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Charge #1: Strategic Plan
• Review status of Strategic Plan as it 

pertains to faculty.

• Status: On hold due to development of 

new strategic plan.

3



Charge #2: Paper Consumption 
Subcommittee Members
• David S. Barth-Hart

• Enid Cardinal

• Lisa Greenwood

• Michael Savka 
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Charge #2: Paper Consumption
• Recommend what an appropriate level of 

paper consumption should be at RIT and 

compare our actual paper consumption 

with this level. 
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Charge #2: Paper Consumption
• Challenges

– Data tracking of print management is inconsistent 

across RIT colleges.

– Copy paper purchasing data is available through 

Staples contract at the university level but not by 

college.

– Print practices/polices at RIT vary by college.

– Limited information available about other schools’ 

paper consumption
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Charge #2: Paper Consumption
• Approach

– Analyzed total expenditures on copy paper for FY17.

– Compared expenditures to those of schools in the 

STARS database (STARS: Sustainability Tracking 

Assessment and Rating System).

– Normalized the data by cost of paper expenditures per 

person (faculty, staff, and students).

– Determined the average of the 237 schools in the 

sample.
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Charge #2: Paper Consumption
• Findings

– RIT spent less on paper per capita ($4.92) than the 

average expenditures of schools in the STARS 

database ($9.94).

– Less than 3% of RIT’s paper purchases contain 

recycled content, compared to more than 70% on 

average at other institutions.
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Charge #2: Paper Consumption
• Recommendation 1

– The committee asks Academic Senate to pass a 

resolution, recommending that the University 

adopt a minimum standard of 30% post-consumer 

waste recycled content for all copy paper the 

University purchases, better reflect RIT’s 

commitment to sustainability, and its leadership 

in print and imaging sciences.
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Charge #2: Paper Consumption
• Recommendation 2

– If a deeper analysis of paper consumption is of 

interest, all RIT colleges would need to utilize an 

accounting and print management tool that can 

provide comparable data on a monthly basis.
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Charge #3: Meat Consumption 
Subcommittee Members

• Enid Cardinal

• Lisa Greenwood

• Roger Chen
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Charge #3: Meat Consumption
• Investigate the impact on global 

sustainability (e.g. carbon footprint) of 

total meat consumption at RIT and make 

recommendations in line with RIT’s 

leadership in sustainability. 
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Charge #3: Meat Consumption
• Status: Incomplete

• Long lead time to acquire complete food 

purchasing data.

• Once acquired the data had to be converted 

from $ to lbs.

• Emissions factors have been identified for 

majority of food products.



Charge #3: Meat Consumption
Recommendation: 

Carry over to next year

– A student will complete the emissions 

calculations next fall.  

– Once complete recommendations will be made.



Charge #4: Faculty Governance 
Subcommittee Members

• Andres Kwasinski

• David S. Barth-Hart

• James Heliotis

• Tracy Worrell



Charge #4: Faculty Governance

• Compare RIT against our benchmark schools 

regarding the extent of its Faculty 

governance.

• Make recommendations for evolving shared 

governance at RIT.

Ref: https://www.rit.edu/fa/humanresources/content/benchmark-schools

https://www.rit.edu/fa/humanresources/content/benchmark-schools


• Faculty governance is prevalent in all schools studied, at 

a level similar to that at RIT.

• Elected by faculty at large or proportionally by unit. 

• Large range of sizes (Stevens - 7 members, Cornell ~100 

members.) 

• Administrators are often non-voting members.

• Other occasional members: students and staff 

representatives.
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Other Models
• All-faculty voting body

• Collections of smaller separate committees

Distributed Institution: Pace
• Each campus has a faculty council.

• There is a joint faculty council as well.
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Charge #4: Faculty Governance
• Observations:

– Information will be complemented by upcoming Faculty 

Governance Summit (12/11/18).

– Sparse data on the health or effectiveness of any governing body.

– Assessment for future evolution requires that the Senate define 

criteria and identify issues/limitations with the current model.

 The subcommittee recommends continuing its work 

after the information above has been gathered.



Charge #5: Gender Inclusivity 
Subcommittee Members

• Catherine Zuromskis

• John Oliphant

• Joyce Hertzson

• Michael Skyer
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Charge #5: Gender Inclusivity
• Determine the state of gender inclusivity 

across the campus.
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Charge #5: Gender Inclusivity
• Current state:

– RIT’s male/female percentages have remained 

remarkably stagnant for decades, despite the 

existence of projects like ADVANCERIT.
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Charge #5: Gender Inclusivity
• Approach

– Met with representatives from various organizations, 

including Title IX, the Q center, & ADVANCE.

– Meetings dealt with question of how to address 

charge

– Agreed specific areas of inquiry suggested in the 

charge—bathrooms, nursing facilities, & sexual 

harassment—do not really address what is a larger 

and more complex problem.
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Charge #5: Gender Inclusivity
• Pockets of data available

– COACHE survey out of Harvard—though this data 

applies only to faculty

– NSF indicators required for ADVANCERIT 

– Title IX is preparing a report based on a student 

survey on sexual harassment and sexual assault 

that should be available in the fall

– Facilities management should have information on 

bathrooms & nursing stations
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Charge #5: Gender Inclusivity
• Recommendation

– Need a comprehensive climate study that 

incorporates the aims & initiatives of the campus 

organizations that deal with gender inclusivity & 

related issues (conditions for LGBTQ faculty, 

staff, and students, women of color, hearing 

status, etc.).
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Charge #5: Gender Inclusivity
• Challenges

– Conducting the study is far beyond the 

purview of our subcommittee or the LRPEC.

– Would likely be a year or two long project 

requiring financial support.

– Would require a commitment from the 

university to act on the data once acquired.
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