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MINUTES OF THE T-FACULTY SENATORS COUNCIL MEETING OF APRIL 15, 2021 
 
The New York University Tenured/Tenure Track Faculty Senators Council (T-FSC) met at noon on 
Thursday, April 21, 2021 via Zoom. 
 
In attendance were Senators Amin, Barker, Battista, Cappell, Chen, Coslovsky, De Leon, Dreyfuss, 
Duncombe, Economides, Fenton, Geppert, Ghose, Gyorgy, Hartman, Hoffman, Irving, Jauernig, Ling, 
Makarov, Merritt, Mincer, Nonken, Parekh, Quinn, Schlick, Sternhell, Stimpfel, Young, and Zelikoff; Active 
Alternates Alter, Cole, and Jasso; and Alternate Senators Branski, Conte, Dasanayake, Gillers (for 
Upham), Partridge (for Kamer), Rock, and VanCleave; and Observer Miao. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES  
 
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the minutes of the March 4, 2021 meeting were approved 
unanimously. 

VICE CHAIR AND SECRETARY, 2021-2022 ELECTION 

The election of T-FSC Vice Chairperson and Secretary took place by online ballot from the following slate 
of candidates presented by the Nominating Committee: for the position of Vice Chair: David Irving of the 
Tisch School of the Arts and an open candidate seat and for the position of Secretary: Marilyn Nonken of 
the Steinhardt School and an open candidate seat. 
 
The results of the election were reported: David Irving will serve as Vice Chairperson and Marilyn Nonken 
as Secretary next academic year. 
 
REPORT FROM THE CHAIRPERSON: DARCEY MERRITT 
 
COVID Updates 
 
Chairperson Merritt reported at the Senate Executive Committee (SEC) meeting, President Hamilton 
shared updates regarding COVID and NYU Returns. Last Tuesday there was a 1.7% positivity rate. NYU 
received the first batch of the J & J vaccine, which has now been placed on pause. They hope to receive 
more Pfizer vaccines next week and are organizing plans to hold a vaccination site for NYU community 
members in Bobst Library. 
 
In the fall semester, the expectation is to be between 80 to 100% in person. The global sites still face visa 
issues, so their in-person plans are uncertain.  
 
In response to an inquiry on requiring the vaccine for in-person students, Merritt stated the University is 
still in the process of reviewing this decision. 
 
Grossman School of Medicine (GSOM) Issue  
 
Merritt reported she received press requests regarding the GSOM Tenure Discipline Policy change, which 
she declined. It was noted they are still waiting for a response from the President on the T-FSC Executive 
Committee’s response regarding these disciplinary process changes related to tenure. 
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Continue Anti-Racist and Bias Training Planning 
 
Merritt stated the T-FSC Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) Committee and C-FSC DEI Committee, in 
consultation with the Office of Global Inclusion, Diversity, and Strategic Innovation, will continue to push 
for anti-racist and bias training, which will hopefully be in place next academic year. 
 
Brainstorming Goals for 2021-2022 
 
Merritt asked Council members to brainstorm three or four bullet pointed ideas or goals to address in the 
coming academic year to be discussed at the final meeting in May. Please send to karyn.ridder@nyu.edu. 
 
End of Year Party 
 
The Council supports the idea of scheduling a Zoom happy hour gathering to replace the regular end of 
year party. A date and details will be sent shortly.  
 
Spring 2021 School Elections 
 
See attached Document A. 
 
The memo sent from Aisha Oliver-Staley, Senior Vice President, General Counsel and University 
Secretary to the Executive Committee regarding the Tenured/Tenure Track Faculty Senators Council 
Spring 2021 Election was included in the packet. 
 
PRESENTATION, DISCUSSION, AND VOTE 
 
School of Global Public Health (SGPH) Policies and Procedures for Reappointment and Promotion 
for Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty 
 
See attached Document B.  
 
Personnel Policies & Tenure Modifications (PPTM) Committee Co-Chair Zelikoff presented the revisions 
to the recommendation. The revisions addressed concerns raised at the March 4 Council meeting.  
 
In addition, the Committee compared the SGPH policy for full-time continuing contract faculty to the policy 
for tenured/tenure Track faculty to ensure consistency between the two documents.  
 
This revised document lists the C-FSC’s comments in blue and the T-FSC comments in orange.  
 
Of the 32 recommendations, the PPTM included comments for 30 for which the Committee either agreed 
or diverged from the C-FSC recommendation. If deviated from the recommendation, comments 
were included to explain the decision. This includes disagreements regarding the length to promotion, 
access to the report for non-reappointment or promotion, and the composition of the grievance 
committee. 
 
The recommendations were approved by vote the Council.    
 
NYU Abu Dhabi Faculty Governance Guidelines 
 
See attached Document B.  
 
Committee Co-Chair Zelikoff presented the Committee’s recommendations. See attached Document B for 
full details.   
 
A Senator from Shanghai noted this is consistent with guidelines that have worked well in Shanghai and 
encouraged synchronizing the efforts.  

mailto:karyn.ridder@nyu.edu
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In response to a question regarding grievance procedure, it was noted this focuses only on grievance 
within the school. There is a separate process for university procedure for grievance, which goes to the 
NYU Provost. 
 
The recommendations were approved by vote of the Council. 
 
Open Access Source Resolution 
 
See attached Document C.  
 
Senator Battista presented the resolution, which was first presented at the October Council meeting, and 
discussed again at the December meeting.  
 
The resolution asks that each author at NYU will grant license to the university to make a copy of the 
article open in the form of deposit in an institutional repository, and that each faculty member has the right 
to opt out or waive or decline participation by notification in writing. He stated this pertains to only 
published articles.  
 
He addressed concerns that adopting a commitment such as this could present an occasion for punitive 
action for faculty members not deemed to be in compliance. He noted in his memo he cited resources 
including Peter Suber in Open Access (MIT Press, 2012) and a blog post by Stuart Shieber (2009), in 
which Suber speaks about the upshot of Harvard University’s Open Access policy. 
 
Battista voiced his support of the resolution.  
 
Senators expressed concerns that it would violate copyright agreements that have been entered into with 
journal publishers and might limit the selection of journals faculty can publish with.  
 
Battista responded the resolution does not make any claims about where faculty can or should publish 
and if a publisher demands the transfer of intellectual property rights, the faculty members could be 
exempt from this policy.  
 
A Senator expressed concerns regarding managing the economics of academic publishing. He noted the 
need for the administration to address an effective economic model for implementing open access. 
 
Battista responded that the economic issue is being included in the discussion. However, the intention of 
the resolution is to focus on faculty support for the value of open access. 
 
A Senator voiced her support for open access. However, she does not support an open access policy 
requiring faculty to offer all copyright to the university. She also comments the resolution does not make a 
clear statement about the right to waive this policy and instead makes it seem mandatory.   
 
A Senator expressed concerns on inviting NYU to be involved in faculty’s intellectual property.  
 
A Senator stated the Sustainability Advisory Committee supports the idea of open access as green effort 
focusing on electronic resources. 
 
A Senator remarked on challenges of large collaborations if all must opt in or choose to opt out through a 
written statement. For example, the logistics of coordinating a collaboration of 3,000 collaborators in 45 
countries in 175 institutions. 
 
In summary, Senators showed support for the idea of open access but noted their concerns with the 
management and logistics of open access and mandating a commitment to open access.  
 
The resolution was rejected by vote of the Council.  
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T-FSC COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
See attached Document D. 
 
No Discussion/Questions on the following submitted reports: 
 
Educational Policies & Faculty/Student Relations 
Senate Taskforce on University Calendar 
 
Reports at Meeting: 
 
Finance & Policy Planning Committee 
 
NYU Fiscal Update 
 
Committee Co-Chair Economides presented the fiscal update presented to the Senate Financial Affairs 
Committee (SFAC) on April 13.  
 
Economides reported NYU’s budget had a surplus of $106 million. The COVID-19 financial impact due to 
lost revenue was $269 million, which includes the following losses broken down by percentage: 55%: 
housing/dining, 19%: tuition, 15%: fundraising, and 11%: all other. Additional NYU Returns costs were 
$134 million, which includes: 36%: public health (testing, SHC) 33%: operations (space, PPE, quarantine 
meals, dining, IT needs), 18% global (GoLocal), and 13%: all other costs. University-wide expense 
mitigations totaled $297 million, which includes: 65% discretionary OTPS freeze, 17%: hiring 
freeze/review savings, and 5%: debt service delays. So, in total after mitigation, the budget is balanced, 
and there is no further mitigation necessary. 
 
In terms of other sources of COVID-related support, Economides reported in April 2020 NYU was 
awarded $25.6 million from the federal government based on size and a large number of Pell eligible 
students. 100% of the value of funding has been awarded to students in FY20 and FY21 as emergency 
aid. $4 million of additional donor & university funds were allocated to emergency student aid in FY20. An 
additional $65.6 million was recently awarded to NYU. At least 50% is required to be allocated to direct 
student aid. In December 2020 NYU was awarded an additional $37.4 million through a second round of 
government stimulus (“Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental Appropriations Act”, or 
“CRRSAA”). Only $12.8 million was mandated to go to emergency student aid (same amount as CARES 
Act), but NYU decided that 100% of the value of funding will be awarded to students in FY21. CARES 
and CRRSAA act provided for a minimum of $25.6 million of direct aid for students. NYU exceeded this 
amount by over $40 million. The total COVID related aid to students once ARP funds are received will be 
over $100 million. 
 
Changes to the NYU Retirement Program 
 
Economides noted the recent memo regarding changes to the retirement program effective as of April 1, 
2021. This includes changes to the investment menu, loan program, fee methodology, and the 
introduction of a self-directed brokerage account option. Economides reported the TFSC Finance 
Committee requested to include information technology fund options, which has been denied. 
 
Economides asked that any concerns on these changes or the investment options be sent to him, as the 
T-FSC representative on the Retirement Plan Investment Committee. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 2:00 PM. 



 

*The allocation of two seats for the School of Law is subject to Board approval of the amendments to the University Bylaws 
as recommended by the University Senate. If not approved, the School of Law will be allocated one seat. 

 
 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
TO: Tenured/Tenure Track Faculty Senators Council Executive Committee 

FROM: Aisha Oliver-Staley, Senior Vice President, General Counsel and University Secretary 
 Jessica Graham, Director, Office of the Secretary 

RE: Tenured/Tenure Track Faculty Senators Council Spring 2021 Election 

DATE: April 12, 2021 
 
 
Senate Seat Allocations 

Upon recommendation of the University Senate, the NYU Board of Trustees (the “Board”) will be 
considering an amendment to the University Bylaws at its next meeting on June 9, 2021 that would 
increase the size of the University Senate to 141 members, including increasing the Tenured/Tenure 
Track Faculty Senators Council (“T-FSC”) to 39 members (currently 38 members).  
 
This memo sets forth the 2021-2022 allocation of seats by college, school, and portal campus for the 
T-FSC of the University Senate subject to Board approval of the above recommendation. The 
allocations for the upcoming school year are listed in the table below. Notification of the Board’s 
decision will be sent following the Board meeting in June.  
 

College / School / 
Portal Campus 

2021-2022 
Senator Allocation 

Abu Dhabi 2 
Dentistry 1 
FAS 11 
Gallatin 1 
GPH 1 
Grossman 6 
Law 2* 
Libraries 1 
LISOM 1 
Meyers  1 
Shanghai 1 
Silver 1 
SPS 1 
Steinhardt 3 
Stern 2 
Tandon 2 
Tisch  1 
Wagner 1 
Total 39 

 

NEW YORK UNIVERSITY 
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Terms and Elections 

Attached as Exhibit A is the T-FSC Term List which notes the members and alternates whose terms 
are still active next year and the seats that are open for Spring 2021 elections. Reference should be 
made to this list to identify the faculties that must elect representatives this Spring to fill open seats as 
a result of expiring terms or vacancies. 
 
Bylaw 65(c) states that all elections for members of the Tenured/Tenure Track Faculty Senators 
Council should be held prior to the University Commencement in May. We would appreciate your 
sending the names and email addresses of the elected representatives and the alternates to Jessica 
Graham in the Office of the Secretary at jessica.graham@nyu.edu by May 26, 2021.  
 
See Exhibit A for the list of open seats. 
 
