Full-Time Continuing Contract
Faculty Senators Council
411 Lafayette Street, Room 327
New York, NY 10012
P: 212 998 2230
c-fsc@nyu.edu

MINUTES OF THE C-FACULTY SENATORS COUNCIL MEETING OF APRIL 5, 2018
The New York University Continuing Contract Faculty Senators Council (C-FSC) met at 9:00 AM on Thursday,
th
April 5, 2018 in the Global Center for Academic & Spiritual Life at 238 Thompson Street, 5 Floor Colloquium
Room.
In attendance were Senators Davis, Gershman, Howard-Spink, Illingworth, Jahangiri, Joachim, Killilea, Kim,
Liston, Renzi, Sacks, Steeves, Stehlik, Watkins, White, Williams, Youngerman; Alternate Senators Casey, Funk,
Grillo, James, Kleinert, Lee (for Boroweic), Mandracchia (for Ferguson), Shullenberger, and Talib.

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the meeting agenda was approved unanimously.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD MARCH 8, 2018
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the minutes of the March 8, 2018 meeting were approved
unanimously.

PRESENTATION, DISCUSSION, VOTE
C-FSC Proposed Resolution Recommending Steering Committee (SC) Election
See attached Document A.
Chairperson Killilea introduced the proposed resolution.
Senators discussed the advantages of a two year term on the SC. A Senator mentioned the advantage of being
able to elect a member for a one year term, if the Council wishes to elect a member with particular expertise or
from a particular school because of current issues that year.
A Senator agreed with the resolution to sequence the Steering Committee to allow for staggering and to ensure
institutional knowledge.
A Senator suggested that the Council require SC members have at least one year experience on the Council.
A Senator suggested that for this election cycle, four members of the Steering Committee be elected for two
years, the other three be elected for one year, and then the next year the terms go back to the same length
term. This would allow for staggering to maintain institutional memory and not have all 7 members rotate off at
the same time. It was suggested to ask for volunteers to serve the 1 or 2 year term.
A Senator suggested instead of creating rules, creating best practices.
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Current SC members expressed their support of the SC continuing as 7 members, noting it allows for
representation from a broad range of schools and helps with meeting scheduling, allowing at least a few
members to represent the SC at meetings.
Senators discussed the issue of term endings. It was noted if a newly elected SC member is not reelected by
their school, the Council would hold a special election to fill that open slot on the SC.
A SC member voiced support for a two year term on the SC, noting the first year is a learning year.
At the conclusion of the discussion it was decided the motion be withdrawn and the 2014 Resolution regarding
the Steering Committee remain in place. In addition the Steering Committee and the Governance Committee will
work on a best practices document for committees in general and the Steering Committee specifically.

REPORT FROM THE CHAIRPERSON: MARY KILLILEA
See attached Document B: C-FSC Chair Update
Discussion/Questions on Chair’s Report
Emeritus Status
Killilea reported the T-FSC voted in support of the C-FSC resolution regarding granting emeritus status to CFaculty.
[APII] Administrative Process Improvement Initiative
A Senator recommended inviting McKinsey consulting to do another presentation on APII to the Council.
Intellectual Property (IP) Policy
Killilea distributed the draft of the IP policy and asked Senators to review and provide feedback. She asked
Senators to present concerns, recommendations, etc. at the next C-FSC meeting.
Meeting the President Hamilton
The Steering Committee met with President Hamilton on March 15. The discussion focused largely on the
planned roll out of mandatory sexual harassment training for faculty at NYU.
Board of Trustees’ Resolution on Winthrop
A Senator asked for more information on the BOT resolution to establish the NYU Long Island School of
Medicine.
A SOM Senator noted the announcement came last September that there would be a new medical school of
about 27 students. It is an accelerated three-year MD degree pathway.
The Chair’s Report was accepted into the minutes.

COMMITTEE REPORTS
See attached Document C: Committee Reports
Discussion/Questions on the following submitted reports:
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Educational Policies & Faculty/Student Relations
Senator Illingworth reported on the joint meeting with the parallel T-FSC Committee. They had a discussion on
questions regarding spring admits to NYU schools and program. The Committees developed a set of questions
regarding the Spring Admit Program and its development and values of joint shared governance.
The questions will be submitted to MJ Knoll-Finn, Senior Vice President for Enrollment Management, and she
will meet with the Committees.
Senators expressed concerns on how the summer courses would be staffed, the use of adjuncts, and faculty
compensation.
Senators mentioned the differences in summer course compensation across Schools. Senators discussed
different school’s options to buy-out courses.
A Senator suggested recommending the salary compensation structure for summer courses be the same in
each school as the course buyout.
A Senator noted the concern that continuing contract faculty and tenure-track faculty might be disproportionately
pressured to cover summer courses.
A Senator suggested bringing these issues to the Academic Priorities Committee.
A Senator expressed concern that regulating a salary structure for the summer could mean lowering some
faculty member salaries. He noted the salary structure can vary not only from school to school, but from course
to course.
Chairperson Killilea suggested the Finance Committee collect information from each school on the full-time
faculty compensation for undergraduate summer course. A Senator asked to also include January terms. Once
the Council has this information, the Council can move forward on writing a resolution regarding best practices.
Senator Stehlik will request this information.
Finance & Policy Planning
Stehlik reported on the March 20 meeting of the Senate Financial Affairs Committee. She noted the similarity of
concern for equity, compression and inversion issues expressed by the tenured/tenure-track faculty,
administrators, and the C-FSC. The Committee emphasized their desire was not to have the University manage
the process from a central, one-size-fits-all position. Instead the concern was regarding decision-making at the
Dean’s level and budgets were frequently administered in a way that did not clearly identify merit or by giving
across the board increases never addressed inequity, compression or inversion issues.
She noted that the specific council recommendations do not go directly to the Board of Trustees (BOT). Instead
the Provost and President prepare a summary for the BOT.
A Senator asked about the salary compression data analysis by school from the 2016 survey. It was noted the
data needs to be validated. A Senator asked about a university-wide survey for each school similar to the
Faculty of Arts and Science (FAS) Equity Report. Chairperson Killilea suggested the SC raise this at the next
Provost meeting. It was noted this could be done by institutional research.
Senators expressed the importance of the recommendation to hire a third party consultant to review all the
salary and benefits data in all the Schools with a project outcome that includes recommendations for salary
structures and policies that insure faculty are compensated competitively with the local market.
Council members thanked the Finance Committee for their hard work.
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Global Network University
Chairperson Howard-Spink announced the invitation to all faculty members to join this month’s Global
Conversations on Monday, April 9. This is a program of discussions and workshops around topics related to
study away and NYU’s 11 global sites. The events are designed to create opportunities for faculty to:
learn about a range of current global study initiatives, innovations, and challenges; engage in discussion about
the role of study away in an NYU education; open up new avenues for creative thinking and cross-disciplinary
collaboration in academic programming at the 11 global sites.
Faculty Advisory Committee on Academic Priorities
Senator Gershman attended the meeting in place of Senator Stehlik. There was a presentation by Mary Signor,
Executive Director of the Office of Equal Opportunity, on the planned roll out of mandatory sexual harassment
training for faculty at NYU. There was discussion on how to make these trainings mandatory. It was noted it is
easier to make it mandatory for new hires than existing faculty.
A proposal for a new Faculty Academic Advisory Committee on Tenure was presented. This would add another
layer of tenure review, particularly for schools that do not have departments or do not already have two steps
within the tenure process. A goal of this committee is to raise the bar on tenure across the university.

No Discussion/Questions on the following submitted reports:
Governance
Reports at Meeting:
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
Senator Watkins announced Lisa Coleman will attend the May 10 Committee meeting. She asked Council
members to send her any discussion points or questions.
Faculty Benefits & Housing
Senator Renzi noted he will soon send the Council a draft of the report on work-life priorities for contract faculty.
If anyone has comments or additional items, he asked Council members to send him any comments or
additional items in the coming week so the Committee can incorporate them in time to bring a final report to the
council meeting on April 24.
Senator Stehlik noted in the SC meeting with the Provost, there was discussion of setting up a communication
strategy to help faculty better understand their benefits, including retirement benefits.
End of Year Committee Reports
Chairperson Killilea noted there are some committees that have not presented on their work this year. She
asked if any committee has an end of year summary report to submit prior to the last meeting on April 24.
The reports were accepted into the minutes.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 11:00 AM.
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Full-Time Continuing Contract
Faculty Senators Council
411 Lafayette Street, Room 327
New York, NY 10012
P: 212 998 2230
c-fsc@nyu.edu

C-FSC Resolution Recommending an Update on Procedures for Steering Committee
Composition of the Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty Senators Council Steering
Committee
Resolution
WHEREAS members of the Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty (FTCCF) recognize that balancing continuity
and new voices of the leadership of the C-FSC is important;
BE IT RESOLVED that the C-FSC proposes the following update to the N/C-FSC Resolution regarding the
Steering Committee approved 12/4/14 as follows, with an appropriate transition also designated below:
1. The Steering Committee will continue with seven (7) members.
2. Senators will elect three (3) or four (4) new members of the Steering Committee at the last meeting of the
spring semester and the newly elected Steering Committee members will take office in September.
3. Any Senator may nominate another Senator to run for the Steering Committee. Self-nominations are
acceptable.
4. Newly elected members of the Steering Committee will serve for two (2) years. An exception can be made if a
member of the steering committee is chosen to serve as vice-chair during the second year of service then they
will serve an additional year so that they can become the chair in their third year of service on the steering
committee.
5. The Steering Committee will elect from its members a Chair and a Vice Chair.

Transition Period: For the spring of 2018, three (3) or four (4) Steering Committee members will volunteer to
step off of the committee, thus opening up those spaces for election for members for a new two-year term. Thus
three (3) or four (4) current Steering Committee members will thus remain on the Steering Committee for the
2018-2019 academic year.

C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document B, Page 1

C-FSC—Chair’s Report
Chairperson Mary Killilea
Report for April 5, 2018

1. Board of Trustees
• Resolution on Winthrop
2. Provost's response to Tenure Clock Stoppage
• I have attached the Provost's response to the T-FSC recommendations
regarding Tenure Clock Stoppage
3. Meeting the President Hamilton
The Steering Committee met with President Hamilton on March 15, 2018.
Our discussion focused largely on the planned roll out of mandatory
sexual harrassment training for faculty at NYU. We also briefly discussed
how faculty will engage in the RFP process for a new dining vendor.
4. T-FSC vote on Emeritus Status
• At the March 22, 2018 Council meeting, the T-Faculty Senators
Council passed their support of the C-FSC resolution regarding
granting Emeritus Status to Continuing Contract Faculty.
5. NYU Prison Education Program has a Faculty Open Hours on April
13, 2018.
Details are attached
6. Meeting regarding the University's Administrative Process
Improvement Initiative (APII)
On March 22, 2018, several members of the C-FSC met with
Kari Hernandez and Liza Lebedev from McKinsey & Company to discuss
the APII as it pertains to budget processes at the University. I have
attached the slides. They have offered to come back and present later in
April if we are interested in their proposed strategies.
7. Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property, Revised
On April 2, 2018 Paul Horn sent a draft of the revised Policy
and is inviting the T-FSC and the C-FSC to review it and provide
comments. Feel free to submit a joint statement or separate statements
from each council. Please review the policy so we can discuss it and
prepare a statement.

8. Election Reminders
Remember to check the spreadsheet sent by the Office of the Secretary
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about upcoming elections. If your school is having elections, it would be
great to have new senators in place for our April 24, 2018 meeting.

9. Save the Date for the C-FSC End of the Year Retreat and Celebration
We will have our annual retreat and celebration on Wednesday May 23,
2018. More details will be coming soon.
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Terrance J. Nolan
General Counsel and
Secretary of the University

Office of General Counsel
70 Washington Square South, 11th Floor
New York, NY 10012
P: 212 998 2257
terrance.nolan@nyu.edu

TO:

Steering Committee of the Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty Senators
Council

FROM:

Terrance Nolan, Secretary

CC:

Carol Morrow, Karyn Ridder

DATE:

March 9, 2018

RE:

Resolution Passed at February 21, 2018 Board of Trustees Meeting

In addition to the resolutions sent to you on February 28th, please find attached a copy
of a resolution passed at the February 21, 2018 meeting of the New York University
Board of Trustees that authorizes the creation of the NYU Long Island School of
Medicine.

Attachment

C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document B, Page 4

FEBRUARY 21, 2018

RESOLUTIONS OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
OF NEW YORK UNIVERSITY
AUTHORIZATION TO ESTABLISH
NYU LONG ISLAND SCHOOL OF MEDICINE
WHEREAS, New York University (the “University”) is the sole corporate
member of NYU Langone Health System (the “Health System”), which is,
in turn, the sole corporate member of NYU Winthrop Hospital (“NYU
Winthrop”) and NYU Langone Hospitals; and
WHEREAS, the Health System, NYU Langone Hospitals, NYU Winthrop,
and their affiliates, together with the University’s School of Medicine, are
collectively referred to as NYU Langone Health; and
WHEREAS, NYU Winthrop currently serves as the LCME-approved
regional campus for medical students assigned by Stony Brook School of
Medicine and has extensive experience in providing outstanding clinical
rotations and electives to medical students; and
WHEREAS, in order to meet anticipated needs for primary care physicians
in the future and to take advantage of NYU Winthrop’s experience in the
education of medical students, NYU Langone Health desires that the
University establish a new medical school to be located at the NYU
Winthrop campus that will offer a three-year program leading to the M.D.
degree and will be dedicated to graduating primary care physicians (“NYU
Long Island School of Medicine”).
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the University Board of
Trustees (the “Board”) approves the creation of the NYU Long Island
School of Medicine, subject to approval by such other regulatory agencies
as may be required; and be it
FURTHER RESOLVED, that the President, Executive Vice President, and
Provost and their respective designees are hereby authorized and
directed to take all such actions as may be appropriate or desirable to
carry out the intent and purposes of this resolution.
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Katherine E. Fleming
Provost

Office of the Provost
70 Washington Square South
New York, NY 10012
Tel: 212 998 2415
Fax: 212 995 4805
fleming@nyu.edu

March 8, 2018
Memo to:

Wen Ling, Chairperson, T-Faculty Senators Council

From:

Katherine E. Fleming, Provost

Subject:

T-Faculty Senators Council Resolution: NYU’s Tenure Clock Stoppage and
Workload Relief Policies

I reviewed the T-FSC Resolution that was submitted on February 23 in response to the 2017 invitation
from my office to review the University Policy on Tenure Clock Stoppage for Personal Reasons.
The T-FSC recommended that the Policy be amended to provide that for tenure-track faculty who are
“primary caregivers” for the care of a newborn child, newly adopted child, new foster care or
guardianship placement, or newly-established legal custodial care, tenure clock stoppage be guaranteed
automatically for up to two separate events for a maximum of two academic years, rather than only one
year for only one eligible event as stipulated in the current policy. I understand that the T-FSC discussed
this matter with school vice deans. I support this recommendation, and I am now consulting with the
Deans Council for its input.
The T-FSC also proposes review of NYU’s criterion for being considered a “primary caregiver” in order
to be eligible for Tenure Clock Stoppage as well as Workload Relief, and the method of certification to be
used for compliance. I am asking Grace Cosachov Protos, Executive Director of the Work-Life Office to
lead that assessment and submit recommendations to me by early summer.
Thank you for addressing these important matters. The C-FSC advises me that it also supports the review
of this Policy.
I would like to have any amendments to Policy in place for academic year 2018-19.
Copy to:
T-FSC:
Nicholas Economides, T-FSC Vice Chairperson
Robert Lapiner, T-FSC Secretary
Allen Mincer, T-FSC Immediate Past Chair
Sharon Weinberg, Ad Hoc Committee, Tenure Clock Stoppage & Workload Relief Policies Chair
Carol Morrow, Vice Provost
Peter Gonzalez, Associate Provost, Academic Appointments
Julie Boden-Adams, Associate General Counsel
Elizabeth Morrison, Vice Dean of Faculty, Stern School of Business
Grace Cosachov Protos, Executive Director, Office of Work Life
Mary Killilea, Chairperson, C-Faculty Senators Council
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NYU Prison Education Program
Faculty Open House
Friday, April 13th, 2018

1:00pm-2:30pm
20 cooper square, 4th floor
Who: All NYU faculty are welcome.
What: The NYU Prison Education Program, a university-wide initiative, is hosting a
Faculty Open House in order to gather and share with faculty who are interested
in learning about our college program at Wallkill Correctional Facility as well as to
discuss the student services and re-entry initiatives we’re building on the
Washington Square Campus. At the gathering, you will hear from founding Faculty
Director, Nikhil Singh and Administrative Director Rachael Hudak. We will discuss
how faculty can engage with the program including the possibility for future
teaching opportunities. We would also like to hear from faculty about their
interest in supporting the program’s efforts to strengthen our network and
support students’ professional and educational goals post-release.
Where: 20 Cooper Square, 4th Floor, Flex Space
Please circulate to anyone who may be interested in attending. If attending,
please RSVP by April 12th, via email toraechel.bosch@nyu.edu
Can’t make the open house? We encourage you to visit our
website: prisoneducation.nyu.edu and sign-up for our newsletter to receive
periodic news, updates, and invitations to events.
-Raechel Bosch
Assistant Director, NYU Prison Education Program

20 Cooper Square, 4th Floor l New York, NY 10003
P. 212-992- 9790 I F. 212.995.4665
Web I Facebook l Twitter I Vimeo
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Administrative Process
Improvement Initiative (APII)
Faculty Check-In
March 22, 2018
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Objectives

• Share context of APII and budget
management pilot

• Get faculty input on planned budget
management interventions

• Agree on engagement model for
remainder of project (pilot and
diagnostic)
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APII is about spending more time and resources on things that
matter, and less time and resources on things that don’t
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• Improving service levels, service quality, and faculty and staff
satisfaction, while taking into account the culture at each school and
college, is the primary objective of this initiative

• Improved attraction and retention of high quality staff through
increased job satisfaction is also a key goal

• There will be no presupposition of solutions (e.g., centralization) and
reducing head count is not a primary objective of this initiative

• Final recommendations will be made by the Steering Committee on
behalf of the various schools, units, functions, and roles represented
within the university, to the President and Provost

• Targeted stakeholder engagement will ensure collaborative process to
engage leaders, executors, and users from across the NYU community

• In the short term, we will prioritize one process to redesign, as a test
case for how we will work together to solve the problems that matter most

• After the pilot, and incorporating feedback from stakeholders, we
will broaden the scope to develop a full-scale plan for improvements
across the administrative operating model
3
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High level overview of APII timeline
Activity

•

Project management tools

•

Conduct initial targeted
stakeholder engagement
Identify and fast-track
one priority process
to make significant
near-term improvements
Develop summary fact base
on administrative operations
performance
Develop perspective
on future administrative
operating model
Outline administrative
organizational strategy
Develop implementation
roadmap

•

•

•
•
•

Jan

Feb

Prep

Mar

Apr

May

Refinement &
tracking

For today’s discussion

Dean’s council
introduction

T-FSC; C-FSC
introductions

Open
house

Open
house
4

Functional council workshops identified many candidate
processes for the pilot

NOT EXHAUSTIVE
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Topic

Select processes considered (not exhaustive)
1. Determine what I will buy and from whom

Procure
goods and
services and
pay vendors

2. Register / onboard vendors*
3. Make routine purchases and track progress*
4. Receive invoice and pay vendors*
Pilot L2
experience
must be:

5. Manage vendors and purchase history
6. Get support

Transition to
and away
from NYU

1. Get set up for payroll*

• Feasible

2. Get access to buildings and systems

• Measurable

3. Get oriented to university, school, and role so I can do my job*

• Relevant

4. Keep updated on available resources, and get help*

• Needed

5. Prepare to leave university / school / role
1. Load approved budget
Implement
and manage
a budget

2. Allocate budget to users
3. Manage budget and make changes*

Selected for pilot

4. Analyze variances to budget
While the pilot will only focus on one process from one area, the full
diagnostic and strategy development will include Finance, HR, and IT
* Identified most frequently as a pain point by administrative staff and leaders through interviews and workshops
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What we’ve observed and heard from the pilot design team on
“defining the problem”
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End-state
objective

Ensure the right people are able to most easily spend the money they need when they need
it to execute on the academic mission, enabling finance to be a true business partner

What is the problem?

What evidence do we have or beliefs do we share?

Faculty generally feel
supported by finance staff,
but due to inconsistent and
labor intensive processes,
staff waste time on non-value
added activities

• Staff perform a high volume (~12K/year) of bud mod transactions to make funds

The right information isn’t
easily available when faculty
need it to make planning or
spending decisions

• Faculty and staff don’t know their balance because they don’t trust the data or it

Financial controls often don’t
improve financial planning,
visibility, or risk management

• Central approvers often aren’t able to add value to decision making

available for faculty spend

• Poor communication and understanding of roles, policies, timelines and
expectations creates duplicate work

• Bottlenecks lead to delays in actual spend

isn’t easily accessible

• Staff feel compelled to use shadow systems to create standard reports needed
to make business decisions and to confirm data in the university system

• Staff can easily override controls currently in place
• Time-consuming controls compliance reduces time spent on strategic decisions

Questions for faculty committee:
• Do you agree with the problem statement?
• When do you need access to your budget? What do you need access to?
• How else would you articulate the challenges with budget management?
6

Prioritized interventions for APII pilot
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Intervention

Interventions
prioritized for
immediate
launch

A

Redesign standard reports to cater more to user needs and
business decisions

B

Redesign budget control to enable greater flexibility while
appropriately controlling for risk

C

Ensure all systems check for invalid chart-field allocations
Implement standard forecasting tool for budget creation & use
throughout the year

Potential
longer term
interventions

D

Design standard training program to support select set of common
finance activities for appropriate roles
Re-align financial plan timeline with enrollment, hiring & staffing,
and research and financial aid planning

Redesign position management system and supporting processes

7
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Questions for faculty

Intervention

Questions for faculty

Redesign standard reports
to provide information on
available balance

•

What information do you need in order to run your
day-to-day operations, and when do you need it?

•

Any specific suggestions for the content, format, or
style of this report?

Redesign budget control to
enable greater flexibility
while appropriately
controlling for risk

•

Are you supportive of this intervention? Are there any
risks or concerns we should be aware of?

•

Any specific suggestions for changes that might
make sense?

Any other thoughts, reactions, or feedback to the pilot or the project overall?

8
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Objectives

• Share context of APII and budget
management pilot

• Get faculty input on planned budget
management interventions

• Agree on engagement model for
remainder of project (pilot and
diagnostic)

9
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PAUL HORN
Distinguished Scientist in Residence
Senior Vice Provost for Research
Office of the Provost

Office of the Provost
Elmer Holmes Bobst Library
70 Washington Square South, Room 1228
New York, New York 10012-1091
P: 212 998 3228
F: 212 995 4300
paul.horn@nyu.edu

April 2, 2018

Memorandum to:
From:

Subject:
Cc:

Wen Ling, Chairperson, T- Faculty Senators Council
Mary Killilea, Chairperson, C-Faculty Senators Council
Paul Horn, Senior Vice Provost

Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property, Revised
Katherine E. Fleming, Provost
Mark Righter, Senior University Counsel
Carol Morrow, Vice Provost

A faculty committee chaired by Mark Righter, Senior University Counsel, and me has been
working to update and clarify the University Statement of Policy on Intellectual
Property that was promulgated in 2012. I have discussed our draft revised Policy with our
Deans and Directors, and I am inviting the T-FSC and the C-FSC to review it and provide
comments. Feel free to submit a joint statement or separate statements from each council. I
would appreciate your arranging for it to be reviewed in a timely manner since we would
like to be able to have a revised policy in place for 2018-19.
I am attaching a redline version showing the changes from the 2012 policy, and a clean
revised version that incorporates these changes. Because the policy is complex, I am also
providing a document that describes the history of the policy and summarizes the
proposed changes.

Compared to the 2012 document, the new draft Policy better reflects NYU's actual
practices, and it is more fully aligned with policies at other major research universities. It
aims to stimulate entrepreneurship while also protecting NYU rights and opportunities.
The Policy is comprehensive, and encompasses patents, copyrights, and tangible research
property. However, please note that revisions were made only on the sections that relate to
patents; all other sections remain unchanged.
It is also important to note that the draft Policy is different from practices and policy at our
School of Medicine (SOM) which is retaining our 2012 policy. The faculty committee and
University leadership agreed that it was best to have a University policy aligned with
national best practices, even if that University policy is not the same as the SOM policy.
Thus, this new Policy, when adopted, would sit alongside of the SOM policy. For faculty
with joint appointments or inter-school collaborations between the University and SOM,
the Policy differences would require the Provost to decide which policy rules. We expect
there would only be a handful of such instances.
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The faculty committee believes that this new policy will help NYU to recruit the best and
the brightest new faculty. These faculty, listed below, as well as Mark and I, are available to
discuss these matters with you, and we would be pleased to do so.
Faculty Committee
Kenneth Perlin:
Foster Provost:
Theodore Rappaport:

Katherine Strandburg:

Professor, Computer Science, Courant
Professor, Data Science, Information Systems, NYU Stern
Professor, Electrical Engineering, Tandon; Computer Science,
Courant; Radiology, School of Medicine
Professor of Law, NYU Law

Very truly yours,

Paul M Horn
Senior Vice Provost for Research
Office of the Provost
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Summary of Improvements in the March 2018 Patent Policy Draft
Over the Current July 1, 2012 Board Approved Patent Policy
In July 2012, the Board of Trustees approved the current NYU Intellectual Property
Policy (comprising 3 separate policies on patents, copyrights, and tangible research
property (e.g., cell lines). The Board was informed at that time as follows:
“[b]ecause the 2012 IP Policies are the first comprehensive revision of NYU
policies in these subject areas for at least two decades, it is likely there will be the
need for modifications to and clarifications of some sections of the Policies after
implementation. Accordingly, we expect to schedule a review process with
representative members of the Faculty Senators Council, other representative
faculty, Deans and administrators to begin in September 2013, after which
changes are likely to be incorporated into the 2012 IP Policies.”
Pursuant to the above, in September 2013, Dr. Horn appointed a faculty committee to
review the 2012 policy and make recommendations for ways in which the policy could be
clarified and improved. The IP Committee includes a number of high profile faculty,
including Ken Perlin (Courant), Ted Rappaport (Tandon), Foster Provost (Stern) and
Katherine Strandburg (Law). The IP Committee has met on over 14 occasions, and has
just completed its recommendations for modifications to the patent policy.
Highlights of the recommended changes are as follows:
1. Promoting Entrepreneurship. The new draft emphasizes the value of promoting
entrepreneurship and creating the kind of culture where startups can flourish.
a. This language will assist specifically in recruiting new faculty
b. Language was added expressly encouraging faculty to create startups.
c. This new language dovetails with the NYU Entrepreneurial Institute, the EI’s
Scientist’s Guide to Startups (created for faculty who are interested in pursuing
such activities), the new Leslie Entrepreneurship Lab, the Innovation Venture
Fund and the NYU Consulting Guide (discussed below). All of these resources
promote a strong environment for entrepreneurism and startups
2. Facilitating Consulting. The new draft expressly acknowledges the right of faculty to
carve out consulting work, and provides a more clear process and time frames to obtain
any necessary approvals. It underscores the overall importance of consulting.
a. Faculty have emphasized the need to address this, and to provide confidence to
companies and faculty that there is a definitive and efficient path to put such
relationships in place.
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3. Assist Faculty in Creating Strong Consulting Agreements. The new draft references a
"guide" that we have created to assist faculty in navigating the process of consulting, and
how to structure effective consulting agreements that are consistent with the policy.
a. A draft of this guide has been prepared and can be published at the same time the
policy is updated.
4. Streamlining Simple Consulting Agreements. The new draft also expressly
acknowledges that a large percentage of consulting agreements are very straight-forward,
and do not need "pre-approval."
a. Faculty have shared comments from personal counsel that this option should be
clearly spelled out.
5. Reassuring the Availability of “Carve Outs” for IP. The new draft clarifies that NYU
does not strictly own all IP a faculty member conceives. The new draft defines two
categories where NYU maintains ownership rights: a) when an invention is within the
scope of one’s employment; and b) where the invention arises from significant use of
University resources.
a. Although this has always been the University’s position, this language was added
as reassurance, to address the recurring concern by some faculty that the policy
may be construed as “owning a faculty member’s head,” which is not the case.
6. Providing Clarity of “Scope on Employment.” The new draft defines the process for
determining whether an activity falls within a “scope of employment,” by establishing
specific criteria to guide this determination within a college or department.
a. These criteria are intended to provide a basic framework to a department head and
faculty member when discussing whether certain entrepreneurial activities are
appropriate.
b. This section of the policy will also be supplemented by FAQ that include
hypothetical fact patterns.
7. Allowing for “Up Front” IP Ownership Determinations. The new draft provides a
faculty member with the option of timely receiving a determination from NYU “up front”
on whether an activity is within the scope of employment.
a. This process was suggested by a number of faculty, who are consulting with
companies who wish to have assurance “up front” that consulting is OK.
b. This process results in getting an NYU “release” which can facilitate attracting
capital to a startup.
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8. Unlicensed IP can be Returned to Faculty. The new draft expressly provides for the
release of IP to a faculty member, and defines a clear process for that to occur.
a. The policy now includes two separate processes for a release “up front,” as well
as a release after a patent application has been filed
b. With any such release, NYU reserved certain baseline rights
9. Reassuring Faculty that they can appeal School decisions to Provost. The new draft
provides an appropriate process to resolve disputes among inventors (e.g., faculty and
students), who may dispute the appropriate apportionment of royalty.
a. This process reduces risk to entrepreneurial faculty that they can become dragged
into unnecessary litigation over these issues.
b. The new draft creates an IP Advisory Committee, which we hope will serve as a
critical component to resolving issues, disputes, and concerns about IP at the
collegial level, before they become "elevated' to a legal claim, etc.
c. Faculty involvement in the IP Advisory Committee assures an ongoing shared
governance approach to IP issues that may arise
10. Giving Faculty a Voice in Commercializing. The new draft expressly gives the faculty
a voice in the patenting and commercialization of inventions.
a. There is also new language clarifying that the time demands placed upon faculty
to assist in commercialization activities must be reasonable
11. Equity Licenses. The new draft also emphasizes that NYU will consider taking equity in
companies to which it has licensed IP, including faculty startups. This policy helps to
facilitate startups, most of which are cash poor.
a. Since the IP Committee first met in early 2013, there have been over twenty (20)
new startup companies formed, many of which NYU holds equity in.
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NOTE – THIS PROPOSED POLICY UPDATE WOULD NOT APPLY TO THE SCHOOL OF MEDICINE (OR TO
NYU LANGONE HEALTH SYSTEM AND AFFILIATES). THUS, IF THIS POLICY UPDATE IS IMPLEMENTED,
THE SCHOOL OF MEDICINE WOULD, IN PARALLEL, IMPLEMENT A NEW VERSION OF THE EXISTING
2012 NYU IP POLICY, MODIFIED TO APPLY ONLY TO THE SCHOOL OF MEDICINE (AND NYU LANGONE
HEALTH SYSTEM). BOTH POLICIES WOULD ALSO INCLUDE PROVISIONS NECESSITATED BY HAVING
TWO POLICIES (e.g., ADDRESSING JOINT APPOINTMENTS, INVENTIONS COVERED BY BOTH POLICIES,
CROSS REFERENCES, ETC.)

New York University
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Purpose of this Policy
This Statement of Policy on Intellectual Policy comprises a Patent Policy, a Copyright Policy and a
Tangible Research Property Policy. Each of the three policies is intended to express NYU’s
commitment to promoting the development and use of intellectual property for the public good
through research and scholarship, to creating an optimal environment for appropriate research,
development and commercialization, and to supporting entrepreneurship by NYU and members of
the University Community as an important approach to the development and use of intellectual
property for the public good. The Patent Policy guides the University Community in disclosing and
managing inventions made at, for or under the auspices of NYU in a manner consistent with NYU’s
commitment to the public good, including: promoting research and scholarship, and facilitating the
development, dissemination and commercialization of its inventions.. The Copyright Policy
identifies the situations in which copyrightable works may be created at, for or under the auspices of
NYU, defines ownership and license rights for such works, and expresses NYU’s commitment to
disseminate and commercialize its copyrightable works consistent with the public good. The
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Tangible Research Property Policy addresses the ownership, distribution and commercialization of
tangible items produced in the course of NYU’s research, clinical or other activities, consistent with
the public good.

Who Needs to Know This Policy
This policy applies to all members of the “University Community.” As used in this policy,
“University Community” means: all NYU faculty, including visiting faculty; researchers, including
research staff and persons participating in research at NYU, for NYU or “under the auspices of
NYU;” (i.e., by the authority of, in the name of, or with support from or through); employees;
professional staff, including medical, dental and nursing staff; volunteers; fellows, trainees and postdoctoral appointees; students; and any other persons involved in the creation of Inventions,
Copyrightable Works and/or Tangible Research Property at, for or under the auspices of NYU,
including consultants, vendors and contractors, irrespectiveand applies to all research projects on
which those individuals work, regardless of whether the sourceproject is funded and if so, by what
entity , but expressly excluding employees of funding forNYU Langone Health System and the
creationNYU School of Medicine.
LIST OF CONTENTS
Preamble
Patent Policy
I.
Preamble
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Scope and Applicability
III.
Ownership of Inventions
IV.
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VIII. Administration of Policy
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XII. Outside Consulting Activities
XIII. Commercialization of Copyrightable Works
XIV. Transferring Ownership of Copyrightable Works to the Creator
XV. Making NYU-Owned Copyrightable Works Available for Public Use, including Through
Open Source Licensing
XVI. Administration of Policy
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Appendix A:
Appendix B:

Definitions
University Intellectual Property Agreement
PREAMBLE

The mission of New York University (“NYU” or the “University”) includes the provision and
promotion of education and research and the provision of patient and other clinical services. This
mission is supported by well-established academic values and practices, including, among others:
academic freedom; promotion of excellence and innovation in teaching and research; support of the
ability of faculty and research staff to publish, share information, collaborate in research activities,
innovate and develop technologies that benefit the public; and support of students in full
participation in these and other educational activities. NYU recognizes that intellectual property
often results from various activities conducted wholly or in part at, for or under the auspices of
NYU; and that protection of intellectual property rights can enhance the likelihood that discoveries
and inventions are made available for the public good. This Statement of Policy expresses NYU’s
commitment to promote the development, dissemination and commercialization of such intellectual
property for the public good and for the benefit of the NYU Community.
This Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property includes a Patent Policy, a Copyright Policy,
and a Tangible Research Property Policy. It replaces the University’s Statement of Policy on
Patents, as approved on November 26, 1956 and amended through December 12, 1983; the
Statement of Policy on Copyrights, as approved on January 24, 1972; the Statement of Policy on
Computer Software Copyrights, as approved on June 5, 1989; and the Policy on Tangible Research
Property, effective March 1, 2010.Predecessor policies are set forth on the first page of the policy.
The version of the policy being amended herein was approved by the NYU Board of Trustees to be
effective on July 1, 2012. This Statement of Policy is subject to change at any time and from time to
time, with the approval of the Board of Trustees of the University.
In certain cases, Inventions may be closely associated with non-patentable Copyrightable Works
and/or Tangible Research Property and/or Research Data. Unless otherwise determined by the
Provost (the Executive Vice President for Health in the case of the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry
and Nursing), the Patent Policy applies to non-patentable Copyrightable Works and/or Tangible
Research Property and/or Research Data closely associated with an Invention.
This Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property should be considered together with other pertinent
NYU policies, including the NYU Policy on Academic Conflict of Interest and Conflict of
Commitment, the NYU Policy on Retention of and Access to Research Data, the Guidelines for
Sponsored Research, and the Statement of Policy on Photocopying Copyrighted Materials, which
are available at www.nyu.edu/about/policies-guidelines-compliance.html.
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This policy applies, among other things, to all research and other sponsored projects conducted
byat, for or under the auspices of NYU, whether funded by a US sponsoring agency, NYU or
another funding source. It is the policy of NYU to comply with requirements imposed by a US
sponsoring agency and by US law, including but not limited to the Bayh-Dole Act, and with
requirements to which NYU has duly entered into or agreed to in connection with other funding
sources and collaborators. This policy is believed to be in complianceinterpreted to comply with
applicable US sponsoring agency requirements and US law. To the extent there is any issue about
whether this policy wholly complies with applicable US sponsoring agency requirements and US law
or with requirements to which NYU has agreed in connection with other funding sources and
collaborators, it is to be interpreted to assure compliance. Additionally, research must be conducted
in accordance with NYU policies, including this policy and the policies of a relevant School. Each
member of the University Community is responsible for assuring his or her compliance with the
requirements applicable to such person’s specific research and other sponsored projects.
Certain defined terms used throughout this Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property are set forth
in Appendix A.
The electronic version of this policy will, from time to time, be accompanied by “Frequently Asked
Questions,” which provide further guidance regarding a variety of practical situations.
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PATENT POLICY
I. PREAMBLE
NYU is dedicated to teaching, scholarship, research, the provision of patient and other clinical
services, and the expansion of knowledge. While NYU encourages these activities for their intrinsic
value, it recognizes that Inventions may result from various activities conducted wholly or in part at,
for or under the auspices of NYU. This policy expresses NYU’s commitment to promote the use of
Inventions for the public good, including: promoting research and scholarship, and facilitating the
development, dissemination and, where appropriate, commercialization of Inventions.
commercialization of Inventions. This policy further expresses NYU’s commitment to create the
optimal environment for appropriate research, development and commercialization with private
industry, and to be supportive of entrepreneurship by NYU and members of the University
Community. It recognizes that patents may sometimes be necessary to encourage companies,
including faculty startups, to risk investing personnel and financial resources to develop Inventions.
This policy further supports NYU’s mission of contributing to the economic development goals of
New York City, the State of New York, and beyond.
This policy defines ownership rights relating to Inventions and ensures that the proceeds from any
commercialization of Inventions owned by NYU under this policy are distributed in a manner
approved by NYU’s Board of Trustees and consistent with the mission of NYU.
This policy also guides members of the University Community in complying with NYU’s legal and
contractual obligations, including under the Bayh-Dole Act.
For all Inventions that are subject to NYU ownership under this policy, it is within NYU’s sole
discretion to determine whether to seek patent protection and to pursue commercialization of such
Inventions. NYU’s Office of Industrial Liaison (the “OIL”) is responsible for managing on behalf
of NYU all patenting and commercialization activities relating to the protection . In the course of
making its decisions with regard to patenting and commercialization of intellectual propertyefforts
for Inventions that are subject to NYU ownership under this policy, the OIL will use its best efforts
to receive input from NYU Inventors. The OIL will work collaboratively with Inventors and will
at all times keep them reasonably and timely apprised of patenting and commercialization activities.
II.
SCOPE AND
II. SCOPE AND ACCEPTABILITY
APPLICABILITY
A. General Scope of this Policy.
This policy applies to alladdresses Inventions (including any closely associated Copyrightable Works
and/or Tangible Research Property and/or Research Data)that are conceived, or reduced to practice
or developed, in whole or in part, by members of the University Community.
B. Definition of Invention.
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"Invention" refers to any novel idea, discovery, invention, know-how, show-how, or process,
whether or not that may be patentable, together with any associated or supporting technology
necessary or useful for the protection, development or application of the idea, or otherwise
protectable under similar laws relating to the protection of technological advances (e.g., the Plant
Variety Protection Act). “Invention” also includes non-patentable Copyrighted Works, Tangible
Research Property and Research Data that are Closely Associated With any such discovery,
invention, know-how, show- how, or process, and also includes all patents and patent rights derived
from that Invention, and all non-patentable Copyrightable Works, Tangible Research Property and
Research Data that are closely associated with the Invention. “Closely associated with” includes
useful in practicing the patent, in effectively prosecuting the patent application or in maximizing the
licensing potential or other commercialization of the Invention. . As a general rule, an Invention has
likely been made when a technology that is new and useful has been conceived or reduced to
practice, or when unusual or unexpected results have been obtained that can potentially be
developed or used commercially or for research purposes.
III. III. OWNERSHIP OF INVENTIONS
A.

