
 

1 
 

Full-Time Continuing Contract 
Faculty Senators Council 
 
411 Lafayette Street, Room 327 
New York, NY 10003 
P: 212 998 2230 
c-fsc@nyu.edu 

 

 
MINUTES OF THE C-FACULTY SENATORS COUNCIL MEETING OF MAY 3, 2022 
 
The New York University Continuing Contract Faculty Senators Council (C-FSC) met at noon on Tuesday, May 
3, 2022 via Zoom. 
 
In attendance were Senators Abel-Bey, Brar, Chalas, de Leon, Dickey, Grendell, Hornick, Illingworth, Jahangiri, 
Killilea, Kim, Latimer, Liston, Maier, Maynor, McCarty, Mitnick, Nielsen, Patterson, Rao, Renzi, Spivakovsky, 
Taitel, Tourin, White, Williams, and Youngerman; and Alternate Senators Bridges, Bruno, Casey, Davis, Faber, 
Ferguson, Gandolfini, Iams (for Yuan), Keating, Owens, Piantella, Primm, Sun, Tyrell, and Veitz Keenan. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the meeting agenda was approved unanimously. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES  
 
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the minutes of the March 29, 2022 meeting were approved 
unanimously. 
 
MOMENT OF SILENCE: EDWARD KLEINERT 
 
The Council conducted a moment of silence to honor the life of Edward Kleinert. 
 
SPECIAL PRESENTATION 
 
Middle States Self-Study 
 
NYU 2024 Accreditation Self-Study Co-Chairs Wendy Suzuki and Diana Arpino introduced themselves. Suzuki 
is a Professor of neural science and psychology and has been named the Seryl Kushner Dean of NYU’s College 
of Arts & Science. Arpino is a Vice Provost and quantitative sociologist.  

Arpino reported every ten years the University undertakes a comprehensive, institution wide self-study, including 
the global locations, Abu Dhabi, and Shanghai. The last study was in 2014 and the topic was interdisciplinary 
studies. It was chaired by the prominent legal scholar and human rights advocate Norman Dawson. 

She noted NYU is accredited with the Middle States Commission on Higher Education, which requires this 
comprehensive internal study every ten years. The study examines institutional goals, areas of success, and 
ways for improvement. A successful self-study provides continued access to federal financial aid for students 
and federal grants for faculty and the research community, and credibility with peers, current, and prospective 
students, alumni, employers, and the general public. It is a demonstration of NYU’s commitment to meeting 
rigorous standards of institutional effectiveness and defining tangible ways the University can grow. She noted 
they are leading a self-study with a sharp focus on utility,  inclusion, mindfulness, and rigor. They view the self-
study as a point to reflect, learn, and make NYU better in the future.  

The self-study will be conducted over the next two years with a final report of the findings and recommendations 
delivered in the spring of 2024. They are currently in the process of developing and finalizing the governance 
structure and substantive focus of the study. 
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Arpino noted that faculty are critical to the study’s success. C-FSC representatives will serve on the self-study 
working groups, which are investigating specific research questions and will generate action-oriented 
recommendations. She noted they will also be seeking faculty perspective and feedback through forums.  

Suzuki noted a focus of the study is how NYU can improve and map out that improvement over the next 
decade. They adopted the following priorities: 1) the broad university impact, addressing complex universal 
challenges, including diversity, equity, inclusion, sustainability, social impact, 2) transforming scholarly research 
across all disciplines, 3) excellence in education and excellence in the student experience, and 4) advancing 
global education.  

They asked the Council to reflect on their vision for NYU ten years from now and respond in the chat. Council 
members’ goals for NYU included: more seamlessly offering of courses across all schools, global sites, and 
portals; affordability; scholarship/financial support for all students; student diversity, particularly from 
underprivileged backgrounds; increased environmental sustainability of the physical campus; reduced reliance 
on adjunct and part-time faculty; greater opportunity for faculty to mentor students; integration and mobility 
between global sites; becoming a leader in social/climate education both within and outside the University; 
establishing a strong sense of community and identity throughout all sites and schools and integration among 
schools; and more support for non-traditional research among C-faculty, including sabbaticals. 
 
SPECIAL PRESENTATION 
 
Letter of Support Concerning Mental Health Accommodations 
 
See attached Documents C and H. 
 
Ana Roudebush, Member of Student Government Assembly as Student Senator-at-Large for Mental Health, 
Eating Disorders/Disordered Eating, and Student-Athletes and Johnson Liu, Member of Student Government 
Assembly’s Health and Wellness Committee presented on the resolution on implementation of mental health 
accommodation days for the general student body at NYU. 

Liu provided statistics from the U.S. Center for Disease Control regarding mental health of different age groups 
and demographics, with varying educational levels, including respondent characteristics and prevalence of 
adverse mental health outcomes, substance abuse to cope with street or emotions related to the COVID-19 
pandemic. In the age group of 18-24 years of age 49% had at least experienced anxiety disorders, 52% 
depressive, and at least 63% had the concurrent of both. For adverse consequences, at least 25% have begun 
to rely on substance dependency and either starting to use of substances or continuing to increase for 
substance use as well, and around 26% have suicidal thoughts, and around 75% reported as having one or 
more adverse mental health symptoms, as well as behavioral symptoms. See attached Document H. 

Roudebush described their premise for mental health accommodations. They argue that mental health is a valid 
reason for absence in the workplace. FMLA does not acknowledge mental health at the moment, unless it is for 
a long term and diagnosed condition, for example, severe depression or nervous disorder, which requires proof 
of condition. This policy initiative would make it so that professors do not require proof verification or 
documentation if a student were to claim that they are struggling with mental health.  

Roudebush noted the University does not make overarching mandates regarding absences, as different 
departments have different standards and requirements for absences. The implementation of this initiative 
would ensure a similar response from professors across departments and schools. 

Throughout COVID, the University has told professors and their departments to be more lenient with absences 
surrounding health-related issues. In many instances, professors have allowed a certain number of days where 
students can be absent from lecture or recitation with no questions asked. However, there are still some 
professors who resist the idea that mental health is a legitimate issue for students. 



  

3 
 

Various states have weighed in on mental health days including Oregon, Utah, and Minnesota. New York state 
legislators have voiced their support for mental health accommodation for students. 

Liu noted in term of higher education institutions, an example is the University of California-Berkeley slip days, 
which include 5 days per semester, allow students to submit assignments after due dates, and accommodate 
those who experience minor issues or scheduling conflicts. Slip days are not allowed when solutions or 
feedback are given that would provide an advantage to those who use them (i.e. exams). 

Roudebush noted they gathered feedback from psychologists within NYU across various departments. A former 
student psychologist within the NYU Politics Department commented acquiring proof does not translate well in 
the realm of mental health and believed slip days are a great idea that can help preserve autonomy without 
compromising. 

This initiative recognizes that every person deals with mental health, just as every person deals with physical 
health whether or not a person has a pre-existing or diagnosed condition. Students may have pre-existing 
mental health conditions, or they might struggle during a certain period of time. 

They recognize that every student should take the opportunity to speak with a trained professional, but the initial 
response in a classroom setting and from trusted professors and TAs matters greatly. Students should not be 
required to provide proof of their condition or documentation that verifies their claim. Mental health is a sensitive 
topic that students may not wish to divulge. 

Roudebush also mentioned an ad hoc committee for mental health accommodations. This would ensure that the 
conversation continues and they can keep working with Councils and the administration in the future on these 
issues. 

Senators noted the concerns that in certain learning environments, student absenteeism has a profound impact 
on the mental health of students who are present. It was noted there is a need to find a way to both permit this 
kind of absenteeism but without costing the mental health of fellow students. He noted the importance this 
proposal take into account the variety of academic environments and collaborative learning spaces. 

A Senator suggested refocusing the proposal on mental health being treated as a physical health condition. She 
also noted the proposal should distinguish between slip days and leaves of absence. 

A Senator noted that faculty workload should be taken into account with missed days and the proposal might 
also include support for faculty supporting students.  

PRESENTATION, DISCUSSION, AND VOTE 
 
Proposed Safeguards for the Office of Equal Opportunity’s Current Method of Investigating Alleged 
Violations of the University’s Non-Discrimination Policy  
 
See attached Document D. 
 
Personnel Policies and Contract Issues Committee Chair White noted this proposed resolution was developed 
following  a specific case of an accusation of gender discrimination. 

White listed the resolution’s four recommended changes to the current method of investigating alleged violations 
of the university’s non-discrimination policy: 1) all those accused of violating the university’s non-discrimination 
policy shall be entitled to representation by an attorney or advocate whenever they appear before investigating 
officers; 2) anyone accused of violating the policy shall be entitled to a written statement from the university that 
specifies the words or conduct that are alleged to have violated the policy; 3) anyone accused of violating the 
policy shall be entitled to a written statement from the university of the evidence supporting the accusation, with 
no redactions other than those required to protect witnesses from retaliation; and 4) anyone accused of violating 
the policy shall be entitled to a written statement from the university of the reasoning by which the investigating 
officers have concluded that the accused has indeed violated the policy. 
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A Senator suggested adding language to make clear this is only addressing the employee policy, not student 
policy. 

A Senator suggested creating an ad hoc group of C-FSC and T-FSC representatives to work on revising these 
policies. He noted the T-FSC has raised important issues that need to be adequately addressed and a joint 
statement would be stronger. 

White suggested first putting the resolution to a vote from the Council and then if approved, bringing a Council 
supported resolution to the T-FSC. 

A Senator made a motion to commit the proposed resolution to a joint Committee for review. The motion was 
not seconded. 
 
A Senator suggested an amendment to clarify that the university’s non-discrimination policy applies to 
employees.  
 
At the conclusion of the discussion, the following amendment to the motion was moved and seconded: 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the C-FSC recommends changes to the current method of 
investigating alleged violations of the university’s non-discrimination policy for employees, so as to 
provide safeguards against false or unsubstantiated accusations, and other miscarriages of justice, to 
wit: 

 
The amendment was approved by vote of the Council. The amended resolution was approved by vote of the 
Council. 
 
Youngerman noted the resolution will be communicated to the T-FSC Executive Committee and they will plan a 
joint meeting with the Office of Equal Opportunity to discuss. 

PERSONNEL POLICIES & CONTRACT ISSUES: 
 
NYU Libraries Continuing Contract Faculty Guidelines for Appointment, Evaluation, Reappointment, and 
Promotion 
 
See attached Document F. 
 
Committee Chair White presented the recommendations of the Committee. 

A Senator expressed concern that the document was distributed one day before the meeting without adequate 
time for review. Another Senator also expressed concern with lack of time to review the Stern document. 

White noted the timing of the joint meeting caused the delay in finalizing the document and its distribution one 
day prior to the meeting. 

A motion to table the recommendations regarding the NYU Libraries Continuing Contract Faculty Guidelines for 
Appointment, Evaluation, Reappointment, and Promotion was moved and seconded. The motion to table was 
passed by vote of the Council. 
 
 
NYU Stern Continuing Contract Faculty Guidelines for Appointment, Evaluation, Reappointment, and 
Promotion   
 
See attached Document G. 
 
A motion to table the recommendations regarding the NYU Stern Continuing Contract Faculty Guidelines for 
Appointment, Evaluation, Reappointment, and Promotion was moved and seconded. The motion to table was 
passed by vote of the Council. 
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REPORT FROM THE CHAIR: ETHAN YOUNGERMAN 
 
See attached Document A and B. 
 
Discussion/Questions on Chair’s Report 
 
Retreat and Meeting 
 
Youngerman asked for feedback on when to host the retreat and meeting. Council members expressed 
preference for late May or early June. A survey will be sent to identify a date. 
 
He noted this will include a retreat and a formal meeting to address any unfinished Council business, including 
the Libraries and Stern guidelines. This may also include an outdoor social event afterwards. 
 
The Chair’s Report was accepted into the minutes. 
 
UPDATE ON NYU SHANGHAI AND THE LOCKDOWN 
 
Alternate Senator Iams provided an update on the conditions in Shanghai. He noted Shanghai is facing week six 
of lockdown, which means people cannot leave their immediate surroundings. There are food issues related to 
the ability to receive delivery of healthy, nutritious protein-rich food. Clean drinking water has also been an 
issue, whether there is the ability to receive delivery of bottled drinking water or if there is a need to boil water. 

NYU Shanghai has set up a 24/7 hotline to NYU Shanghai Public Safety. He noted faculty have received 
emergency food packages from the University. The University is working with the U.S. and other consulates for 
faculty who are trying to leave Shanghai. He noted it is very challenging to even travel to the airport. The 
University has reinstated its 2020 COVID hardship and emergency fund and is working with faculty who are 
financially disaffected by the situation. The Faculty Council in Shanghai has elicited concerns from faculty and is 
meeting with the administration on a regular basis. The student have been working primarily with student life to 
have their needs addressed.  

COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
See attached Document E. 
 
No Discussion/Questions on the following submitted reports: 
 
Educational Policies & Faculty/Student Relations 
Faculty Benefits & Housing 
Community Standards 
Undergraduate Academic Affairs Committee 
 
Reports at Meeting: 
 
There were no additional reports at the meeting. 
 
The reports were accepted into the minutes. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 2:00 PM. 
 



Chair’s Report: Ethan Youngerman, 5/3/22 
 
April 12th, Board of Trustee Meetings, Senate Executive Committee (Chair Only).  
Members of the board sent the SEC the following questions in advance:How do you see the 
advantages and disadvantages of NYU's size and scale? 

● As most of you transition from your role leading your constituency, what one piece of 
advice do you have for your successor about how to engage productively with your 
colleagues and the board? 
○ The chair of the AMC recommended ideascale, which they use to keep open a 

constant channel of feedback/concerns from colleagues.  The CFSC might look 
into something similar, as one of my chief challenges remains how hard it is to 
hear from and represent 2,500 diverse colleagues. 

● In this era where social media promotes all kinds of voices, even those that aren’t fact-
based, how do we encourage conversation across differences at NYU? 
○ This provoked a thoughtful and wide-ranging conversation. 

● How do you see the advantages and disadvantages of NYU's size and scale? 
○ I shared an insight from Scott Illingworth, that scale is particularly useful for 

small programs/departments which, in less-large institutions, might not have 
access to many of the supports that our small programs have.  The board liked this 
as a potential recruiting message for faculty and leadership. 

 
April 12th, Board of Trustee Meetings, CFSC Steering Committee. 
The Steering Committee sent the following agenda to members of the board in advance of our 
meeting: 

● C-Faculty Burnout.  We'd like to convey experiences we're hearing from C-Faculty 
colleagues around burnout, and brainstorm with members of the board about possible 
responses (including leaves), potentially borrowing innovations from non-academic 
organizations/other industries. 

○ The board shared that they’ve seen these concerns across industries. Their 
strategies to address employee burnout have included: higher salaries; a return to 
in-person events, to boost morale and remind folx of the benefits of their 
community; an insistence on time off; a re-evaluation of in-person-ness (i.e. not 5 
days a week in the office).  We noted that some of our related concerns have 
included standardized (and higher) raises with promotion; competitive raises for 
faculty who've reached their terminal promotion; competitive research funds for 
C-Faculty; earned or competitive leaves for C-Faculty.  This bled into the next 
item: 

● C-Faculty Retention. Relatedly, we're concerned about retaining the best C-Faculty 
talent.  Many NYU schools do not engage in retention counteroffers when C-Faculty get 
approached by other institutions (this is in contrast to T-Faculty retention efforts).  We'd 
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like to convey retention-related experiences and brainstorm with members of the board 
about possible C-Faculty retention efforts, again potentially borrowing innovations from 
outside of Higher Ed. 

○ Members of the board expressed surprise at the idea that outside offers to C-
Faculty were not routinely countered, given the costs of searching and 
onboarding.  Members of the administration framed this as a school-specific 
practice (or lack thereof). 

○ It was mentioned that these practices affect the female faculty members more as 
they cannot travel for various job offers to even substantiate their retention 
counteroffers.  

○ There was a discussion of the lack of university guidelines for promotional 
increases. Steering committee reported that this was brought to the attention of 
Provost Fleming and Kris Day assured that they were looking into it. Suggestion 
was a 8-12% increase at each level of promotion. 

○ There was a discussion of promotion consideration outside of the typical ranks. 
This is because some units have limited ranks and long-term this creates a salary 
compression. An example was: Provost office would have responsibility of 
reviewing these “special” and infrequent requests. Some members of the board 
(Mr. Katz and Mr. Berkeley) welcomed reviewing anything that may be practiced 
at other institutions. It was mentioned that portfolio evaluation is practiced in 
some California schools.  