Procedure for Determining Seats 

The procedure for determining the allocation of seats by college, school, and portal campus is as 
outlined below. The calculations are shown on the spreadsheet attached as Exhibit B. 
 

1. During the spring semester, Peter Gonzalez, the Associate Provost for Academic Appointments, 
sends the Office of the Secretary the number of tenured/tenure track faculty by college, school, 
and portal campus.  

 
2. In determining the total number of persons eligible to vote, we add to each college/school/portal 

campus, where not otherwise included, (a) the President and Chancellor; (b) the Provost; and (c) 
a deputy, senior, or vice provost liaison selected by the Provost who has pertinent academic 
responsibilities at that college/school/portal campus. 

 
3. We then allocate the 39 Tenured/Tenure Track Senators. First we allocate six to the Grossman 

School of Medicine and one to the Division of Libraries. We then allocate the remaining 32 seats 
among the remaining colleges, schools, and portal campuses by the method of equal proportions 
(based on number of persons eligible to vote in each) with the proviso that each college, school, 
and portal campus is entitled to at least one elected Senator. 

 
a. In the first round, we divided the number of persons eligible to vote in each of the remaining 

colleges/schools/portal campuses (1741) by the number of seats left (32), resulting in a ratio 
of one seat per 54.41 voters. We then allocated one seat to each college/school/portal 
campus with 54 or fewer voters. 

b. In the second round, we divided the number of persons eligible to vote in each of the 
remaining colleges/schools/portal campuses (1586) by the number of seats left (25), resulting 
in a ratio of one seat per 63.44 voters. We then allocated one seat to each 
college/school/portal campus for every 63.44 voters. 

c. Finally, we need to confirm that we have not allocated more or less than the total 39 seats 
through rounding. Where rounding results in the allocation of more or less than 39 seats, the 
colleges/schools/portal campuses with the highest fractions receive the seats. 

 
See Exhibit B for actual seat calculations. 
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Alternates 

Pursuant to Section I.3 of the Senate Rules of Procedure, each faculty shall elect faculty alternates as 
follows: 
 

Each faculty shall elect one or two alternates, as provided herein, for each of its 
professorial representatives in the Senate either of whom, in the absence of that 
representative, may, on notice to the Secretary of the Senate, attend meetings and 
exercise the privileges of the absent member. In the case of a faculty having more than 
one professorial representative in the Senate, one alternate shall be elected for each 
professorial representative but one elected alternate may be substituted for another who 
is absent, provided that no alternate may represent more than one professorial 
representative at any given meeting. In the case of a faculty having only one professorial 
representative, two alternates shall be elected. 
 

If you have any questions regarding these procedures, please let us know. Thank you. 
 
Attachments 
 
cc: Interim Dean Susan Antón  
 Richard Baum, Chief of Staff to the President 
 Dean Charles Bertolami 
 Dean H. Austin Booth 

Kristen Day, Vice Provost 
 Provost Katherine Fleming  

Dean Sherry Glied 
 Peter Gonzalez, Associate Provost for Academic Appointments 
 Dean Allyson Green 

Dean Susan Greenbaum 
 Dean Robert I. Grossman 
 Dean Neil Guterman 

President Andrew Hamilton  
Dean Cheryl Healton 
Dean Gene Jarrett 
Dean Jack Knott 
Dean Jelena Kovačević 
Vice Chancellor Jeffrey Lehman 
Dean Antonio Merlo 
Dean Trevor Morrison 
Karyn Ridder, Manager, Faculty Governance 
Dean Steven Shelov 
Dean Eileen Sullivan-Marx 
Dean Rangarajan Sundaram 
Vice Chancellor Mariët Westermann 
Dean Susanne Wofford 
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T-FSC Term List: 2021-2022

School # Faculty Senator # Alternate Senator
Term 
ends

OPEN 1 OPEN 2024
2 OPEN 2024

Andrew Battista 1 Jill Conte 2022
2 Everett Allgood 2022

1 Chris Barker 1 Marcia Rock 2022
2 Jane Friedman 2 Richard Cole 2022
3 Sara Pursley 3 Alex Jassen 2022
4 Tamar Schlick 4 Peter Rosendorff 2022
5 Carol Sternhell 5 Zlatko Bacic 2022
6 Anja Jauernig 6 Guillaume Frechette 2023
7 Robert JC Young 7 Simon Gilchrist 2023
8 OPEN 8 OPEN 2024
9 OPEN 9 OPEN 2024
10 OPEN 10 OPEN 2024
11 OPEN 11 OPEN 2024

OPEN 1 OPEN 2024
2 OPEN 2024

1 Danil Makarov 1 OPEN 2022
2 Thomas Wisniewski 2 John Ross Rizzo 2022
3 Zhe Sage Chen 3 Joel Schuman 2023
4 Judith Zelikoff 4 Ryan Branski 2023
5 OPEN 5 OPEN 2024
6 OPEN 6 OPEN 2024

1 Andras Gyorgy 1 OPEN 2022
2 Shady Amin 2 OPEN 2023

OPEN 1 OPEN 2024

2 OPEN 2024

Alexander Geppert 1 Pekka Santtila 2022
2 Lena Scheen 2022

Amy Stimpfel 1 Janet Van Cleave 2023
2 Ann-Margaret Navarra 2023

Niyati Parekh 1 Donna Shelley 2022
2 Andrea Deierlein 2022

1 Frank Upham 1 OPEN 2022
2 OPEN 2 OPEN 2024

OPEN 1 OPEN 2022
2 OPEN 2022

Darcey Merritt 1 OPEN 2022

2 OPEN 2022

1

School of Global Public 
Health

Gallatin School of 
Individualized Study

1

Faculty of Arts and Science

NYU Abu Dhabi

NYU Shanghai 1

School of Law

NYU Long Island School of 
Medicine 

1

1

1

1Rory Meyers College of 
Nursing

Grossman School of 
Medicine

School of Professional 
Studies

1

College of Dentistry

Division of Libraries 1

Silver School of Social 
Work

Exhibit A
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T-FSC Term List: 2021-2022

School # Faculty Senator # Alternate Senator
Term 
ends

1 Marilyn Nonken 1 OPEN 2022
2 Wen Ling 2 Brett Gary 2023

3 OPEN 3 OPEN 2024

1 Nick Economides 1 Elizabeth Morrison 2022
2 OPEN 2 OPEN 2024

1 Ryan Hartman 1 OPEN 2022
2 OPEN 2 OPEN 2024

OPEN 1 OPEN 2024

2 OPEN 2024

Salo Coslovsky 1 Travis St. Clair 2023
2 OPEN 2023

TOTALS 39 50

1

Tandon School of 
Engineering

Stern School of Business

Wagner Graduate School of 
Public Service

Tisch School of the Arts 1

Steinhardt School

Exhibit A
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 The T-FSC consists of not more than  39 members:

39 Elected Members
-6 From the Grossman School of Medicine
-1 From the Division of Libraries
32

54.41

Colleges, schools, and portal campuses with fewer than 54 Voting Faculty are:

# Voting

Presidential / 
Provostial 
Additions Total # Seats

37 3 40 1
34 3 37 1
2 3 5 1
29 3 32 1
23 3 26 1
1 3 4 1
29 3 32 1

63.44

Apportionment among the remaining colleges, schools, and portal campuses:

# Voting

Presidential / 
Provostial 
Additions Total Calculation # Seats

153 3 156 2.46 2
69 3 72 1.13 1

711 1 712 11.22 11
96 3 99 1.56 2

Shanghai 63 3 66 1.04 1
173 3 176 2.77 3
148 3 151 2.38 2
105 3 108 1.70 2
68 3 71 1.12 1

C. Total number of Voting Faculty in the remaining colleges, schools, and 
portal campuses (1586) is then divided by the 25 seats remaining. Each 
gets 1 Senator for each 63.44 Voting Faculty.

D.

Tandon
Tisch

Abu Dhabi
Dentistry
FAS
Law

Steinhardt
Stern

School

School
Gallatin
GPH
LISOM
Meyers
Silver
SPS
Wagner

B.

2021-2022 T-FSC Seats to University Senate

Apportioned among the colleges, schools, and portal campuses by 
method of equal proportions with the proviso that each college and 
school and each portal campus will be entitled to at least one elected 
faculty Senator.

Apportionment Among the Colleges, Schools, and Portal Campuses

A. Total Voting Faculty excluding the Grossman School of Medicine and the 
Division of Libraries (1741) divided by the 32 seats remaining.

Exhibit B
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To: Tenure/Tenure-Track-Faculty Senate Council 
From: T-FSC Personnel Policies and Tenure Modification (PPTM) Committee 
Date: April 15 2021 
 
The PPTM Committee of the T-FSC met three times to re-review the C-FSC collaborative 
document on the proposed NYU School of Global Public Health policies and procedures for 
Reappointment and Promotion for Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty.     
 
Please find attached the final SGPH Policy document including PPTM comments (in orange text)  
addressing the recommendations of concern voiced by the T-FSC at its March meeting. Of the 
32 recommendations, the PPTM has included comments for 30 for which we either agreed or 
diverged from the C-FSC recommendation. If deviated from the recommendation, comments 
were included to explain our decision.  
 
The PPTM Committee is thus forwarding our recommendations and requests the approval of 
the T-FSC.  
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Tenure-Tenure Track Faculty Senate Council Recommendations on the NYU 
School of Global Public Health  Policies and Procedures for Reappointment and 
Promotion for Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty             
 

Submitted April 15, 2021 
 
Background to the T-FSC Document 
 
The T-FSC Personnel Policies and Tenure Modifications (PPTM) Committee 
collaborated with the C-FSC on a joint document reviewing the proposed SGPH 
policies.  That document was approved by the C-FSC. The document was 
brought to the full T-FSC on March 4, 2020.  Based on comments received at 
that meeting, the document went back to PPTM for revision.  This is a revised 
version, with changes to the joint document appearing in orange.  
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Joint Recommendations of the T-FSC & the C-FSC in regard to: 
 
 

NYU School of Global Public Health 
Policies and Procedures for Reappointment and Promotion for 

Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 

 
 
Dean Cheryl Healton initiated a review of the “Policies and Procedures for the 
Appointment, Reappointment, and Promotion of Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty in 
the School of Global Public Health” In her transmittal memo, Dean Healton notes that 
this policy was developed over an extended time period and that the development of the 
policy involved significant faculty input. In particular the GPH Faculty Appointments and 
Promotions Clinical Committee (FAP-C) reviewed and revised the guidelines in 
collaboration with the GPH Office of the Dean and the full faculty. The most recent 
version of the guidelines was provided to faculty in advance of a school-wide meeting 
held via Zoom on October 7, 2020. The guidelines received a unanimous vote of 
approval via a Zoom poll vote at that meeting. 

 
Dean Healton notes that, 

 
the guidelines received a unanimous vote of approval via a Zoom poll vote at a 
faculty meeting held on October 7, 2020. This meeting was attended by 48 faculty 
who are eligible to vote, broken down as follows: 19 continuing contract faculty, 16 
tenured faculty, and 13 tenure-track faculty. Of the 48 eligible faculty who voted, 
48 voted in favor of adopting these guidelines; 0 faculty members abstained; and 
0 faculty members voted to reject these guidelines. These 48 faculty represented 
81.4% of the school's 59 faculty who are eligible to vote. 

 
As part of the process of finalizing the GPH policy for its Clinical Faculty, NYU Provost 
Katherine E. Fleming invited the C-FSC to comment on the document called: “Policies 
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and Procedures for the Appointment, Reappointment, and Promotion of Full-Time 
Continuing Contract Faculty in the School of Global Public Health”: 

 
At NYU, our strong tradition is for schools to develop policies that are “consistent 
with school culture and history.” Within that tradition, the Faculty Handbook 
provides that school policies will be reviewed by the Provost to determine 
“whether the substance of the policy: (i) is consistent with general University 
policy; (ii) is compatible with the University’s commitment to excellence in 
teaching, research, scholarship, or artistic achievement and service within a 
community of respectful and respected academic professionals; and (iii) has no 
adverse implications for the University. (Oct. 13, 2020) 

 
 

NOTES FROM THE C-FSC COMMITTEE ON CONTRACTS & POLICY ISSUES 
 
1. The following document will enumerate various comments and 
recommendations to the submitted policy. The recommendations are made within 
the body of the document for ease of review and discussion. 

