
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY SENATE 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

M I N U T E S 
October 9, 2020 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Boikess, Borisovets, Crews, Giraud, Gillett, Oliver (Chair), Schwartz, 
Simonds, Struble, Thompson, Willett 

ALSO ATTENDING:  J. Holloway (U. President), E. Matto (SAC Chair), M. Mickelsen (Senate 
Executive Secretary), P. Moghe (EVP Academic Affairs), K Schroth, CBI-RBHS (F), J. Ward 
(Law-N (S)) 

The regular meeting of the University Senate Executive Committee was held on Friday, 
October 9, 2020 at 12:00 p.m. remotely via Zoom. 

1.Chair’s Report– Jon Oliver, Senate Chair 

Senate and Executive Committee Chair Jon Oliver called the meeting to order at 12:00 p.m. 
He thanked everyone for their patience as we figure out the remedies to certain technical 
issues with Zoom. He welcomed Jonathan Holloway and newly appointed Executive Vice 
President of Academic Affairs Prabhas Moghe and thanked them for their continued support of 
the University Senate and shared governance at Rutgers. 

2. Secretary’s Report – Mary Mickelsen, Executive Secretary of the Senate 

• Agenda: The meeting agenda was approved with the addition of charge extension 
requests by USGC Chair Peter Gillett 

• Minutes: The September 4, 2020 minutes were approved: 
• Communications: 

o Announcement of the New Senator Orientation to be held virtually on September 
11th 

o The Following University Policies have been updated in the University Policy 
Library: 

o Policy 100.3.1: Influenza Immunization Policy for Covered Individuals (PDF) 
o Policy 100.3.2: Tuberculosis Surveillance (PDF) 

3. Administrative Report – Jonathan Holloway, University President and Prabhas Moghe, 
EVP for Academic Affairs 

University President Jonathan Holloway delivered a short administrative report, which included 
comments on: 

• Revised budget was approved by Board of Governors which included $86M in restored 
state funding 

o continues to be a $95-170M deficit, which is contingent on how negotiations with 
labor and management proceed in the next month 



• Prabhas Moghe began as the Executive Vice President for Academic Affairs on October 
5 

• COVID-19 
o Ambassador Deborah Birx, White House Corona Virus Task Force Response 

Coordinator, visited New Brunswick Campus as part of a college and small-town 
nation-wide tour 

o An ambition to return to 50% housing in New Brunswick for the spring 2021 term, 
as a max capacity following NJ State guidelines 

• Part-Time Lecturers cut from the Writing Program at SAS-NB due to budget constraints 
o since that time, a significant amount of those positions have been restored 

• RUSA Town Hall on October 8 
• The Packard Fellowship for Science & Engineering awarded to SAS-NB Physics and 

Astronomy Professor Blakesley Burkhart 

Holloway and Moghe then responded to comments on the above topics as well as the 
following: 

• A movement toward recognizing faculty accomplishments more readily 
• A commitment to PTL career advancement, particularly to NTTs and moving the 

disbursement of the Professional Development Fund monies via the Office of Academic 
Affairs 

• Outlook on spring semester 2021 instruction 
o faculty will not be mandated to return to campus 
o virtual instruction will be the default with an in-person contingency plan ensuring 

safety, infrastructure and degree requirement courses are incorporated into 
decision making priorities 

4. Two-Factor Authentication– Tom Vosseler, Executive Director of IT, SAS-NB 

Vosseler gave a brief presentation on the new initiative by OIT on Two-Factor 
Authentication and answered relevant questions. He gave an overview of the tiered approach 
they are taking for the rollout and asked that the Senate EC and Senate, forward any 
comments or concerns about the program. 

References: 

What is Two Step Authentication: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?reload=9&v=0mvCeNsTa1g&feature=youtu.be 

Rutgers Two Step Login Page: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?reload=9&v=0mvCeNsTa1g&feature=youtu.be 

5. Standing Committees/Panels   

Issues/Proposed Charges: 



Proposed Charge to Student Affairs on Review of University Policy 20.1.22 – No 
Smoking Policy – Submitted by: Kevin Schroth, CBI-RBHS (F) 

Proposed Charge: Review the University “No Smoking Policy”. Consider renaming the 
policy to be inclusive of all tobacco products. Evaluate the current awareness among 
the community on health risks posed by tobacco products, including e-cigarettes, and 
education protocol promoting cessation among tobacco users. Make recommendations 
on any necessary changes. 

