided the following 
updates: 

 A program has been introduced 
in the Law School on a 
Voluntary Separation Plan for 
faculty 65+ with 20 years of 
experience.   

 Work continues on the plan to 
unify the Business School.  

 Dr. Freedman will be meeting 
with faculty from across the 
University in small groups as 
recommended by the Faculty 
Senate.  

 
Discussion 
Senators asked about the status of the 
SEEQ administration and whether the 
evaluations were being done in a 
uniform way.  Dr. Crystal said that the 
A & S Council discussed the SEEQ 
process. The response rates were found 
to be comparable to the face to face 
administration. Dr. Crystal said that he 
will be spending more time on this issue 
with the Dean of A&S and will look 
into the question of uniformity.  
Senators recommended that faculty who 
are experts in this type of evaluation be 
employed as consultants.   
 
Senators raised concern about faculty 
representation on the University 
Calendar committee. Dr. Crystal agreed 
to go the next meeting and to get faculty 
involvement on this committee. 
 
Senators raised a concern within GSAS 
in relation to the students who were in a 
pipeline for a program and had their 
classes cut. To address this situation, 
faculty has been providing tutorials for 
these students. However, now the 
administration has cut down on the 
course releases for these tutorials. 
 
Senators brought up the issue of the 
Deans needing to be assessed as part of 
the Middle States process. Dr. 
Freedman responded that he does an 
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evaluation of the Deans yearly but 
understands the need to incorporate 
faculty feedback into this evaluation 
process.  
  

6. Dr. Nancy Busch, Dean and Chief 
Research Officer/Associate Vice 
President: Research Agenda 
 
Faculty Research Grants (FRGs) 
Dean Busch reported that due to 
ambiguity within the Statutes, the 
University Research Council had 
considered the issue of Visiting 
Faculty’s eligibility for FRGs. The URC 
position is that FRGs are for tenured 
and tenure track faculty only. Dean 
Busch recommended that the Statutes be 
changed so that the eligibility criteria 
are clearer. 
 
Status of IRB 
Dr. Busch did not have the written 
report on the IRB, as requested by the 
Senate but informed the Senate of the 
following: 

 the new IRB manager hired this 
past Spring is a professional IRB 
administrator and comes with 
many years of experience.   

 the IRB manager will be 
meeting with each of the schools 
to assess their needs, as they 
differ by school. 

 
Discussion 
Senators recognized that many new 
faculty members have been appointed to 
the IRB since last spring and asked if 
there are any eligibility criteria, 
particularly in terms of research 
experience, for this type of appointment. 
Dean Busch responded that the federal 

government does not have any 
eligibility criteria for membership on an 
IRB board and that Fordham also does 
not have any eligibility criteria for 
membership. However, Dean Busch 
added that the Deans are consulted 
about these appointments and do 
consider whether or not the faculty 
member has research experience when 
making their recommendations.  
 
Senators asked about the amount of 
course load relief provided to the board. 
Dean Busch responded that the Chair 
receives one course load reduction.  
 
Senators expressed appreciation for the 
efficient way in which the IRB dealt 
with the backlog this past spring but 
raised concern about the loss of James 
Wilson, who had provided valuable 
consultation to faculty, particularly in 
relation to how to position their research 
proposals. Senators asked if there were 
any plans to fill this position.  Dr. Busch 
responded that there are no plans to fill 
this position and those funds would 
more likely be going toward hiring a 
grant officer. Dr. Busch also stated that 
she is currently doing an assessment 
among her staff as to the kind of support 
personnel needed. Senators commented 
on the need to get faculty input into this 
needs assessment process.  
 
Senators raised a concern about the 
confusion that exists as to what are 
allowable expenses and questioned if 
there had been a policy change in this 
regard. For example books had been an 
allowable expense but now they 
apparently are not.   
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7. Salary and Benefits Election - BUS 
 Esther Solomon was elected to the 
 Salary & Benefits Committee by secret 
 ballot.  

 
8. Old Business 
 
Senators continued the discussion from 
the last Senate meeting in relation to   
questionable business practices within 
the University and the need for an 
external review.  
 
The Senate approved (18-0-0) the 
following motion (Clark/ Cohen) 
 
The Faculty Senate of Fordham 
University 

(a) believes that the Administration 
has failed to follow commonly 
accepted best business practices, 
especially in connection with its 
failure over many years regularly to 
seek competitive bids with regard to 
faculty healthcare. 