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

 
1. The T-FSC changes appear in orange. 
 
 
 

-------- 
 

Title: Policies and Procedures for the Appointment, Reappointment, and 
Promotion of Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty in the School of 

Global Public Health 
 
 

Revision: 7 Oct 2020 
 
 
 

THE NEW DOCUMENT NAME IS: 
 

FAP-C Guidelines_7 Oct 2020 
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This document supplements NYU policies applicable to full-time Continuing 
Contract faculty. If any part of this document is inconsistent with NYU policies, 
the NYU policies then in effect will control. As with all University and school 
policies, this document is subject to change, and the policies in effect at the 
time of an action will apply to that action. Any future amendments to this 
document must be approved by the GPH Dean following consultation with and 
voting by GPH faculty and subsequent approval by the Provost of NYU, as 
required. 

 
 

1. Recommendation: The Five-Year Review 
 

The policy should follow the letter and the spirit contained in the New 
York University Faculty Handbook, Faculty Policies for Full-Time 
Continuing Contract Faculty,  Effective October 15, p. 52: 

 
“Each school shall establish a formal process for conducting a five-year 
review of the school policy initially approved under these guidelines and 
for successive reviews of the policy and its implementation periodically 
thereafter. This review shall include a written report from the school 
Dean to the Provost, who shall consider both the substance of the policy 
as well as its implementation.” 

We strongly recommend that the above paragraph, quoted from the NYU 
Handbook, be added. 

 
Introduction 

 
Full-Time Continuing Contract faculty make a valuable contribution to the 
mission of the New York University (NYU) School of Global Public Health 
(GPH) in teaching, practice, scholarship, and service to GPH, the University, 
and the public health community. At GPH, clinical faculty may be drawn from 
the fields of public health practice or policy, or they may also be scholars with 
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strong academic credentials, training, research, and scholarship. Continuing 
Contract faculty are hired for both their teaching abilities and their 
professional, academic, or scholarly accomplishments. Without the Continuing 
Contract faculty, many areas of professional expertise as well as scholarly 
and creative fields would be thinly represented in the GPH, if at all. The 
contributions made by the Continuing Contract faculty are therefore crucial to 
GPH’s academic and scholarly mission. This document establishes standards 
of academic excellence and provides for a comprehensive and fair review of 
faculty candidates in the processes of appointment, reappointment and 
promotion of full-time Continuing Contract faculty at GPH. These processes of 
appointment, reappointment and promotion adhere to the GPH Diversity, 
Equity, and Inclusion Guiding Principles that support systematic efforts to 
foster diversity, equity, and inclusion among our faculty. Henceforth, these 
policies shall apply to all new appointments, reappointments for existing 
contracts, and promotions. Throughout this document these policies and 
procedures will be referred to as “the Guidelines.” 

 
 

Although Continuing Contract faculty appointments are without tenure, the 
appointments may be renewed indefinitely subject to conditions and 
processes described in this document unless otherwise stipulated in the 
contract. Continuing Contract faculty members are protected by academic 
freedom. Continuing Contract faculty may chair or sit as members of doctoral 
committees, participate and vote on all GPH committees, and participate in 
faculty governance except in matters related to appointments, tenure, and 
promotions of tenured/tenure-track faculty. 

 
 

The processes for appointment and reappointment shall reflect the 
University’s overriding commitment to enhance academic excellence and 
diversify our faculty, with the goal of providing students the best available 
educational experience. Thus, each appointment and reappointment shall be 
evaluated in light of the contribution it makes to the distinct excellence of 
GPH, and shall exemplify the University’s commitment to equitably appoint, 
retain, and promote the best faculty in all disciplines. 

 
 

The Guidelines may be amended subject to the timely distribution of any amendments 
to the Policy to the faculty, faculty discussion, and a vote on the Policy in a regularly 
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scheduled faculty meeting following procedures outlined in the GPH Bylaws. These 
amendments are further subject to review by the University Senate and Provost, and 
approval by the Dean. 

 
 
 

Section 1: Ranked Titles, Terms of Appointment, and Qualifications for Rank 
 
 
 

At GPH, full-time Continuing Contract faculty carry the titles of Clinical 
(Assistant / Associate / Full) Professor. As noted in the University’s Faculty 
Handbook, “wherever possible, schools are encouraged to reduce reliance on 
one-year contracts.” Initial appointments for Clinical Assistant Professors are 
typically for a duration of two years, however some initial appointments may 
be designated as one-year appointments based upon curricular needs or 
financial considerations. Clinical Associate and Full Professors are typically 
appointed initially for a three-year term. After the initial appointment, assistant 
faculty are eligible for reappointment for a three-year term, and associate and 
full faculty are eligible for reappointment for a three- or five-year term. 
Subsequent appointments will typically be at three years for assistant, and five 
years for associate and full professors; however, other terms may be offered 
consistent with curricular needs or financial considerations. 

 
 

2. Recommendation: Length of contract 
 

The above statement that “associate and full faculty are eligible for 
reappointment for a three- or five-year term” is not the norm for 
contract faculty policies at NYU. (Moreover, the above paragraph does 
not explain the criteria as to why a Clinical Associate or Clinical Full 
faculty would be eligible for a three-year contract as opposed to a five-
year contract.) 

 
We strongly recommend that the policy explicitly state that Clinical 
Associate faculty receive a five-year contract. 
 
2.   The existing paragraph is consistent with most contract faculty 
policies at NYU and provides greater flexibility by offering both 
three or five year term reappointments. As the original paragraph 
in section 1 does not exclude five year contracts for Clinical 
Associate faculty, the T-FSC recommends keeping the existing 
paragraph. 
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3. Recommendation 
 

Subsequent Contracts should be of at least the same length (adopted 
by: Gallatin; Institute for the Study of the Ancient World; Liberal Studies; 
NYU Abu Dhabi; Nursing; School of Professional Studies, Tisch-Arts 
Professors). 

 
We strongly recommend that after Clinical Assistant Professors’ first 
three-year contract, subsequent contracts should be for at least three 
years; that after Associate Clinical Professors’ receive a five-year 
contract (not a three- or a five-year contract), subsequent contracts 
should be for at least five years; and that Clinical Full Professors’ first 
contract should be for at least a longer contract that Clinical Associate 
(see Recommendation below). Whatever the contract length may be 
for Clinical Full, subsequent contracts should be of at least the same 
length. 
 
3. T-FSC considers that the existing paragraph is consistent with 
most contract faculty policies at NYU and provides more flexibility 
to a program’s needs. Thus, we recommend keeping the existing 
paragraph. 
 

 

4. Recommendation: Contract Length for Clinical Full 
 

As an appointment of at least five years is the norm for Clinical 
Associate/Associate Arts/Associate Music Professor, we strongly 
recommend an increase in term of appointment for Clinical Full 
Professor; this is the case at certain schools (e.g., The Gallatin School, 
Tisch). We recommend that Clinal Full Professors receive a 7-year 
contract. 

 
“When promoted to a three-year contract (Assistant Clinical 
Professors—the titles should be consistent titles in place for 
Continuing Contract faculty at the school), subsequent appointments 
shall be for at least three years. 

 
“When promoted to a five-year contract (Associate Clinical/Arts/Music 
Professors—the titles should be consistent titles in place for Continuing 
Contract faculty at the school), subsequent appointments shall be for at 
least five years. 
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“When promoted to a seven-year contract (Full Clinical/Arts/Music 
Professors—the titles should be consistent titles in place for Continuing 
Contract faculty at the school), subsequent appointments shall be for at 
least the same length.” 
 
4. T-FSC considers the existing paragraph consistent with most 
contract faculty policies at NYU and makes the point that typical 
re-appointments will be three years for assistant, and five years 
for associate and full professors, as well as offers the option of 
other, and possibly even longer terms. Thus, we recommend 
retaining the existing paragraph. 

 
 

In some cases, Clinical Assistant Professors initially hired on a one-year 
contract may be re-appointed for subsequent one-year terms, based upon 
curricular needs or financial considerations. In no case will a series of 
continuous one-year contracts exceed three years. In the third year of 
continuous one-year appointments, the clinical faculty member will be subject 
to formal review, similar to those of faculty members on longer multi-year 
contracts. Thus, after three continuous one-year contracts, the faculty 
member will either be provided with a multi-year contract or will not be 
reappointed at all. 

 
 

5. Recommendation 

We strongly recommend that Clinical Assistant Professors’ first multi- 
year contract be for at least three years. 

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

 
“Faculty members on continuous one-year appointments who 
successfully complete their formal review shall move to at least a three- 
year appointment.” 
 
5. T-FSC agrees with this recommendation. 
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6. Recommendation 

We strongly recommend that the following be added to the above: 

“Subsequent appointments will be at least of the same length.” 

      6. T-FSC agrees with this recommendation. 
 

In all cases and regardless of rank, reappointment is contingent upon: the 
faculty candidate meeting appropriate standards; curricular and programmatic 
need, including student enrollment; and availability of funding. 

 
 
 

7. Recommendation 
 

We recommend that the phrase “availability of funding” be removed; this 
requirement is highly unusual; none of the approved Contract Faculty 
Reappointment & Promotion policies (listed on the Provost’s webpage) 
include this requirement. The “availability of funding” is vague and could 
easily be abused. 
 
7. The T-FSC agrees with the aforementioned recommendation that this 
phrase should be deleted. 

 
 

8. Recommendation 
 

The policy should indicate that curricular or structural changes do not 
automatically warrant a denial of reappointment. Instead, the denial should 
have a rational basis, and it should include a process for determining 
whether the professor can or cannot teach under the new curriculum or 
structure. 

 
We strongly recommend that the following language be added (adopted 
by: Center for Urban Science and Progress; Faculty of Arts & Sciences; 
Faculty of Arts & Sciences-Language Lecturers; Gallatin; Liberal Studies; 
NYU Abu Dhabi; Nursing; Tandon; Tisch-Arts Professors; Tisch-Arts 
Teachers), which is paraphrased as follows: 

 
“In such an event, the review would focus on whether the faculty member 
would be able to teach in the revised curriculum and/or new academic 
structure and, if so, in what capacity. Attempts shall first be made to find a 
suitable position for the faculty member within the revised curriculum or 
structure.” 
 

T-FSC Meeting 4/15/21, Document B, Page 11



8. T-FSC agrees with this recommendation that suggested language 
should be added. 

 
 

With few exceptions, clinical faculty members must have earned a doctoral- 
level terminal degree (or its equivalent) in the field of public health or related 
disciplines (e.g., MD, DDS, JD). In addition, clinical faculty may have 
academic or field-based post-graduate experiences such as positions in 
government, non-government organizations, and the private sector. 

 
 
 

Section 1.1 Clinical Assistant Professor of Global Public Health (Initial 
Appointment only) 

 
(1) For appointment to the Assistant Professor rank, the candidate shall show 
clear potential and evidence of high-quality performance in at least one of 
three areas of activity (teaching, public health practice, or scholarship). 

 
(2) Appointment as Assistant Professor carries with it the possibility, but not 
the presumption, of reappointment or promotion to higher rank. Although the 
promotion process may be initiated at any time, a full-time Assistant Professor 
at GPH is typically in rank (at GPH or another academic institution, or a 
combination of both) for six years before pursuing advancement to Associate 
Professor. 

 
Section 1.2 Clinical Associate Professor of Global Public Health (Initial 
Appointment and Promotion) 

 
(1) In addition to all of the qualifications necessary for the appointment of 
Assistant Professor, the candidate for the title of Associate Professor must 
demonstrate evidence of continued high quality in teaching, public health 
practice, or scholarship, as appropriate. Associate Professors should be 
recognized public health scholars or practitioners in their specific fields of 
study or disciplines. Associate Professors must demonstrate effective 
contributions to their service responsibilities at GPH and to their profession. 

 
(2) Appointment as Associate Professor carries with it the possibility, but not 
the presumption, of reappointment or promotion to higher rank. Although the 
promotion process may be initiated at any time, a full-time Associate 
Professor at GPH is typically in rank (at GPH or another academic institution, 
or a combination of both) for a period of six years before pursuing 
advancement to full Professor. 
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9. Recommendation 

We strongly recommend that in 1.2.2 directly above, “a period of six 
years” be changed to “a period of four years.” This results in a typical 
period of 10 years rather than 12 (six at the Assistant rank and four at 
the Associate rank) before a Clinical Associate Professor can typically 
seek promotion to Full Professor rank. 