● C-Faculty Housing. This could be framed as a sub-category of the retention discussion.  
Although sometimes up to school-level discretion, the reality is that C-Faculty at NYU 
are more or less ineligible for "faculty housing" (e.g. NYU-subsidized rental apartments 
around Washington Square).  We'd like to convey experiences from colleagues about 
being pushed to live further and further from campus and the effects of that distance on 
campus life/faculty engagement, and brainstorm with members of the board about 
possible interventions. 

○ Although no magical solutions to this issue emerged, we were able to voice the 
knock-on effects of colleagues being forced to live further and further from 
campus and campus life. 

● NYU's Size and C-Faculty. To be sure, there are advantages to NYU's size for C-
Faculty: for instance, even small departments and programs gain the vast support and 
resources of an enormous university, something that is difficult at smaller institutions.  A 
challenge, though, is that size can lead to disengagement and/or inability, especially for 
C-Faculty, to access decision makers in key moments.  Local control, in these moments, 
can feel as though it is ceded to "the University."  We'd like to share C-Faculty 
experiences around NYU's scale, and brainstorm with members of the board about 
possible mechanisms a) for increasing the ability for faculty feedback to escalate to 
decision makers; and b) to counteract the perception that such escalation isn't possible. 
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○ We did not ultimately get to this topic (though, as noted above, it was partly 
covered in an earlier Board meeting). 

 
Thursday, April 14th Senate Executive Committee (Chair Only).  President Hamilton 
reflected on his tenure and on the naturalness of turnover; the SEC relayed kind words (as did the 
CFSC Steering Committee, via email).  Carlo joined the meeting to speak to the uptick in cases, 
both within NYU and NYC, presumably related to the BA.2 variant.  He noted that NYU’s 
relative caution compared to other institutions now meant that many other campuses were rolling 
back changes they made, bringing their campuses more in line with where we’ve been all along 
(e.g. masks remaining in classrooms).  I pointed out the optical challenge of no response, even if 
that non-response keeps us in line with science and peers.  Finally, we discussed the lockdown 
crisis in Shanghai, and although President Hamilton explained some reassuring facts (students in 
dorms getting 3 hot meals a day; NYU-SH given special dispensation for one man with a van to 
be out in the city making deliveries to students, faculty, staff off-campus) everyone expressed 
deep and continuing concern. 
 
Communications 
The following email was forwarded to the CFSC for consideration by the chair: 
 
Dear NYU Full-Time Continuing Faculty Senators Council Steering Committee: 
 
The legislation sweeping the country that attempts to control higher education curricula is the 
biggest threat to academic freedom since the McCarthy era.  I am writing on behalf of Historians 
for Peace and Democracy (H-PAD) in support of a campaign that was initiated by the African 
American Policy Forum (AAPF) and that is supported by the American Association of 
University Professors (AAUP). All three organizations are deeply concerned about what many 
people are calling McCarthyism 2.0 as three dozen states across the country have proposed -- 
and, in some cases, passed -- legislation interfering with the autonomy of universities to 
determine their own curricula around issues of U.S. history, race, women, gender and sexuality. 
For information on where such legislation stands, see the Pen website, https://pen.org/scope-
speed-educational-gag-orders-worsening-across-country/. 
  
The campaign is asking faculty senates to pass resolutions upholding academic freedom and 
opposing the numerous educational gag orders.  Nearly forty faculty senates and AAUP Chapters 
have passed such resolutions. These have been mainly from the flagship public universities but it 
is very important that private universities speak out as well to make clear the broad opposition to 
the current culture war, to express solidarity with colleagues in higher ed and in K-12 who are 
directly impacted by such legislation, and to assure that students arriving in college have had a 
free, open and critical education.  I urge the NYU TT/T Faculty Senators Council  to pass such a 
resolution. 
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At the bottom of this email, I have attached a template for such a resolution, as well as links to 
those schools which have passed resolutions as well as to AAUP recent statements on restrictive 
educational legislation and to the AAPF call to action. 

Would your committee propose a resolution to your Faculty Senate?  We would be happy to help 
in any way possible. Nearly forty universities have already passed such resolutions and we hope 
many more will. Such resolutions would send a very powerful message that faculty will not stand 
for political interference in academic freedom. 

Please let me know if you are able to do this. 

Many thanks for your time!  

Best, 

Mary Nolan 

Professor of History emerita 
New York University 
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African American Policy Forum

435 W. 116th St.

New York, NY 10027

aapf.org

Oct. 4, 2021

Open Letter and Call to Action to University and College Faculty

As educators, we know that the proliferation of “divisive concepts” bills enacted in eleven states and

introduced in over a dozen more must be condemned in the strongest of terms. As previously

articulated by the American Association of University Professors, the American Historical

Association, the Association of American Colleges and Universities, and PEN America in their June

16, 2021 joint letter signed on by over 149 additional organizations, this repressive legislation is

nothing more than “an infringement on the right of faculty to teach and students to learn.” We

cannot allow partisan politicians to dictate what can and cannot be taught in our classrooms over

the professional judgment of college and university faculty.

We write now to urge those in higher education to take the next step in voicing our strongest

opposition to these attempts to censor classroom discussions of structural racism, sexism, and

inequalities that permeate our society. We must push back against these insidious censorship bills

by calling upon our institutions of higher learning to respect and support open and candid dialogue

about our shared history and present-day conditions. We must also work in solidarity with K-12

teachers who are on the front-line of attack in states where such legislation has passed, and who are

subjected to harassment, firing, and license decertification, even for those suspected of teaching

“divisive concepts.” We must support K-12 teachers organizing against these regressive bills, like

Black Lives Matter at School and those who have pledged to #TeachTruth.

As faculty facilitating classroom conversations, we are well aware that the term “divisive” is

impossibly vague, indeterminate, and highly subjective. And that’s the point. These bills are

designed to chill speech about race, gender, and structural discrimination and to deter faculty from

exploring a wide variety of topics to foster critical thinking. For example, to enforce these censorship

laws in the name of “viewpoint diversity,” individual students who may feel “discomfort” in

classroom conversations are encouraged to film classroom discussions without instructor consent to

use as evidence in criminal or civil proceedings against faculty. As Ellen Schrecker, respected expert

on McCarthyism recently wrote, the attempt to use the state to restrict teaching about race and

racism is, in fact, “worse than McCarthyism,” because “the red scare of the 1950s marginalized

dissent and chilled the nation’s campuses, but it did not interfere with such matters as curriculum

or classroom teaching.”

Even for faculty whose teaching and research expertise falls outside of the currently targeted areas,

these bills represent a radical limitation of the right of faculty to design courses, curriculum, and

pedagogy to best meet the needs of their students. Once such a precedent is established, lawmakers

would be emboldened to pass similar restrictions on faculty teaching and research in other fields,

including climate science, public health, reproductive medicine, election law, and even evolution

W. 116th St. email: info@aapf.org phone: (212) 854-3049
New York, NY 10027
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We must collectively demonstrate that faculty are organized on our own campuses

across the country to fight back. We must explicitly reject these bills, whether they have been

proposed or passed in our particular states or not. How will we do this? Faculty must use our most

powerful channel of shared governance—our senates and university assemblies—to make strong

statements rejecting political interference in higher education to serve narrow partisan interests.

As signatories to this letter, we demonstrate our commitment to defending our academic freedom to

teach about race and gender justice and critical race theory and to stand with our K-12 colleagues.

To this end, please find the following useful resources. One is a resolution template you can propose

at your Faculty Senate or University Council, entitled, “Defending Academic Freedom to Teach

About Race and Gender Justice and Critical Race Theory.” The template can be adapted to what

you think would be most effective at your institution. The next sample resolutions demonstrate how

faculty at two campuses (Portland State and DePaul University) incorporated language from their

governance documents and mission statement into the resolution.

We hope you share this communication with a few of your colleagues and, together, draft, introduce

and help pass this resolution at your institution. Once you do, please share your resolution with us

so we can list it on our website. If you have any questions, please contact Jennifer Ruth, professor of

film studies at Portland State University, Emily Houh, professor of law at University of Cincinnati,

or Valerie Johnson, professor of political science at DePaul University. Jennifer, Emily, and Valerie

lead our Higher Education initiatives out of the AAPF’s #TruthBeTold campaign and will be happy

to help you strategize about how to pass the resolution on your campus. If you are interested in

joining our faculty resolution organizing team to help reach out to our flagship universities,

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU’s), Hispanic-serving institutions (HSI’s) and

other institutions, please email us at truthbetold@aapf.org.

Sincerely (list in formation; titles and institutions for identification purposes only),

2021 Critical Race Theory Summer School Steering Committee

DEVON CARBADO, Professor, UCLA School of Law

SUMI CHO, Professor, DePaul University College of Law (retired)

KIMBERLÉ CRENSHAW, Professor, Columbia Law School and UCLA School of Law

LUKE CHARLES HARRIS, Professor, Vassar College

DANIEL MARTINEZ HOSANG, Professor, Yale University

GARY PELLER, Professor, Georgetown Law Center

#TruthBeTold Higher Education Committee Conveners

EMILY HOUH, Professor, University of Cincinnati College of Law

VALERIE JOHNSON, Professor, DePaul University

JENNIFER RUTH, Professor, Portland State University

To add your name to the list of signatories, please fill out this form.

Feel free to share with your faculty colleagues!

W. 116th St. email: info@aapf.org phone: (212) 854-3049
New York, NY 10027
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Resources (partial list only):

Faculty are speaking out against these bills and organizing events. Kimberlé Crenshaw (professor of

law at UCLA and Columbia and co-founder of African American Policy Forum) explains what’s

behind these bills. Khiara Bridges (professor of law at UC Berkeley) reveals the hidden agenda

behind these attacks. Gary Peller (professor of law at Georgetown University) rebuts the

coordinated disinformation claims against Critical Race Theory. Jennifer Ruth (professor of film

studies at Portland State University) analyzes how “divisive concepts” bills co-opt the “colorblind”

language of civil rights. Peter Laurence (professor of architecture at Clemson) discusses the

legislation that passed in South Carolina. Eric Smaw (professor of philosophy at Rollins College)

analyzes the viewpoint diversity bill that passed in Florida. Pranav Jani (professor of English at

Ohio State University) critiques the proposed Ohio legislation. Emily Houh (professor of law at

University of Cincinnati) provides testimony against proposed bills in Ohio before the Ohio State

and Local Government Committee. And finally, here is an event that was held in late August to raise

awareness about Ohio’s “divisive concepts” bills.

W. 116th St. email: info@aapf.org phone: (212) 854-3049
New York, NY 10027
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To: New York University (NYU) Student Body

CC: Concerned Parties
Dr. Andrew Hamilton, President
Dr. Katherine Fleming, Provost
Dr. Zoe Ragouzeos, Associate Vice President, Sexual Misconduct Support Services; Assistant
Vice President, Student Mental Health; Executive Director, Counseling and Wellness Services
Dr. Carlo Ciotoli, Associate Vice President, NYU Student Health - GNU; Executive Director,
Student Health Center
Robyn Weiss, LMSW, Assistant Vice President, Student Accessibility; Senior Director, Moses
Center for Student Accessibility
Rafael Rodriguez, Associate Vice President and Dean of Students
Lynne P. Brown, Senior Vice President for University Relations and Public Affairs
Steve Heuer, Assistant Vice President for Government Affairs
Brad Hoylman, New York State Senator; Chair of the Senate Judiciary Committee

Subject: Letter of Support Concerning Mental Health Accommodations

Dear NYU Student Body,

We hope that this semester has been going well and that you have been able to adjust to the
circumstances of the times as smoothly as possible. It is truly an extraordinary and
unprecedented time that we find ourselves in, faced with pressing challenges of inequality,
racism, political divisiveness, and a global public health crisis. Though the coronavirus pandemic
was certainly a catalyst in unleashing a wave of social issues, it is evident that our collective
effort, resilience, and dedication have restored some semblance of normality that we have
yearned for. Yet, we acknowledge the difficulties we still face while grappling with these issues.
Accompanying the global pandemic is another health crisis — that regarding mental health and
wellbeing. Mental health issues and their consequences continue to be both a pervasive and
central topic of public discourse across many educational institutions, including our own.
Nevertheless, the voices of students themselves, especially college students, are often excluded
from the conversation. Thus, we hope that this letter serves as an acknowledgment of your
sentiments and addresses a possible solution to help remedy mental health issues that you face in
not only your academic endeavors but also your personal life.

Mental health and its consequences have long been an overarching issue, and the onset of the
current pandemic has only exacerbated the crisis. During the pandemic and up until now,
students were confronted by a multitude of stressors — the sudden and abrupt shift from
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in-person to virtual learning, social isolation and distancing, quarantine guidelines, anxiety about
contracting the virus and unintentionally spreading it to family and loved ones, and much more.

Indeed, these circumstances have had a cumulative and deleterious effect on mental health. A
survey conducted by the U.S. Center for Disease Control in examining the pervasive effects of
Covid-19 showed that among individuals who are ≥ 18 years old, at least 40.9% reported as
having at least one adverse mental or behavioral health condition, with symptoms that range
from anxiety or depressive-related spectra to that of trauma- and stressor-related symptoms.1

Furthermore, a research study conducted by a group of researchers examining the effects of
Covid-19 on college students attending a large public university in New York City showed that at
least half of the respondents had been experiencing forms of anxiety and/or depression coupled
with financial instability and housing insecurity.2 Regardless of the nature of higher education
institutions, it is noticeable that college students are deeply impacted by the negative effects of
Covid-19. These statistics provide an insight into how widespread the issues regarding mental
health are and the urgency that it necessitates. Students cannot be asked to focus on their
academic studies if their mental health and well-being are not being taken care of first. In
response to this problem, many state governments have implemented an ingenious solution that
not only tackles mental health but also does not disrupt student education — mental health
accommodation days. We believe that this is something that should be adopted here at NYU.

The premise of mental health accommodation days or mental health days is simple — students
are allowed to be excused from classes should they feel that their current mental health may
impede their academic learning. On the state level, many pieces of legislation have been
introduced and passed as possible solutions, and many state legislators understand the
importance of giving equal importance to mental health concerns as to physical health concerns.
In reference to the current policies’ lack of accommodation for mental health concerns in the
workplace, California State Senator Anthony Portantino named it “a flaw in the education code”
in 20213, and in 2019 New York Senator Brad Hoylman advocated for mental health
accommodation days for New York students in recognition of “the major public health crisis”

3 Gewertz, C. (2021, June 24). Why more schools are excusing student absences for Mental Health. Education Week.
Retrieved December 6, 2021, from
https://www.edweek.org/leadership/why-more-schools-are-excusing-student-absences-for-mental-health/2021/06.

2   Jones, H. E., Manze, M., Ngo, V., Lamberson, P., & Freudenberg, N. (2021). The impact of the COVID-19
pandemic on college students’ health and Financial Stability in New York City: Findings from a population-based
sample of City University of New York (CUNY) students. Journal of Urban Health, 98(2), 187–196.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11524-020-00506-x

1 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2020, August 13). Mental health, substance use, and suicidal
ideation during the COVID-19 pandemic - United States, June 24–30, 2020. Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention. Retrieved December 6, 2021, from https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/69/wr/mm6932a1.htm.
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that plagues young New Yorkers4. Furthermore, in 2009 Minnesota had added mental illness or
mental/behavioral health reasons to the list of reasons for excused absences, with Utah and
Oregon following suit in 2018 and 2019, respectively.5 In the face of the pandemic, other states
have either passed new laws allowing excused absences for mental health reasons, expanded on
previous laws that permitted them, or currently debating and crafting legislation related to this
topic.

Specifically, the New York State Senate Bill S563 spearheaded and introduced by New York
State Senator Brad Hoylman (D-Manhattan) would require school districts to consider mental
health concerns as a valid reason to be excused from schools.6 Emphasizing the dire need of
this accommodation, the bill reads: “This legislation would remove barriers that cause kids to
hide their mental health struggles, and encourage honest conversations between kids, their
parents, and school faculty about mental health.” Although these pieces of legislation only
address the concerns of public education, students attending private institutions undoubtedly face
the same challenges. As such, this underlying concept of mental accommodation days has been
adopted by some private universities without the need of governmental overreach. The Computer
Science Department at the University of California, Berkeley has successfully implemented slip
days as a means for students to submit academic assignments after their due date without penalty
should they have minor illness or scheduling issues.7 We strongly believe that an analogous
solution should be adopted here at NYU, but specifically catered to mental health. The intricacies
of this proposal still remain uncertain, but we are committed to creating an effective model and
ensuring that the process is seen through.