General RuleRules

(1) NYU Ownership. -Owned Inventions. Except as may otherwise be provided in this Section
Sections III,.B.4, C, D and F, NYU owns only those Inventions that are conceived, reduced to
practice or developed by members of the University Community are owned by NYU if conceived,
or reduced to practice or developed, in whole or in part: (1) by members of the University
Community:
a. in the scope of NYU employment or other duties at or for NYU; or (2) in connection
with training, research or clinical activities at or under the auspices of NYU; or (3) with (see
sections III.B and III.C); or
b. with the Substantial Use of University Resources; or (4) the Invention is subject to the
rights of research sponsors or other third parties under agreements duly entered into or
agreed to by NYU;. In such cases, it is presumed that NYU owns every Invention made by
a member of the University Community. .

2)
Non-NYU Owned Inventions.. Where a member of the University Community
provides to the OIL clear and convincing evidence that an Invention was conceived. NYU does not
claim ownership of all Inventions conceived, or reduced to practice by members of the University
Community. An Inventor may demonstrate that an Invention is a Non-NYU Owned Invention
because it was conceived and developed entirelyreduced to practice: (a) outside of the scope of the
person’s NYU employment, duties, training, research and/or clinical activities at, for or under the
auspices of NYU, on the person’s own time and (See section III.B and III.C); and, (b) without the
Substantial Use of University Resources, NYU will not assert ownership rights to such an Invention
unless the Invention is subject to the rights of research sponsors or other third parties under
agreements duly entered into or agreed to by NYU (see Section III.B. of this policy). In such
instances, the Invention . Non-NYU Owned Inventions may be owned directly by the member of
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the University CommunityInventor or may be assigned freely by the Inventor (for example, to an
entity with whomwhich the member is consulting, in accordance with Section IV. of this policy
regarding Outside Consulting Activities). ), subject to any restrictions in applicable funding
agreements.
(3) Specific Determinations. If an Inventor of an Invention subject to this policy believes an
Invention (a) is not an NYU-Owned Invention under the terms of this policy or (b) even if an
NYU-Owned Invention, should be released by NYU, the Inventor may make a written request
through the OIL for a written determination that the Invention is a Non-NYU Owned Invention
and/or ask NYU to release its ownership rights to the Invention as outlined in Section VI.A. of this
policy. The request should include all information relevant for NYU to make such a determination.
The OIL will use reasonable efforts to provide a written statement regarding ownership of an
Invention to all Inventors within thirty days of the date on which the OIL receives sufficient
information regarding the Invention for NYU to make its determination. Any determination by the
OIL may be appealed by any Inventor under section VIII.F of this policy.
(4) Ownership of Each Invention Separately Determined. The ownership status of each
Invention is separately determined in accordance with this Section III. For example, an
improvement to a Non-NYU-Owned Invention may be NYU-Owned and subject to the disclosure
obligations of Section VIII.A. of this Policy; or, conversely, an improvement to an NYU-Owned
Invention may be a Non-NYU-Owned Invention. NYU’s determination that an Invention in a
Non-NYU Owned Invention or its decision to release its ownership rights for an Invention does
not affect NYU’s rights and obligations, or the Inventor’s rights and obligations, pursuant to this
policy with respect to other Inventions, including improvement Inventions, not covered by the
determination or release. Any determination by NYU may be appealed by any Inventor under
section VIII.F of this policy.
B. Scope of NYU Employment. Inventions conceived, reduced to practice or developed, in whole
or part, by full-time academic
(1)
General. It is important for members of the University Community are deemed made in the
to have clear guidance as to when an activity that might give rise to the conception and/or reduction
to practice of an Invention is considered within the “scope of NYU employment or other duties at
or for NYU and” under section III.A.1. The definition of “scope of NYU employment” is intended
to reflect NYU’s commitment to encourage and allow NYU faculty to engage in outside consulting
and entrepreneurial activities that may result in Non-NYU-Owned Inventions in their general area
of expertise, but outside of their “scope of NYU employment,” and that a School and the Provost
may deem appropriate and customary in the relevant academic areas and disciplines, consistent with
the member’s obligations under other NYU policies, including conflict of interest policies. The
mere fact that an Invention is within a member’s general area of expertise does not by itself mean
that the Invention is owned by NYU under this Section III.A. if such Inventions are within the
broad. The conception and/or reduction to practice of each Invention must be considered carefully
on the merits of its own particular facts and circumstances.
As set forth below, reflecting the breadth of academic disciplines within the University Community,
the “scope of employment” definition may be subject both to determinations for individual
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members of the University Community under section II.B.3, and to any supplemental policies
adopted by individual Schools under section III.B.4.
(2) Academic Members. For academic members of the University Community, including faculty
and research staff, “scope of NYU employment” means the specific teaching, scholarship, research
or clinical activities: (i) that such academic member of the University Community is engaged in or
conducting at, for, or under the auspices of NYU (e.g., as part of faculty-directed student research,
funded faculty research, direct departmental or school initiatives, or as part of the faculty member’s
activities at, for, or under the auspices of NYU); (ii) that the member has a plan to conduct (e.g., as
part of a funded or pending research proposal, a draft research proposal, or an approved or pending
student dissertation proposal) at, for, or under the auspices of NYU; or (iii) for which the academic
member was hired.
“Scope of NYU employment” for academic members of the University Community does not
include the following: (a) teaching, scholarship, research, clinical activities, or entrepreneurial
activities that are not at, for, or under the auspices of NYU, provided that the activities are
consistent with the member’s obligations under other NYU policies, including NYU’s conflict of
interest policies; (b) the conception, reduction to practice and development of Inventions by NYU
faculty solely during an unpaid leave; or (c) the conception, reduction to practice and development
of Inventions during outside consulting consistent with Section IV of this policy.
(3) Scope of Employment Determinations for Individual Members. Where a member of the
University Community wishes to confirm that a certain activity is or would be outside of that
member’s “scope of NYU employment” or has a question about whether an activity that might give
rise to an Invention is within the “scope of NYU employment”, he or she may make a written
request for a specific determination from the School Dean. The request should include all
information relevant for NYU to make such a determination. The School Dean, in consultation
with the member of the University Community, the OIL, and the Provost, will issue a determination
in writing regarding whether NYU believes that such work or activity is or would be within the
member’s “scope of NYU employment” under this policy.
In making such a determination, the School Dean will consider all of the following: (a) the
definitions of “scope of NYU employment” set forth in this Section III.B; (b) if applicable, any
policies or guidelines for the individual School developed according to Section III.B.4, (c) the
Safeguard Criteria; and (d) any recommendations or contractual restrictions identified by the OIL or
the Provost. The School Dean will use reasonable efforts to provide a written determination as to
whether NYU believes such work or activity is or is not outside of the applicable “scope of NYU
employment” within thirty days of the date on which the School Dean receives sufficient
information to make a determination. Any determination may be appealed by any Inventor under
section VIII.F of this policy.
(4) Practices at Individual Schools. In order to address specific requirements or practices within a
particular School, department, academic discipline or research program, the School Dean, in
consultation with the Provost, may establish supplemental policies or guidelines regarding “scope of
employment” covering: (a) academic members of the University Community with appointments
solely in the School; and (b) academic members of the University Community with joint
appointments at the School and another School at NYU to the extent that the inventive activity
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relates to the academic field or area of teaching, scholarship, research or clinical activities in which
such academic member of the University Community is engaged. However,that the member
engages in within such School. Supplemental policies or guidelines proposed by a School Dean
under this provision must be approved by the Provost. Where there are exceptions for Inventions
conceived, reduced to practice and developed by NYU faculty solely during an unpaid leave as set
forth in Section III.C. of this policy, for Inventions conceived, reduced to practice and developed by
two or more Co-Inventors from different Schools, all are subject to this policy, and each is subject
to the policies of all Co-Inventors’ respective Schools. In the event that an academic member of the
University Community seeks clarity as to which School policies apply to the member with respect to
specific research and/or a specific Invention (e.g., in the case of a joint appointment), the member
should obtain guidance from the School Dean(s) involved. Where more than one School is involved,
the School Deans should consult with one another prior to providing guidance.
(5) Scope of Employment for Students. The “scope of employment” for students as part of their
uncompensated classincludes work as set forth in Section III.E. of this policy, for Inventions
conceived, reduced to practice and developed during outside consulting as set forth in Section IV of
this policy, and for Inventions which NYU agrees in writing to release tostudents: a member of) are
paid, such as work-study programs, or b) are participating in research under a sponsored research
(including under a graduate or research fellowship or assistantship). In the University Community
pursuant to Section VI.E of this policy. case of some independent studies, student work product
may be considered within the scope of employment. Where a member of the University
Communitystudent has a question about whether an activity that might give rise to ana particular
Invention is within the scope of employment, he or she may the student should seek a determination
from the School Dean, who will consult with the OIL, where necessary before providing
guidanceDean for Undergraduate Studies, in the case of an undergraduate, or the Dean for Graduate
Studies, in the case of a graduate student, or the equivalent administrator, in the relevant School.
Any determination will be made in accordance with III.B.3 of this policy. The scope of employment
for students excludes uncompensated classwork, and work done outside the auspices of NYU.
B.

Contractual Obligations to Sponsors and Others

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this policy, all rights of NYU and of members of the
University Community under this policy are subject to the rights of research sponsors or other third
parties under agreements duly entered into or agreed to by NYU. In addition, nothing in this policy
is intended to limit the express contractual or legal rights of NYU (e.g., NYU owns an Invention
conceived, reduced to practice and developed solely by an NYU student as part of uncompensated
class work if the student has agreed in writing that NYU owns it).
(6)
Scope of Employment for Non-academic Members. The “scope of employment” for
nonacademic members of the University community means the member’s course of employment for
NYU, including all activities or work conducted at, for, or under the auspices of NYU. Where such
an employee has a question about whether an Invention is included under the scope employment,
such question should be referred to the employee’s direct supervisor.
C.

University Faculty on Leave and/or Visiting Other Institutions

In generalUnless NYU has otherwise agreed with a faculty member or with the institution where the
faculty member will be a visitor, Inventions conceived, or reduced to practice or developed by NYU
{00135368.1}

C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document B, Page 30

10
faculty during a paid or unpaid leave (whether at NYU or elsewhere, including another institution or
a company) are owned by NYU.
NYU will not claim subject to the rules of ownership of Inventions conceived, reduced to practice
and developed by NYU faculty solely during an unpaid leave unless: (1) Substantial Use of
University Resources was involved in the conception, reduction to practice and/or development of
the Invention; (2) the activity of the NYU faculty in conceiving the Invention, reducing it to practice
or developing the Invention violated NYU’s conflict of interest policies; or (3) the Invention is
subject to the rights of research sponsors or other third parties under agreements duly entered into
or agreed to by NYUset forth in this Section III.
If an Invention was conceived during an unpaid leave and reduced to practice and/or developed
after the faculty member’s return to NYU (after the unpaid leave ended), the Invention is wholly
owned by NYU, unless another institution has legitimate ownership rights, in which case the
Invention is jointly owned by NYU and the other institution. Similarly, if an Invention was
conceived or developed before the unpaid leave began and was reduced to practice while the faculty
member was on leave, the Invention is wholly owned by NYU, unless another institution has
legitimate ownership rights, in which case the Invention is jointly owned by NYU and the other
institution.
An NYU faculty member is encouraged to establish an agreement covering rights to Inventions
conceived and reduce to practice during a leave or visit before the leave or visit begins. Negotiations
for such agreements will be conducted on behalf of NYU by the OIL, in consultation with the
faculty member. In cases in which there are potential conflicts between NYU’s policies and those of
an institution at which a faculty member will be or has been on leave and/or visiting, such conflicts
will be resolved through good faith negotiations between NYU and such institution, preferably
before the leave or visit begins. All such negotiations will be conducted on behalf of NYU by the
OIL, normally in consultation with the faculty member..
D.

Visitors from Other Institutions (Non-Employees)

In general, Inventions conceived, or reduced to practice or developed by visitors from other
institutions (home institutions), including visiting faculty and scholars, while participating in
research, clinical or other activities at, for or under the auspices of NYU or with Substantial Use of
University Resources are wholly NYU-owned by NYUInventions. Such visitors often are subject to
intellectual property policespolicies of their home institutions. Accordingly, where it is anticipated
that there is a reasonable possibility that a visitor will conceive, reduce to practice or develop an
Invention while working at, for or under the auspices of NYU, Schools and units are encouraged to
contact the OIL so it can determine whether an agreement with the visitor’s home institution is
advisable prior to the start of the visit. Any conflicts between NYU and the home institution of a
visitor will be resolved through good faith negotiations between the OIL and such home institution.
E.

Graduate and Undergraduate Students

The principles described below apply to students enrolled at NYU and non-enrolled students who
are visiting NYU.
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(1)
Class Work. In general, NYU will not claim ownership of Inventions conceived, and
reduced to practice and developed by students as part of their uncompensated class work. and
activities. In the case of some independent studies, under section III.B(5) of this policy, student
work product may be considered within the scope of employment. For purposes of this policy,
student compensation excludes financial aid without a work requirement.
(2)
Other. When a student, solely or jointly, conceives, reduces to practice, or develops an
Invention in the course of (a) sponsored research (e.g.,including under a graduate or research
fellowship or assistantship), including sponsored research for thegiving rise to a student’s thesis or
dissertation, (b) any research or other activity involving Substantial Use of University Resources, (c)
participation as a team member in a University research project involving other members of the
University Community (unless all participating members of the University Community are students
acting in the capacity of students) or (d) employment or other compensated duties at NYU, the
Inventions are the property of Invention is an NYU-Owned Invention and the student sharesis
considered an Inventor subject to all rights and obligations of an Inventor, including sharing in the
commercialization proceeds, if any, as an Inventor, in accordance with Section V.B. of this policy.
By way of example, a student is not considered to be actingtreated as an employee and not as a
student for purposes of this policy if the student conceives of an Invention, reduces it to practice or
develops it as an employee ofwithin the student’s scope of employment at NYU, even if
employment related to the student’s intellectual discipline is a condition of the student’s academic
program at NYU.
F.

Contractors/Vendors/Consultants Hired by the University

Inventions conceived, or reduced to practice or developed as a result of a
contractor/vendor/consultant’s work for NYU are the property of NYU, unless other arrangements
have been explicitly agreed to in a writing duly entered into in advanceowned by NYU.
Contractors/vendors/consultants should be hired only pursuant to a prior written agreement in a
form previously approved by NYU’s Office of General Counsel or pursuant to other terms
specifically approved by NYU’s Office of General Counsel; however, failure to do so will not
diminish NYU’s rights under this policy.
G.

Research Data

NYU’s ownership of and rights to all Research Data closely associated withClosely Associated With
an NYU-Owned Invention owned by or assignable to NYU is governed by this policy.
H.

Publication of Research Results

NYU's ownership of Inventions is not intended to prevent the presentation and publication of
research results. Subject to the obligation to disclose Inventions to the OIL as set forth in Section
VIII of this policy and subject to any obligations to third parties, faculty and the relevantother
academic members of the University Community retain their traditional role in selecting and
preparing for publication the results of research conducted by them or under their supervision.
NYU reserves the right to delay presentation or publication for a reasonable period of time if such
delay is necessary or useful to protect NYU's intellectual property rights or to meet legal or
contractual obligations, but any review or delay periods will not exceed a total of 9060 days unless
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authorized by the Provost (the Executive Vice President for Health in the case of the Schools of
Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing)., subject to any obligations to third parties.
I.

Patent Rights

Ownership under this policy includes the right to apply for, prosecute, and own all worldwide
patents, patent rights, and other intellectual property rights protectable under patent or similar laws
(e.g., Plant Variety Protection Act).
J.

Assignment

Each member of the University Community is deemed to have made an assignment to NYU,
effective as of the date that such person first became a member of the University Community, of
any right, title, and/or interest in any NYU-Owned Invention, to the extent such right, title and/or
interest is owned by NYU as set forthdefined in this policy. Such personsNotwithstanding such
assignment, members of the University Community continue to have the obligations set forth in this
policy, including underthose set forth in Section VIII of this policy.
IV. OUTSIDE CONSULTING ACTIVITIES AND ASSIGNMENT OF OWNERSHIP
A.

General.

Private consulting often is an appropriate faculty activity that benefits the University, the general
public, and the faculty member. In certain academic or scientific disciplines, consulting can allow
faculty to become more informed and better aware of the latest technologies and developments.
Faculty, research staff and others subject to this policy who engage in outside consulting activities
must do so in compliancecomply with all NYU policies, including, but not limited to, this policy,
NYU’s conflict of interest policies (see, e.g., “NYU Policy on Academic Conflict of Interest and
Conflict of Commitment”) and policies of the relevant School or unit. Faculty, research staff and
others subject to this policy who engage in outside consulting activities also should consider any
guidelines provided by the Office of General Counsel for consulting agreements.
A.
NYU will make no claim to an Invention made by a faculty member or research staff
member in the course of a consulting engagement that is consistent with the terms of this Section
IV if: (1) the Invention results from work on a problem or topic (a) proposed by the company for
which the faculty member or research staff member is consulting and (b) on which the faculty
member or research staff member has not engaged in research, and does not have plans to engage in
research, at or under the auspices of NYU; (2) the Invention is conceived, reduced to practice and
developed without the Substantial Use of University Resources; (3) the Invention is not conceived,
reduced to practice or developed in the person’s NYU employment, duties, training, research and/or
clinical activities at, for or under the auspices of NYU; (4) the consulting agreement is approved in
advance in writing where advance approval may be required pursuant to any specific School and/or
unit policies; and (5) the consulting activity is not for a company that (a) has licensed such person’s
Inventions, Copyrightable Works or Tangible Research Property from NYU or (b) is sponsoring
research in which such person participates. NYU also will make no claim to an Invention made by a
faculty member or research staff member in the course of a consulting engagement if NYU, through
the School Dean and the OIL, has received, reviewed and approved in advance in writing the
consulting engagement and consulting agreement (including the problem, topic and/or statement of
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work) and the Invention is made consistent with such advance approval. In all other situations,
NYU is the owner of the Invention, subject to any written agreements to the contrary duly entered
into or agreed to by NYU.
B.
Even where an Invention resulting from outside consulting activities is not owned by NYU,
each Inventor is responsible for assuring that all such Inventions are properly disclosed to the OIL
where required under Section VIII.B. of this policy.
B.
Permitted Assignment of Inventions with Consulting.
NYU recognizes that faculty, research staff, and others subject to this policy who consult may,
consistent with this policy, wish to assign Inventions arising from the consulting engagement to the
companies for which they are consulting, or pursuant to other outside activities conducted in
compliance with applicable university policies.
C.

Assignments without Prior Approval.

Generally, faculty, research staff, and others subject to this policy do not need prior approval under
this policy, and NYU will make no claim to an Invention made in the course of such consulting, if
the Invention is not an NYU-Owned Invention pursuant to Section III.A.1 above;
D.

Assignments with Prior Approval.

There are two situations in which a member of the University Community must obtain prior
approval for assigning Inventions arising from a consulting engagement. There also are
circumstances in which the member may choose to obtain such approval to assure clarity. In both
situations where approval is required, the process described in IV.E will apply.
(1) Required Approval. In the following two instances, a Member of the University
Community will need to obtain approval from the School Dean, who shall consult with
the OIL with respect to such approval:
(a) the consulting engagement involves any NYU-Owned Inventions (e.g., any
NYU-Owned inventions that name the member as an Inventor) that have been
licensed or otherwise commercialized by NYU; or
(b) the consulting engagement is for a company that is sponsoring research at NYU
in which such person participates.
(2) Optional Approval. In some situations, faculty, research staff, and others subject to this
policy are not required to obtain approval, but may wish to obtain written assurance
prior to entering into a consulting engagement and/or other assignment of rights to
future Inventions.
E.

Approval Process.

The member of the University Community seeking prior approval for assigning Inventions arising
from a consulting engagement must provide the applicable School Dean and the OIL, in writing,
with all information relevant for NYU to make a determination, including a full description of the
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C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document B, Page 34

14
consulting engagement and the consulting agreement (including a full description of the problem,
topic and/or statement of work for the consulting engagement and the assignment of intellectual
property and all other material facts or circumstances). In making such determination, the School
Dean and the OIL will consider the Safeguard Criteria. The School Dean will use reasonable efforts
to provide a written determination to the faculty member, research staff, or other member of the
University Community, or, where requested, to the company with which he or she is consulting or
seeks to consult, within thirty days of the date on which the School Dean receives sufficient
information to make a determination. NYU will make no claim to an Invention assigned consistent
with this approval process where NYU, through the School Dean and the OIL, has received,
reviewed and given prior written approval of the assignment. .
V. COMMERCIALIZATION OF NYU-OWNED INVENTIONS
A.
NYU is committed to facilitating the development, dissemination and, where appropriate,
commercialization of Inventions for the greatest public benefit. Accordingly, when NYU owns the
rights to an Invention, NYU has the sole right, either directly or through others, to commercialize
such Invention or otherwise make it available for public use. SuchNYU will make a good faith
effort to consult with Inventors who are members of the University Community in determining the
disposition of NYU-Owned Inventions they invented. NYU will work diligently to determine
appropriate partners to assist in the development, dissemination and commercialization of such
Inventions. These commercialization efforts may include, but are not limited to, licensing to an
existing company or the establishment of a new company or venture, in each case as determined by
NYU. In all cases, decisions regarding Inventions owned by NYU are made at the sole. NYU
recognizes that, subject to NYU conflict of interest policies and other relevant policies and
guidelines, the best commercial partner for an NYU-Invention might be a faculty-owned startup or
other SBIR- or STTR-funded company. Where NYU owns the right to an Invention, the final
determination as to its commercialization is within NYU’s discretion of NYU, and NYU has no
liabilitywill be made after a good faith effort to anyconsult with the Inventor, other person with
rights under this policy or third party for such decisions.(s).
B.
When NYU owns the rights to an Invention, each
B.
Each Inventor of an NYU-Owned Invention has the right to share in theany Net Proceeds
received by NYU from commercializing thesuch NYU-Owned Invention except as otherwise
provided in this policy. Specifically, Net Proceeds ordinarily are distributed by NYU as follows:
(1)
Fifteen percent (15%) of the Net Proceeds are distributed for the general support of the
OIL and to cover any other expenses associated with the commercialization of NYU’s Inventions.
In cases where the funds so designated exceed the budget of the OIL, the remainder arewill be
allocated to the NYU share as per Paragraph 2.b below; and
(2)

The remaining Net Proceeds (85%) are distributed as follows:
(a) Inventor share: one-half (or 42.5% of Net Proceeds) to the Inventor or Inventors (including
Inventors outside of NYU)..
(b) One-half (or 42.5% of Net Proceeds) to be used by NYU for research, scholarship,
educational and clinical activities (or as otherwise required by law, regulation or contract) in
the following manner:
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(i)

Two-thirds of this portion will be distributed to the School(s) (or other NYU
unit(s) if the Inventor is(s) are not affiliated with aparticular School)(s)) in
which the Invention was made. Each School or other unit receiving royalty
proceeds must develop and disseminate a policy for the use of such proceeds
that is in accordance with the overall aims outlined in Section V.D. of this
policy.

(ii)

One-third to NYU. In recent years, for Inventions made in the School of
Medicine, NYU’s practice has been to contribute a large portion of its onethird share to the School of Medicine in light of financial circumstances.

(ii)

One-third of this portion will be retained by NYU.

If NYU pursues or defends litigation to enforce rights, then the net proceeds (after associated
litigation expenses) of any judgment or settlement received by NYU from such litigation ordinarily
will be included in GrossNet Proceeds, on a net basis, with the associated litigation expenses paid by
NYU deducted as out-of-pocket expenses. If NYU becomes involved in litigation regarding the
Invention, or closely associated Copyrightable Works, Tangible Research Property or Research Data,
the distribution described above may be modified by the Provost (the Executive Vice President for
Health in the case of the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing), in his/her sole discretion, to
reflect the greater economic risk being incurred by NYU in pursuing such litigation..
Except as provided below, Inventors who are employees of NYU are entitled to share in the Net
Proceeds from commercialization of an Invention as outlined in this Section V.B. The following
Inventors are not entitled to share in the Net Proceeds from commercialization of the Invention
(i.e., they are not included within this Section V.B.): (i) : (i) contractors/vendors/consultants of
NYU and (ii) employees of NYU, other than faculty or research staff, unless NYU agrees to their
inclusion in writing signed by the Provost or The Executive Vice President or the Executive Vice
President for Health in the case of the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing, as applicable., as
applicable. . In any individual employee case, the supervisor of such an employee or the relevant
project leader may make a recommendation (will make a recommendation if requested by the
employee) as to the appropriateness of such employee sharing in the proceeds of commercialization
and the Provost, or The Executive Vice President or the Executive Vice President for Health in the
case of the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing (or his/her designee), as applicable, will
determine if and the extent to which the employee is included. The decision of the Provost or The
Executive Vice President or the Executive Vice President for Health (or his/her designee) is final.
For Inventors who are not entitled to share in the Net Proceeds under this policy, the portion of
proceeds attributable to said Inventor(s) under Section III.E. of this policy will be distributed in full
to NYU and NYU shall be entitled to exercise on behalf of the non-entitled Inventors all other
rights given to them as joint Inventors under this policy.
Individuals sharing proceeds under this policy are responsible for understanding the personal tax
and legal consequences to them of such entitlements pursuant to this policy.
C.
Equity received by NYU from a company or other entity as a part of the consideration of a
license or other disposition of an Invention will be allocated by calculating the appropriate number
of shares, using the same percentages outlined in Section V.B. of this policy. Unless otherwise
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required by contractual arrangements, a management plan pursuant to an NYU conflict of interest
policy, or applicable law, NYU normally will hold the shares until there is a public market for those
shares or other liquidity event, and NYU will thereafter make appropriate distribution following
NYU’s or its agent’s liquidation of the shares. Notwithstanding the foregoing, NYU may, in its sole
discretion, (1) elect to hold the shares after there is a public market or other liquidity event or (2)
elect to distribute equity at or any time after it is received by NYU or (3) require that the Inventor
receive such equity directly from the company or other entity. NYU is not responsible, and has no
liability, for any fluctuation or dilution in the value of the shares, for any tax consequences to the
person receiving a distribution or for any other matters relating to NYU’s administration of such
shares or interests pursuant to this policy.
In the event that NYU elects to invest cash in a company or other entity to which NYU has licensed
rights hereunder, and NYU receives equity for such investment, such investment will not be
considered (1) an out-of-pocket expense of NYU for which reimbursement would be made under
Section V.B. of this policy or (2) Gross Proceeds from the licensing or other grant of rights for
purposes of Section V.B. of this policy. Unless otherwise agreed to in writing, NYU will retain all
proceeds and bear all losses from such equity investment.
To the extent that cash payments made to NYU under any licensing arrangement do not fully cover
the out-of-pocket expenses of NYU under Section V.B. of this policy, NYU will be reimbursed for
such expenses by an allocation of equity from that licensing arrangement prior to any distribution of
equity pursuant to this Section V.C. Monies received by NYU pursuant to a license or other
disposition of an Invention may be required to be escrowed by NYU to cover a contingent liability
under the license or disposition agreement. Ordinarily, no disbursements will be made under this
policy until the monies are released from such escrow.
Individuals with rights to equity interests under this policy are responsible for the personal tax and
legal consequences to them of owning and/or having rights to such equity, whether directly or
beneficially, pursuant to this policy.
D.
NYU and School (or other unit) shares of proceeds will be used to further the research,
scholarship, educational and clinical activities of NYU (or as otherwise required by law, regulation or
contract).
E.
If more than one Inventor is to share in the Inventor share provided in Section V.B. of this
policy, the Inventors should decide among themselves their respective shares and provide the OIL
with a written agreement signed by all Inventors. Such written agreement among the Inventors
must be provided promptly to the OIL upon a written request from the OIL for such an agreement
and will be irrevocable unless it is modified in writing by all Inventors. In the absence of such a
written agreement, NYU will determine the distribution of shares to Inventors, which may in NYU’s
sole discretion vary based on individual patents or patent applications, contributions to and
commercial relevance of the Inventions or other factors, and such determination will be binding on
all Inventors. NYU has the right at any time, in its sole discretion, to reapportion distributions
among the Inventors to reflect the commercial relevance of an Invention or the particular rights
contained within an Invention. NYU will support such decisions with a written rationale, and any
apportionment or reapportionment will be subject to the appeal rights set forth in Section VIII.D.
of this policy. If the Inventors represent more than one School or other NYU unit, the distribution
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of the School or unit share will follow the allocation of the Inventor share set forth in the agreement
among the Inventors or NYU determination, as applicable, unless otherwise agreed.
F.
Where non-patentable Copyrightable Works, Tangible Research Property and/or Research
Data are included within an Invention because they are closely associated withClosely Associated
With the Invention, the persons creating or contributing to the Copyrightable Works, Tangible
Research Property and/or Research Data who are not otherwise Inventors of the Invention are not
entitled to share in the Inventor’s share of Net Proceeds attributable to the Invention pursuant to
Section VIIV.B. of this policy. InHowever, the casecreators and/or contributors of non-patentable
Copyrightable Works and Tangible Research Property, the creators and/or contributors may receive
an economic benefit if the Copyrightable Works and/or Tangible Research Property is licensed or
otherwise commercialized with the Invention as part of an Invention. In such case, theClosely
Associated with an Invention may be entitled to some portion of overall Net Proceeds, as
determined below. The OIL will determine the percentage, if any, of any ultimate Net Proceeds that
are expected to be attributable to the Copyrightable Works and/or Tangible Research Property and
such percentage will be payable to the creators and/or contributors pursuant to the Copyright Policy
and Tangible Research Property Policy, as applicable; and such allocation will reduce the Net
Proceeds available for distribution to Inventors under this policy. Creators or contributors of
Research Data are not entitled to any economic benefit from such commercialization. For example,
if an Invention that includes non-patentable, copyrightable software and Tangible Research Property
are closely associated with a patentableClosely Associated With an Invention and the Invention,
including the software and Tangible Research Property, are is licensed to a third party, and the OIL
determines that ten percent of any proceedsNet Proceeds are attributable to the software and zero
percent of any proceedsNet Proceeds are attributable to the Tangible Research Property, then 90
percent of the Net Proceeds are distributable to Inventors pursuant to Section V.B. of this policy
and 10 percent of the Net Proceeds are distributable pursuant to Section XIII.B. of the Copyright
Policy.
G.
Whenever NYU licenses rights to an Invention, NYU will seek to reserve the right for
NYU to use the Invention for any purpose consistent with NYU’s mission, including research,
clinical and educational purposes, except in rare cases approved by the Provost (the Executive Vice
President for Health in the case of the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing),, and NYU may
reserve the right to grant similar rights to other nonprofit research institutions.
VI. RELEASING OR TRANSFERRING OR RELEASING
INVENTION OWNERSHIP RIGHTS TO THE INVENTOR

OWNERSHIP

OF

A.
If NYU determines it will not pursue patenting and/or commercialization of an Invention
subject to NYU ownership under this policy, NYURequests for Release of NYU Ownership Prior
to NYU Patent Filing.
If an Inventor of an Invention subject to this policy believes an Invention (a) is not an NYU-Owned
Invention under the terms of this policy or (b) even where it is an NYU-Owned Invention, should
be released by NYU, the Inventor may make a written request through the OIL for a written
determination that the Invention is a Non-NYU Owned Invention and/or ask NYU to release its
ownership rights to the Invention. In case of multiple Inventors, all Inventors will be promptly
notified by NYU of the request. In connection with the request, the Inventor(s) must provide the
OIL with a description of all relevant circumstances leading to the conception, reduction to practice
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and development of the Invention and other relevant information as reasonably requested by the
OIL. The Provost, in consultation with the OIL and the School Dean(s), will make a determination
in writing (where pertinent) as to: (i) whether the Invention is an NYU-Owned Invention or a NonNYU Owned Invention and (ii) whether NYU will agree to release any claims of ownership or
transfer ownership of the Invention to the Inventor(s). The OIL will use reasonable efforts to
provide a written determination to the Inventor(s) within thirty days of the date on which the OIL
receives sufficient information regarding the Invention for NYU to make its determination. Any
determination may be appealed by any Inventor under section VIII.F of this policy.
B.

Requests for Transfer of Ownership of NYU-Owned Inventions After NYU Patent Filing.

If NYU, in consultation with the Inventor, determines it will not pursue patenting and/or
commercialization of an NYU-Owned Invention, the OIL will notify the Inventor(s), and will
consider a written request by the Inventor to transfer ownership in the Invention to the Inventor as
provided herein, subject to the terms (including required approvals from government or other
sponsors) of any applicable grants, contracts or agreements duly entered into with governmental,
corporate, nonprofit or other sponsors or third parties (including but not limited to any “march-in”
rights held by the US Government under the Bayh-Dole Act). Transfer of ownership to the
Inventor generally will be subject to an irrevocable non-exclusive world-wide royalty-free license to
NYU to use the Invention for education, research (including sponsored research), clinical and other
legitimate NYU purposes and may be subject to a reservation to NYU of the right to grant similar
licenses to other nonprofit institutions and government organizations. In those instances in which
there are multiple Inventors, all Inventors must be in agreement and be party to such a request,
although all Inventors need not be seeking ownership or equal rights. IfA request is timely if NYU
(1) has not begun the process of filing a patent application or otherwise begun marketing and/or
commercialization efforts within 120 days after a completed Invention Disclosure has been
submitted to the OIL on the Invention, or (2) has notified the Inventor(s) that it will abandon the
Invention and/or its patent application(s) and/or patent(s) and/or marketing and/or
commercialization, an Inventor may make such a request.. In the event that the 120-day waiting
period would result in a loss of patent rights, an Inventor may make such request at any time, and
must in such case include an explanation for the timing of the request in the request. In all cases,
decisions regarding transfer of ownership in Inventions are at the sole discretion of NYU, and NYU
has no liability to any Inventor, other person with rights under this policy or third party in
connection with such decisions.
C.

Reimbursement of NYU Expenses.

If, after the transfer of ownership of an NYU-Owned Invention to the Inventor pursuant to a
request made under Section VI.A. of this policy, the Inventor receives proceeds from
commercializing the Invention, NYU mayreserves the right to require reimbursement from the
Inventor for any out-of-pocket expenses incurred by NYU in connection with the Invention,
including legal, commercialization and marketing expenses. NYU will apprise the Inventor(s) of any
reimbursement requirements in writing at or within thirty days of the time of the transfer of
ownership.
D.

Impact on Future Related Inventions.
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The transfer of ownership of an NYU-Owned Invention to the Inventor under sub-sections A or B
above does not affect NYU’s rights or the Inventor’s rights or obligations pursuant to this policy
with respect to other Inventions., unless agreed to in writing by the Inventor and NYU. For
example, if the Inventor invents an NYU-Owned Invention that is an improvement to the
transferred Invention for which a continuation-in-part patent application could be filed, the
Inventor must fully disclose such improvement as a new Invention to NYU, which may claim
ownership of such new Invention.
E.

Individual Countries.

Often when NYU seeks patent protection for an Invention, it seeks itsuch protection only in the US
and certain other countries. If the Inventor wishes to file patent applications in a country other than
the US in which NYU has chosen not to file, the Inventor may request permission to do so at
his/her own expense. In the case of multiple Inventors, all Inventors must agree and be party to the
request, although all Inventors need not agree to participate in the expense of such filings. NYU, in
its sole discretion, will decide if permission is granted. Because the existence of patent rights that are
not owned by NYU in particular countries could block a licensee of the patents that NYU has
pursued from commercializing the Invention in such countries, and could therefore impede NYU’s
ability to most effectively license the patents that it has pursued, NYU will retain ownership of all
patent applications filed and all patents issued (US and non-US) for the Invention. If NYU receives
separate revenues that are or can be directly attributed specifically to such patent applications and
patents for which the Inventor has solely paid expenses, the Inventor’s share of Net Proceeds from
such revenue will be increased from 42.5% to 63.75%, and the School (or unit) and NYU shares will
be reduced pro rata in order to recognize both the expenses incurred by NYU in the preparation of
the US application that will serve as the basis for the non-US applications and the expenses incurred
by the Inventor on the non-US applications. Where no such separate revenue may be identified, and
NYU licenses its rights as a part of an overall portfolio, NYU will, in its sole discretion, determine if
the filings by the Inventor increased the Net Proceeds and, if so, determine an equitable sharing to
reflect Inventor’s additional contributions. The Inventor also may request reimbursement of out-ofpocket patent expenses he/she incurred in filing such non-US patent applications and in obtaining
and maintaining resulting patents from Gross Proceeds attributed specifically to such non-US patent
applications and patents. In those instances, the Inventor must provide NYU with copies of all
documents relating to such non-US filings, including, but not limited to, all documents sent from
and submitted to any non-US patent office and documents showing the costs of obtaining such
protection.
A.
If an Inventor of an Invention subject to this policy believes an Invention should not be
subject to NYU’s ownership rights under this policy because (1) the Invention can be shown by
clear and convincing evidence to be outside of NYU’s ownership rights in accordance with Section
III.A(2) of this policy, (2) the Invention was made solely during an unpaid leave as set forth in
Section III.C. of this policy, (3) the Invention was made by student(s) as part of uncompensated
class work as set forth in Section III.E. of this policy, (4) the Invention was made in outside
consulting and is consistent with the requirements set forth in Section IV.B. of this policy, or (5)
otherwise, the Inventor may request through the OIL a determination as to whether NYU will assert
ownership rights to the Invention under this policy. In the case of multiple Inventors, all Inventors
should agree and be party to the request. In connection with the request, the Inventor(s) must
provide the OIL with a summary of the circumstances leading to the conception, reduction to
practice and development of the Invention. The Provost, The Executive Vice President or the
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Executive Vice President for Health in the case of the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing,
as applicable, in consultation with the OIL and the School Dean(s), will make a determination in
writing on whether to assert ownership rights in such Invention or to release such Invention to the
Inventor(s). It is expected that the written determination will be provided to the Inventor(s) within
thirty (30) days of date of the OIL receives sufficient information regarding the Invention for NYU
to make such a determination. In all cases, decisions regarding releasing of ownership in Inventions
are at the sole discretion of NYU, and NYU has no liability to any Inventor, other person with
rights under this policy or third party in connection with such decisions.
VII. MAKING NYU-OWNED INVENTIONS AVAILABILEAVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC
USE
NYU, in its sole discretion, normallyNYU, after consultationreasonable efforts to consult with the
Inventor(s), may make Inventions available for public use on a royalty-free license, open patent
license, or other means on such terms as it finds appropriate where it believes that the advantages of
making such Inventions available for public use outweigh alternative commercialization strategies
and there are no legal or contractual obligations that prohibit the public use. The Inventor of an
Invention owned by NYU may request that NYU make such Invention available for public use on a
royalty-free license, open patent license, or other means. Such request should be transmitted to the
OIL in writing. In the case of multiple Inventors, all Inventors should agree and be party to the
request. The Provost, The orThe Executive Vice President or the Executive Vice President for
Health in the case of the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing, as applicable, will make a
determination with respect to the request (see Section VIII.F. of this policy).
VIII. ADMINISTRATION OF POLICY
A.