 
 

9.  T-FSC thinks this recommendation should be changed to “a period of five  
years”. This timeframe is more consistent with the expectation for tenure-
track faculty to be promoted from Associate Professor to Professor. Our 
proposal is based on the fact that six years is well beyond the minimum, and 
four years is unusual and not practical.   

 
 

Section 1.3 Clinical Professor of Global Public Health (Initial 
Appointment and Promotion) 

 
 

(1) The rank of Professor may be granted to those who, in addition to all of 
the qualifications of the Associate Professor, demonstrate significant and 
outstanding performance in teaching, public health practice activities, or in 
individual or collaborative scholarship; and who provide service to the 
University as well as their profession. This must include achievements since 
attaining the rank of Associate Professor. They must also demonstrate 
continued effective contributions to the service responsibilities of GPH and 
their profession. 

 
(2) The rank of Professor shall be granted only after careful consideration of 
the individual’s teaching, public health practice, scholarship, and service. 
National or international reputation among peers in the candidate’s field 
should be considered. The rank of Professor shall be granted only to faculty 
who have made significant contributions to their discipline, and for whom there 
is reasonable certainty that they will continue to make outstanding 
contributions throughout the remainder of their contract. The rank shall not be 
granted as a reward of seniority and shall be reserved as a mark of distinction 
in the candidate’s field, considering his or her contribution to scholarship and 
instruction. Notable academic achievements such as awards, invited lectures, 
and leadership roles in professional societies and advisory groups, can attest 
to this distinction. The Professor rank shall not be granted solely as 
recognition of accomplishment in administration. 
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Section 2: Duties and Standards of Performance of Continuing Contract Faculty 

The duties and standards of performance of Continuing Contract Faculty shall 
include excellence in teaching and instruction, inclusive of performance in 
classroom teaching, advising, and mentoring; quality of scholarship; quality 
and significance of service activities to the department/program, and GPH; 
and accomplishments in professional activities that are aligned with public 
health education or practice. 

 
Section 2.1  Teaching 

 
(1) All Continuing Contract faculty are expected to provide high-quality 
teaching and mentoring at GPH. Teaching includes workshops, lectures and 
seminars, courses, and course development. Mentoring includes supervising 
public health practice experiences, teaching assistants, and students in the 
field. Continuing Contract faculty advise and mentor students whose career 
paths involve educational, practice-based research/scholarship and practical 
knowledge necessary to a specialized field or profession. Mentorship activities 
may also include serving on doctoral- and master’s-level committees, and 
supervising theses and independent studies. Other types of achievements 
may also include innovative curriculum development in public health practice 
programs. 

 
(2) Continuing Contract faculty on 12-month contracts are expected to teach 
five courses per year. Continuing Contract faculty on 9-month contracts are 
expected to teach four courses per year. With the approval of the Department 
Chair or Program Director and the Vice Dean, significant administrative duties 
and other professional activities that serve GPH and the department, or 
significant grant-related activities, may substitute for one or more courses 
during the academic year. 

 
Section 2.2  Public Health Practice 

 
 
 

Public health practice involves the application of scholarship, knowledge, and 
skills. Continuing Contract faculty are expected to engage in public health 
practice with outside organizations, as appropriate and in accordance with 
University policy on outside activities and conflict of interest and commitment. 
This may include working with governmental agencies, community and 
advocacy organizations, non-governmental organizations, and international 
organizations. As practitioners, Continuing Contract faculty conduct 
population-level public health initiatives throughout the world and provide 
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applicable services to local, state, national, and international professional 
organizations. Public health practice includes, but is not limited to, community 
service; preparation of practice-related reports and documents; tool kits; 
testifying/legislative work; video production; extramural teaching and training; 
and committee work for public health-related organizations and agencies. 

 
Section 2.3  Scholarship 

 
In contrast to tenured or tenure-track faculty, who must establish 
independence and who are expected to lead programs of research, 
Continuing Contract faculty are expected to engage in scholarship either as 
an individual investigator or as a member of a research team. Scholarship 
often focuses on applied public health issues, public health pedagogy or 
practice, or the adaptation of scientific discovery into real-world settings, and 
may include implementation research as well as other scientific-based 
activities. In contrast to tenured or tenure-track faculty, there shall be no 
expectation that Continuing Contract faculty engage in research or 
scholarship that constitutes original contributions to a body of work or to the 
knowledge base of a disciplinary field or area of inquiry, although their 
scholarly work may do so. 

 
 

Scholarship includes (a) submission of funding applications (as PI, MPI or Co- 
I, in accordance with NYU regulations) to government, foundation, and private 
sources and sponsors; (b) publication of peer-reviewed papers, books, book 
chapters, white papers, reports, and other research and scholarly works 
(which may or may not be peer-reviewed); and (c) invited lectures and 
contributions to scientific meetings. 

 
Section 2.4  Service 

 
 

Continuing Contract faculty are expected to provide service to their profession 
and contribute to GPH in a service capacity through activities such as: 
participation in internal governance at GPH and the University; leadership 
roles and active participation in professional organizations, and on boards of 
organizations; service on scientific review panels or other activities such as 
peer-review for journals; and serving on committees of scientific societies. 

 

Section 3: Procedures for Initial Appointment of Continuing Contract Faculty 
 
 

The process of making an initial appointment includes four steps. 
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(1) The department or program (hereafter referred to as “the department”) 
Faculty Search Committee, after consulting with faculty in the department, 
shall make a recommendation to the Department Chair or program director 
(hereafter referred to as “the Department Chair” or “Chair”). 

 
(2) If the Department Chair concurs with the recommendation, he/she shall 
send the recommendation and the candidate’s CV to the Faculty 
Appointments and Promotion - Clinical Committee (FAP-C). 

 

(3) The FAP-C Committee shall make a determination as to whether the 
proposed rank of the candidate (i.e., Assistant, Associate or Full Professor) is 
consistent with his/her qualifications, and submit the decision to the chair of 
the Faculty Search Committee, the Department Chair, the Vice Dean, and the 
Dean. 

 
(4) The Dean makes the final appointment decision. 

 
Section 3.1  Department Faculty Search Committee (FSC) 

 
A Faculty Search Committee (FSC) is an ad-hoc committee that shall be 
composed of at least three faculty members, the majority of whom are 
Continuing Contract faculty; this may require the Chair to seek appropriate 
Continuing Contract faculty outside their department. The Department Chair 
shall appoint the committee and name the chair. The FSC shall work with 
Human Resources (HR) to develop the job description, and to advise HR on 
posting sites with an emphasis on attracting diverse candidates. Searches 
must be conducted in accordance with the University Recruiting and Hiring 
Policy and Procedure for Full-Time Faculty and for Professional Research 
Staff. After the candidate interview process is completed and a preferred 
candidate identified, the FSC Chair shall submit the following materials to the 
Department Chair. 

 
(1) The candidate’s curriculum vitae (CV); 

 
(2) A personal statement or cover letter (typically 2-3 pages) from the 
candidate (addressing the candidate’s teaching, public health practice, 
research/scholarship, and service); 

 
(3) A summary (typically 1-2 pages) from the FSC chair, which shall include 
the recommended faculty rank (i.e., Assistant, Associate or Full Professor). 

 
(4) If the Department Chair concurs with the FSC recommendation, he/she 
shall send the recommendation along with the candidate’s CV to the FAP-C. 
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Section 3.2 Faculty Appointments and Promotions-Contract Committee 
(FAP-C) 

 
(1) The FAP-C Committee shall review and vote on the recommendation for 
the candidate’s rank put forth by the FSC and the Department Chair. The 
FAP-C Committee voting procedures must be closed (by secret ballot). 
Electronic balloting is permissible. Abstentions shall be noted as such. 

 
(2) The Dean shall have the authority to address the FAP-C Committee and 
the FSC regarding the applicant’s proposed appointment or rank at any time 
during the review process. The FAP-C Committee chair may also request that 
the FSC chair address the full FAP-C Committee regarding the proposed 
faculty rank. Upon conclusion of the vote, the chair of the FAP-C Committee 
shall send a tally of the vote, including the number of abstentions and minority 
votes, to the Department Chair, the Vice Dean and the Dean. 

 
(3) The Dean takes into consideration the vote of the FAP-C committee. The 
Dean shall make the final decision on the appointment and the rank. 

 
Section 3.3  Notification of Decision 

 
 

In the case of a positive decision by the Dean to make an offer of 
appointment, the Dean shall notify the Department Chair, and the Department 
Chair shall begin the hiring process. In the case of a decision to not appoint, 
the Dean shall notify the Department Chair of the decision with the reasons 
thereof. 

 

Section 4: Review Process and Procedures for Reappointment of 
Continuing Contract Faculty 

 
Section 4.1  Overview 
(1) Decisions to reappoint take into account curricular or structural changes and 
improvements in academic programs as well as teaching demand associated with 
enrollment, and fiscal considerations. Even in those cases in which a candidate 
satisfies the appropriate standards of achievement, the decision to reappoint may be 
impacted by curricular and structural changes in academic programs within GPH, or 
fiscal considerations internal and external to GPH. In the case of changes to 
academic programs, the review considers whether the faculty member is able to 

T-FSC Meeting 4/15/21, Document B, Page 17



 
 
 

teach in the revised curriculum or new academic structure, and if so, in what 
capacity. If a determination is made that the faculty member is unable to teach in the 
revised curriculum or the new academic program then a full explanation will be 
provided to the faculty member. 

 
(2) Where a position is to be eliminated at the end of the contract term, 
and there is no similar position open, there is no reappointment process. 
However, the faculty member may request a performance review for 
career development to be conducted within a time framework specified 
by the school. 

 
 

10. Recommendation 
 
 

The policy should indicate that curricular or structural changes do not 
automatically warrant a denial of reappointment. Instead, the denial 
should have a rational basis, and it should include a process for 
determining whether the professor can or cannot teach under the new 
curriculum or structure. 

 
We strongly recommend that the following language be added to the 
preceding paragraph (4.1.2) (paraphrased from the following policies: 
Center for Urban Science and Progress; Faculty of Arts & Sciences- 
Clinical Faculty; Faculty of Arts & Sciences-Language Lecturers; 
Gallatin; Liberal Studies; NYU Abu Dhabi; Nursing; School of 
Professional Studies; Tandon; Tisch-Arts Professors; Tisch-Teachers): 

 
“In the event of curricular or programmatic changes that might 
jeopardize faculty reappointment, the review would focus on whether the 
faculty member would be able to teach in the revised curriculum and/or 
new academic structure and, if so, in what capacity. Attempts shall first 
be made to find a suitable position for the faculty member within the 
revised curriculum or structure.” 
 
10. T-FSC agrees with the aforementioned recommendation for the 
addition of the proposed language. 

 
 
 

(3) In accordance with University Bylaws, Section 87(b), Contracts and 
Titles, the appointment of Continuing Contract faculty automatically 
terminates at the close of the period of time stipulated in the contract, 
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unless there is an official notice of renewal. By signing the contract, 
appointees acknowledge that they have received adequate notice of 
their termination date. Thus, reappointment can be achieved only by a 
school’s taking affirmative action to do so. 

 
 

11. Recommendation 

We strongly recommend that the following sentences be deleted: 

“By signing the contract, appointees acknowledge that they have 
received adequate notice of their termination date. Thus, reappointment 
can be achieved only by a school’s taking affirmative action to do so.” 

 
 

This requirement is highly unusual and is not found in the NYU Faculty 
Handbook or in any of the approved Contract Faculty Reappointment & 
Promotion policies (posted on the Provost’s webpage). We note that this 
policy is for “Continuing-Contract” faculty members (emphasis added). 
The contract should note, as is the norm, that the contracts are 
renewable. 
 
11. T-FSC agrees with the deletion of the two recommended sentences 
as stated above. However, we also feel that the following sentence 
should be added: “Appointment carries with it the possibility, but no 
presumption, of reappointment.”  This language is similar to that used by 
SGPH for appointment of a tenure-track Assistant Professor. 

 

12. Recommendation 

The final two sentences in 4.3 suggests that silence from the school 
cannot be interpreted unambiguously and could be interpreted to mean 
one of two things: either a delayed reappointment decision or a decision 
to not reappoint, without a formal review. In the interest of fairness to 
the clinical faculty member, we suggest the school take affirmative 
action in either instance, and we recommend adding the following text, 
in place of the final two sentences of 4.3: 

“After formal review, Clinical Faculty will be informed in the penultimate 
year of their contract whether or not they will be re-appointed.” 