Background: Tobacco use is the leading cause of premature preventable death in New 
Jersey and the U.S. Decades of effort have decreased youth cigarette smoking 
significantly. However, recent trends are threatening those public health gains. Youth e-
cigarette use has surged to epidemic levels. Youth cigar use and hookah smoking have 
also increased. Preventing youth from using nicotine-containing tobacco products is 
critically important because once they become addicted, they are likely long-term users. 
Likewise, encouraging tobacco users of all ages to quit can improve their health. This is 
particularly important in light of the COVID-19 pandemic. Cigarette smoke and e-
cigarette aerosol cause lung inflammation and lower immune function, both of which are 
associated with more severe cases of COVID-19. Clean air policies reduce smoking 
rates and secondhand smoke exposure. Nevertheless, only 16% of accredited colleges 
and universities in the US are 100% smoke-free or tobacco-free. Moreover, among the 
BIG 10’s fourteen members, nine schools have 100% tobacco-free campuses, and two 
are 100% smoke-free. Rutgers’ current policy bans smoking and e-cigarette use 
indoors, but outdoors, it merely bans smoking and using e-cigarettes within thirty feet of 
buildings. By adopting a 100% tobacco-free campus policy, Rutgers can improve 
community health and demonstrate its leadership and commitment to public health. 

Senator Schroth was available during to meeting to discuss his purpose and 
background of the charge. The EC asked relevant questions and asked Senator 
Schroth to exit the meeting in order to discuss a final decision. Prior to his exit, Senator 
Schroth agreed to submit the findings of his current survey circulating through the 
university community on the State of Awareness of the Community on Tobacco Use 
within the next month. Chair Oliver will follow-up with the administration on what actions 
have been taken since the recommendations outlined in the SAC report on S-1305: 
Smoke-Free Rutgers were considered. The EC agreed to postpone discussions on this 
proposed charge until the December meeting. 

Proposed Charge to Student Affairs on Student Health Insurance – Submitted by: Jose 
Ward, Law-N (S) 

Proposed Charge: Evaluate whether the two different Rutgers Student Health 
Insurance Plans (“SHIPs”), one for full-time students and another for part-time students, 
can be integrated to one plan for all students; whether Rutgers University should 
subsidize all or part of all SHIP premiums; and whether the process for procuring the 
SHIP should be changed. 



 Background: About 70,000 students are enrolled in Rutgers University (“Rutgers”). 
Rutgers requires all full-time students to enroll in and pay for a SHIP each semester 
unless they opt out through a hard waiver process. Part-time students enrolled in 
Rutgers may opt in to a different SHIP that costs almost twice as much for less 
coverage. When compounded with the higher likelihood of part-time students having a 
family in need of health insurance, part-time students may pay tens of thousands of 
dollars more than full-time students for less coverage. Loss ratio is the percentage of 
how much an insurance company pays in claims compared to the premiums they 
receive. During 2017-18, the health insurance company expected to incur an 80% loss 
ratio from our SHIP. However, the full-time SHIP overperforms for the insurance 
company where the loss ratio was only about 70%. Still, Rutgers agreed to let the 
insurance company raise premiums from full-time students about 3% yearly. About 
10,733 full-time students are enrolled in the plan, paying about $2,200 per year, causing 
this plan to generate about $24,000,000 in premium for the insurance company. A 70% 
loss ratio would generate 30% in profit, which equals $7,200,000 or $2,400,000 more 
than expected. The part-time student loss ratio was higher at 107%, but only about 50 
part-time students were enrolled. When calculating a weighted average between the 
two plans, the loss ratio was insignificantly raised by about 1% to about 71%, still 
significantly over-performing for the insurance company. 

Why are the two classes of students segregated? The insurance company claims that a 
hard waiver process is necessary to prevent adverse risk. A hard waiver process is 
where students are opted in by default, unless they complete a form to opt out. They 
subject all full-time students to a hard waiver process, but stop short of requiring the 
same for part time students. 

Why not subject all students to a hard waiver process? Because the University claims it 
would create an undue burden when auditing the hard waivers. 

How many hard waivers were audited in recent years? Initially, a sample was audited. 
However, the University admits, recently hard waivers have not been audited at all. 
Therefore, virtually no burden exists to the University to enact a hard waiver process for 
all students. 

