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Meeting: O’Keefe Commons, O’Hare Hall, Rose 

Hill Campus 
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Livesey 

 Excused: Senators Christopher GoGwilt, Tracy 

Higgins, Christine Hinze, Mary 

Procidano, and Aditya Saharia 

1. Call to Order 

At 3:20 pm Senate President Grace Vernon called 

the special meeting to order in the O’Keefe 

Commons, O’Hare Hall on the Rose Hill Campus. 

2. Invocation 

Senator William Baumgarth offered the invocation. 

3. Old Business 

(a) Faculty Fellowship Exception 

The Executive Committee of the Senate asked for 

confirmation of its decision to deny a request from 

Dr. Jonathan Crystal, Associate Vice President and 

Associate Chief Academic Officer, for an exception 

from the statutes on Faculty Fellowships. The case 

involves an untenured faculty member who will not 

be eligible for a Faculty Fellowship until after a 

tenure decision because the faculty member, 

untenured, was appointed with three-years’ prior 

service granted toward tenure, which means that the 

faculty member will have only a single 

reappointment review before the tenure decision. 

The statutes require untenured faculty to apply for 

Faculty Fellowships after the first reappointment, 

and to take up the Fellowship only after a second 

reappointment is granted. The request was, 

therefore, whether to count the individual’s prior 

years of service in lieu of a first reappointment, and 

thus permit the faculty member to apply in the year 

of the first reappointment at Fordham and take the 

fellowship during the year of the tenure decision, 

after the first appointment, not the second. 

The Executive Committee recommended that 

the Senate deny the request because of its possible 

precedents in how prior service is counted, which 

may or may not have implications for other 

decisions, and may affect an undetermined body of 

new faculty. It was also unsure whether the request 

met the intention of the junior Faculty Fellowships 

because a fellowship during the tenure year was 

likely to have little impact on the tenure decision. 

Finally, it was unclear whether the usual pattern and 

terms for Faculty Fellowships served by senior 

faculty will be affected given that resources are 

limited. To resolve such questions, the Executive 

Committee recommended seeking more information 

to review the entire program and its 

implementation. 

After discussion, the Senate adopted the 

following resolution (Baumgarth/Nissim, approved: 

18-0-0): 

The Senate confirms the Executive Committee’s 

decisions not to grant an exception, and to seek a 

report on the implementation of Faculty 

Fellowships over the last five years (number of 

tenured/untenured faculty, number of 
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applicants, number of successful applications, 

etc.) from the Research Council, and Nancy 

Busch, Dean of the GSAS, Chief Research 

Officer, and Associate Vice President, in order to 

determine if the statute needs to be re-

considered.  

(b) Merit Exception  

The Salary and Benefits Committee presented a 

resolution for Senate discussion and confirmation 

on the request of Dr. Donna Rapaciolli, dean of the 

Business Faculty and dean of the Gabelli School of 

Business, to extend the granting of merit in the 

business school to 50% + 1 member of the faculty. 

The statutes permit 50% of faculty to receive merit, 

but the Senate has on occasion permitted the 

exception. In this instance, the request was to 

distribute the pool of funds intended for 50% of the 

business faculty to an additional deserving faculty 

member; it was not a request for additional funds. 

The resolution of Salary and Benefits was to grant 

the exception because it is not unusual to do so, but 

pending the Senate’s resolution on the separate 

question of whether the review of the applicant was 

statutory. 

The recommendation of the Executive 

Committee was not to grant the exception on 

statutory grounds. In reviewing the request, it was 

noted that the additional person had not applied for 

merit. The merit committee and dean had ranked the 

person regardless, and were requesting the 

extension to an additional person. In the past, merit 

committees may have ranked faculty who had not 

applied, but the statutes and forms are clear that an 

application is required, and units in the university 

are expected to respect this rule, as most do. 

After discussion, the Senate adopted the 

following resolution (Jackson/Clark, approved 18-

0-0): 

The Senate confirms the Executive Committee’s 

decision not to make an exception for the School 

of Business on the grounds that the faculty 

member was ranked without having applied, 

contrary to the statutes. 