University Administration

This policy will be administered by the Provost and The Executive Vice President, except in the
Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing, where the policy will be administered by the Executive
Vice President for Health. The Provost, The Executive Vice President or the Executive Vice
President for Health may obtain advice from the Intellectual Property Advisory Committee and the
Provost (the Executive Vice President for Health in the case of the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry
and Nursing) will consult with the School Deans, as appropriate. Further information about the
Intellectual Property Advisory Committee and administration of this policy is contained in Appendix
B.
B.

Disclosure of Inventions

(1)
With respect to any Inventions where there is a reasonable possibility it could be subject to
NYU ownership under the terms of this policy, Inventors must, at the earliest opportunity
practicable, disclose the invention to NYU via the OIL. The ideal and recommended method of
disclosure is to complete an Invention Disclosure Form, which is available on the OIL’s Web site at
http://www.nyu.edu/oil, with respect to any Invention that might be subject. Where necessary,
Inventors may disclose Inventions to NYU ownership under the termsappropriate obligations of
this policy. confidentiality. Ordinarily, because international patent rights will be lost if information
describing an Invention has been published prior to filing of a patent application, notice and
disclosure of an Invention should be made to NYU through itsthe OIL at least three months60 days
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prior to any public disclosure (including but not limited to publication or presentation, such as at
poster sessions or academic conferences); but, in any event prior to any public disclosure (written or
oral), public display, use of, or offer to sell or convey the Invention. If an Inventor believes that
early disclosure of an invention may impede research or collaboration, or otherwise is inadvisable, he
or she should discuss the circumstances with the OIL, which will assist in developing a reasonable
time schedule for disclosure. It is the obligation of each Inventor to ensure that the completed
Disclosure Form provides a full disclosure to NYU, including that contains all material facts
necessary so that NYU: (a) is: (a) fully informed of the scope, extent and usefulness of the
Invention; (b) able to make a proper determination of Inventorship and ownership; (c) able to fulfill
reporting obligations to governmental and other research sponsors; and (d) able to timely prepare
and file patent applications. An Inventor’s obligation to disclose material facts as set forth herein
continues after the Inventor ceases to be a member of the University Community with respect to
Inventions covered underthat might be subject to NYU ownership under the terms of this policy.
(2)
If there is any possibility that NYU has ownership rights in an Invention, the Inventor must
disclose the Invention to NYU as set forth in this policy even if an Inventor believes that NYU has
no ownership rights to the Invention. Inventors are encouraged to disclose all Inventions to NYU,
under confidentiality where appropriate, that are conceived, reduced to practice or developed in
whole or in part while the Inventor is a member of the University Community even if NYU clearly
has no ownership rights to the Invention.
(2)
Where a member of the University Community has any doubt about ownership of an
Invention, the member is encouraged to seek clarification through discussions with the member’s
School Dean or with a representative of the OIL. Where appropriate and otherwise mutually
agreed, these discussions may take place confidentially.
(3)
Upon disclosure of an Invention, NYU will determine whether or notit asserts ownership
vests in NYUof the Invention pursuant to this policy., and will communicate that determination to
the Inventor(s).
C.

Inventor Cooperation with NYU Ownership Rights

If NYU maintains ownership rights to the Invention pursuant to this policyFor NYU-owned
Inventions, NYU has the right, either directly or through others, to evaluate the Invention, to seek
patent or other protection of the Invention, and to undertake commercialization and/or otherwise
introduce the Invention into public use. NYU will consult with the Inventor in undertaking those
efforts. Each Inventor is required to cooperate as reasonably requested by NYU, and in every
necessary way, with NYU’s efforts, but at no out-of-pocket expense to the Inventor, with NYU’s
efforts, including.
This cooperation includes, without limitation, executing confirmatory
assignments or agreements documenting NYU's ownership, executing documents necessary or
useful for prosecuting or enforcing patents and patent applications in the US or in any other
jurisdiction or with respect to the commercialization the Invention or its introduction into public
use, providing available documentation regarding inventorship, and providing reasonable advisement
regarding the Invention to companies who have acquired rights to the Invention pursuant to this
policy. To the extent practicable, when requiring an Inventor’s cooperation with NYU’s efforts,
NYU will take into account the Inventor’s other duties within the scope of his/her NYU
employment. When such cooperation would materially affect the Inventor’s ability to conduct
his/her NYU duties, the Inventor will notify the School Dean of the issue. The School Dean, with
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participation of the Inventor and the OIL, will then make a determination resolving the issue. Any
such determination may be appealed by an Inventor under section VIII.F of this policy. An
Inventor’s obligation to cooperate as set forth herein continues after the Inventor ceases to be a
member of the University Community with respect to Inventions covered under this policy.
Similarly, an Inventor’s right to receive a share of Net Proceeds pursuant to this policy continues
after an Inventor ceases to be a member of the University Community.
Concomitantly, NYU seeks to cooperate with Inventors in connection with the patenting and
commercialization of intellectual property. Where NYU has agreed to consult with the Inventor(s),
it will use reasonable efforts to do so. However the failure to consult will not diminish NYU’s rights
under this policy.
D.

Agreement to Policy

ThisOnce approved by the NYU Board of Trustees, this policy is binding on NYU and on all
members of the University Community. All members of the University Community are advised of
NYU’s policies and procedures relating to intellectual property through publication on NYU’s
website at www.nyu.edu. To the extent NYU requiresis required to, or seeks to obtain formal
confirmation of patent assignment or other agreements to implement this policy, the absence of
such executed agreements does not in any way invalidate, in whole or in part, the applicability of this
policy or diminish NYU’s rights under this policy. Nothing in this policy constitutes a waiver by
NYU of any rights that NYU may have under any other NYU policy, by contract or pursuant to any
applicable law; provided, however, that NYU’s release or transfer of ownership of an Invention
pursuant and in accordance with the terms of Article VI is binding on NYU.
E.

Intellectual Property Agreement

Each member of the University Community must sign and submit an Intellectual Property
Agreement consistent with this policy (see Appendix CB) when first submitting an external grant
application, when first engaging in sponsored programs, or in certain Schools on accepting an
appointment to NYU; and must sign and submit an Intellectual Property Agreement consistent with
this policy at any time upon request of the Provost, The Executive Vice President or the Executive
Vice President for Health in the case of the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing. All
program directors or principal investigators of sponsored programs are responsible for securing
signatures to the Intellectual Property Agreement from all research personnel, including students,
working on a project at the time of their appointment to the project and for the timely submission
of the fully-executed Agreement as set forth on the Intellectual Property Agreement.
Notwithstanding the above, the failure of NYU to obtain a signed Intellectual Property Assignment
does not in any way diminish NYU’s rights under this policy.
F.

Disputes

Disputes involving intellectual property rights or this policy will be reviewed and resolved by the
Provost and/or The Executive Vice President or by the Executive Vice President for Health in the
case of the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing, as applicable, unless a decision is deemed
final pursuant to this policy. The Provost, The Executive Vice President and/or the Executive Vice
President for Health may within their solehis/her discretion, which may be exercised at the request
of a faculty member, refer the matter to the Intellectual Property Advisory Committee or another
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designee to adjudicate the matter or to make a formal recommendation to the Provost and/or The
Executive Vice President or to the Executive Vice President for Health in the case of the Schools of
Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing, as applicable.pursuant to section VIII.G of this policy.
Adjudications made hereunder by the Intellectual Property Advisory Committee or another designee
of the Provost, The Executive Vice President and/or the Executive Vice President for Health may
be appealed, within thirty days of the date of the decision, to the Provost and/or The Executive
Vice President or to the Executive Vice President for Health in the case of the Schools of Medicine,
Dentistry and Nursing, who will review the matter and make a final decision on behalf of NYU. If
the Provost and/or The Executive Vice President or the Executive Vice President for Health in the
case of the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing areis not able to review the matter and make
a final decision on behalf of NYU, for example due to conflict or unavailability, the appeal will go
instead to the President or the President’s designee, who will review the matter and make a final
decision on behalf of NYU. The persons involved in the dispute should present a written summary
of the matter with relevant written evidence and may ask to present witnesses, which may be
permitted in the discretion of the recommending or adjudicating person or persons or committee.
The recommending or adjudicating person or persons or committee may consult with the
Intellectual Property Advisory Committee, the relevant School Dean, other officers and personnel
of NYU, and/or any experts or witnesses as they may deem appropriate.
G.

Advisory Committee

The Provost (the Executive Vice President for Health in the case of the Schools of Medicine,
Dentistry and Nursing) mayThe Provost will from time to time appoint an Intellectual Property
Advisory Committee with broad or specific responsibilities relating to all intellectual property
matters (which may include, without limitation, Inventions, patents, Copyrightable Works,
copyrights, software, Tangible Research Property and Research Data). The Intellectual Property
Advisory Committee’s role is to advise the OIL, the Provost, and/or the Senior Vice Provost for
Research, except in the Schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing, where the Committee’s role is
advisory to the School Dean and the Executive Vice President for Health.Committee will include
three full time faculty members who will be appointed by the Provost, after consultation with the
two Faculty Senator Councils, three administrators appointed by the Provost, and a chair, who will
be a School Dean, or that School Dean’s designee, appointed by the Provost. The Committee may
from time to time have other ad hoc committee members selected by the Chair for technical
expertise regarding specific matters before the Committee. The Intellectual Property Advisory
Committee’s role is to advise and make recommendations to the Provost where the Committee’s
role is advisory to the School Dean.
H.

Administration by Schools and Units

(1)
The School Deans will work closely with the Provost and the Intellectual Property Advisory
Committee to ensure that the perspectives, practices and values of each School are taken into
consideration in the decision-making process under this policy.
(2)
Each School of NYU retains the right to supplement this policy as necessary or desired by
such School, including requiring formal patent assignment or agreements of its employees or others
subject to this policy or such School’s policies. The Provost may permit academic units other than
Schools, The Executive Vice President may permit non-academic units and the Executive Vice
President for Health in the case of the School of Medicine, Dentistry and Nursing may permit any
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of their academic and non-academic units to supplement this policy as necessary or desired by such
unit, including requiring formal patent assignment or agreements of its employees or others subject
to this policy or such unit’s policies. The decision of any School or unit not to secure formal
intellectual property agreements from any person does not diminish NYU’s rights under this policy.
Any supplement must be: (a) consistent with the terms of this policy (or an exception approved in
accordance with the Policy on Policies); (b) in writing; (c) approved by the School Dean of a relevant
School in the case of a School; and (d) submitted to the Provost for review and approval in the case
of a School or academic unit, to Thethe Executive Vice President in the case of a non-academic unit
and to the Executive Vice President for Health in the case of the School of Medicine, Dentistry and
Nursing and any of their academic and non-academic units. A supplement may contain dispute
resolution procedures that operate within a School, provided that such procedures are not
inconsistent with this policy and provide for resolution pursuant to Section VIII.E.F of this policy in
the event that such dispute cannot be resolved within the School.
I.

Governing Law

This policy is governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the US and the State of
New York, including US laws of inventorship; provided however, that where the only persons who
may be Inventors are non-US nationals and all of the work giving rise to the Invention was
performed outside of the United States, NYU may, in its sole discretion, apply a relevant
international law tothe policy (including questions of law governing intellectual property,
includingsuch as questions of inventorship.) may, in NYU’s discretion, be construed under relevant
international law.
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APPENDIX A
TO STATEMENT OF POLICY ON INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
DEFINITIONS
This Appendix defines certain terms used in this Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property.
Except where the context requires otherwise, whenever useduse of the singular includes the plural,
the plural includes the singular, and the use of any gender is applicable to all genders.
“Closely Associated With” means the following: (a) developed by or in connection with the
Invention, and/or the research giving rise to the Invention; (b) not otherwise subject to the terms
of any research funding agreement; and (c) adding value to practicing the patent, effectively
prosecuting the patent application, and/or licensing or commercializing the Invention.
“Copyrightable Work” means any original work of authorship that is reduced to tangible
form (including web pages and digital works), and includes literary works, computer software, data
sets, musical works, dramatic works, pantomimes and choreographic works, artistic works (pictorial,
graphic, and sculptural), and audiovisual works including motion pictures, sound recordings, and
architectural works, all including in existing formats and those later created. For purposes of this
Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property, a Copyrightable Work also includes all US and
international copyright rights, and all similar rights, such as moral rights, derived from the
Copyrightable Work.
“Creator” means a member of the University Community who has solely or jointly authored
or created a Copyrightable Work.
“The Executive Vice President” means The Executive Vice President or his/her designee.
“Executive Vice President for Health” mean the Executive Vice President for Health or
his/her designee.
“Gross Proceeds” means proceeds received by NYU (on a cash, as opposed to an accrual,
basis) from licensing or otherwise granting rights in an Invention, Copyrightable Work, or Tangible
Research Property to third parties, including license fees, royalties on sales or other usage, and
milestone payments, but excluding research funding and other internally generated monies, including
but not limited to tuition. Gross Proceeds also includes amounts recovered (on a cash, as opposed
to an accrual, basis) by NYU from suits or dispute resolution with licensees and/or infringing third
parties, less the attorney’s fees, court and dispute resolutions fees and other direct costs of such
suits.
“Instructional Media”, means: (i) a Copyrightable Works used or created as content for
courses, instruction and/or programs delivered at, for or under the auspices of NYU using any form
of media, including print, in-person delivery, over the World Wide Web or using other forms of
electronic media, video including videotaping, audio including audiotaping, television broadcast, or
radio broadcast, as well as forms of transcription or media in existence or that may arise in the
future. By way of illustration, Instructional Media includes, but is not limited to, the course title and
course syllabus, course reading lists, lecture notes, course materials, handouts, problems and
examples, course presentation materials (such as content made available to students through Sakai,
{00135368.1}

C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document B, Page 47

27
Blackboard, Powerpoint, and similar programs, platforms and/or technologies), and course tests and
examinations. Instructional Media excludes Traditional Works of Scholarship.
"Invention" meansrefers to any novel idea, discovery, invention, know-how, show-how, or
process, whether or not that may be patentable, together with any associated or supporting
technology necessary or useful for or otherwise protectable under similar laws relating to the
protection, development or application of technological advances (e.g., the idea, discovery,
invention, know-how, show-how, or process. For purposes of this Statement of Policy on
Intellectual Property, an Invention Plant Variety Protection Act). “Invention” also includes all
patents and patent rights derived from that Invention, and all non-patentable Copyrightable Works,
Tangible Research Property and Research Data that are closely associated with the Invention.
“Closely associated with” includes useful in practicing the patent, in effectively prosecuting the
patent application or in maximizing the licensing potential or other commercialization of the
InventionAssociated With any such discovery, invention, know how, or process. As a general rule,
an Invention has likely been made when a technology that is new and useful has been conceived or
reduced to practice, or when unusual or unexpected results have been obtained that can potentially
be developed or used commercially or for research purposes.
"Inventor" means a person who individually or jointly with others makes an Invention;, and
in the case of a patent, who meets the criteria for Inventorshipinventorship or similar status under
US patent laws and regulations,or similar laws (such as the Plant Variety Protection Act), regardless
of the place an Invention is conceived, or reduced to practice or developed. Creating or
contributing to non-patentable Copyrightable Works, Tangible Research Property or Research Data
that are closely associated withClosely Associated With an Invention does not cause, in and of itself,
make the creator or contributor to be an Inventor.
“Net Proceeds” means Gross Proceeds minus all out-of-pocket expenses incurred by NYU
that are associated with the particular Invention,(s), Copyrightable Work,(s), Tangible Research
Property or Research Data. that are covered by a particular license or technology transfer agreement.
Out-of-pocket expenses includes, but isare not limited to, such items as: patent or copyrighting
expenses, legal expenses associated with negotiating an agreement or defending or prosecuting a
claim or potential claim with respect to an Invention, Copyrightable Work, Inventor, Creator, or
licensee, travel expenses, payments due to other parties with rights in the Invention, Copyrightable
Work, Tangible Research Property or Research Data, or any reasonable expenses incurred in
pursuing NYU’s rights.
“Non-NYU-Owned Invention” means an Invention not subject to NYU ownership
under this policy.
“NYU” includes the schools, colleges, institutes, and other administrative units of NYU,
NYU’s Global Network University sites, and all University Affiliates, as each term is defined in
NYU’s Policy on Policies.
“NYU-Owned Invention” means an Invention subject to NYU ownership under
this policy. For an invention that is jointly owned by NYU and a third party, “NYU Invention”
refers to NYU’s share of the Invention.
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“Research Data” means any recorded, retrievable information useful for the reconstruction
and evaluation of reported results created in connection with the design, conduct or reporting of
research performed at, for or under the auspices of NYU and the events and processes leading to
those results, regardless of the form or the media on which they may be recorded. Research Data
include both intangible data (statistics, finding, conclusions, etc.) and tangible data (notebooks,
printouts, etc.), but not Tangible Research Property.
“Safeguard Criteria” means the following criteria: (a) whether a proposed activity might
interfere with the member of the University Community’s obligations to NYU, including research
sponsors, other collaborators or students, fellows, trainees, and/or postdoctoral appointees; (b)
whether a proposed activity could interfere with the member’s ongoing or planned teaching,
research, or clinical responsibilities or obligations to NYU; (c) whether intellectual property
generated by a proposed activity could block the member from performing external research or
work for which the member was engaged consistent with NYU policies, including conflict of
interest policies; (d) whether a proposed activity is derivative of information that is confidential to
NYU, or for which NYU has confidentiality obligations; and/or (e) whether a conflict of interest
may exist as a result of a proposed activity under NYU conflict of interest policies, where such a
conflict exists, whether it can be adequately managed under either NYU’s conflict of interest
policies, or any applicable School policies.
“School” means each NYU school, college or institute that functions similarly to a school or
college (such as IFA, ISAW, Courant and CUSP), each NYU comprehensive campus (such as New
York, and Abu Dhabi and Shanghai) and also may include for purposes of this policy other global
sites as designated by the Provost
“School Dean” means the dean, or his or her designee, of each NYU school and college, the
director or each NYU institute that functions similarly to a school or college (such as IFA, ISAW,
Courant and CUSP) and the Vice Chancellor of each NYU comprehensive campus (such as New
York and Abu Dhabi). In the case of other NYU global sites that have Inventors, Creators and/or
TRP Creators, the Provost may designate someone to fulfill some or all of the duties of a School
Dean as described herein with respect to such global sites.
“Substantial Use of University Resources” means more than incidental use of NYU
resources. The following are examples of Substantial Use of University Resources (in the absence of
advance written approval of NYU that explicitly states they will not be deemed to be considered
Substantial Use of University Resources):: use of NYU internal funding or ofuse of funding under
grants or contracts administered by NYU; use of NYU employees, physicians, consultants, vendors,
contractors, students, post-doctoral scholars or fellows; use of NYU intellectual property owned by
NYU under this policy, Tangible Research Property or Research Data; use of NYU laboratories or
other facilities; or use of NYU research, clinical or other equipment. Use of NYU libraries on a
basis similar toIn addition, any use of third party resources, funding, personnel, data, information,
products or materials (in any form) provided or made available to NYU pursuant to an agreement
duly entered into or agreed to by NYU is considered Substantial Use of University Resources.
Occasional use of NYU’s personal computers and any non-specialized, “shrink-wrap” licensed
software ordinarily installed on such computers, NYU’s email systems, NYU’s standard office
equipment, or NYU’s office space alone is not considered Substantial Use of University Resources.
Use of NYU libraries on a basis similar to use by scholars who have no association with NYU is not
considered Substantial Use of University Resources. Use by students of equipment, supplies, or
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other resources as a part of their uncompensated class work is not considered Substantial Use of
University Resources.
“Tangible Research Property” (or “TRP”) means tangible (or corporeal) items produced in
the course of research, clinical or other activities at, for or under the auspices of NYU, or otherwise
made with Significant Use of University Resources. TRP includes, but is not limited to, such items
as: biological materials, engineering drawings, integrated circuit chips, physical embodiments of
computer software and computer databases, algorithms and databases (e.g., computer disks and
firmware), prototype devices, circuit diagrams, and equipment, as is intended to include items that
are in existence or that may arise in the future. TRP are separate and distinct from Inventions,
patents, Copyrightable Works, copyright or Research Data. Individual items of TRP may be
associated with copyrights or patents. For purposes of this Statement of Policy on Intellectual
Property, Tangible Research Property also includes all registrations, filings, depository rights and
indicia covering the TRP. By way of illustration only, this includes but is not limited to: ATCC data
and rights, mask work rights, and Plant Variety Protection Certificates.
“TRP Creator” means a member of the University Community who has solely or jointly
made Tangible Research Property. TRP Creators must make a significant intellectual contribution
to TRP. Merely the provision of specimens or samples to a repository or library does not qualify a
person as a TRP Creator.
“Traditional Works of Scholarship” means the following when created by faculty, research
scientists, post-doctoral appointees, and/or fellows: traditional textbooks in print or digital format,
journal articles, research bulletins, monographs and other scholarly publications, non-commissioned
creative works of art, including music, lyrics, photographs, poetry, choreography, works of fiction,
plays, architectural works, sculpture, pictorial and graphic works, motion pictures, and sound
recordings, which in each case are created: (1) as part of the regular scholarly activities of a Creator
covered by this Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property; and (2) upon the initiative of the
Creator (as opposed to a research sponsor or NYU.).
“Under the auspices of NYU” means by the authority of, in the name of, or with support
from or through NYU.
“University Community” means all NYU faculty, including visiting faculty; researchers,
including research staff and persons participating in research at NYU, for NYU or “under the
auspices of NYU;”; employees; contractors;professional staff, volunteers;, fellows, trainees and postdoctoral appointees; students; and any other persons involved in the creation of Inventions,
Copyrightable Works and/or Tangible Research Property at, for or under the auspices of NYU,
including consultants, vendors and contractors, and applies to all research projects on which those
individuals work, regardless of whether the project is funded and if so, by what entity, but expressly
excluding employees of NYU Langone Health System and the NYU School of Medicine.
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NOTE – THIS PROPOSED POLICY UPDATE WOULD NOT APPLY TO THE SCHOOL OF MEDICINE (OR TO
NYU LANGONE HEALTH SYSTEM AND AFFILIATES). THUS, IF THIS POLICY UPDATE IS IMPLEMENTED,
THE SCHOOL OF MEDICINE WOULD, IN PARALLEL, IMPLEMENT A NEW VERSION OF THE EXISTING
2012 NYU IP POLICY, MODIFIED TO APPLY ONLY TO THE SCHOOL OF MEDICINE (AND NYU LANGONE
HEALTH SYSTEM). BOTH POLICIES WOULD ALSO INCLUDE PROVISIONS NECESSITATED BY HAVING
TWO POLICIES (e.g., ADDRESSING JOINT APPOINTMENTS, INVENTIONS COVERED BY BOTH POLICIES,
CROSS REFERENCES, ETC.)

New York University
UNIVERSITY POLICIES

Title:
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Issuing Authority:
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Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property
[
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Statement of Policy on Copyrights, as approved on January
24, 1972
Statement of Policy on Computer Software Copyrights, as
approved on June 5, 1989
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2010
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Purpose of this Policy
This Statement of Policy on Intellectual Policy comprises a Patent Policy, a Copyright Policy and a
Tangible Research Property Policy. Each of the three policies is intended to express NYU’s
commitment to promoting the development and use of intellectual property for the public good
through research and scholarship, to creating an optimal environment for appropriate research,
development and commercialization, and to supporting entrepreneurship by NYU and members of
the University Community as an important approach to the development and use of intellectual
property for the public good. The Patent Policy guides the University Community in disclosing and
managing inventions made at, for or under the auspices of NYU. The Copyright Policy identifies
the situations in which copyrightable works may be created at, for or under the auspices of NYU,
defines ownership and license rights for such works, and expresses NYU’s commitment to
disseminate and commercialize its copyrightable works consistent with the public good. The
Tangible Research Property Policy addresses the ownership, distribution and commercialization of
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tangible items produced in the course of NYU’s research, clinical or other activities, consistent with
the public good.

Who Needs to Know This Policy
This policy applies to all members of the “University Community.” As used in this policy,
“University Community” means: all NYU faculty, including visiting faculty; researchers, including
research staff and persons participating in research at NYU, for NYU or “under the auspices of
NYU” (i.e., by the authority of, in the name of, or with support from or through); employees;
professional staff; volunteers; fellows, trainees and post-doctoral appointees; students; and any other
persons involved in the creation of Inventions, Copyrightable Works and/or Tangible Research
Property at, for or under the auspices of NYU, including consultants, vendors and contractors, and
applies to all research projects on which those individuals work, regardless of whether the project is
funded and if so, by what entity , but expressly excluding employees of NYU Langone Health
System and the NYU School of Medicine.
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PREAMBLE

The mission of New York University (“NYU” or the “University”) includes the provision and
promotion of education and research and the provision of patient and other clinical services. This
mission is supported by well-established academic values and practices, including, among others:
academic freedom; promotion of excellence and innovation in teaching and research; support of the
ability of faculty and research staff to publish, share information, collaborate in research activities,
innovate and develop technologies that benefit the public; and support of students in full
participation in these and other educational activities. NYU recognizes that intellectual property
often results from various activities conducted wholly or in part at, for or under the auspices of
NYU; and that protection of intellectual property rights can enhance the likelihood that discoveries
and inventions are made available for the public good. This Statement of Policy expresses NYU’s
commitment to promote the development, dissemination and commercialization of such intellectual
property for the public good and for the benefit of the NYU Community.
This Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property includes a Patent Policy, a Copyright Policy,
and a Tangible Research Property Policy. Predecessor policies are set forth on the first page of
the policy. The version of the policy being amended herein was approved by the NYU Board of
Trustees to be effective on July 1, 2012. This Statement of Policy is subject to change at any time
and from time to time, with the approval of the Board of Trustees of the University.
This Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property should be considered together with other pertinent
NYU policies, including the NYU Policy on Academic Conflict of Interest and Conflict of
Commitment, the NYU Policy on Retention of and Access to Research Data, the Guidelines for
Sponsored Research, and the Statement of Policy on Photocopying Copyrighted Materials, which
are available at www.nyu.edu/about/policies-guidelines-compliance.html.
This policy applies, among other things, to all research and other sponsored projects conducted at,
for or under the auspices of NYU, whether funded by a US sponsoring agency, NYU or another
funding source. It is the policy of NYU to comply with requirements imposed by a US sponsoring
agency and by US law, including but not limited to the Bayh-Dole Act, and with requirements to
which NYU has duly entered into or agreed to in connection with other funding sources and
collaborators. This policy is to be interpreted to comply with applicable US sponsoring agency
requirements and US law.
Additionally, research must be conducted in accordance with NYU
policies, including this policy and the policies of a relevant School. Each member of the University
Community is responsible for assuring his or her compliance with the requirements applicable to
such person’s specific research and other sponsored projects.
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Certain defined terms used throughout this Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property are set forth
in Appendix A.
The electronic version of this policy will, from time to time, be accompanied by “Frequently Asked
Questions,” which provide further guidance regarding a variety of practical situations.
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PATENT POLICY
I. PREAMBLE
NYU is dedicated to teaching, scholarship, research, the provision of patient and other clinical
services, and the expansion of knowledge. While NYU encourages these activities for their intrinsic
value, it recognizes that Inventions may result from various activities conducted wholly or in part at,
for or under the auspices of NYU. This policy expresses NYU’s commitment to promote the use of
Inventions for the public good, including: promoting research and scholarship, and facilitating the
development, dissemination and commercialization of Inventions. This policy further expresses
NYU’s commitment to create the optimal environment for appropriate research, development and
commercialization with private industry, and to be supportive of entrepreneurship by NYU and
members of the University Community. It recognizes that patents may sometimes be necessary to
encourage companies, including faculty startups, to risk investing personnel and financial resources
to develop Inventions. This policy further supports NYU’s mission of contributing to the economic
development goals of New York City, the State of New York, and beyond.
This policy defines ownership rights relating to Inventions and ensures that the proceeds from any
commercialization of Inventions owned by NYU under this policy are distributed in a manner
approved by NYU’s Board of Trustees and consistent with the mission of NYU.
This policy also guides members of the University Community in complying with NYU’s legal and
contractual obligations, including under the Bayh-Dole Act.
NYU’s Office of Industrial Liaison (the “OIL”) is responsible for managing on behalf of NYU all
patenting and commercialization activities. In the course of making its decisions with regard to
patenting and commercialization efforts for Inventions that are subject to NYU ownership under
this policy, the OIL will use its best efforts to receive input from NYU Inventors.
The OIL will
work collaboratively with Inventors and will at all times keep them reasonably and timely apprised of
patenting and commercialization activities.
II. SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY
A. General Scope of this Policy.
This policy addresses Inventions that are conceived or reduced to practice in whole or in part, by
members of the University Community.
B. Definition of Invention.
"Invention" refers to any discovery, invention, know-how, or process that may be patentable or
otherwise protectable under similar laws relating to the protection of technological advances (e.g.,
the Plant Variety Protection Act). “Invention” also includes non-patentable Copyrighted Works,
Tangible Research Property and Research Data that are Closely Associated With any such discovery,
invention, know how, or process. As a general rule, an Invention has likely been made when a
technology that is new and useful has been conceived or reduced to practice, or when unusual or
unexpected results have been obtained that can potentially be developed or used commercially or for
research purposes.
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III. OWNERSHIP OF INVENTIONS
A.

General Rules

(1) NYU-Owned Inventions. Except as may otherwise be provided in Sections III.B.4, C, D and
F, NYU owns only those Inventions conceived or reduced to practice in whole or in part by
members of the University Community:
a. in the scope of NYU employment (see sections III.B and III.C); or
b. with the Substantial Use of University Resources.
2)
Non-NYU Owned Inventions. NYU does not claim ownership of all Inventions
conceived, or reduced to practice by members of the University Community. An Inventor may
demonstrate that an Invention is a Non-NYU Owned Invention because it was conceived and
reduced to practice: (a) outside of the scope of NYU employment (See section III.B and III.C); and,
(b) without the Substantial Use of University Resources. Non-NYU Owned Inventions may be
owned directly by the Inventor or may be assigned freely by the Inventor (for example, to an entity
with which the member is consulting, in accordance with Section IV. of this policy regarding
Outside Consulting Activities), subject to any restrictions in applicable funding agreements.
(3) Specific Determinations. If an Inventor of an Invention subject to this policy believes an
Invention (a) is not an NYU-Owned Invention under the terms of this policy or (b) even if an
NYU-Owned Invention, should be released by NYU, the Inventor may make a written request
through the OIL for a written determination that the Invention is a Non-NYU Owned Invention
and/or ask NYU to release its ownership rights to the Invention as outlined in Section VI.A. of this
policy. The request should include all information relevant for NYU to make such a determination.
The OIL will use reasonable efforts to provide a written statement regarding ownership of an
Invention to all Inventors within thirty days of the date on which the OIL receives sufficient
information regarding the Invention for NYU to make its determination. Any determination by the
OIL may be appealed by any Inventor under section VIII.F of this policy.
(4) Ownership of Each Invention Separately Determined. The ownership status of each
Invention is separately determined in accordance with this Section III. For example, an
improvement to a Non-NYU-Owned Invention may be NYU-Owned and subject to the disclosure
obligations of Section VIII.A. of this Policy; or, conversely, an improvement to an NYU-Owned
Invention may be a Non-NYU-Owned Invention. NYU’s determination that an Invention in a
Non-NYU Owned Invention or its decision to release its ownership rights for an Invention does
not affect NYU’s rights and obligations, or the Inventor’s rights and obligations, pursuant to this
policy with respect to other Inventions, including improvement Inventions, not covered by the
determination or release. Any determination by NYU may be appealed by any Inventor under
section VIII.F of this policy.
B. Scope of NYU Employment.
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(1)
General. It is important for members of the University Community to have clear guidance
as to when an activity that might give rise to the conception and/or reduction to practice of an
Invention is considered within the “scope of NYU employment” under section III.A.1. The
definition of “scope of NYU employment” is intended to reflect NYU’s commitment to encourage
and allow NYU faculty to engage in outside consulting and entrepreneurial activities that may result
in Non-NYU-Owned Inventions in their general area of expertise, but outside of their “scope of
NYU employment,” and that a School and the Provost may deem appropriate and customary in the
relevant academic areas and disciplines, consistent with the member’s obligations under other NYU
policies, including conflict of interest policies. The mere fact that an Invention is within a member’s
general area of expertise does not by itself mean that the Invention is owned by NYU. The
conception and/or reduction to practice of each Invention must be considered carefully on the
merits of its own particular facts and circumstances.
As set forth below, reflecting the breadth of academic disciplines within the University Community,
the “scope of employment” definition may be subject both to determinations for individual
members of the University Community under section II.B.3, and to any supplemental policies
adopted by individual Schools under section III.B.4.
(2) Academic Members. For academic members of the University Community, including faculty
and research staff, “scope of NYU employment” means the specific teaching, scholarship, research
or clinical activities: (i) that such academic member of the University Community is engaged in or
conducting at, for, or under the auspices of NYU (e.g., as part of faculty-directed student research,
funded faculty research, direct departmental or school initiatives, or as part of the faculty member’s
activities at, for, or under the auspices of NYU); (ii) that the member has a plan to conduct (e.g., as
part of a funded or pending research proposal, a draft research proposal, or an approved or pending
student dissertation proposal) at, for, or under the auspices of NYU; or (iii) for which the academic
member was hired.
“Scope of NYU employment” for academic members of the University Community does not
include the following: (a) teaching, scholarship, research, clinical activities, or entrepreneurial
activities that are not at, for, or under the auspices of NYU, provided that the activities are
consistent with the member’s obligations under other NYU policies, including NYU’s conflict of
interest policies; (b) the conception, reduction to practice and development of Inventions by NYU
faculty solely during an unpaid leave; or (c) the conception, reduction to practice and development
of Inventions during outside consulting consistent with Section IV of this policy.
(3) Scope of Employment Determinations for Individual Members. Where a member of the
University Community wishes to confirm that a certain activity is or would be outside of that
member’s “scope of NYU employment” or has a question about whether an activity that might give
rise to an Invention is within the “scope of NYU employment”, he or she may make a written
request for a specific determination from the School Dean. The request should include all
information relevant for NYU to make such a determination. The School Dean, in consultation
with the member of the University Community, the OIL, and the Provost, will issue a determination
in writing regarding whether NYU believes that such work or activity is or would be within the
member’s “scope of NYU employment” under this policy.
In making such a determination, the School Dean will consider all of the following: (a) the
definitions of “scope of NYU employment” set forth in this Section III.B; (b) if applicable, any
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policies or guidelines for the individual School developed according to Section III.B.4, (c) the
Safeguard Criteria; and (d) any recommendations or contractual restrictions identified by the OIL or
the Provost. The School Dean will use reasonable efforts to provide a written determination as to
whether NYU believes such work or activity is or is not outside of the applicable “scope of NYU
employment” within thirty days of the date on which the School Dean receives sufficient
information to make a determination. Any determination may be appealed by any Inventor under
section VIII.F of this policy.
(4) Practices at Individual Schools. In order to address specific requirements or practices within a
particular School, department, academic discipline or research program, the School Dean, in
consultation with the Provost, may establish supplemental policies or guidelines regarding “scope of
employment” covering: (a) academic members of the University Community with appointments
solely in the School; and (b) academic members of the University Community with joint
appointments at the School and another School at NYU to the extent that the inventive activity
relates to the academic field or area of teaching, scholarship, research or clinical activities that the
member engages in within such School. Supplemental policies or guidelines proposed by a School
Dean under this provision must be approved by the Provost. Where there are two or more CoInventors from different Schools, all are subject to this policy, and each is subject to the policies of
all Co-Inventors’ respective Schools. In the event that an academic member of the University
Community seeks clarity as to which School policies apply to the member with respect to specific
research and/or a specific Invention (e.g., in the case of a joint appointment), the member should
obtain guidance from the School Dean(s) involved. Where more than one School is involved, the
School Deans should consult with one another prior to providing guidance.
(5) Scope of Employment for Students. The “scope of employment” for students includes work
for which students: a) are paid, such as work-study programs, or b) are participating in research
under a sponsored research (including under a graduate or research fellowship or assistantship). In
the case of some independent studies, student work product may be considered within the scope of
employment. Where a student has a question about whether a particular Invention is within the
scope of employment, the student should seek a determination from the Dean for Undergraduate
Studies, in the case of an undergraduate, or the Dean for Graduate Studies, in the case of a graduate
student, or the equivalent administrator, in the relevant School. Any determination will be made in
accordance with III.B.3 of this policy. The scope of employment for students excludes
uncompensated classwork, and work done outside the auspices of NYU.
(6)
Scope of Employment for Non-academic Members. The “scope of employment” for
nonacademic members of the University community means the member’s course of employment for
NYU, including all activities or work conducted at, for, or under the auspices of NYU. Where such
an employee has a question about whether an Invention is included under the scope employment,
such question should be referred to the employee’s direct supervisor.
C.

