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Tenured/Tenure Track 
Faculty Senators Council 
 
194 Mercer Street, Suite 401 
New York, NY 10012 

P: 212 998 2230 
F: 212 995 4575 

t-fsc@nyu.edu 

 

MINUTES OF THE T-FACULTY SENATORS COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 2, 2017 
 
The New York University Tenured/Tenure Track Faculty Senators Council (T-FSC) met at noon on 
Thursday, November 2, 2017 in in the Global Center for Academic & Spiritual Life at 238 Thompson 
Street, 5th Floor Colloquium Room.   
 
In attendance were Senators Cappell, Duncombe, Economides, Irving, Jacobs, Lapiner, Ling, Logan, 
Longuenesse, Merritt, Mincer, Parekh, Rajagopal, Shapley, Smoke, Van Devanter, Watson, Weinberg, 
and Zamir; Active Alternate Regaignon; Alternate Senators Alter, Schlick (for Tranchina), and 
Tannenbaum.  
 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD OCTOBER 12, 2017 
 
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the minutes of the October 12, 2017 meeting were approved 
unanimously. 

 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE LIST OF CANDIDATES 
 
The Nominating Committee presented the list of candidates for T-FSC Chairperson 2018-2019. The 
candidates include Wen Ling of the Steinhardt School and Michael Ralph of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science. They asked for additional nominations from the floor. No additional nominations were made. 
Additional nominations may be made from the floor the day of the election.  
 
 
REPORT FROM THE CHAIRPERSON: WEN LING 
 
Meeting with Executive Committee (EC) and C-FSC Steering Committee (SC)  

Chairperson Ling reported the EC met with the Chairperson and Vice Chairperson of the SC on October 
18. An item they discussed was the possibility of hosting a joint year-end event. This will be added to New 
Business on the agenda. 
 
EC Meeting with the President’s Office. 
 
The EC met with President Hamilton and Senior Presidential Fellow Ellen Schall on October 18. 
President Hamilton reported he participated in the first graduation ceremony for five inmates graduating 
from the prison education program. Currently there are approximately 50 inmates enrolled in an 
associate’s program through the School of Professional Studies, but overseen by faculty  from several 
NYU schools. He commented on NYU’s public service commitment to providing education through these 
programs.  
 
President Hamilton commented on controversial speakers and events that occur at NYU. He offered the 
example of the Skirball presentation of “The Siege”, which generated complaints via social media. Ellen 
Schall reported the university administration is developing a set of guidelines related to outside speakers 
and events, including the possibility of creating a faculty advisory committee.  
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Hamilton offered an update on the status of current dean level searches, including the Tandon School 
and the Stern School of Business. 
 
The EC shared the Council’s resolution regarding faculty representation on the university retirement 
committee.  
 
The EC raised the issue of the relatively low salary of current faculty members compared with newly hired 
tenured and tenure track faculty members. President Hamilton stated that the administration is 
investigating this issue and will discuss at length.  
 
Ling reported on a Senate Executive Committee meeting in which President Hamilton mentioned a recent 
visit to Washington, DC and his meeting with two congresswomen to discuss potential tax changes and 
the implications to higher education.  
 

PRESENTATION, DISCUSSION, AND VOTE 
 

Finance and Policy Planning: Co-Chairs Nick Economides & Maurizio Porfiri  
 
Report on NYU Finances 
 
See attached Document A. 
 
Co-Chair Economides stated over the last 15 years, NYU has relied on extensive increases in the number 
of students and on significant increases of tuition and other student revenue, resulting in a significant 
financial expansion of NYU: 2002 total revenue = $1.262 billion, 2014 total revenue = $2.653 billion, 2017 
total revenue = $3.273 billion.  
 
Assets expanded over time: 2002 total assets: $3 billion, 2014 total assets: $7.6 billion. Including debt 
expansion over time: 2002 debt: $670 million, 2014 debt: $2.1 billion. Retained earnings are about 3% of 
revenue, that is, $100-110 million per year, but NYU plans to have $140 million per year in 2018-2025. 
Debt of NYU with the School of Medicine but without the Hospital is $3.6 billion and debt of NYU Hospital 
(a separate entity) is $1.8 billion. 
 
Presently cost of debt service is about 3.5% (officially below 4%). Besides the bonds debt, NYU also has  
$800 million in l bank lines of credit, with not all used. Subsequent calculations assume half are used. 
Present debt cost (NYU+Med) is $140-160 million per year. On a budget of $5.6b, this is 2.5-2.9% 
 
Adding new debt of $1.7b by 2025, the total debt will be $5.1b, costing $192-220 million per year. 
Assuming (conservative) revenue growth of 3% per year, the budget in 2025 will be 7.1 billion. The cost 
of debt in 2025 is expected to be higher at 2.7-3.1% of the total budget. The percentage debt burden in 
2025 could be lower if NYU grows faster and higher if NYU grows slower. 
 
Economides noted the negatives of this are that all retained earnings are used for investment with no 
additional cushion. He noted the positives are that the debt is set up as bonds with long run maturities (at 
least 10 years). This gives time for refinancing under normal conditions and avoids having to refinance 
during a crisis. 
 
He summarized by stating the old path of increasing tuition and bringing in more students is unfeasible. 
Therefore, NYU needs to think seriously on how to be more efficient. Last year, the T-FSC Committee 
proposed to the Senate Financial Affairs Committee that NYU look carefully at its organizational chart and 
reduce staff that is not part of its core mission. NYU promised to look carefully at procurement. He noted 
there is a need to keep an eye on large investment projects, beyond just 181 Mercer Street. He noted 
Mercer Street is already underway, but there are other projects where the university might be more 
flexible.  
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Economides stated NYU borrows the vast majority of its debt from bond issues. He estimated three 
quarters of the bonds are tax free and one quarter is not tax free, and noted they have long durations. He 
encouraged Senators to read the Moody’s report. 
 
A Senator asked about how the campuses outside of New York City, such as Abu Dhabi and Shanghai, 
contribute to the budget debt and income. Economies responded there is data on how much they 
contribute to the revenue, it is more challenging to calculate the expenses. 
 
Budget Template 
 
Economides reminded the Council of the budget template created by the Finance & Policy Planning 
Committee for Senators to use in collecting information on the basic finances of each school. This will be 
circulated again to all Council members. He noted it is important to collect this information because the 
Financial Committee received the aggregated numbers, but not the disaggregated numbers. 
 
Personnel Policies & Tenure Modifications: Co-Chairs Phyllis Frankl & Nancy Van Devanter 
 
Review of Stern Guidelines 
 
The Personnel Policies & Tenure Modifications Committee reviewed the revisions to the Leonard N. Stern 
School of Business Promotion and Tenure Guidelines, dated April 7, 2017. They had no 
recommendations and moved to approve the document. The set of revisions to The Leonard N. Stern 
School of Business Promotion and Tenure Guidelines were approved by vote of the Council. 
 
Governance: Co-Chairs Stephen Duncombe & Robert Shapley 
 
Discussion of how to proceed with the T-FSC resolution voted on in May 2017, for Faculty 
representatives on the NYU Board of Trustees (BOT) 
 
See attached Document B. 
 
Co-Chair Shapley reminded the Council of the resolution passed last April asking for faculty 
representation on the Board of Trustees. 
 
Co-Chair Duncombe reported on the status of the coordination with Student Senators Council (SSC). He 
stated the students are in the process of developing an updated resolution regarding student 
representation on the Board of Trustees. The new draft of the resolution recommends a direct vote from 
all students as to who will serve on the Board of Trustees as opposed to the decision coming from the 
SSC. The T-FSC Governance Committee is also discussing this with the C-FSC Governance Committee. 
 
It was noted the resolution was posted on the T-FSC website, but not formally forwarded to the President 
or Provost Offices because the Council decided to wait for a potential collaboration with the SSC and C-
FSC. 
 
Senators discussed the delays faced with collaboration and also the benefits of collaboration. 
 
A Senator suggested the Council may wish to first establish their views on student and C-FSC 
representation on the BOT.  
 
Senators noted the negative effects of this single resolution being brought to the Senate before the SSC 
or C-FSC had the opportunity to present their resolutions, particularly if it is voted down. 
 
Senators commented if there is a longer delay with the student resolution, perhaps the T-FSC should just 
move forward with collaboration with the C-FSC as a joint faculty voice. It was noted the Board of 
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Trustees might have a different rationale for faculty involvement versus student involvement on the 
Board. 
 
A Senator noted the Council did not comment or decide on contract faculty involvement on the Board or 
student involvement on the Board and perhaps should discuss.  
 
Chairperson Ling summarized that the Council needs to decide when to present the resolution passed in 
April, whether the Council should wait for the SSC and/or C-FSC to also present a resolution, and the 
specifics of faculty representation on the Board.  
 
She noted Mr. Berkley, the Chairperson of the Board has meetings with faculty representatives and she 
suggested discussing faculty representation on the board informally in person. Senators noted this 
conversation should not replace the formal communication of the resolution. 
 