12. T-FSC agrees with the aforementioned recommendation that the 
proposed new language should be added. 
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Section 4.2. Reappointment of Faculty on One-Year Contracts 

 
 

(1) For faculty on one-year contracts, the reappointment process is the 
annual review by their department chairs. This evaluation is primarily 
based on the candidate’s Performance Activity Form, which documents 
teaching, practice, research/scholarship, and service to the department, 
GPH and the University at large, and to the public health community. 
The Department Chair appraises the annual Performance Activity Form, 
curriculum vitae, and teaching evaluations. 

 
(2) The Department Chair submits a recommendation for 
reappointment to the Vice Dean, with final review by the Dean. The 
Dean makes the final reappointment decision, and the Department 
Chair so notifies the faculty at least four months prior to termination of 
the appointment, for example, by September 1 for an appointment 
terminating December 31. 

 
 

13. Recommendation 
 

We recommend that the Department Chair notifies the faculty at 
least six months prior to termination. The last sentence should 
read, 

 
“The Dean makes the final reappointment decision, and the 
Department Chair so notifies the faculty at least six months prior 
to termination of the appointment.” 

 
 

14. Recommendation 

We strongly recommend adding to 4.1.1: Clinical faculty in the first or 
second consecutive one-year contract must submit their Performance 
Activity Form to their department chair at least seven months prior to 
the end of their contract, to allow sufficient time for the terms laid out in 
4.2.2 directly above. 
 

Numbers 13. and 14. T-FSC agrees with the aforementioned 
recommendations. 
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(3) Faculty on one-year appointments may be reappointed to single- 
year or multi-year contracts, depending on curricular or structural needs  
academic programs, teaching demands associated with enrollment 
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and fiscal considerations. As noted earlier in Section 1, the maximum number 
of continuous one-year contracts is three years. 
 

15. Recommendation 

We strongly recommend adding the following text to the paragraph 
immediately above (4.2.3): 

“As also stipulated in Section 1, faculty in their third one-year contract 
will be subject to the same formal review procedures as faculty on 
longer multi-year contracts. Subsequently, they will either be terminated 
or appointed to a multi-year contract after their third one-year contract.” 

 
15. T-FSC agrees with the recommendation that the proposed new language 
should be added. 

 
Section 4.3  Reappointment of Faculty on Multi-Year Contracts 

 
(1) At the beginning of each academic year in the fall, the FAP-C will 
establish the Faculty Reappointment Committee (FRC). The FRC, a 
majority of whose members will be Continuing Contract faculty, will be 
constituted as a sub-committee of the FAP-C committee. This FRC 
subcommittee will be composed of a minimum of three faculty 
members, drawn from the membership of FAP-C. Members of the FRC 
will be elected by the full FAP-C.  The results of the vote will be 
recorded in the minutes of the first FAP-C meeting of each term. Any 
vacancies in the FRC will be filled by a vote of the FAP-C.  Alternates 
for the FRC will be identified so that there are sufficient members 
available from each faculty rank to constitute a committee in which all 
members are at or above the rank of the candidate faculty member 
being considered for reappointment. 

 
(2) The FRC will publish a widely-available calendar of school-level 
reviews of reappointments, and will communicate to faculty members a 
fair and timely notice of a review to take place. 

 
 

16. Recommendation 

We recommend that the calendar of school-level reviews of 
reappointments be included in this policy - as is the usual custom of 
NYU school contract faculty reappointment and promotion policies. 

 
 
     16. T-FSC agrees with the aforementioned recommendation. 
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17. Recommendation 

Add language similar to: 

“During the first week of the academic year in the penultimate year 
of an appointment, faculty members receive notification that she/he 
is up for review.” 

 
17. T-FSC agrees with this recommendation that the proposed language 
should be added. 

(3) Review for reappointment/non-reappointment is conducted in the 
penultimate year of the initial term of appointment and shall be 
completed by the end of that penultimate year. For Continuing Contract 
faculty on multi-year contracts, the process begins with the Department 
Chair’s review of the candidate’s Performance Activity Form for all years 
in the current contract, curriculum vitae, and teaching evaluations, 
student evaluations (if these are different than teaching evaluations) 
other materials, as appropriate (e.g., curricular or practice products, or 
evidence of research engagement and productivity), and the candidate’s 
statement summarizing their strengths and accomplishments in 
teaching, research/scholarship, service and practice. A formal review of 
these materials and the Chair’s recommendation is then conducted by 
the FRC. 

 
(4) The FRC submits a written report to the Dean, which includes the 
tally of the vote to affirm, reject, or amend the Department Chair’s 
recommendation. The votes are by secret ballot and may be conducted 
electronically. Where there is difference of opinion, the report may 
include a minority opinion. The Dean reviews the recommendations of 
the Department Chair and the FRC and makes the final reappointment 
decision. 

 
(5) If the Dean's decision is contrary on appointment or length of 
contract to that of the FRC or the Department Chair, the Dean will 
provide the FRC and the Department Chair with the reasons. The 
Department Chair and the committee will then have ten business days 
in which to provide further information or counter-argument before the 
Dean's decision is finalized. The Dean notifies the faculty member in 
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writing of the final decision, and in the case of a non-reappointment 
decision, with reasons thereof. 

 
 

18. Recommendation 
 

We recommend that the phrase “in writing” be added so that the 
above sentence reads, “If the Dean's decision is contrary on 
appointment or length of contract to that of the FRC or the 
Department Chair, the Dean will provide the FRC and the Department 
Chair with the reasons in writing.” 

 
18. T-FSC agrees with this recommendation that the proposed language 
should be added. 

 
(6) In the case of a negative review, the final year of the contract 
becomes the terminal year of the appointment. 

 
(7) A faculty member who will not be reappointed will be notified of 
his/her non-reappointment within that same penultimate year. 

 
(8) Upon request, the timing of a review may be delayed by stopping 
the contract clock for reasonable cause that has been approved by the 
Department Chair and the Dean, for example for medical reasons, for 
hardship related to caregiving responsibilities, or by contractual 
stipulation or negotiation. 

 

19. Recommendation 
 
 

Specify the grounds for and process of the contract clock by adding 
language satisfying the following from the New York University 
Guidelines for Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty, issued June 12, 
2014, revised December 15, page 6: 

 
“Each school process for review of full-time multi-year contracts of 
three years or more, including promotion reviews, must include: the 
grounds for stopping the contract clock for reasonable cause, e.g., 
medical, personal, as primary caregiver for child, spouse, parent, same- 
sex domestic partner, or by contractual stipulation or negotiation….” 
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19. T-FSC agrees with this recommendation that the proposed language 
should be added. 

 

20. Recommendation 
 

Clarify that on appeal of a negative decision regarding reappointment or 
promotion by the dean that the candidate will have access to the 
Review/Promotion Committee’s full report, including its 
recommendation and any comments from the faculty, by adding the 
following language: 

 
“In all cases of an appeal to a negative decision related to 
reappointment or promotion by the Dean, the candidate will have access 
to the Review/Promotion Committee’s full report, including its 
recommendation with the expectation that the Committee will protect 
information provided in confidence.” 
 
20. T-FSC disagrees with the addition of the proposed language, as the 
existing paragraph is consistent with the procedure for tenure-track 
faculty denied promotion or tenure and thus should remain as such.  

 
Section 5: Review Process and Procedures for the Promotion of Continuing 
Contract Faculty 

 
Section 5.1  Overview 

 
Promotion of Continuing Contract faculty at GPH from Assistant to Associate 
Professor and from Associate Professor to full Professor involves a rigorous 
process that applies the highest standards of academic excellence. The 
process may coincide with a reappointment review. It begins at the 
department level. Each department should constitute a standing Departmental 
Promotion Committee for Continuing Contract Faculty (DPC) composed of 
three members, a majority of whom are Continuing Contract faculty whenever 
possible. Given that promotion deliberations should be carried out by faculty 
at or above the rank of the candidate, departments should also identify 
alternate members of the DPC in order to meet requirements of the DPC 
composition: a majority of the members should be Continuing Contract faculty 
and all should be at or above the rank of the candidate. If a department or 
program has insufficient numbers of faculty to constitute the DPC the Chair 
may look outside the department for appropriate members. 

 
 

21. Recommendation 
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We strongly recommend that the majority of the committee should be 
made up of elected, not appointed, members. 
 
21. The T-FSC agrees with the aforementioned recommendation. 

 

22. Recommendation 
 

Add a statement indicating that the majority of the committee, when 
possible, should be made up of Continuing Contract faculty members. 
 
22. The T-FSC considers this a moot point since the paragraph 
already mentions twice that the DPC should be “a majority of whom 
are Continuing Contract faculty”. 

 
 

The DPC reviews the faculty docket, collects external evaluations, and 
submits a summary and recommendation to the Department Chair. The Chair 
then writes a recommendation letter and convenes a confidential vote of 
eligible department faculty. If the majority vote is to promote the faculty 
member, the Chair transmits the docket to the FAP-C Committee for review. 
FAP-C considers the material and submits its report and recommendation to 
the Dean, who makes the final decision. Every effort will be made to complete 
the promotion process within the academic year in which it was begun. 
Furthermore, it should be noted that a negative promotion decision is distinct 
from any reappointment decision; it is possible for a candidate denied 
promotion to continue in the same rank at GPH. 

 
 

23. Recommendation 
 

We strongly recommend adding the language (adopted by: Faculty of 
Arts & Sciences-Clinical Faculty; Faculty of Arts & Sciences-Language 
Lecturers; Gallatin; Institute for the Study of the Ancient World; Liberal 
Studies; NYU Abu Dhabi; NYU Shanghai; School of Professional 
Studies; Tandon) just following the sentence in the above paragraph 
that ends with “... the Dean, who makes the final decision.” 

 
This language detailing the process governing the creation of the 
review committee’s report, similar to that found on the FAS website, 
“Procedures for Reappointment and/or Promotion” for clinical faculty 
(http://as.nyu.edu/object/aboutas.pp.assocdean.recuitment.html), 
reads as follows: 
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“The review may be written by one or more members of the Review and 
Reappointment Committee, but all members of the committee should 
read the review before it is submitted to the Dean. The review should 
represent a collective judgment of the committee or, in the case of a 
divided opinion, a majority of the committee. If there is a division of 
opinion, the minority opinion should be appended to the majority 
review.” 
 
23. T-FSC agrees with the proposed recommendation that new language 
should be added. 

 
24. Recommendation 

 
We note that under 4.3 of this policy draft (under “Reappointment of 
Faculty on Multi-Year Contracts”), the paragraph below is already 
included with regard to reappointment. 

 
We strongly recommend that the same language be placed under this 
section with regard to promotions: “Review Process and Procedures for 
the Promotion of Continuing Contract Faculty,” 

 
“If the Dean's decision is contrary on appointment or length of contract 
to that of the FRC or the Department Chair, the Dean will provide the 
FRC and the Department Chair with the reasons. The Department Chair 
and the committee will then have ten business days in which to provide 
further information or counter-argument before the Dean's decision is 
finalized. The Dean notifies the faculty member in writing of the final 
decision, and in the case of a non-reappointment decision, with reasons 
thereof.” 

 
This recommendation (adopted by: Center for Urban Science and 
Progress; Gallatin; Stern; NYU Abu Dhabi) is adapted from the FAS 
website, “PROCEDURES for Reappointment and/or Promotion” for 
clinical faculty: 
http://as.nyu.edu/object/aboutas.pp.assocdean.recuitment.html): 

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

 
 

T-FSC Meeting 4/15/21, Document B, Page 27

http://as.nyu.edu/object/aboutas.pp.assocdean.recuitment.html)


24. T-FSC agrees with the recommendation that the newly-proposed 
language should be added. 
 

 
 

Section 5.2 Role of the Department Chair and the Department 
Promotions Committee (DPC) 

 
(1) A faculty member may seek promotion through self-nomination; may be 
nominated for promotion by another faculty member of the department; or 
may in conjunction with reappointment review be nominated for promotion by 
the Department Chair. 