University Faculty on Leave and/or Visiting Other Institutions

Unless NYU has otherwise agreed with a faculty member or with the institution where the faculty
member will be a visitor, Inventions conceived or reduced to practice by NYU faculty during a paid
or unpaid leave (whether at NYU or elsewhere, including another institution or a company) are
subject to the rules of ownership set forth in this Section III.
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An NYU faculty member is encouraged to establish an agreement covering rights to Inventions
conceived and reduce to practice during a leave or visit before the leave or visit begins. Negotiations
for such agreements will be conducted on behalf of NYU by the OIL, in consultation with the
faculty member. In cases in which there are potential conflicts between NYU’s policies and those of
an institution at which a faculty member will be or has been on leave and/or visiting, such conflicts
will be resolved through good faith negotiations between NYU and such institution.
D.

Visitors from Other Institutions (Non-Employees)

In general, Inventions conceived or reduced to practice by visitors from other institutions (home
institutions), including visiting faculty and scholars, while participating in research, clinical or other
activities at, for or under the auspices of NYU or with Substantial Use of University Resources are
NYU-owned Inventions. Such visitors often are subject to intellectual property policies of their
home institutions. Accordingly, where it is anticipated that there is a reasonable possibility that a
visitor will conceive, reduce to practice or develop an Invention while working at, for or under the
auspices of NYU, Schools and units are encouraged to contact the OIL so it can determine whether
an agreement with the visitor’s home institution is advisable prior to the start of the visit. Any
conflicts between NYU and the home institution of a visitor will be resolved through good faith
negotiations between the OIL and such home institution.
E.

Graduate and Undergraduate Students

The principles described below apply to students enrolled at NYU and non-enrolled students who
are visiting NYU.
(1)
Class Work. In general, NYU will not claim ownership of Inventions conceived and reduced
to practice by students as part of their uncompensated class work and activities. In the case of some
independent studies, under section III.B(5) of this policy, student work product may be considered
within the scope of employment. For purposes of this policy, student compensation excludes
financial aid without a work requirement.
(2)
Other. When a student, solely or jointly, conceives, reduces to practice, or develops an
Invention in the course of (a) sponsored research (including under a graduate or research fellowship
or assistantship), including sponsored research giving rise to a student’s thesis or dissertation, (b) any
research or other activity involving Substantial Use of University Resources, (c) participation as a
team member in a University research project involving other members of the University
Community (unless all participating members of the University Community are students acting in
the capacity of students) or (d) employment or other compensated duties at NYU, the Invention is
an NYU-Owned Invention and the student is considered an Inventor subject to all rights and
obligations of an Inventor, including sharing in commercialization proceeds, if any, in accordance
with Section V.B. of this policy. By way of example, a student is treated as an employee and not as a
student for purposes of this policy if the student conceives of an Invention, reduces it to practice or
develops it within the student’s scope of employment at NYU, even if employment related to the
student’s intellectual discipline is a condition of the student’s academic program at NYU.
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F.

Contractors/Vendors/Consultants Hired by the University

Inventions conceived or reduced to practice as a result of a contractor/vendor/consultant’s work
for NYU are owned by NYU. Contractors/vendors/consultants should be hired only pursuant to
prior written agreement in a form previously approved by NYU’s Office of General Counsel or
pursuant to other terms specifically approved by NYU’s Office of General Counsel; however, failure
to do so will not diminish NYU’s rights under this policy.
G.

Research Data

NYU’s ownership of and rights to all Research Data Closely Associated With an NYU-Owned
Invention is governed by this policy.
H.

Publication of Research Results

NYU's ownership of Inventions is not intended to prevent the presentation and publication of
research results. Subject to the obligation to disclose Inventions to the OIL as set forth in Section
VIII of this policy and subject to any obligations to third parties, faculty and other academic
members of the University Community retain their traditional role in selecting and preparing for
publication the results of research conducted by them or under their supervision. NYU reserves the
right to delay presentation or publication for a reasonable period of time to protect NYU's
intellectual property rights or to meet legal or contractual obligations, but any review or delay
periods will not exceed a total of 60 days unless authorized by the Provost, subject to any obligations
to third parties.
I.

Patent Rights

Ownership under this policy includes the right to apply for, prosecute, and own all worldwide
patents, patent rights, and other intellectual property rights protectable under patent or similar laws
(e.g., Plant Variety Protection Act).
J.

Assignment

Each member of the University Community is deemed to have made an assignment to NYU,
effective as of the date that such person first became a member of the University Community, of
any right, title, and/or interest in any NYU-Owned Invention, as defined in this policy.
Notwithstanding such assignment, members of the University Community continue to have the
obligations set forth in this policy, including those set forth in Section VIII of this policy.
IV. OUTSIDE CONSULTING ACTIVITIES AND ASSIGNMENT OF OWNERSHIP
A.

General.

Private consulting often is an appropriate faculty activity that benefits the University, the general
public, and the faculty member. In certain academic or scientific disciplines, consulting can allow
faculty to become more informed and better aware of the latest technologies and developments.
Faculty, research staff and others subject to this policy who engage in outside consulting activities
must comply with all NYU policies, including but not limited to NYU’s conflict of interest policies
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(see, e.g., “NYU Policy on Academic Conflict of Interest and Conflict of Commitment”) and
policies of the relevant School or unit. Faculty, research staff and others subject to this policy who
engage in outside consulting activities also should consider any guidelines provided by the Office of
General Counsel for consulting agreements.
B.

Permitted Assignment of Inventions with Consulting.

NYU recognizes that faculty, research staff, and others subject to this policy who consult may,
consistent with this policy, wish to assign Inventions arising from the consulting engagement to the
companies for which they are consulting, or pursuant to other outside activities conducted in
compliance with applicable university policies.
C.

Assignments without Prior Approval.

Generally, faculty, research staff, and others subject to this policy do not need prior approval under
this policy, and NYU will make no claim to an Invention made in the course of such consulting, if
the Invention is not an NYU-Owned Invention pursuant to Section III.A.1 above;
D.

Assignments with Prior Approval.

There are two situations in which a member of the University Community must obtain prior
approval for assigning Inventions arising from a consulting engagement. There also are
circumstances in which the member may choose to obtain such approval to assure clarity. In both
situations where approval is required, the process described in IV.E will apply.
(1) Required Approval. In the following two instances, a Member of the University
Community will need to obtain approval from the School Dean, who shall consult with
the OIL with respect to such approval:
(a) the consulting engagement involves any NYU-Owned Inventions (e.g., any
NYU-Owned inventions that name the member as an Inventor) that have been
licensed or otherwise commercialized by NYU; or
(b) the consulting engagement is for a company that is sponsoring research at NYU
in which such person participates.
(2) Optional Approval. In some situations, faculty, research staff, and others subject to this
policy are not required to obtain approval, but may wish to obtain written assurance
prior to entering into a consulting engagement and/or other assignment of rights to
future Inventions.
E.

Approval Process.

The member of the University Community seeking prior approval for assigning Inventions arising
from a consulting engagement must provide the applicable School Dean and the OIL, in writing,
with all information relevant for NYU to make a determination, including a full description of the
consulting engagement and the consulting agreement (including a full description of the problem,
topic and/or statement of work for the consulting engagement and the assignment of intellectual
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property and all other material facts or circumstances). In making such determination, the School
Dean and the OIL will consider the Safeguard Criteria. The School Dean will use reasonable efforts
to provide a written determination to the faculty member, research staff, or other member of the
University Community, or, where requested, to the company with which he or she is consulting or
seeks to consult, within thirty days of the date on which the School Dean receives sufficient
information to make a determination. NYU will make no claim to an Invention assigned consistent
with this approval process where NYU, through the School Dean and the OIL, has received,
reviewed and given prior written approval of the assignment. .
V. COMMERCIALIZATION OF NYU-OWNED INVENTIONS
A.
NYU is committed to facilitating the development, dissemination and commercialization of
Inventions for the greatest public benefit. NYU will make a good faith effort to consult with
Inventors who are members of the University Community in determining the disposition of NYUOwned Inventions they invented. NYU will work diligently to determine appropriate partners to
assist in the development, dissemination and commercialization of such Inventions. These
commercialization efforts may include, but are not limited to, licensing to an existing company or
the establishment of a new company or venture. NYU recognizes that, subject to NYU conflict of
interest policies and other relevant policies and guidelines, the best commercial partner for an NYUInvention might be a faculty-owned startup or other SBIR- or STTR-funded company. Where
NYU owns the right to an Invention, the final determination as to its commercialization is within
NYU’s discretion, and will be made after a good faith effort to consult with the Inventor(s).
B.
Each Inventor of an NYU-Owned Invention has the right to share in any Net Proceeds
received by NYU from commercializing such NYU-Owned Invention except as otherwise provided
in this policy. Specifically, Net Proceeds are distributed by NYU as follows:
(1)
Fifteen percent (15%) of the Net Proceeds are distributed for the general support of the
OIL and to cover any other expenses associated with the commercialization of NYU’s Inventions.
In cases where the funds so designated exceed the budget of the OIL, the remainder will be
allocated to the NYU share as per Paragraph 2.b below; and
(2)

The remaining Net Proceeds (85%) are distributed as follows:
(a) Inventor share: one-half (or 42.5% of Net Proceeds) to the Inventor or Inventors.
(b) One-half (or 42.5% of Net Proceeds) to be used by NYU for research, scholarship,
educational and clinical activities (or as otherwise required by law, regulation or contract) in
the following manner:
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Two-thirds of this portion will be distributed to the School(s) (or other NYU
unit(s) if the Inventor(s) are not affiliated with particular School(s)) in which
the Invention was made. Each School or other unit receiving royalty
proceeds must develop and disseminate a policy for the use of such proceeds
that is in accordance with the overall aims outlined in Section V.D. of this
policy.

(ii)

One-third of this portion will be retained by NYU.
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If NYU pursues or defends litigation to enforce rights, then the net proceeds (after associated
litigation expenses) of any judgment or settlement received by NYU from such litigation ordinarily
will be included in Net Proceeds.
Except as provided below, Inventors who are employees of NYU are entitled to share in the Net
Proceeds from commercialization of an Invention as outlined in this Section V.B. The following
Inventors are not entitled to share in the Net Proceeds from commercialization of the Invention: (i)
contractors/vendors/consultants of NYU and (ii) employees of NYU, other than faculty or research
staff, unless NYU agrees to their inclusion in writing signed by the Provost or The Executive Vice
President, as applicable. . In any individual employee case, the supervisor of such an employee or
the relevant project leader may make a recommendation (will make a recommendation if requested
by the employee) as to the appropriateness of such employee sharing in the proceeds of
commercialization and the Provost or The Executive Vice President (or his/her designee), as
applicable, will determine if and the extent to which the employee is included. The decision of the
Provost or The Executive Vice President (or his/her designee) is final. For Inventors who are not
entitled to share in the Net Proceeds under this policy, the portion of proceeds attributable to said
Inventor(s) under this policy will be distributed in full to NYU and NYU shall be entitled to exercise
on behalf of the non-entitled Inventors all other rights given to them as joint Inventors under this
policy.
Individuals sharing proceeds under this policy are responsible for understanding the personal tax
and legal consequences to them of such entitlements pursuant to this policy.
C.
Equity received by NYU from a company or other entity as a part of the consideration of a
license or other disposition of an Invention will be allocated by calculating the appropriate number
of shares, using the same percentages outlined in Section V.B. of this policy. Unless otherwise
required by contractual arrangements, a management plan pursuant to an NYU conflict of interest
policy, or applicable law, NYU normally will hold the shares until there is a public market for those
shares or other liquidity event, and NYU will thereafter make appropriate distribution following
NYU’s or its agent’s liquidation of the shares. Notwithstanding the foregoing, NYU may, in its sole
discretion, (1) elect to hold the shares after there is a public market or other liquidity event or (2)
elect to distribute equity at any time after it is received by NYU or (3) require that the Inventor
receive such equity directly from the company or other entity. NYU is not responsible, and has no
liability, for any fluctuation or dilution in the value of the shares, for any tax consequences to the
person receiving a distribution or for any other matters relating to NYU’s administration of such
shares or interests pursuant to this policy.
In the event that NYU elects to invest cash in a company or other entity to which NYU has licensed
rights hereunder, and NYU receives equity for such investment, such investment will not be
considered (1) an out-of-pocket expense of NYU for which reimbursement would be made under
Section V.B. of this policy or (2) Gross Proceeds from the licensing or other grant of rights for
purposes of Section V.B. of this policy. Unless otherwise agreed to in writing, NYU will retain all
proceeds and bear all losses from such equity investment.
To the extent that cash payments made to NYU under any licensing arrangement do not fully cover
the out-of-pocket expenses of NYU under Section V.B. of this policy, NYU will be reimbursed for
such expenses by an allocation of equity from that licensing arrangement prior to any distribution of
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equity pursuant to this Section V.C. Monies received by NYU pursuant to a license or other
disposition of an Invention may be required to be escrowed by NYU to cover a contingent liability
under the license or disposition agreement. Ordinarily, no disbursements will be made under this
policy until the monies are released from such escrow.
Individuals with rights to equity interests under this policy are responsible for the personal tax and
legal consequences to them of owning and/or having rights to such equity, whether directly or
beneficially, pursuant to this policy.
D.
NYU and School (or other unit) shares of proceeds will be used to further the research,
scholarship, educational and clinical activities of NYU (or as otherwise required by law, regulation or
contract).
E.
If more than one Inventor is to share in the Inventor share provided in Section V.B. of this
policy, the Inventors should decide among themselves their respective shares and provide the OIL
with a written agreement signed by all Inventors. Such written agreement among the Inventors
must be provided promptly to the OIL upon a written request from the OIL for such an agreement
and will be irrevocable unless it is modified in writing by all Inventors. In the absence of such a
written agreement, NYU will determine the distribution of shares to Inventors, which may in NYU’s
sole discretion vary based on individual patents or patent applications, contributions to and
commercial relevance of the Inventions or other factors, and such determination will be binding on
all Inventors. NYU has the right at any time, in its sole discretion, to reapportion distributions
among the Inventors to reflect the commercial relevance of an Invention or the particular rights
contained within an Invention. NYU will support such decisions with a written rationale, and any
apportionment or reapportionment will be subject to the appeal rights set forth in Section VIII of
this policy. If the Inventors represent more than one School or other NYU unit, the distribution of
the School or unit share will follow the allocation of the Inventor share set forth in the agreement
among the Inventors or NYU determination, as applicable, unless otherwise agreed.
F.
Where non-patentable Copyrightable Works, Tangible Research Property and/or Research
Data are included within an Invention because they are Closely Associated With the Invention, the
persons creating or contributing to the Copyrightable Works, Tangible Research Property and/or
Research Data who are not otherwise Inventors of the Invention are not entitled to share in the
Inventor’s share of Net Proceeds attributable to the Invention pursuant to Section V.B. of this
policy. However, the creators and/or contributors of non-patentable Copyrightable Works and
Tangible Research Property licensed or commercialized with the Invention as Closely Associated
with an Invention may be entitled to some portion of overall Net Proceeds, as determined below.
The OIL will determine the percentage, if any, of any ultimate Net Proceeds that are expected to be
attributable to the Copyrightable Works and/or Tangible Research Property and such percentage
will be payable to the creators and/or contributors pursuant to the Copyright Policy and Tangible
Research Property Policy, as applicable; and such allocation will reduce the Net Proceeds available
for distribution to Inventors under this policy. Creators or contributors of Research Data are not
entitled to any economic benefit from such commercialization. For example, if an Invention that
includes non-patentable, copyrightable software and Tangible Research Property Closely Associated
With an Invention and the Invention is licensed to a third party, and the OIL determines that ten
percent of any Net Proceeds are attributable to the software and zero percent of any Net Proceeds
are attributable to the Tangible Research Property, then 90 percent of the Net Proceeds are

{00135154.1}

C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document B, Page 65

15
distributable to Inventors pursuant to Section V.B. of this policy and 10 percent of the Net Proceeds
are distributable pursuant to the Copyright Policy.
G.
Whenever NYU licenses rights to an Invention, NYU will seek to reserve the right for
NYU to use the Invention for any purpose consistent with NYU’s mission, including research,
clinical and educational purposes, except in rare cases approved by the Provost, and NYU may
reserve the right to grant similar rights to other nonprofit research institutions.
VI. RELEASING OR TRANSFERRING INVENTION OWNERSHIP RIGHTS TO THE
INVENTOR
A.

Requests for Release of NYU Ownership Prior to NYU Patent Filing.

If an Inventor of an Invention subject to this policy believes an Invention (a) is not an NYU-Owned
Invention under the terms of this policy or (b) even where it is an NYU-Owned Invention, should
be released by NYU, the Inventor may make a written request through the OIL for a written
determination that the Invention is a Non-NYU Owned Invention and/or ask NYU to release its
ownership rights to the Invention. In case of multiple Inventors, all Inventors will be promptly
notified by NYU of the request. In connection with the request, the Inventor(s) must provide the
OIL with a description of all relevant circumstances leading to the conception, reduction to practice
and development of the Invention and other relevant information as reasonably requested by the
OIL. The Provost, in consultation with the OIL and the School Dean(s), will make a determination
in writing (where pertinent) as to: (i) whether the Invention is an NYU-Owned Invention or a NonNYU Owned Invention and (ii) whether NYU will agree to release any claims of ownership or
transfer ownership of the Invention to the Inventor(s). The OIL will use reasonable efforts to
provide a written determination to the Inventor(s) within thirty days of the date on which the OIL
receives sufficient information regarding the Invention for NYU to make its determination. Any
determination may be appealed by any Inventor under section VIII.F of this policy.
B.

Requests for Transfer of Ownership of NYU-Owned Inventions After NYU Patent Filing.

If NYU, in consultation with the Inventor, determines it will not pursue patenting and/or
commercialization of an NYU-Owned Invention, the OIL will notify the Inventor(s), and will
consider a written request by the Inventor to transfer ownership in the Invention to the Inventor as
provided herein, subject to the terms (including required approvals from government or other
sponsors) of any applicable grants, contracts or agreements duly entered into with governmental,
corporate, nonprofit or other sponsors or third parties (including but not limited to any “march-in”
rights held by the US Government under the Bayh-Dole Act). Transfer of ownership to the
Inventor generally will be subject to an irrevocable non-exclusive world-wide royalty-free license to
NYU to use the Invention for education, research (including sponsored research), clinical and other
legitimate NYU purposes and may be subject to a reservation to NYU of the right to grant similar
licenses to other nonprofit institutions and government organizations. In those instances in which
there are multiple Inventors, all Inventors must be in agreement and be party to such a request,
although all Inventors need not be seeking ownership or equal rights. A request is timely if NYU (1)
has not begun marketing and/or commercialization efforts within 120 days after a completed
Invention Disclosure has been submitted to the OIL on the Invention, or (2) has notified the
Inventor(s) that it will abandon the Invention and/or its patent application(s) and/or patent(s)
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and/or marketing and/or commercialization. In the event that the 120-day waiting period would
result in a loss of patent rights, an Inventor may make such request at any time, and must in such
case include an explanation for the timing of the request in the request
C.

Reimbursement of NYU Expenses.

If, after the transfer of ownership of an NYU-Owned Invention to the Inventor, the Inventor
receives proceeds from commercializing the Invention, NYU reserves the right to require
reimbursement from the Inventor for any out-of-pocket expenses incurred by NYU in connection
with the Invention, including legal, commercialization and marketing expenses. NYU will apprise
the Inventor(s) of any reimbursement requirements in writing at or within thirty days of the time of
the transfer of ownership.
D.

Impact on Future Related Inventions.

The transfer of ownership of an NYU-Owned Invention to the Inventor under sub-sections A or B
above does not affect NYU’s or the Inventor’s rights or obligations pursuant to this policy with
respect to other Inventions, unless agreed to in writing by the Inventor and NYU. For example, if
the Inventor invents an NYU-Owned Invention that is an improvement to the transferred Invention
for which a continuation-in-part patent application could be filed, the Inventor must fully disclose
such improvement as a new Invention to NYU.
E.

Individual Countries.

Often when NYU seeks patent protection for an Invention, it seeks such protection only in the US
and certain other countries. If the Inventor wishes to file patent applications in a country in which
NYU has chosen not to file, the Inventor may request permission to do so at his/her own expense.
In the case of multiple Inventors, all Inventors must agree and be party to the request, although all
Inventors need not agree to participate in the expense of such filings. Because the existence of
patent rights that are not owned by NYU in particular countries could block a licensee of the patents
that NYU has pursued from commercializing the Invention in such countries, and could therefore
impede NYU’s ability to most effectively license the patents that it has pursued, NYU will retain
ownership of all patent applications filed and all patents issued (US and non-US) for the Invention.
If NYU receives separate revenues that are or can be directly attributed specifically to such patent
applications and patents for which the Inventor has solely paid expenses, the Inventor’s share of Net
Proceeds from such revenue will be increased from 42.5% to 63.75%, and the School (or unit) and
NYU shares will be reduced pro rata in order to recognize both the expenses incurred by NYU in
the preparation of the US application that will serve as the basis for the non-US applications and the
expenses incurred by the Inventor on the non-US applications. Where no such separate revenue may
be identified, and NYU licenses its rights as a part of an overall portfolio, NYU will, in its sole
discretion, determine if the filings by the Inventor increased the Net Proceeds and, if so, determine
an equitable sharing to reflect Inventor’s additional contributions. The Inventor also may request
reimbursement of out-of-pocket patent expenses he/she incurred in filing such non-US patent
applications and in obtaining and maintaining resulting patents from Gross Proceeds attributed
specifically to such non-US patent applications and patents. In those instances, the Inventor must
provide NYU with copies of all documents relating to such non-US filings, including, but not
limited to, all documents sent from and submitted to any non-US patent office and documents
showing the costs of obtaining such protection.
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VII. MAKING NYU-OWNED INVENTIONS AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC USE
NYU, after reasonable efforts to consult with the Inventor(s), may make Inventions available for
public use on a royalty-free license, open patent license, or other means on such terms as it finds
appropriate where it believes that the advantages of making such Inventions available for public use
outweigh alternative commercialization strategies and there are no legal or contractual obligations
that prohibit the public use. The Inventor of an Invention owned by NYU may request that NYU
make such Invention available for public use on a royalty-free license, open patent license, or other
means. Such request should be transmitted to the OIL in writing. In the case of multiple
Inventors, all Inventors should agree and be party to the request. The Provost orThe Executive
Vice President, as applicable, will make a determination with respect to the request (see Section
VIII.F. of this policy).
VIII. ADMINISTRATION OF POLICY
A.

University Administration

This policy will be administered by the Provost and The Executive Vice President The Provost or
the Executive Vice President may obtain advice from the Intellectual Property Advisory Committee
and the Provost will consult with the School Deans, as appropriate. Further information about the
Intellectual Property Advisory Committee and administration of this policy is contained in Appendix
B.
B.

Disclosure of Inventions

(1)
With respect to any Inventions where there is a reasonable possibility it could be subject to
NYU ownership under the terms of this policy, Inventors must, at the earliest opportunity
practicable, disclose the invention to NYU via the OIL. The ideal and recommended method of
disclosure is to complete an Invention Disclosure Form, which is available on the OIL’s Web site at
http://www.nyu.edu/oil. Where necessary, Inventors may disclose Inventions to NYU under
appropriate obligations of confidentiality. Ordinarily, because international patent rights will be lost
if information describing an Invention has been published prior to filing of a patent application,
notice and disclosure of an Invention should be made to NYU through the OIL at least 60 days
prior to any public disclosure (including publication or presentation, such as at poster sessions or
academic conferences); but, in any event prior to any public disclosure (written or oral), public
display, use of, or offer to sell or convey the Invention. If an Inventor believes that early disclosure
of an invention may impede research or collaboration, or otherwise is inadvisable, he or she should
discuss the circumstances with the OIL, which will assist in developing a reasonable time schedule
for disclosure. It is the obligation of each Inventor to ensure that the completed Disclosure Form
provides a full disclosure to NYU that contains all material facts necessary so that NYU: (a) is fully
informed of the scope, extent and usefulness of the Invention; (b) able to make a proper
determination of Inventorship and ownership; (c) able to fulfill reporting obligations to
governmental and other research sponsors; and (d) able to timely prepare and file patent
applications. An Inventor’s obligation to disclose material facts as set forth herein continues after
the Inventor ceases to be a member of the University Community with respect to Inventions that
might be subject to NYU ownership under the terms of this policy.
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(2)
Where a member of the University Community has any doubt about ownership of an
Invention, the member is encouraged to seek clarification through discussions with the member’s
School Dean or with a representative of the OIL. Where appropriate and otherwise mutually
agreed, these discussions may take place confidentially.
(3)
Upon disclosure of an Invention, NYU will determine whether it asserts ownership of the
Invention pursuant to this policy, and will communicate that determination to the Inventor(s).
C.

Inventor Cooperation with NYU Ownership Rights

For NYU-owned Inventions, NYU has the right, either directly or through others, to evaluate the
Invention, to seek patent or other protection of the Invention, and to undertake commercialization
and/or otherwise introduce the Invention into public use. NYU will consult with the Inventor in
undertaking those efforts. Each Inventor is required to cooperate with NYU’s efforts, but at no
out-of-pocket expense to the Inventor. This cooperation includes, without limitation, executing
confirmatory assignments or agreements documenting NYU's ownership, executing documents
necessary or useful for prosecuting or enforcing patents and patent applications in the US or in any
other jurisdiction or with respect to the commercialization the Invention or its introduction into
public use, providing available documentation regarding inventorship, and providing reasonable
advisement regarding the Invention to companies who have acquired rights to the Invention
pursuant to this policy. To the extent practicable, when requiring an Inventor’s cooperation with
NYU’s efforts, NYU will take into account the Inventor’s other duties within the scope of his/her
NYU employment. When such cooperation would materially affect the Inventor’s ability to conduct
his/her NYU duties, the Inventor will notify the School Dean of the issue. The School Dean, with
participation of the Inventor and the OIL, will then make a determination resolving the issue. Any
such determination may be appealed by an Inventor under section VIII.F of this policy. An
Inventor’s obligation to cooperate as set forth herein continues after the Inventor ceases to be a
member of the University Community with respect to Inventions covered under this policy.
Similarly, an Inventor’s right to receive a share of Net Proceeds pursuant to this policy continues
after an Inventor ceases to be a member of the University Community.
Concomitantly, NYU seeks to cooperate with Inventors in connection with the patenting and
commercialization of intellectual property. Where NYU has agreed to consult with the Inventor(s),
it will use reasonable efforts to do so. However the failure to consult will not diminish NYU’s rights
under this policy.
D.

Agreement to Policy

Once approved by the NYU Board of Trustees, this policy is binding on NYU and on all members
of the University Community. All members of the University Community are advised of NYU’s
policies and procedures relating to intellectual property through publication on NYU’s website at
www.nyu.edu. To the extent NYU is required to, or seeks to obtain formal confirmation of patent
assignment or other agreements to implement this policy, the absence of such executed agreements
does not in any way invalidate, in whole or in part, the applicability of this policy or diminish NYU’s
rights under this policy. Nothing in this policy constitutes a waiver by NYU of any rights that NYU
may have under any other NYU policy, by contract or pursuant to any applicable law; provided,
however, that NYU’s release or transfer of ownership of an Invention pursuant and in accordance
with the terms of Article VI is binding on NYU.
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E.

Intellectual Property Agreement

Each member of the University Community must sign and submit an Intellectual Property
Agreement consistent with this policy (see Appendix B) when first submitting an external grant
application, when first engaging in sponsored programs, or in certain Schools on accepting an
appointment to NYU; and must sign and submit an Intellectual Property Agreement consistent with
this policy at any time upon request of the Provost or the Executive Vice President . All program
directors or principal investigators of sponsored programs are responsible for securing signatures to
the Intellectual Property Agreement from all research personnel, including students, working on a
project at the time of their appointment to the project and for the timely submission of the fullyexecuted Agreement as set forth on the Intellectual Property Agreement. Notwithstanding the
above, the failure of NYU to obtain a signed Intellectual Property Assignment does not in any way
diminish NYU’s rights under this policy.
F.

Disputes

Disputes involving intellectual property rights or this policy will be reviewed and resolved by the
Provost and/or The Executive Vice President unless a decision is deemed final pursuant to this
policy. The Provost and/or the Executive Vice President may within his/her discretion, which may
be exercised at the request of a faculty member, refer the matter to the Intellectual Property
Advisory Committee to adjudicate the matter or to make a formal recommendation to the Provost
and/or The Executive Vice President pursuant to section VIII.G of this policy. Adjudications made
hereunder by the Intellectual Property Advisory Committee or another designee of the Provost
and/or the Executive Vice President may be appealed, within thirty days of the date of the decision,
to the Provost and/or the Executive Vice President who will review the matter and make a final
decision on behalf of NYU. If the Provost and/or the Executive Vice President is not able to
review the matter and make a final decision on behalf of NYU, for example due to conflict or
unavailability, the appeal will go instead to the President or the President’s designee, who will review
the matter and make a final decision on behalf of NYU. The persons involved in the dispute should
present a written summary of the matter with relevant written evidence and may ask to present
witnesses, which may be permitted in the discretion of the recommending or adjudicating person or
persons or committee. The recommending or adjudicating person or persons or committee may
consult with the Intellectual Property Advisory Committee, the relevant School Dean, other officers
and personnel of NYU, and/or any experts or witnesses as they may deem appropriate.
G.

Advisory Committee

The Provost will from time to time appoint an Intellectual Property Advisory Committee with broad
or specific responsibilities relating to all intellectual property matters (which may include, without
limitation, Inventions, patents, Copyrightable Works, copyrights, software, Tangible Research
Property and Research Data). The Intellectual Property Advisory Committee will include three full
time faculty members who will be appointed by the Provost, after consultation with the two Faculty
Senator Councils, three administrators appointed by the Provost, and a chair, who will be a School
Dean, or that School Dean’s designee, appointed by the Provost. The Committee may from time to
time have other ad hoc committee members selected by the Chair for technical expertise regarding
specific matters before the Committee. The Intellectual Property Advisory Committee’s role is to
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advise and make recommendations to the Provost where the Committee’s role is advisory to the
School Dean.
H.

Administration by Schools and Units

(1)
The School Deans will work closely with the Provost and the Intellectual Property Advisory
Committee to ensure that the perspectives, practices and values of each School are taken into
consideration in the decision-making process under this policy.
(2)
Each School of NYU retains the right to supplement this policy as necessary or desired by
such School, including requiring formal patent assignment or agreements of its employees or others
subject to this policy or such School’s policies. The Provost may permit academic units other than
Schools and the Executive Vice President may permit non-academic units to supplement this policy
as necessary or desired by such unit, including requiring formal patent assignment or agreements of
its employees or others subject to this policy or such unit’s policies. The decision of any School or
unit not to secure formal intellectual property agreements from any person does not diminish
NYU’s rights under this policy. Any supplement must be: (a) consistent with the terms of this policy
(or an exception approved in accordance with the Policy on Policies); (b) in writing; (c) approved by
the School Dean of a relevant School in the case of a School; and (d) submitted to the Provost for
review and approval in the case of a School or academic unit, to the Executive Vice President in the
case of a non-academic unit and A supplement may contain dispute resolution procedures that
operate within a School, provided that such procedures are not inconsistent with this policy and
provide for resolution pursuant to Section VIII.F of this policy in the event that such dispute cannot
be resolved within the School.
I.

Governing Law

This policy is governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the US and the State of
New York, including US laws of inventorship; provided however, that where the only persons who
may be Inventors are non-US nationals and all of the work giving rise to the Invention was
performed outside of the United States, the policy (including questions of law governing intellectual
property, such as questions of inventorship) may, in NYU’s discretion, be construed under relevant
international law.
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APPENDIX A
TO STATEMENT OF POLICY ON INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
DEFINITIONS
This Appendix defines certain terms used in this Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property.
Except where the context requires otherwise, use of the singular includes the plural, the plural
includes the singular, and the use of any gender is applicable to all genders.
“Closely Associated With” means the following: (a) developed by or in connection with the
Invention, and/or the research giving rise to the Invention; (b) not otherwise subject to the terms
of any research funding agreement; and (c) adding value to practicing the patent, effectively
prosecuting the patent application, and/or licensing or commercializing the Invention.
“Copyrightable Work” means any original work of authorship that is reduced to tangible
form (including web pages and digital works), and includes literary works, computer software, data
sets, musical works, dramatic works, pantomimes and choreographic works, artistic works (pictorial,
graphic, and sculptural), and audiovisual works including motion pictures, sound recordings, and
architectural works, all including in existing formats and those later created. For purposes of this
Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property, a Copyrightable Work also includes all US and
international copyright rights, and all similar rights, such as moral rights, derived from the
Copyrightable Work.
“Creator” means a member of the University Community who has solely or jointly authored
or created a Copyrightable Work.
“The Executive Vice President” means the Executive Vice President or his/her designee.
“Gross Proceeds” means proceeds received by NYU (on a cash, as opposed to an accrual,
basis) from licensing or otherwise granting rights in an Invention, Copyrightable Work, or Tangible
Research Property to third parties, including license fees, royalties on sales or other usage, and
milestone payments, but excluding research funding and other internally generated monies, including
but not limited to tuition. Gross Proceeds also includes amounts recovered (on a cash, as opposed
to an accrual, basis) by NYU from suits or dispute resolution with licensees and/or infringing third
parties, less the attorney’s fees, court and dispute resolutions fees and other direct costs of such
suits.
“Instructional Media”, means: (i) a Copyrightable Works used or created as content for
courses, instruction and/or programs delivered at, for or under the auspices of NYU using any form
of media, including print, in-person delivery, over the World Wide Web or using other forms of
electronic media, video including videotaping, audio including audiotaping, television broadcast, or
radio broadcast, as well as forms of transcription or media in existence or that may arise in the
future. By way of illustration, Instructional Media includes, but is not limited to, the course title and
course syllabus, course reading lists, lecture notes, course materials, handouts, problems and
examples, course presentation materials (such as content made available to students through Sakai,
Blackboard, Powerpoint, and similar programs, platforms and/or technologies), and course tests and
examinations. Instructional Media excludes Traditional Works of Scholarship.
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"Invention" refers to any discovery, invention, know-how, or process that may be patentable
or otherwise protectable under similar laws relating to the protection of technological advances (e.g.,
the Plant Variety Protection Act). “Invention” also includes non-patentable Copyrightable Works,
Tangible Research Property and Research Data Closely Associated With any such discovery,
invention, know how, or process. As a general rule, an Invention has likely been made when a
technology that is new and useful has been conceived or reduced to practice, or when unusual or
unexpected results have been obtained that can potentially be developed or used commercially or for
research purposes.
"Inventor" means a person who individually or jointly with others makes an Invention, and
who meets the criteria for inventorship or similar status under US patent or similar laws (such as the
Plant Variety Protection Act), regardless of the place an Invention is conceived or reduced to
practice. Creating or contributing to non-patentable Copyrightable Works, Tangible Research
Property or Research Data that are Closely Associated With an Invention does not, in and of itself,
make the creator or contributor to be an Inventor.
“Net Proceeds” means Gross Proceeds minus all out-of-pocket expenses incurred by NYU
that are associated with the Invention(s), Copyrightable Work(s), Tangible Research Property or
Research Data that are covered by a particular license or technology transfer agreement. Out-ofpocket expenses includes, but are not limited to, such items as: patent or copyrighting expenses,
legal expenses associated with negotiating an agreement or defending or prosecuting a claim or
potential claim with respect to an Invention, Copyrightable Work, Inventor, Creator, or licensee,
travel expenses, payments due to other parties with rights in the Invention, Copyrightable Work,
Tangible Research Property or Research Data, or any reasonable expenses incurred in pursuing
NYU’s rights.
“Non-NYU-Owned Invention” means an Invention not subject to NYU ownership under
this policy.
“NYU” includes the schools, colleges, institutes, and other administrative units of NYU,
NYU’s Global Network University sites, and all University Affiliates, as each term is defined in
NYU’s Policy on Policies.
“NYU-Owned Invention” means an Invention subject to NYU ownership under this policy.
For an invention that is jointly owned by NYU and a third party, “NYU Invention” refers to NYU’s
share of the Invention.
“Research Data” means any recorded, retrievable information useful for the reconstruction
and evaluation of reported results created in connection with the design, conduct or reporting of
research performed at, for or under the auspices of NYU and the events and processes leading to
those results, regardless of the form or the media on which they may be recorded. Research Data
include both intangible data (statistics, finding, conclusions, etc.) and tangible data (notebooks,
printouts, etc.), but not Tangible Research Property.
“Safeguard Criteria” means the following criteria: (a) whether a proposed activity might
interfere with the member of the University Community’s obligations to NYU, including research
sponsors, other collaborators or students, fellows, trainees, and/or postdoctoral appointees; (b)
whether a proposed activity could interfere with the member’s ongoing or planned teaching,
{00135154.1}