The Governance Committee will continue discussions with the C-FSC Governance Committee and SSC 
and if no decisions are made by these bodies by the spring semester, the Council will revisit the issue of 
formally communicating the resolution.  
 
Global Network University: Co-Chairs Sylvain Cappell & André Fenton 
 
Faculty Visa Denial 
 
Senator Cappell reported the Committee discussed the issue of the visa denial of two NYU faculty 
members teaching at NYU Abu Dhabi.  
 
The Committee developed a list of possible actions to take. One option is to host a faculty forum on the 
issue. He noted the drawback of potential low attendance, but if the Council believes there is enough 
interest to justify a full scale faculty forum, it is a good option to engage effectively with the administration 
on this issue. 
 
The second option is to engage with more faculty that have experienced their academic rights being in 
some way impinged or restricted in connection with the GNU.  
 
A third recommendation is to ask the Executive Committee to communicate the level of faculty concern 
over this issue to the President and the Provost during their upcoming meetings.  
 
A fourth option is to invite the President and/or Provost to a Council meeting to communicate the level of 
concern.  
 
A Senator reminded the Council of the resolution passed in spring 2015 regarding the issue of visa 
denial. The resolution asked the Administration to do everything in its power to ease the mobility across 
the global network. It also asked for data collection on the extent to which this has been a problem. 
A Senator noted this resulted in a mobility report regarding the entire GNU.  
 
Senators discussed whether faculty should consider refraining from teaching or participating in academic 
events at NYU Abu Dhabi until these issues are resolved, as proposed in the memo from the Department 
of Middle Eastern and Islamic Studies. Senators commented on the drawbacks of this action.  
 
A Senator mentioned the difficulty of a university bypassing the sovereign laws of the sovereign state, in 
Abu Dhabi or in the United States. Senators noted the U.S. denied visas of faculty traveling to the U.S. to 
teach.   
 
A Senator asked for more information on the reason for the visa denial. It was noted just as when one 
applies for a visa in the U.S., when a visa is denied, a reason is not given.  
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Chairperson Ling concluded the discussion stating the Executive Committee will revisit the resolution 
passed in 2015 and also will ask the administration for an updated mobility report.  
 
  
SPECIAL PRESENTATION 
 
Overview of Student Success Initiative at NYU 
 
See attached Document D. 
 
MJ Knoll-Finn, Vice President for Enrollment Management, attended as special guest to present on the 
Student Success Initiative.  
 
She reported NYU currently has a 93% retention rate in the first year, up from 92%, which has been the 
retention rate over the last 10 years. However NYU’s peer institutions are all around a 96% retention rate 
or higher in the first year.  
 
She noted Enrollment Management, comprised of undergraduate admissions, the registrar’s office, 
financial, aid, institutional research, opportunity programs, and set of student support offices, is 
undertaking the student success initiative.  She announced the appointment of Bernie Savarese to the 
new AVP position for Student Success. 
 
She noted the Committees they are working with include the Student Success Steering Committee, which 
has representatives from every undergraduate school and the Student Advisory Committee, which comes 
out of the SSC. They are looking to form a Faculty Advisory Committee as well. She noted faculty often 
hold the key to understanding what contributes to student success. 
 
Her division is focusing on the groups with the lowest retention rate, which includes international students, 
low grant/no aid students, those in academic and general distress, and top students who leave after the 
first year, called academic strivers. 
 
She noted her division is working on breaking down and understanding the data and identifying issues. 
Knoll-Finn noted the challenges of gathering good data, including reconciling schools’ own data systems 
and processes. Specific actions have been developed to work with each target group. 
For instance the data showed a large portion of Korean students are leaving after the first year. They 
discovered that many are fulfilling  required national military service, but rather than noting they are on 
military leave, the University registrar has treated them as having withdrawn from NYU. She added there 
were no withdrawal surveys in the past, but a new one is being developed.  Because international 
students have a disproportionately high turnover rate, her office is  launching a special outreach plan 
targeted toward international students at risk and a coordinated withdrawal process that includes personal 
outreach to international students. 
 
To address academic strivers, Enrollment Management plans to launch a communication campaign to 
showcase opportunities for students to find intellectual communities with faculty and other students. She 
noted the number one school they leave to attend is Cornell University. 
 
For those not receiving enough aid, specific actions include providing targeted financial 
education and using data-driven information to determine the amount of additional aid needed to enable 
a student to stay. 
 
To address those experiencing moderate to low level personal distress, specific actions include working  
with faculty to connect them to the process to support students who they believe are at risk and 
implementing first to second semester process to connect students at risk to appropriate support. 
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Knoll-Finn stated her division is hosting four open forums for faculty, students, and staff to have a 
dialogue on these issues, get feedback, and present the student success programs and communicate 
how university members can be involved. 
 
A Faculty Advisory Committee will also be established to discuss the topics of tools and technology, 
current policies and processes, data, communication, and general feedback. 
 
A Senator asked if they have looked at the trend of transfer students coming to NYU after the first year. 
Knoll-Finn noted they do have enough transfer students to make up for the loss in numbers, but the 
student success initiative is really looking to identify why there is a loss of students and target ways to 
improve retention.  
 
A Senator asked if the retention loss is the same across all schools. Knoll-Finn responded they do not 
share data on individual schools. Only the School deans would decide whether to share that information. 
She noted there is a difference among schools, with the lowest around 91% retention and the highest at 
98%, depending on the year.  
 
A Senator noted the difference between schools is important, particularly with the variable admissions 
criteria across undergraduate programs. Knoll-Finn noted when compared against other research 
universities, NYU is compared as a single entity, not by school. However if specific comparisons within 
the data would be beneficial, her division could breakdown the data further. 
 
A Senator asked how the Faculty Advisory Committee will be staffed. Knoll-Finn responded they are open 
to suggestions on the best way to create the Committee. 
 
A Senator asked about the effect of the international programs and the retention rates at Abu Dhabi and 
Shanghai. Knoll-Finn responded she would get that information back to the Council. 
 
A Senator noted the low retention rate of Native American students. Knoll-Finn responded there are less 
than 10 students in that category, so if 1 or 2 students leave the retention rate is greatly affected. 
However it is important to reach out to those students to understand why they are leaving the University.  
 
A Senator asked if students from the Arthur O. Eve Higher Education Opportunity Program (HEOP) and 
the Collegiate Science and Technology Entry Program (CSTEP) were included in the numbers. Knoll-Finn 
responded they are included and noted the success of these programs, with retention rates and 
graduation rates over 93%. The success of these programs is being examined in developing other 
student success initiatives. 
 
Following is the link to the Student Success Forum Wiki: 
https://wikis.nyu.edu/pages/viewpage.action?spaceKey=StudentSuccessForum&title=Home  
 
The Council thanked Knoll-Finn for her presentation. 
 
 
COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
See attached Document C. 
 
The following Council, University Senate, and University Committees submitted reports: 
 
Administration & Technology: Co-Chairs Jim Jacobs & Carol Reiss 
Tenure Clock Stoppage: Chair Sharon Weinberg 
Judicial Board 
Undergraduate Curriculum Committee 
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There was no discussion or questions on the submitted reports. 

 
 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Year End Event 
 
Chairperson Ling stated the EC and SC discussed the possibility of a joint year end event.  
 
She noted the T-FSC Year End Dinner has always included guests/spouses, while the C-FSC event does 
not.  If both groups included guests it would be a much bigger event. Senators noted they would like to 
continue to host in the Battery Gardens location and questioned if it could accommodate a larger 
attendance. Senators also asked about the budget implications of increasing the size.   
 
A Senator suggested hosting a joint social event, but then also hosting the Year End Dinner for T-FSC 
members and guests only. 
 
The Council agreed by general consensus. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 2:00 PM. 
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To:  Katherine Fleming, Provost, New York University 
 
From:  Elizabeth Morrison, Vice Dean of Faculty, Stern School of Business 
 
Subject: Revised promotion and tenure guidelines 
 
Date:  April 17, 2017 
 
 
On behalf of the Stern School of Business at New York University, I am submitting to you for 
review a set of revisions to Stern’s promotion and tenure guidelines.  The proposed 
changes were made by the school’s promotion and tenure committee, who worked in close 
collaboration with me.  They were shared with Stern’s two governing bodies:  the 
committee of department chairs and the faculty council.  Both bodies provided substantial 
feedback, and we iterated several times, over the course of several months, until all three 
groups were in agreement on the final version.   
 
By way of background, Stern held a leadership retreat in September 2015.  A major topic at 
that retreat was governance.  The decision made was that all major strategic decisions, 
policy changes, and new policies should be vetted through both the committee of 
department chairs (appointed) and the faculty council (elected).  The faculty council would 
determine whether a particular proposal or change should be put to a faculty vote.   
 