4. Salary and Benefits 

(a) Report of the Faculty Senate Executive 

Committee on the state of the salary negotiations 
The Senate voted to continue in executive session 

for discussion of the continuing salary negotiations 

for the current year, 2012-13. 

After discussion, the Senate left executive 

session and adopted the following resolution 

(Keller/De Luca, approved 18-0-0): 

The Senate directed the Executive Committee to 

implement the following steps: 

(1) suspend negotiations with John Lordan, 

Senior Vice President and Chief Financial 

Officer, and request a meeting on salary matters 

with Fr. McShane, President of the University, 

and Robert D. Daleo, Chair of the Board of 

Trustees;  

(2) hold an emergency faculty forum, open to 

members of the university community, in order 

to alert the faculty to the status of salary 

discussions; 

(3) make public to the university community the 

relevant data presented by the Salary and 

Benefits Committee to the Senate. 

(b) Salary and Benefits Committee Report 

Dr. Berish Rubin, senator and chair of the Salary 

and Benefits Committee, reported to the Senate on 

the committee’s deliberations on developing new 

salary models, which is its principal goal for the 

year. Two main points form the background to the 

committee’s work: 

First, across the board faculty salary increases 

have been between 2.00% and 3.83% since 2005-

06, matching inflation over the period but not 

exceeding it. Over the same period, net tuition 

revenue has increased much more rapidly, between 

4.0% and 10.4% per year, which has led to net 

revenue beyond expenses each year of between 8 

million and 24 million dollars.  

Secondly, although negotiated increases have 

matched increases in the cost of living, the overall 

salary mean, as reported by Fordham to the AAUP, 

has increased more rapidly than the cost of living. 

This is primarily due to higher salaries for some 
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new appointments or (perhaps) extraordinary 

increases to individuals. These new salaries have 

increased the number of faculty earning more 

$235,000 from 0 in 2009-10 to 21 today, and 

created an uneven, bimodal, distribution of salaries. 

The long-standing goal of achieving the 80th 

percentile no longer represents, therefore, the reality 

of average faculty salaries because, wherever the 

average salary for professors stands, more than 80% 

of the non-law professors are below the 80th 

percentile. Similar disparities exist at other ranks 

(77% of the non-law associates are below the 80th 

percentile; 59% of the non-law assistants). This is a 

major change from the period when the 80th 

percentile was set as a goal and stood much closer 

to the university mean. 

As a working model, Dr. Rubin presented 

career purchasing power as a way to consider long-

term salary goals. The current averages for 

assistants and full professors at Fordham (as 

reported to the AAUP) are $91,000 and $144,000 

respectively. This represents a 59% difference in 

purchasing power between the ranks, or what a new 

faculty member might expect to gain in an average 

career. Many institutions have greater 

differentials—the average difference in religiously 

affiliated universities is 73%—and Fordham needs 

to think about what its goals are in this regard. As a 

model, however, the 59% career differential allows 

Salary and Benefits to test our current salary 

models. 

Under current assumptions, if a faculty member 

receives annual increment matching cost of living 

increases, as they have since 2005-6, plus typical 

merit increments through half a faculty member’s 

career, plus the usual promotion increments, the 

faculty member will be well below the 59% increase 

in purchasing power presented by our current salary 

averages. It becomes important, therefore, to add 

annual increments beyond cost of living increases. 

The model of cost of living plus an additional 

annual increment has been adopted at Georgetown. 

Other models to achieve the increments in 

purchasing power expected throughout a career 

include increased emphasis on merit; merit for 

different pools and kinds of activity, not simply 

research; or substantial increases in promotion 

increments. If faculty are to provide the education 

and develop the programs important to meet the 

university’s educational and financial goals, 

retention, incentives, and recognitions through 

meeting career expectations are important 

considerations. 

The committee will continue to work on these 

models, and intends to engage the administration 

through the year in developing a new approach to 

salary considerations. 

At 5:15, Senator Eve Keller moved that the Senate 

adjourn. 

Minutes submitted by Dr. Richard Gyug. 

 