C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document B, Page 73

23
research, or clinical responsibilities or obligations to NYU; (c) whether intellectual property
generated by a proposed activity could block the member from performing external research or
work for which the member was engaged consistent with NYU policies, including conflict of
interest policies; (d) whether a proposed activity is derivative of information that is confidential to
NYU, or for which NYU has confidentiality obligations; and/or (e) whether a conflict of interest
may exist as a result of a proposed activity under NYU conflict of interest policies, where such a
conflict exists, whether it can be adequately managed under either NYU’s conflict of interest
policies, or any applicable School policies.
“School” means each NYU school, college or institute that functions similarly to a school or
college (such as IFA, ISAW, Courant and CUSP), each NYU comprehensive campus (such as New
York and Abu Dhabi) and also may include for purposes of this policy other global sites as
designated by the Provost
“School Dean” means the dean, or his or her designee, of each NYU school and college, the
director or each NYU institute that functions similarly to a school or college (such as IFA, ISAW,
Courant and CUSP) and the Vice Chancellor of each NYU comprehensive campus (such as New
York and Abu Dhabi). In the case of other NYU global sites that have Inventors, Creators and/or
TRP Creators, the Provost may designate someone to fulfill some or all of the duties of a School
Dean as described herein with respect to such global sites.
“Substantial Use of University Resources” means more than incidental use of NYU
resources. The following are examples of Substantial Use of University Resources: use of NYU
internal funding or use of funding under grants or contracts administered by NYU; use of NYU
employees, physicians, consultants, vendors, contractors, students, post-doctoral scholars or fellows;
use of intellectual property owned by NYU under this policy, Tangible Research Property or
Research Data; use of NYU laboratories or other facilities; or use of NYU research, clinical or other
equipment. In addition, any use of third party resources, funding, personnel, data, information,
products or materials (in any form) provided or made available to NYU pursuant to an agreement
duly entered into or agreed to by NYU is considered Substantial Use of University Resources.
Occasional use of NYU’s personal computers and any non-specialized, “shrink-wrap” licensed
software ordinarily installed on such computers, NYU’s email systems, NYU’s standard office
equipment, or NYU’s office space alone is not considered Substantial Use of University Resources.
Use of NYU libraries on a basis similar to use by scholars who have no association with NYU is not
considered Substantial Use of University Resources. Use by students of equipment, supplies, or
other resources as a part of their uncompensated class work is not considered Substantial Use of
University Resources.
“Tangible Research Property” (or “TRP”) means tangible (or corporeal) items produced in
the course of research, clinical or other activities at, for or under the auspices of NYU, or otherwise
made with Significant Use of University Resources. TRP includes, but is not limited to, such items
as: biological materials, engineering drawings, integrated circuit chips, physical embodiments of
computer software and computer databases, algorithms and databases (e.g., computer disks and
firmware), prototype devices, circuit diagrams, and equipment, as is intended to include items that
are in existence or that may arise in the future. TRP are separate and distinct from Inventions,
patents, Copyrightable Works, copyright or Research Data. Individual items of TRP may be
associated with copyrights or patents. For purposes of this Statement of Policy on Intellectual
Property, Tangible Research Property also includes all registrations, filings, depository rights and
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indicia covering the TRP. By way of illustration only, this includes but is not limited to: ATCC data
and rights, mask work rights, and Plant Variety Protection Certificates.
“TRP Creator” means a member of the University Community who has solely or jointly
made Tangible Research Property. TRP Creators must make a significant intellectual contribution
to TRP. Merely the provision of specimens or samples to a repository or library does not qualify a
person as a TRP Creator.
“Traditional Works of Scholarship” means the following when created by faculty, research
scientists, post-doctoral appointees, and/or fellows: traditional textbooks in print or digital format,
journal articles, research bulletins, monographs and other scholarly publications, non-commissioned
creative works of art, including music, lyrics, photographs, poetry, choreography, works of fiction,
plays, architectural works, sculpture, pictorial and graphic works, motion pictures, and sound
recordings, which in each case are created: (1) as part of the regular scholarly activities of a Creator
covered by this Statement of Policy on Intellectual Property; and (2) upon the initiative of the
Creator (as opposed to a research sponsor or NYU).
“Under the auspices of NYU” means by the authority of, in the name of, or with support
from or through NYU.
“University Community” means all NYU faculty, including visiting faculty; researchers,
including research staff and persons participating in research at NYU, for NYU or “under the
auspices of NYU”; employees; professional staff, volunteers, fellows, trainees and post-doctoral
appointees; students; and any other persons involved in the creation of Inventions, Copyrightable
Works and/or Tangible Research Property at, for or under the auspices of NYU, including
consultants, vendors and contractors, and applies to all research projects on which those individuals
work, regardless of whether the project is funded and if so, by what entity, but expressly excluding
employees of NYU Langone Health System and the NYU School of Medicine.
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C-FSC Term List: 2018-2019

School
College of Dentistry

#
1
2
3

Faculty Senator
Michael Ferguson
Leila Jahangiri
OPEN

#
1
2
3

Alternate Senator
Martine Mandracchia
Huzefa Talib
OPEN

Term
ends
2019
2019
2021

College of Global Public
Health

1

Beverly Watkins

1
2

Joyce Moon Howard
Emily Goldmann

2019
2019

Division of Libraries

1

Vicky Steeves

1
2

OPEN
OPEN

2019
2019

Faculty of Arts and
Science

1
2
3

1
2
3
4

Robert Fitterman
Geoff Shullenberger
Zhihua An
OPEN

2019
2020
2020

4

Heidi White
Noelle Molé Liston
Vincent Renzi
OPEN

2021

5

OPEN

5

OPEN

2021

Gallatin School of
Individualized Study

1

Mitchell Joachim

1
2

Rosanne Kennedy
OPEN

2019
2019

NYU Abu Dhabi

1

OPEN

1
2

OPEN
Wendy Bednarz

2021
2019

NYU Shanghai

1

Joshua Martin Paiz

1
2

Antonius Oktaviano Wiriadjaja
Lu Zhang

2019
2019

Rory Meyers College of
Nursing

1

Larry Slater

1
2

Fidelindo Lim
Sally Cohen

2020
2020

School of Law

1

Andrew Williams

1
2

OPEN
OPEN

2020
2020

School of Medicine

1
2
3
4
5
6

Spiros Frangos
Jung T. Kim
Martha Caprio
Joseph Carter
OPEN
OPEN

1
2
3
4
5
6

OPEN
OPEN
Patrick Ying
Erich Anderer
OPEN
OPEN

2019
2019
2020
2020
2021
2021

School of Professional
Studies

1

Antonios Saravanos

1
2

Edward Kleinert
OPEN

2020
2020

Silver School of Social
Work

1

Alison Aldrich

1
2

Linda Lausell Bryant
Kirk James

2020
2020

Steinhardt School

1

Sam Howard-Spink

1
2

Jamie Skye Bianco
Michael Funk

2019
2019

OPEN

1
2

OPEN
OPEN

2021
2021

Stern School of Business 1
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C-FSC Term List: 2018-2019
Term
ends
2021
2021

School
Tandon School of
Engineering

#
1

Faculty Senator
OPEN

#
1
2

Alternate Senator
OPEN
OPEN

Tisch School of the Arts

1
2

Scott Illingworth
Lauren Davis

1
2

Janet Grillo
Pamela Pietro

2020

Wagner Graduate School 1
of Public Service

John Gershman

1
2

Gordon Campbell
Scott Taitel

2019
2020

TOTALS

29

42

2019
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C-FSC
Educational Policies and Faculty/Student Relations Committee

Date: March 31, 2018
Members: Scott Illingworth, Ethan Youngerman, Fidelindo Lim, Jonathan Ritter, Joseph
Borowiec, Noelle Mole Liston, Spiros Frangos

REPORT
The committee held a joint meeting with the parallel T-FSC committee on March 22, 2018. In
attendance from the C-FSC were Scott Illingworth, Ethan Youngerman, and Noelle Mole Liston.
Our discussion focused on questions about the planning for and implementation of spring
admissions. We seek feedback from the C-FSC on the included document which is the result of
that meeting.
MJ Knoll-Finn expressed a desire and willingness to meet with the committees to answer any
questions we might have. After review by both councils, we intend to share the document with
her in advance of a conversation around these issues.

Respectfully submitted,
Scott Illingworth
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T-FSC/C-FSC
Education Policy and Faculty/Student Relations Committees
Questions on Spring Admits
The parallel committees of the T-FSC and C-FSC met on March 22, 2018 to discuss shared
areas of interest. We focused on the introduction of Spring Admits to NYU schools and
programs, and developed the following set of questions in relation to this development and the
values of joint/shared governance.
Planning Process and Governance Concerns:
● What process was used to reach the decision to begin a Spring Admits program?
● What faculty (Deans, Chairs, Tenure, Contract) were included in that process?
● How will shared governance be engaged moving forward in decisions to expand/alter the
Spring Admit program?
Program Size:
● How many Spring Admits are expected to enroll for 2019, broken down by school?
Spring Course Scheduling:
● With respect to the spring semester, in what courses within schools will Spring Admits be
required to take that typically are not offered in the spring semester?
● Aside from courses that may require fall semester prerequisites, will Spring Admits be
“mainstreamed” into regularly-scheduled spring semester courses, or are special classes
planned for them as a cohort of brand-new freshmen to ensure they’re getting the
attention they need in learning environments shared with students who have been in
college for the fall semester?
● How have faculty who are currently responsible for teaching those courses been
included in planning for these new enrollments?
Summer Course Scheduling:
● With respect to the summer, what plans have been made to meet the anticipated
increase in summer course demand for the Spring Admits?
● In what courses within schools will Spring Admits be required to take that typically are
not offered in the Summer semester?
● To what extent is the University planning to create new courses and/or increase
enrollments in existing courses?
● How has the University included relevant faculty in such planning?
● Does the University expect Spring Admits to catch up to the prior year’s Fall Admits after
completing their summer coursework?
Fall Course Scheduling:
● In addition to a potential increase in summer course offerings, does the University
anticipate a potential increase in course offerings for the following Fall semester as well?
Faculty Responsibilities for Teaching, Administration, and Service:
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●

Has the University set forth a policy or set of principles with respect to balancing the
number of adjunct versus full-time faculty who will be responsible for teaching these
potentially additional course offerings/sections?
● Has the University set forth a policy or set of principles with respect to an anticipated
necessary extension for faculty planning and oversight during the summer?
Budget and Affordability:
● How does the University expect the Spring Admits program to impact the University’s
budget and affordability due to the potential need to hire additional adjuncts and/or
full-time faculty who will have increased responsibilities for teaching, advising, and
mentoring, particularly during the summer?
● To what extent does the University believe that AP credits or college credits earned by
Spring Admits during the Fall semester prior to NYU Spring matriculation may ameliorate
some of these issues?
Meeting Course Requirements:
● What is the planning to ensure that required core academic courses and prerequisites in
pursuing a major are available to Spring Admits each semester as needed?
● To what extent have discussions focused on the differential needs of Spring Admits who
are pursuing sequential majors (e.g., in the STEM areas) versus non-sequential majors?
Support Services:
What support services have been planned to help Spring Admits acculturate as new NYU
students or even as new college students? (Unlike transfer students, Spring Admits may not be
bringing prior full-time collegiate experience with them.)
● What is the planning to support Spring Admits academically to ensure that they do not
face retention issues the way transfer students often do?
● How is the University planning to incorporate Spring Admits into University residential life
so as support their community-building without increasing their isolation?
● Will Spring Admits have an opportunity to join the Explorations Program from the outset
of their NYU careers?
Fall Semester Prior to NYU Spring Matriculation:
● What is the University’s expectation, if any, of how these students will spend the Fall
semester prior to their Spring matriculation at NYU?
● Will Spring Admits be permitted to enroll in classes at NYU on a part-time basis in the
Fall semester prior to their NYU spring matriculation?
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Committee Charge: studies faculty salaries, working conditions, negotiation processes; examines long-range
issues; addresses other relevant financial matters
Members: Dr. Joseph Carter, Dr. Leila Jahangiri, Tommy Lee, Jamie Skye Bianco, Larry Slater*,Susan Stehlik, Chair
*Larry is on the CFSC committee, not the SFA Committee
Report from the Financial Affairs Committee – March 20, 2018
March 20th meeting of the Senate Financial Affairs Committee previewed all Annual Merit Recommendations from
the Tenure Faculty, Student Senators, Administrative Senators and our CFSC Committee.
Tommy Lee and Susan Stehlik were present at the meeting; Leila Jahangiri participated by phone.
Attached is our presentation to the Committee which was approved in an on-line poll of 16 senators voting to
approve the document and 1 Senator electing to abstain.
Important to note was the similarity of concern for equity, compression and inversion issues expressed by the
Tenure faculty, Administrators and our members. We emphasized that our desire was not to have the University
manage the process from a central, one – size – fits – all position; our concern was for decision-making at the Dean’s
level where budgets were not addressing our issues. Budgets were frequently administered in a way that did not
clearly identify merit and, worse by giving across the board increases never addressed inequity, compression or
inversion.
Recommendations from all groups can be read at this wiki:
https://wikis.nyu.edu/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=86055847
Attached is the CFSC full report including the cover memo.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------MJ Knoll also presented (slides attached) an update on student enrollment for Spring 2018 and outlook for Fal 2018.
Enrollment is strong and reaction to the Spring start has been positive. Retention and graduation rates continue to
show NYU trailing competitive schools. A survey is in progress to understand why students are leaving, particularly
after the first your.
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New York University
Leonard Stern School of Business
Henry Kaufman Management Center
44 West 4th Street; Suite 3-100
New York, New York 10012 USA

Susan J. Stehlik, Clinical Associate Professor
Director Management Communication
March 15, 2018
Financial Affairs Committee Members:

Attached you will find the C-FSC comments and recommendations for the 2019-2020 budget years.
Our package includes:
•
•
•
•

Report from the C-FSC Finance Committee
2017 AAUP Salary Report
2016 FAS Equity Report
Memo of Support for SSC request for additional health services, specifically for mental health

Overall our Committee has specific concerns that we feel have been presented over the last 3 years
that have not been adequately addressed:
•

•
•

Definition of Merit as it relates to specific job responsibilities of Full Time Continuing
Contract Faculty
Merit Increases at the School level without a comprehensive review of current salary levels,
potential compression and equity issues based on gender and under-represented minority
groups
Rationale for an Annual Merit Increase without sufficient and appropriate actual data to
examine and analyze

Our recommendations include for the third time:
•

•

Engagement of a third party consultant to review all the salary and benefits data in all the
Schools with a project outcome that includes recommendations for salary structures and
policies that insure faculty are compensated competitively with the local market.
An AMI that is large enough to adjust for compression and equity issues. We can propose
10% as a target budget since for the last two years our AMI has been less than 3% and our
competitive schools have seen annual average salaries adjusted between 3 -6% annually for
the last two years in the NYC area according to the AAUP 2016 & 2017 surveys.
o

•

Note: it is difficult to guess what that percentage figure should be without complete information
at the School level. Currently we have only a voluntary survey that was done in 2016 and
voluntary public data from the AAUP, NYC Public School System and Glassdoor, all of which
singularly and collectively are insufficient

Professional Development Funds increased to adequately allow for faculty to stay current in
their respective fields.

Our additional memo of support for the student requests on health services is premised on the fact
that student health affects all of our health, our community and our ability to learn.

TO:

NYU Financial Affairs Committee
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From: NYU Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty Senators Council
Prepared by: C-FSC Committee Members
Susan Stehlik, Chair, Stern
Jamie Skye Bianco, Steinhardt
Joseph Carter, School of Medicine
Leila Jahangiri, School of Dentistry
Tommy Lee, Tandon School of Engineering
Attached 2016 FAS Equity Analysis Report; Endorsement Statement for Student Request for increased Mental
Health Services

Date: March 12, 2018
Re:

Report and Recommendation on Faculty Annual Merit Increase Budget for 2018-19

As requested by the Committee, our Council submits the following comments and recommendation for preparing
a longer term comprehensive review and plan affecting budgets through at least 2020.
Summary of Request and Concerns
At the heart of our request is a formal review conducted by a third-party firm specializing in compensation and
benefits specifically within the academic community. This request is based on several concerns that appear to be
escalating without specific policies to monitor their implementation as it relates to an Annual Merit Review.
•
•
•
•

Compression problems continue without a salary structure or banding system to categorize contributions in
relation to titles/job responsibilities
Equity issues (see 2016 FAS report 1) continue to go uncorrected for gender and under-represented minority
faculty
Annual Merit Reviews administered at the local school level within guidelines that offer little or no
comprehensive structure to address and monitor merit in a just and fair manner, other than reliance on the
Deans discretion.
Professional Development Funds that adequately support our faculty’s ability to stay current in their
respective fields.

Numerous Steps forward – Compensation and Merit remains stuck
While the implementation of the $60,000 minimum salary policy was a welcomed policy, the larger issues that
prompted this responsive policy declaration remained unanswered. More disconcerting is the narrowing of the
gap in salaries, compression, between experienced faculty and new hires. It’s becoming increasingly important
to review what we have proposed in the last 2 years and why this year is an even more important one to address
the larger issues.
2016: the CFSC Survey and FAS Analysis (at no cost to the University)
In 2016, the C-FSC conducted a survey 2 within NYU that identified a number of concerns with our
continuing contract faculty; the survey had a credible rate of almost 40% in each of the Schools.

1

2016 FAS Report attached to this memo

2 Exhibit B: collected 851 responses or about 32% of all continuing faculty, including Shanghai and Abu Dhabi, and close to 40% or more

from most of the schools.

C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document C, Page 7

FAS also conducts an analysis every 2 years looking at equity issues.
2017: updated survey data (at no cost to the University)

The C-FSC submitted additional survey data from the US and Metropolitan NYC area that supports our
initial findings and suggests we take a serious look at how our compensation policies and practices align
with NYU’s goals and support for quality in delivering education. (please see attached table in Exhibits E
and F )
From our request in 2017: Our rationale remains the same
Rationale and Context: Historically, the Annual Merit Increase (AMI) has been a budget item tied to
inflation and various other factors never fully communicated. This process continues to present a twofold
gap:
•
•

Its focus is solely on base compensation, rather than considering compensation as a
comprehensive package of salary, core benefits and fringe benefits.
The definition of “merit” and the process for rewarding “merit” are not clearly defined at the
University level

The result of this gap is a continuation of problems with compression, inequity and competitive
positioning that do not get adequately addressed in an increasingly competitive market where school
ranking matters. If, as we have heard frequently, our University is committed to attracting and retaining
the best quality faculty, especially those that are primarily in the classroom and the laboratories face to
face with our students, we need a more comprehensive and effective review and response process in
place.
Where are we today?
Benefits received a serious review that resulted in a clear understanding of the cost sharing between faculty and
the University with a strong communication strategy that allowed every employee to see precisely the
breakdowns of contributions by employee and NYU on each pay statement. Benefits continue to receive
attention through the Work Life Balance office, which is reporting encouraging work on affordability issues.
While progress on benefits is duly noted, viewing them in isolation without a comprehensive view linked to
compensation, is inadequate if our goal is to be competitive and retain the best faculty in every school.
Classic academic models emphasize the independence of Schools and the Deans autonomy; new models drive
learning in collaboration across Schools and disciplines by sharing research and integrating curricula. This newest
model demands a fresh and thoughtful review that will generate a long-term plan on how to compensate
CPI
We agree that a CPI can be an important factor, but when the base level of compensation is primarily keyed to
CPI, it is woefully inadequate to achieve the main mission of the organization.
Surveys
There are numerous surveys that can be obtained through open sources like the American Association of
University Professors, Glassdoor and others. But none of these sources can be validated; they are voluntary
reporting conduits for academic professionals. We can list them in our report,but are conclusions would be little
more than conjecture.
Consultants
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There are consulting firms that specialize in analyzing and validating compensation data in context and within a
comprehensive view with benefits. Mercer is just one company. Without a professional review we are grasping
at quick fixes to critical situations. A complete review would include recommendations for:

1. A salary structure with minimums and maximums for each School
2. A titling structure that includes descriptions of base responsibilities that are comparable
throughout the University, yet offer School distinction
3. A review and budget recommendation by School to address and relieve compression issues and
gender/underrepresented minority equity issues within the next two years;
4. Professional Development budgets by School that are competitive in the academic market that
allow for our academic community to stay current in their field
5. Policies that are considered best practices for each School to administer the subsequent salary
budgets under a pre-defined procedure and description of merit based pay
Subsequent to the consultants’ report and recommendation we would anticipate a full discussion within
the Schools that included Deans and Faculty. When a set of guidelines was finalized we would anticipate
the full version would be made available to all faculty and include key research findings behind the
recommendations.
We would hope that this review would target an end date of 2018 with a proposed implementation for
2019-20 academic year.
Priorities: Commitments issued for Benefits, Work Life Balance, Diversity/Inclusion, Affordability and
Administrative Streamlining – No major movement on the Compensation front
We applaud the recent initiatives to address important issues in the quality of life and culture of our global
community and the focus on affordability. Clearly, each and every one is a priority. Why is rewarding faculty not
a priority?
Our policies and procedures are in need of an update, especially as technology enters the picture. The Dental
School and the School of Medicine have been compelled to address these issues through a long-term vision of
research, grants and delivering services on a competitive scale that is the envy of many institutions. Their actions
came from a plan and a bold challenge.
All our Schools need to meet a competitive challenge and are doing so in the classroom and the research labs. As
long as we remain unified as a University structure, the University must take the lead in soliciting comprehensive
information that will lead to a progressive and responsive compensation and benefits program rewarding merit.
This is not a discussion about dollars and cents – this is a much broader discussion about equitable pay for
performance.
We respectfully ask that you review the data provided last year and engage a third-party consultant to review
our compensation and benefits policies, practices and salaries.
In this next section we quote from our previous year’s request.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Selected Sections from the 2017 AMI budget request
(Note: FAS data has been updated with the recent 2016 report in Exhibit C; the entire survey is attached.)
Our objective is to have a comprehensive compensation and benefits study that would support a more
substantive review of the following concerns:
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1. Competitive base salary within the current market: most of this data is a mystery in many schools
a. Ranges of compensation within rank by school
b. Minimum salary within minimum teaching loads
c. Compression issues particularly with graduate students and new hires
d. Equity issues that persist by gender

2. Related policy issues that affect quality of teaching/performance and compensation:
a. Criteria for AMI related to merit, i.e. increases are frequently given without explanation or
review
b. Access to teaching overloads, i.e. in some schools faculty are discouraged.
c. Support for cross school teaching, i.e., frequently faculty are discouraged because the credit
payment system is described as “complicated”
d. Professional Development Funds, i.e., these funds are expected to be provided in each school,
but the disparity between schools is wide
e. Access to external projects or teaching, i.e., mixed communication from school to school about
who can teach where and when outside of the NYU system
3. Competitive Benefits that affect work/life balance and ability to participate in the NYU community: what
are the benefits that have become standard in our marketplace? Are any of the following a possibility at
NYU to make us more competitive?
a. Transportation subsidies for faculty that live off campus, commute long distances and regularly
participate in community activities at NYU
b. Housing assistance in finding, negotiating and working with the City Admin. to find more
affordable housing, especially for families.
c. Health benefits as a percentage of salary – are they competitive?
d. Retiree benefits – what do other schools offer?
e. Child care – are we competitive with other universities?
f. Tuition Remission – Is it competitive and administered equitably?
Overall more communication about opportunities, benefits and policies would be welcomed. As
NYU adopted third party vendors to service our benefits, we gained efficiency and lost touch. Many
faculty discover benefits on an as need basis; more pro-active communication and open comparison
of the competitive factor would support attracting and retaining our faculty. How can we better
utilize the local HR teams? What are other universities doing?
With hard data in hand we hope to engage in a dialogue that would lead to a plan for keeping our faculty
compensated according to market. In that same conversation we would intend to address potential
operational efficiencies to offset any increased costs. Here are a few examples:
•

Developing monetary incentives for C-Faculty derived from more revenue-producing experiential
learning opportunities;
o Incubator labs and Entrepreneurial Competitions award students in their new ventures;
frequently our faculty coach, lead and support the student successes. Innovative policies could
offer equity participation in these ventures for the faculty that engage in them. Our university
could take advantage of equity participation in these ventures as well. Currently many support
programs are one-way awards without sufficient follow-up.
o Alumni engagement can encourage faculty to participate and be rewarded for their efforts;
students appreciate the personal contact with former faculty. Incentives could be developed for
our faculty.
o Experiential learning is becoming the new creative edge for universities to compete; encouraging
our faculty with incentives to develop such projects would have a two fold effect on financial
reward and creative acknowledgement.
o Grant Writing

o
•

New Programs
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Offset increases with savings: In the spirit of the charge to our committee, we support discovery of
potential reductions in other expenses by collaborating with the Administrative Council. Inherent to this
process is having more detailed information on expenses and processes. Here are some of our concerns:
o Processes for acquiring simple supplies can be extraordinarily cumbersome and administratively
costly; engage faculty to find savings and offer incentives for those savings.
o Coordinate a productivity study in each of the schools to examine cost saving opportunities

To support our assessment/recommendation we offer the following data:
Exhibit B: 2016 CCFS survey
Exhibit C: 2014 FAS survey and 2016 FAS survey
Exhibit D: AAUP 2016 annual faculty survey
Exhibit E: Current CUNY and SUNY surveys
Exhibit F: Current NYC Public School teacher salary survey
*Exhibit G: Compression pressure points between postgraduate students and new hires
*Exhibit H: Policies at Medical/Dental Schools exhibiting creative and transparent opportunities for
incentives

Preface from the 2017 Recommendation:

C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document C, Page 11

2 years ago, we stated an overriding principle to guide our process of reviewing budget matters. We would like
to reiterate its relevance:
As continuing contract faculty under various contract terms and status, we feel that any Annual Merit
Increase factors referenced in determining the increase, such as productivity measurements or
administrative responsibilities, should be directly correlated with sound and competitive pedagogical
guidelines that sustain and expand the reputation of this global University in all of its Schools.
In the spirit of transparency we request that these AMI and Professional Development Fund allocations be
communicated to all of the faculty as well as the rationale for their per capita distribution.
Recommendations:
1. Annual Merit Increase: 5% base budget with an additional allocation for Professional Development
and a separate budget to address specific issues related to compression, inequity and a reasonable
minimum wage.
Exhibit B; CCFS Survey Summary (attached): Two years ago we recommended a formula for AMI directly
related to inflation and cost of living, along with a review for compression issues. Last year we faced the
same concerns. For the benefit of our new President and Provost, we wish to reiterate our concerns,
based on the survey, and also that the definition of a “merit” based salary increase seems unclear and illdefined across the university. Additionally, faculty are not satisfied with their current base compensation.
48% expressed dissatisfaction and only 31% expressed satisfaction, with the remainder being neutral.
52% of faculty believe there is or may be a compression problem. A majority 53% felt the AMI did not
adequately compensate them on an annual basis.
The majority responded that the following factors should be considered in the annual merit review
process:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

83% Collaborative work
82% Service to the University
80% Administrative responsibilities
80% Creative additions to course content and delivery
68% Research activity
66% Outside activities that promote the School/university
57% Student evaluations
57% Student engagement
50% Peer evaluations

Competitive Salaries: This year we reviewed 5 salary surveys (Exhibits C, D, E, F) within our own FAS, the
CUNY/SUNY system, AAUP and NYC public school teachers. Each of these surveys has a warning bell that
we are edging on noncompetitive salaries. When we add the number of faculty earning below a
reasonable minimum salary of $60,000 3 for full time faculty, the bell gets louder. We would need much
more data to do a complete analysis of competitive salaries within the University, as well as outside of
the University to offer a definitive conclusion. Based on these points, we are requesting a
comprehensive review of compensation and benefits by a recognized third party consulting firm in
collaboration with our own Administration and Councils.
A few examples may serve to illustrate our point:
3 The actual number of continuing faculty earning below $60,000 on a comparative basis is not available as of this writing.
Estimates are over 100 but comparative data on teaching load and salary schedule of 10 or 12 months has not been determined.
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Exhibit C: FAS Equity Study from 2014: 4 With respect to compensation of Continuing

Faculty (“CF”), at all ranks, even when controlled by department, and length of
service, women are undercompensated (Tables 12 and 13); however, for new hires,
there was no salary differential (Tables 14 and 15). This is not the only concern.
Starting and continuing salaries for CF are low in comparison to School Public/
Private Starting Salaries.
o CUNY Public Lecturer $43,018 in the 2010 contract + negotiated increase
o Rutgers Public Instructor $44,963 2014
o Brown Private Lecturer $70,500
o 2014/15 median salary data Columbia Private Lecturer $53,000
Email from chair, Latin American & Iberian Cultures NYC Public Secondary MS
degree, and no experience $54,459.

FAS Master Teachers (LS) and Language Lecturers are paid less than other NYU FAS
CF, even considering the recent establishment of a $50,000 floor.
Low salaries may contribute to the high turnover and also to a diminished
competitiveness with other employers. This is a serious concern, and among our
action items.

4 http://as.nyu.edu/docs/IO/13742/2014EquityStudy.pdf )

Exhibit C: updated FAS equity Study from 2016

•
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Exhibit D: AAUP 2016 and 2017 Salary data from March-April 2016 looking at salary alone in
Private-Independent schools from a low of $50,917 for an Instructor with a Bachelor’s degree to
$158, 080 for a Professor with a Doctorate. The average for an Assistant Professor with a
Master’s degree in the same category was $66,551. Salary increases for this same category of
Assistant Professor last year were 4.2%. Additionally, the differentials between men and women
in the same category showed women earning 2% less than men. If we expand our data to look at
regions, the average salary for an assistant professor in the Middle Atlantic region with a
Master’s degree is $69,712. If we look at competitive rank and consider the average salary for
the same category in schools ranked in the 80th percentile or above, the range of salary is
between $74,000 and $82,000. Clearly faculty making less than $60,000 per year is cause for
concern. Consider the following table which compares Assistant Professors with doctorate
degrees 5: Note: two tables include comparative data from 2016 and 2017 with similar

issues

5 https://www.insidehighered.com/aaup-compensation-survey/state/new-york-1493?institution-name=New+York+U&professor-

category=1601

2016 AAUP Salary Data
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Reviewing this data shows that any of our Assistant Professors at or below $60,000 per annum is
a cause for concern. Most importantly is the Average change from last year which is shown to be
from 2.8% to 5.9%. These kinds of variable increases may infer a more volatile labor market

2017 AAUP Salary Data
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In 2017 we see continued changes in salary of our top competitor schools in NY reporting 3.7% and 4.6%. But,
again what does this mean? Without solid comparative data, we are operating in a vacuum.

Avg.
Salary

Avg.
Change

Count

Avg.
Total
Compens
ation

PhD

Assistant
Professors

Continuing
Assistant
Professors

Assistant
Professo
rs

Assistant
Professors

X

$122,800

4.60%

192 $148,200

97.3

X

$112,500

3.70%

322 $147,600

93.8

X

$98,700

2.90%

133 $134,300

98.2

X

$98,400

2.60%

61 $128,600

91.9

X

$96,900

1.30%

62 $115,300

102.2

X

$82,500

3.60%

191 $107,000

93.7

X

$81,900

4.60%

165 $108,500

102.5

X

$81,000

2.40%

129 $104,300

101

$100,200

0.90%

116 $136,500

94.3

69 $113,900

92.5

CategoryState
BA/
BS
Columbia University in the City of New
York Doctoral NEW YORK
Cornell University Doctoral NEW YORK
Fordham University Doctoral NEW
YORK
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
Doctoral NEW YORK
Yeshiva University Doctoral NEW
YORK
Rochester Institute of Technology
Doctoral NEW YORK
The New School Doctoral NEW YORK
Pace University-New York Doctoral
NEW YORK
CUNY Bernard M Baruch College
Master NEW YORK
New York Institute of Technology
Master NEW YORK
Pratt Institute-Main Master NEW
YORK
College of Staten Island CUNY Master
NEW YORK
CUNY Borough of Manhattan
Community College Master NEW
YORK
Barnard College Baccalaureate NEW
X
YORK
Vassar College Baccalaureate NEW
X
YORK

MA/
MS

X

Salary
Equity
Assistant
Professors

X

$89,000 N/A

X

$79,500

3.00%

27 $107,400

100.8

X

$74,100

2.00%

108 $109,400

99.3

X

$70,100

3.90%

225 $104,500

104.1

$87,400

6.10%

37 $117,900

102.2

$84,300

4.60%

34 $111,000

104.5

•
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Exhibit E: 2010-17 CUNY Collective Bargaining Agreement 6 shows an Assistant Professor in April
2017 earns between $47,340 and $90,149 depending on level and year of service. SUNY
Professional salaries can be comparable. 7

• Exhibit
F:
Current
NYC Public
School
teacher
salary
schedule 8:
effective
May 1,
2016, a
teacher
with 5
years of
experience and a Master’s degree earns between $60,959 and $67,369, depending on extra
credits of education and/or trade license.

• NYU posted job
openings for
administrators
comparable to
many CCF salaries:
Many
Administrative
positions showed a
range between the
mid $30s to
$75,000.9
Recommendation:
Based on these
findings we are
requesting a 5%
annual increase
budget with an
additional specific allocation for professional development and a special budget to address compression,
6 http://www.psc-cuny.org/sites/default/files/Full-TimeFaculty.pdf
7

https://www.suny.edu/media/suny/content-assets/documents/hr/UUP_2011-2017_ProfessionalSalarySchedule.pdf

8 http://schools.nyc.gov/nr/rdonlyres/eddb658c-be7f-4314-85c0-03f5a00b8a0b/0/salary.pdf
9

http://www.payscale.com/research/US/Employer=New_York_University_(NYU)/Salary/by_Job
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equity and a targeted minimum wage of $60,000. Noting the most important issue as being competitive,
we strongly recommend a comprehensive review of our compensation and benefits policies and
distributions of same. We are concerned that we are facing a repeat of the issues brought up 2 years
ago.
Given the wide range and distribution of professional development funds available in all the schools,
switching to a percentage basis would provide equity in the administration of these funds, and lend a
clearer definition to the policy for the use of these funds. The professional development fund could be
further defined by allocating a portion for well-defined merit factors or achievements tied to job
descriptions and contract terms; we recommend adding a remaining portion for equal distribution at a
minimum level to support excellence in performing at the highest standard expected by the Schools.
These professional funds would also save the University the required benefit costs associated with a
similar salary increase.
There are many creative avenues to achieving a competitive compensation program, even in the current
budget crunch and pressure we face as a tuition-driven University. It is for that reason that we as a
Council would like to participate in the process of uncovering more creative incentives for our Continuing
Contract Faculty so that we can achieve a base level of income that is reasonable and competitive within
our academic community.
2. Request for Professional Development: specific budget, policy, procedure and transparency**
Two years ago we recommended a specific budget for professional development. Last year, the survey
results suggested we needed a clearer commitment to professional development.
•
•
•
•

While 45% of the CCS indicated they had a professional development budget, 7 % said they didn’t
have one and 45% indicated they “didn’t know if they had a budget” for professional
development.
Over 60% of the faculty did not know if there was a budget to reimburse them for any necessary
updating of professional credentials.
42% indicated sufficient resources to do their best in the classroom; 26% indicated they were
not.
58% felt they were given full support to be intellectually challenged in their work.

Last year we described the situation as follows:
If our faculty feel they work in an intellectually challenging and supportive environment, how can
we best support their professional development in a way that is meaningful, tangible and public?
If we are in a competitive environment as a global university, how can we best support our
faculty to continually update their thinking and teaching strategies?
We strongly reiterate last year’s request to specifically allocate a budget for professional
development in all schools and to fully explain the budget, how funds may be used, who is
eligible and for how much. This should be a fully transparent policy and procedure for all
faculty.
The CC faculty is clearly engaged, but need to be more comprehensively informed. By specifically
allocating a professional development fund for each NYU school, we can dispel the perception
that some faculty are valued over others.
These same issues persist and we wish to put them on the table again.

2017 Glassdoor Search
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TO:

NYU Financial Affairs Committee

From: NYU Full Time Continuing Contract Faculty Senators Council
Prepared by: CFSC Committee Members
Susan Stehlik, Chair, Stern
Jamie Skye Bianco, Steinhardt
Joseph Carter, School of Medicine
Leila Jahangiri, School of Dentistry
Tommy Lee, Tandon School of Engineering

Date: March 12, 2018
Re:
An Addendum to the CFSC Report and Recommendation on Faculty Annual Merit Increase
Budget for 2018-19
Support for the students recommendation to provide additional medical services particularly with regards
to mental health and addictions.
The students have presented a most urgent need in our community: one that affects all of us. We wish to
formally acknowledge and fully support and their request for increased health services and further
recommend we consider partnering with other facilities equipped to deliver these services effectively.
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New York University
Faculty of Arts and Science Equity Committee
Report on 2016 Data Cycle
Detailed Comments, Interpretation, and Recommendations
Members:
WFC/P&P: Carol Shoshkes Reiss (chair), Susan Antón, Shara Bailey,
Kanchan Chandra, Madeline Heilman
Continuing: Andre Adler, Katie Schneider Paolantonio
Faculty of Color: André Fenton (co-chair)
Ex-Officio: David Vintinner (Senior Director, Office of Institutional Research), Troy
Mathews (Special Projects Analyst, Dean’s Office)
This is the seventh study undertaken since 20001, examining data on both Tenure Track
(TTF) and Continuing (CF) Faculty with full-time appointments in the Faculty of Arts and
Science. These studies build on data collected, to examine trends and to recommend
action items for the FAS Dean to implement. Most of the suggestions that were made in
the six previous reports have resulted in remediation. Comments on the progress of
implementing the 2014 recommendations are included, below.

Demographics: In the last 16 years, the number of undergraduate students seeking
College of Arts and Science (CAS) or Liberal Studies (LS) degrees and Graduate
School of Arts and Science (GSAS) students rose 60.3% (Table 1). The TTF grew by
41.5% (Figure 1 and Table 4). The CF grew more than 10-fold (Table 7). As of the start
of the 2016-17 academic year, FAS has a total of 1199 full-time faculty members.
2000
2016 % growth
Students [CAS,LS,GSAS] 9,356 14,998
60.3%
Faculty TT
513
726
41.5%
Faculty Continuing
37
394
1065%

We note that a concerted effort has been made to recruit and retain women faculty. In
2016, 227 (31.2%) of the TTF are women, compared to 123 (24.0%) in 2000 (Figure 2
and Table 4). This recruitment effort has been largely successful, especially in the
Humanities where 43.6% of the TTF are women. In the Social Sciences, 32.1% are
women, but in the Sciences women represent just 16.2% (Table 5). Women TTF are
under-represented in the Sciences.
Table 4 presents the numbers of TTF at four ranks and includes gender and minority
status. Among the Full and Named Professors2, women have increased from 56

1
2

Previous studies can be found here.
A list of the Named (Endowed) Chairs at NYU can be found here.
1
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(17.6%) in 2000 to 105 (25.4%) in 2016 (Table 4). However, women are underrepresented at the Full and Named Professor (NP) TTF ranks.
The CF are 51% female (Table 7). Humanities, which include the Language Lecturers
and Expository Writing faculty currently have 56% female CF (Tables 7 and 8). The
smallest fraction of female CF is found in the Social Sciences (5%), while the Sciences
have 37% female CF. Women are under-represented at the CAP and CP ranks and are
over-represented at the LL rank (Table 9).
Only 64 TTF self-report as Under-Represented Minority (URM, Black, Native American
or Hispanic US citizens or permanent residents, Table 4); these 64 individuals make up
only 8.815% of the total FAS TTF [or 10.27% of the TTF who are US citizens or
permanent residents]. With only 5.83% URM, the Sciences are the least diverse of the
Divisions (Table 5); the Humanities are the most diverse with 12% URM. Data are also
included about Minority faculty; this group includes both the URM and self-reported
Asian/Pacific Islander. URM are under-represented at the Full and Named Professor
ranks.
In 2000, only 2 URM (6%) were among the 37 CF (Tables 7 and 8); in 2016, merely 7%
URM are in CF. LS (12%) is the most diverse CF unit with respect to URM faculty. The
Sciences (2%) are the least diverse Division with respect to URM CF (Table 8). URM
CF are under-represented at the CaP rank.
We note that there are both University-wide and FAS Diversity Initiatives to recruit and
retain URM faculty as well as women in some fields. It will be important to monitor and
evaluate the effectiveness of these Initiatives by assessing whether they have
specifically increased the numbers of minority and URM faculty as well as their
representation at the different academic ranks.
Hiring: In searches3 from 2004-2016, 419 TTF were hired, including 144 women (34%).
From 2010-2016 115 offers were made; 50 (43%) were extended to women (Table 3).
The acceptance rate of offers was essentially the same for both men and women (Table
3), but most successful for Humanities positions. There is no longer an association
between gender or URM status and starting rank for TTF.
Considering that there are a total of 384 CF in 2016 (Table 7), it is striking that in the 5year period 2011-16, 279 CF were hired (Table 2). This large number of CF hires
suggests a very high turnover rate and bears scrutiny, especially among the Language
Lecturers (LL), that comprise 2024 of the 279 hires (Tables 2 and 9). Of the cohort hired,
women are underrepresented at higher ranks and over-represented at the LL rank.