We are excited to see how NYU can be an exemplary force in leading changes with the way
private universities can effectively address the mental health concerns of their student body. As
such, we know this letter is only a first step in the Student’s Government Assembly’s continued
advocacy towards implementing these types of accommodations. In the coming semester, we are
looking forward to engaging in dynamic conversations with the Office of the Provost and deans

7 A guide to handling student absences due to minor illness. A Guide to Handling Student Absences Due to Minor
Illness | Center for Teaching & Learning. (n.d.). Retrieved December 6, 2021, from
https://teaching.berkeley.edu/guide-handling-student-absences-due-minor-illness.

6 Ny State Senate bill S563. NY State Senate. (2021, April 14). Retrieved December 6, 2021, from
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2021/S563.

5 Gewertz, Catherine.Why More Schools Are Excusing Student Absences for Mental Health. 2021

4Elsen-Rooney, M. (2019, September 4). New York students would be able to skip school for mental health reasons
under new bill. nydailynews.com. Retrieved December 6, 2021, from
https://www.nydailynews.com/new-york/education/ny-mental-health-school-absence-20190905-hb6agmedanad7hnz
txbvmylquq-story.html.
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and directors of schools and institutes to create a more equitable, inclusive culture surrounding
mental health at NYU.

Sincerely,

Ana Roudebush
Member of Student Government Assembly as Student Senator-at-Large for Mental Health, Eating
Disorders/Disordered Eating, and Student-Athletes

Johnson Liu
Member of Student Government Assembly’s Health and Wellness Committee

Fill out this form to sign onto this letter:
https://forms.gle/n9HC3jyq9ysLqN1q6 

In consultation with:
NYU Student Government Assembly’s Health and Wellness Committee

Students:

Faculty:

Organizations:
NYU Student Senators Council
NYU Student Government Assembly
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C-FSC’s Resolution:
Proposed Safeguards for the Office of Equal Opportunity’s Current Method of
Investigating Alleged Violations of the University’s Non-Discrimination Policy

Whereas an accusation of prohibited discrimination, leveled against any member of 
the academic community, is a serious charge, one that could destroy the accused’s 
academic career, and 

Whereas the university’s Office of Equal Opportunity (OEO) often investigates such 
accusations, and 

Whereas these OEO investigations are important to the university as a whole, and 

Whereas OEO currently has no policy to allow an attorney or other advocate to be 
present when the accused meets with investigators, except in cases where the 
accused is a union member, and 

Whereas OEO’s current practice is to deny the accused any written statement that 
specifies the words or conduct that are alleged to have violated the university’s non-
discrimination policy, and 

Whereas OEO’s current practice is also to deny the accused any written statement of 
the evidence supporting such an accusation, and 

Whereas OEO’s current practice is to deny the accused any written statement of the 
reasoning by which OEO has concluded that a violation of the policy has actually 
occurred, and 

Whereas providing the accused a written statement of these elements—of the 
alleged words or conduct, of the alleged evidence, and of the reasoning by which 
OEO reaches a finding of fact—is basic to any rational disciplinary process, and 

Whereas providing the accused a written statement of these elements is also basic 
to any reasonable process of appeal, in cases where OEO may have mistakenly 
endorsed an accusation that was false or unsubstantiated, and 

Whereas it is possible to protect witnesses from retaliation, and protect their 
confidentiality, without making the entire process of investigations effectively 
secret, with no substantive documentation that the accused ever sees, and with no 
external checks to prevent a miscarriage of justice, and  

Whereas the current practices at OEO, as detailed above, will tend to undermine the 
credibility of such investigations by OEO, and will do so at a time when the C-FSC 
believes that the non-discrimination policy is vitally important to the university, and 
in need of strict enforcement, 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the C-FSC recommends changes to the 
current method of investigating alleged violations of the university’s non-
discrimination policy, so as to provide safeguards against false or unsubstantiated 
accusations, and other miscarriages of justice, to wit: 
 

1. All those accused of violating the university’s non-discrimination policy shall 
be entitled to representation by an attorney or advocate whenever they 
appear before investigating officers. 
 

2. Anyone accused of violating the policy shall be entitled to a written 
statement from the university that specifies the words or conduct that are 
alleged to have violated the policy. 

 
3. Anyone accused of violating the policy shall be entitled to a written 

statement from the university of the evidence supporting the accusation, 
with no redactions other than those required to protect witnesses from 
retaliation. 

 
4. Anyone accused of violating the policy shall be entitled to a written 

statement from the university of the reasoning by which the investigating 
officers have concluded that the accused has indeed violated the policy. 
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Committee: C-FSC Educat ional Policies & Faculty/ Student  Relat ions Committee  
 
Chair: Noelle Mole Liston 
Committee members:  
Noelle Molé Liston  
Scott Illingworth  
Karyn Faber  
Aminda Heckman 
Stacen Keating  
Kelly Bridges  
 
The C-FSC Educational Policies & Faculty/Student Relations Committee met with MJ Knoll-Finn, 
Senior Vice President for Enrollment Management and Student Success, and Lynn E 
Higinbotham,  Associate Vice President for Enrollment Management on April 28, 2022.  We 
proposed the meeting to discuss the ongoing work of student success, educational pilot programs (eg. 
Spring admit), and new curricular policies in the pipeline. We also asked about how remote versus in-
person instruction decisions in these educational programs and policies were made. We discussed the 
process by which enrollment management and university administrators develop new programs and 
policies with an eye towards inclusion of our committee’s or, more broadly, faculty input. MJ Knoll-
Finn said consult her colleagues and report back to us on our suggestions for faculty inclusion in this 
process. We advocated for greater dialogue at various stages of the process: brainstorming new 
educational programs, analyzing the faculty impact of existing pilot programs, and assessing or having 
access to assessment reports of existing programs.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Noelle Molé Liston  
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Committee on Faculty Benefits and Housing 
Report to the C-FSC meeting of May 3, 2022 
 
Thom Blaylock, Chris Dickey, Michael Ferguson, Ashley Maynor, Robin Mitnick 
 
Vincent Renzi, chair 
 
 The Ad Hoc Committee on Full-Time Non-Union Employee Benefits Review and 
Modeling met on April 25, 2022.  The group and its subcommittees are planning to 
continue with several meetings between now and June. 
 
 On June 15th, the Benefits Committee will be meeting jointly with our T-FSC 
counterpart for the annual presentation by the University’s actuarial consultants on 
utilization of benefits and projected costs for the coming calendar year. 
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The University Senate Community Standards Committee met on 4/8.  The committee spoke at 
length about concerns raised at the last University Senate meeting regarding a positive statement 
in support of protest and dissent – such a statement exists within the “Guidelines for 
Administrative Implementation of NYU Policies on Speech, Speakers, and Dissent”, but that 
document is a Provostial policy.  In effect, such a statement – after revisions the Committee put 
forward at the previous Senate meeting – no longer exists as something duly voted on and 
approved by the University Senate.  Ultimately, the Committee plans to pass a resolution at our 
first meeting of the Fall which could then be brought to the University Senate; such a resolution 
would probably largely mirror the language already within the policy referenced above. 
 
In addition, the committee looked at year-to-date reports, including number of student conduct 
alleged violations; much of that will be reported to the University Senate on 4/28. 
 
Finally, the committee looked at copy-edit level alterations to student conduct policies and 
procedures. 
 
Respectfully submitted by Ethan Youngerman 
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Undergraduate Academic Affairs Committee (April 14, 2022). 

Concerns about student disengagement, and indeed non-attendance, were raised.  In addition to 
committing to look more systematically into this concern in the Fall, the committee discussed the 
stresses on the student population which may contribute to that.  Of note is the NYUAD new 
faculty-facing page on trauma-informed teaching. 

We also received updates on Shanghai, where the lockdown of the city has led to significant 
difficulties for all residents, including students and faculty.  Students are getting an option for 
Pass/Fail as well as a note on their transcript; initial preparations are underway for a kind of 
modified Go-Local Fall semester should the lockdowns continue. 

Advisory in progress on helping faculty collect mid-semester feedback in their courses: such 
feedback should be anonymous, only between students and faculty (not available to departments, 
reappointment, etc.).  The hope is to make something really easy for faculty to administer 
(perhaps on Brightspace?) and adjust their courses accordingly mid-semester. 

Advisory in progress on high-stakes testing; the UAAC may recommend that final exams not be 
worth more than 35% of the final grade.  There is also some interest in revisiting “Reading Day”, 
which on other campuses is multiple days or even a week – the thinking here is that NYU’s 
relatively short reading period may contribute to the stress around Finals. 

Advisory in progress on student reading; the UAAC may recommend a University-wide 
symposium on reading.  Of particular concern is students’ ability to read, comprehend, and 
synthesize long texts. 

–Respectfully submitted by Ethan Youngerman
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DRAFT 

Continuing-Contract Faculty Council’s Recommendations 

Approved May 3, 2022 

Recommendations of the C-FSC in regard to: 

NYU Libraries 
Continuing Contract Faculty Guidelines for  

Appointment, Evaluation, Reappointment, and Promotion  

BACKGROUND 

On Oct. 25, 2021, Austin Booth, Dean, Division of Libraries, reported that the NYU Libraries 
Full-time Continuing Contract Faculty Guidelines for Appointment, Evaluation, 
Reappointment, and Promotion were adopted by majority vote of the Faculty on October 15, 
2021 at a Libraries Faculty meeting. Dean Booth reported that these documents were drafted 
by members of a task force, which was charged by the NYU Library Faculty Council in 2019. 
Dean Booth added that multiple Full-time Continuing Contract Faculty were members of the 
task force and that the Guidelines were conveyed to the office of the Vice Provost multiple 
times in draft form for feedback. 

According to Dean Booth, the documents were reviewed by the Libraries faculty in accordance 
with the existing Bylaws. In keeping with University protocol, which holds that only Tenure 
Track Faculty can vote to amend or revise policies that pertain to the process of tenure review, 
these two Guidelines documents were adopted by majority vote of the Libraries Faculty in the 
following manner: 

• The 47 eligible Tenure Track Faculty in the Libraries voted accordingly:
o 38 in favor, 5 opposed, 4 abstentions to adopt the Guidelines and Standards For

Promotion and Tenure NYU Division of Libraries (a majority of 80 percent)
o 42 in favor, 1 opposed, 4 abstentions voted to adopt the NYU Libraries Full-

time Continuing Contract Faculty Guidelines for Appointment, Evaluation,
Reappointment, and Promotion (a majority of 89 percent)

• The 4 eligible Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty voted accordingly:
o 4 in favor, 0 opposed, 0 abstentions to adopt the NYU Libraries Full-time

Continuing Contract Faculty Guidelines for Appointment (a majority of 100
percent)
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Dean Booth added the following: The Libraries did not previously have freestanding 
guidelines for Full-time Continuing Contract Faculty or Tenure and Tenure Track Faculty; 
instead, procedures were embedded within the Libraries existing Bylaws. Accordingly, the 
work of the task force implied revisions to the Bylaws. While the revised Bylaws are not to 
be sent  to the Faculty Senate Councils, they were included. And although separate from the 
freestanding Guidelines, it is important to note that the entire 59 eligible members of the 
Faculty of the Libraries, which includes the rank of Library Associates, also voted 45 in 
favor, 8 opposed, 6 abstentions to adopt the current revisions to the Bylaws (a majority of 76 
percent).  
.  .  .  

As part of the process of finalizing the Libraries Division Guidelines for its Clinical Faculty, 
NYU Provost Katherine E. Fleming invited the C-FSC to comment on the document called: 
“NYU Libraries Full-time Continuing Contract Faculty Guidelines for Appointment, Evaluation, 
Reappointment, and Promotion”:  

At NYU, our strong tradition is for schools to develop policies that are ‘consistent with 
school culture and history.’ Within that tradition, the NYU Faculty Handbook (hereafter 
Handbook) provides that school policies will be reviewed by the Provost to determine 
‘whether the substance of the policy: (i) is consistent with general University policy; (ii) 
is compatible with the University’s commitment to excellence in teaching, research, 
scholarship, or artistic achievement and service within a community of respectful and 
respected academic professionals; and (iii) has no adverse implications for the 
University’ (Oct. 27, 2021). 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

NOTES FROM THE C-FSC COMMITTEE ON PERSONNEL POLICIES & CONTRACT 
ISSUES 

1. The following document will enumerate various comments and recommendations to the
submitted policy. The recommendations are made (in purple) within the body of the document for
ease of review and discussion.

2. Our committee respectfully asks that responses to our recommendations be made within the
body of this document for ease of review.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

NYU Libraries Continuing Contract Faculty Guidelines for 
Appointment, Evaluation, Reappointment, and Promotion 
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Recommendation: 

This document is an official contractual document; as such it should be called a “policy,” not a set 
of “guidelines.” The word “guidelines” throughout the document need to be replaced with the 
word “policy.” 

 

Table of Contents  

• Introduction  
• Statement of Academic Freedom  
• Appointment  
• Reappointment  
• Promotion  
• Annual Performance Evaluation  
• Pausing the Contract Duration  
• Governance  
• Faculty Grievances  
• Review Schedule for Guidelines  

Date of faculty vote: October 15, 2021 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Although the number of continuing-contract faculty members is at present small, the numbers 
may increase in the future. We would like to note that The New York University Guidelines for 
Full---Time Continuing Contract Faculty (FTCCF), issued June 12, 2014, revised December 15, 
2015, page 1, Section II., Formulation of School Policies, paragraph 2, sentence 1, states: 
 

In response to these guidelines and as appropriate thereafter, schools shall formulate 
or amend their policies in accordance with existing school governance processes and 
with the expectation that FTCCF shall participate in formulating and/or amending 
the school policy to the extent and manner in which school governance policies 
permit. 

 
We strongly recommend that any development of this policy follow the letter and the spirit 
contained in the above quote from the New York University Guidelines for Full---Time 
Continuing Contract Faculty, allowing the Continuing Contract faculty, acting according to 
the school’s governance structure (e.g., its Faculty Assembly or similar body, faculty 
meeting, etc.), an active, essential and meaningful role in forming and approving any new 
policy, which policy must necessarily include the grievance/appeal process.  
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Recommendation: 

We recommend that the Libraries’ Bylaws be updated to reflect the active, essential and 
meaningful role of the continuing-contract faculty members in forming and approving any 
new policy, a policy that must necessarily include the grievance/appeal process.  

This update needs to be added to the Bylaws and to this Reappointment and Promotion 
Policy. 

Recommendation: 

We recommend the addition of the following language: 

“Continuing-contract faculty members will be granted self-governance with regard to their 
own policy (including the grievance policy) going forward.”  

Recommendation: 

We recommend that the following language be explicitly stated: 

“Mechanisms for timely distribution to the faculty, faculty discussion, as well as the ability 
for faculty to present amendments, make recommendations to and vote on the Policy in a 
regularly scheduled faculty meeting following procedures outlined in the school’s 
governance structure.” 

NYU Libraries Continuing Contract Faculty 
Guidelines for Appointment, Evaluation, 
Reappointment, and Promotion  
This guidelines document supplements NYU Libraries Bylaws and the NYU Faculty 
Handbook, including the “University Guidelines for Full-time, Continuing Contract Faculty 
Appointments, Grievance Procedures, and Disciplinary Regulations” section (cited hereafter 
as “Handbook”). If any part of this document is inconsistent with NYU policies, the NYU 
policies then in effect will control. As with all NYU and Division of Libraries policies, this 
document is subject to change, and the policies in effect at the time of an action will apply to 
that action.  
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Introduction  

Librarians of Practice are full-time Continuing Contract faculty positions that provide 
coordination, continuity, and consistency in the teaching, learning, and research mission of 
NYU Libraries. The appointment, reappointment, and promotion of Continuing Contract 
faculty in the Libraries shall exemplify the University’s commitment to retain and nurture 
the best faculty in all disciplines.  