In the case of the attached promotion and tenure guideline changes, the faculty council 
determined that the changes were not significant enough to require a vote of the faculty, 
and they felt comfortable that sufficient faculty input was sought.  If you have any questions 
about our faculty governance processes, or more specifically, about the process by which 
the proposed p&t guideline changes were formulated, please do not hesitate to let me 
know. 
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The Leonard N. Stern School of Business 
 Promotion and Tenure Guidelines  

 
 

MOST RECENT REVISION:  April 2017  
 

I. INTRODUCTION  
 
This document sets forth principles and procedures for tenure and promotion at NYU Stern.  These principles 
support high academic standards and ensure a comprehensive and fair review of candidates. The successful 
implementation of these guidelines depends on the leadership of the Stern School’s tenured faculty, department 
chairs and deans, and the provost of New York University.  This document has been reviewed by the Office of the 
Provost and has been deemed to be in full compliance with the university’s guidelines.  Any changes to the 
guidelines in this document must be submitted to the Office of the Provost for approval.  

II. STANDARDS FOR TENURE 
 
A high standard of excellence and effectiveness in teaching and service in the context of a research university is a 
prerequisite for tenure at NYU Stern, as is the promise of continued effective contributions toward the work and 
intellectual life of the individual's department, Stern, and the university. Once these prerequisites are met, 
outstanding scholarship is the requirement for tenure. Thus, in order to have a reasonable prospect of gaining 
tenure at NYU, a candidate must have a record of outstanding achievement and recognition in scholarly research 
together with a record of effective teaching integrally influenced by scholarship and an appropriate level of 
service.  In the absence of such a record, tenure will not be granted.  
 
The process of evaluating a candidate for tenure is an inquiry: Is the candidate among the strongest in his or her 
field, in comparison with other individuals in the same field at similar points in their careers, taking into 
consideration the goals of the department?   
 
It is neither desirable nor possible to define an abstract and universal standard of measurement.  Each case must be 
examined in detail by making explicit comparisons, by delineating special strengths, and by acknowledging limits 
or weaknesses. Context may be a criterion in judging the strength of a particular candidate. The current and future 
shape of programs in the department and school may be relevant considerations. All these factors must be carefully 
discussed and weighed in reaching a recommendation on tenure.   

III. STANDARDS FOR PROMOTION 
 
Promotion to associate professor prior to the 8th year may or may not come with or without tenure. 
 
Promotion to associate professor without tenure signals to the candidate a good likelihood of a positive tenure 
recommendation by the eighth year of the individual’s tenure clock, depending on continued evidence of the quality 
of the candidate’s work and increasing evidence of its impact. 
 
As indicated in Section II, promotion to associate professor with tenure indicates that the candidate has a record 
of outstanding research achievement and recognition, together with a record of effective teaching and service, and 
that the candidate is among the strongest in the field in comparison with others at a similar point in their careers. 
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The inquiry for promotion to full professor is essentially the same as for a tenure candidate: is the candidate for 
promotion among the strongest in her/his field, in comparison with individuals at similar points in their careers at 
other comparable prominent institutions or in other relevant settings? For promotion to full professor, tThe 
candidate must have a record of effective teaching and service, as well as the promise of leadership within the 
individual's department, Stern, and the university.  Beyond these prerequisites, the candidate must have achieved a 
significant research milestone or marker beyond the work considered at the point of awarding tenure. The normal 
expectation will be scholarly work that marks significant new research or achievement since the conferring of 
tenure. The compiled materials must clearly indicate which work distinguishes the candidate’s achievements since 
the last review for promotion.  In addition, the inquiry for such cases is the same as for a tenure case: Is the 
candidate for promotion among the strongest in the field, in comparison with individuals at similar points in their 
careers at other comparable prominent institutions or in other relevant settings? 
 
PROCEDURES & SCHEDULE 
 
Promotion and tenure (P&T) review and recommendation occurs through a multilevel process of detailed 
evaluation by independent external evaluators; review within the department, including a departmental P&T sub-
committee (“the sub-committee”) and all tenured faculty of equal or higher rank to the candidate (“the departmental 
committee”); review by the school-wide P&T committee (“the school-wide committee”); and review by the dean of 
the school and finally the provost of the university. 
 
Prior to the start of the academic year, Stern’s Office of Faculty Affairs will provide a schedule of the upcoming 
P&T deadlines, including when external letters and all materials are due.  The schedule balances the need to 
guarantee adequate consideration with the desire that the process flow in a timely fashion.  It includes these steps:  
 

 The department chair forms a sub-committee for the case 
 The candidate submits research, teaching & service statements, CV, & sample publications to department 

chair. 
 The department chair submits copies of these materials, and names of potential letter writers, to the dean’s 

office. 
 The dean’s office solicits outside letters. 
 The sub-committee prepares its report. 
 The department committee meets to discuss and vote on the case.  
 The department chair submits the required materials to the dean’s office (see Section V, “Required 

Materials”) 
 School-wide P&T committee meets to discuss and vote on the case, and then makes its recommendation to 

the dean  
 Dean reviews the case and makes his/her recommendation to the provost 
 Dean informs the department chair and candidate of the provost’s decision   

IV. REQUIRED MATERIALS FROM DEPARTMENTS  
 
Properly prepared, detailed, and well-documented materials are the most effective instrument for conveying the 
essence of the evaluation of the candidate.  Each P&T binder must contain the following:  
 

 University P&T application, with department chair’s recommendation and departmental vote sheet 
 Departmental P&T sub-committee’s report (see A below)  
 External evaluations  (see B below), and letters from 6th year review where applicable 
 Teaching materials  (see C below) 
 Service statement  (see D below)  
 Research statement (see E below)  
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 CV 
 Sample publications and papers 

 

A.  Departmental P&T Sub-Committee Report 

The departmental P&T sub-committee prepares a report for inclusion in the promotion and tenure 
materials.  Although the evaluation by the sub-committee indicates the reasons behind the sub-committee’s 
recommendation, it is not an advocacy document; it should strive to provide a fair and complete assessment 
of the candidate. Thorough and honest assessments should not ignore candidates’ defects. Lack of 
perfection is not a bar to promotion or tenure, and assessments that attempt to gloss over imperfections are 
more likely to arouse suspicion than admiration. It is far more helpful to the candidate, the school-wide 
P&T committee, and the dean to have a balanced discussion of a candidate’s strengths and weaknesses.   

 

1.  Assessment of Research 
The assessment of a candidate’s scholarly research must address issues of quality, significance, impact, and 
future development.  This section must provide evidence of the quality of the scholarly work, and must 
include:   
 The sub-committee’s assessment of both individual papers and the work overall  
 A description for non-specialists of the place the candidate's work occupies in the relevant discipline or 

field, and why it is important to the department that this field be represented on its faculty.  This should 
explain the ways in which the strength of the candidate in his/her particular field advance the 
department's current ambitions, supplement other strengths in the department, and affect the standing of 
the department 

 Description of the quality and reputation of the journals or other venues of distribution in which the 
candidate's work has appeared.   

 Discussion of what parts of the candidate’s work are based on the dissertation, and for such work, what 
advances have been made after the dissertation.  

 In fields where external funding is important, the candidate's success at securing grants must be 
evaluated in relation to reasonable expectations for scholars in the same field and at the same stage of 
professional development.  

 A cohort table showing the candidate’s research productivity and citations relative to peers at other 
academic institutions 

2. Assessment of Teaching  
The report must appraise the quality and pertinence of courses developed, provide an assessment of 
teaching performance, and evaluate the candidate's contributions to the undergraduate and graduate 
teaching program of the department and school. Specific evaluation and an analysis of the effectiveness of 
undergraduate and graduate teaching must be provided in narrative form. Evidence may be obtained both 
through the judgments of faculty (e.g., evaluation of course syllabi, first hand evaluation of class sessions 
by either a member of the P&T sub-committee or another tenured colleague, etc.) and through student 
evaluations. In the case of a tenured external appointment, the materials must also include an indication of 
how the candidate will meet the teaching needs of the department and school.  
 
3. Assessment of Service  
This assessment must indicate the quality and significance of service to the department, school, university, 
and profession. Specific comments, including testimony from fellow committee members, specification of 
authorship of particular reports and the like, are helpful. The assessment can also include a discussion of 
participation in professional organizations in the candidate's field.   
 
4. Supplementary Materials 
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The P&T sub-committee may include additional materials that it considers informative and useful for the 
assessment of the case.  This may include information about the candidate’s work that may not be evident 
from the rest of the record, such as referees’ reports for unpublished works, reports of grant review panels, 
etc.  
 
When the candidate has an associated appointment in a secondary department or program, the sub-
committee review must include a written evaluation from the secondary department explaining, among 
other matters thought relevant, the particular contribution of the candidate to that department or program's 
mission. This evaluation may be written by the chair of the secondary department after formal consultation 
with departmental or program members.  In the case of affiliated appointments, written evaluations from 
the secondary department or program are recommended but not required.   

B. External Evaluations 

Promotion cases require at least five letters of evaluation from qualified external scholars.  The binder of P&T 
materials must contain (a) a list of all external evaluators from whom letters were requested, including those 
who declined, (b) a brief explanation for why each individual was chosen (e.g., she is the most widely 
published author in the candidate’s field; he is in a different discipline but edits the premier journal in the 
candidate’s field, etc.), (c) CVs for each of the external evaluators, (d) all of the letters submitted, (e) a copy of 
the solicitation letter, (f) all communications with potential evaluators, and (g) whether any of the letter writers 
have previously evaluated the candidate for promotion.   