Do other local universities provide an integrated plan? Yes, Seton Hall provides an 
integrated plan to all students within, at least, their law school. Notably, other Big 10 
Universities, like Penn State and Ohio State, have lower credit thresholds of part-time 
students to include them in the better full-time student SHIP. 

How do other universities offer an integrated SHIP? All students are subject to a hard 
waiver process. 

What insurance company issues their SHIP? The same insurance company that issues 
the Rutgers SHIP. Even the insurance agent is the same. Only Seton Hall does not 
appear to work through a broker in procuring their policy, however Rutgers does. 
Insurance brokers are representatives of the purchaser, and, in exchange for the 
generous compensation they receive, are supposed to get us better terms. 



So why do our terms segregate when Seton Hall’s do not in all instances? Possibly 
because of the Request for Proposal (“RFP”) process. Rutgers procurement has a 
certain process for contracts larger than $150,000, which this $24,000,000 clearly 
surpasses. However, the broker of the SHIP, University Health Plans, is not listed as a 
University-wide Contracted Supplier. It does not appear the SHIP was bid using a 
formal RFP process through Rutgers. Was a waiver submitted? Why not leave this open 
for open market competition? 

The importance of access to affordable healthcare has been emphasized amidst our 
current pandemic. Rutgers provides a SHIP, however they agree to increasing 
premiums when the plan is over-performing for the insurance company and they 
segregate part-time students, a vulnerable group of our community. Let us investigate 
the SHIP and report to the President on how we can improve it and the procurement 
process to ensure Rutgers is performing their fiduciary obligations to all students. 

Senator Ward was available during to meeting to discuss his purpose and background of the 
charge. The EC asked relevant questions and requested Senator Ward to exit the meeting in 
order to discuss a final decision. Prior to Senator Ward leaving the meeting he stated he had 
the ability to discuss this issue with President Holloway during which the president stated he 
will ask CFO Michael Gower to brief him on the subject. The EC expressed interest in pursuing 
this charge, however wanted to understand more fully what the university had already done 
before making a final decision to charge SAC. 

Committee Report: 

Academic Standards, Regulations and Admissions Committee (ASRAC) and Student 
Affairs Committee (SAC) on University Policy 60.1.33 Title IX Policy and Grievance 
Procedures and University Policy 10.2.11 Code of Student Conduct – Babu Dasari, 
ASRAC Co-Chair; Elizabeth Matto, SAC Chair; Robert Schwartz, ASRAC Co-Chair 

The ASRAC & SAC were charged as follows: 

S-2018:  University Policy 60.1.33 Title IX Policy and Grievance Procedures and 
University Policy 10.2.11 Code of Student Conduct 

Review and make recommendations on: 

• the new Interim University Policy 60.1.33 (intended to replace 10.3.12 and 60.1.28) 
Title IX Policy and Grievance Procedures  

• the Interim University Policy 10.2.11 Code of Student Conduct which reflects the 
proposed changes made to the University’s Title IX Policy 

Please note: These policies are to be reviewed and voted on by the Board of Governors 
at their November meeting, therefore in the interest of time it was recommended by the 
Senate Executive Committee, the ASRAC and the SAC collaborate in virtual meeting(s) 
in order to create a joint report to be submitted for review for the October 9 Executive 
Committee with intent to be docketed for the October 16 Senate meeting. 



Senator Matto discussed the background of the charge and the work of both 
committees. After a few minor grammatical changes, the report was approved for 
docketing at the October 16 Senate meeting. 

Charge Extension Request 

The Student Affairs Committee requested an extension for S-2003: Rutgers-Alumni Relations 
from November 2020 to March 2021. This extension was approved. 

The University Structure and Governance Committee requested extensions for the following 
charges to March 2021: 

• S-1904: Review of Proposed Resolution on Rutgers’ Faculty Councils Inclusion in the 
University Policy Library 

• S-1904: Honorary Degree and Commencement Speaker Selection Process 

            Both were approved. 

6. New Business 

There was no New Business 

7. University Senate October 16, 2020 Agenda 

• Regular Senate Meeting 
• Two-Factor Authentication Presentation by CIO Michele Norin 
• ASRAC & SAC Report on S-2018:  University Policy 60.1.33 Title IX Policy and 

Grievance Procedures and University Policy 10.2.11 Code of Student Conduct 
• Election of Student Senators: 

o Executive Committee 
o Board Representatives 

8. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 4:06 p.m. 

Minutes written and submitted by, 

Mary Mickelsen 
Executive Secretary of the University Senate 

 