The Division of Libraries is without a departmental organization. The term “department” as 
used in this document refers only to an operational unit of the Division of Libraries, which 
functions as a single academic department. In this configuration, the elected Appointment, 
Reappointment, and Promotion Committee (ARP) performs departmental functions that 
exist in other schools at NYU, and the ARP Chair, who is a tenured, elected member of the 
ARP, is tantamount to the Departmental Chair for those processes dictated by NYU.  

All aspects of appointment, reappointment and promotion of Continuing Contract faculty 
fall under the purview of faculty governance and are to be carried out by Libraries Faculty, 
including the Dean and elected members of the ARP. See NYU Libraries Bylaws for more 
information. However, Libraries Human Resources (HR) facilitates certain logistical 
elements of these processes, including the generation of reminder emails to candidates 
regarding review deadlines, the generation and management of cases on the online review 
platform, and the inclusion of candidates’ Annual Performance Evaluations into candidates’ 
review materials.  

These guidelines reinforce that the professional roles and responsibilities of academic 
faculty librarians differ widely from faculty in other academic disciplines. Faculty at the 
Division of Libraries do not generally teach credit-bearing courses, and their work 
responsibilities often diverge from traditional divisions of labor among faculty in higher 
education. Furthermore, contributions to knowledge and practice in librarianship may not 
take the form or extent as expected in other academic fields. These guidelines acknowledge 
such uniqueness and intend to inform the process of evaluating job performance and 
academic contributions in order to facilitate an effective appointment, reappointment, and 
promotion process for Continuing Contract Faculty at the Division of Libraries.  

All dates in this document reflect University policy but may change if they fall on weekends. 
Annual dates will be reflected in all Continuing Contract faculty contracts and on the 
published, widely available calendar on the Libraries Wiki.  

Statement of Academic Freedom  

The New York University Faculty Handbook states, “Academic freedom is essential to the 
free search for truth and its free expression. Freedom in research is fundamental to the 
advancement of truth. Freedom in teaching is fundamental for the protection of the rights 
of the teacher in teaching and of the student in learning” (Title I.ii). Academic Freedom is 
essential for librarians, in research and in work supporting teaching and learning in the 
University. In 2006, the American Library Association passed a resolution in support of 
academic freedom stating that academic freedom is “indispensable to librarians, because 
they are trustees of knowledge with the responsibility of ensuring the availability of 
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information and ideas, no matter how controversial, so that teachers may freely teach and 
students may freely learn” (ALA IR B.2.5). Continuing Contract faculty librarians at New 
York University must have the freedom to research, develop collections, and provide 
access to information without fear of censorship or professional repercussions. They hold 
each of the rights and obligations as stipulated in the New York University Faculty 
Handbook.  

 
Appointment  

Although Continuing Contract faculty appointments are without tenure, they are typically 
multi-year appointments. Continuing Contract faculty are ineligible for sabbaticals and the 
Goddard Junior Faculty Fellowship Program.  

Initial Appointment Criteria  

Continuing Contract appointments can encompass a wide range of the roles and expertise 
that comprise librarianship. The appointment processes for Continuing Contract faculty of 
each rank (Assistant Librarian of Practice, Associate Librarian of Practice, and Full 
Librarian of Practice) shall reflect the University’s overriding commitment to enhance 
academic excellence and to provide students and faculty with the best available experience. 
Thus, each Continuing Contract faculty appointment shall be evaluated in the light of the 
contribution it makes to the distinct excellence of the Libraries, and for its ability to enable 
the Libraries to support its Mission & Values.  

Titles and Qualifications for Appointment  
• Assistant Librarian of Practice - Master’s degree in library science from an ALA-accredited 

institution, or a recognized foreign equivalent formally evaluated in the U.S., or 
recognized equivalent master’s degree appropriate to the profession. Relevant work 
experience in an academic research library or similar environment.  

• Associate Librarian of Practice - Master’s degree in library science from an ALA-accredited 
institution, or a recognized foreign equivalent formally evaluated in the U.S., or 
recognized equivalent master’s degree appropriate to the profession. At least six years 
of professional experience as an Assistant Librarian of Practice at NYU or as a librarian 
of comparable rank at an academic research library or another similar environment. 
Demonstrated contributions to the area of expertise. Contributions to the university at 
the Libraries-level or institution level. Active participation in appropriate professional 
and scholarly associations.  

• Full Librarian of Practice - Master’s degree in library science from an ALA-accredited 
institution, or a recognized foreign equivalent formally evaluated in the U.S., or 
recognized equivalent master’s degree appropriate to the profession. A substantial, 
multi-faceted record of professional accomplishments while at NYU Libraries, an 
academic research library or another similar environment. Evidence of extraordinary 
contribution to the area of expertise and professional recognition for innovation in the 
field of expertise. Exceptional record of contributions to the university, at the 
Libraries-level or institution level. A distinguished record of involvement with 

C-FSC Meeting 5/3/22, Document F, Page 6



 7 

appropriate professional and scholarly associations. Appointees at the rank of Full 
Librarian of Practice must also possess the same qualifications as a person promoted 
to the rank.  

 

Recommendation: 

In order to gain promotion to Full Librarian of Practice (as noted above), additional support is 
necessary. The policy states that promotion requires the following: 

Extraordinary contribution to the area of expertise and professional recognition for 
innovation in the field of expertise. Exceptional record of contributions to the university, 
at the Libraries-level or institution level. A distinguished record of involvement with 
appropriate professional and scholarly associations. 

In order to ensure that all members of the contract faculty have opportunities for the above 
promotional requirements, we strongly recommend that the NYU Libraries offer a “fellowship” 
that that can be used to expand or refresh the faculty member’s expertise, allow for innovation in 
the field of expertise, and develop new skills and/or competencies to the field of practice.  

This Fellowship is intended to allow continuing-contract faculty to engage in projects that are 
time and/or resource intensive and that typically cannot be accomplished while carrying a full-
time workweek. A “fellowship” model can be found at The Steinhardt School: 
https://steinhardt.nyu.edu/faculty-and-staff/faculty-affairs/continuing-contract-faculty-fellowship 

 
Areas of Responsibilities  
 

Recommendation: 

 
Since Continuing Contract faculty members are exclusively non---tenured, add language 
describing the differences between tenured faculty expectations and non---tenured faculty 
expectations. This is important because in some schools Continuing Contract faculty primarily 
have teaching responsibilities and/or administrative responsibilities, while in other schools 
Continuing Contract faculty are expected to     maintain an active scholarly, research, creative 
and/or professional life. 
 
A model for additional language might be the following: 
 
“Continuing-Contract Faculty lines are typically multiyear and differ from tenure lines 
with regard to performance, service, and research, including but not necessarily limited to:  
 

• Heavy teaching or instructional loads 
• Significant administrative duties” 
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 8 

 

The scope of Continuing Contract faculty positions include some, but not necessarily all of 
the following, and need not be restricted to them:  

• Librarianship and Job Responsibilities - The roles and core job responsibilities of 
professional academic librarians encompass many aspects of the university’s teaching 
and research mission. Given the inherent operational and collaborative nature of 
librarianship, such job responsibilities can include reference, instruction, the design of 
physical and virtual spaces and discovery environments, the provision of 
programming, technological and systems development, and other endeavors to 
provide resources and information to enhance learning for the university community.  

• Institutional and Professional Service - In many cases, Continuing Contract Faculty will 
participate in Division of Libraries committees and working groups and/or University-
wide and profession-wide committees that are related to their job responsibilities. 
Continuing Contract Faculty are vital to the integrity of Libraries planning and 
governance. In many cases, it is also advantageous for Continuing Contract Faculty to 
serve on University-wide bodies whose work directly involves Libraries services and 
resources.  

• Research - Although under no obligation to conduct research or engage in scholarly, 
creative, or artistic output, Continuing Contract Faculty are eligible to serve as 
Principal Investigators (PIs)/Project Directors (PDs) on proposals and awards for 
sponsored programs supporting training; pedagogical and curriculum development; 
basic, applied and experimental research; and public service and evaluation. See the 
Continuing Contract Faculty as Principal Investigators of Sponsored Projects and 
Programs.  

• Administration and Management - Continuing Contract faculty may fill job roles with 
program-related administrative duties, including but not limited to implementation of 
technologies, management of spaces and work projects (if applicable), supervision and 
training of faculty, staff, and student workers, including formal reports, and program 
management.  

 
Recommendation:  
 
Include for consistency that for faculty whose responsibilities are primarily administrative, 
greater weight will be given to performance in this area in reviews for reappointment or 
promotion. 
 

Appointment Process: General Terms of Appointment  

In the Division of Libraries, Continuing Contract faculty appointments should afford the 
possibility of extended employment, ongoing growth as a library professional, and job 
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security, which is appropriate and desirable. For Continuing Contract Faculty at all ranks, 
the initial appointment is normally three years. One-year and two-year appointments are 
exceptional and are not intended to address staffing for time-bound projects or work of a 
limited duration. If a Continuing Contract faculty is to be appointed on a one-year or two-
year contract, the Dean shall provide a written rationale to the ARP, in keeping with the 
governance structure of the Libraries.  

In all instances for Continuing Contract faculty, contracts specifying the terms and length of 
employment are issued by the Dean. For the purposes of reappointment and promotion 
timelines, Continuing Contract faculty contracts begin on September 1. If employment 
commences mid-year, the term of the appointment will be aligned to include the partial 
year and subsequent full academic year (i.e., the initial appointment length of a three year 
contract could theoretically be three years and eleven months).  

According to the NYU Faculty Policies Applicable to all Full Time Continuing Contract 
Faculty, all appointment letters for Continuing Contract faculty include each of the following 
elements:  

• Indication that it is a fixed term, to be signed by the parties to it, and filed with the 
Dean and University Office of Academic Appointments prior to commencement of 
employment  

• Start and end dates of the appointment  
• An enumeration of exact due dates for all aspects of the appointment and 

reappointment process  
• Indication of whether the faculty member is eligible to be considered for 

reappointment upon conclusion of the current contract  
• List of academic responsibilities, compensation, and obligations of the appointment  
• Particular responsibilities and benefits  
• Acknowledgement of agreement to be bound by applicable University policies  
• Acknowledgement that current contract terminates at close of time stipulated, unless 
there is an official notice of renewal  

Appointment Process  

As part of the Annual Planning Report, each Department Manager (DM) forwards to the 
Dean a Faculty Staffing Plan with any requests for a Continuing Contract faculty position. 
The requests should include a justification that the need can best be met with a Continuing 
Contract faculty appointment as opposed to a tenured or tenure-track faculty member. 
Upon making a decision to pursue a Continuing Contract faculty hiring line, the Dean will 
communicate their decision-making process with the faculty.  

Continuing Contract faculty are required to be involved in the search process in 
appointments for Continuing Contract faculty positions. The process for appointing faculty 
at the Division of Libraries is outlined in the Libraries’ Guidelines documents, and the role 
of the Appointment, Reappointment, and Promotion Committee (ARP) in faculty 
appointments of all ranks is described in the Division of Libraries Faculty Bylaws.  
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Reappointment  

There is no limit to the number of terms that a Continuing Contract faculty member at any 
rank can be reappointed. Assistant Librarians of Practice are normally reappointed for 
three year terms. Associate Librarians of Practice and Full Librarians of Practice are 
normally reappointed for five year terms.  

 
 
Recommendation:  
 
Add the following language after each rank: 
 
“Subsequent appointments shall be at the same length.” 
 
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
As an appointment of at least five years is the norm for Associate Librarian of Practice, 
provide an increase, e.g., six years, in term of appointment for Full Librarian of Practice; 
this is the case at certain schools (e.g., Clinical Full Professors at Gallatin: six years after 
first five-year contract, and Full Art Professors at Tisch: seven years at time of 
promotion).  
 
 

If a Continuing Contract faculty is to be reappointed on a one-year or two-year contract, 
the Dean shall communicate formally the rationale to the ARP, in keeping with the 
governance structure of the Libraries. In no case will a series of one or two year contracts 
exceed three total years. Appointments automatically terminate at the close of the period 
of time stipulated in the contract, unless there is an official notice of renewal.  

 

Reappointment Criteria  

Reappointment of Continuing Contract faculty is based on a record of excellent overall 
performance as library professionals. Reappointment criteria for each rank are described in 
the Continuing Contract faculty Titles and Qualifications section. The primary academic 
criteria that forms the basis of all elements of Continuing Contract faculty reviews, whether 
Short-Term Reviews, Formal Reviews, Annual Performance Evaluations, and applications 
for promotion, are as follows:  

• Job Performance: Excellence as a librarian, which is evidenced by the continuing ability 
to perform core job duties at the highest professional level, particularly in areas of 
instruction, reference, programming, design of spaces, collections building and 
maintenance, and other avenues that contribute to the educational and research 
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mission of the university.  

• Service to the Libraries, the University, and the Profession: Effectiveness of service, 
which is evidenced by engagement with committees and communities of practice at 
the local or national level, participation in institutional governance, or the provision 
of workshops, learning, writing, and other contributions that enrich the broad 
educational and research mission of the Libraries and librarianship as a profession.  

Reappointment is subject to the academic and curricular needs of Division of Libraries and 
the University; thus, even in cases in which a candidate satisfies the appropriate standards 
of achievement and is reviewed favorably for reappointment, the decision to reappoint may 
be impacted by structural changes and improvements in academic programs and strategic 
priorities for Libraries services. Curricular or structural changes do not automatically 
warrant a denial of reappointment. Instead, non-reappointments should have a rational 
basis and should include a process for determining whether the Continuing Contract faculty 
can or cannot serve under a changed structure.  

For all Continuing Contract faculty contracts, eligibility to be considered for reappointment 
does not guarantee reappointment. In such cases, the basis for non-reappointment will be 
clearly stated in the notice given to the faculty member by the Dean of Libraries.  

Upon three years of consecutive employment under Continuing Contract faculty contracts, 
Librarians of Practice are subject to a Formal Review process conducted by a Panel, 
assembled from members of the Appointment, Reappointment and Promotion Committee 
(ARP). This Formal Review is equivalent to the third-year review referenced in the NYU 
Faculty Handbook. Upon successful completion of the Formal Review, the Continuing 
Contract faculty under consideration will be offered a multi-year contract. Assistant 
Librarians of Practice are normally reappointed for at least three years. Associate and Full 
Librarians of Practice are normally reappointed for at least five years.  

 
Reappointment Process  

The Dean’s decision to reappoint is informed by either a Formal Review or Short-term 
Review by a Panel assembled from the Appointment and Reappointment Committee (ARP). 
Members of the Panel are tenured, or are Continuing Contract faculty. Upon receiving 
notification of all Continuing Contract faculty to be considered in a review cycle, the ARP 
will self organize into smaller groups, called Panels, which review each case. All review 
Panels must consist of three to five full-time faculty of equal or higher rank than the 
candidate under review, with at least one Continuing Contract faculty member.  

 
Recommendation: 
 
The number of contract faculty may increase in the future. For this reason, add the following 
language: 
 
“When possible, the Appointment and Reappointment Committee shall include a majority of 
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elected Continuing Contract Faculty.  

 

The Panel shall not include any Continuing Contract faculty who are themselves under 
review for reappointment that year. This contingency may necessitate the composition of a 
panel that does not include a Continuing Contract faculty member because one is not 
available to serve in this capacity. In such instances, the Dean will assemble the Panel by 
selecting a Tenure and Tenure Track Faculty member of the ARP. All Review deliberations 
must take place within a single academic year cycle to ensure continuity among ARP 
membership.  

 

 
Recommendation: 
 
Insert the sections pasted below from the Libraries Bylaws. This crucial information that 
describes the composition, organization, eligibility, and election of chair of the 
Appointment, Reappointment, and Promotion Committee belongs within the 
Reappointment and Promotion Policy and must be stated explicitly. 
 
The inclusion of the information below is the norm for all NYU-approved Contract Faculty 
Reappointment and Promotion Policies. 
 
 

Appointment, Reappointment, and Promotion Committee (ARP)  

The Division of Libraries shall have a Committee on Appointment, Reappointment, 
and Promotion (ARP), which shall be elected annually by the Faculty of the Division 
of Libraries. Members are elected for a one-year term. The election must be held in 
the first week of the Fall semester. Prior to the election, the Nominating Committee 
will remove all members of the faculty who are scheduled for sabbatical, Goddard 
research leave, or other leave.  