1. Selection of External Evaluators 
The departmental P&T sub-committee, in consultation with the department chair and other tenured 
members of the department, determines whether a case is sufficiently strong for a tenure or promotion 
review.  If this determination is positive, the sub-committee and department chair generate a list of at least 
ten qualified external evaluators.  If the determination is negative, the P&T sub-committee recommends not 
soliciting external letters.  

The departmental P&T committee determines whether a case is sufficiently strong for a tenure or 
promotion review.  If the determination is negative, the committee recommends not soliciting external 
letters and the candidate is given the option to withdraw his or her case or to proceed with the review.  

If this determination is positive, the sub-committee and department chair generate a list of at least ten 
potential qualified external evaluators. This list should be shared with all members of the departmental 
P&T committee, so that they have the opportunity to offer input or make suggestions.  The department 
chair should then define a set of names that are acceptable to a majority of the departmental P&T members, 
forward this set to the vice dean of faculty, and discuss with the vice dean of faculty any names for which 
there were objections. 

The vice dean of faculty may supplement the list with up to three additional names. In tenure cases where 
there has been a previous promotion to untenured associate professor, at least half of the names on the list 
should be people who did not write letters for the prior review, with the aim of obtaining at least three 
letters from individuals who have not previously been asked to evaluate the candidate.  If three letters from 
“new” evaluators are not received, the vice dean of faculty has the discretion to solicit additional letters. 

Evaluators normally hold a tenured position in an institution of recognized distinction as a research 
university, a position of equivalent rank in an academic unit that does not grant tenure, or a position of 
equivalent rank in a nonacademic institution (e.g., laboratory or research institute).  

Evaluators must be recognized leaders in the candidate's discipline. They must be representative of their 
subject, broadly defined, and not be drawn exclusively from narrow specializations. At least one of the 
evaluators must be a scholar identified with broader sectors of the discipline in question. The list of 
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evaluators need not be restricted to those at United States institutions; when appropriate, evaluations should 
be solicited from abroad.   

The letter-writers cannot be scholars that have been suggested by the candidate to serve as evaluators.  Nor 
can the evaluators be scholars with whom the candidate has been closely associated, such as a thesis 
advisor, co-author, or other close associates. If the department inadvertently solicits an opinion from 
someone it later learns was close to the candidate, this must be noted in the departmental report. The time 
needed to obtain necessary replacement letters in such cases can significantly delay consideration of a case.   

2. Supplementary Evaluators 
The department may choose to include additional letters, beyond the number required, from outside 
evaluators who have been suggested by the candidate or who are coauthors or the thesis advisor of the 
candidate, provided that this status is clearly noted.   

3. Solicitation Letter 
Stern’s Vice Dean of Faculty will solicit external letters based on the recommendations from the 
department, using templates such as shown in Exhibit A. The solicitation letters explicitly request 
comparative rankings with the candidate’s peers, and do not imply that a positive or negative response from 
the evaluator is desired.  All evaluators receive the same CV, personal statement, and copies of the 
candidate’s work (typically three to five papers, selected by the candidate).  

4. Confidentiality of External Letters 
The confidentiality of letters from external evaluators must be preserved; only eligible voters in the 
department may have access to the letters. Neither the names of writers nor the content of the letters, even 
in summary form, may be communicated to the candidate or anyone else beyond eligible voting members 
of the department. 
 
In all communications with them, evaluators must be assured that their letters will be held in such 
confidence, except as required by law, and that they will be viewed only by eligible voting members of the 
department, the school-wide P&T committee, the relevant dean(s), and the Provost's Office.   

 
New York University's policy regarding the confidentiality of such external letters and other tenure 
decision materials is found in on the NYU Faculty Handbook’s section entitled Legal Protection for Faculty 
Members. 

C. Teaching Materials 

The materials must provide evidence of teaching performance and teaching potential within the context of a 
research university, and should include:  

 A teaching statement from the candidate explaining his/her teaching philosophy, learning goals for 
students, and strategies and methods employed to help students attain those goals  

 Student evaluations (both an aggregated summary across courses and complete CFE reports for all course 
sections taught)  

 Sample syllabi (or access to NYU Classes or other online teaching sites) 
 List of advisees (graduate and undergraduate)  
 List of PhD dissertation or Master’s thesis advisement, including those in progress 
 Where appropriate, reports of peer observations, including formal assessments of teaching effectiveness 

D. Service Statement 

The materials must include a brief statement from the candidate of his or her service to the department, school, 

T-FSC meeting 11/2/17, Document A, Page 6



6 

 

university, and/or profession, particularly information that might not be evident from the CV. 

E. Research Statement 

The materials must include a statement by the candidate explaining his/her scholarly identity and contributions, 
narrating the trajectory of his/her career.  This statement should be written in a way that helps readers see the 
underlying themes and unifying threads in the candidate’s work, the questions that he/she seeks to answer, and 
why these questions are important.  The statement should describe the relationships among the works already 
published, a description of new projects planned or under way, and future research goals. 

V. DEPARTMENTAL RESPONSIBILITIES  
 
Departmental procedures must conform to the guidelines below. If there are questions of interpretation, the 
department chair should consult in advance with the vice dean of faculty or his/her representative, who will 
consult with the provost’s office as necessary.  

A. Department Chair 

The department chair is responsible for making sure that the appropriate procedures are followed and that the 
required materials are prepared and submitted to the dean’s office.  It is also the department chair’s 
responsibility to complete the university P&T application and to provide his/her recommendation.  If the 
department chair is an associate professor, the sub-committee report for cases involving promotion to full 
professor must be reviewed by the dean instead of the chair.   
 
When a department chair is a candidate for promotion, the dean, after consultation with the chair, will designate 
a senior scholar in the department (or outside of the department if none is available within) to lead the review 
process.  The report of the departmental P&T sub-committee must be submitted by the sub-committee’s chair 
directly to the dean.   

B. Departmental Sub-Committee 

The departmental sub-committee may be appointed by the department chair or it may be elected, according to 
traditional practice in the department. Departments may establish ad hoc committees for each promotion and 
tenure case, or they may establish a single committee each year to review all cases. In either case, the sub-
committee must consist of at least three members of appropriate rank (see Section VI.D below, “Department 
Faculty Eligible to Vote”). The sub-committee must not include scholars with whom the candidate has been 
closely associated, such as a thesis advisor, co-author, or other close associate, though such individuals are 
eligible to participate in the full departmental discussion and vote on the case.  

 
As outlined in Section V.A. above, the departmental P&T sub-committee assembles and/or prepares the 
required materials, reviews them in detail, and prepares a written report for presentation to the tenured faculty 
of appropriate rank.  The materials and report must be made available for inspection well in advance of the 
meeting at which the case will be discussed and a vote taken.      

 
Following the departmental P&T meeting (below) the chair of the department sub-committee is responsible for 
revising the sub-committee report to incorporate the discussion of the full P&T committee, including concerns, 
reservations, and minority views. This report should be made available to all departmental P&T committee 
members, who may suggest edits. It is best if a consensus is reached in the editing process, but if any member 
of the committee feels that his or her views are not accurately or adequately captured in the report, then he or 
she may submit a dissenting opinion letter that will be added to the file and made available to the departmental 
committee and the school-wide P&T committee. The letter must be signed. 
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In the case of a joint appointment, the composition of the P&T sub-committee must include members of both 
units. Both units must vote on the report, with the guidelines herein outlined concerning procedures and 
reporting applying to both. Each chair must forward his or her unit's recommendation to the dean only after 
consultation with the other unit. If the departments or programs arrive at significantly different judgments, the 
dean will ordinarily invite the chairs together to discuss the case.  

C. Departmental P&T Meeting and Vote 

The chair of the departmental P&T sub-committee presents the case at a meeting of all departmental faculty 
eligible to review and vote on the particular case (see Section D below).  Faculty who cannot be physically 
present are allowed to participate virtually, although the number of virtual participants should  be kept to a 
minimum.  After a discussion, a vote must be taken and tallied.  Absent faculty, including those on sabbatical 
or leave of absence, may submit their views in writing to be shared at the meeting, but they will not be eligible 
to vote because they will not have had the benefit of the discussion of the case. Re-voting must not be 
conducted for the purpose of achieving near consensus or unanimity or to avoid reporting a split vote. 

 
The duty of the tenured departmental faculty to give advice on tenure and promotion decisions is perhaps its 
highest responsibility.  Faculty members who participate in the P&T process must uphold high standards of 
responsibility and ethical behavior.  Responsibility includes the obligation to give careful attention to the 
materials of a promotion or tenure case and to share the results of that deliberation with eligible departmental 
colleagues. Ethical behavior includes a clear obligation to maintain the confidentiality of the proceedings, since 
confidentiality makes honest and open discussion possible.  
 