(b) fears that other aspects of 
University operations may also have 
been affected by similar failures to 
follow such best practices; and 

(c) mandates the President of the 
Faculty Senate to write to the Chair 
and members of the Board of 
Trustees, and the President of the 
University to urge that the Board 
engage, in consultation with the 
Faculty Senate, an external 
management consultant to study 
and make recommendations 
concerning business practices 
across the University, especially in 
light of the country’s current fiscal 
challenges with respect to higher 
education and their impact on the 
academic mission at Fordham.  

 
9. Announcements 
President Vernon thanked Senator Hornbeck 
for compiling the list of resolutions and their 
status since 2008.  President Vernon noted that 
Senator Hornbeck continued the tradition 
initiated by President Vernon. The Senate in 
2005 that generated a reolution “scorecard” for 
years 2005, 2006-2007, and 2007-2008.    
The discussion continued to keep the Senate 
more informed about the Executive Committee 
activities. 
 
10.  New Business – Lecturer Statutes 
A draft of a new section of the statutes on the 
Lecturer position was distributed. A motion to 
accept the language for a new section of the 
statutes was approved 13-0-0 
(Baumgarth/Clark). 
   
The Senate adjourned at 4:00 p.m. 
Minutes submitted by Mary Ann Forgey 
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APPENDIX B 
 
Summary of report to Faculty Senate, November  22, 
2013 
Jonathan Crystal 
 
 
Middle States Self-Study  
 

 I plan to update Faculty Senate on 
regular basis as we proceed through this 
process.  It’s very important that the 
entire university community, especially 
the faculty, be aware of what’s 
happening and be engaged in the 
process at every step.  These updates are 
part of that. 

 

 Our self-study steering committee has 
met once and will meet again right after 
Thanksgiving. 

 

 This committee consists of individuals 
from across university, both campuses, 
faculty from every school, 
administrators from Provsot area,  
Student Affairs, Mission & Ministry, 
institutional affairs, assessment, 1 dean, 
1 vp.  (Note:  a list of the members is 
below). 

 

 Steering committee plays a number of 
important roles:   

 
1) it recommends a self-study design 

(that is submitted to and approved by 
Middle States).  In 2006, Fordham used 
a “Comprehensive” model.  No matter 
which format you choose, we have to 
examine every standard.  This time 
around, our steering committee has 
tentatively decided to do a 
comprehensive report with special 
emphasis, with the emphasis related to 
Mission – service to and engagement 
with the community (broadly defined – 
local, national, global).   
 

2) The second main task of the steering 
committee is to establish and charge 
working groups, coordinate their work, 

ensure that they stay on schedule.  
These working groups – consisting of 
faculty, administrators, staff, some with 
students --  do the research and analysis 
that forms the basis of the self-study. 
Number of groups will likely be 
somewhere between 10 – 14. If each has 
between six and ten members, that will 
mean the whole process will involve 
upward of a 100 participants. This will 
be a huge, institution-wide effort.  
These working groups will have full 
autonomy to investigate issues, gather 
data, ask questions, do analysis.  If we 
have weaknesses or problems, they 
will come up.  There will be team of 
evaluators who will come to campus in 
spring 2016, they will talk to trustees, 
administrators, staff, faculty, students.  
And this visiting team can decide to talk 
to whomever they like. In sum, if the 
process is going to be useful to us, it has 
to have integrity, and it will. 
 

3) The steering committee also will work 
on ensuring the communication, the 
participation, the engagement that I 
spoke about, making sure that everyone 
in the University is aware of this 
process and feels included.  

 

 Re-accreditation is important but the 
real purpose of all this work is not just 
to satisfy our accreditors. It’s to use the 
process in a way that helps us as 
University to explore 2 questions: 

 
1) What it is we’re trying to accomplish 

– what is our mission and how do 
we define it?  What are our goals 
and priorities? Who are we? 
(Institutional  self-understanding) 

2) Are we fulfilling this mission and 
accomplishing our goals?   If so, 
how do we know? What evidence 
do we have? If not, what are we 
doing about it?  ( Institutional self-
improvement part) 
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 The self-study process and and strategic 
planning have to be integrated.   For 
instance, Standard 2 (Planning, 
Resource Allocation, and Institutional 
Renewal asks whether we are we 
engaged in ongoing planning and 
resource allocation that’s based on our 
mission and goals?   To demonstrate 
compliance, we have to be clear about 
what our mission and goals are.  
Otherwise, how do we know if we’re 
accomplishing them?  Because the self-
study process coincides with the 
completion of Toward 2016, we can use 
the self-study process assess success of 
previous plan and inform the 
conversation about the new priorities.  
The Provost will keep our steering 
committee fully informed and involved 
in any and all discussions about 
strategic planning during these coming 
years. 

 
 