ARP Composition  

The Committee shall consist of a minimum of thirteen and no more than twenty-four 
elected members. The Committee must include at least eight tenured faculty 
members. The tenured faculty members shall consist of equal numbers of Curators 
and Associate Curators when possible. The remaining Committee shall consist of at 
least one and up to four representatives from the Assistant Curator rank, at least one 
and up to three representatives from the Library Associate rank; and at least one 
and up to three representatives from each of the Full-Time Continuing Contract 
Faculty rank (Assistant Librarian of Practice, Associate Librarian of Practice, and 
Full Librarian of Practice) when possible. Each ARP member is elected to serve one 
year.  
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ARP Organization for Reviews  

The Committee will be composed of panels, which operate on behalf of the 
Committee as a whole. Each panel normally consists of at least three and no more 
than seven members. Composition of the panels must meet the rank criteria (i.e., 
members of promotion panels outrank the candidate, and members of 
reappointment panels are to be of rank at least equal to that of the candidate under 
consideration). Panel members reviewing Continuing Contract Faculty applications 
for promotion must be Associate or Full Librarian of Practice or Associate Curator 
or Curator. Panel members considering Third-Year Review cases must be tenured 
members of the Committee. Panels shall advise the Dean on reappointments, 
promotions, and recommendations on the conferral of tenure.  

Panel Eligibility  

Any Committee member who is a spouse or partner to or closely associated with 
the candidate (e.g., thesis advisor, co-author, supervisors, reports), as enumerated 
in the NYU Faculty Handbook, should recuse themselves from the candidate’s 
review Panel. Library Associates are not eligible to serve on any reappointment and 
promotion review Panel, but may serve on Appointment Search Committees.  

ARP Chair for Reviews  

The tenured members of the Committee shall select a chair who is tenured. The 
Chair shall forward to the Dean the completed review dockets for each candidate 
under review. Each docket includes a report that outlines the Panel’s membership, 
process, recommendation, rationale for recommendation, and vote results.  

ARP Contingency  

If there is not the requisite number of members on the ARP to facilitate a review 
appropriate to the rank under consideration, then the Dean will assemble a panel of 
faculty of appropriate rank. In some cases these faculty may be drawn from other 
schools.  

Formal Review occurs in the penultimate year of a multi-year contract or during the third 
year of consecutive one-year or two-year contracts. Short-term Reviews are reserved for 
those exceptional cases in which a Continuing Contract faculty has been appointed to 
successive one-year or two-year contracts.  

In the event of non-reappointment, the Dean’s letter must clearly articulate the basis and 
the degree to which the position held by the Continuing Contract faculty member under 
consideration is impacted by the concomitant changes in Libraries programming or 
services. Following a review, if the decision is not to offer a reappointment, faculty on multi-
year contracts will be notified of the decision no later than August 31st of the penultimate 
year of their contract. Faculty on one-year or two-year contracts will be notified no later 
than March 1st of the final year of the contract. Should either the Formal or Short-term 
Review process lead to a decision to not reappoint, Continuing Contract faculty will serve 
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the remainder of their existing contract.  
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Add language similar to the following: 
 
“In all cases of an appeal to a negative decision related to reappointment or promotion by the 
Dean, the candidate will have access to the Review/Promotion Committee’s full report, including 
its recommendation with the expectation that the Committee will protect information provided in 
confidence.” 

 

Reappointment Process: Formal Review  

 

When a Continuing Contract faculty is being reviewed formally to be considered for 
reappointment, they should submit a packet to the ARP on or before September 30th. The 
review materials should normally include the following elements:  

• Reappointment Letter reflecting deliberations of most recent Formal Review (provided by 
Human Resources)  

• The most recent two supervisor evaluations (Performance Evaluations) completed and 
currently on file with Human Resources (provided by Human Resources) • A current 
curriculum vitae  
• List of committee and other activities with roles played on each group, including 

committee chair’s name, etc. (provided by candidate in c.v.)  
• A personal statement, optional for Formal Reviews but required for Formal Reviews 

that are also applications for promotion. Personal statements should outline 
accomplishments in current role and a narrative of professional growth  

• Additional documents to support renewal and or promotion as evidence of 
contributions to the profession.  

In addition, candidates may also opt to include in their review materials copies of 
scholarly, creative or artistic work; though scholarly, creative or artistic work is not 
required for reappointment at any rank, for promotion to Associate Librarian of Practice, 
or from Associate Librarian of Practice to Full Librarian of Practice.  

The University recognizes that COVID-19 may have had an adverse impact on faculty 
members’ teaching and research performance. To ensure that the review for reappointment 
and promotion reflects the impact of COVID-19, faculty have the option to include a COVID-
19 impact statement in their reappointment and/or promotion dossier. The impact 
statement should include a short description of the impact COVID-19 had on their 
performance of their duties, including teaching (and research and creative work, where 
relevant). The impact statement should be incorporated into the statements on teaching 
(and research and creative work, where relevant). Note that any external evaluators 
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contacted by the department or the Dean’s office will receive the statements of teaching and 
research as part of the materials to be reviewed. The information provided in this COVID-
19 impact statement will not negatively affect the review. At a minimum, the information 
will be treated neutrally and at a maximum, it may positively impact the review.  

The review materials will be augmented by the following:  

• Peer assessments of job effectiveness (at least three letters solicited from NYU Libraries 
colleagues by the Appointment, Reappointment and Promotion Panel at its discretion). 
In soliciting letters, the Panel seeks perspectives from colleagues at NYU Libraries who 
have taken a leadership role on projects, working groups, or other endeavors in which 
the candidate has been involved. Such letters are meant to augment the candidate’s 
application and speak to the effectiveness of job performance. The ARP Panel should 
seek to mitigate against conflicts of interest when soliciting letters. Candidates have 
the right to specify the names of individuals they do not want to be solicited for letter 
and provide a rationale. However, the Panel is not beholden to these requests.  

The ARP Panel evaluating each case will consider all work activity, as listed above, since the 
candidate’s last Formal Review, including materials from the final year of the previous 
contract.  

 
Recommendation:  
 
Specify that a majority vote of the Reappointment Committee and the Promotion Committee shall 
be required for a successful review for a recommendation for reappointment or promotion. 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
We strongly recommend the inclusion of the following language:  
 
“All votes of both Committees shall be by secret ballot.” 
 

The ARP Panel should prepare a report of their evaluation and recommendation, which has 
been read, approved, and signed by all Panel members before it is submitted to the Dean. 
The report should represent a collective judgment of the Panel or, in the case of a divided 
opinion, a majority of the Panel. If there is any concern that a Continuing Contract faculty 
member at any rank is not fulfilling the requirements of the position, these concerns should 
be clearly outlined in the report submitted to the Dean. If there is a division of views, the 
dissenting opinion should be appended to the majority review. Formal Reviews reports are 
to be submitted by the ARP to the Dean by March 1.  
 

Recommendation: 

The process for choosing a chair should be included in this paragraph.  
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“The ARP Committee should choose its own chair, who then coordinates the creation of the 
committee’s report and recommendation for reappointment, which is then submitted to the     
Dean.” 

Again, include this crucial information from the Libraries Bylaws within the Reappointment and 
Promotion Policy. 

 

Recommendation: 

The duties of the chair should be included in this paragraph, as well as the process of evaluating 
the review material. The process of the creation of the committee’s report should be explicitly 
stated with language similar to the following (from the FAS Website, “Recruitment of New 
Faculty, Section 1.7, Clinical Assistant Professor, Clinical Associate Professor, Clinical 
Professors, Overview,” http://as.nyu.edu/object/aboutas.pp.assocdean.recuitment.html): 
 
“The committee will prepare a written review for the Dean evaluating and summarizing the 
evidence of accomplishment, noting areas that require improvement, and making a 
recommendation regarding reappointment, and promotion and contract length (when applicable).” 
 
 

Recommendation: 

Add the following as a new paragraph (adapted from the FAS website, “PROCEDURES for 
Reappointment and/or Promotion” for clinical faculty: 
http://as.nyu.edu/object/aboutas.pp.assocdean.recuitment.html): 

“If the Dean’s decision is contrary on appointment, title, or length of contract to that of the 
Review and Reappointment Committee or the Promotion Committee, the Dean will provide the 
committee with the reasons. The committee members will then have ten days in which to provide 
further information or counter---argument before the Dean's decision is finalized.” 

 

The Dean, taking into account the ARP report alongside the curricular and programmatic 
needs of the Libraries, will reach a reappointment decision and will notify the Continuing 
Contract faculty member being considered for reappointment in writing of a decision by 
March 1 for Continuing Contract faculty currently on one-year or two-year contracts, or 
August 31 of the penultimate year for Continuing Contract faculty members on multi-
year contracts. The letter should distill elements of the ARP’s report to give feedback to 
the faculty, as per the Faculty Handbook.  
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Add explicit information:  
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“The Dean will provide the faculty member with a written summary that includes suggestions for 
professional development and a recommendation regarding appointment, and will meet with the 
candidate to discuss the committee’s evaluation, as well as his or her own assessment and 
continuing programmatic need for the appointment. 

 

Reappointment Process: Short-Term Review  

Continuing Contract faculty on one-year and two-year contracts are considered for 
reappointment through a Short-Term Review. No Continuing Contract faculty can be 
reappointed without a performance assessment, yet the compressed timeline of a one-year 
or two-year contract renders the process of review appropriate for Continuing Contract 
faculty on multi-year contracts inapt. Thus, Short-term Review is a truncated process. By 
January 31 in the final year of a Continuing Contract faculty’s expiring contract, their 
Supervisor should compose a written assessment that synthesizes the faculty’s job 
performance in terms of the academic criteria stipulated in the appointment section of this 
document. The assessment should include a recommendation on the reappointment 
decision to the Dean of Libraries. Continuing Contract faculty will have (in some cases) held 
their role for less than four months, yet the Short-term Review asks a Supervisor to proffer 
evidence of effectiveness in job performance and professional contributions. Supervisors 
should contextualize this dearth of time in their report and make every effort to situate the 
contributions of the Continuing Contract faculty accordingly when drafting the assessment 
and making a recommendation on reappointment. If a Continuing Contract faculty is 
undergoing a Short-Term review for the first time, there will be no completed Annual 
Performance Evaluation included in the file.  

Upon receiving the Supervisor’s assessment, the ARP will review it and convey a reaction to 
the Dean. The Dean will communicate their decision about reappointment and the terms of 
reappointment to the Supervisor who will in turn have 10 business days to respond in 
writing to the Dean. The Dean, taking into account the Supervisor’s assessment, the ARP’s 
review, and the curricular and programmatic needs of the Libraries, will reach an 
appointment decision and will notify the Continuing Contract faculty member being 
considered for reappointment in writing of a decision by March 1.  

 

Promotion  

Promotion Criteria  

In addition to the qualifications set forth in the Appointments section of this document, 
candidates must have been in their current rank for a minimum of three years and had at 
least one prior reappointment at the current rank to be eligible for promotion in rank. 
Beyond the consideration of core job responsibilities, service activities, professional 
engagement, recommendations regarding promotion also may be based on a candidate’s 
scholarly, creative and artistic output, achievements, growth, and overall evidence of 
contribution to the evolving mission of the Division of Libraries.  
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Recommendation: 

Again, given that promotion is based upon “scholarly, creative and artistic output, 
achievements, growth, and overall evidence of contribution,” we recommend that all members 
of the contract faculty have opportunities to fulfill the above promotional requirements. We 
strongly recommend that the NYU Libraries offer a “fellowship” that that can be used to 
expand or refresh the faculty member’s expertise, allow for innovation in the field of 
expertise, and develop new skills and/or competencies to the field of practice. 

This Fellowship is intended to allow continuing-contract faculty to engage in projects that are 
time and/or resource intensive and that typically cannot be accomplished while carrying a full-
time workweek. A “fellowship” model can be found at The Steinhardt School: 
https://steinhardt.nyu.edu/faculty-and-staff/faculty-affairs/continuing-contract-faculty-
fellowship 

 

Promotion Process  

There is no timeframe that compels Continuing Contract faculty to apply for promotion in 
rank. Continuing Contract faculty may apply for promotion at their discretion during their 
second Formal Review in rank and any year after. When Continuing Contract faculty 
applications for promotion sync with required Formal Reviews Libraries Human Resources 
(HR) will communicate in writing to Continuing Contract faculty a reminder of upcoming 
Formal Review by February 15. Candidates who meet the established criteria and who also 
wish to apply for promotion must inform Libraries HR and the Dean in writing within two 
weeks, by March 1. Continuing Contract Faculty who are not due to be reviewed formally 
but still wish to apply for promotion must notify Libraries HR in writing by March 1 in 
advance of the upcoming academic year review cycle.  

Continuing Contract Faculty applications for promotion encompass all of the materials and 
elements listed as requirements for a Formal Review and a candidate statement that 
outlines a narrative of career growth and accomplishments. Applications for promotion will 
weigh the candidate statement against the criteria for rank in this document, and reports 
are expected to comment specifically on the warrant for the candidate to be promoted.  

Promotion applications are reviewed by the same ARP Panel created for Formal Reviews 
with the following exceptions: in the case of promotion to Associate Librarian of Practice, 
Assistant Librarians of Practice are not eligible to serve; and in the case of promotion to Full 
Librarian of Practice, Assistant or Associate Librarians of Practice are not eligible to serve. 
Either of these contingencies may necessitate the composition of a Panel that does not 
include a Continuing Contract faculty member because one is not available to serve in this 
capacity.  

 
Recommendation: 
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Add language similar to the following: 
 
“In all cases of an appeal to a negative decision related to reappointment or promotion by the 
Dean, the candidate will have access to the Review/Promotion Committee’s full report, including 
its recommendation with the expectation that the Committee will protect information provided in 
confidence.” 
 
 
Recommendation:  
 
Specify that a majority vote of the Reappointment Committee and the Promotion Committee shall 
be required for a successful review for a recommendation for reappointment or promotion. 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Include the following language:  
 
“All votes of both Committees shall be by secret ballot.” 
 
 

Recommendation: 

Add the following explicit information: 

“The Committee should choose its own chair, who then coordinates the creation of the 
committee’s report and recommendation for reappointment, which is then submitted to the     
Dean.” 

Include specific language from the Libraries Bylaws. 

 

Recommendation: 

The duties of the chair should be included in this paragraph, as well as the process of evaluating 
the review material. The process of the creation of the committee’s report should   be explicitly 
stated with language similar to the following (from the FAS Website, “Recruitment of New 
Faculty, Section 1.7, Clinical Assistant Professor, Clinical Associate Professor, Clinical 
Professors, Overview,” http://as.nyu.edu/object/aboutas.pp.assocdean.recuitment.html): 
 
“The committee will prepare a written review for the Dean evaluating and summarizing the 
evidence of accomplishment, noting areas that require improvement, and making a 
recommendation regarding promotion and contract length (when applicable).” 

 

The ARP Panel will present the Dean with a summary of the review, prepared by the chair 
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of the ARP Panel. The Dean, taking into account the ARP report, will reach a decision on 
promotion and will notify the Continuing Contract faculty member being considered for 
promotion in writing. The letter should distill elements of the ARP’s report in keeping with 
the University’s desire for schools to give regular, written feedback to Continuing Contract 
Faculty. In the event of non-promotion, the Dean’s notification letter must clearly articulate 
the basis. The letter, which is a synthesis of the ARP Panel report, should redact names but 
convey the essence of the ARP’s deliberations. The goal for feedback is to enrich the growth 
and development of Librarians of Practice.  
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Add detailed information:  
 
“The Dean will provide the faculty member with a written summary that includes suggestions for 
professional development and a recommendation regarding promotion, and will meet with the 
candidate to discuss the committee’s evaluation, as well as his or her own assessment. 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Add specific language: 

“In the event that the Dean follows the recommendation of the committee for promotion, the 
summary letter to the faculty member with notification of intent for promotion should include the 
length of appointment, and a signature block for the faculty member.” 

 

Recommendation: 

Add the following as a new paragraph (adapted from the FAS website, “PROCEDURES for 
Reappointment and/or Promotion” for clinical faculty: 
http://as.nyu.edu/object/aboutas.pp.assocdean.recuitment.html): 

“If the Dean’s decision is contrary on promotion, title, or length of contract to that of the Review 
and Reappointment Committee or the Promotion Committee, the Dean will provide the 
committee with the reasons. The committee members will then have ten days in which to provide 
further information or counter---argument before the Dean's decision is finalized.” 

 

In the event that a Continuing Contract faculty applies for and is granted promotion amidst 
a multi-year contract, the associated changes in rank and salary will take effect on the next 
September 1; however, the duration of the contract itself will remain intact.  