 
(2) The Department Chair appoints an ad hoc Department Promotions 
Committee (DPC), composed of three faculty members, a majority of whom 
are Continuing Contract Faculty at the same or higher rank than the intended 
promotion rank. Only full professors may evaluate individuals for promotion to 
professor. Only full professors and associate professors may evaluate 
individuals for promotion to associate professors.  Departments with fewer 
than two clinical full professors (for a candidate being considered for 
promotion to full professor) will draw upon eligible Continuing Contract faculty 
members from other GPH departments at the rank of full professor as needed. 

 
 

25. Recommendation 
 

We strongly recommend that at least some of the members of the 
Department Promotions Committee (DPC) be composed of elected 
faculty members. This is the norm in many contract faculty policies. 
 
25. T-FSC agrees with this recommendation that the newly-proposed 
language should be added. 
 

 
 

(3) If the Department Chair is the candidate for promotion, the Vice Dean 
serves in the role typically conducted by the Chair. 

 
(4) The “promotions packet” (also referred to as a portfolio, dossier, or 
docket) of materials prepared by the candidate is processed for review by the 
Committee.  The packet is described below, Section 5.5. 

 
The review of the promotions packet includes a full and thorough assessment of 
the candidate’s record of achievement in: teaching, public health practice, 
scholarship, and service. The DPC evaluation should not be an advocacy 
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document; it should strive to provide a fair assessment of the strengths and 
weaknesses of the candidate. The evaluation should indicate, with specific 
reasons, the basis for the departmental recommendation. 

 

(5) The DPC submits a recommendation to the Department Chair. If the 
Department Chair is the candidate for promotion, the DPC forwards the 
recommendation directly to the Dean and the Vice Dean. 

 
(6) If the DPC recommendation is negative, the Department Chair advises the 
candidate, with reasons thereof. The candidate may withdraw his or her 
promotion packet at this point, or permit the promotion application to go 
forward to a departmental faculty vote.  If the DPC recommendation is 
positive, the Department Chair writes a recommendation letter and proceeds 
with a departmental faculty vote. 

 
(7) If the vote to promote the faculty member is passed by the majority of the 
department, defined as half (50%) of the eligible faculty plus one, the 
Department Chair transmits the results of the faculty vote and the promotions 
packet and his/her recommendation to the FAP-C. 

 
Section 5.3 Department Faculty Vote 

(1) Faculty who are eligible to vote are the department’s tenured, tenure- 
track, and Continuing Contract faculty at the same or higher rank to which the 
candidate is being promoted. Votes by the eligible faculty must be by a closed 
(secret) vote, and electronic balloting is permitted. 

 
(2) Prior to the vote, all eligible voting members of the department will be 
provided with access to the candidate’s CV, personal statement, 
Departmental Promotions Committee summary letter, and the Chair’s letter. 
The evaluator letters are not distributed to the eligible voting members. 

 

(3) A reasonable effort must be made to enable eligible departmental faculty 
who are on leave to receive all relevant materials, to participate in the meeting 
and discussions of the case, and to vote. When faculty members are unable 
to attend the meeting because of a leave or other absence, they should be 
invited to make their views and opinions known to the other eligible members 
through written or electronic communication. Any vote by an absent eligible 
faculty member regarding promotion must be recorded separately to 
distinguish it from votes made with the benefit of the open discussion of the 
case. Oral voting by an absent faculty member is not permissible, and any 
vote by an absent faculty member must be supported by written or electronic 
communication. 
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Section 5.4 DPC Selection of Outside Evaluators 
 

(1) External evaluators must be sought for faculty being promoted to 
Associate or Full Professor. 

 
(2) The DPC identifies five to ten possible evaluators who can assess the 

candidate's teaching, public health practice, research/scholarship, and 
service; from this list, at least three evaluations should be obtained. 

 
(3) Evaluators will normally hold a clinical or tenured position (as a full 

professor, in an instance of promotion to full professor), in an institution 
of recognized distinction as a research university, or in a position of 
equivalent rank in a non-academic institution (e.g., laboratory, 
government agency, or research institute). 

 
(4) Evaluators should be recognized leaders in the candidate's discipline. 

They should be representative of their subject, broadly defined, and not 
drawn exclusively from extremely narrow interest groups or 
specializations. For example, if one of the candidate’s central strengths is 
research, then at least one of the three evaluators must be a public 
health researcher/scholar identified with broader sectors of the research 
area in question. The list of evaluators need not be restricted to those at 
United States institutions; if appropriate, evaluations should be solicited 
from abroad. Suggestions for external reviewers should not be solicited 
from colleagues of the candidate. 

 
(5) Evaluators cannot be suggested by the candidate; nor can the suitability of 

potential evaluators be discussed with the candidate. The evaluator must 
not be a scholar with whom the candidate has been closely associated, 
such as a thesis advisor, co-author, or another close associate. Individuals 
listed on the candidate's curriculum vitae as personal or professional 
references are not eligible to serve as outside evaluators. If the department 
should inadvertently solicit an opinion from someone it later learns was 
close to the candidate, or whom the candidate independently suggested, 
note of that fact must be made in the department report, and another 
evaluator must be sought. 

 
 

26. Recommendation 
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Consider offering a time-frame for exclusion of possible evaluators. 
Otherwise, if someone has had a substantial career and worked 
productively in the past with many others in the field, they would be 
disadvantaged in comparison to candidates whose work has been more 
solitary. We recommend 7 and 10 years for promotions to associate and 
full, respectively. 
 
26. T-FSC agrees with the recommendation of the limit of 7 and 10 
years, respectively for exclusion of evaluators, but also recommends an 
addition to the phrase, i.e., “but not for those persons who have operated 
previously in a supervisory capacity for the candidate”. 

 
 

(6) Candidates may identify one or two scholars who they believe would 
not – for professional or personal reasons – provide a balanced 
evaluation. They must state in writing the reasons for this belief. The 
department chair and the Dean are not required to accept a candidate's 
request to exclude a scholar as an evaluator. 

 
(7) As a professional courtesy, evaluators should be given a minimum of 

six weeks to submit their evaluations. 
 

(8) The preliminary materials reviewed by the DPC must include a list of all 
potential evaluators who were asked to write on behalf of the 
candidate, including those who declined, and those (if any) identified by 
the candidate as inappropriate. All departmental communications (e.g., 
solicitation letters) with potential evaluators should be documented and 
included in the docket. 

 
(9) A letter from the department chair is sent to the possible reviewers 

requesting that they confirm their willingness and availability to provide a 
thorough evaluation by a specified date. If the evaluator does not agree 
to conduct the review, then another name is chosen from the list supplied 
by the DPC. The names of the evaluators and the letters themselves 
should be held in the strictest confidence and may be shared only with 
the DPC, the Department Chair, the Dean, and the Provost’s Office, as 
required. 

 
(10) All evaluators should be provided with a file that includes the candidate’s 

CV; personal statement of teaching, public health practice, 
research/scholarship, and service; and three representative publications. 
A copy of the relevant sections of these guidelines, drawn from Sections 
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1 and 2, shall also be included to guide the evaluator’s assessment. 
 

Section 5.5  Promotions Packet 
 
 

The Promotions Packet reviewed by the DPC shall include the following: 
 
 

(1) Candidate’s current curriculum vitae (CV). 
 

(2) Candidate’s 2-3 page personal statement, which addresses his/her 
teaching, public health practice, scholarship, and service to GPH and the 
field of public health. 

 
(3) The candidate’s course listings, sample syllabi, and teaching 

evaluations, as applicable since his/her initial appointment or last 
promotion. This can also include course development and innovation, 
instructor development, peer observations, and evidence of continuing 
influence upon students. 

 
(4) Copies of the candidate’s current key publications (up to three) and 

other supporting documentation (e.g., published academic book reviews 
of the candidate's work, videos, clinical trial protocols, etc.). 

 
(5) At least three evaluation letters from external reviewers. 

 
Section 5.6 Role of the FAP-C Committee 

 
(1) The FAP-C Committee convenes to review the candidate’s promotion 
packet, the DPC’s recommendation, the Department Chair’s letter of 
recommendation, and a tally of the departmental faculty vote. 

 
(2) The FAP-C Committee discusses the material and a closed vote is taken 
(it may be electronic). Although the discussion is open to all FAP-C 
Committee members, the vote is restricted to those members whose faculty 
rank is at or above the rank of the candidate being voted upon. 

 
(3) The Chair of the FAP-C Committee presents the recommendation and the 
tally of the FAP-C Committee’s vote to the candidate’s Department Chair, the 
Dean, and the Vice Dean. 

 
 

27. Recommendation 
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We strongly recommend a new section to be inserted between 5.6.2 and 
5.6.3 above (adopted by: Faculty of Arts & Sciences-Clinical Faculty; 
Faculty of Arts & Sciences-Language Lecturers; Gallatin; Institute for 
the Study of the Ancient World; Liberal Studies; NYU Abu Dhabi; NYU 
Shanghai; and Tandon): 

 
Add language detailing the process governing the creation of the 
review committee’s report, similar to that found on the FAS website, 
“Procedures for Reappointment and/or Promotion” for clinical faculty 
(http://as.nyu.edu/object/aboutas.pp.assocdean.recuitment.html), 
adapted as follows: 

 
“The review may be written by one or more members of the Review and 
Reappointment Committee, but all members of the committee should 
read the review before it is submitted to the Dean. The review should 
represent a collective judgment of the committee or, in the case of a 
divided opinion, a majority of the committee. If there is a division of 
opinion, the minority opinion should be appended to the majority 
review.” 
 
27. T-FSC agrees with the recommendation that the proposed language be 
added. 
 

 
Section 5.7  Role of the Dean 

 
(1) The Dean reviews the full docket, and the reports and recommendations 
of the Department Chair and the DPC and FAP-C Committees, and the 
departmental faculty vote, and makes a final promotion decision. 

 
(2) The Dean conveys his or her decision to the FAP-C Committee and the 
Department Chair, who then conveys the decision to the candidate in writing. 

 
(3) If the Dean's decision is contrary to that of the Department Chair or the 
FAP-C, the Dean will provide the Department Chair and the committee with 
the reasons. The Chair and the committee members will then have ten days in 
which to provide further information or counter-argument before the Dean's 
decision is finalized. 

 

Section 6: Grievance Procedures for Reappointment or Promotion Decisions 
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Section 6.1  Overview 
 
 

GPH adheres to the grievance policies as provided in the GPH Faculty Bylaws 
and the NYU Faculty Handbook Grievance Procedures. 

 
Section 6.2  Basis for Grievance 

 
With respect to grievances related to reappointment or promotion, outcomes 
of the review process or decisions reached through the review process can be 
grieved only to the extent that they involve a violation of the University- 
protected rights of faculty members. Thus, a grievance must allege that (1) the 
procedures used to reach the decision were improper, or that the case 
received inadequate consideration; or (2) that the decisions violated the 
academic freedom of the faculty member in question, in which case the 
burden of proof falls to the grievant. 

 
Section 6.3   Who Can Grieve 
(1) In accordance with the NYU Faculty Handbook, Continuing Contract 

faculty who are not eligible for reappointment cannot grieve a decision not 
to reappoint. Individuals on multi-year contracts who are subject to a 
review process to determine whether they are to be reappointed have a 
right to grieve the process in the event it leads to a negative decision with 
respect to reappointment or promotion or the terms of reappointment or 
promotion; and they are entitled to grieve in the event they are denied 
reappointment without review for reasons other than elimination of the 
position. Continuing Contract Faculty who are subject to a review process 
to determine whether they are to be promoted have a right to grieve the 
process in the event it leads to a negative decision. 

 
 

28. Recommendation 
 

We strongly recommend that the following phrase be deleted: “for 
reasons other than the elimination of a position.” 

 
Also, see Recommendation 8 (under Section 1) and 10 (under Section 4.1). 

 
The elimination of a position does not automatically warrant a denial of the 
grievance process, and should be considered a basis for grievance just as 
other processes are that lead to non-renewal of a contract. This phrase is 
unusual and is not stated in the Faculty Handbook, nor is it stated in any 
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of the approved Contract Faculty Reappointment & Promotion policies 
listed on the Provost’s webpage. 

 
An elimination of a position should have a rational basis, and it should 
include a process for determining whether the professor can or cannot 
teach elsewhere in the curriculum. 