The P&T process is highly dependent upon the faculty of the department being honest, thorough, fair and 
rigorous. To provide a weak recommendation or one that is not well supported by the data, on the assumption 
that the difficult decision to not promote will be made at a later stage, subverts the principle of peer review and 
faculty governance and is an abdication of departmental responsibility. Decisions that are considered by the 
dean or school-wide P&T committee to fall into this category will be returned to the department with a request 
that the problem be corrected.  
 
Reasonable doubt for granting promotion or tenure precludes a favorable departmental recommendation. At any 
point prior to sending the P&T materials to the dean’s office (whether before external evaluations are sought, 
after external evaluations are received or after the departmental discussion and vote), the eligible members of 
the department can decide to not move forward with the case.   
 
In the case of a mandatory promotion or tenure review, if the eligible faculty of the department does not support 
tenure or promotion, the candidate must receive a letter stating that the department’s P&T committee has 
decided that it will not be recommending promotion or tenure, and specifying the end date of the candidate’s 
appointment.  However, the candidate has the right to request that his/her case be considered at the school-
level.  If such a request is made, it will be honored. 

D. Departmental Faculty Eligible to Vote 

All tenured faculty of a department are eligible and authorized to vote for or against promotion, tenure or 
appointment at the rank of associate professor and to make a collective recommendation.  Only full professors 
are eligible to vote for promotion or appointment to the rank of full professor.  Voting should be by closed 
ballot and reported by numbers.  Some special cases exist: 

1. Small Departments  
Chairs of departments with fewer than three faculty members of appropriate rank must consult with the 
dean about drawing upon faculty from other departments in fields related to that of the candidate so as to 
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form an ad hoc committee consisting of three or more members.  For a candidate being considered for 
promotion to full professor, if there are fewer than three tenured full professors, the dean, after consultation 
with the chair, will add to the review process other full professor committee members in fields related to 
the candidate’s field.  

2. Faculty on Leave or Sabbatical  
Faculty on leave or sabbatical may vote on tenure and promotion cases, but only if they are able to 
participate in the meeting at which the vote is to be taken.  As noted above, absent faculty are not eligible to 
vote because they will not have had the benefit of the discussion of the case.  

3. Faculty with Joint, Associated or Affiliated Appointments 
Tenured faculty members with joint appointments have voting rights on P&T cases in both departments.  
Faculty with associated or affiliated appointments must be granted voting rights by their secondary 
department in order to vote on P&T cases in that department.  

 

E. Submission of Materials to Dean 

The department chair and all faculty members present at the departmental P&T meeting (including those who 
participated virtually) must sign the signature page, attesting that they participated in the vote, that the reported 
results are accurate, and that proper procedures were followed. 
 
The department chair must complete and sign the university P&T application, including a summary statement 
of the basic arguments substantiating the recommendation for promotion.  This summary statement should be 
made available to all departmental P&T committee members before it is submitted to the dean’s office.  
 
The chair adds this application and the departmental vote sheet to the P&T binder, and forwards the binder to 
the dean’s office to initiate the succeeding stages of the review process.  Recommendations that do not 
acknowledge evident weaknesses, in the case of a positive recommendation, or that do not address evident 
strengths, in the case of a negative recommendation, will not be accepted.  

VI. SCHOOL-WIDE PROMOTION AND TENURE COMMITTEE  
 
The school-wide P&T committee is appointed by the dean and consists of a sufficient number of full professors in 
the school to represent major faculty areas. The usual term of membership is three years, with appointments 
staggered to insure some continuity from year to year.  

For each case, either the chair of the departmental P&T sub-committee or the department chair makes a 
presentation to the school-wide P&T committee, explaining the strengths and weaknesses of the case and answering 
any questions. If subsequent questions arise, the department or sub-committee chair may be asked to clarify or to 
provide additional information.  The committee may also request presentations by faculty who have written 
dissenting letters , in cases where such letters have been submitted. 

The dean and/or his or her representative attends the departmental presentation, without vote and with voice 
confined to procedural issues or responses to questions by the committee.  He or she does not attend the subsequent 
deliberations or voting.  It is the responsibility of the committee chair to ensure that the deliberations are thorough, 
accurate, free of bias, and fair.  Members of the committee who are in the same department as the candidate attend 
the presentation and deliberations, but do not participate in the discussion or vote.   

Following the vote, the committee prepares a report outlining its evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of the 
case and its recommendation.  This report is forwarded to the dean and vice dean of faculty. The dean and vice dean 
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will have the opportunity to meet with the committee to discuss their recommendation and to request elaboration or 
clarification on the written report.   

School-wide committee deliberations are conducted among the full group. No conversations regarding a case 
should be conducted among subsets of the full committee. Deliberations are confidential. Individual members of the 
committee are prohibited from discussing cases with any faculty outside of the committee. 

The committee’s recommendation is advisory to the dean, who may accept that recommendation or not. 
 
VIII. DEAN’S RECOMMENDATION 
 
The dean reviews and considers all of the provided information and recommendations, and based on these 
materials, as well as school-level strategic considerations, decides whether or not to recommend promotion to the 
provost.  The dean informs the department chair of his/her proposed recommendation to the provost.  
 
In the case of a dean's recommendation contrary to that of the department, the dean provides the department chair 
with the reasons. The chair will then have ten days in which to provide further information or counter-argument 
before the dean's final recommendation is made.   
 
The dean will ordinarily make his or her recommendation to the provost by April 15th.  In cases when a professor’s 
appointment began in the spring semester, and a decision must be rendered by the Provost by January 14th, the 
dean will ordinarily make a recommendation by December 1.  
 
IX. PROVOST’S DECISION 
 
The provost shall evaluate all promotion and tenure materials and accompanying dean’s recommendation. In 
evaluating a promotion or tenure recommendation, the provost may solicit additional information and/or letters of 
evaluation, and may when appropriate appoint an ad-hoc advisory committee composed of tenured faculty to seek 
further counsel.  
 
The provost shall support or oppose the dean’s recommendation. The provost will inform the dean of the pending 
decision before it is final. In those cases in which the provost’s decision will be contrary to the recommendation of 
the dean, the provost will provide the dean with the reasons and give the dean an opportunity to provide further 
information or counter-argument before the provost’s final decision. The provost shall then notify the dean of the 
final decision, along with an explanation if the dean’s recommendation is disapproved.  
 
Upon notification of the provost's decision, the dean will write to or meet with the department chair and the 
candidate informing them of the decision.  
 
 
X. CANDIDATE’S APPEAL  
 
In the event of a negative promotion or tenure decision, the candidate has the right to file a grievance in 
accordance with the provisions of the university's faculty grievance procedures outlined in the NYU Faculty 
Handbook. 
 
 
XI. SCHEDULE OF REVIEWS AND PROMOTION AND TENURE DECISIONS 
 

A. Tenure Clock 
 

The tenure clock for faculty is set forth in formal university rules adopted by the Board of Trustees. The current 
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rules are found in the University’s Statement on Academic Freedom and Tenure, Title I and II stated in the 
NYU Faculty Handbook.  Faculty members initially appointed as assistant professors will have a maximum 
probationary period of nine years, with a formal review no later than in year six for promotion to untenured or 
tenured associate professor and no later than year eight for promotion to tenured associate professor.  Faculty 
members initially appointed as untenured associate professors will have a maximum probationary period of five 
years, with the tenure review conducted in the fourth year.   
 
B. Annual Review 

 
Departments will conduct an annual review of all untenured faculty members to ascertain that each one is 
making satisfactory progress toward tenure.  Untenured faculty who are not making satisfactory progress must 
be given feedback to this effect, and should be given terminal contracts or encouraged to resign.  
 

 
C. Third-Year Review 

 
University rules require a review of all assistant professors in their third year on the tenure clock.   The 
candidate submits the same set of materials as for a tenure review.  These materials are reviewed by a three-
person sub-committee within the department, which writes a report assessing the candidate’s progress and areas 
in need of improvement.  A copy of this report is shared with and discussed by the other tenured members of 
the department, and a copy submitted to the vice dean of faculty.  The report is also shared with the candidate, 
along with verbal feedback. 
 
D. Mandatory Sixth-Year Review 

 
If an assistant professor is making satisfactory progress toward tenure, the sixth year review will be a 
promotion or promotion and tenure review, following all of the standards and procedures set out in Sections II-
IX above. The results of this promotion review may be a recommendation for promotion to untenured associate, 
a recommendation for promotion to tenured associate, or a recommendation for termination.  As indicated in 
Section III, promotion to associate professor without tenure is appropriate when there is a good likelihood of a 
positive tenure recommendation in the eighth year, depending on continued evidence of the quality of the 
candidate’s work and increasing evidence of the impact of the work.  If this is not the case, then termination is 
the appropriate outcome.  Promotion to associate professor with tenure is appropriate in cases where the 
candidate clearly meets the school’s tenure standards:  a record of outstanding research achievement and 
recognition, together with a record of effective teaching, and that he or she is among the strongest in his or her 
field in comparison with others at a similar point in their careers. 
 