 
Annual Performance Evaluation  
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All Continuing Contract faculty complete an Annual Performance Evaluation. The criteria 
for the Annual Performance Evaluation are core job performance, particularly in areas 
memorialized in the letter of appointment, contributions and service within the Library 
and its community of patrons, and relevant administrative or supervisory performance, 
when applicable. The process, documents, and timelines for Annual Performance 
Evaluations are posted to the Division of Libraries Wiki. The Annual Performance 
Evaluation is used to determine annual merit increases. The amount of the increase will be 
determined by the pool set by the University. Any merit increase awarded will begin on 
September 1st.  

Pausing the Contract Duration  

 

Recommendation: 
 
Stopping the contract clock should be made clear in the policy. Specify the grounds for and 
process of stopping the contract clock by adding language satisfying the following from the 
New York University Guidelines for Full---Time Continuing Contract Faculty, issued June 12, 
2014, revised December 15, page 6: 
 
“Each school process for review of full---time multi---year contracts of three years or more, 
including promotion reviews, must include: … the grounds for stopping the contract clock for 
reasonable cause, e.g., medical, personal, as primary caregiver for child, spouse, parent,   same--
- sex domestic partner, or by contractual stipulation or negotiation….” 
 
 

Upon request, the timing of a Formal Review may be delayed by stopping the contract clock 
for reasonable cause that has been approved by the Dean. In such cases, it is incumbent on 
Libraries Human Resources to provide the Continuing Contract faculty member with an 
amended contract that reflects the agreed-upon contract pause and new terms of duration.  

Governance  

Full faculty meeting attendance and voting rights can be found under University Bylaw 82 
(c). The Division of Libraries’ practice is to hold joint full faculty meetings, inclusive of 
Continuing Contract faculty, Tenured and Tenure Track faculty, and faculty at the rank of 
Library Associate. Continuing Contract Faculty are eligible to participate and vote in 
Libraries faculty meetings and participate in matters of faculty governance, with the 
exclusion of matters related to promotion and tenure and the election of the Libraries’ T-
FSC Senator. Continuing Contract faculty are expected to serve on elected and appointed 
committees.  

Faculty Grievances  
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All grievance procedures for Continuing Contract faculty conform to those described in the 
NYU Faculty Handbook. The Division of Libraries Grievance Committee is composed of 
members elected by the Division of Libraries. The membership shall include one 
Continuing Contract faculty member, who shall participate in hearing and evaluating only 
those grievances that are filed by Continuing Contract faculty.  

 

Recommendation: 

Add the section below from Libraries Bylaws. This information belongs in the Reappointment 
and Promotion policy and must be stated explicitly in the policy.  
 
 “The [Grievance] Committee shall consist of five elected members: three faculty with tenure, at 
least one Continuing Contract faculty, and one alternate faculty member who is either Tenured 
and Tenure Track or Continuing Contract Faculty. Each shall serve a three-year term, with one 
retiring each year. The annual vacancy shall be filled at the annual election.” 
 

(Note that the Policy draft and the Bylaws are not consistent. The Bylaws state the committee 
shall consist of “at least one Continuing Contract faculty,” and the above states that membership 
“shall include one Continuing Contract faculty member.”) 
 

 
Recommendation: 

 
Add the following language:  
 
 “If the numbers of contract faculty permit, the majority of the members of the grievance 
committee must be elected contract faculty members.” 
 

If a faculty member’s grievance is not settled informally at a level below the Dean, or by the 
Dean, the faculty member may appeal to the Dean to convoke the Division of Libraries 
Grievance Committee to hear grievances in order to advise the Dean. The Dean shall 
convoke the committee within fifteen working days of receiving the faculty member’s 
appeal.  

 

Recommendation: 
 
Add the following language (paraphrased from the Liberal Studies Reappointment and Promotion 
Policy, 2018 and Tandon School of Engineering, 2018). 
 
“Having decided to consider the case, the grievance committee will then hear evidence and report 
to the Dean in writing on its findings of fact and its opinion on a fair disposition of the case. After 
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considering the advice of the committee, the Dean will inform the grievant in writing of his or her 
decision, and include a summary of the committee’s report provided by the committee.” 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 

Add the following language (paraphrased from the Liberal Studies Reappointment and 
Promotion Policy, February, 2018, and Tandon School of Engineering, 2018). 
 
“If the committee’s report is accepted by both the grievant and the Dean, the matter shall be 
considered settled. However, if the Dean shall deny any findings of fact, or refuse to implement 
suggestions by the committee made as a part of the committee's recommendations on the 
disposition of a case, the Dean is required to reply in writing giving in detail his or her reasons. 
This memorandum must be sent both to the grievant and to the committee.” 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Add the following language (quoted from the Liberal Studies Reappointment and Promotion 
Policy, 2018, Tandon School of Engineering Reappointment and Promotion Policy, and Abu 
Dhabi Reappointment and Promotion Policy, 2020). 
 
“As a standing committee of the faculty, it must regularly report to the faculty on the number of 
cases heard or under study and the ultimate disposition of such cases, (for example, amicably 
settled, on appeal to the Provost or President, or committee report rejected by the Dean).”  

 

Appeal  

Following the review of the Division of Libraries Grievance Committee, in the event the 
decision of the Dean of Libraries is not to reappoint or promote, an appeal can be made to 
the Provost, following the procedures enumerated in the NYU Faculty Handbook.  

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Add language similar to the following: 
 
“In all cases of an appeal to a negative decision related to reappointment and promotion by the 
Dean, the candidate will have access to the Review/Promotion Committee’s full report, including 
its recommendation with the expectation that the Committee will protect information provided in 
confidence.” 
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Review Schedule for Guidelines  

NYU Libraries shall review the policies and procedures contained within this document 
every five years according to the governance structures established by the NYU Libraries 
Faculty Bylaws. Working groups charged with reviewing guidelines will include Continuing 
Contract faculty. Continuing Contract faculty are to hold an active, essential, and meaningful 
role in drafting or approving any new policies, or revising existing policies.  

Once changes to policy are identified, they are sent to the Office of the Provost for initial 
consultation, then sent to faculty for review and vote for adoption, and finally returned to 
the Office of the Provost and to other bodies as appropriate for formal review.  
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
The NYU Faculty Handbook requires a five-year review. Add language from the NYU Faculty 
Handbook that states that a review of this document is required every five years. 
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DRAFT 

Continuing-Contract Faculty Council’s Recommendations 

Submitted May 1, 2022 

Recommendations of the C-FSC in regard to: 

NYU Stern 
Continuing Contract Faculty Guidelines for  

Appointment, Evaluation, Reappointment, and Promotion  

BACKGROUND 

From Raghu Sundaram, Dean, NYU Stern: 

I am pleased to share with you a proposed update of Stern’s Policy on Clinical Faculty. This 
reflects many months of work, including Kris Day’s thoughtful responses to several 
iterations. The policy itself includes the following language:  

The Faculty Handbook requires that each school establish its own policies governing 
the appointment, review and reappointment of full-time continuing contract faculty, 
conduct a five-year review of the school’s policy, and establish a formal process for 
periodic reviews thereafter. No later than every five years, a committee will review 
the policy. The committee will be comprised of department chairs and at least one 
representative of the clinical faculty at large, to be nominated by the Stern 
representative to NYU’s Full-time Continuing Contract Faculty Senators’ Council. 
Any amendment to this Policy must be in writing, and submitted to the Stern Faculty 
Council and to Stern’s representatives to the Full-time Continuing Contract Faculty 
Senators’ Council for discussion and approval. 

Although the policy was not due for its formal five-year review until 2022-23, minor 
clarifications were needed, and this resulted in a reorganization of the entire document. We 
will conduct the next review no later than five years from now, in or before 2027-28.We 
followed the review procedure as outlined in the policy, ensuring that numerous clinical 
professors were involved. Specifically:  

• The initial review committee consisted of Susan Stehlik, Clinical Professor and Program
Director of Management Communication, Steven Blader, Professor and Department
Chair of Management & Organizations, and Batia Wiesenfeld, Professor of Management
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and Program Director of Business & Society. (The Management Communication and 
Business & Society programs are made up almost entirely of clinical faculty.)  

• Stern’s representatives to the CFSC (Maria Patterson, Naomi Diamant, and Joe Foudy) 
nominated Simon Bowmaker, Clinical Professor of Economics, to review the policy, and 
also reviewed it themselves.  

• Stern’s elected Faculty Council reviewed the policy.  
• Stern’s Department Chairs have reviewed the policy.  
• Stern’s Vice Deans have reviewed the policy.  

 
The bulk of the substantive changes were made by the initial review committee; all other 
reviewers made either no changes or merely editorial suggestions. No changes were made as 
a result of the Faculty Council’s review. 

 
Stern does not put any detailed policies up for faculty votes. This includes our Promotion and 
Tenure guidelines (revised most recently in 2019). The School relies on a representative 
governance model, running the proposed policies through a number representative groups 
including the Faculty Council and Department Chairs and obtaining their unanimous assent. 
Accordingly, the faculty at-large did not vote on this policy.We look forward to your, and the 
FSC’s, review of our revised policy. I attach our final draft as well as a comparison to the 
previous version. (Feb. 25, 2022) 

 
.  .  .  

 
As part of the process of finalizing the revisions of the Stern Policy for its Clinical Faculty, NYU 
Provost Katherine E. Fleming invited the C-FSC to comment on the document called: “NYU Policy 
on Continuing Contract (“Clinical”) Faculty:  
 

At NYU, our strong tradition is for schools to develop policies that are ‘consistent with 
schoolculture and history.’ Within that tradition, the Handbook provides that school policies 
will be reviewed by the Provost to determine ‘whether the substance of the policy: (i) is 
consistent withgeneral University policy; (ii) is compatible with the University's 
commitment to excellence in teaching, research, scholarship, or artistic achievement and 
service within a community of respectful and respected academic professionals; and (iii) has 
no adverse implications for theUniversity.’ As part of the process of finalizing the revisions 
to the Stern Policy on Continuing Contract (‘Clinical’) Faculty, I am inviting the C-FSC and 
the T-FSC to comment on the document, adopting the same perspective. The Council's 
timely review of this document will be appreciated. As is our practice, the Provost's Office 
will consider the Council's comments in consultation with the Stern School before finalizing 
the document. (Feb. 23, 2022) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
NOTES FROM THE C-FSC COMMITTEE ON PERSONNEL POLICIES & 
CONTRACT ISSUES 
 
 
1. The following document will enumerate various comments and recommendations to the 
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submitted policy. The recommendations are made (in blue) within the body of the document 
for ease of review and discussion.  
 
2. Our committee respectfully asks that responses to our recommendations be made within 
the body of this document for ease of review. 

 
 

 
 

 
POLICY ON CONTINUING CONTRACT (“CLINICAL”) FACULTY 

 
Effective February 1, 2017 

Revised May 3, 2019 
Revised DATE, 2022 

 
 

1. Background 
 
This policy is consistent with, and incorporates by reference, the University’s Faculty Policies Applicable 
to Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty, which may be found in the Faculty Handbook here. Note that 
the term “department” is used throughout this document to include programs, areas, and 
departments. The term “clinical” refers to “full-time continuing contract” faculty. 
 
The Faculty Handbook requires that each school establish its own policies governing the appointment, 
review and reappointment of full-time continuing contract faculty, conduct a five-year review of the 
school’s policy, and establish a formal process for periodic reviews thereafter. No later than every five 
years, a committee will review the policy. The committee will be comprised of department chairs and at 
least one representative of the clinical faculty at large, to be nominated by the Stern representative to 
NYU’s Full-time Continuing Contract Faculty Senators’ Council. Any amendment to this Policy must be in 
writing, and submitted to the Stern Faculty Council and to Stern’s representatives to the Full-time 
Continuing Contract Faculty Senators’ Council for discussion and approval. 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
A review of a school’s policy should include more than at “least one representative of the 
clinical faculty at large” on the review committee. Such a number (“at least one”) is highly 
unusual, and our committee is fairly certain that no other NYU school policy for contract 
faculty is so limited in contract faculty representation.  
 
Including at least one contract faculty member does not follow the letter and the spirit of 
the New York University Guidelines for Full---Time Continuing Contract Faculty, issued June 
12, 2014, revised December 15, 2015, page 1, Section II, Formulation of School Policies, 
paragraph 2, sentence 1, which states that there is the “expectation that FTCCF shall 
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participate in in formulating and/or amending the school policy.” We quote the section in its 
entirety:  
 

In response to these guidelines and as appropriate thereafter, schools shall 
formulate or amend their policies in accordance with existing school governance 
processes and with the expectation that FTCCF shall participate in formulating 
and/or amending the school policy to the extent and manner in which school 
governance policies permit. 

 
We recommend that any development of this policy follow the letter and the spirit 
contained in the above quote from the New York University Guidelines for Full---Time 
Continuing Contract Faculty.  

 
We recommend that the following language be added to the policy: 

 
“Full-time Continuing Contract Faculty members shall participate in in formulating and/or 
amending the school policy.” 

 
 

 
Recommendation: 
 
For the reasons mentioned above, we strongly recommend an increase overall in contract 
faculty representation. And, as in the case, of most, if not all, schools, we recommend that a 
vote take place, a vote that allows contract-faculty participation. We recommend the 
following language: 

 
Faculty or Deans may suggest changes or amendments to this Policy. Changes or 
amendments shall be made in accordance with the governing structure of the school 
and University policy regarding full-time, continuing contract faculty. The process 
includes timely distribution to the faculty, faculty discussion, as well as the ability for 
faculty to present amendments, make recommendations to and vote on the Policy in a 
regularly scheduled faculty meeting following procedures outlined in the school’s 
governance structure. Unless otherwise noted, approved changes and amendments 
will affect reappointments and promotion that occur after such changes and 
amendments go into effect. 

 
 
 

Recommendation: 
 
Since Continuing Contract faculty are exclusively non---tenured, add language describing the 
differences between tenured faculty expectations and non---tenured faculty expectations. This 
is important because in some schools Continuing Contract faculty primarily have teaching 
responsibilities, while in other schools Continuing Contract faculty are expected to maintain 
an active scholarly, research, and/or professional life. 
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For faculty in schools without continuing research, scholarly, or professional expectations 
for Continuing Contract faculty, continued intellectual, and scholarly engagement in their 
fields can be encouraged, though not required, as appropriate to the area of the 
appointment. For those schools, a model might be the following (adapted from the FAS 
Website, “Recruitment of New Faculty, Section 1.7, Clinical Assistant Professor, Clinical 
Associate Professor, Clinical Professors, Overview,” 
http://as.nyu.edu/object/aboutas.pp.assocdean.recuitment.html)  
This additional language is included in many school policies, including the Division of 
Libraries, Faculty of Arts & Science, Liberal Studies, Shanghai, Steinhardt, Tandon, and 
Tisch: 

 
Continuing Contract Faculty lines differ from tenure---track lines. Although 
continuing contract lines are without tenure, they are typically multiyear and 
research is not part of their formal responsibilities, and hence teaching loads are 
greater. 

 
Another model might be the following: 

 
“Continuing Contract Faculty lines are typically multiyear and differ from tenure lines 
at the School in the following ways: [enumerate those differences].” 

 
 
 
This policy is being implemented by the Stern School of Business to supplement University policies 
applicable to full time continuing contract faculty. If at any point the Stern policy is inconsistent with 
NYU policies, the NYU policies then in effect will control. As with all NYU policies, this policy is subject to 
change and it is the policies in effect at the time of the action that apply. 

 
2.  Establishing a Position 

 
The decision to establish a clinical faculty position as opposed to a tenure-track position requires 
consultation with members of the department concerned and approval of the dean, and is reviewed by 
the Provost as part of the annual staffing plan. All clinical faculty members occupy full-time faculty 
budget lines. 
 