 
We strongly recommend that the following language be added (adopted 
by: Center for Urban Science and Progress; Faculty of Arts & Sciences; 
Faculty of Arts & Sciences-Language Lecturers; Gallatin; Liberal Studies; 
NYU Abu Dhabi; Nursing; Tandon; Tisch-Arts Professors; Tisch-Arts 
Teachers), which is paraphrased as follows: 

 
“In such an event, the review would focus on whether the faculty member 
would be able to teach in the revised curriculum and/or new academic 
structure and, if so, in what capacity. Attempts shall first be made to find a 
suitable position for the faculty member within the revised curriculum or 
structure.” 
 
28. T-FSC agrees with the recommendation for deletion and language 
addition. 

 
 

(2) Faculty on continuous one-year appointments are entitled to grieve the 
process in the event the third-year review leads to a negative decision; 
and they are entitled to grieve the process in the event they are not 
reappointed after a third year review when a review had been explicitly 
promised in connection with the possibility of reappointment subject to it, 
but was not undertaken for reasons other than elimination of the position. 

 
 

29. Recommendation 
 

Again, we strongly recommend that the following phrase be deleted: “for 
reasons other than the elimination of a position.” See Recommendation 
8 (under Section 1), Recommendation 10 (under Section 4.1), and 
Recommendation 27 above. 

 
 

The elimination of a position does not automatically warrant a denial of the 
grievance process, and should be considered a basis for grievance just as 
other processes are that lead to non-renewal of a contract. This phrase is 
unusual and is not stated in the Faculty Handbook, nor is it stated in any 
of the approved Contract Faculty Reappointment & Promotion policies 
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listed on the Provost’s webpage. 
 
 
      29. T-FSC agrees with the recommendation for deletion. 
 
 
 

Section 6.4 School Grievance Process 
 
  

(1) In the case of all grievances, the candidate should first confer with his/her Department 
Chair to seek an informal resolution or explanation of the decision. In instances where 
the grievance is with the Chair, the candidate may confer with the Dean who will also 
seek an informal resolution, which shall include mediation. If not settled informally and 
through mediation, the candidate may submit a written request to the Dean to convoke 
the GPH Grievance Committee to hear grievances in order to advise the Dean. The Dean 
shall convoke the committee within fifteen working days of receiving the faculty 
member’s appeal. An exception to this may be made only with the consent of the 
grievant, the Dean, and the Provost. 

 
(2) The Grievance Committee shall consist of senior level faculty, that is, tenured 

professors and clinical full professors who are full-time GPH faculty. Members of the 
Grievance Committee shall not include deans, department chairs, program directors, or 
any faculty member whose primary assignment is administrative. All members of the 
Grievance Committee shall be elected by the faculty for a three-year term. Five 
members shall be elected and two additional members shall be elected to serve as 
Alternates. The number of Grievance Committee members assembled to hear any 
particular case shall be no more than five, consisting of three tenured full professors 
and two clinical full professors. 

 
 
 

30. Recommendation 
 

We strongly recommend that the majority of the committee should be 
made of clinical faculty members. Replace the following phrase: “shall be 
no more than five, consisting of three tenured full professors and two 
clinical professors,” with the following: “shall be at least three and no 
more than five, consisting of a majority of clinical full professors.” 
 
30. The T-FSC disagrees with the aforementioned recommendation. Since 
the Grievance Committee serves the entire SGPH, the procedure should 
be in line with the bylaws of the school and the tenure-track document. 
Thus, the T-FSC is of the opinion that this recommendation not be 
considered and the existing paragraph be retained.  

 

T-FSC Meeting 4/15/21, Document B, Page 36



 
 

(3) Alternate members of the committee may be called to hear a case if a primary member 
of the committee is recused because of a real or apparent conflict of interest. A conflict 
of interest exists when a committee member cannot serve objectively or when a 
member would derive a personal benefit from the outcome of the committee’s 
decisions or actions. An apparent conflict of interest may exist whenever an 
independent observer might reasonably question the impartiality and objectivity of a 
Grievance Committee member’s actions or decisions due to considerations of personal 
gain, including but not limited to financial, scientific, or other. Examples of conflicts of 
interest include, but are not limited to, having a personal relationship with the grievant; 
serving as a current or previous mentor (either formally or informally); and 
collaborating on a current or previous grant, research/scholarly project, or scholarly 
publication. Grievance Committee members should notify the Dean immediately if they 
have a real or apparent conflict in any grievance case and recuse themselves from 
serving. 

 
 
 

(4) At the beginning of the academic year (on or near September 1st), the Grievance 
Committee shall meet and elect a Chairperson. The Secretary of the Faculty shall assist 
the Committee in conducting its business. The committee and Secretary of the Faculty 
may ask for assistance from the Office of the Provost and the Office of General Counsel, 
as appropriate, with respect to procedural issues. 

 
 

(5) The GPH Grievance Committee, which is advisory to the Dean, does not judge the 
professional merits of the case, but considers the grounds specified above in Section 
6.2, and submits its findings and recommendations to the Dean. After obtaining the 
recommendation of the grievance committee, the Dean shall decide the case and in 
writing shall notify the concerned parties and the grievance committee of his or her 
decision, together with reasons thereof, and provide the grievant a summary of the 
Grievance Committee’s report and information on the process for appeal. 

 
31. Recommendation 

 
We strongly recommend that the summary of the Grievance Committee 
provided to the grievant be provided by the Grievance Committee. The 
final sentence above should read: 

 
“...the Dean shall decide the case and in writing shall notify the 
concerned parties and the grievance committee of his or her decision, 
together with reasons thereof, and include a summary of the 
committee’s report provided by the committee and information on the 
process for appeal.” 
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31. T-FSC recommends that the existing wording is satisfactory and 
should be retained. 

 
(6) If the committee’s report is accepted by both the grievant and the Dean, the 

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

 
 

32. Recommendation 
 

Add the following language: 
 

“As a standing committee of the faculty, it must regularly report to the 
faculty on the number of cases heard or under study.” 
 
32. T-FSC agrees that the added language be incorporated. 

 
 

Section 6.5  Appeal 
 

In the event the decision of the Dean is not to reappoint or promote, an appeal can be made 
to the Provost, following the procedures enumerated in the Faculty Handbook. Appeals from 
a Dean’s decision can be made only on the following grounds: (a) that the procedures used 
to reach the decision were improper, or that the case received inadequate consideration; or 
(b) that the decisions violated the academic freedom of the person in question, in which case 
the burden of proof is on the faculty member. 

 
 

The Guidelines were voted on by eligible faculty at a Faculty Meeting of the School of Global 
Public Health on Oct. 7, 2020.  Among the 50 faculty who voted, 48 voted in favor of 
adopting these guidelines and 2 faculty members abstained; no faculty member voted to 
reject these guidelines as presented. These 50 faculty represented 82% of the school’s 61 
faculty. 
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From: Andrew Battista, Libraries Senator, T-FSC
To: T-FSC members
Cc: Jill Conte, Libraries First Alternate Senator, T-FSC; Everett Allgood, Libraries Second
Alternate Senator, T-FSC

Subject: Resolution to Adopt Open Access Initiative

Hello, T-FSC:

In the April 15, 2021 meeting, we will reconsider the NYU Resolution to Adopt an Open
Access Policy, which the T-FSC discussed last fall and tabled after several concerns emerged
(see pp. 2-3 of the minutes).

I strongly support this resolution, and I regret that I was not able to attend our December 17
meeting to address questions and concerns that surfaced. Some of these have been circled
back to my colleagues at NYU Libraries. Accordingly, the resolution is now the NYU
Commitment to Open Access for Research.

The change, replacing “policy” with “commitment,” is meant to address the concern that an
Open Access resolution is an institutional imposition upon the faculty, which could occasion
punitive action or retribution if one is deemed to be non compliant. This blog post from The
Scholarly Kitchen suggests that this is not the case; rather, the aggressive-sounding language is
part and parcel of the genre of Open Access “mandates.” As the post explains, “[i]nstitutional
mandates in the United States, however, are very rarely real, and while they may be called
‘mandates’ colloquially, they often turn out to be little more than statements of institutional
preference.” The NYU Commitment to Open Access for Research falls into this category. It is, in
practice, unenforceable, yet it functions as a formalized way for NYU to affirm its support for the
idea and ideals of Open Access.

Many others have described the dissonance of Open Access “mandates.” See Peter Suber in
Open Access (MIT Press, 2012) and a blog post by Stuart Shieber (2009), in which Suber
speaks frankly about the upshot of Harvard University’s Open Access policy: “there is no such
thing as a mandate on the faculty.” Not depositing is tantamount to opting out, which faculty are
entitled to do. I understand that it is counterintuitive to adopt a Resolution that reads like a
mandate but in reality is not enforceable. And I want to acknowledge that reticence to adopt this
Resolution as it is written may be linked to preexisting (and even current) patterns of
administrative reach into faculty affairs at NYU.

However, I think it is incumbent on us as a Council to contextualize Open Access policies as
they actually function in U.S. higher education. The three resources I’ve cited here, from 2009,
2012, 2014, are testaments to the fact that faculty at many other institutions have already had
these discussions and, flaws and the conventions of the genre notwithstanding, decided to
advance the ideals of Open Access scholarship within the channels of faculty governance. The
latest, Stanford University, adopted its own Open Access Policy on November 23, 2020, and it
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was passed by vote of Stanford’s Faculty Senate. The policy Stanford adopted is near verbatim
to the Resolution before us now.

The materials we’ve seen so far go to great lengths to outline the altruistic benefits of Open
Access. Aside from these, one recurrent theme I have seen as I’ve learned about the function of
Open Access resolutions is that they must be advanced by the faculty for the very reason that it
signifies this is something the faculty (and not the administration) desires as a default orientation
for the University.

This Commitment is one among multiple initiatives at NYU that seeks to advance Open Access
scholarship. Our institution is going to continue to engage the concept and ideals of Open
Access initiatives in other spheres that touch on Faculty research and productivity.
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NYU Commitment to Open Access for Research1

The Faculty of New York University is committed to disseminating the fruits of its research and
scholarship as widely as possible. In addition to the public benefit of such dissemination, this
commitment is intended to serve faculty interests by promoting greater reach and impact for
articles, simplifying authors’ retention of distribution rights, and aiding preservation. In keeping
with these commitments, the Faculty adopt the following statement on Open Access for Research.

Under this commitment, each Faculty member will grant to New York University permission to
make available their scholarly articles and to reproduce and distribute those articles for the purpose
of open dissemination. In legal terms, each Faculty member will grant to New York University a
non-exclusive, irrevocable, royalty-free, worldwide license to exercise any and all rights under
copyright relating to each of their scholarly articles, in any medium, and to authorize others to do
so, provided that the articles are not sold. The NYU faculty author will remain the copyright owner
unless that author chooses to transfer the copyright to a publisher.

The commitment will apply to all scholarly articles authored or co-authored while the person is a
member of the Faculty, except for any articles completed before the adoption of this policy and any
articles for which the Faculty member entered into an incompatible licensing or assignment
agreement before the adoption of this policy.

1 This draft policy draws heavily on the recommendations of the Berkman Klein Center for Internet & Society at
Harvard University’s Good practices for university open-access policies which has been endorsed by numerous
projects and organizations, including:

Association of Research Libraries (ARL)
Australasian Open Access Support Group (AOASG)
Coalition of Open Access Policy Institutions (COAPI)
Confederation of Open Access Repositories (COAR)
Electronic Information for Libraries (EIFL)
Enabling Open Scholarship (EOS)
Harvard Open Access Project (HOAP)
Library and Information Association of South Africa (LIASA)
Mediterranean Open Access Network (MedOANet)
Oberlin Group
Open Access Directory (OAD)
Open Access Policy Alignment Strategies for European Union Research (PASTEUR4OA)
Open Access Scholarly Information Sourcebook (OASIS)
Right to Research Coalition (R2RC)
Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources Coalition (SPARC)
SPARC Europe
UK Open Access Implementation Group (OAIG).
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A designate may waive application of the license for a particular article or delay access for a
specified period of time upon written request by a Faculty member. To assist the University in
distributing the scholarly articles, each faculty member will make available, as of the date of
publication or upon request, an electronic copy of the final author’s version of the article at no
charge in an appropriate format (such as PDF) specified by the University Libraries. The article
available shall be made available to the public in NYU’s open-access repository (the Faculty
Digital Archive) or the author may choose to deposit their article in another open repository of
choice. In cases where the NYU license has been waived or an embargo period has been mutually
agreed, the article may be archived in a NYU repository without open access, either limited to
NYU-only access or no access at all, for the period of the embargo or permanently, depending on
the waiver.