In exceedingly rare cases, a department can recommend to the dean that a faculty member be retained at the 
assistant professor rank with the option for tenure review in year eight.  This might occur, for example, when 
the faculty member has a small number of publications but a strong pipeline of working papers, with 
uncertainty about the likely publication success and impact of the work.  In such cases, the department chair 
must submit a report to the dean’s office by September 1 of the 6th year, with an explanation and justification 
for the recommendation. If the dean supports the recommendation, the candidate will be retained as an assistant 
professor.  If not, the candidate must be either evaluated for promotion to untenured associate professor or 
terminated. 

 
A departmental recommendation must be submitted to the dean for all faculty members in their mandatory 
review year, even if the recommendation is negative. If, however, the candidate tenders a letter of resignation 
on or before August 31 of the year prior to the mandatory review, effective on or before August 31 of the final 
probationary year, materials and recommendation need not be submitted by the department.  The letter must 
state explicitly that the resignation was freely tendered without duress.  In this instance, the chair must forward 

T-FSC meeting 11/2/17, Document A, Page 11



11 

 

the letter of resignation to the dean on or before August 31 of the year prior to the mandatory review year.  
 
 
E. Acceleration of Tenure Clock   

 
An early tenure review is one that occurs prior to the sixth year on the tenure clock.  The dean or vice dean of 
faculty must be consulted prior to the preparation of an early tenure case. The best reason for proposing early 
consideration of tenure is a record of extraordinary accomplishment that can be readily distinguished from 
strong cases. External letter writers must be asked to comment specifically on the grounds for an early decision.  
Departmental P&T sub-committee reports must also specifically address this issue. Even with these affirmative 
recommendations, the dean will not recommend early tenure unless the case is extraordinary and compelling in 
relation to the already high expectations for candidates reviewed under the normal schedule.   
 
 
F. Stopping the Tenure Clock  

 
Tenure clock stoppage may be granted for a maximum of two semesters for primary caregiver responsibilities 
or for illness or disability.  For details, please refer to the NYU Faculty Handbook 
(http://www.nyu.edu/faculty/governance-policies-and-procedures/faculty-handbook/the-faculty/other-faculty-
policies/leave-of-absence.html). 

. 
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EXHIBIT A: SAMPLE SOLICITATION LETTERS 
 
 
 
A. Promotion to Associate Professor without Tenure 
 

Dear Professor…….: 
 
Professor ………, currently an Assistant Professor in the Department of…..  , is being considered for 
promotion to Associate Professor without tenure at the Stern School of Business at New York University.  
Given your standing within and knowledge of the field, we would very much appreciate your evaluation of 
his/her research. 
 
At Stern, assistant professors are typically evaluated for promotion to untenured associate professor in the 
sixth year on their tenure clock, with a tenure review in the eighth year.  A promotion to untenured 
associate professor suggests a good likelihood of a positive tenure recommendation in the eighth year, 
assuming continued evidence of research quality and increasing evidence of impact.  
 
Attached are Professor ….’s vita, personal statement, and samples of his/her work.  Hard copies can be 
mailed if you prefer.   
 
It will be of particular value to us if you provided a candid assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of 
Professor …..’s research with respect to intellectual quality, originality, impact, and significance.  We 
would also appreciate an explicit comparison of his/her work with that of the most prominent individuals 
working in the same field who are at comparable points in their careers.  Any additional comments you 
consider pertinent would be welcome.  If you have knowledge of Professor ….’s teaching ability or service 
to the professional community, we would appreciate your commentary on these matters as well.  Please 
include in your letter a statement of how long and in what specific capacities you have known the 
candidate.  Finally, we would appreciate your judgment of whether or not Professor …. would be 
considered a strong candidate for untenured associate professor in other leading schools.  
 
We will need your letter, by email or regular mail, no later than (date, in bold).  Please also send a copy of 
your current curriculum vitae, which is required by the University’s promotion procedures. 
 
…, our Faculty Affairs Coordinator, will contact you via email within a week to see if you have any 
questions and to ascertain if you will be able to help us.  Let me assure you that your letter will be kept 
confidential, to the full extent allowed by law.  It will be seen only by the tenured professors of this 
department who are eligible to discuss and vote on the case and the appropriate decision makers within the 
University. 
 
Thank you for generously assisting us.  I realize this is a time-consuming task, but, as you no doubt know, 
it is a critical element of the academic process of peer review. I look forward to receiving your evaluation. 
 
Sincerely,  
Elizabeth Morrison, Vice Dean of Faculty 
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B. Promotion to Associate Professor with Tenure 
 

Dear Professor……..   : 
 
Professor ………, currently an Assistant Professor in the Department of…..  , is being considered for 
promotion to Associate Professor with tenure at the Stern School of Business at New York University.  
Given your standing within and knowledge of the field, we would very much appreciate your evaluation of 
his/her research. 
 
Attached are Professor ….’s vita, personal statement, and samples of his/her work.  Hard copies can be 
mailed if you prefer.   
 
It will be of particular value to us if you provided a candid assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of 
Professor …..’s research with respect to intellectual quality, originality, impact, and significance.  We 
would also appreciate an explicit comparison of his/her work with that of the most prominent individuals 
working in the same field who are at comparable points in their careers.  Any additional comments you 
consider pertinent would be welcome.  If you have knowledge of Professor ….’s teaching ability or service 
to the professional community, we would appreciate your commentary on these matters as well.  Please 
include in your letter a statement of how long and in what specific capacities you have known the 
candidate.  Finally, we would appreciate your judgment of whether or not Professor …. would be 
considered a strong candidate for tenured associate professor in other leading schools.  
 
We will need your letter, by email or regular mail, no later than (date, in bold).  Please also send a copy of 
your current cv, which is required by the University’s promotion procedures. 
 
…, our Faculty Affairs Coordinator, will contact you via email within a week to see if you have any 
questions and to ascertain if you will be able to help us.  Let me assure you that your letter will be kept 
confidential, to the full extent allowed by law.  It will be seen only by the tenured professors of this 
department who are eligible to discuss and vote on the case and the appropriate decision makers within the 
University. 
 
Thank you for generously assisting us.  I realize this is a time-consuming task, but, as you no doubt know, 
it is a critical element of the academic process of peer review. I look forward to receiving your evaluation. 
 
Sincerely,  
Elizabeth Morrison, Vice Dean of Faculty 
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C. Promotion to Associate Professor with or without Tenure 
 

Dear Professor…….: 
 
Professor ………, currently an Assistant Professor in the Department of…..  , is being considered for 
promotion to Associate Professor with or without tenure at the Stern School of Business at New York 
University.  Given your standing within and knowledge of the field, we would very much appreciate your 
evaluation of his/her research. 
 
At Stern, assistant professors are evaluated for promotion to associate professor in the sixth year on their 
tenure clock.  A promotion to associate professor without tenure suggests a good likelihood of a positive 
tenure recommendation in the eighth year, assuming continued evidence of research quality and increasing 
evidence of impact. A promotion to associate professor with tenure in the sixth year signals an 
exceptionally strong case that already meets Stern’s high standards for tenure.    
 
Attached are Professor ….’s vita, personal statement, and samples of his/her work.  Hard copies can be 
mailed if you prefer.   
 
It will be of particular value to us if you provided a candid assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of 
Professor …..’s research with respect to intellectual quality, originality, impact, and significance.  We 
would also appreciate an explicit comparison of his/her work with that of the most prominent individuals 
working in the same field who are at comparable points in their careers.  Any additional comments you 
consider pertinent would be welcome.  If you have knowledge of Professor ….’s teaching ability or service 
to the professional community, we would appreciate your commentary on these matters as well.  Please 
include in your letter a statement of how long and in what specific capacities you have known the 
candidate.   
 
Finally, we would appreciate your judgment of, first, whether Professor …. would be considered a strong 
candidate for untenured associate professor at other leading schools, and second, whether he/she would be 
considered a strong candidate for tenured associate professor at other leading schools.  
 
We will need your letter, by email or regular mail, no later than (date, in bold).  Please also send a copy of 
your current cv, which is required by the University’s promotion procedures. 
 
…, our Faculty Affairs Coordinator, will contact you via email within a week to see if you have any 
questions and to ascertain if you will be able to help us.  Let me assure you that your letter will be kept 
confidential, to the full extent allowed by law.  It will be seen only by the tenured professors of this 
department who are eligible to discuss and vote on the case and the appropriate decision makers within the 
University. 
 
Thank you for generously assisting us.  I realize this is a time-consuming task, but, as you no doubt know, 
it is a critical element of the academic process of peer review. I look forward to receiving your evaluation. 
 
Sincerely,  
Elizabeth Morrison, Vice Dean of Faculty 
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D. Promotion to Associate Professor with Tenure:  Repeat Evaluator 
 
 

Dear Professor …….: 
 
 
….. years ago, we asked you to review Professor …… for promotion to associate professor without tenure. 
We are now reviewing him/her for promotion to associate professor with tenure and would appreciate an 
update of your review. We would appreciate as much or as little detail as you would care to provide.  But at 
a minimum, it would be ideal if you would send us your assessment as to whether Professor ….. would be 
considered a strong candidate for appointment as tenured associate professor in other leading departments 
in the field.   
 
