
Report of the September 26 Meeting of the  

Committee on Educational Policies and Faculty/Student Relations 

 

The Committee on Educational Policy and Faculty/Student Relations met on 
September 26, and undertook the review of two sets of documents: the recently 
issued policy on “Protection of Minors” and the guidelines for dealing with 
applicants for undergraduate admissions who have self-identified on the 
Common Application as having had a prior criminal record. 

1) We found the Policy on Minors comprehensive and generally 
unobjectionable.  It is attentive both to the range of programs that bring non-
matriculated minors to the University for responsible academic and other 
educationally-related purposes as well as to the legal and ethical obligations to 
assure that all those who work with, teach, accompany, or interact with minors 
in the NYU environment are appropriately trained and vetted.  In short, the 
policy seeks to protect minors on the one hand, and to limit the risk to the 
university arising from inappropriate conduct committed by those in its employ.  

Our committee had only one modest question about implementation as it 
relates to the promise in the policy to provide online training for university 
employees and matriculated students who are programmatically involved with 
the minors--and specifically, to require that all those in that role complete the 
training before they shall be entrusted to work with minors under NYU auspices.  
We respectfully request clarification about the training, to make sure that it can 
be accessed and completed in a timely fashion—since support staff and 
student workers are often hired very close in time to the start of programs, and 
training requirements will have to be able to anticipate the vagaries of 
truncated lead-times. 

 

2) During our last Council meeting, Alan Mincer shared a document that had 
been brought to the attention of the Senate Executive Committee--a document 
that elicited nearly universal consternation among Council members.  It involved 
an interrogatory University admissions had prepared for dealing with the 
sensitive issue of how NYU would reconcile three goals: 1) how to mitigate the 
dissuasive effect of the Common Application’s asking those seeking admission 
to disclose prior criminal records, 2) how to act upon a widely shared impulse to 
extend an opportunity for admission to candidates who can credibly 
demonstrate they are not a danger to the university, despite very serious 
misconduct in their youth--and who otherwise meet admission criteria; and 3) 
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how, as an institution, NYU can follow the latter impulse while evaluating all 
available evidence  consistent with the obligation to assure as safe and 
violence-free an environment for all students, faculty, staff--and visitors--as 
possible. 

Initially our Committee members found the interrogatory problematic and 
intrusive--indeed more problematic than the box on the Common Application.  
Moreover, we had trouble figuring out how it fit with the University 
administration’s purported agreement to look as generously and without 
prejudice/implicit bias at all applicants who “checked the box.”   Yet we were 
also mindful of the University’s legal exposure if recidivist behavior led to 
violence or felonious behavior on campus resulting in bodily harm to anyone or 
major loss or damage to property.   As had been pointed out at our last Council 
meeting, NYU could be found liable and derelict in its responsibilities if incidents 
occurred, and there were no process in place to scrutinize documentation 
readily available in the application process.  

This said, while the Committee members had all been taken aback by the 
language of the text that had been read during our Council meeting, our 
perspective changed after we consulted the official language in the Admissions 
landing pages on the NYU website--the spirit of which was more closely aligned 
with the goal of alerting prospective applicants that their candidacy would be 
given full and reasonable consideration.    

The text on the web page follows.  (Here is the hyperlink within the Admissions 
section of the NYU Website: http://www.nyu.edu/admissions/undergraduate-
admissions/how-to-apply/prior-criminal-conviction.html  ) 

[Start text:] 

NYU is one of roughly 600 colleges and universities that uses the 
Common Application, which asks students if they have been convicted 
of a crime or committed school disciplinary infractions. 

At NYU, we believe in second chances, and we are sensitive to the 
deep concerns many people have about the fairness of our justice 
system and whether it equitably serves all members of our society. We 
want to balance these issues with our duty to ensure a safe 
environment for our community. 

As a result, we have developed a review process that we believe 
strikes a balance between giving people a second chance through 
higher education and keeping our campus safe. We review all 
candidates for admission holistically and never automatically deny 

http://www.nyu.edu/admissions/undergraduate-admissions/how-to-apply/prior-criminal-conviction.html
http://www.nyu.edu/admissions/undergraduate-admissions/how-to-apply/prior-criminal-conviction.html


3 
 

admission to those with a criminal conviction. Academic qualifications 
are the primary consideration of our holistic evaluation process, which 
also includes an analysis of one’s extracurricular accomplishments, 
work experience, letters of recommendation, essays, personal 
characteristics, talents, and life experiences. 

Our Admission Process 

NYU is committed to treating applicants with a criminal or disciplinary 
history fairly and with dignity and respect. In keeping with this 
outlook, NYU is making certain changes beginning with the 2016-17 
admissions cycle (for admission in fall 2017): 

• Ignoring the questions on the universal section of the 
Common App: NYU will ignore any answers applicants provide 
to the questions in the main section of the Common Application 
regarding criminal and disciplinary history because we believe 
them to be too broad. Instead, we ask two more-focused 
questions that we think are more relevant to the issues of 
campus safety. 

• “Box Blind” first reading: All applications for traditional 
undergraduate admission are initially reviewed by admission 
officers without knowledge of whether they have “checked the 
box” in the NYU section of the application indicating a criminal or 
disciplinary history that involves violence or physical harm. 

• Special Committee Review: Once an initial evaluation is 
completed, and if a positive recommendation by an admission 
officer based on our holistic review is proposed, the applications 
of those who indicate a criminal history in their applications are 
reviewed by a special review committee. This special review 
committee includes admission officers, university staff, and 
faculty trained to perform an assessment based on a multi-factor 
analysis to fairly determine whether a past criminal offense 
justifies denial of admission. This special review committee is 
responsible for making a final determination about admission. 
Candidates are then notified of their admission decision. 

As we indicated previously, answering “yes” to NYU’s questions is not 
an automatic bar to admission. NYU reviews candidates holistically and 
will seek to understand the context of any “yes” answers. So, we 
strongly urge applicants to complete their applications regardless of 
whether they answered “yes.”  [End Text] 
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Resisting editorial reflexes to refashion some of the above language for greater 
felicity (), we found the intent and the language of these statements to be 
affirmative, and consistent with the what we understood as the views of the 
majority of the T-FSC as expressed at our last meeting.  

It then became clear that the interrogatory we saw had been read out of 
context, for it was conceived to provide the framework of the follow-up due 
diligence questions the Admissions office would be asking.  Does asking them 
run counter to the commitment to a full and balanced evaluation of each 
applicant--the holistic evaluation process promised on the webpage?   

The Committee members concluded unanimously that while the questions are 
pointed, the information they are designed to elicit must be considered in the 
Admissions process.  The balance between the welcoming language of the 
webpage and the straightforward request for answers about serious issues may 
be in awkward tension with each other.  But having examined the context and 
having had a robust discussion about risk scenarios, we all concurred that the 
nearly universal hostility to the interrogatory that we had also shared at the 
outset was not warranted.  We thus do not recommend that the T-FSC express its 
disapprobation. 

 