The Office of the Provost, in consultation with the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate,
will be responsible for interpreting this statement, resolving disputes concerning its interpretation
and application, and recommending changes to the Faculty from time to time.

The statement and any forthcoming service model will be reviewed on a regular, periodic basis and
a report presented to the Faculty via the Senate.

For more information on the implementation of this statement, contact the Director of Scholarly
Communications and Information Policy at NYU Libraries.
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T-FSC  
Educational Policy and Faculty Student Relations Committee Minutes 
 
The T-FSC Educational Policy and Faculty Student Relations Committee met 
Thursday March 4th to discuss post Covid online education. 

Vice Provost of Educational Technologies Clay Shirky attended as a guest of the 
Committee. 

While it is too early to tell exactly how “normal” the fall semester looks, Clay did 
say that all large classes (50+) would most likely continue to be taught online. If 
it becomes necessary for schools to ween from Covid restrictions due to State 
mandated regulations during the fall, social distancing will reduce the number of 
students permitted in a classroom. 
 
Clay amplified the Provosts message that while we were compelled to shift to 
online teaching due to the pandemic, NYU has no intention of steering the 
University towards more online education just because of the ease and in some 
cases success of the forced experience. Schools, departments and teachers, may, 
however, develop and institute online classes where appropriate. 
 
The  committee explored some of the successes experienced during the past year. 
Most notable were the changes to syllabi, shook up by the pivot to remote, that 
enhanced the pedagogy of some courses. 
 
Committee members: 
Shady Amin, David K Irving, Anja Jauernig, Alex Jassen, Allen Mincer, and 
Robert JC Young     
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Summary of Senate Taskforce on University Calendar 

The Senate Calendar Taskforce had its first meeting on 4/12.  Robert Young and Amy Witkoski Stimpfel 
attended, co-chaired by Beth Kienle-Granzo and Julie Mostov. 

Purpose: Make recommendations for development of calendars for Fall 2024 (next 3-year cycle) 

Timeline (to have work done): March 2022 

Guiding principles: maintain compliance with regulation across federal, state, and city domains (e.g., 
Middle States), University secularity, keeping semester model (spring, fall, J-term, and summer sessions 
while being mindful of NYU Shanghai & Abu Dhabi), and promoting student wellness. 

Action Item: Identify any issues that our group T-FSC/constituents have with the calendar to bring back 
to the Taskforce for full discussion? E.g., legislative days, observing Election Day, holidays, etc. 

Next meeting: TBD, likely next month 
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To: T-Faculty Senate Council (T-FSC) 
From: Personnel Policies & Tenure Modifications Committee (PPTM) 
Re: NYU Abu Dhabi (NYUAD) Faculty Governance Guidelines 

Date: April 15, 2021 

The PPTM Committee of the T-FSC has met twice to discuss and review the 2019 revised 
NYUAD Faculty Governance Guidelines and the two Appendices on Voting and Grievance. The 
Committee would first like to compliment the NYUAD Provost and AD Faculty for a well-thought 
out, well-written and comprehensive document. We also appreciate the request by the NYU 
Provost for the PPTM to review this document and we understand the urgency for our review. 

During our Committee discussions, several points arose that we would like to address 
and/or have clarified. The particular section of the document for which the PPTM has questions 
is reiterated below followed by the Committee’s comments (in orange). 

II. Faculty Council
2. a and b. Composition: As the Faculty Council is composed of both faculty and non-

faculty, i.e., post-docs, graduate students and staff, and is co-Chaired by the Provost, would it 
be more suitable to rename the Faculty Council to something that better reflects its make-up? 

2.c. FCSC: As the Faculty Council Steering Committee  (FCSC) is first brought up early
in the document, it seems more suitable to define the FCSC where it is first cited.  

3.a. Voting – “All Faculty Council decisions are recommendations to the Leadership,
and as such are advisory only”: Does “the Leadership” refer specifically to the FCSC or to the 
administration?  

III. Faculty Forum:
3.a. Similar to that suggested for the FCSC, it might be clearer if the definition of the

Faculty Forum is defined in the beginning of the document. 

IV. Faculty Committees and Faculty Representation on University Committees -
General Rules:

2. Membership – “Faculty on sabbatical or other leave should consult with the
respective committee chair to determine whether they can continue to serve satisfactorily during 
their absence or should resign”:  The Committee suggests that the phrase “should resign” be 
deleted and the phrase “selection of another faculty member be selected/appointed until the 
return of the Committee member on leave,” be inserted.  

4. Selection of Faculty Representatives – “In all cases, candidates nominated by
persons other than themselves for election or appointment have the right to decline the 
nomination without reproach”: It is suggested that the phrase “as well as, self-nominated 
persons have the right,” should be added. 

V. Faculty Council Steering Committee (FCSC):  As previously suggested for the Faculty
Council and the Faculty Forum, defining the FCSC in the beginning of the document could
better set the stage for delineating all three faculty groups (i.e., Faculty Council, FCSC and
Faculty Forum).

2a. Composition: Could the four academic divisions referred to in the guidelines be 
defined? 

2e. Could the “Cross Council Committee” be defined in the paragraph. 
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4. Functions: 
 j. “In exceptional circumstances, such as urgency preventing a matter from 
appearing before the Faculty Council or over academic year recesses, the FCSC shall be 
authorized by the Faculty to act on its behalf as its representative body. Any such actions will be 
reported to the Faculty in a timely manner.” The Committee suggests that “in a timely manner” 
be deleted and replaced with “by the next Faculty Council meeting.” 
 
X. Graduate Governance and Curriculum Committee (GGCC): “***During the 2019-2020 
academic year the GGCC remit will be finalized. The committee remit will be brought to the 
Faculty Council and included in the Faculty Governance Guidelines once completed.” *** 
For the final document, assuming that the remit has not yet been finalized, the dates should be 
changed. 
 
XI. Core Curriculum Committee: 

1. Overview: The information regarding the Core Curriculum Committee could be 
better served if it were defined earlier in the document.  
 
XVI. Amendments:  
Appendix II: Grievance Procedures: 
 

2. Who can grieve. 
b. Reappointment and Promotion Decisions for Full-Time Continuing Contract 

Faculty.  
i. “A Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty member who is not eligible for 

reappointment cannot grieve a decision not to reappoint”. The Committee suggests some 
clarification on “who is not eligible.”  
 
 4. The Faculty Grievance Committees 
  a. The NYU Abu Dhabi Tenured/Tenure Track Faculty Grievance Committee. 
   viii. “A minimum of three members of the Tenured/Tenure Track Faculty 
Grievance Committee must hear a tenured/Tenure Track grievance case.” We recommend that 
the faculty position/rank of the other two members of the Grievance Committee be better 
defined such that it is clear that they will also be Tenured/Tenure Track faculty, particularly 
since that is the case for almost all of the other NYU Schools.    
  b. The NYU Abu Dhabi Full-Time Continuing Contract Faculty Grievance 
Committee. 
    ii. “The committee shall consist of five senior members of the Full-Time 
Continuing Contract Faculty (at the level of Associate Professor, Full Professor, or Senior 
Lecturer).” The PPTM Committee questions what appears to be some inconsistency between 
the number of voting members on the Tenured/Tenure Track Committee and that of the 
Continuing Contract faculty.  
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 5. Procedures for Hearing a Grievance: 
  b. “The faculty member must submit their grievance claim in writing to the NYU 
Abu Dhabi Provost. The grievance must allege that either 1) the procedures used 
to reach the decision were improper, or that the case received inadequate 
consideration; or 2) that the decisions violated the academic freedom of the 
faculty member in question. “Do the conditions of this statement only apply to reappointment 
and tenure or to all grievances?  
 

7. Grievance Committees Governance: 
“As standing committees of the faculty, the grievance committees must regularly report to 
the faculty only on the number of cases heard or under study and the ultimate disposition 
of such cases (e.g., amicably settled or on appeal).” It is unclear as to which faculty the 
information will be communicated. Moreover, communicating the ultimate disposition raises 
the question of whether such information could lead to de-identification and thus loss of 
confidentiality for the Grievant.  
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Fiscal Update to the SFAC
April 13, 2021
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FY21 Financial Status 

|  2

FY21 
Budget

FY21 
YEP

Variance
B/(W)

Revenue 3,689 3,334 (355)        

Expense 3,584 3,334 249         

                

(dollars in millions)

Includes NYU Returns Costs: $132M

• Schools and units are doing a good job at controlling expenses to offset the impact 
of COVID-19 

• We will revise projections in May once we have a better idea on summer 
enrollment

Planned transfer 
to Capital budget

106 -

T-FSC Meeting 4/15/21, Document F, Page 2



|  3

$297M

$106M

$269M

$134M

Operating 
Margin: 
Original 
Budget

Operating 
Margin: Current 

Year End 
Projection

COVID-19 Financial 
Impact

NYU Returns 
Costs

University-Wide 
Expense 

Mitigations*

65%: Discretionary OTPS freeze
17%: Hiring Freeze/Review

13%: AMI savings
5%: Debt Service Delays

55%: 
Housing/Dining

19%: Tuition
15%: Fundraising

11%: All Other
36%: Public Health 

(Testing, SHC)
33%: Operations 

(Space, PPE, 
Quarantine Meals, 
Dining, IT Needs)

18%: Global (GoLocal)
13%: All Other Costs

Financial Outlook
FY 2021 Operating Margin Projections: Breakeven with Upside Potential

$ - M

NYU is able to generate sufficient expense savings to mitigate COVID-19 impacts while 
supporting its community. The University has not implemented mandated layoffs, salary 

reductions, or suspended pension contributions  
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COVID-related support  

|  4

• In April, 2020 NYU was awarded $25.6M from the Federal Government based on size and NYU’s 
large number of Pell eligible students

• 100% of value of funding has been awarded to students in FY20 and FY21
• $4M of additional Donor & University funds allocated to emergency student aid in FY20

• An additional $65.6M was just recently awarded to NYU  
• At least 50% required to be allocated to direct student aid

• In December, 2020 NYU was awarded an additional $37.4M through second round 
of government stimulus (“Coronavirus Response and Relief Supplemental 
Appropriations Act”, or “CRRSAA”)

• Only $12.8M is mandated to go to emergency student aid (same amount as CARES 
Act), but 100% of value of funding will be awarded to students in FY21

• CARES and CRRSA act provided for a minimum of $25.6M of direct aid for students
• NYU exceeded this amount by over $40M
• Total COVID related aid to students once ARP funds are received will be over $100M
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✓ December - Finance Committee of the Board of Trustees reviewed preliminary fiscal 2022 University budget considerations 

 First Week of February – Confirmation if further expense mitigations will be required based on Spring 2021 results

 February and March – Fiscal Officer/pre-meetings with Budget Office, Financial Plan Cleanup

March 16 – Senate Financial Affairs Committee (SFAC) issues fiscal 2022 final budget recommendation memos 

• February, March and April – Principals budget meetings

• April/May - Budget Office consolidates budget requests and reviews with President, Provost, and CFO 

(Additional input from schools/units may be needed at this time) 

• May 13 – Finance Committee of the Board reviews the proposed fiscal 2022 consolidated University budget and accompanying financial 
plan

• Mid/Late May - Provide more guidance regarding mitigation measures for the Summer based on expected enrollment level

• June 1 (at the latest) – Deans submit Faculty Hiring Plans (approved by school fiscal officers and the Budget Office) to the Provost

• June 8 – Finance Committee of the Board approves the proposed fiscal 2022 consolidated University budget and recommends its adoption 
by the Board of Trustees

• June 9 – Board of Trustees adopts the fiscal 2022 consolidated University budget

• Mid-to-Late June – Budget Office distributes memos to individual schools and units with decisions concerning their fiscal 2022 budgets

• June 21 – July 30 - Budget submission for all accounts except position budgets

• July/August – Communicate if COVID-19 mitigation measures need to remain in place for the Fall Semester

• August 10 – Budget initialized for all positions in position management staffing model 

• August 24 – Final deadline for submission, review and sign-off of budgets, including quarterly calendarization

FY 22 Timeline & Deadlines
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