We will need your additional comments, by email or regular mail, no later than [date, in bold].  Please also 
send a copy of your current CV, which is required by the University’s promotion procedures. 
 
Kerin McCauley…, our Faculty Affairs Coordinator, will contact you via email within a week to see if you 
have any questions and to ascertain if you will be able to help us. At this time, she will also verify that we 
have contacted you at the correct email address, after which she will send you a copy of the letter you wrote 
[noyears] ago.  This is a necessary step to protect the letters' confidentiality.  
 
Let me assure you that your letter will be kept confidential, to the full extent allowed by law.  It will be 
seen only by the tenured professors of this department who are eligible to discuss and vote on the case and 
the appropriate decision makers within the University. 
 
Thank you for generously assisting us.  I realize this is a time-consuming task, but, as you no doubt know, 
it is a critical element of the academic process of peer review. I look forward to receiving your evaluation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Elizabeth Morrison, Vice Dean of Faculty 
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E.  External Hire with Tenure 

Dear Professor…..: 
 
We are considering Professor………., currently an Assistant/Full Professor at…….., for an appointment as 
a tenured associate/full professor in our …….. department.  Given your knowledge of the field, we would 
very much appreciate your evaluation of his/her research. 
 
Attached are Professor ….’s vita, personal statement, and samples of his/her work.  Hard copies can be 
mailed if you prefer.   
 
It will be of particular value to us if you provided a candid assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of 
Professor …..’s research with respect to intellectual quality, originality, impact, and significance.  We 
would also appreciate an explicit comparison of his/her work with that of the most prominent individuals 
working in the same field who are at comparable points in their careers.  Any additional comments you 
consider pertinent would be welcome.  If you have knowledge of Professor ….’s teaching ability or service 
to the professional community, we would appreciate your commentary on these matters as well.  Please 
include in your letter a statement of how long and in what specific capacities you have known the 
candidate.  Finally, we would appreciate your judgment of whether or not Professor …. would be 
considered a strong candidate for tenured associate/full professor in other leading schools.  
 
Due to time constraints, we will need your letter, by email or regular mail, by……. (date, in bold).  Please 
also send a copy of your current cv, which is required by the University’s promotion procedures. 
 
…, our Faculty Affairs Coordinator, will contact you via email within a week to see if you have any 
questions and to ascertain if you will be able to help us.  Let me assure you that your letter will be kept 
confidential, to the full extent allowed by law.  It will be seen only by the tenured professors of this 
department who are eligible to discuss and vote on the case and the appropriate decision makers within the 
University. 
 
Thank you for generously assisting us.  I realize this is a time-consuming task, but, as you no doubt know, 
it is a critical element of the academic process of peer review. I look forward to receiving your evaluation. 
 
Sincerely,  
Elizabeth Morrison, Vice Dean of Faculty 
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F.  Promotion to Full Professor 

 

Dear Professor ……..: 
 
Professor…… , currently an Associate Professor with tenure in the Department of ………., is being 
considered for promotion to Full Professor.  Because of your knowledge of the field, we would very much 
appreciate your evaluation of his/her research. 
 
Attached are Professor …….’s vita, personal statement, and samples of his/her work.  Hard copies can be 
mailed if you prefer. 
 
It will be of particular value to us if you provided a candid assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of 
Professor ……..’s research with respect to intellectual quality, originality, scope, impact, and 
significance.  In addition to an evaluation of Professor ……’s full body of research, we request particular 
consideration of  research conducted post-tenure, with your assessment of whether or not a significant 
marker or milestone has been achieved beyond the work considered at the point of awarding tenure. We 
also request an explicit comparison of Professor ……’s work with that of the most prominent individuals 
working in the same field who are at comparable points in their careers.  
 
Any additional comments you consider pertinent would be welcome.  If you have knowledge of Professor 
……’s teaching ability or service to the university and/or the professional community, we would appreciate 
your commentary on these matters as well.  Please include in your letter a statement of how long and in 
what specific capacities you have known the candidate.  Finally, we would appreciate your judgment of 
whether or not Professor ……. would be considered a strong candidate for full professor in other leading 
departments in the field.  
 
We will need your letter, by email or regular mail, no later than (date, in bold).  Please also send a copy of 
your current curriculum vita, which is required by the University’s promotion procedures. 
 
…, our Faculty Affairs Coordinator, will contact you via email within a week to see if you have any 
questions and to ascertain if you will be able to help us.  Let me assure you that your letter will be kept 
confidential, to the full extent allowed by law.  It will be seen only by the tenured professors of this 
department who are eligible to discuss and vote on the case and the appropriate decision makers within the 
University. 
 
Thank you for generously assisting us.  I realize this is a time-consuming task, but, as you know, it is a 
critical element of the academic process of peer review.  
 
Sincerely,  
Elizabeth Morrison, Vice Dean of Faculty 
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Tenured/Tenure Track 
Faculty Senators Council 
 
194 Mercer Street, Suite 401 
New York, NY 10012 

P: 212 998 2230 
F: 212 995 4575 

t-fsc@nyu.edu 

 

 
T-FSC Resolution regarding Faculty Representation on the Board of Trustees 

Approved 4/13/17 
 

At the April 13, 2017 meeting of the T-Faculty Senators Council, the Council approved the following 
resolution: 
 
 
Resolution:   
 
WHEREAS faculty members have a distinctive perspective on the research and educational mission, 
and on the culture and administration of our university; and 
 
WHEREAS, commendably, the NYU Board has been seeking more engagement with NYU faculty 
members; 
 
RESOLVED that the T-FSC (Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty Senators Council) proposes to the 
NYU Board of Trustees that the Board add NYU Faculty members to the Board to take part in the 
Board’s deliberations and decisions, and furthermore that the NYU Faculty will select the faculty 
representatives on the Board. 
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Joint Senate Technology Committee meeting 10/16/17 
 
Jim Jacobs reached out to his Law School colleague with expertise in technology terms of use 
and Intellectual Property to review forthcoming materials. 
 
Mark Righter brought up another problem falling under the purview of this committee.  Many 
graduate students, postdocs and faculty need data that are controlled by companies;  frequently 
the use agreements may compromise publications of analysis.  He said that these constraints 
were worse than those of the pharmaceutical industry. 
 
Kitty Bridges discussed the forthcoming forthcoming EU General Data Protection Regulation 
and its implications for universities like NYU with EU faculty and students, as well as sites in 
the EU (Paris, Florence, for example) for privacy, opting out, being forgotten, and who is 
responsible for data as it moves on the web.  The penalties will be severe, ~4% of revenue.  
 
A subcommittee was established to begin drafting the Best Practices.  Members include Vicky 
Steeves and Jim Jacobs (co-chairs); Norma Kenigsberg, Ed Kleinert, Antonius Wiriadjaja and 
Jim Robertson. 
 
 

T-FSC Meeting 11/2/17, Document C, Page 1



October 27, 2017 

The Tenure Clock Stoppage Task Force had a very productive meeting with Elizabeth Morrison, 
Vice Dean for Faculty, the Stern School on October 12th.  We discussed the issues with respect to 
NYU’s current tenure clock stoppage policy that she was particularly concerned about; namely 
that NYU was an outlier with respect to its peer institutions in allowing only a one time stop of 
the tenure clock for an eligible event.  Many of our peer institutions allow faculty to stop the 
clock twice, once per eligible event for up to two eligible events, and others allow faculty to stop 
the clock even more than twice.  She also noted that she believed that the criteria for allowing a 
faculty member to stop the clock needed to be made more stringent regarding, among other 
events, the meaning of “primary caregiver.” Dean Morrison also shared with the task force the 
forms that Stern faculty members complete in applying for tenure clock stoppage. 

The Task Force is scheduled to meet on November 2nd with the Vice Deans for Faculty from all 
schools of the University to gain a better understanding of the issues encountered in each school 
with respect to carrying out NYU’s current policy, and to listen to ideas about how we might go 
forward to address these issues in proposing revisions to the current policy.    

Submitted by, 

Sharon L. Weinberg 

Chair, Tenure Clock Stoppage Task Force  
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T-FSC Report 

 As a member of the University Judicial Committee I was asked to participate in 
a four-panel board to review a grade challenge by a Gallatin student. 

  

David K Irving 
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Undergraduate Curriculum Committee 

Ernesto Reuben (Chair, Social Science), George Shubeita (Science), Rafael 
Song (Engineering), Carlos Guedes (Arts & Humanities), John O'Brien (At 
Large), Charles Grim (Ex-Officio), Teodora Hristovska (Student), Imelda 
Wellington (Student) 

 

31 Oct 2017

 

Recent Meetings 

● Sep 17th, Sep 24th, Oct 1st, Oct 8th, Oct 12th, Oct 15th, Oct 22nd, Oct 29th. 
 