3

The composition of current search committees can be found here.
96 in the Humanities Division and 126 in “Other” that includes the CAS Core, Liberal
Studies and Expository Writing.
4

2
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Salaries: Overall there is a gender difference in compensation for TTF (Table 10); but
when these data are stratified by faculty rank, department, and year of hire, no
significant differences remain for TTF (Table 11). There is a trend toward significance
when gender and compensation at the Named Professor rank is examined (Table 10),
but this is smaller than previously noted. There is no difference in compensation for
URM TTF. Of concern, there is a trend toward significance in salary differences for
newly hired faculty at the aP rank (Tables 12 and 13). This is troubling, since we had
previously noted this trend in the earlier studies; with Decanal remediation, the
difference had vanished, to return in this study.
Compensation for CF remains a concern in several areas. First, there is a gender bias
with men more highly compensated at CAP, women more highly compensated at SLL
and at Master teacher ranks (Tables 14 and 15). Second there is a $20k difference
between starting salary for CaP and LL (Tables 16 and 17). It is possible that this low
salary may contribute to the high turnover in this group of CF5.

Promotion and Retention: Promotion of TTF from aP to AP showed a change from the
earlier studies in which men were more likely than their female peers to leave before the
decision. In the cohort of faculty hired between 2005-2010, 32% of the women left
before the tenure decision (Figure 4) compared to 21% of men who left prior to the
tenure decision (Fig 5) – it should be determined from exit interviews if this departure
was due to an outside offer, to concern that tenure would be denied, or other reasons
including family-related. FAS does not routinely conduct and archive exit interviews
with faculty, although these data may be available in departments. More men were
denied tenure.
Examining the progress of faculty hired as AP from 2005-2010, 53% of men (Figure 7)
and only 24% of the women (Figure 6) were promoted from AP to P; that is similar to
our observation in the 2014 study6. That is, it is twice as likely that a tenured man will be
promoted than a tenured woman.
When the advancement of faculty hired at the aP rank, promoted to AP between 20052010 were examined for promotion to P, of the women, 3 (13%) left NYU, 12 (52%)
continued as AP, and 8 (35%) were promoted to P (Figure 8). For the men, 12 (22%)
5

We note that following the 2014 Equity study, there was a salary increase introduced
for Language Lecturers, but this was relatively modest; the data in Table 16 reflect the 5
year average, so some of this increase was “diluted” by 3 years of a lower starting base
salary.
6 In the 2014 study, where data on promotion from AP to P were first examined, we
observed that 59% of the men hired between 2003 and 2008 were promoted, but only
24% of the women. The concern that there might be a bottleneck leading to delays in
promotion of women to P was raised to the Deans. It may be too early to see a positive
impact of the recommendation that Department Chairs should be notified that their
faculty members might be considered for promotion.
3
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left NYU, 16 (29%) remained as AP, and 27 (49%) were promoted (Figure 9). More men
(49% vs. 35%) were promoted from AP to P in the group hired as aP faculty members.
Appointment to Endowed or NP has been studied now for two study cycles. In the
period from 2009 to 2015, 46 faculty members with the rank of Professor (total = 399)
received a named position (Table 18). The 2016 numbers indicate an increase of 19
men and 8 women as well as 2 URM from the 2014 data (Table 4). Analysis indicates
that there was no gender bias, but URM were underrepresented in the 6-year period.
Female CF are underrepresented at the higher ranks (Table 7). The new guidelines for
hiring and promotion of CF include recommendations for consideration of advancement
after 6 years of service7. It will be valuable to determine if the new recommended
procedures lead to the promotion of CF women.
Outstanding TTF members are often recruited by external universities (and in some
cases companies). In the 15/16 AY, there was an increase (of 3 female faculty) from 13
to 16 (6 women and 10 men) faculty who had external offers and all received
counteroffers (Table 25). The URM faculty member who had the opportunity to leave
NYU was also retained. The results of negotiations were pending in 3 cases, but as of
12/1/16, two men and one woman left NYU. There is no gender or URM disparity in
counter-offers for FAS faculty with external offers.

Internal Research Support: Internal research funding was successfully received by
more women and URM than men in both the TTF (Tables 19 and 20) and CF (Tables
21 and 22).

Teaching: Women TTF teach a larger number of courses that are taken by fewer
students than the male TTF (Table 23). For the CF, men teach larger classes and more
classes on the average (Table 24). The standard deviations are especially large in
class size, and may reflect the very large introductory courses contrasted with small
graduate seminar classes or writing/language sections. When instruction was assessed
by Division, or by faculty rank, no significant results were found.
A third of the Golden Dozen teaching awards were made to CF during the 7 years
monitored (AY 09/10-15/16; Table 26). Only 6 Named Professors are included in the
list. Three URM have won the awards during the 7 years. Thirty-nine (46%) of the
recipients have been women8, which is remarkable considering that female faculty are
just a third of the total faculty. Women are overrepresented, and both Named
Professors and URM are underrepresented in the Golden Dozen teaching awards.

7
8

Guidelines can be found here.
This is counter the national trend of male-biased course evaluations.
4
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Teaching as the Instructor of Record at non-NYC portal campuses during the 15/16 AY
(Table 27) was roughly proportional to the gender of total TTF and CF, although TTF
were more likely to enjoy this opportunity than Washington Square-based CF (49 vs. 5
courses). This specific table was requested because of a concern that female faculty
might not be offered or accept International assignment for family reasons. There was
no gender bias in appointment as Instructor of Record for Portal courses.

Climate Survey 2016:
The demographics of the TTF surveyed reflect the TTF (Table 28); no CF were sent the
survey since they were not included in the 2012 survey. The questions were identical to
a subset of those of the earlier survey. There was no association by academic division
or URM status in perceptions of teaching, service, and research. There was an
influence of rank on teaching, service and tenure, with AP expressing more negative
views, possibly because more was expected of AP than aP TTF. Female faculty were
significantly more concerned about service (3.05 women vs. 3.38 men), as was seen in
2012, possibly reflecting the more demanding home responsibilities often faced by
mothers (“second shift”9). Fewer aP (3.12) and AP (3.02) faculty stated concerns about
service demands compared to P (3.40) (Table 30). In Appendix 2, the data are more
striking than the aggregate in Table 30; in questions 10 (department values faculty
efforts), 11 (committee assignments), 12 (workload) and 13 (obligations) female
response averages were 3.31, 2.86, 2.82, and 3.12, respectively while men were a
robust 3.72, 3.50, 3.46, and 3.65, respectively. Female faculty reported feeling
burdened and under-appreciated.
Many of the comments (in section V.4) by individual faculty were interesting and point to
local and FAS-wide concerns.

Impact of Recommendations from 2014 Equity Report:
1) Recruit and promote more women to Full Professor and Named Chairs
In 2016, 79 P and 26 Named are held by female faculty; in 2014 the data were
83 and 18 respectively, an increase of 4 individuals as P and NP, but substantial
increase of 8 with NP chairs.
2) Assess whether there is a bottleneck for promotion of women from Associate
Professor to Full Professor
There remains a bottleneck at the promotion of women faculty from AP to P,
whether hired as aP or as AP, although it may be too short a time period for the
remediation begun two years ago to have an impact.

9

Hochschild, Arlie and Anne Machung, The Second Shift: Working families and the
Revolution at Home, Penguin Books, 2003, revised paperback edition, 2012, ISBN
9780143120339.
5
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3) Recruit more women in the Sciences in both TTF and CF
This has not yet been successful.
4) Recruit and retain more URM in both TTF and CF lines across all divisions
This has not yet been successful.
5) Promote more women in CF lines
This has not yet been successful.
6) Substantially increase the compensation of contract faculty, especially for LL
Only modest increases in starting salary and continuing salary have been
introduced. This may be a major reason for the incredibly high turnover of CF at
this rank.
7) Develop a policy and criteria for periodic review of all CF for promotion.
Successfully accomplished.

Recommendations from the 2016 data:
1. Women are still underrepresented at the P and NP ranks. Promote and recruit
more women to P and NP positions.
2. Open the bottleneck at the promotion of women faculty from AP to P. Encourage
chairs to mentor and propose AP women for promotion.
3. We observed that one third of women faculty left before tenure. We request that
FAS departments begin to collect data on the reason(s) for the departures from
exit interviews.
4. All TTF and CF faculty should have mentoring throughout their time at NYU.
FAS is developing guidelines.
5. Recruit and retain more women to the Sciences in both TTF and CF.
6. Recruit and retain more URM faculty in both TTF and CF at all ranks.
7. Promote more women in CF lines.
8. Compensate LL at or near the level of CaP to retain these valued members of
our faculty.
9. We request that FAS departments begin to collect data on the fraction of
contracts not renewed and the reasons (academic programmatic changes,
performance, or other) and report these data for future analysis.

6
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10. We request that FAS departments begin to collect data on the reasons for
voluntary separation (exit interviews) of the CF to determine if financial reasons,
other academic professional opportunities, or family relocation contributed to
resignation. There is a cost to hiring and training CF; retention is desirable, when
possible.
11. The climate survey has shown a strong correlation of stress among female
faculty in Service areas. It is important to address the perceptions of underappreciation and burden by excessive demands.

7
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Arts and Science
Faculty Equity Study, 2016
Overview of the 2016 Faculty Equity Study
This document is the seventh in a series of studies released by this office exploring equity
issues among our full time faculty relating to both gender and minority status. The prior
studies found and followed a number of significant relationships between
gender/ethnicity groups, and various aspects of the career paths experienced by our
faculty. This update continues to monitor these issues along with areas previously found
to be equitable.
Prior findings included significant correlations of both gender and minority status with
rank, and in particular continued under-representation of women and minorities in higher
ranks. Part I of this study reviews this distribution and the impact of recent hiring
practices.
Prior studies found that, when rank, experience, and department were taken into account,
gender and minority status did not appear to be contributing factors to salary (or starting
salary) for tenured/tenure eligible faculty, but remained significantly related for
continuing contract faculty (referred to as “full time renewable contract faculty” in prior
studies). Part II of this study repeats these analyses.
Part III repeats analyses of progression into tenure of tenure eligible faculty and the
appointment of full professors to “named” (endowed) professorships to confirm no
negative systemic biases have emerged.
Various tests have been performed on other aspects of faculty experience, to determine if
they correlate with gender or minority status. Part IV of this study contains these varied
inquiries.
In October 2016, a segment of the 2012 Worklife Climate Survey was repeated for tenure
and tenure eligible faculty who had been included in the quantitative analysis of Parts I to
IV above and still held active appointments in Arts & Science. The 2016 survey focused
on 4 of the original survey’s 14 climate dimensions: Teaching and advising, Service and
committees, Research and scholarship, and Tenure and promotion. Part V presents an
analysis of these survey results.

Description of the data used in this study
To study the current state of our faculty, a cross-sectional dataset was constructed for all
full time faculty who were in payroll records with primary appointments in the Faculty of
Arts & Science, the Courant Institute, the Institute of Fine Arts, and now the Institute for
the Study of the Ancient World for any part of Fiscal Year 2015-2016. In addition to unit,
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rank, gender, ethnicity, and salary, the cross section included data elements such as A&S
internal research support, A&S teaching assignments, and A&S retention and
nominations data. A subset of these faculty identified as having tenure or tenure track
appointments that remained active in October 2016 were invited to participate in the
Worklife Climate Survey.
To study offers of appointment, a dataset from the A&S Deans’ files of all written offers
to hire faculty with start dates between 6/1/2010 and 8/31/2016 was assembled.
Information on associated short lists was collected where available for tenure and tenure
track offers with start dates from 6/1/2004 through 5/31/2014. These records exclude all
hires to the three Institutes (Mathematical Sciences, Fine Arts, and the Study of the
Ancient World).
To study hiring, we assembled a dataset of all full time faculty hires between 6/1/1999
and 5/31/2016. These data were each subdivided into two six year periods for closer
study: individuals hired between 6/1/2004 and 5/30/2010, and those hired between
6/1/2010 and 8/31/2016.
To study career progression in the tenure track from full professor to named/endowed
professor, a multiyear dataset of all full professors with tenure was collected beginning
with 2009 and ending 2015. A record was retained for each individual for each year
where they continued at the rank of full or named professor into the following year.
Records used in this study are subdivided into tenured/tenure eligible faculty and
continuing contract faculty. Tenured/tenure eligible faculty are divided by rank into
assistant professors, associate professors, full professors and named professors. Named
professors are faculty holding endowed chair positions regardless of their actual salary
funding sources during the academic year. (This category is dominated by the Julius
Silver, Roslyn S. Silver, and Enid Silver Winslow Professors.1) Full time continuing
contract faculty are divided by rank into clinical faculty (4 ranks), language lecturers (2
ranks) and master teachers (a singular title now being phased out). Faculty who were
hired at the rank of full professor but were considered not tenure eligible are included
with continuing contract faculty in studies of rank distribution, but remain excluded from
salary, hiring, and career progression studies due to high variability in the duration and
structure of these appointments. As per previous studies, noncontinuing full time
faculty appointments with titles such as post-doctoral faculty fellow, post-doctoral
lecturer, and instructor were not included. Finally, visiting and adjunct faculty continue to
be excluded.
We have aggregated individuals into overlapping categories based on reported ethnicities,
where available. As in prior studies, we retain ethnicity information for individuals for
whom ethnicity is no longer reported in current university records. Nonresident aliens
(those lacking citizenship or permanent resident status in the nation of the campus to
which they were hired) remain excluded from all ethnicity categories.
1

See http://silverdialogues.fas.nyu.edu/page/appointed for a full listing of these named professors.
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“Minority” includes citizens or permanent residents who self-identify entirely or
partially as Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, Native American, or Hispanic.
“Not Minority” includes citizens or permanent residents who reported exclusively
as Caucasian.
“Underrepresented Minority” (URM) includes citizens or permanent residents
who self-reported entirely or partially as Black, Native American, or Hispanic.
“Not Underrepresented Minority” (Not URM) includes citizens or permanent
residents who reported exclusively as Caucasian or Asian or both.

All analyses involving any of these four ethnicity categories throughout this report
exclude both nonresident aliens and unreported ethnicities entirely.
References to 2000, 2005, and 2007 data refer to the data sets and results for those fiscal
years in the Arts & Science Faculty Equity Study from 20072. References to 2010, 2012
or 2014 data refer to the data sets assembled for each of those respective years3.
Throughout this report, any reference to a year refers to the time period ending on August
31 of that year. (e.g. “2016” in the title of this study implies 9/1/2015 through 8/31/2016)

Description of the methods used in this study
Statistical analyses were performed on the full population of faculty in the various data
sets described above. The use of statistical tools on full populations like these essentially
answers the question that, if some detail of the population was stripped away and
redistributed randomly in the same proportions, what are the chances we would end up
with a bias equal to or greater than what is currently observed. We make use here of the
language significant difference to imply that the chance of a random distribution
revealing the same bias is 10% or less. We also point out when these chances further
drop below 5% and 1%.
Given the relatively small size of our population of faculty, it is worth noting that the
10% significance test is hard to fail. For example, if we had four faculty, two males as
full professors and two females as assistant professors, and we randomly redistributed the
ranks, there would be a one in six (17%) chance of having this exact distribution. Even if
the true distribution in this hypothetical were motivated by bias, it would be unprovable
under this method.
Given the large number of tests contained in this study, it is also worth noting that there
are contained here a good number of false positives, where significance is claimed but a
distribution did occur by chance. Indeed, if all ranks, salaries, and other supports were
randomly and blindly distributed among our faculty, there is a one in ten chance (10%)
each of them would show significant difference by gender, and, taken together, a 27%
chance that at least one of the them would signal bias. If ten independent tests are done,
there is a 65% chance of one false positive, a 26% chance of two, and a 7% chance of
2
3

Currently available online at http://as.nyu.edu/docs/IO/13742/FAS_IR_EquityStudy07.pdf
These three studies have been published online at http://as.nyu.edu/object/as.ir.facultyequity
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three. At times in this study where a number of tests are done simultaneously, we have
inserted footnotes cautioning the reader to remember the probability of false positives.
The methods used most frequently are
 Fisher’s Exact Tests for distributions among categories like gender and rank, or
when groups are large enough, the chi square test.
 Two-tailed t-tests for differences between population averages, like average
salaries by gender
 Log-linear regressions for distributions of financial data among individuals, like
starting salaries or research support
All analyses were conducted using SAS analytical software.
Descriptive statistics of the 2016 full time faculty cross-section
The Arts & Science tenured/tenure eligible faculty total has grown by 41.5% over the
past sixteen years, with the 2016 cohort numbering 726 individuals. The Arts & Science
continuing contract faculty has grown dramatically from 37 to 394 individuals. A portion
of the growth is from the addition of the Liberal Studies Program to the scope of the 2010
study and the recent founding of the Institute of the Study for the Ancient World, which
is included for the first time in the current report. The noncontinuing contract faculty,
who are excluded from this study, include both full time predoctoral teaching positions
(which have been phased out alongside recent financial aid reforms) and full time one to
three year term postdoctoral teaching positions, consisting of Faculty Fellows (which
currently number 39), Courant Instructors (20), and Postdoctoral Lecturers (20). Figure 1
shows growth in all faculty groups against the total over the course of these studies.
Figure 1: Total faculty growth, and by category, 2000 - 2016

4
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Over this same period, student populations have grown, as shown in Table 1. In
Academic Year 1999-2000, Arts and Science had 9,356 distinct individuals registered in
its degree programs and had 17,596 distinct individuals enrolled in its courses.4 By
Academic Year 2015-2016, these numbers grew to 14,998 registered degree candidates (a
growth of 60.3%) and 27,158 individuals in its courses (a growth of 54.3%).5
Table 1: Student population served over the course of these faculty studies

CAS
LS
GSAS
TOTAL UNIQUE

Academic Year 1999-2000
Individuals in
Individuals in
Programs
Courses
6,311
14,220
0
0
3,046
3,377
9,356
17,596

Academic Year 2015-2016
Individuals in
Individuals in
Programs
Courses
7,822 (+23.9%)
22,279 (+56.7%)
2,542
3,116
4,758 (+56.2%)
4,990 (+47.8%)
14,998 (+60.3%)
27,158 (+54.3%)

4

These 1999-00 counts were drawn from the NYU Student Records Dashboard in March 2013 to capture
all students registered in programs GARTS, UARTS, and UACER or enrolled in courses in the G, V, or A
series.
5
These 2015-16 counts were drawn from the NYU Student Records Dashboard in October 2014 to capture
all students registered in programs GARTS, UARTS, UFGLS, and UFLSP or enrolled in courses in the
GA, UA, or UF series.
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Figure 2 visually depicts the proportion of female, minority, and underrepresented
minority faculty over this period. The proportion of female faculty has increased at a
steady rate from 24.0% to 31.2%. The proportion of minority faculty has also increased
from 13.7% to 18.2% of domestic faculty with reported ethnicity information. The
proportion of faculty in underrepresented minorities has grown to 9.6% of domestic
faculty. To place these proportions in context, Figure 2 includes statistics for NYU as a
whole and for other “Very High Research Activity” educational institutions.6 As of Fall
2011, 31% of all faculty at similar institutions were female.7 As of Fall 2013, 22% of
faculty at similar institutions were minority, and 9% of faculty at similar institutions were
underrepresented minorities8.
Figure 2: Proportion female, minority, underrepresented minority (tenured/tenure
eligible faculty)9

Figure 3 visually depicts the proportion of female, minority, and underrepresented
minority faculty over this period. The proportion of female faculty has remained flat
around 50%. The proportion of minority faculty, initially high, has dropped to 18.2% in
2016. The proportion of faculty in underrepresented minorities has been declining and is
now 7.3%. To place these proportions in context, Figure 6 includes statistics for NYU as
a whole and for other “Very High Research Activity” educational institutions.10 As of
6

New York University Faculty and Student Peer Diversity Trends Report, April 2014, Office of
Institutional Research and Data Integrity, and Almanac of Higher education, 8/19/16, Vol LXXII, Number
43, p15
7
New York University Faculty and Student Peer Diversity Trends Report, April 2014, Office of
Institutional Research and Data Integrity , p21
8
Fall 2013 Race and Ethnicity Data from Almanac of Higher education, 8/19/16, Vol LXXII, Number 43,
p15
9
The denominators for minority and underrepresented minority calculations exclude nonresident aliens and
unreported ethnicities.
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Fall 2013, 48% of all faculty at similar institutions were female11, 22% of faculty at
similar institutions were minority, and 9% of faculty at similar institutions were
underrepresented minorities12.
Figure 3: Proportion female, minority, underrepresented minority (continuing
contract faculty)13

The proportion of female, minority, and underrepresented minority contract faculty by
division is available below in Table 8.
Descriptive statistics of faculty offers and hires
Over the past twelve years ending in 2016, Arts and Science (including the Institutes) has
hired 419 tenured/tenure eligible faculty members, 211 of these hires had short list
(finalist) data available. Of the 419 hires, 144 have been female (34%) and 275 have been
male. Of the 375 domestic hires with reported minority status, 86 (23%) have been
minorities and 44 (12%) have been underrepresented minorities. Counts of new hires by
cohort are presented in Table 5. From 2005 to 2010, 34% of new hires were female,
while from 2011 to 2018, 35% were female. From 2005 to 2010, 21% of new nonresident
alien hires were minorities, while from 2011 to 2016, 26% were minorities. From 2005 to
2010, 9% of new nonresident alien hires were underrepresented minorities, while from
2011 to 2016, 16% were underrepresented minorities.

10

New York University Faculty and Student Peer Diversity Trends Report, April 2014, Office of
Institutional Research and Data Integrity
11
Ibid. p21
12
Ibid. p23
13
The denominators for minority and underrepresented minority calculations exclude nonresident aliens
and unreported ethnicities.
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Over the past six years ending in 2016, Arts and Science (excluding the Institutes of
Mathematical Science, Fine Arts, and the Study of the Ancient World) has recorded 115
offers to potential tenured/tenure eligible faculty members. Of these, 50 (43%) were
made to females and 65 were made to males. These recorded offers led to 87 acceptances,
some of which were for start dates beyond the study period, 40 of these (46%) were
females and 47 were males. Relative acceptance rates are discussed in Section I.2. Given
the missing data on self-reported ethnicities of faculty who declined offers, analysis of
this data set by ethnicity is not possible.
Over the past twelve years, Arts and Science (including the Institutes) has hired 522
contract faculty members. Of these, 269 (52%) have been female and 253 have been
male. Of the 446 nonresident aliens with reported minority status, 95 (21%) have been
minorities and 44 (10%) have been underrepresented minorities. Counts of new hires by
cohort are presented in Table 7. From 2005 to 2010, 49% of new hires were female,
while from 2011 to 2016, 53% were female. From 2005 to 2010, 21% of new nonresident
alien hires were minorities, while from 2011 to 2016, 22% were minorities. From 2005 to
2010, 11% of new nonresident alien hires were underrepresented minorities, while from
2011 to 2016, 8% were underrepresented minorities.

8
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Part I: Gender and minority status versus current and starting rank
I.1. Recruitments to tenured/tenure eligible vs contract faculty
Table 2 depicts the number and of faculty recruited per division with respect to their
tenure eligibility status (tenure track and tenure eligible versus continuing contract
faculty).
Table 2: Gender and minority status by career track and division of hire

2011 to 2016
Humanities TT/TE
Humanities CF

Gender

Minority

Female
Male
(N=457)
34 (52%) 32 (48%)
58 (60%) 38 (40%)

Yes
No
(N=385, 13 missing)
18 (30%)
42 (70%)
25 (38%)
41 (62%)

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No
(N=385, 13 missing)
13 (22%)
47 (78%)
9 (14%)
57 (86%)

Social Science
TT/TE
Social Science CF

17 (34%)

33 (66%)

6 (15%)

33 (85%)

2 (5%)

37 (95%)

6 (43%)

8 (57%)

1 (8%)

12 (92%)

0 (0%)

13 (100%)

Science TT/TE
Science CF

12 (19%)
18 (42%)

50 (81%)
25 (58%)

16 (31%)
9 (25%)

36 (69%)
27 (75%)

9 (17%)
1 (3%)

43 (83%)
35 (97%)

Other CF14

67 (53%)

59 (47%)

14 (13%)

98 (88%)

9 (8%)

103 (92%)

2005 to 2010
Humanities TT/TE
Humanities CF

(N=484)
48 (41%) 68 (59%)
43 (52%) 40 (48%)

(N=443, 0 missing)
22 (20%)
87 (80%)
23 (34%)
45 (66%)

Social Science
TT/TE
Social Science CF

22 (36%)

39 (64%)

14 (25%)

42 (75%)

7 (13%)

49 (88%)

5 (36%)

9 (64%)

5 (38%)

8 (62%)

3 (23%)

10 (77%)

Science TT/TE
Science CF

11 (17%)
4 (21%)

53 (83%)
15 (79%)

10 (17%)
3 (17%)

49 (83%)
15 (83%)

0 (0%)
2 (11%)

59 (100%)
16 (89%)

Other CF

68 (54%)

59 (46%)

15 (13%)

105 (88%)

7 (6%)

113 (94%)

(N=443, 0 missing)
13 (12%)
96 (88%)
13 (19%)
55 (81%)

Assuming nothing about causality, and examining within the main divisions of Arts &
Science (Humanities, Science, and Social Science) in the 2011 to 2016 hiring cohort, the
null hypothesis that tenure eligibility at recruitment and gender are independent was not
rejected with the chi-square statistic for humanities (χ2=1.26, p=0.26), or social science
(χ2=0.37, p=0.54). Gender and tenure eligibility at recruitment are independent for these
divisions. The hypothesis was rejected for science (χ2=6.30, p=0.01), implying that
gender and tenure status of offer are related in this division, with women
underrepresented among tenure track science hires.

14

In Table 2, “Other CF” includes faculty in Liberal Studies and undergraduate faculty unrelated to the
divisions (Core, Expository Writing.)
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Examining within the main divisions of Arts & Science (Humanities, Science, and Social
Science) in the 2011 to 2016 hiring cohort, the null hypothesis that tenure eligibility at
recruitment and minority status are independent was not rejected with the chi-square
statistic for humanities (χ2=0.87, p=0.35), social science (χ2=0.49, p=0.48), and science
(χ2=0.35, p=0.56). Minority status and tenure eligibility of offer are independent.
Examining within the main divisions of Arts & Science (Humanities, Science, and Social
Science) in the 2009 to 2014 hiring cohort, the null hypothesis that tenure eligibility at
recruitment and underrepresented minority status are independent was not rejected with
the chi-square statistic for humanities (χ2=1.41, p=0.24), nor with Fisher’s Exact Test15
for social science (p=1.00). Underrepresented minority status and tenure eligibility at
recruitment are independent for these divisions. The hypothesis was rejected for science
with Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.04). Underrepresented minority status and tenure eligibility
of offer are related in this division, with underrepresented minorities more likely to be
hired in tenure track lines.
Assuming these were 9 independent tests, it should be noted that there as a 37% chance
of reporting at least one false positive with significance at a level of p≤.05, and a 7%
chance of reporting two false positives.
I.2. Offers of appointment to tenured/tenure eligible candidates
There were 211 short lists available for open academic positions that led to a new
tenured/tenure eligible hire during a twelve year window from 2004 to 2016, representing
50% of 419 hires. (None of the short lists for hires to the Institutes of Mathematical
Science, Fine Arts, and the Study of the Ancient World were available at the time of this
study.) 73 female new hires and 138 male new hires were associated with these short
lists. Females accounted for more than half of the finalists in 54 cases (26%), males
accounted for more than half of the finalists in 134 cases (64%), and the remaining cases
were evenly distributed between genders (10%). Further, 33 (16%) of these short lists had
no reported female finalists while 26 (12%) of these short lists had no male finalists.
Given the missing data on self-reported ethnicities of faculty not selected or who declined
offers, analysis of this data set by ethnicity is not possible at this time.

15

Fisher’s Exact Test is used in lieu of the chi-square statistic for analyses where population counts in
individual categories are too small for the chi-square statistic to be reliable.
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Table 3 displays offers of employment, made and accepted, for a six year hiring cohort
window starting in 2010-11, with detail of gender, division, and starting rank (again
excluding the Institutes of Mathematical Science, Fine Arts, and the Study of the Ancient
World).
Table 3: Offers of tenure/tenure eligible employment by A&S, 2010-2016
Made

Accepted

Yield

50
65

40
47

80%
85%

48
41
26

43
28
16

90%
68%
62%

83
16
16

65
12
10

78%
75%
63%

Gender
Female
Male
Division
Humanities
Social Sciences
Science
Starting Rank
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor

The null hypothesis that gender and offer acceptance are independent was again not
rejected with the chi-square statistic (χ2=0.90, p=0.34). Gender and offer acceptance are
independent.

11
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I.3. Current tenured/tenure eligible faculty rank distribution
Table 4 depicts the number and percentage of faculty per rank in 2016, and prior years.
Table 4: Gender and minority status by rank (tenured/tenure eligible faculty)

2016
Assistant
Associate
Full
Named
2014
Assistant
Associate
Full
Named
2012
Assistant
Associate
Full
Named
2010
Assistant
Associate
Full
Named
2005
Assistant
Associate
Full+Named
2000
Assistant
Associate
Full+Named

Gender

Minority

Female
Male
(N=726)
46 (38%)
75 (62%)
76 (39%)
115 (61%)
79 (26%)
221 (74%)
26 (23%)
88 (77%)

Yes
No
(N=701, 14 missing)
27 (27%)
72 (73%)
39 (21%) 149 (79%)
49 (17%) 241 (83%)
10 (9%) 100 (91%)

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No
(N=701, 14 missing)
13 (12%)
86 (88%)
20 (13%)
168 (88%)
27 (9%)
263 (91%)
4 (2%)
106 (98%)

(N=647, 1 missing)
17 (22%)
59 (78%)
40 (23%)
137 (77%)
48 (16%)
260 (84%)
6 (7%)
79 (93%)
(N=662, 8 missing)
24 (21%)
93 (79%)
40 (24%)
124 (76%)
40 (13%)
269 (87%)
7 (8%)
79 (92%)
(N=654)
24 (24%)
78 (76%)
42 (25%)
124 (75%)
32 (11%)
266 (89%)
8 (9%)
80 (91%)
(N=563)
21 (24%)
67 (76%)
31 (22%)
107 (78%)
35 (10%)
302 (90%)
(N=503)
22 (29%)
53 (71%)
17 (15%)
95 (85%)
31 (10%)
285 (90%)

(N=647, 1 missing)
9 (12%)
67 (88%)
22 (13%)
155 (88%)
28 (9%)
280 (91%)
2 (2%)
83 (98%)
(N=662, 8 missing)
7 (6%)
110 (94%)
20 (12%)
144 (88%)
25 (8%)
284 (92%)
3 (3%)
83 (97%)
(N=654)
6 (6%)
96 (94%)
20 (12%)
146 (88%)
22 (7%)
276 (93%)
4 (4%)
84 (96%)
(N=563)
8 (9%)
80 (91%)
19 (14%)
119 (86%)
23 (7%)
314 (93%)
(N=503)
9 (12%)
66 (88%)
12 (85%)
100 (89%)
21 (7%)
295 (93%)

(N=691)
33 (32%)
78 (43%)
83 (26%)
18 (21%)
(N=685)
45 (38%)
69 (41%)
78 (25%)
20 (23%)
(N=673)
41 (37%)
62 (37%)
70 (23%)
21 (23%)
(N=586)
27 (27%)
53 (38%)
71 (21%)
(N=513)
33 (41%)
34 (30%)
56 (18%)

71 (68%)
104 (57%)
235 (74%)
69 (79%)
73 (62%)
99 (59%)
235 (75%)
66 (77%)
69 (63%)
107 (63%)
234 (77%)
69 (77%)
73 (73%)
88 (62%)
274 (79%)
47 (59%)
80 (70%)
263 (82%)

Tests against prior year cross sections have established that there are statistically
significant relationships for gender and minority status, (but not underrepresented
minority status) with rank, and that all three categories are underrepresented at the full
professor rank. These relationships persist in the 2016 cross section.
The null hypothesis that gender and rank are independent was again rejected with the chisquare statistic (χ2=16.21, p<0.01). Gender and rank are associated, for instance, females
are underrepresented in the named professor rank (26 females are observed to be named
professors compared to the 36 expected under independence).
The null hypothesis that minority status and rank are independent was again rejected with
the chi-square statistic (χ2=12.76, p<0.01). Minority status and rank are associated, for
instance, minority faculty are underrepresented in the named professor rank (10 are
observed to be named professors compared to the 20 expected under independence).
The null hypothesis that underrepresented minority status and rank are independent was
again not rejected with the chi-square statistic (χ2=6.30, p<0.10). However, since the

12

C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document C, Page 42

number of cases are so small, these results may show a trend towards significance, and
the relationship should continue to be monitored in the future.
The study of processes that affect the persistence of these relationships – namely hiring
and career progression – will be further examined in the following pages and in Part III.
Table 5: Gender and minority status by division (tenured/tenure eligible faculty)

2016
Humanities
Social Science
Science
2014
Humanities
Social Science
Science
2012
Humanities
Social Science
Science
2010
Humanities
Social Science
Science
2005
Humanities
Social Science
Science
2000
Humanities
Social Science
Science

Gender

Minority

Female
Male
(N=726)
125 (44%)
162 (56%)
62 (32%)
131 (68%)
40 (16%)
206 (84%)

Yes
No
(N=701, 14 missing)
51 (19%) 216 (81%)
33 (18%) 151 (82%)
41 (17%) 195 (83%)

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No
(N=701, 14 missing)
32 (12%)
235 (88%)
19 (10%)
165 (90%)
13 (6%)
223 (94%)

(N=647, 1 missing)
47 (18%)
208 (82%)
30 (17%)
143 (83%)
34 (16%)
184 (84%)
(N=662, 8 missing)
44 (17%)
219 (83%)
33 (19%)
142 (81%)
32 (15%)
183 (85%)
(N=654)
46 (17%)
223 (83%)
32 (18%)
141 (82%)
28 (13%)
184 (87%)
(N=563)
39 (18%)
179 (82%)
24 (17%)
121 (83%)
24 (12%)
176 (88%)
(N=503)
33 (16%)
168 (84%)
13 (11%)
106 (89%)
24 (13%)
159 (87%)

(N=647, 1 missing)
32 (13%)
223 (87%)
18 (10%)
155 (90%)
11 (5%)
207 (95%)
(N=662, 8 missing)
27 (10%)
236 (90%)
19 (11%)
156 (89%)
8 (4%)
207 (96%)
(N=654)
28 (10%)
241 (90%)
19 (11%)
154 (89%)
5 (2%)
207 (98%)
(N=563)
28 (13%)
190 (87%)
15 (10%)
130 (90%)
7 (4%)
193 (96%)
(N=503)
25 (13%)
176 (87%)
10 (8%)
109 (92%)
7 (4%)
176 (96%)

(N=691)
117 (44%)
56 (30%)
39 (17%)
(N=685)
118 (43%)
58 (32%)
36 (16%)
(N=673)
111 (40%)
53 (29%)
30 (14%)
(N=586)
84 (38%)
38 (25%)
29 (14%)
(N=513)
68 (33%)
29 (24%)
26 (14%)

151 (56%)
133 (70%)
195 (83%)
159 (57%)
125 (68%)
189 (84%)
165 (60%)
127 (71%)
188 (86%)
140 (62%)
114 (75%)
180 (86%)
137 (67%)
94 (76%)
159 (86%)

I.4. Tenured/tenure eligible faculty hiring cohorts
Table 6 reports starting ranks with gender, minority status, and underrepresented minority
status for the two six-year hiring cohorts.
Table 6: Starting rank by hiring cohort, by gender and minority status
(tenured/tenure eligible faculty)
2011 to 2016
Assistant
Associate without tenure
Associate with tenure
Full
Named
2005 to 2010
Assistant
Associate without tenure
Associate with tenure
Full
Named

Gender
Female
Male
(N=178)
43 (37%) 73 (63%)
1 (33%)
2 (67%)
11 (42%) 15 (58%)
8 (25%) 24 (75%)
0 (0%) 1(100%)

Minority
Yes
No
(N=151, 6 missing)
29 (31%)
64 (69%)
0 (0%)
3 (100%)
4 (15%)
22 (85%)
7 (25%)
21 (75%)
0 (0%)
1(100%)

Underrepresented Minority
Yes
No
(N=151, 6 missing)
18 (19%)
75 (81%)
0 (0%)
3 (100%)
2 (8%)
24 (92%)
4 (14%)
24 (86%)
0 (0%)
1 (100%)

(N=241)
(38%) 74 (62%)
(67%) 1 (33%)
(44%) 29 (56%)
(15%) 44 (85%)
(20%) 12 (80%)

(N=224)
26 (24%)
84 (76%)
1 (33%)
2 (67%)
16 (33%)
32 (67%)
2 (4%)
46 (96%)
1 (7%)
14 (93%)

(N=224)
9 (8%)
101 (92%)
0 (0%)
3 (100%)
9 (19%)
39 (81%)
2 (4%)
46 (96%)
0 (0%)
15 (100%)

45
2
23
8
3
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The null hypothesis that gender and starting rank are independent for the 2011-2016
hiring cohort was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.61). Gender and starting
rank are no longer associated.
The null hypothesis that minority status and starting rank are independent for the 20112016 hiring cohort was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.66). Minority status
and starting rank are not associated.
The null hypothesis that URM status and starting rank are independent for the 2011-2016
hiring cohort was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.83). URM status and
starting rank are not associated.
Table 6a: Starting rank by division in recent hiring cohort, by gender and minority
status (tenured/tenure eligible faculty)
Gender
Female
Humanities
Assistant
Associate without tenure
Associate with tenure
Full
Named
Social Science
Assistant
Associate with tenure
Full
Science
Assistant
Associate without tenure
Associate with tenure
Full