3.  Responsibilities 
 
Clinical faculty members play a key role at Stern. By contributing to the academic process at Stern 
through their full-time commitment to teaching, and through service activities, clinical faculty 
complement the tenured and tenure track faculty in fulfilling Stern's mission. Thus, their primary 
responsibility is teaching courses that are critical and often required components of the school's 
curriculum, including both undergraduate and graduate core courses. Another key responsibility is to 
effectively engage in service activities, such as directing and/or participating in academic programs and 
centers, initiating new programs, course coordination, committee work, advising students and working 
with student clubs. Clinical faculty members’ service responsibilities and expectations are 
commensurate to their rank. Any responsibilities that affect the teaching load will be defined in 
respective appointment letters.  
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4. Terms of Appointment 

 
Appointments and reappointments of clinical faculty are made for fixed renewable terms. The contract 
will stipulate start and end dates of the appointment, an indication of whether the appointee is eligible 
to be considered for reappointment, responsibilities, compensation and agreement to be bound by 
applicable University policies. In accordance with University Bylaw 87 (b), the appointment of clinical 
faculty automatically terminates at the close of the period of time stipulated in the contract, unless 
there is an official notice of renewal.  
 
The initial appointment term of clinical faculty of all ranks, including the Professor of Management 
Practice, is typically for one to two years, depending on prior teaching experience.   Following the initial 
term of appointment, clinical faculty may hold renewable contracts of varying lengths: “short 
contracts” of one or two years, “standard contracts” of three years, or “long contracts” of four or more 
years. Short contracts may be offered on an exceptional basis for various reasons including changing 
curriculum and course demand, questions or concerns about performance issues, or at the faculty 
member’s request. In such cases, the individual will be notified of the reason for the short contract.  
The standard contract term is three years. Contracts for longer than three years may be offered in 
exceptional circumstances to clinical faculty members above the rank of assistant professor, with a 
demonstrated record of continuous exceptional teaching performance and an unusual level of service 
or academic contribution to the school.  
 
Unless otherwise specified in the individual contract, clinical faculty appointments may be renewed 
indefinitely. 
 

5. Titles and Qualifications 
 
All clinical faculty members are expected to be actively engaged in teaching and service responsibilities, 
and to bring to the school and classroom important subject matter and/or industry expertise. All clinical 
faculty members must hold a graduate degree. Clinical faculty are not eligible for tenure; they are 
typically contracted for multiple years.   

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Include for consistency that for faculty whose responsibilities are primarily 
administrative, greater weight will be given to performance in this area in reviews 
for reappointment or promotion. This is the case at many schools, e.g., Center for 
Urban Science and Policy (CUSP), FAS Clinical, FAS Language Lecturers, Institute for 
the Study of the Ancient World (ISAW), Liberal Studies, and Steinhardt. 

 
 

Most new full-time continuing contract appointments are made at the rank of Clinical Assistant 
Professor, but initial appointments at higher ranks may be appropriate for individuals with noteworthy 
experience, as outlined below.  
 

Clinical Assistant Professor: Typically the initial appointment for clinical faculty members. 
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Clinical Associate Professor: Typically an experienced teacher with a strong record of either 
sustained achievement in the classroom or industry experience. In addition, evidence or likelihood 
of a substantial service contribution to the school is expected.  
 
Clinical Professor: Typically an experienced teacher with a record of either extraordinary 
achievement in the classroom or significant industry leadership experience. In addition, evidence or 
likelihood of leadership and significant contribution to the school’s reputation and/or significant 
exercise of administrative responsibilities is expected. 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
As is the case in most, if not all, school policies for Continuing Contract Faculty, the contract length 
for each title is explicity stated. Most, if not all, school policies indicate contract length of 3/5/5 
years (Clinical Asssistant, Clinical Associate, and Clinical (Full) Professor respectively). 
 
We strongly recommend that contract length be explicitly stated with each title. The norm at 
NYU is three years for Clinical Assistant, five years for Clinical Associate, and five or more 
years for Clinical Full. 
 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
As an appointment of at least five years is the norm for Clinical Associate Professor, 
provide an increase in term of appointment for Clinical (Full) Professor; this is the 
case at some schools, e.g., Gallatin and Tisch.  
 
We strongly recommend the following language:  

 
“Faculty members appointed or promoted to Clinical (Full) will receive at least a six---year 
contract, subsequent appointments shall be of at least the same length.” 

 
 

 
Recommendation: 
 
The length of contract for subsequent contracts is unclear. Add the following language after 
each title and contract length:  
 
“Subsequent appointments shall be of at least the same length. 
 
 

 
Recommendation: 
 
In schools where professional or scholarly activity is either required or encouraged for 
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reappointment and promotion, professional development funds and research leave or 
sabbatical should be provided to further support professional or scholarly work. A 
description of that eligibility, and the process governing it, should be added. 

 
In schools where the Continuing Contract faculty’s responsibilities are exclusively 
teaching, professional development funds that support that faculty member’s continued 
growth in teaching their field should be provided. A description of that eligibility, and the 
process governing it, should be added. 

 
 
Clinical Professors with the honorific designation of “Professor of Management Practice”: This title is 
reserved for faculty who join Stern after distinguished careers in fields related to business practice. 
These individuals contribute to the teaching and research mission of the school by bringing "managerial 
practice" into the classroom and serving as an important resource for their colleagues. 
 

6. Initial Appointment  
 
Nominations for appointments of candidates to clinical faculty positions are put forward by the 
respective departments via the same channels as nominations for tenure-track appointments, and are 
subject to the same departmental review processes before they are forwarded to the dean. The 
contract will state the teaching load and any other agreed-upon duties.  
 
The honorific designation “Professor of Management Practice” (“PMP”) is reserved for candidates who 
have had distinguished careers in business or related fields. Candidates should hold credentials 
appropriate for the work done as a practitioner, and should be able to relate non-academic experiences 
effectively to teaching assignments within the Stern School. As this title is used to designate 
professionals who have distinguished themselves as widely recognized senior leaders in key line or staff 
positions in major firms, it is typically used only for new appointments and only at the full professor 
level; gaining academic experience does not lead to promotion to PMP.  
 
 

8. Annual Merit Reviews  
 
Clinical faculty members are expected to adhere to the highest levels of performance and commitment 
to the university and the school and the highest standards of excellence in their fields. Specifically, they 
should demonstrate teaching excellence, as reflected by a combination of academically rigorous course 
content, teaching in courses of high strategic value to the school, pedagogical innovation, student 
ratings,  student success consistent with high quality teaching, and enrollments.   Evidence of teaching 
performance may include course materials (e.g. syllabi, lecture notes, assignments), course 
development and innovation, instructor development, peer classroom observations, online videos, self-
presentation, samples of student writing as evidence of continuing influence upon students, examples 
of learning beyond the classroom, student evaluations, etc. Clinical faculty members are also expected 
to make meaningful service contributions in their department and/or the school, by such activities as 
serving on committees, advising students, and attending school events. Service outside the school that 
supports Stern’s mission and brand is also encouraged. In agreement with their department 
chair/director, clinical faculty members who conduct research may have the AMR weights for teaching, 
service and research adjusted. The weight for research may not exceed 10% except in cases where the 
professor is a principal investigator on an externally-funded project, when it may not exceed 30%. 
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All clinical faculty members complete a Faculty Activity Report (FAR) each year for review by the 
department chair and vice deans. During the rigorous Annual Merit Review process each spring, the 
department chair presents to the vice deans and deans the activity and achievements of each faculty 
member, using the completed FAR as one source of information, and discusses areas requiring 
improvement. The department chair then provides written and oral feedback and recommendations to 
each faculty member. The feedback reflects the input gathered at the meeting with the vice deans and 
deans. 
 

9. Reappointment  
 
The review process and criteria for reappointment are such that only individuals who are continuing to 
make a significant contribution to the excellence of the school are reappointed. The specific criteria for 
evaluating performance are those set forth under Annual Merit Review guidelines. 
 
Reappointment is also based on consideration of curricular and programmatic initiatives. Thus, the 
decision to reappoint may be influenced by curricular and structural changes and needs in academic 
programs (even in those cases in which a candidate may satisfy the appropriate standards of 
achievement). When a position is to be eliminated at the end of the contract term and no similar 
position is vacant, reappointment does not occur. The faculty member may, however, request a 
performance review for career development.  
 

 
Recommendation: 
 
The policy should indicate that curricular or structural changes do not automatically 
warrant a denial of reappointment. Instead, the denial should have a rational basis, and it 
should include a process for determining whether the professor can or cannot teach under 
the new curriculum or structure.  
 
Add the following language (paraphrased from the Tisch Arts Professor Policy, the 
Tisch Teach Policy, the Gallatin Contract Faculty Policy, Liberal Studies, Center of Urban 
Science and Progress (CUSP), FAS, Abu Dhabi, Nursing, and Tandon): 
 
“In such event, the review would focus on whether the faculty member would be able to 
teach in the revised curriculum and/or new academic structure and, if so, in what capacity. 
Evidence that such efforts have been made must be provided.” 

 
 
Reappointment Process: 

 
 Candidate submits to the department chair the most recent CV and  Faculty Activity Report 

(FAR). The teaching and service statements in the FAR may be augmented if needed. Additional 
teaching materials provide evidence of high teaching performance and should include: 

• Student evaluations since the last review (both an aggregated summary across courses 
and complete Course Faculty Evaluations (CE) reports for all course sections taught) 
(available from Office of Faculty Affairs) 

• Sample syllabi (or access to online teaching sites) (not more than three syllabi) 
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• List of advisees (graduate and undergraduate)  
 
 

Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that the criteria for assessment be expanded beyond student evaluations, 
sample syllabi, and a list of advisees in order to assess “teaching performance” more 
accurately. Such an expanded list is included in most schools at NYU, e.g., Center for Urban 
Science and Progress (CUSP), Faculty of Arts & Science, Gallatin, Institute for the Study of the 
Ancient World (ISAW), Liberal Studies, Stern, Abu Dhabi, Shanghai, Nursing, School of Law, 
Steinhardt, Tandon, and Tisch.  

 
For example, the following factors might be considered: course materials, lecture notes, 
assignments, course development and innovation, instructor development, collegial 
observations, self---presentation, samples of student writing, evidence of continuing influence 
upon students, examples of learning beyond the classroom, etc.  
 

 
• The department Promotion and Tenure (“P&T”) Committee* members shall conduct a review, 

considering evidence of the candidate’s performance and accomplishments in the areas of 
teaching and service. The P&T Committee then meets to discuss and vote on the case.  Majority 
opinion will be determined by secret ballot.   

 
* For purposes of clinical reappointment, the department P&T Committee must include 1) at 
least two clinical faculty members at the same or higher rank than the candidate and 2) all the 
department’s tenured faculty. Of the two clinical faculty members, one must be the program 
director (if applicable), regardless of rank, and the other(s) must be at the same or higher rank 
than the candidate. If the department does not have at least two clinical professors who satisfy 
these criteria, the Vice Dean for Faculty and Research, in consultation with the department 
chair or program director, will appoint them from other departments. 
 

• The Department Chair completes a Recommendation for Clinical Reappointment form.  This 
must include the outcome of the vote, a summary of the basic arguments for or against 
reappointment and a statement of future potential. If the recommendation is for 
reappointment, this form, together with the materials submitted by the candidate, is 
forwarded to the Committee of Department Chairs and Vice Deans. If reappointment is not 
recommended by the department P&T Committee, the candidate is notified both in writing and 
in person according to the deadlines set forth below under Contract Terms. 
 

• The Committee of Department Chairs and Vice Deans, not including the dean, reviews all 
of the reappointment materials, discusses, and then votes to support or not support the 
recommended renewal.  A majority vote of the Committee shall be required for approval. 
All votes of the Committee shall be by secret ballot and re-voting shall occur only if new 
material becomes available. This Committee will provide to the dean a list of all 
candidates considered at the meeting indicating which reappointments were approved 
and any additional comments, along with the reappointment forms. 
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• If the dean's decision on reappointment or length of contract is contrary to that of the 
Committee of Department Chairs and Vice Deans, the dean will provide reasons to the 
Committee. The Committee will then have ten days in which to provide further information or 
counter-argument before the dean's decision is finalized.   If a reappointment is not approved, 
the candidate is notified both in person and in writing, including the rationale for the decision, 
according to the deadlines set forth under Contract Terms below.  

 
10. Contract Terms and Review Schedules 

 
Contract terms fall into two categories, each with different review and notification schedules: 

 
a. Contracts of Three Years or Longer (“Standard” and “Long Contracts”) 

Reappointment of a clinical faculty member on a contract of three or more years requires a 
formal process that is conducted in the penultimate year of the contract and is completed by 
the end of that academic year. If the decision is not to reappoint, the faculty member shall be 
notified of the decision no later than August 31 of the penultimate year, and shall continue to 
be under contract for the final year. 
 

Recommendation: 
 
Again, as is the case in most, if not all, NYU school policies for Contract Faculty, promotion 
should be attached to longer contracts (usually 5 years for Clinical Associate and five years for 
Clinical Full). A few schools offer even longer contracts for Clinical Associate Professor and 
Clinical Professor, e.g., Tisch and Gallatin.  
 
We recommend that contract length for each title should be explicitly stated in the policy. 
Subsequent contracts must be of at least the same length. 
 

 
b.  One- or Two- Year Contracts (“Short Contracts”) 

Clinical faculty holding one- or two- year contracts will be reviewed for reappointment before 
the March 1 immediately preceding the end of their contract term. If the decision is not to 
reappoint, the faculty member shall be notified of the decision no later than March 15th, or at 
least 180 days prior to the termination date if the contract term ends on a date other than 
August 31.  
 

Recommendation: 
 
To prevent the establishment of a permanent group of Continuing Contract faculty on one--- 
year appointments, add language allowing for a transition to an appointment of at least 
three  years  for  faculty  on  one---year  appointments  who  successfully  complete a  formal 
review, such as: 

 
Faculty members on continuous one---year appointments who successfully complete 
their formal review shall move to at least a three---year appointment. 
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Terminal Contracts: If a reappointment letter states that it is for a final term, no reappointment 
process will take place.  
 
Third Year Review: Though reappointment cannot proceed without a performance assessment, 
numerous factors render the sort of formal review appropriate for multi-year appointments 
unnecessary for clinical faculty on Short Contracts. That said, in the first semester of the third 
year of continuous appointments, and in the first semester of every subsequent third year, 
clinical faculty members with on-going Short Contracts shall be subject to formal review 
comparable to the review of faculty on Standard or Long Contracts. 
 

c.  Deadline for Materials 
The department must submit reappointment materials to the Vice Dean of Faculty by January 
25. Deadlines earlier in the process are set by each department.   
 

11.  Promotion 
 

Clinical faculty can be promoted from Clinical Assistant Professor to Clinical Associate Professor or from 
Clinical Associate Professor to Clinical Professor, according to these criteria: 

 
a. Promotion Criteria 

 
Promotion to Clinical Associate Professor: The candidate’s record must indicate evidence of 
excellent teaching performance and contributions to Stern’s teaching programs through 
contributions that extend beyond one’s own teaching and that enhance the teaching and 
curriculum at Stern more broadly. Service to the school is also expected, such as through 
program development, committee membership, advising and mentoring students and engaging 
in other activities that support Stern's educational mission.   
 

Promotion to Clinical Professor: The candidate’s record must indicate evidence of sustained 
excellent teaching performance and contributions to Stern’s teaching programs through 
extraordinary contributions that extend beyond one’s own teaching and that enhance the 
teaching and curriculum at Stern more broadly. In addition, institution-building service to the 
school is expected, through activities such as directing key academic programs or centers, 
initiating new programs, leadership on committees, developing the teaching and leadership 
capacity of colleagues, advising students and engaging in other activities that support Stern's 
educational mission.   
 

b. Promotion process 
 
At every reappointment review, the department shall simultaneously consider whether the 
candidate meets the criteria for promotion, unless the candidate chooses not to be considered. 
If the decision is to pursue promotion, this process is followed: 
 
 Candidate submits to the department chair the most recent CV and Faculty Activity Report 

(FAR). The teaching and service statements in the FAR may be augmented if needed. 
Additional teaching materials provide evidence of high teaching performance and should 
include: 
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• Student evaluations since the last review (both an aggregated summary across 
courses and complete Course Faculty Evaluations (CE) reports for all course 
sections taught) (available from Office of Faculty Affairs) 

• Sample syllabi (or access to online teaching sites) (not more than three syllabi) 
• List of advisees (graduate and undergraduate)  

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Again, we recommend that the criteria for assessment be expanded beyond student 
evaluations, sample syllabi, and a list of advisees in order to assess “teaching performance” 
more accurately. Such an expanded list is included in most schools at NYU, e.g., Center for 
Urban Science and Progress (CUSP), Faculty of Arts & Science, Gallatin, Institute for the 
Study of the Ancient World (ISAW), Liberal Studies, Stern, Abu Dhabi, Shanghai, Nursing, 
School of Law, Steinhardt, Tandon, and Tisch.  