Key Updates 

1. Reviewed and approved 27 syllabi for J-term 2018 
2. Reviewed and requested substantive changes to 9 syllabi for the J-term 2018 
3. Reviewed and approved 7 syllabi for Spring 2018 
4. Reviewed and requested substantive changes to 1 syllabus for Spring 2018 

 

Summary 
So far this semester the UCC has concentrated on reviewing the J-term 2018 and Spring 2018 
syllabi. 
 

Attachments 
●  

 

Next Steps 

1. Finish reviewing all Spring 2018 syllabi. 
2. Creation of a set of participation rubrics that are in line with the approved participation 

guidelines and can serve as examples for faculty to use when creating their own syllabi. 
 

Upcoming Events 
●  

 

Requests for Information from Constituents: 
1.  
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Student Success 
November 2017 

 
 

MJ Knoll-Finn, Vice President for Enrollment Management 
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Agenda
• Overview	  

• Trends	  

• Current	  Ini0a0ves	  and	  Data	  

• Next	  Steps	  

2	  
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Where  We  Want  to  Be

First-Year Retention = 96% by 2020 

Six-Year Graduation = 90% by 2026 

 
 
Represents keeping about 50 students each year 

3	  
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Process

• Understand	  the	  myriad	  pathways	  that	  students	  follow	  as	  they	  move	  
through	  NYU	  and	  determine	  where	  their	  progress	  stalled.	  

• Define	  what	  the	  University	  has	  the	  power	  to	  change	  or	  do	  differently	  
for	  our	  students.	  

•  Shape	  the	  strategies	  and	  ac0ons	  we	  can	  take	  to	  help	  students.	  	  

• Con@nually	  monitor	  and	  refine	  our	  efforts.	  
4	  
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Student  Success  is    
Everyone’s  Business

5	  

T-FSC Meeting 11/2/17, Document D, Page 5



Trends 
Student Success 
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Benchmark Retention Rates
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NYU	  
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Benchmark Retention Rates
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Benchmark Retention Rates
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AAU Benchmark Retention by School
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NSC Benchmark Retention by School
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Benchmark Graduation Rates
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Benchmark Graduation Rates
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Benchmark Graduation Rates
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AAU Benchmark Graduation by School
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NSC Graduation Rates by School
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Current Structure 
Student Success 
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Cri:cal  Partners

Bernie	  
Savarese	  

AVP	  Student	  
Success	  

Faculty	  
Advisory	  
CommiVee	  

Student	  
Advisory	  
CommiVee	  

Student	  
Success	  
Steering	  

CommiVee	  

School	  Deans	  

18	  

T-FSC Meeting 11/2/17, Document D, Page 18



2017-‐2018  Areas  of  Focus

Student	  Focus	  

•  Interna@onal	  Students	  
•  Low	  Grant	  Aid/No	  Aid	  
Students	  

• Academic	  &	  General	  Distress	  

• Academic	  Strivers	  

Administra0ve	  Focus	  
• Align	  policy,	  process,	  data	  
•  Tool	  to	  help	  coordinate	  and	  
share	  

• Coordinated	  communica@on	  
• Comprehensive	  analysis	  of	  
key	  data	  
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Student-‐Focused  AY18  Target:  
Interna:onal  Students
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Goals  to  Address  Interna:onal  Students

Data	  and	  Analysis	  

•  Inves@gate	  issues	  for	  Korean	  
students	  -‐	  coding,	  fit,	  money,	  
military	  service,	  among	  others.	  

•  Add	  specific	  ques@ons	  to	  the	  
climate	  survey	  to	  capture	  
informa@on	  to	  help	  us	  
understand	  the	  interna@onal	  
student	  experience.	  

Planning	  and	  
Communica@on	  

•  Develop	  plans	  addressing	  specific	  
issues	  faced	  by	  interna@onal	  
students	  (with	  special	  focus	  on	  
Korean	  students).	  

•  Plan	  September	  community-‐wide	  
forum	  on	  interna@onal	  student	  
reten@on.	  

Specific	  	  	  	  	  
Ac@on	  

•  Launch	  special	  outreach	  plan	  
targeted	  toward	  interna@onal	  
students	  at	  risk.	  

•  Launch	  coordinated	  withdrawal	  
process	  that	  includes	  personal	  
outreach	  to	  interna@onal	  
students.	  
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Student-‐Focused  AY18  Target:  
Academic  Strivers
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Goal  to  Address  Academic  Strivers

Data	  and	  Analysis	  

Test	  internal	  incen@ves	  
designed	  to	  retain	  students	  
who	  might	  have	  thought	  
about	  transferring	  to	  an	  
ins@tu@on	  perceived	  to	  be	  

more	  elite.	  

Planning	  and	  
Communica@on	  

Develop	  outreach	  campaign	  to	  
showcase	  the	  academic/
intellectual	  opportuni@es	  

available	  to	  undergraduates	  to	  
increase	  the	  understanding	  of	  

the	  value	  of	  NYU.	  

Specific	  	  	  	  	  
Ac@on	  

Launch	  communica@on	  
campaign	  to	  showcase	  

opportuni@es	  for	  students	  to	  
find	  intellectual	  communi@es	  

with	  faculty	  and	  other	  
students.	  
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Student-‐Focused  AY18  Target:  
Low  Grant  Aid  &  No  Aid  Students
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Low  Grant  Award  &  No  Aid  Students

Data	  and	  
Analysis	  

•  Assess	  the	  financial	  aid	  	  appeal	  
process.	  

•  Assess	  the	  financial	  aid	  
awarding	  process	  looking	  at	  
yield	  and	  reten@on	  paVerns	  by	  
need	  bands.	  

Planning	  and	  
Communica@on	  

•  Focus	  on	  middle	  income	  
students	  to	  rework	  financial	  aid	  
awarding	  parameters	  to	  help	  
bridge	  issue.	  

• Work	  with	  schools	  and	  the	  
budget	  office	  to	  educate	  key	  
decision	  makers	  on	  the	  way	  aid	  
is	  being	  awarded	  and	  the	  cost	  
of	  realloca@ng	  awards.	  

Specific	  	  	  	  	  
Ac@on	  

•  Provide	  targeted	  financial	  
educa@on	  based	  on	  students	  
that	  are	  most	  at	  risk	  of	  leaving.	  

•  Use	  data-‐driven	  informa@on	  to	  
determine	  the	  amount	  of	  
addi@onal	  aid	  needed	  to	  enable	  
a	  student	  to	  stay.	  
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Student-‐Focused  AY18  Target:  
Academic  and  General  Distress
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No University Alert 
System for Supporting 

Less Severe Cases 
No Technical Alert 

No University 
Guidelines 

 for Follow Up 

Lack of University-Wide 
Training for Less Severe 

At-Risk Students 

No University Report of 
What Could Improve 
Student Isolation and 

Stress 

No Clear Definition of 
What Makes a Student  
at Risk in This Category 

When  a  Student  is  Experiencing  
  Moderate  to  Low  Level  Personal  Distress
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Academic  and  General  Distress

Data	  and	  
Analysis	  

• Develop	  ways	  to	  gather,	  input	  
and	  combine	  student	  ac@vity,	  
academic	  and	  financial	  aid	  data.	  

• Use	  regression	  models	  to	  
predict	  who	  might	  be	  at	  risk	  to	  
leave	  to	  help	  direct	  planning.	  

Planning	  and	  
Communica@on	  

• Develop	  guidelines	  and	  
protocols	  for	  appropriate	  
interven@ons,	  par@cularly	  for	  
students	  in	  low-‐level	  distress.	  

• Develop	  communica@on	  plan	  
(workshops,	  web,	  print,	  
personal	  outreach)	  to	  address	  
challenges	  that	  large	  cohorts	  
face.	  

Specific	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Ac@on	  

• Work	  with	  faculty	  to	  connect	  them	  
to	  the	  process	  to	  support	  students	  
who	  they	  believe	  are	  at	  risk.	  	  

• Implement	  first	  to	  second	  semester	  
process	  to	  connect	  students	  at	  risk	  
to	  appropriate	  support.	  

• Implement	  a	  tool	  to	  flag	  students	  
who	  might	  be	  at	  risk	  to	  leave.	  

• Ac@vely	  reach	  out	  to	  students	  who	  
we	  believe	  might	  be	  at	  risk	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  of	  
leaving.	  
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Ways  to  Get  Involved
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ARend  Regular  Forums

September	  

•  Interna@onal	  

November	  

• Alert	  Tool	  

March	  

• Academic	  
Pathways	  &	  
Support	  

June	  

•  Financial	  
Support	  &	  
Educa@on	  
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Faculty  Advisory  CommiRee

Monthly	  
Mee@ngs	  

	  
Topics	  
•  Tools	  and	  
Technology	  

•  Current	  policies	  
and	  processes	  

•  Data	  
•  Communica@on	  
•  General	  
feedback	  
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Consult  our  Student  Success  Wiki
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hVps://wikis.nyu.edu/pages/viewpage.ac@on?spaceKey=StudentSuccessForum&@tle=Home	  
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Email  Ques:ons  and  Ideas

	  
	  
	  

Studentsuccess@nyu.edu	  
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Thank You 
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