Male

(N=66)
20 (57%)
15 (43%)
1 (50%)
1 (50%)
9 (64%)
5 (36%)
4 (29%)
10 (71%)
0 (0%)
1(100%)
(N=50)
14 (37%)
24 (63%)
2 (33%)
4 (67%)
1 (17%)
5 (83%)
(N=62)
9 (21%)
34 (79%)
0 (0%)
1 (100%)
0 (0%)
6 (100%)
3 (25%)
9 (75%)

Minority
Yes
No
(N=60, 3 missing)
11 (37%) 19 (63%)
0 (0%)
2 (100%)
2 (14%) 12 (86%)
2 (20%)
8 (80%)
0 (0%)
1 (100%)
(N=39)
5 (19%) 22 (81%)
0 (0%)
6 (100%)
1 (17%)
5 (83%)
(N=52, 3 missing)
8 (26%) 23 (74%)
0 (0%)
1 (100%)
2 (33%)
4 (67%)
3 (27%)
8 (73%)

Underrepresented Minority
Yes
No
(N=60, 3 missing)
6 (20%)
24 (80%)
0 (0%)
2 (100%)
2 (14%)
12 (86%)
2 (20%)
8 (80%)
0 (0%)
1 (100%)
(N=39)
2 (7%)
25 (93%)
0 (0%)
6 (100%)
0 (0%)
6 (100%)
(N=52, 3 missing)
5 (16%)
26 (84%)
0 (0%)
1 (100%)
0 (8%)
6 (100%)
1 (9%)
10 (91%)

The null hypothesis that gender, minority, and underrepresented minority status are
independent of starting rank for the 2011-2016 hiring cohort was tested using Fisher’s
Exact Test for each division. One of the nine tests resulted in the null hypothesis being
rejected: gender in the humanities, where there were 4 female professors and 8 were
expected.
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I.5. Continuing contract faculty rank distribution
Table 7 depicts the number and percentage of continuing contract faculty by rank.
Table 7: Gender and minority status by rank (continuing contract faculty)

2016
Contract Total

Gender

Minority

Female
Male
(N=394)
202 (51%)
192 (49%)

Yes
No
(N=367, 1 missing)
66 (18%) 300 (82%)

Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Prof. w/o Ten.
Lang. Lectr.
Sr. Lang. Lectr.
Master Teacher16

62 (48%)
14 (33%)
11 (35%)
2 (22%)
58 (60%)
50 (63%)
5 (71%)

2014
Contract Total
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Prof. w/o Ten.
Lang. Lectr.
Sr. Lang. Lectr.
Master Teacher
2012
Contract Total
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Prof. w/o Ten.
Lang. Lectr.
Sr. Lang. Lectr.
Master Teacher
2010
Contract Total
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Lang. Lectr.
Sr. Lang. Lectr.
Master Teacher
2005
Contract Total
2000
Contract Total

(N=381)
196 (51%)
20 (43%)
14 (29%)
11 (46%)
3 (19%)
54 (63%)
50 (63%)
44 (55%)
(N=341)
173 (50%)
18 (50%)
12 (27%)
7 (47%)
2 (12%)
64 (57%)
29 (69%)
41 (51%)
(N=294)
149 (51%)
15 (54%)
13 (33%)
5 (22%)
66 (59%)
13 (68%)
37 (51%)
(N=85)
46 (54%)
(N=37)
19 (52%)

66 (52%)
29 (67%)
20 (65%)
7 (78%)
39 (40%)
29 (37%)
2 (29%)
185 (49%)
27 (57%)
35 (71%)
13 (54%)
13 (81%)
32 (37%)
29 (37%)
36 (45%)
173 (50%)
18 (50%)
32 (73%)
8 (53%)
14 (88%)
49 (43%)
13 (31%)
39 (49%)
145 (49%)
13 (46%)
27 (67%)
18 (78%)
46 (41%)
6 (32%)
35 (49%)
39 (46%)
18 (48%)

20 (17%)
8 (19%)
4 (14%)
0 (0%)
13 (16%)
19 (25%)
2 (29%)

100 (83%)
34 (81%)
25 (86%)
8 (100%)
70 (84%)
58 (75%)
5 (71%)

(N=338, 1 missing)
57 (17%)
280 (83%)
5 (13%)
33 (87%)
9 (20%)
36 (80%)
3 (13%)
20 (87%)
2 (14%)
10 (86%)
8 (13%)
55 (87%)
18 (24%)
57 (76%)
12 (15%)
66 (85%)
(N=319, 6 missing)
65 (21%)
248 (79%)
6 (20%)
24 (80%)
11 (26%)
33 (74%)
1 (7%)
14 (93%)
4 (27%)
11 (73%)
22 (24%)
71 (76%)
8 (20%)
33 (80%)
13 (20%)
64 (80%)
(N=275)
61 (22%)
214 (78%)
8 (29%)
20 (71%)
9 (24%)
29 (76%)
4 (19%)
17 (81%)
22 (22%)
78 (78%)
6 (33%)
12 (67%)
12 (17%)
58 (83%)
(N=77)
19 (25%)
58 (75%)
(N=34)
10 (29%)
24 (71%)

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No
(N=367, 1 missing)
26 (7%) 340 (93%)
9 (8%)
4 (10%)
2 (7%)
0 (0%)
2 (2%)
8 (12%)
1 (14%)

111 (92%)
38 (90%)
27 (93%)
8 (100%)
81 (98%)
69 (82%)
6 (86%)

(N=338, 1 missing)
26 (8%)
311 (92%)
2 (5%)
36 (95%)
3 (7%)
42 (93%)
2 (9%)
21 (91%)
2 (14%)
12 (86%)
1 (2%)
62 (98%)
8 (11%)
68 (89%)
8 (10%)
70 (90%)
(N=319, 6 missing)
32 (10%)
281 (90%)
2 (7%)
28 (93%)
5 (12%)
37 (88%)
0 (0%)
15 (100%)
4 (27%)
11 (73%)
9 (10%)
84 (90%)
3 (7%)
38 (93%)
9 (12%)
68 (88%)
(N=275)
32 (12%)
243 (88%)
4 (14%)
24 (86%)
5 (13%)
33 (87%)
3 (14%)
18 (86%)
9 (9%)
91 (91%)
3 (17%)
15 (83%)
8 (11%)
62 (89%)
(N=77)
8 (10%)
69 (90%)
(N=34)
2 (6%)
32 (94%)

The null hypothesis that gender and rank are independent was rejected with the chisquare statistic (χ2=20.51, p<0.01). Gender and rank are associated, for instance, females
are underrepresented in the clinical professor rank (11 females are observed compared to
the 16 expected under independence).
The null hypothesis that minority status and rank are independent was not rejected with
the chi-square statistic (χ2=5.50, p=0.48). Minority status and rank are not associated.

16

In 2016, there was an optional recategorization of faculty from the Master Teacher rank to the Clinical
ranks. Remaining faculty in the Master Teacher rank are those who opted out of the title conversion.
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The null hypothesis that underrepresented minority status and rank are independent was
not rejected by Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.32). Underrepresented minority status and rank
are not associated.
Table 8: Gender and minority status by division (continuing contract faculty)

2016
Humanities
Social Science
Science
Liberal Studies
2014
Humanities
Social Science
Science
Liberal Studies
2012
Humanities
Social Science
Science
Liberal Studies
2010
Humanities
Social Science
Science
Liberal Studies
2005
Humanities
Social Science
Science
2000
Humanities
Social Science
Science

Gender

Minority

Female
Male
(N=394)
128 (56%)
100 (44%)
9 (41%)
13 (59%)
23 (37%)
40 (63%)
42 (52%)
39 (48%)

Yes
No
(N=367, 1 missing)
37 (18%) 171 (82%)
4 (18%)
18 (82%)
12 (21%)
46 (79%)
13 (17%)
65 (83%)

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No
(N=367, 1 missing)
14 (7%)
194 (93%)
2 (9%)
20 (91%)
1 (2%)
57 (98%)
9 (12%)
69 (88%)

(N=381)
125 (57%)
95 (43%)
10 (42%)
58 (57%)
17 (30%)
39 (70%)
44 (55%)
36 (45%)
(N=341)
114 (56%)
91 (64%)
7 (37%)
12 (63%)
11 (26%)
31 (74%)
41 (51%)
39 (49%)
(N=294)
99 (57%)
75 (43%)
6 (35%)
11 (65%)
7 (23%)
24 (77%)
37 (51%)
35 (49%)
(N=85)
42 (67%)
21 (33%)
0 (0%)
5 (100%)
4 (24%)
13 (76%)
(N=37)
19 (76%)
6 (24%)
0 (0%)
5 (100%)
0 (0%)
7 (100%)

(N=338, 1 missing)
32 (17%)
154 (83%)
6 (26%)
17 (74%)
7 (14%)
42 (86%)
12 (15%)
66 (85%)
(N=319, 6 missing)
40 (22%)
140 (78%)
5 (26%)
14 (74%)
7 (19%)
30 (81%)
13 (17%)
64 (83%)
(N=275)
38 (24%)
119 (76%)
5 (29%)
12 (71%)
6 (19%)
25 (81%)
12 (17%)
58 (83%)
(N=77)
16 (29%)
40 (71%)
0 (0%)
5 (100%)
3 (19%)
13 (81%)
(N=34)
8 (36%)
14 (64%)
0 (0%)
5 (100%)
2 (29%)
5 (71%)

(N=338, 1 missing)
13 (7%)
173 (93%)
3 (13%)
20 (87%)
2 (4%)
47 (96%)
8 (10%)
70 (90%)
(N=319, 6 missing)
18 (10%)
162 (90%)
3 (16%)
16 (84%)
2 (5%)
35 (95%)
9 (12%)
68 (88%)
(N=275)
18 (11%)
139 (89%)
3 (18%)
14 (82%)
3 (10%)
28 (90%)
8 (11%)
62 (89%)
(N=77)
7 (13%)
49 (87%)
0 (0%)
5 (100%)
1 (6%)
15 (94%)
(N=34)
1 (5%)
21 (95%)
0 (0%)
5 (100%)
1 (14%)
6 (86%)
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I.6. Continuing contract faculty hiring cohorts
Faculty who were hired at the rank of clinical assistant, clinical associate, clinical full
professor, language lecturer, senior language lecturer, or master teacher between 2005
and 2016 were selected for the starting rank and starting salary analyses.
Table 9: Starting rank by hiring cohort, gender and minority status (continuing
contract faculty)

2011 to 2016
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Professor
Without Tenure
Lang. Lectr.
Sr. Lang. Lectr.
Master Teacher

2005 to 2010
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Professor
Without Tenure
Lang. Lectr.
Sr. Lang. Lectr.
Master Teacher

Gender

Minority

Female
Male
(N=279)

Yes
No
(N=234, 7 missing)

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No
(N=234, 7 missing)

24 (44%)
6 (35%)
2 (50%)
0 (0%)

30 (56%)
11 (65%)
2 (50%)
5 (100%)

10 (24%)
2 (12%)
0 (0%)
2 (50%)

32 (76%)
15 (88%)
4 (100%)
2 (50%)

2 (5%)
1 (6%)
0 (0%)
2 (50%)

40 (95%)
16 (94%)
4 (100%)
2 (50%)

107 (59%)
2 (50%)
8 (53%)

73 (41%)
2 (50%)
7 (47%)

32 (23%)
0 (0%)
3 (21%)

110 (77%)
4 (100%)
11 (79%)

11 (8%)
0 (0%)
3 (21%)

131 (92%)
4 (100%)
11 (79%)

(N=243)

(N=219)

(N=219)

10 (43%)
5 (20%)
0 (0%)
3 (30%)

13 (57%)
20 (80%)
2 (100%)
7 (70%)

3 (16%)
7 (29%)
0 (0%)
2 (22%)

16 (84%)
17 (71%)
2 (100%)
7 (78%)

1 (5%)
4 (17%)
0 (0%)
2 (22%)

18 (95%)
20 (83%)
2 (100%)
7 (78%)

84 (56%)
0 (0%)
18 (56%)

67 (44%)
0 (100%)
14 (44%)

27 (20%)
0 (0%)
7 (23%)

107 (80%)
0 (100%)
24 (77%)

13 (10%)
0 (0%)
5 (16%)

121 (90%)
0 (100%)
26 (84%)

Note: self-reported ethnicity data was missing for 7 faculty in the 2011-16 cohort.

The null hypothesis that gender and starting rank were independent for the 2011-2016
hiring cohort was rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.04). Gender and starting rank
are associated. For instance, females were underrepresented in the professor without
tenure rank (0 observed versus 3 expected under independence) and overrepresented in
the language lecturer rank (107 observed versus 96 expected under independence).
The null hypothesis that minority status and starting rank were independent for the 20112016 hiring cohort was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.62). Minority status
and starting rank were not associated during this period.
The null hypothesis that underrepresented minority status and starting rank were
independent for the 2011-2016 hiring cohort was rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test
(p=0.09). Underrepresented minority status and starting rank were associated during this
period. For instance, underrepresented minorities were underrepresented in the clinical
assistant professor rank (2 observed versus 4 expected under independence) and
overrepresented in the professor without tenure rank (2 observed versus 0 expected under
independence).
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Table 9a: Starting rank by division in recent hiring cohort, by gender and minority
status (continuing contract faculty)

Humanities
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Professor Without Tenure
Lang. Lectr.

Social Science
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Lang. Lectr.

Science
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate

Liberal Studies
Clin. Assistant
Master Teacher

Other
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Professor Without Tenure
Lang. Lectr.
Sr. Lang. Lectr.

Gender

Minority

Female
Male
(N=95)

Yes
No
(N=68, 3 missing)

3 (38%)
1 (50%)
1 (100%)
0 (0%)
53 (65%)

5 (62%)
1 (50%)
0 (0%)
3 (100%)
28 (35%)

(N=14)
4 (80%)
2 (33%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

1 (25%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)

21 (57%)
4 (67%)

8 (27%)
1 (17%)

22 (73%)
5 (83%)

(N=16)
1 (50%)
7 (47%)

1 (50%)
3 (21%)

2 (100%)
2 (67%)
1 (50%)
2 (100%)
43 (44%)
2 (50%)

0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
1 (100%)
9 (10%)
0 (0%)

(N=110)
0 (0%)
1 (33%)
1 (50%)
0 (0%)
54 (56%)
2 (50%)

0 (0%)
1 (50%)
0 (0%)
1 (33%)
7 (13%)

5 (100%)
1 (50%)
1 (100%)
2 (67%)
47 (87%)

(N=13)
3 (75%)
6 (100%)
1 (100%)
2 (100%)

(N=36)

(N=17)
1 (50%)
8 (53%)

5 (100%)
1 (50%)
1 (100%)
2 (67%)
31 (57%)

(N=13)
1 (20%)
4 (67%)
1 (100%)
2 (100%)

(N=43)
16 (43%)
2 (33%)

0 (0%)
1 (50%)
0 (0%)
1 (33%)
23 (43%)

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No
(N=68, 3 missing)

1 (50%)
11 (79%)

(N=101, 4 missing)
1 (100%)
3 (100%)
2 (100%)
0 (50%)
77 (90%)
4 (100%)

0
0
0
0

(0%)
(0%)
(0%)
(0%)

4 (100%)
6 (100%)
1 (100%)
2 (100%)

(N=36)
1 (3%)
0 (0%)

29 (97%)
6 (100%)

(N=16)
1 (50%)
3 (21%)

1 (50%)
11 (79%)

(N=101, 4 missing)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
0 (0%)
1 (100%)
9 (10%)
0 (0%)

1 (100%)
3 (100%)
2 (100%)
0 (50%)
77 (90%)
4 (100%)

Note: self-reported ethnicity data was missing for 7 faculty in the 2011-16 cohort.

The null hypothesis that gender, minority, and underrepresented minority status are
independent of starting rank for the 2011-2016 hiring cohort was tested using Fisher’s
Exact Test for each division. Only one of the 14 tests resulted in the null hypothesis being
rejected: gender in the humanities, where there were no female professors without tenure
and 2 were expected.
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Part II: Gender and minority status versus current and starting salary
II.1. Tenured/tenure eligible faculty current salary distribution
Table 10 depicts average salary at each rank in 2016.
Table 10: Mean salary by gender, minority status, and salary (tenured/tenure
eligible faculty)
Gender
Assistant
Associate
Full
Named

Female
92,262
(16,865)
120,784
(26,509)
172,024
(41,174)
220,748
(53,232)

Minority
Male
108,554
(26,640)
122,163
(32,423)
192,245
(65,367)
243,150
(59,056)

***

***
*

Yes
99,084
(30,195)
122,321
(24,643)
193,800
(62,580)
238,498
(45,614)

No
102,666
(23,040)
120,768
(31,348)
183,842
(60,453)
239,301
(59,880)

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No
107,334
100,836
(39,427)
(22,365)
119,146
121,322
(23,857)
(30,729)
194,757
184,577
(56,257)
(61,293)
†
†

†Categories with <=5 faculty are not reportable due to confidentiality concerns.
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10

Two-sample t-tests were run to compare the average salaries of faculty within each rank
and category, making 12 tests in total. There is again an apparent trend towards
significance 17 upon comparing male and female assistant professor salary (p<0.001) and
male and female full professor’s salary (p<0.01), and a new trend toward significance
upon comparing male and female named professor salaries (p<0.10).
There is no longer an apparent trend towards significance between minority and
nonminority salaries at the assistant professor rank. There remains no significant
difference between underrepresented minority status and salaries at any rank.

17

Assuming these are 12 independent tests, it should be noted that there as a 71% chance of reporting at
least one false positive with significance at a level of p≤.10, and a 34% chance of reporting two false
positives.
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Prior studies have established that, when taken in isolation, gender appears to be a
significant predictor of log salary. However, it was also found that after controlling for
department, rank, and year of hire, gender is no longer a significant predictor of log
salary. We repeated this regression to verify the continuation of this trend in Table 11
(model 2016b). We also expanded the regression model to test for a significant
interaction between gender and ethnicity with salary for faculty not flagged as
nonresident aliens (model 2016a), and confirmed that gender and ethnicity together are
not significant predictors of salary.
Table 11: Regression of log salary by gender, rank, department, and year of hire
(tenured/tenure eligible faculty)
2016a
12.00
(0.06)***

Intercept
Female
vs. Male NonMin
Female NonMin
Female Min.
Male Min.
Rank vs. Professor
Assistant
Associate
Named
Department†
Year of Hire
R2
N

2016b
12.01
(0.06)***
-0.01
(0.02)

-0.00
(0.02)
0.00
(0.04)
0.02
(0.03)
-0.70
(0.03)***
-0.43
(0.02)***
0.26
(0.03)***
***
0.01
(0.00)***
0.69
687

2014a
11.98
(0.06)***

2014b
11.99
(0.06)***
0.01
(0.02)

2012
11.90
(0.06)***
-0.00
(0.02)

2010
11.84
(0.06)***
-0.01
(0.02)

2000
11.55
(0.06)***
-0.02
(0.03)

-0.74
(0.03)***
-0.44
(0.02)***
0.29
(0.03)***
***
0.01
(0.00)***
0.73
684

-0.74
(0.03)***
-0.45
(0.02)***
0.25
(0.03)***
***
0.01
(0.00)***
0.74
672

-0.73
(0.03)***
-0.43
(0.02)***
0.27
(0.03)***
***
0.01
(0.00)***
0.73
663

-0.76
(0.03)***
-0.47
(0.02)***
N.S.

0.02
(0.02)
0.01
(0.03)
0.03
(0.03)
-0.70
(0.03)***
-0.43
(0.02)***
0.25
(0.03)***
***
0.01
(0.00)***
0.70
726

-0.75
(0.03)***
-0.44
(0.02)***
0.30
(0.03)***
***
0.01
(0.00)***
0.72
640

***
0.01
(0.00)***
0.70
513

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses.
†Due to the number of variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown.
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10
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II.2. Tenured/tenure eligible faculty starting salary distribution
Table 12 displays mean starting salaries by rank and gender for the time periods
considered, uncorrected for inflation.
Table 12: Mean starting salary by gender, minority status, and underrepresented
minority status (tenured/tenure eligible faculty)
Gender
2011 to 2016
Assistant
Associate without
tenure
Associate with
tenure
Full
Named
2005 to 2010
Assistant
Associate without
tenure
Associate with
tenure
Full
Named

Minority

Female

Male

87,659
(22,958)
†

99,658
(27,788)
†

121,173
(34,797)
185,625
(51,991)
n.a.

144,926
(38,051)
242,919
(80,285)
†

77,361
(15,024)
†

81,534
(15,572)
†

98,772
(14,717)
168,060
(20,081)
†

109,715
(22,707)
166,854
(48,719)
†

**

*

*

Underrepresented Minority
Yes
No

Yes

No

98,540
(35,277)
n.a.

91,078
(23,765)
†

110,038
(43,366)
n.a.

90,179
(22,731)
†

†

†

†

†

256,675
(116,565)
n.a.

230,238
(71,580)
†

†

†

n.a.

†

77,163
(14,514)
†

77,785
(14,069)
†

74,489
(9,437)
n.a.

79,225
(14,689)
†

105,690
(16,441)
†

103,183
(22,763)
†

105,670
(19,948)
†

103,650
(21,087)
†

†

†

n.a.

†

†Categories with <=5 faculty are not reportable due to confidentiality concerns.
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10.

Where hires existed in both demographic categories, two-sample t-tests were run to
compare the average salaries of faculty within each cohort and starting rank, making 21
tests in total. There was an apparent trend towards significance18 upon comparing male
and female starting salary in three of the tests: at multiple ranks in the recent cohort
(assistant professor (p=0.02) and full professor (p=0.07)) and at the associate with tenure
rank in the prior cohort (p=0.04).
There were no apparent trends toward significance in minority or underrepresented
minority status and starting salaries at any rank.

18

Assuming these are 21 independent tests, it should be noted that there as a 89% chance of reporting at
least one false positive with significance at a level of p≤0.1, an 64% chance of reporting two false positives,
and a 35% chance of reporting three.
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A linear regression model on log starting salary was constructed to test the relationship
between log starting salary and gender for new hires (Table 13). After controlling for
starting rank, department, and year of hire, gender continues to not be a significant
predictor of log starting salary. Instead, rank, department, and year of hire appear to
explain the majority of the variance in log salary.
Table 13: Linear regression of log starting salary (tenured/tenure eligible faculty)
Intercept
Female
vs. Male NonMin
Female NonMin
Female Min.
Male Min.
Starting Rank vs. Professor
Assistant
Associate without tenure
Associate with tenure
Named Professor
Department
Year of hire
R2
N

2016a
12.08 (0.09)***

2016b
12.07 (0.09)***
-0.03 (0.02)

-0.04 (0.03)
0.00 (0.04)
0.01 (0.04)
-0.80 (0.03)***
-0.58 (0.10)***
-0.42 (0.04)***
0.06 (0.08)
†***
0.03 (0.00)***
0.78
371

2014a
11.78 (0.17)***

2014b
11.78 (0.17)***
-0.01 (0.02)

-0.01 (0.02)
-0.01 (0.03)
0.00 (0.02)
-0.78 (0.03)***
-0.56 (0.09)***
-0.41 (0.03)***
0.05 (0.07)
†***
0.03 (0.00)***
0.78
417

-0.77 (0.02)***
-0.56 (0.07)***
-0.41 (0.03)***
0.07 (0.06)
†***
0.03 (0.00)***
0.84
373

-0.75 (0.02)***
-0.52 (0.07)***
-0.38 (0.03)***
0.06 (0.06)
†***
0.03 (0.00)***
0.84
425

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses.
†Due to the number of variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown.
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10
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II.3. Contract faculty current salary distribution
Table 14 displays mean salaries by rank and gender and minority status for contract
faculty.
Table 14: Mean salary by gender, minority status, and underrepresented minority
status (contract faculty)
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Lang. Lectr.
Sr. Lang. Lectr.
Master Teacher

Gender
Female
73,720
(10,464)
87,685
(13,289)
108,825
(25,165)
52,566
(2,584)
60,279
(4,974)
†

Male
75,468
(15,735)
97,510
(23,618)
106,822
(24,972)
53,157
(3,644)
58,747
(2,122)
†

*

*
***

Minority
Yes
No
71,992
75,013
(6,006)
(14,629)
86,491
96,278
(11,762)
(22,842)
†
†
53,013
(3,828)
59,307
(2,379)
†

52,552
(2,235)
59,888
(4,702)
†

Underrepresented Minority
Yes
No
70,376
74,845
(5,475)
(14,019)
†
†

*

†

†

**

†

†

***

58,821
(2,890)
†

59,851
(4,374)
†

Note: Nonresident aliens and unreported ethnicity excluded from minority analyses.
†Categories with <=5 faculty are not reportable due to confidentiality concerns.
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10

Within each rank and category, salaries were tested with a two-sample t-test, making 18
tests in all. In 6 of the tests, there are apparent trends towards significant differences19:
between genders in three ranks (p=0.09 for clinical associates favoring men, p=0.06 for
senior language lecturers favoring women, and p<0.01 for master teachers favoring
women), and between underrepresented minority statuses in three ranks (p=0.06 for
clinical assistants, p=0.04 for clinical professors, and p<0.01 for language lecturers all
favoring non-URMs).

19

Assuming these are 18 independent tests, it should be noted that there is an 85% chance of reporting at
least one false positive with significance at a level of p≤ .10, a 55% chance of reporting two false positives,
and a 27% chance of three false positives.
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Prior studies have established that, when taken in isolation, gender appears to be a
significant predictor of log salary. In 2010 through 2014, it was also found that after
controlling for department, rank, and year of hire, gender remained a significant predictor
of log salary, although the indication was decreasing over this time. We repeated this
regression to verify the continuation of this trend. In 2016, it appears that the relationship
between gender and log salary after controlling for rank, department, and year of hire is
no longer significant.
Table 15: Regression of log salary by gender, minority status, rank, department,
and year of hire (contract faculty)
Intercept

2016a
10.97
(0.03)***

Female
vs. Male NonMin
Female NonMin

2016b
10.97
(0.03)***
-0.01
(0.01)

-0.01
(0.02)
-0.04
(0.03)
-0.02
(0.03)

Female Min.
Male Min.

2014a
10.97
(0.03)***

2014b
10.95
(0.03)***
-0.03
(0.01)*

2012
10.87
(0.12)***
-0.03
(0.01)**

2010
10.83
(0.15)***
-0.04
(0.02)**

2005
10.45
(0.06)***
0.00
(0.03)

2000
10.65
(0.32)***
-0.00
(0.08)

0.18
(0.05)

-0.01
(0.25)

***
-0.02
(0.00)***
0.77
124

N.S.
-0.04
(0.12)***
0.69
46

-0.02
(0.01)
-0.04
(0.03)
-0.01
(0.03)

Contract
vs. Sr Lang Lectr
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Lang. Lectr.
Master Teacher

Department†
Year of hire
R2
N

0.29
(0.04)***
0.41
(0.04)***
0.48
(0.04)***
-0.08
(0.02)***
0.33
(0.04)***
***
-0.00
(0.00)***
0.81
358

0.28
(0.04)***
0.39
(0.03)***
0.46
(0.04)***
-0.08
(0.02)***
0.31
(0.06)***
***
-0.01
(0.00)***
0.81
385

0.22
(0.04)***
0.32
(0.04)***
0.44
(0.04)***
-0.06
(0.02)***
0.18
(0.04)***
***
-0.01
(0.00)***
0.79
323

0.21
(0.04)***
0.33
(0.03)***
0.43
(0.04)***
-0.07
(0.02)***
0.19
(0.03)***
***
-0.01
(0.00)***
0.80
365

0.25
(0.04)***
0.34
(0.03)***
0.50
(0.04)***
-0.07
(0.02)***
0.27
(0.12)**
***
-0.01
(0.00)***
0.84
330

0.27
(0.05)***
0.37
(0.05)***
0.62
(0.06)***
-0.09
(0.04)**
0.26
(0.15)*
***
-0.01
(0.00)***
0.81
293

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.
†Due to the number of variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown.
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10
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II.4. Continuing contract faculty starting salary distribution
Table 16 displays mean starting salaries by rank and gender for the time periods
considered, uncorrected for inflation.
Table 16: Mean starting salary by gender, minority status, and underrepresented
minority status (continuing contract faculty)
Gender

Minority

Female

Male

67,092
(6,435)
81,968
(14,334)
†

71,621
(9,875)
92,427
(20,225)
†

46,538
(7,377)
61,910
(7,847)

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No

Yes

No

68,798
(5,955)
†

70,258
(8,052)
†

†

†

†

†

n.a.

†

n.a.

†

44,883
(6,934)
56,929
(6,617)

47,191
(9,094)
†

45,959
(6,286)
†

43,133
(8,255)
†

46,497
(6,857)
†

63,269
(15,597)
†

†

†

†

†

Clin. Associate

63,700
(12,658)
†

†

n.a.

†

77,453
(18,451)
†

†

Clin. Professor

75,642
(11,933)
n.a.

n.a.

†

43,328
(4,444)
54,411
(3,343)

44,691
(3,459)
54,895
(2,367)

43,937
(2,740)
54,953
(3,115)

43,967
(3,956)
54,592
(2,973)

42,441
(2,733)
†

44,124
(3,798)
†

2011 to 2016
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Lang. Lectr.
Master Teacher

*

2005 to 2010
Clin. Assistant

Lang. Lectr.
Master Teacher

**

Note: Citizenship/Ethnicity data was missing for 7 hires from the 2011 to 2016 cohort
†Categories with <=5 faculty are not reportable due to confidentiality concerns. Means are compared with a two sample t-test
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10

Where hires existed in both demographic categories, two-sample t-tests were run to
compare the average salaries of faculty within each cohort and starting rank, making 25
distinct tests. There was again an apparent trend towards significance20 upon comparing
male and female recent clinical assistant starting salary (p=0.05), and the language
lecturer starting salary for faculty in the early cohort (p=0.04). There was no longer an
apparent significant difference between salaries by rank in either cohort based on
ethnicity.

20

Assuming these are 25 independent tests, it should be noted that there as a 72% chance of reporting at
least one false positive with significance at a level of p≤0.05, and a 35% chance of reporting two false
positives.
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A linear regression model on log starting salary was constructed to test the relationship
between log starting salary and gender for new contract faculty hires (Table 17). After
controlling for starting rank, department, and year of hire, gender no longer remains a
significant predictor of log starting salary.
Table 17: Linear regression of log starting salary (contract faculty, 12 year window)
Intercept
Female
vs. Male NonMin
Female
Female Min.
Male Min.
Starting Rank vs. Sen.
Lang. Lectr.
Clin. Assistant
Clin. Associate
Clin. Professor
Lang. Lectr.
Master Teacher

Department†
Year of hire
R2
N

2016a
10.86 (0.11)***

2016b
10.81 (0.13)***
-0.01 (0.01)

-0.02 (0.02)
0.01 (0.03)
-0.03 (0.03)
0.24 (0.09)***
0.44 (0.09)***
0.80 (0.11)***
-0.18 (0.07)**
0.10 (0.11)
**
0.00 (0.00)***
0.75
487

2014a
10.82 (0.13)***

2014b
10.82 (0.13)***
-0.01 (0.01)

-0.00 (0.02)
0.00 (0.01)
-0.01 (0.02)
0.30 (0.09)***
0.46 (0.08)***
0.83 (0.11)***
-0.17 (0.07)**
0.16 (0.11)
**
0.00 (0.00)
0.73
558

0.31 (0.10)***
0.54 (0.10)***
0.94 (0.12)***
-0.12 (0.09)
0.11 (0.12)
***
0.02 (0.00)***
0.82
416

0.36 (0.10)***
0.56 (0.10)***
0.96 (0.12)***
-0.12 (0.09)
0.12 (0.13)
***
0.02 (0.00)***
0.81
483

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses.
†Due to the number of dummy variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown.
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10
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Part III: Tenured/tenure eligible career progression
III.1. Progression of tenure-eligible hires to tenure
Out of the 122 tenure-eligible hires from 2005 to 2010, none are currently tenure-eligible:
all have been denied tenure, granted tenure, or have departed as of September 2016.
(Departures here and elsewhere in Part III include faculty who left employment in Arts &
Science for any reason, including resignation, transfer to another NYU school, and
death.) The null hypothesis that gender and tenure outcome are independent was not
rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.36). Gender and tenure outcome are not
significantly associated. The distributions of outcomes for male and female tenureeligible faculty in this cohort are visually depicted in Figures 4 and 5.
Figure 4: 2016 Status of female tenure eligible new hires (2005 to 2010)
Denied, 1,
2%

Departed,
15, 32%
Granted,
31, 66%

Figure 5: 2016 Status of male tenure eligible new hires (2005 to 2010)
Denied, 4,
6%

Departed,
16, 21%

Granted,
55, 73%
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III.2. Progression of associate professor hires to full professor
There were 55 associate professor hires from 2004-2005 to 2009-2010. Of these, 22 have
been promoted and 9 have departed prior to promotion. The distributions of outcomes for
male and female faculty in this cohort are visually depicted in Figures 6 and 7.
The null hypothesis that gender and promotion are independent for this cohort was
rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.05). Gender and promotion from associate to full
professor rank are associated when no other variables are considered. Controlling for
division, the null hypothesis was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test for humanities
(p=0.71), science (p=0.63), or the Institute for Fine Arts (p=1.00). Within these divisions,
gender and promotion of hires from associate to full professor are not associated. The
null hypothesis was rejected for the social sciences (p=0.09).
Figure 6: 2016 Status of female associate professor new hires (2005 to 2010)

Departed,
4, 16%

Promoted
to P, 6,
24%

Continuing
as AP, 15,
60%

Figure 7: 2016 Status of male associate professor new hires (2005 to 2010)

Departed,
5, 17%

Continuing
as AP, 9,
30%

Promoted
to P, 16,
53%
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III.3. Progression of associate professor promotions to full professor
There were 78 assistant professors promoted to associate professor hires in the span from
2004-2005 to 2009-2010. Of these, 35 have been promoted again and 15 have departed
without having been promoted to full professor. The distributions of outcomes for male
and female faculty in this cohort are visually depicted in Figures 8 and 9.
The null hypothesis that gender and promotion are independent for this cohort was not
rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.17). Gender and promotion from associate to full
professor rank are not statistically associated for this cohort.
Figure 8: 2016 Status of female associate professors promoted within (2005 to 2010)

Departed,
3, 13%

Promoted
to P, 8,
35%

Continuing
as AP, 12,
52%

Figure 9: 2016 Status of male associate professors promoted within (2005 to 2010)

Departed,
12, 22%

Continuing
as AP, 16,
29%

Promoted
to P, 27,
49%

29

C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document C, Page 59

III.4. Progression from full to named professor
From 2009 through 2015, there were 429 unique individuals who held the rank of full
professor with tenure. Of these, 36 appeared in the A&S record for only a single year and
399 continued into a next year. Of these, 46 were appointed to a named professorship in a
next year. These 46 appointments can be compared against the number of individuals (46
is 12.1% of 399 individuals), and they can also be compared against the total number of
years each of these individuals appeared in the seven years studied (46 is 2.1% of 2169
opportunities for the 399 individuals to have been appointed as named chairs.) These
appointments to named professorships are summarized in Table 18.
Table 18: Appointments from full professor to named professor (2009-2015)

Gender
Female
Male
Minority
Yes
No
Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No

Number of
Individuals
Appointed for
more than one Year

Total Study
Years
Appointed
as Professor

Number of
Appointments
To Named
Professor

Percent of
Individuals
Appointed

Percent of Named
Appointments vs.
Years Appointed

98
301

538
1631

12
34

12.2%
11.3%

2.2%
2.1%

55
339

292
1866

3
43

5.5%
12.7%

1.0%
2.3%

37
357

208
1950

2
44

5.4%
12.3%

1.0%
2.3%

The null hypothesis that gender and appointment from full to named professor were
independent for professors with tenure employed during the years 2009-2015 was not
rejected with the chi-square statistic (χ2=0.065, p=0.80). It was also not rejected when
individuals’ number of years appointed was considered, with the chi-square statistic
(χ2=0.042, p=0.84). Gender and appointment to named professorship are not associated.
The null hypothesis that minority status and appointment from full to named professor
were independent for professors with tenure appointed during the years 2009-2015 was
not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.17). It was also not rejected when individuals’
number of years appointed was considered, using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.19). Minority
status and appointment to named professorship are not associated.
The null hypothesis that underrepresented minority status and appointment from full to
named professor were independent for professors with tenure appointed during the years
2007-2013 was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.20). It was also not rejected
when individuals’ number of years appointed was considered, using Fisher’s Exact Test
(p=0.31). Underrepresented minority and appointment to named professorship are not
associated.
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Part IV: Gender and minority status versus non-salary variables
IV.1. Internal research support (tenured/tenure eligible faculty)
The proportion of tenured/tenure eligible faculty receiving internal research support is
shown in Table 19, and analysis of the amount of support in Table 20. Support is defined
as a transfer from an internal operating budget into an internal Arts & Science fund
managed by or for the faculty member. By definition, these exclude external grants.
Table 19: Received internal research support by gender and minority status
(tenured/tenure eligible faculty)
Gender

2016
2014
2012
2010
2005
2000

Female
178 (75%)
164 (77%)
160 (75%)
149 (77%)
107 (70%)
72 (59%)

Minority

Male
281 (55%)
274 (57%)
265 (56%)
256 (53%)
213 (49%)
143 (37%)

Yes
81 (63%)
72 (65%)
70 (64%)
71 (66%)
57 (65%)
36 (51%)

No
356 (63%)
340 (64%)
339 (63%)
332 (59%)
263 (52%)
179 (40%)

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No
50 (75%)
387 (62%)
45 (74%)
367 (63%)
40 (74%)
369 (62%)
42 (81%)
361 (58%)
38 (76%)
282 (52%)
27 (64%)
188 (40%)

Gender and underrepresented minority status are both associated with whether or not a
tenured/tenure eligible faculty member receives support, with female faculty being more
likely to receive support (χ2=26.76, p<.0001) and underrepresented minority faculty
being more likely to receive support (χ2=4.39, p=.04). Minority status is not associated
with receiving research support (χ2=0.001 p=0.98).
Table 20: Linear regression on log internal research support (tenured/tenure
eligible faculty)
Intercept
Female
Rank vs. Professor
Assistant
Associate
Named
Department†
Year of hire
R2
N

2016
9.02
(0.15)***
0.03
(0.06)

2014
9.21
(0.15)***
0.05
(0.06)

2012
9.02
(0.18)***
-0.03 (0.06)

2010
9.18
(0.15)***
-0.01 (0.06)

2005
8.64
(0.16)***
0.00
(0.06)

2000
8.62
(0.21)***
0.06
(0.09)

-0.53
(0.09)***
-0.37
(0.07)***
0.33
(0.08)***
***
0.02
(0.00)***
0.40
454

-0.81
(0.09)***
-0.41
(0.07)***
0.34
(0.09)***
***
0.02
(0.00)***
0.44
436

-0.69
(0.10)***
-0.33
(0.08)***
0.57
(0.10)***
***
0.02
(0.00)***
0.47
420

-0.72
(0.09)***
-0.32
(0.07)***
0.73
(0.09)***
***
0.02
(0.00)***
0.49
405

-0.99
(0.09)***
-0.49
(0.08)

-0.87
(0.13)***
-0.61
(0.13)***

***
0.03
(0.00)***
0.45
320

*
0.02
(0.01)***
0.42
215

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. Two faculty with missing year of hire data were excluded.
†Due the number of dummy variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown.
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10.