 
For example, the following factors might be considered: course materials, lecture notes, 
assignments, course development and innovation, instructor development, collegial 
observations, self---presentation, samples of student writing, evidence of continuing influence 
upon students, examples of learning beyond the classroom, etc.  
 
 

 Based on information provided in the candidate’s statement, the Vice Dean of Faculty 
requests sources outside the department to address contributions made to the school or 
university. This could include committee chairs or program vice deans, among others, 
depending on the candidate’s stated activities. 
 

 Department P&T Committee* follows its department’s standard policy as to whether the 
summary report will be compiled by the department chair or a subcommittee. The report 
summarizes the candidate’s contributions and assesses whether the criteria for promotion 
are met.  It includes a recommendation and is submitted to the Department P&T 
Committee. 

  
* For purposes of clinical promotion, the department P&T Committee must include: 1) all 
the department's full-time clinical faculty members at a higher rank than the candidate, 2) 
the program director or department chair, regardless of rank, and 3) all the department’s 
tenured faculty at a higher rank than the candidate. If the department does not have at least 
two clinical professors who satisfy these criteria, the Vice Dean for Faculty and Research, in 
consultation with the department chair or program director, will appoint them from other 
departments.  

 
In the case of areas without tenured faculty, the Vice Dean of Faculty, in consultation with the 
program director, will appoint an ad-hoc advisory committee including the program director, 
one clinical faculty member of the same or higher rank as those being reviewed, and at least 
two tenured Stern faculty members (total of four people). If the program director is a tenured 
professor, an additional clinical faculty member at appropriate rank will be included, for a total 
of five people. 
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The department P&T Committee shall conduct a review, considering evidence of the 
candidate’s performance and accomplishments in the areas of teaching and service and if 
applicable, research. The department P&T Committee then meets to discuss and vote on the 
case.  Majority opinion will be determined by secret ballot. Any department P&T Committee 
member may submit a signed dissenting opinion letter that will be added to the file and made 
available to the departmental committee.   
 
 

Recommendation: 
 
The Committee should choose its own chair, who then coordinates the creation of the 
committee’s report and recommendation for reappointment, which is then submitted to the 
Dean. The duties of the chair should be included in this paragraph, as well as the process of 
evaluating the review material. The process of the creation of the committee’s report should 
be explicitly stated with language similar to the following (from the FAS Website, 
“Recruitment of New Faculty, Section 1.7, Clinical Assistant Professor, Clinical Associate 
Professor, Clinical Professors, Overview,” 
http://as.nyu.edu/object/aboutas.pp.assocdean.recuitment.html): 

 
The committee will prepare a written review for the Dean evaluating and 
summarizing the evidence of accomplishment, noting areas that require 
improvement, and making a recommendation regarding reappointment, and 
promotion and contract length (when applicable). 

 
 If, after a comprehensive review, the department P&T committee supports 

proceeding with promotion, department chair submits the completed NYU 
Promotion application form, candidate’s materials, his/her report and the 
committee vote to the Vice Dean of Faculty. If the department’s decision is to not 
pursue promotion, the candidate is notified in writing, and the department chair 
provides feedback to the candidate on areas of improvement.   

 
Recommendation: 
 
In the case of schools where a division dean receives the committee report and passes that 
with a recommendation to reappoint or to promote to a school Dean, add language to 
ensure that the school Dean receives the full record and recommendation of the Review 
Committee, as well as the recommendation of the divisional dean, similar to the following 
language (This language is included in schools with divisional deans such as Liberal 
Studies, Tandon, Courant, and School of Professional Studies): 
 
“The divisional dean must forward the review packet to the school Dean along with the 
committee's recommendation and any comments from the faculty.” 

 
 
 

Recommendation: 
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Add the following language: 
 

The division dean, chair, or academic unit leader will forward the report of the promotion 
committee and closed vote to the Dean along with his or her own recommendation. The 
recommendations of the review committee, the voting faculty and the Division dean are all 
advisory to the Dean. The Dean will make a decision on the promotion case and notify the 
Department Chair. 

 
 

 If the department supports promotion, the Committee of Department Chairs and 
Vice Deans meets to discuss and vote on the proposed promotion, and then makes 
its recommendation to the dean. Ideally, this follows the same schedule as 
reappointments, as set forth in Section 10 above. 

 
 Dean reviews the proposed promotion and informs the department chair and 

candidate of the decision. 
 

Recommendation: 
 

Add language similar to the following: 
 

In all cases of an appeal to a negative decision related to reappointment or promotion by the 
Dean, the candidate will have access to the Review/Promotion Committee’s full report, 
including its recommendation with the expectation that the Committee will protect 
information provided in confidence.  

 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Add detailed information:  

 
The Dean will provide the faculty member with a written summary that includes 
suggestions for professional development and a recommendation regarding 
appointment, and will meet with the candidate to discuss the committee’s 
evaluation, as well as his or her own assessment and continuing programmatic 
need for the appointment. 

 
 

Letters from external reviewers are not typically sought, as the responsibilities of a clinical 
faculty member are to teach and provide service, both of which are primarily internal activities.  

 
12. Transfer between Clinical and Tenured or Tenure Track Appointments 

 
Clinical faculty positions cannot be used as a mechanism to retain tenure-track faculty members who 
have not been, or are not likely to be, granted tenure. Conversion to a clinical appointment is not an 
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option for a tenure-track faculty member who has been denied tenure, or whose performance does not 
merit a full tenure review.   
 

13.  Governance 
 
In accordance with University Bylaw 82 (c), the clinical faculty at Stern may hold its own faculty 
meetings and may participate in joint meetings with Stern’s tenured/tenure track faculty. At the 
department level, clinical faculty participate as members of the department faculty in department 
governance, including voting on matters of department governance, with the exclusion of matters 
related to promotion and tenure of tenure track faculty, the hiring of tenured and tenure track faculty, 
and matters affecting his or her own status on the faculty at NYU. 
 

 
Additional Recommendation (if applicable) 

 
 

Recommendation: 
 

January terms and summer sessions are now optional “extra” courses for contract faculty. If 
offered at Stern, we recommend that the pay for these additional courses be proportional to 
the faculty member’s rank and salary. 

 
 
 

Recommendation: 
 

Contract Faculty members are often asked to teach “Independent Studies” and indeed, 
independent studies are often mentioned as “expected” service in many of the contract-
faculty policies. We recommend that the policy explicitly state that “independent studies” 
will be compensated, e.g., a set stipend, an addition to their professional faculty 
development fund, or a course release for (x) number of independent studies. 

 
We recommend that each policy explicitly state the compensation for independent studies. 

 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
It should be clear that the election process is managed by faculty. 

 
Add the following language: 

 
“The process to elect members to the Reappointment Committee should be managed by a 
respective elected committee of the faculty.”   
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Recommendation: 
 
We strongly recommend that contract should indicate whether appointment is subject to 
renewal. And we strongly recommend that contracts or letters of reappointment indicate an 
explicit list of responsibilities. 
 
Add the following bullet-point to the list above: 
 

• Contracts should indicate whether appointment is subject to renewal. 
 

• Contracts will list explicit academic responsibilities and administrative responsibilities 
(if applicable). 

 
 

14. Relative Size of the Clinical Faculty  
 
While clinical faculty members make valuable contributions to the Stern School, excessive reliance on 
clinical faculty may gradually dilute the research mission of the School. Consequently, the relative size 
of the tenured/tenure-track, clinical, and adjunct faculties, and their aggregate teaching 
responsibilities, will be subject to annual review by the Committee of Department Chairs and Vice 
Deans. 
 

15. Contract Clock 
 
The contract timeline for a clinical faculty member may be paused for stipulated reasons, as per the 
University Guidelines for Full Time Continuing Contract Faculty Appointments. These reasons include 
medical, personal, as primary caregiver for a child, spouse, parent, same-sex domestic partner, or by 
contractual stipulation or negotiation.  Other types of leave do not typically pause the contract unless 
approved by the dean. 
 

16. Grievance 
 
Stern follows the grievance and appeal process as set forth in the NYU Guidelines. The Guidelines 
require that the grievance committee include at least “one senior full-time contract faculty member 
who shall participate in hearing and evaluating only those grievances that are filed by” clinical faculty 
members. At least one position on the Stern Grievance Committee will be filled by a Clinical Associate 
Professor or Clinical Professor, and that person will only hear grievances filed by clinical faculty.  

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
The grievance/appeal process, of crucial importance to the faculty, should be developed 
by the faculty and added to the Policy document before the school sends the policy to the 
Provost. The process should be identified and explicitly described in this document. 

 
We recommend that the grievance/appeal process closely follow the principles 
elaborated in the University Guidelines that specify that all members of the committee, 
including the senior Continuing Contract Faculty member, be elected:  
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Unless otherwise authorized in the school’s policy and approved by the Provost, 
each school shall either establish a new standing faculty committee for Continuing 
Contract Faculty grievances, which will include senior Continuing Contract 
Faculty and T/TTF elected by the voting members of the faculty; or shall expand 
its existing standing grievance committee for T/TTF to include (elected) senior 
Continuing Contract Faculty who shall participate in hearing and evaluating only 
those grievances that are filed by Continuing Contract Faculty. 

 
Additionally, The New York University Guidelines for Full---Time Continuing Contract 
Faculty note numerous requirements and procedures for the school grievance process, 
including specifying who may grieve, the grounds for grievances based on non---
reappointment, as well as grievances related to other issues, the process of requesting the 
convening by the dean of the grievance committee, and the accessibility of that grievance 
policy to the faculty. 

 
The development of this grievance process should be undertaken with full participation 
by the Continuing Contract Faculty and submitted to the faculty for discussion and a 
vote by the faculty. The process of consideration must include the right to offer 
amendments, and the vote may occur during a regular faculty meeting or by electronic 
ballot, as the faculty governance body may determine. This above process has been 
followed by the Center for Urban Science and Progress (CUSP), Faculty of Arts & 
Science, Gallatin, Institute for the Study of the Ancient World (ISAW), Liberal Studies, 
Abu Dhabi, Nursing, Law, and Tandon. 
 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Add the following language (paraphrased from the Liberal Studies Reappointment and 
Promotion Policy, 2018): 
 

Having decided to consider the case, the grievance committee will then hear 
evidence and report to the Dean in writing on its findings of fact and its opinion on 
a fair disposition of the case. After considering the advice of the committee, the 
Dean will inform the grievant in writing of his or her decision, and include a copy of 
the committee’s report provided by the committee. 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Add the following language (paraphrased from the Liberal Studies Reappointment and 
Promotion Policy, February, 2018): 

 
If the committee’s report is accepted by both the grievant and the Dean, the matter 
shall be considered settled. However, if the Dean shall deny any findings of fact, or 
refuse to implement suggestions by the committee made as a part of the committee's 
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recommendations on the disposition of a case, the Dean is required to reply in writing 
giving in detail his or her reasons. The same memorandum must be sent both to the 
grievant and to the committee. 

 
 

 
Recommendation: 

 
Add the following language (quoted from the Liberal Studies Reappointment and 
Promotion Policy, 2018)  

 
“The majority of the members of the grievance committee must be contract faculty 
members.” 

 
 

Recommendation: 
 

Add the following language (quoted from the Liberal Studies and Tandon): 
 
As a standing committee of the faculty, it must regularly report to the faculty on the 
number of cases heard or under study and the ultimate disposition of such cases, (for 
example, amicably settled, on appeal to the Provost or President, or committee 
report rejected by the Dean). 
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Mental Health 
Accommodation Days

By: Ana Roudebush and Johnson Liu
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Statistics

U.S. Center for Disease Control; 
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/69/wr/mm6932a1
.htm
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Statistics Continued

U.S. Center for Disease Control; 
https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/70/wr/mm7013e2.
htm
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What is it?

● Mental health as a valid reason for absence in the workplace
○ Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) guidelines

● Professors would not require proof/verification/documentation if a student 
were to claim that they are struggling with mental health.
○ The system of requiring proof is outdated
○ Currently, accommodations are available through the Moses Center, where proof of condition 

is required. Going about acquiring proof is costly. 
● Implementation will look different across departments.

○ The University does not make overarching mandates regarding absences, as different 
departments have different standards/requirements for absences

● The implementation of this initiative would ensure a similar response from 
professors across departments and schools.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) guidelines: does not acknowledge mental health unless for a long-term and diagnosed condition and requires proof



How have we seen it work?

● Throughout COVID, the University has told professors and their departments 

to be more lenient with absences surrounding health-related issues.

● In many instances, professors have allowed a certain number of days where 

students can be absent from lecture or recitation with no questions asked.

● However, there are still some professors who resist the idea that mental 

health is an legitimate issue for students.

● How can we resolve this disparity?
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
It is understood that when professors give excused absences, these do not apply to exam daysMany professors over the past year have started the semester with a survey in which students can share anything they’d like the professor to know— a great way of opening up for a potential conversation



Pre-existing Support- Legislative 

● Various states have weighed in on mental health days including Oregon, Utah, and Minnesota.
○ Republican Representative Mike Winder from Utah: “Not all of us have a diagnosed mental 

illness… but all of us have mental health, just like physical health. Even the healthiest among 
us sometimes have days where our mental health is just not well… this allows [students] to 
better manage their mental health.”

● New York state legislators have voiced their support for mental health accommodation for students. 
○ New York State Senator Brad Hoylman - Senate Bill S563
○ Amends section 3210 of Education Act to provide “absence due to the mental or behavioral 

health of the minor” and “shall be permitted under rules that the commissioner shall establish.”
● Governmental support, but what about higher-level academia?
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Academic Precedent: University of California- Berkeley 

● Slip days:
○ 5 days per semester
○ Spearheaded by the Computer Science department
○ Allowed students to submit assignments after due date
○ Accommodate those who experience minor issues or scheduling conflicts
○ Restriction: not allowed when “solutions or feedback are given that would 

provide an advantage to those” who uses slip days (ie. exams)
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Evidence from Health Professionals

● Former student psychologist within NYU Politics Department: Acquiring proof 
does not translate well in the realm of mental health
○ Slip days are a great idea
○ Can help preserve autonomy without compromising 

● Studies have shown that when mental health accommodations are accessible 
within schools, students are more likely to seek support
○ Student’s recognition that there is a problem and taking the time to seek help 
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Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion

● Factors that affect mental health on a daily basis that have a large impact on 
a student’s ability to perform in a classroom setting and require that the 
student practice self-care.
○ Asian hate crimes, campus location, etc.

● Increased difficulty in obtaining proof of mental condition
○ Seeking accommodations through the Moses Center
○ Students may struggle with knowing where to start
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Presentation Notes
Students may struggle with knowing where to start (whether due to past experiences or background): these accommodations allow students to know that their superiors support and acknowledge the importance of mental health and makes the process easier for students with little prior experience with mental health care.



Main Takeaways/Suggestions

● This initiative recognizes that every person deals with mental health, just as 
every person deals with physical health
○ whether or not a person has a pre-existing/diagnosed condition

● Students may have pre-existing mental health conditions, or they might 
struggle during a certain period of time.
○ We recognize that every student should take the opportunity to speak with a trained 

professional, but the initial response in a classroom setting and from trusted professors/TAs 
matters greatly

● Students should not be required to provide proof of their condition or 
documentation that verifies their claim
○ Mental health is a sensitive topic that students may not wish to divulge.

● AD-HOC committee for assessing the gaps and providing resources
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Students should not be required to provide proof of their condition or documentation that verifies their claim: AT SOME POINT, professors will have to begin trusting students + believing in their good intentionsAD-HOC committee for mental health accommodations, mention Trans+ healthcare committee (mental health accommodation days, quiet rooms for those who need them— students and faculty, assessing what students might need during certain times throughout the academic year— ex: bringing puppies to the school during finals week)Your support here is greatly important to this cause as professors play a very active role in the student experience and their handling of personal circumstances. Our advocacy is based largely within your constituencies.



Thank you for your time!
Questions?
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Asked before: What if the student should really be seeing a trained professional rather than taking a day off as a bandaid fix?What if the student needs more than, say, two days?Provide a disclaimer noting that these are accommodations accessible to all students, but that if a student requires more than this to communicate with the professor and the professor can refer them to the Wellness Exchange, the Moses Center, and also work with the student individually to better understand their situation and respond appropriately (considering the requirements for the course)
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