Gender is again not a significant predictor of the amount of log internal research support
after considering rank, department, and year of hire.
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IV.2. Internal research support (continuing contract faculty)
The proportion of tenured/tenure eligible faculty receiving internal research support is
shown in Table 21, and analysis of the amount of support in Table 22. Support is defined
as a transfer from an internal operating budget into an internal Arts & Science fund
managed by or for the faculty member.
Table 21: Received internal research support by gender and minority status
(continuing contract faculty)
Gender

2016
2014
2012
2010
2005
2000

Female
174 (87%)
169 (88%)
149 (86%)
129 (87%)
46 (74%)
4 (17%)

Male
147 (79%)
131 (76%)
136 (79%)
112 (77%)
29 (47%)
5 (22%)

Minority
Yes
55 (83%)
47 (85%)
52 (83%)
56 (84%)
20 (69%)
3 (20%)

No
244 (83%)
219 (82%)
208 (84%)
184 (81%)
55 (58%)
6 (19%)

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No
25 (96%)
274 (82%)
22 (92%)
244 (82%)
26 (87%)
234 (83%)
28 (82%)
212 (82%)
7 (77%)
68 (59%)
1 (50%)
8 (18%)

In 2016, gender is again associated with whether or not a contract faculty member
receives support, with female faculty being more likely to receive support (χ2=4.37,
p=0.04). Minority status is not significantly associated with receiving research support
(χ2=0.0001 p=0.99). Underrepresented minority status is significantly associated with
receiving research support for the first time (χ2=3.33 p=0.07).
Table 22: Linear regression on log internal research support (contract faculty)
2016
7.58
(0.05)***
Female
-0.03
(0.02)
Rank vs. Sen. Lang. Lectr.
Clin. Assistant
0.15
(0.07)**
Clin. Associate
0.12
(0.06)**
Clin. Professor
0.26
(0.07)***
Lang. Lectr.
-0.63
(0.03)***
Master Teacher
0.13
(0.11)
Department†
***
Year of hire
-0.00
(0.00)
R2
0.82
N
321
Intercept

2014
7.56
(0.04)***
-0.02
(0.02)

2012
7.67
(0.33)***
-0.03
(0.04)

2010
7.68
(0.37)***
-0.03
(0.05)

2005
7.06
(0.08)***
0.00
(0.06)

0.10
(0.07)
0.07
(0.06)
0.39
(0.06)***
-0.64
(0.03)***
0.30
(0.04)***
***
-0.00
(0.00)
0.86
300

***
-0.02
(0.00)***
0.54
274

***
-0.02
(0.00)***
0.55
241

***
-0.05
(0.01)***
0.76
75

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses.
†Due to the number of dummy variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown.
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10

In 2016 gender is again not a significant predictor of the amount of log internal research
support after considering rank, department, and year of hire.
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IV.3. Instructional load (tenured/tenure eligible faculty)
Table 23 shows that there is no significant difference between the number of academic
year scheduled courses assigned to male and female faculty, nor between groups of
faculty based on minority status. As has been reported in past studies, the average
number of students taught by each female tenured/tenure eligible faculty is significantly
lower than the average for men. The committee’s concern that students may be deprived
of exposure to female tenure track faculty due to this trend is noted. Attempts at building
regression models from available data again failed to further illuminate this difference in
the absence of an informed hypothesis regarding its cause or causes.
Table 23: Courses assigned with enrollments by gender, minority status
(tenured/tenure eligible faculty)
Gender
Female

Minority
Male

No

Yes

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No

Number of
Courses

1.88
(1.35)

1.72
(1.23)

1.86
(1.29)

1.80
(1.28)

1.96
(1.38)

1.79
(1.27)

Number of
Students

45.45
(50.13)**

60.95
(102.6)**

53.84
(57.23)

58.40
(98.55)

50.77
(50.10)

58.27
(95.55)

Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses.
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10

IV.4. Instructional load (continuing contract faculty)
Table 24 shows that there is no significant difference between the number of academic
year scheduled courses assigned to male and female contract faculty. Female contract
faculty teach significantly fewer students, on average, in the 2016 academic year. There
is a significant difference in the number of courses taught when faculty are grouped by
underrepresented minority status.
Table 24: Courses assigned with enrollments by gender, minority status (continuing
contract faculty)
Gender
Female

Minority
Male

Yes

No

Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No

Number of
Courses

3.88
(1.79)

4.01
(1.84)

4.61
(1.86)***

3.79
(1.75)***

4.88
(1.18)***

3.87
(1.82)***

Number of
Students

77.43
(90.74)**

111.60
(180.6)**

105.30
(136.20)

92.36
(148.60)

79.96
(46.39)

95.89
(151.30)

Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses.
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10
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IV.5. Faculty retention
16 faculty members received outside offers in the 2015-2016 academic year. All 16 of
these outside offers were followed up by a counter offer from NYU, 11 of these were
retained, 4 departed, and 1 is still pending. Table 25 displays counts by gender, minority
status, and rank.
Table 25: Outside offers & counter offers
2016
Gender
Female
Male
Minority
Yes
No
URM
Yes
No
Rank
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Named Professor

2014

2012

2010

Recorded

Issued

Accepted

Recorded

Issued

Accepted

Recorded

Issued

Accepted

Recorded

Issued

Accepted

6
10

6
10

4-5
7

3
10

2
10

1
9

6
11

6
11

6
11

6
10

4
7

3
5

3
12

3
12

3
7-8

3
10

2
9

2
8

5
11

5
11

5
11

7
9

6
5

4
4

1
14

1
14

1
9-10

3
10

2
9

2
8

3
13

3
13

3
13

0
16

0
11

0
8

2
3
7
4

2
3
7
4

2
2-3
5
2

2
3
6
2

2
2
6
2

2
1
6
1

3
5
9
0

3
5
9
0

3
5
9
0

4
7
3
2

2
6
1
2

1
4
1
2
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IV.7. Teaching awards
A breakdown of the Golden Dozen Teaching Awards made since 2009-10, as reported on
the College of Arts & Science website21 is in Table 26.
Table 26: Golden Dozen nominations

Gender
Female
Male
Minority
Yes
No
Underrepresented
Minority
Yes
No
Rank
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Named Professor
Clinical Instructor
Clinical Assistant
Professor
Clinical Associate
Professor
Clinical Professor
Language Lecturer
Senior Language
Lecturer

201516

201415

201314

201213

201112

201011

200910

Total

Percent

Percent of
all 2016
faculty,
excluding
LS

4
8

4
8

9
3

6
6

7
5

4
8

5
7

39
45

46%
54%

37%
73%

1
10

0
11

3
7

0
12

1
10

0
12

1
10

6
72

7%
72%

18%
82%

1
10

0
11

1
9

0
12

1
10

0
12

0
11

3
75

4%
96%

8%
92%

1
3
2
2
0
3

1
1
4
2
0
0

3
2
3
1
0
1

0
4
3
1
1
0

2
2
4
0
0
0

2
2
4
0
0
1

0
4
4
0
0
0

9
18
24
6
1
5

11%
21%
29%
7%
1%
6%

12%
18%
29%
11%
0%
5%

1

0

1

0

0

1

2

5

6%

4%

0
0
0

3
1
0

0
0
1

2
1
0

0
1
3

1
1
0

0
2
0

6
6
4

7%
7%
5%

3%
9%
8%

Fisher’s exact tests comparing 2016 recipients against the 2016 faculty show no
association between gender and receiving a Golden Dozen award (p=1.00 between
minority status and receiving an award (p=0.70), nor URM status and receiving an award
(p=0.61).

21

http://cas.nyu.edu/page/teaching.awards
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IV.8. Opportunities to teach at portal campuses
Table 27 reports the number of faculty teaching courses in 2016 outside of the
Washington Square portal campus structure.
Table 27: Instructors of courses in global portals, 2016

Tenured/tenure eligible
Female
Male
Contract
Female
Male

Total
Number

Number
Leading
Portal
Courses

Percentage
Leading
Portal
Courses

227
499

13
36

5.7%
7.2%

180
187

3
2

1.7%
1.1%

The null hypothesis that gender and opportunity to teach abroad for tenured/tenure
eligible faculty was not rejected with the chi-square statistic (χ2=0.55, p=0.46). The null
hypothesis that gender and opportunity to teach abroad for contract faculty was not
rejected with Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.68). There is no relationship between gender and
opportunities to teach at NYU’s portal campuses.

Part V: Worklife Climate Survey results
V.1 Summary of the Findings
In October of 2016, a survey was circulated to the faculty included in the 2016 cross
section to measure the quality of institutional and professional worklife (climate) of the
Faculty of Arts and Science at New York University. The instrument was adapted from a
2012 climate survey conducted in FAS to allow for comparison over time. For the
purpose of this study all full-time FAS tenure and tenure track faculty members present in
the prior academic year’s financial records and also in the October 2016 record were
included (N=706). Four separate emails were disseminated to potential respondents as
reminders to complete the survey. The survey collection yielded 241 responses for a 34%
return rate. One response was unusable and excluded from the analyses, leaving a final
total of 240 surveys.
The following narrative serves to explain the attached tables and appendices in answer to
the study’s questions. Tables provide the results of the survey by academic division
(Humanities, Social Sciences, Science) and faculty demographics (gender, race/ethnicity,
academic rank). The appendices provide more detail of the worklife climate survey,
including the original survey instrument (Appendix 1). Additional appendices display the
means and standard deviations for each item.
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V.2 Faculty Demographics
Table 28 provides demographic data on the respondents. Males (63%) outnumber females
(36%). The respondents’ race/ethnicity (self-identified) shows Caucasians (69%)
comprise the largest group followed by: Hispanics (8%), Asians (4%), Mixed/Other (3%)
and Black/African Americans (2%). For academic rank, professors are the majority
(49%) followed by associate professors (22%), assistant professors (19%), and
chairs/directors (10%). Overall, FAS work at NYU for an average of 15.6 years
(SD=12.1). Divisional representation is as follows: Humanities (38%), Sciences (33%),
and Social Sciences (29%).
Table 28: Respondent Demographics22
Respondent
Demographics
Gender
Female
Male
Other/NA
Race/Ethnicity
(Self-Identified)
Asian
Black or African
American
Caucasian
Hispanic
Mixed/ Other
Unreported
Academic Rank
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Chair/Director
Unreported
Division
Humanities
Social Sciences
Sciences
Unreported
Years Working at
NYU
0-7 years
8-14 years
15 + years
Unreported

2016 Survey Response
Demographics
Frequency
Percent
87
36
152
63
1 (Other)
0
Frequency
Percent

2016 Payroll
Demographics
Frequency
224
482
N/A
Frequency

Percent
32
68
N/A
Percent

2012 Survey Response
Demographics
Frequency
Percent
113
37
169
55
25 (N/A)
8
Frequency
Percent

2012 Payroll
Demographics
Frequency
191
446
N/A
Frequency

Percent
30
70
N/A
Percent

10
4

4
2

59
23

8
3

13
9

4
3

55
21

9
3

165
8
6
47
Frequency
45
52
118
24
1
Frequency
90
70
79
1
Frequency

69
3
3
20
Percent
19
22
49
10
0
Percent
38
29
33
0
Percent

566
39
5
14
Frequency
117
187
402+
N/A
N/A
Frequency
279++
242
185+++
N/A
Frequency

80
6
1
2
Percent
17
26
57
N/A
N/A
Percent
40
34
26
N/A
Percent

228
12
6
39
Frequency
37
86
137
22
25
Frequency
110
79
93
25
Frequency

74
4
2
13
Percent
12
28
45
7
8
Percent
36
26
30
8
Percent

527
22
9
N/A
Frequency
109
161
367+
N/A
N/A
Frequency
234
177
258+++
N/A
Frequency

83
3
1
N/A
Percent
17
25
58
N/A
N/A
Percent
37
28
35
N/A
Percent

69
58
103
10

29
24
43
4

163
188
355
N/A

23
27
50
N/A

84
85
102
36

27
58
33
12

206
150
281
N/A

32
44
24
N/A

22

Survey and actual FAS demographics are self-determined by the respondent and may not correspond, +
Includes NP, ++ Includes ISAW and IFA, +++ Includes CIMS
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The overall rank order of the 4 dimensions examined in the survey from most positive to
most negative is provided below (means in parentheses). The range is measured on a
scale of 1 to 5, with “1” indicating the most negative response, “3” indicating neutrality,
and “5” indicating the most positive response. All of these indicate a slight shift toward
positivity compared to the overall means in 2012, with the exception of the Service and
committee dimension, which held steady.
Table 29: Climate Dimensions (Mean and Standard Deviations)
Climate Dimensions
Teaching and advising
Service and committee
Research and scholarship
Tenure and promotion

Overall Mean
3.6 (0.6)
3.3 (0.6)
3.5 (0.8)
3.5 (0.9)

Previous Mean
3.5 (0.5)
3.3 (0.8)
3.3 (0.8)
3.4 (0.7)

Questions
1-9
10-13
14-18
24-29
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V.3 Differences in Responses by Demographic Groups
Table 30 provides the means and standard deviations on each of the 4 worklife
dimensions by gender, minority status, academic rank, division, and years in service at
NYU. Individuals with unreported ethnicity were excluded from the minority status
analysis. The individual who selected gender nonconforming was excluded from the
gender analysis.
Table 30: Professional Worklife Dimensions by Gender, Minority Status, Rank,
Division, and Years of Service
Teaching (T)
Demographics
Gender
Female
Male
Minortiy Status
Minority
Not Minority
Rank
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Chair/ Director
Division
Humanities
Social Sciences
Sciences
Years of Service
0-7 Years
8-14 Years
15 plus Years

Service (S)

Research (R)

Tenure (TE)

x

x

x

x

(SD)
T
3.53
(0.67)
3.64
(0.57)
T
3.61
(0.67)
3.06
(0.57)
T**
3.53
(0.55)
3.40
(0.70)
3.69
(0.59)
3.70
(0.54)
T
3.65
(0.58)
3.52
(0.52)
3.62
(0.57)
T
3.62
(0.57)
3.58
(0.60)
3.64
(0.63)

(SD)
S***
3.05
(0.61)
3.38
(0.48)
S
3.25
(0.55)
3.29
(0.47)
S***
3.12
(0.62)
3.02
(0.55)
3.40
(0.50)
3.37
(0.40)
S
3.21
(0.62)
3.33
(0.81)
3.35
(0.47)
S
3.22
(0.60)
3.28
(0.53)
3.31
(0.53)

(SD)
R
3.33
(0.95)
3.54
(0.71)
R
3.40
(0.94)
3.49
(0.80)
R
3.34
(0.71)
3.46
(0.91)
3.51
(0.78)
3.55
(0.87)
R
3.42
(0.97)
3.18
(0.93)
3.57
(0.65)
R
3.42
(0.82)
3.57
(0.80)
3.45
(0.81)

(SD)
TE***
3.19
(1.01)
3.59
(0.84)
TE
3.44
(0.91)
3.53
(0.91)
TE***
3.24
(0.79)
3.00
(1.01)
3.77
(0.86)
3.73
(0.77)
TE
3.38
(1.00)
3.52
(0.65)
3.60
(0.86)
TE*
3.31
(0.83)
3.51
(0.96)
3.64
(0.97)

***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10
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The null hypothesis that responses were independent of each demographic category was
tested separately for each of the four dimensions, using analysis of variance (ANOVA),
making 20 tests in all.
There are again no differences found in the perceptions of teaching, service, research, and
tenure by academic division, in the perceptions of teaching, service, and research by
years of service, in the perceptions of research by rank, or in the perceptions of teaching
or research by gender.
Differences in perception of service by minority status, found to be significant in 2012,
was not found in this study (p=0.69). Minority status and perception of service are no
longer related. Perceptions of teaching, research, and tenure were again found to have no
differences by minority status.
The relationships between rank and perceptions in teaching, service, and tenure found in
2012 were reaffirmed, with p=0.02 for rank, and p<0.01 for service and tenure. Again,
associate professors have on average the least positive perceptions of teaching, service,
and tenure than other ranks.
The relationships between gender and perceptions in service and tenure found in 2012
were reaffirmed, with p<0.01 for both service and tenure. Again, female faculty have on
average the fewer positive perceptions of service and tenure than men. The response of
the individual who reported as gender nonconforming did not resemble either gender
average.
Given the relationship noted elsewhere in this report that gender and current rank are
associated, the results shown here for differences in perception by rank and gender cannot
be disassociated.
V.4 Open-ended comments regarding FAS professional work-life issues
This section presents a brief overview and representation of the open-ended comments
regarding FAS professional work-life issues, gathered at the conclusion of the survey.
Responses are grouped around emerging themes and are briefly presented.
At its close, the survey posed to the following prompt to respondents: If you have any
additional comments that you would like to offer regarding professional work-life issues,
we invite you to add them now. Of the 240 individuals who completed the survey, 68 or
28% chose to respond to the prompt, and nine overlapping themes emerged.
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a. Teaching loads (13 responses):


It is absolutely right to do what we can to recruit the best faculty with
dealmaking, but FAS has given in too much in places: every faculty member
should be expected to teach a fair and equitable load.



I have to teach double what I would at other institutions for less pay.



Frankly, the teaching load (particularly graduate) … takes away significantly
from time I could dedicate to research. During the semester, I have little to no
time to work on my research and have to tell research groups I am associated
with that I won't be able to get to tasks until the semester is over, which is both
embarrassing for me and disappointing for them.



My teaching load is too high in the sense that our faculty/student ratio is very
high at both the graduate and undergraduate levels, and we often teach courses
that are awkwardly small.



I am dismayed about the degree to which undergraduate teaching is
undervalued and low quality tolerated. Many faculty use (unjustifiably) old
slides, have no interaction in their lectures, or have never attended any teaching
workshop.

b. Department climate (11 responses):


My department is great.



I think my department is doing the best they can to support me and my work



I have been discouraged from establishing a course on my specialization. As
nobody else in my department teaches on my specialization, our graduate
students cannot learn about it easily. As a result, I find it difficult to train
graduate students to work with me.



Lack of intellectual diversity in approaches and methods and the exclusion of
under-represented minorities has contributed to a hostile work environment and
eroded collegiality among the faculty. A small club makes all the decisions on
who to recruit, distribution of resources, and committee assignments. Junior
faculty never speak at department meetings.
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c. Family related benefits and support (10 responses):


NYU needs to do more to support professors with children. Making more
childcare provisions available, or offering subsidies for childcare would allow
faculty with children to more fully participate in teaching, research, service,
and after-hours events.



Parental tenure clock extensions are subpar compared to other top universities.



Parental leave policies should be revised so that it is not merely construed as
"workload relief." In particular, faculty (particularly women following
childbirth) should not be asked to offer a proposed schedule for research and
student advising during this leave; the reason for the extension of the tenure
clock is that research productivity for a true primary caregiver is likely to slow,
if not halt, in the months immediately following the birth of a child. To my
knowledge, peer institutions do not make such requests.



NYU is lagging behind other institutions with respect to helping mid career
scientists with families. We have lost a few faculty lately specifically over this
issue (cost of raising children in NYC). More assistance with child care and
more respect for the time that having a family demands (e.g., scheduling
academic events during 9-5pm when faculty with children are available instead
of 5-8pm when childcare demands are high) is necessary to remain
competitive.

d. Tenure review issues (10 responses):


Has the administration instructed the Promotion and Tenure Committee to
reexamine its approach to its work to accommodate this diverse workforce?



Teaching doesn't count for much in tenure and promotion decisions.



I think we communicate ambiguously to junior faculty about their classroom
and research performance, and that's extremely dangerous for them--especially
if they lack the cultural capital to figure things out for themselves.



I would like a serious university-wide conversation about the value of the
tenure system.
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e. Service loads (9 responses):


It is very difficult, despite the fact that my two department chairs are
empathetic, to manage administrative work and meetings in two departments.



In my experience, NYU does not value faculty service; one could do a lousy
job, or a great job, in offices or on tasks that are supposed to be a high priority
for the department or for FAS or for the University, and it seems to make no
difference whatsoever to anyone. I regret undertaking it, but cannot recover the
time I lost from my scholarship.



There seem to be very few people in my department who value service work;
male full professors do the very least of it and are, of course, the most prolific
and esteemed in terms of their academic careers. Women of color do double
duty in that we are already doing a lot of the service work for the department,
*and* we end up doing unofficial advising to many undergraduate and
graduate students who come to us because we are more "human" than some of
our male counterparts.

f. Critique of the survey (9 responses):


The demographic data is probably enough to identify individuals. So be careful
how this is published.



None of these questions come close to the heart of the matter.



This is a bogus survey …it has nothing to do with the way most of us
experience work/life issues in real time in the institution and our departments;
it is slanted in so many ways to produce certain outcomes. Very deceptive and
very stupid exercise.

g. Inequity between divisions and departments (7 responses):


Until FAS addresses the startling inequities across its own departments (special
housing starts and teaching loads for Philosophy, as a keen example), we will
have only window dressing.



As a humanist I have had to scrap for outside money far more than those in
sciences or Economics and even social sciences; this certainly impacts our
scholarly and teaching strengths unfairly.
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h. Dissatisfaction with salary (7 responses):


Salary. Salaries are not transparent, are unequally distributed, and, given that
the annual raises are less than inflation, this is a major source of tension. If we
could be assured of a living-wage COLA, or at least some sort of merit raise
that *improves* our quality of life incrementally rather than having the
*decline* in earning power slightly less than it would be otherwise... well, the
future doesn't look happy. In short: we need to get back to super-inflationary
pay raises at least on occasion.



I suppose that one must be resigned to salary discrepancies, esp. for women, or
for all those hired long ago at starting salaries far lower than those offered now.
We are not likely to catch up, esp. if we are in humanities departments. It does
cause some resentment now and then, although we don't take it out on
colleagues or students. It's just that market forces make us feel undervalued if
value is expressed in money, which in fact, it is.

i. Issues around gender (7 responses):


In my department a small cabal of men make all decisions. Faculty,
particularly the women, are either told what decisions have been made or are
part of a patently false process in which they are led to believe that they are
actually making decisions.



I think we have a situation in which male faculty both espouse and perform
'work/life balance,' with the result that female faculty spend much more time
with students because *someone* has to teach them. Again, the situation is
more dangerous for junior than for senior faculty.

Additional responses not quoted above touched on topics commending or criticizing
particular administrative offices or systems, discussing student advising, questioning
housing distribution and rents, critiquing research and teaching facilities, and describing
the administrative impact felt by faculty of NYU’s growing global student body.
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Appendix 1: Item Means and Standard Deviations
Range 1 to 5, one=strongly disagree and five=strongly agree, reverse coded for items marked
with ‡.
Gender23

Professional Work-life Issues

Total

Teaching and Advising Activities

Total
FAS

Female

Male

Minority

Caucasian

Unreported

3.66
(1.22)
4.28
(0.84)
2.98
(1.35)

3.36
(1.27)
4.26
(0.91)
2.64
(1.33)

3.84
(1.15)
4.30
(0.79)
3.19
(1.31)

3.30
(1.52)
4.44
(0.75)
2.87
(1.66)

3.70
(1.14)
4.28
(0.82)
2.97
(1.29)

3.71
(1.29)
4.17
(0.96)
3.07
(1.39)

4.19
(0.71)
3.23
(1.12)
4.08
(0.87)
3.57
(1.12)
3.15
(1.05)
3.10
(1.28)

4.13
(0.73)
3.30
(1.11)
4.00
(0.99)
3.62
(1.21)
3.18
(1.05)
3.14
(1.33)

4.21
(0.71)
3.19
(1.12)
4.12
(0.80)
3.55
(1.07)
3.12
(1.06)
3.07
(1.28)

4.11
(0.79)
3.56
(1.01)
4.22
(0.75)
3.43
(1.08)
2.92
(1.12)
3.29
(1.49)

4.23
(0.72)
3.19
(1.12)
4.04
(0.91)
3.58
(1.12)
3.18
(0.99)
3.06
(1.25)

4.08
(0.63)
3.18
(1.22)
4.13
(0.81)
3.59
(1.15)
3.18
(1.22)
3.11
(1.32)

Total
FAS

Female

Male

Minority

Caucasian

Unreported

3.58
(1.12)
3.28
(1.19)

3.31
(1.16)
2.86
(1.26)

3.72
(1.08)
3.50
(1.09)

3.82
(0.94)
3.12
(1.24)

3.56
(1.20)
3.30
(1.13)

3.50
(1.23)
3.31
(1.37)

3.22
(1.16)

2.82
(1.19)

3.46
(1.08)

3.15
(1.26)

3.24
(1.07)

3.20
(1.41)

3.45
(1.24)

3.12
(1.37)

3.65
(1.13)

3.14
(1.46)

3.57
(1.12)

3.26
(1.44)

1. Teaching loads are fairly distributed
in my department.
2. I am able to teach the courses I want.
3. I perceive that there are “special
deals” being made regarding teaching
assignments. ‡
4. My undergraduate teaching load is
adequate.
5. Undergraduate classes are too large.
‡
6. My graduate teaching load is
adequate.
7. I have a sufficient number of course
assistants for my courses.
8. NYU provides enough pedagogical
development.
9. Teaching is undervalued in my
department. ‡

Service and Committee Activities
10. My department values my efforts on
NYU committees.
11. Committee assignments are not
rotated fairly to allow for participation
of all faculty members. ‡
12. Workload is distributed equitably
across all members of the department,
and adjusted by rank.
13. I feel compelled to attend events or
agree to administrative duties that take
time away from my scholarship because
I fear that it will affect my future
academic promotion. ‡

Race/Ethnicity

23

The responses of one individual who indicated “Gender Nonconforming” have been omitted from this
table.
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Research and Scholarship
Activities

Total
FAS

Female

Male

Minority

Caucasian

Unreported

14. Institutional research funds are
adequate for my work.
15. There are a sufficient number of
student research assistants to assist me
in my work.
16. I have sufficient office space in
terms of quantity and quality.
17. I have sufficient laboratory space in
terms of quantity and quality.
18. I have the equipment and supplies
needed to adequately conduct my
research.
19. My research is progressing more
swiftly than that of faculty of my rank
and field at other institutions.

3.10
(1.24)
2.75
(1.21)

3.03
(1.32)
2.61
(1.23)

3.15
(1.19)
2.81
(1.20)

3.07
(1.39)
2.54
(1.24)

3.12
(1.23)
2.78
(1.20)

3.04
(1.20)
2.80
(1.24)

3.85
(1.14)
3.63
(1.19)
3.94
(0.95)

3.71
(1.21)
3.35
(1.20)
3.71
(1.08)

3.95
(1.08)
3.72
(1.19)
4.05
(0.87)

3.93
(1.27)
3.63
(1.20)
3.74
(1.14)

3.87
(1.16)
3.61
(1.23)
3.99
(0.92)

3.77
(0.98)
3.69
(1.08)
3.88
(0.97)

3.04
(0.97)

2.78
(0.91)

3.18
(0.98)

2.73
(1.08)

3.05
(0.89)

3.16
(1.15)

Total
FAS

Female

Male

Minority

Caucasian

Unreported

2.88
(1.24)
3.89
(1.02)
3.89
(0.90)
2.75
(1.12)

2.81
(1.31)
3.73
(1.10)
3.64
(0.97)
2.61
(1.09)

2.95
(1.18)
3.98
(0.97)
4.02
(0.84)
2.83
(1.15)

2.95
(1.19)
3.84
(1.18)
3.92
(0.93)
2.76
(1.04)

2.91
(1.24)
3.95
(0.90)
3.91
(0.87)
2.72
(1.12)

2.75
(1.29)
3.69
(1.31)
3.82
(1.01)
2.84
(1.21)

3.40
(1.16)
3.36
(1.34)

3.13
(1.24)
2.98
(1.38)

3.58
(1.07)
3.59
(1.26)

3.58
(1.07)
2.78
(1.52)

3.41
(1.17)
3.49
(1.26)

3.20
(1.22)
3.29
(1.40)

Tenure and Promotion
20. My department mentors me.
21. I know what is necessary to achieve
tenure.
22. The tenure process is fair at NYU.
23. I am provided constructive
performance feedback on a regular
basis.
24. I am confident I will be
academically promoted.
25. I know what is necessary to be
promoted to full professor.
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Appendix 2: Dimensional Means and Standard Deviations
Professional Work-life Issues*
Teaching and Advising Activities
(Alpha 0.73, x =3.60 sd = 0.61)
1. Teaching loads are fairly distributed in my department.
2. I am able to teach the courses I want.
3. I perceive that there are “special deals” being made regarding teaching
assignments.
4. My undergraduate teaching load is adequate.
5. Undergraduate classes are too large.
6. My graduate teaching load is adequate.
7. I have a sufficient number of course assistants for my courses.
8. NYU provides enough pedagogical development.
9. Teaching is undervalued in my department.
Service and Committee Activities
(Alpha 0.64, x =3.26, sd=0.55)
10. My department values my efforts on NYU committees.
11. Committee assignments are not rotated fairly to allow for participation of all
faculty members.
12. Workload is distributed equitably across all members of the department, and
adjusted by rank.
13. I feel compelled to attend events or agree to administrative duties that take time
away from my scholarship because I fear that it will affect my future academic
promotion.
Research and Scholarship Activities
(Alpha 0.69, x =3.46, sd=0.81)
14. Institutional research funds are adequate for my work.
15. There are a sufficient number of student research assistants to assist me in my
work.
16. I have sufficient office space in terms of quantity and quality.
17. I have sufficient laboratory space in terms of quantity and quality.
18. I have the equipment and supplies needed to adequately conduct my research.
19. My research is progressing more swiftly than that of faculty of my rank and field
at other institutions.24
Tenure and Promotion
(Alpha 0.81, x =3.48, sd=0.93)
20. My department mentors me.
21. I know what is necessary to achieve tenure.
22. The tenure process is fair at NYU.
23. I am provided constructive performance feedback on a regular basis.
24. I am confident I will be academically promoted.
25. I know what is necessary to be promoted to full professor.

24

Item 19 was eliminated from the Research and Scholarship dimension. Its inclusion would have reduced
the Cronbach alpha to 0.66.
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Enrollment Update
Spring 2018
MJ Knoll-Finn, Senior Vice President for Enrollment Management
1
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Agenda
• Overview
• Spring Enrollment
• Strong Outlook for Fall
• Student Success Update
2
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Spring Enrollment Update
Spring 2018

Spring 2019

Spring 2020

• Goal: Start with
Liberal Studies

• Goal: Expand to
Include
Steinhardt and
Tadon

• Goal: Increase
Targets

• Target: 70 LS
Students

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

• Actual: 83 LS
Students

Targets:
105 LS
65 Tandon
70 Steinhardt

Targets:
155 LS
65 Tandon
120 Steinhardt

3

C-FSC Meeting 4/5/18, Document C, Page 80

Sneak Peak UG Fall 2018

4

Student Success
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First-Year Retention = 96% by 2020
Six-Year Graduation = 90% by 2026

Represents keeping about 50 students each year
5
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AAU Benchmark Retention by School
100%
98%
96%
94%
92%
90%
88%

2015 IPEDS
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NSC Benchmark Retention by School
University of Chicago

100%

Carnegie Mellon University

98%

University of Pennsylvania

98%

Cornell University

97%

Northeastern University

97%

Columbia University

96%

University of Southern California

96%

Boston College

95%

George Washington University

2015 IPEDS

94%

Boston University

93%

New York University

93%
88%

90%

92%

94%

96%

98%

100%
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102%
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AAU Benchmark Graduation by School
100%
95%
90%
85%
80%

2015 IPEDS
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NSC Graduation Rates by School
University of Pennsylvania

95%

Columbia University

95%

Cornell University

93%

Boston College

92%

University of Southern Califormia

92%

University of Chicago

92%

Carnegie Mellon University

88%

Boston University

85%

Northeastern University

84%

New York University

84%

George Washington University

83%
76%

2015 IPEDS

78%

80%

82%

84%

86%

88%

90%

92%

94%

96%
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2017-2018 Areas of Focus
Student Focus
• International Students
• Low Grant Aid/No Aid
Students
• Academic & General Distress
• Academic Strivers

Administrative Focus
• Align policy, process, data
• Tool to help coordinate and
share
• Coordinated communication
• Comprehensive analysis of
key data

10
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Thank You

11
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Reports of CFSC Global Network Committee and Faculty Committee on NYU’s Global
Network, submitted by Sam Howard-Spink on 3/31/18

The CFSC Global Network committee held its monthly meeting on March 29. In attendance
were Chair Sam Howard-Spink, Scott Illingworth, Edward Kleinert, Pamela Pietro, Josh Paiz
and Aysan Celik.
The committee was joined by Marianne Petit, Academic Director of University Life and Global
Programs (and also C-faculty herself), via Skype from the Shanghai portal. We discussed three
topics in some depth:
 The committee’s work on comparing alcohol and drug policies across the portals and
sites, particularly with regard to faculty training and responsibilities towards intoxicated
students
 The perennial problems facing C-faculty who want to engage with the Global Network
but are hampered by heavy teaching loads and service and administrative responsibilities.
Also that options for engagement often require the support of program and department
chairs, which can be somewhat arbitrary
 How C-faculty specifically can participate in and expand the Global Conversations
events planned for the Spring and Summer
This was a good conversation, and the committee was pleased that the interests and concerns of
C-faculty on the square and at the portals will be more clearly heard by Global Network leaders
going forward.
The Faculty Committee on NYU’s Global Network held a meeting on 3/22/18, with Sam
Howard-Spink in attendance. The committee received a report of the listening sessions with
NYU AD faculty on connectivity and Both/And. The report proposed that “Questions of
coordinated hiring (the “both/and” memo) might be better addressed as part of a comprehensive
reevaluation of the broader questions of connectivity within the global network,” and found that
“misperceptions disproportionately affect tenure-track and contract faculty more than tenured or
affiliated faculty.” Options going forward are to “Re-conceptualize connectivity as neither fully
mandated (both/and memo) nor fully voluntary” and “Re-conceptualize connectivity to
strengthen intellectual connectivity and to distribute administrative labor of maintaining this
connectivity.”
The committee was also joined by Josh Taylor from the Office of International Programs, who
discussed changes in approaches to mobility issues in light of last year’s controversies, and the
impact of new US Government travel sanctions against Syrian and Iranian students. He shared a
link to a new NYU webpage dedicated to faculty visa and immigration issues
(https://www.nyu.edu/faculty/visa-and-immigration.html) which also includes contact
information for “mobility teams” at the portals. Versions for students and staff are under
construction.
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C-FSC Governance Committee Report dated March 25th 2018

Committee Members: Lauren Davis, John Gershman, Mitchell Joachim, Antonios Saravanos,
Larry Slater, Patrick Ying
Report submitted by: Antonios Saravanos (chair)
The committee met on Friday, March 2nd, 2018 and has been working extensively online. It is
scheduled to next meet on Friday, April 6th, 2018. During our meeting on March 6th the
committee finalized the resolution entitled ‘C-FSC Proposed Resolution Recommending Schools
Establish an Attendance Policy for Members of the Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty
Senators Council’. The committee took into consideration the guidance provided at the C-FSC
plenary and felt that the consensus was that the responsibility of removing and/or replacing a
Senator and/or Alternate rests with the academic units. The committee also felt strongly that it
was important to provide a simpler mechanism to view Senator and Alternate attendance that did
not require sifting through meeting minutes and drafted the ‘C-FSC Proposed Resolution To
Establish a Clearer Record of Attendance for Members of the Full-Time Continuing Contract
Faculty Senators Council’. Both resolutions were passed at the last C-FSC meeting. The
majority of our more recent efforts have been dedicated to developing an attendance policy for
C-FSC committees.
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FROM: Susan Stehlik, Stern Senator
DATE: March 22, 2018
Susan could not attend; Katy allowed John Gershman to attend on an exception basis. Here are John’s notes.

Here's the result of the meeting. I can supplement anything that's unclear. Basically we only
made it through the first two items.. lots of discussion on the sexual harassment proposal in
particular to get more clarity on the "responsible employee" and obligations. Short version, all
faculty are responsible employees no matter who raises a harassment/assault issue either first
hand or second hand, and whether it happened at NYU or elsewhere.
The sense of the room (at least of those who spoke) was in support of mandatory training, and
Katy effectively said it will be mandatory or as close to mandatory as can be. (This may
become moot if the legislation pending in NY City Council will mandate such training anyway
for employers in NYC). The issue, raised but not discussed in detail or resolved, was what
does "mandatory" mean -- ie, would there be a sanction if someone didn't do it. For
illustration, the conflict of interest certification is mandatory but university-wide compliance is
about 83-4%, with some schools at mid-60s, and there's no sanction, just nagging.
The tenure process issue basically revolved around Carol presenting a proposal for a new
Faculty Academic Advisory Committee on Tenure for Katy which would draw faculty from
across the university and be used specifically for:
1. dockets/cases for which there is only one review process (ie, just a school or institute-wide
process, not a departmental and then school process: This would include Institute Study of
Arts, Institute for Study of Ancient World, Gallatin, Wagner, some others?)
2. Lateral hires
3. Dockets in which recommendations are not aligned (ie, split votes; dean and department
differ, etc)
The Committee would meet and could advise Katy to:
1. accept Dean's recommendation regarding tenure
2. overturn Dean's recommendation
3. Obtain more information from school
4. Seek more external letters
5. If Dean's recommendation is different than Chair (of department), seek more information
from Chair
The clear goal of this committee is to raise the bar on tenure across the university.
Finally, since not enough time to discuss future agenda of committee Katy explicitly solicited
feedback from members of the committee on
1) agenda of committee this year and how things went this year and
2)reactions to the idea of having this Academic priorities Committee play a more executive
and not just an advisory role (ie, could a subcommittee of this committee be tasked with
developing proposals on issues like reforming the tenure process.)
John G.

